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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the importance and priority of practices 

for directors of career and technical education in the state of Indiana.  An analysis was prepared 

to determine the rankings and correlations of importance and priorities of 50 leadership practices 

as well as 11 categories of practices for the career and technical education (CTE) directors.  In 

addition, an analysis was prepared to discover the demographics factors within the director’s 

own leadership characteristics and the director’s district that played a role in the importance and 

priority.  Factors examined included gender, age, years of experience in career and technical 

education administration, type of district served, number of school districts served, number of 

programs offered, total enrollment, and type of facility.  Directors of career and technical 

education were examined because the director is considered the administrative leader of career 

and technical education districts for a unit of the state.  As such, the director has the 

responsibility to provide the students, teachers, schools, and communities with appropriate career 

and technical education within the guidelines of sound educational practices, governmental 

mandates, and regional workforce need.  The research design involved a population of 46 career 

and technical education directors serving 49 career and technical education districts in the state 

of Indiana.  Director importance and priority of practice were collected using a 50-item survey.  

Statistical analysis of the data included descriptive statistics regarding mean, standard deviation, 

and frequency of the items.  A Spearman product correlation, t-tests, and ANOVA were used to 

test the null hypotheses.  Significance was identified at the .05 level.  In all, 42 directors of career 
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and technical education directors in the state of Indiana responded to the survey instrument, 

which asked them to rank the importance of practice and agreement to the priority of practice for 

50 different practices that research has shown to be practices often associated with the position 

of director.  Those 50 practices were configured into 11 categories.  As a result of the analysis, 

significant findings were present in the correlations between 48 of the 50 practices as well as all 

11 of the categories.  Significance was also found in two sub-hypotheses for importance for the 

areas of type of district and type of facility.  In addition, significance was found in six sub-

hypotheses for priority for the areas of gender, age, years of experience in career and technical 

education administration, type of district, number of programs, and type of facility. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Career and technical education has a proud and diversified history.  Its history provides 

its greatest strengths, but it also has become its largest stumbling block.  Though career and 

technical education has always been about meeting local demands of schooling and workforce 

development, it has been traditionally funded primarily by federal dollars.  The earliest federal 

involvement in k-12 education was in support of the intentional education for students, for boys 

to study agriculture and girls to study home economics.  The federal legislation became known 

as the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 (Barlow, 1976a).  The federal government has had a large 

awareness of the importance and relevancy of career and technical education since then.  In 

1963, the Perkins-Morse Bill, later known as the Vocational Act of 1963, was passed and 

became the most profound piece of vocational legislation since the Smith-Hughes Act.  The 

Vocational Act of 1963 “authorized millions of dollars in an attempt to find solutions to the 

nation’s social and economic problems” (Gordon, 2003, p. 85).  Vocational education and those 

leading its purpose became a source to solve the issues facing American society. 

Since those earliest funding mechanisms, career and technical education has evolved and 

molded itself around educational agendas for addressing academic and economic needs.  Career 

and technical education leaders were given even more responsibility.  They were asked to 

prioritize practices that addressed the global educational discrepancies as well as the economic 
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gap within the world market.  The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Act of 1984 amended the 

Vocational Act of 1963 to address those additional demands on academics and workplace 

training.  In 1990, President George H. Bush signed the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins 

Vocational Act of 1984 and named it the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 

Education Amendments Act with intent to bridge traditional academic and vocational courses 

(Finch, 1999).  The 1990 reauthorization caused a revolutionary change and new ideology for 

career and technical education leadership (Fletcher, 2006).  The blurred line that once separated 

vocational education and academia was eliminated.  Vocational education was gone and career 

and technical education was birthed.  Career and technical education contained the traditional 

goals of training students in workplace skills as well as ensuring that all students were learning 

basic academic skills that would prepare them for postsecondary success.  The practices and 

priorities of those leaders of career and technical education did not just change, they multiplied.  

For many of those leaders, the vision of vocational education and career and technical education 

were not the same. 

Today, career and technical education is funded by the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Applied Technology Education Amendments Act of 1998, which has been reauthorized several 

times and is currently funded through a 2006 reauthorization (Brustein, 2006).  This 

reauthorization worked in tandem with much of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) language 

included in the elementary and secondary school funding legislation.  With each legislative 

branding, new expectations have been placed upon the tasks that should be incorporated into the 

proper functioning of career and technical education.  Educational policy analysts believe that 

the correlations between NCLB and Perkins legislation provide substantial challenges for leaders 

of career and technical education (Daggett, 2003).  
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As with many educational policies, implementation proves to be difficult.  With new laws 

and interpretations came the need to establish what practices must be added to those that are 

already being implemented in the support of quality education.  With career and technical 

education, both educational and workplace demands must be reconciled.  In the state of Indiana, 

career and technical education leaders are accountable to both the Department of Education and 

the Department of Workforce Development.  The Department of Education provides direction 

and mandates that are academic in focus.  The Department of Workforce Development possesses 

the funding source, and all accountability measures are tracked by the agency.  Each agency 

provides different accountability principles which must be followed (Indiana Department of 

Education, 2012).  The leadership of local career and technical education directors is confronted 

with the challenge of determining the priorities to follow and then allocating the time and 

resources needed to accomplish these tasks.  The local director must find a way to appropriately 

balance the occasionally competing governmental oversight and policy agencies. 

In addition to the institutional challenges being faced by the career and technical 

education directors in Indiana, there are also many factors that make each director and district 

unique.  The uniqueness comes from the varied characteristics of the leader.  In the state of 

Indiana, local district directors are employees of the local district they serve; therefore, a director 

could serve multiple administrative roles beyond just career and technical education.  Directors 

may even be asked to serve competing roles where practices or priorities that support career and 

technical education may be at the expense of another portion of their jobs.  Also, as seen in other 

educational administrative roles, there is diversity in the experience of directors.  In career and 

technical education in Indiana, there are currently many leaders reaching retirement age while 

other leaders are new appointments for recently retired directors.  The rapid turnover of career 
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and technical education directors has caused some directors not to have the traditional career and 

technical education director’s license in order to fill the needed positions (Indiana Association of 

Career and Technical Education Districts, 2012).  Many of the new directors do not have 

experience during the older authorizations of the Perkins legislation where vocational training 

was the main priority.  Also, the newer directors are coming from a time where academic 

integration has been a major focus of purpose for career and technical education.   

In addition to the diversity among the leadership characteristics, there are differences 

among the characteristics of the districts.  Career and technical education legislation allows for 

many different ways to organize the district.  Those constructions fit into two main types: (a) a k-

12 local education agency where the district is administratively part of a school district or (b) a 

career and technical education local education agency where the district is administratively 

autonomous (Indiana Association of Career and Technical Education Districts, 2008).  The 

autonomy can provide a completely different set of practices and priorities that make a district 

work.  A career center local education agency has autonomy but with autonomy comes the day-

to-day operation.  Districts that work inside a k-12 agency must meld a district career and 

technical education philosophy inside a singular school district that has focus well beyond just 

career and technical education.  Also, those districts range in size, which determines the amount 

of funding and the options available for the district to support.  Some of the districts are located 

in large, urban centers in which all the students are from a concentrated region.  The priorities of 

program offerings and meeting the demands of workplace populations are often unique to an 

urban or rural setting.  Other district agencies serve sparsely populated areas in which multiple 

counties are consolidated to make up a district composition (Indiana Association of Career and 

Technical Education Districts, 2011).  
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Each district provides career and technical education programming through different 

physical environments.  Some districts have a stand-alone career center that houses programs.  In 

this instance, students travel to the center for classes.  Other districts have a career center 

attached to a high school where not all students must travel to the center, but students have 

access to both career and technical education and traditional academic courses.  Still other 

districts do not have a career center but use facilities that are housed inside a current high school. 

One high school may have one program or a few programs while other programs are housed in 

other high schools.  The collection of the individual high school program becomes the programs 

of the career and technical education district (Indiana Department of Workforce Development, 

2012). 

Because of these varied situations and competing practices, current district leaders in 

career and technical education are facing a challenge.  How do they, as leaders in the specialized 

field of career and technical education, choose the practices that are most important?  Of all the 

important practices that could or should be implemented, which ones do they believe are most 

important to the work of career and technical education in their settings?  Choosing priorities are 

not enough for successful leadership.  Putting them into action is even more vital to success. 

After placing importance upon a practice, how much time do current leaders put into the various 

priorities?  With all of the competing demands put upon a leader, finding the balance between 

practice and priority is fundamental to moving education forward.  The goal of this study was to 

discover what current leaders are choosing as most important practices and to which practices 

they are actually prioritizing their time towards. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Today’s career and technical education leaders should be prepared to handle a host of 

responsibilities and challenges emphasized in federal legislation and implemented at the state 

and district level.  Current responsibilities on career and technical education directors’ agendas in 

Indiana include business and financial management, facilities and equipment management, 

academic and career and technical education program integration, instructional management, 

organizational improvement, personnel management, professional staff development, program 

planning, development and evaluation, recordkeeping, school–community relations, and student 

services.  All of these areas are complicated by the vast diversity of a leader’s background that is 

tempered by age, gender, experience level, and educational pedigree.  In addition, the directors 

are confined by the makeup of their district in terms of size, autonomy, and location.  No single 

leader is able to complete all of these practices.  Decisions must be made to increase or decrease 

each practice regarding its priority or importance.  Those decisions can highly impact the quality 

of education. 

Significance of the Study  

The complexity of the legislation and implementation of career and technical education 

requires leaders to prioritize competing demands upon their limited time.  Choices must be made 

in order to meet the demand of the legislation and policy of both federal and state educational 

agencies.  Proper allocations of the time put into those demands are crucial.  Accountability has 

never been higher in career and technical education.  The consequences of mismanaging 

practices and priorities can be significant.  This study showed how current directors correlate 

their priorities into practice as required by both legislation and professional standards.  The 

results can assist current and future directors to align their practice with what is needed to 
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provide a quality career and technical education program for their community.  It also can seek 

understanding of the competing vision of practices and priorities of the varied subgroups of 

directors that now serve in the state of Indiana. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the leadership priorities and 

practices of career and technical education directors in the state of Indiana.  An analysis was 

prepared to determine whether demographic factors played a role in the directors’ practices and 

priorities.  Factors examined included the director characteristics of job responsibility, age, gender, 

years of experience, licensure, and degree obtainment.  Additional factors examined included area 

district characteristics of organization type, number of programs offered, type of population 

demographic, physical environment, number of counties served, and student population. 

Research Questions  

This quantitative study sought answers to seven research questions:  

1. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are most 

important to the career and technical education directors? 

2. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are priorities to 

the career and technical education directors?  

3. Is there a relationship between the priorities and importance of practices of career and 

technical directors in Indiana? 

4. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their leadership characteristics? 

5. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their area district characteristics? 
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6. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their leadership characteristics? 

7. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their area district characteristics? 

Research Question Analysis and Null Hypotheses 

Question 1 was addressed through descriptive analysis. 

Question 2 was addressed through descriptive analysis. 

Question 3: H01. There is no relationship between the practices and priorities of career 

and technical directors in Indiana.  

Question 4: H02. There are no significant differences between importance of practices 

and leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

Question 5: H03. There are no significant differences between importance of practices 

and area district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

Question 6: H04. There are no significant differences between priorities and leadership 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

Question 7: H05. There are no significant differences between priorities and area district 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

Delimitations  

This study contained the following delimitations:  

1. Only career and technical education directors’ perceptions were recorded. 

2. The survey consisted of 50 items.  There are an almost limitless number of practices 

that a director may need to complete while fulfilling the duties of their job 

description.   



9 

 

3. The survey items were answered prior to the 2012-13 school year, which was six 

years into the current Perkins funding and policy mandates.  

4. The survey was confined to career and technical education directors in the state of 

Indiana. 

5. The survey was only given to the lead director of each district.  Few districts had 

associate directors who were not a part of the population. 

Definitions 

Several terms used in this investigation are defined in the interest of consistency. 

Area district refers to the geographic region of the state in which a director is assigned to 

administer career and technical education programs. 

Career and technical education refers to organized educational activities that offer a 

sequence of courses that provides individuals with coherent and rigorous content aligned with 

challenging academic standards and relevant technical knowledge and skills needed to prepare 

for further education and careers in current or emerging professions.  It provides technical skill 

proficiency, an industry-recognized credential, a certificate, or an associate degree.  It may 

include prerequisite courses that meet other requirements as well as competency-based applied 

learning that contributes to the academic knowledge, higher-order reasoning and problem-

solving skills, work attributes, general employability skills, technical skills, occupation-specific 

skills, and knowledge of all aspects of an industry, including entrepreneurship, of an individual 

(Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act, 2006). 

Director refers to the state-recognized administrators of career and technical education 

programs in a geographical region of the state known as an area district. 

Importance refers to the perceived significance or vision placed on a practice. 
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Practice refers to the tasks of administration that can be done within a span of time. 

Priorities refer to the amount of time put on a leadership practice. 

Vocational education refers to the preparation of students for entry-level jobs that do not 

require a baccalaureate degree (Blank, 1999; National Center for Education Statistics, 2000). 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study was to seek the current values placed upon the practice and 

priorities of career and technical education directors in the state of Indiana.  To fully appreciate 

the decision-making process of directors in placing importance and time on leadership practices, 

a literature review was conducted.  The review of the literature pertaining to this study contains 

an extensive history beginning at the founding of the U.S. educational system. American 

educational systems have evolved in practice and priority as new challenges and opportunities 

have been presented.  The literature review is divided into four categories to provide the proper 

context to understand the current situation and build the current foundation for leadership 

practice and priorities.  

The first area of review was the historical progression of career and technical education.  

This began with the earliest foundation of state educational governance in Massachusetts.  

During the earliest parts of the 20th century, vocational education—now known as career and 

technical education—became an important reflection of American political and economic 

development.  This section documents the evolution of career and technical education policy 

leading up to the current educational philosophy.  

The second area of review examined the current legislative demands that affect the 

practices and priorities in career and technical education.  Most of the practices and priorities are 
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dictated by the legal federal funding code.  The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education 

Act of 2006 serves as the current driver of practice and priority and describes how the current 

law modified previous legislation and established new practice and priority.  Within this same 

section, other current non-legislative influencers of practice and priority are discussed. 

 The third area documents current literature and leadership research on leadership practice 

and priority in career and technical education.  The literature review revealed several research 

studies that explored the important practices in career and technical education leadership starting 

in the 1970s and examined those authors and the results of those studies. 

The final section provides an overview of the educational leadership philosophies and the 

research that impacts prioritization of leadership practice.  Career and technical education is a 

subsection of general educational leadership.  The literature on best practices in educational 

leadership can have an effect on career and technical education as well.  This final section 

presents some of the significant research in the area of education. 

History of Career and Technical Education 

Understanding the leadership demands placed upon current leaders in career and 

technical education requires a basic understanding of the evolution of the education of career 

development.  Barlow (1976b) described the traditional preparation work for students before the 

establishment of school based educational systems in these words: 

Turning our attention back 200 years to 1776, we find three ways in which a person 

prepared for work.  The first was organized apprenticeship.  This was generally pretty 

good.  The two type–voluntary and involuntary–provided apprenticeships, whether boys 

or girls, with five basic elements: (1) food, clothing, and shelter; (2) religious instruction; 

(3) general education (3 R’s); (4) instruction in a trade or occupation; and (5) the 
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mysteries of the trade (related subjects).  Involuntary apprenticeship provided a neat way 

for towns to take care of their child welfare cases (particularly in the earlier Colonial 

period).  A second way of preparing for work was in the mother-daughter, or father-son 

relationship in which the fundamentals of a trade or occupation were taught to children in 

the family.  This process is as old as time.  The third was the pick-up method, by 

observation and imitation, but with little actual instruction.  A sharp boy or girl bent upon 

learning a trade, could ultimately pick-up the essential information needed to begin. 

Experience at doing the task finally made him a craftsman. (pp. 1-2)  

The traditional approach to vocational education sufficed for much of the early history of 

the United States, especially in the agrarian culture and economy that prevailed through the 

country.  As the urban culture developed in the cities of New England, the traditional ways of 

educating young people changed as well.  Snedden (1910), Commissioner of Education for 

Massachusetts, commented,  

In the shifting currents of social progress, some institutions once powerful are left 

weakened, if not helpless, while other institutions were strong to meet the demands of 

time.  The homes of the urban industrial classes have not the moral influence over 

children once exercised by the family life of the farmer; the church grips fewer members 

with their theological doctrines than it did a century ago; the trades do less for their 

apprentices in the modern factory than they did when lodged in the household; the press 

has more influence; libraries are more plentiful; and the school had grown to be a modern 

giant where once it was puny babe. (pp. iii-iv) 

With the comments of Snedden, the floodgates were opened for political and government actions 

to support and concentrate the attention for the education of the skilled, vocational trades. 
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Numerous laws have been enacted that have shaped the history of vocational education as it 

morphed to the culture and economy of each generation of educational practice and priority. 

Several historical analyses of vocational education described significant legislative influences on 

the history of vocational and career-technical education (Barlow, 1976a).  

Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 

The Smith-Hughes Act was the beginning of significant major federal influence in 

secondary vocational education.  It was created from a response to social, economic, and 

political forces that were occurring (Raisen, 1989).  The act provided for funding of vocational 

education in agriculture, trades and industry, and home economics.  It also set funding to support 

teacher training in those vocational areas (Lynch, 2000).  The legislation provided for a federal 

board and separate state boards for vocational education.  Each state was required to submit a 

plan for federal funding (Roberts, 1957).  From a historical context, the Smith-Hughes Act was 

important because it set up a separate vocational board from that of general education (Wonacott, 

2003). 

Charles Prosser 

Charles A. Prosser served as the first federal Commissioner of Vocational Education.  

The position was created through the Smith-Hughes Act.  Prosser created 16 theories that 

provided the comprehensive foundation of early vocational education (Prosser & Allen, 1925). 

The first general theory of vocational education stated, “Vocational education will be efficient in 

proportion as the environment in which the learner is trained is a replica of the environment in 

which he must subsequently work” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 194).  The second general theory 

of vocational education stated, “Effective vocational training can only be given where the 

training jobs are carried on in the same way with the same operations, the same tools and the 
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same machines as in the occupation itself” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 195).  The third general 

theory stated, “Vocational education will be effective in proportion as it trains the individual 

directly and specifically in the thinking habits and the manipulative habits required in the 

occupation itself” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 197).  The fourth theory stated, “Vocational 

education will be effective in proportion as it enables each individual to capitalize his interests, 

aptitudes and intrinsic intelligence to the highest possible degree” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 

198).  The fifth theory stated, “Effective vocational education for any profession, calling, trade, 

occupation or job can only be given to the selected group of individuals who need it, want it and 

are able to profit from it” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 198).  The sixth theory stated, “Vocational 

training will be effective in proportion as the specific training for forming right habits of doing 

and thinking are repeated to the point that these habits become fixed to the degree necessary for 

gainful employment” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 199).  The seventh theory stated, “Vocational 

education will be effective in proportion as the instructor has successful experience in the 

application of skills and knowledge to the operations and processes he undertakes to teach” 

(Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 200).  The theory of minimum employment standards or eighth theory 

stated,  

For every occupation there is a minimum of productive ability which an individual must 

possess in order to secure or maintain employment in that occupation.  If vocational 

education is not carried to that point with that individual, it is neither personally nor 

socially effective. (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 200) 

The theory of market demands or ninth theory stated,  

Vocational education must recognize conditions as they are and must train individuals to 

meet the demands of the market even though it may be true that more efficient ways of 
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conducting the occupation may be known and that better working conditions are highly 

desirable. (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 202) 

The 10th theory stated, “The effective establishment of process habits in any learner will be 

secured in proportion as the training is given on actual jobs and not on exercise or pseudo jobs” 

(Prosser & Allen, 1925, pp. 202-203).  The 11th theory stated, “The only reliable source if 

content for specific training in an occupation is the experience of masters of that occupation” 

(Prosser, & Allen, 1925, p. 203).  The 12th theory stated, “for every occupation there is a body of 

content which is peculiar to the occupation and which practically has no functioning value in any 

other occupation” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 204).  The 13th theory stated,  

Vocational education will render efficient social service in proportion as it meets the 

specific training needs of any group at the time that they need it and in such a way that 

they can most effectively profit by the instruction. (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 206) 

The 14th theory or working theory of group characteristics stated, “Vocational education will be 

socially efficient in proportion as in its methods of instruction and its personal relations with 

learners it takes into consideration the particular characteristics of any particular group which it 

serves” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 207).  The 15th theory stated, “The administration of 

vocational education will be efficient in proportion as it is elastic and fluid rather than rigid and 

standardized” (Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 208).  The 16
th
 theory or cost theory was,  

While every reasonable effort should be made to reduce capita cost, there is a minimum 

below which effective vocational education cannot be given, and if the course does not 

permit of this minimum of per capita cost, vocational education should not be attempted. 

(Prosser & Allen, 1925, p. 209) 
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George-Reed, George-Ellzey, and George-Deen Acts 

In 1929, a supplementary law, the George-Reed Act, was passed to authorize additional 

spending appropriations for five years in agriculture and home economics.  The effects of the 

Great Depression caused a decrease in the funding of all programs, especially in the trades and 

industry segments.  During 1933 and 1934, no appropriations were distributed.  In 1934, a 

second supplementary law, the George-Ellzey Act, was passed that reinstated the funding for the 

original Smith-Hughes Act (Barlow, 1976a).  In addition to the funding language, the law placed 

a focus on supporting the national defense efforts and reducing unemployment problems 

(Wonacott, 2003).  The George-Ellezey Act expired on July 1, 1937.  The George-Deen Act 

authorized Congress to appropriate money authorized by the federal budget for vocational 

education (Barlow, 1976b). 

 World War II.  During the First World War, the experiences of vocational education in 

World War II were documented in the Final Report of War Training Programs published by the 

U.S. Office of Education in 1946.  As early as 1938, the Office of Education was analyzing 

emergency conditions that may have risen.  In particular, focus was placed on training for 

mechanical trades, specifically aircraft mechanics.  On May 17, 1939, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt directed the Office of Education to work with the Department of Labor and the War 

Department to create a system of training that would produce qualified workers in the aircraft 

industry.  The successful partnership between vocational education and defense preparation was 

noted by many.  Immediately following World War II, the George-Barden Act of 1946 was 

passed to further support the vocational training of Americans.  It authorized the funding for 

agriculture, home economics, trades and industry, and distributive education.  The legislation 
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also gave a greater flexibility to the state boards to determine funding needs within the context of 

some federal guidelines (Barlow, 1976a). 

 Legislation of the 1960s and 1970s.  A significant change in federal policy towards 

vocational education occurred in the early 1960s with the enactment of the Vocational Education 

Act of 1963, which replaced the George-Barden Act.  The Vocational Education Act of 1963 

called for states to place greater efforts into their state plans to provide set-asides to serve poor 

and disabled students (Raisen, 1989).  Later amendments in 1968 known as the Vocational 

Amendments of 1968 continued the pattern of specific set-asides for students with disabilities, 

disadvantaged students, bilingual students, postsecondary students, and students preparing for 

occupations not traditional for their gender (Wonacott, 2003).  The new targeted areas of the 

legislation provided new opportunities for vocational education.  It also emphasized themes that 

also appeared in the 1963 legislation of research and training, curriculum development, 

consumer and homemaking education, cooperative education, work-study programs, and new 

program and leadership development (Barlow, 1976a).  During the 1970s, career educational 

policies became the dominant theme in vocational education (Wonacott, 2003).  U.S. 

Commissioner of Education, Sidney P. Marland, Jr., used the concept of career education in 

1971 as a reform movement in secondary education.  Enrollment figures in vocational education 

grew from 7,533,936 in 1968 to 13,555,639 in 1974.  Then in 1975, Congressman Carl D. 

Perkins introduced the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1976 that provided funds for 

career education throughout the country (Barlow, 1976a).  In addition, the Vocational Education 

Act was reauthorized in 1976.  It reconfirmed the financial commitments for high school and 

postsecondary students, students that had completed or left high school, individuals needing 
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retraining, individuals with academic or economic obstacles, disabled students, construction of 

area vocational facilities, vocational guidance, and training services (Threeton, 2007). 

 Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and Applied Technology Act of 1984.  Even 

with all the changes with vocational education during the 1960s and 1970s, there were still 

student populations that were being underserved (Raisen, 1989).  In response, Congress passed 

the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and Applied Technology Act in 1984 (Lynch, 2000).  

This act was the forerunner of the current legislation.  The legislation contained two main 

purposes: (a) the improvement of vocational programs, and (b) better and increased services for 

students with special needs.  It set aside 57% of the funding for disadvantaged groups and 43% 

for program improvement (Lynch, 2000).  

  Perkins II.  The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and Applied Technology Act of 

1990 was developed with the premise that the United States was falling behind other nations in 

the global economy (Finch, 1999).  The focus of the legislation was to strengthen the workforce 

preparation process, which included integration of academics and vocational education.  It also 

mandated partnerships with educational institutions and the workforce (Gordon, 2003).  As a 

result of this funding, the tech prep associate degree or tech prep was created.  Tech prep 

addressed the learning style of contextual learners interested in career-related education in both 

the secondary and post-secondary level.  Tech prep emphasized the blending of hand skills and 

head skills into an integrated curriculum along with the values of work in the educational setting 

(Hull & Grevelle, 1998).  Perkins II represented the most dramatic shift in vocational policy 

since the original funding because of the new strong focus on academics along with occupational 

skill development (Hayward & Benson, 1993). 
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 School to Work.  The School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 was significant to 

vocational education.  Its purpose was to create a comprehensive system to help students acquire 

information, skills, and abilities to transition from school to a career-oriented work.  The main 

components of the law were the integration of academics and occupational learning, work 

experiences, structured training, career guidance, and work-based learning activities (Threeton, 

2007).  

 Perkins III.  In 1998, the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education 

Amendments Act was passed.  It was the third vocational legislative act authored by Senator Carl 

Perkins.  It continued the essence of Perkins II.  The legislation called for a state performance 

accountability system to promote academic and technical performance, integration of academics, 

and postsecondary placement.  Much of the Perkins III legislation focused on removing funding 

requirements on special populations and allowed states to determine the best way to serve those 

populations.  The legislation also required states to provide data on four core indicators of 

performance: attainment of academic and technical proficiencies; attainment of secondary 

degrees; placement in, retention in, and completion of postsecondary education; and participation 

in and completion of programs that lead to nontraditional training and employment (Wonacott, 

2003). 

 Each of these legislative mandates and funding sources contributed to the historical 

literature of vocational or CTE.  Though the specific practices or priorities were matched to meet 

the current demand, a general direction and purpose has prevailed.  The historical emphasis still 

maintained an influence in current goals and purposes of leadership.  Current career and 

technical education practice is a result of the reauthorization continuum of the Carl D. Perkins 
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Acts of 1984, 1990, and 1998, with each of those building upon the previous practice and 

philosophical standard previously enacted. 

Perkins IV: Goals and Purposes of Current Career and Technical Education Philosophy 

 The current philosophy in career and technical education has been formed within the 

legislative and educational thoughts of the current framework of education.  These thoughts were 

evident in the literature review.  The legislative position set the legal frameworks for the funding 

and presented desired outcomes for the implementation of career and technical education.  From 

the legislation, best practices and application philosophies were created. 

 All current legislative philosophy has been the resulting interpretation of the Carl D. 

Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 also known as Perkins IV.  It was a 

reauthorization of the 1998 Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act, which was 

known as Perkins III.  It was intended to strengthen the focus on responsiveness to the economy 

and tighten the accountability statements of Perkins III (Threeton, 2007).  Work began on the 

current reauthorization in spring 2004 with House of Representatives hearings and bipartisan 

support.  The original House of Representatives version, known as the Vocational and Technical 

Education for the Future Act, maintained most of the features of Perkins III with a few 

exceptions.  It proposed combining the tech prep and basic state grant funding, cuts in state and 

local administration, changes in the maintenance of effort provision, and language that continued 

to refer to vocational education.  A similar piece of legislation called the Carl D. Perkins Career 

and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2004 began hearings in the summer of 2004.  It 

made similar changes as the House of Representatives bill but did not make dramatic changes to 

the funding formulas and kept separate the tech prep funding.  Congress went to recess at the end 

of 2004, causing the respective legislation to stall.  In 2005, the legislation was reintroduced in 
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both chambers with much identical language.  On July 26, 2006 the legislation was passed in the 

U.S. Senate by unanimous consent.  On July 29, 2006, the U.S. House of Representatives passed 

the legislation 399-1.  President George Bush signed the bill on August 12, 2006 as Public Law 

109-270 (Association for Career and Technical Education [ACTE], 2006a). 

 The new reauthorization provided legislative and funding authority through fiscal year 

2012.  The new 2006 law continued most of the features of the 1998 Perkins law but there were a 

few significant changes in the practice and priority of the enactment with the new law (Threeton, 

2007).  In addition to the five main changes, the new act was the first piece of legislation that 

used the term career and technical education instead of vocational education.  The Carl D. 

Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006 provided a new definition for 

career and technical education: 

organized educational activities that offer a sequence of courses that provides individuals 

with coherent and rigorous content aligned with challenging academic standards and 

relevant technical knowledge and skills needed to prepare for further education and 

careers in current or emerging professions; provides technical skills proficiency, an 

industry-recognized credential, a certificate, or an associate degree; and may include 

prerequisite courses that meet the requirements of this subparagraph; and include 

competency-based applied learning that contributes to the academic knowledge, higher-

order reasoning and problem-solving skills, work attributes, general employability skills, 

technical skills, and occupation-specific skills, and knowledge of all aspects of an 

industry, including entrepreneurship, of an individual. (p. 1) 

In addition to the significant definition change from vocational to career and technical education, 

new definitions for articulation agreement, scientifically-based research, secondary education 
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tech prep student, and postsecondary education tech prep students were made (Association for 

Career and Technical Education, 2006b).  The legislation also maintained the funding for the 

tech prep program as a separate funding source (Brustein, 2006).  The Carl D. Perkins Career 

and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006 further clarified the role of career guidance.  

It identified teachers, faculty members, administrators, and counselors as career and technical 

education professionals.  The identification of a counselor as a professional was inconsistent with 

older philosophies.  Gray and Herr (1998) found that career guidance systems and processes had 

been called many different names.  With all the different applications, there was not one 

definition that met all settings or populations.  Perkins IV indicated that guidance counseling 

must provide access and information to students regarding career awareness and planning with 

respect to occupational and academic future and also provide information in respect to career 

options or further education (Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act, 

2006).  The concept of career guidance in career and technical education was not new to this 

legislation.  Vocational guidance had been a part of the Vocational Education Act of 1963.  The 

2006 legislation further identified the relationship that should exist with guidance counselors and 

career and technical education teachers (Threeton, 2007).  Increased focuses on options are 

crucial to leadership in educational opportunities (Symonds, Schwartz, & Ferguson, 2011). 

 There were five main changes in content and focus for the Carl D. Perkins Career and 

Technical Education Improvement Act of 2006.  The first was a new, stronger accountability 

system placed on the local districts.  Local districts would now be required to set performance 

targets on specific performance indicators and be held responsible for meeting those 

requirements (Meeder, 2008).  Local districts would have the option to choose a state 

performance target or work with the state to negotiate levels more in line with the local 
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circumstance.  Sanctions could be given for not meeting the requirements, including the 

withholding of funding.  If local districts or states failed to meet at least 90% of their agreed 

upon targets, they would have to develop and implement an improvement plan.  If no 

improvement was shown in three years, the funding reduction could occur (ACTE, 2006a).  New 

specific performance indicators were also created, including academic attainment as measured by 

No Child Left Behind assessments (ACTE, 2006b).  Graduation rates would also be reported, as 

well as technical proficiencies aligned with industry-recognized standards (Meeder, 2008). 

 The second significant change was coordination within the career and technical education 

community.  Though tech prep was kept as a separate funding source, the Perkins Act required 

greater coordination with other agencies within career and technical education.  A new 

accountability system was designed for those states which chose not to combine tech prep and 

basic state grant dollars (Brustein, 2006).  If states chose to combine funding, it would have to be 

distributed to local districts using the same formula as the basic state grant funds.  If they chose 

not to combine the funding, there would be new accountability measures placed on the 

implementation so that the tech prep funding would match the uses of the basic state grant 

(ACTE, 2006a).  More stringent guidelines were put into place that required integration of 

occupational and employment information (Brustein, 2006).  The tech prep funding was 

eliminated as a part of the 2011 federal budget cuts (DeWitt, 2011). 

 The third significant change was the expansion of academic and technical integration.  

Prior Perkins legislation called for intentional academic integration, but the 2006 Perkins Act 

made stronger ties to the NCLB legislation.  In the legislative hearings, there were great concerns 

expressed about the lack of frequency of the integration.  Opportunity to teach academic 

concepts was often found in workforce education, but instructors either did not believe that 
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academics was their responsibility or they did not feel qualified for teaching academics (Gray & 

Herr, 1998).  The legislation placed emphasis on professional development for the study of 

effective academic and technical integration.  The legislation, though, did not specify how it 

would be measured (Threeton, 2007).   

 The fourth significant change was a stronger emphasis on connections between secondary 

and postsecondary education.  Traditionally, connections between secondary and postsecondary 

educational opportunities were addressed through the tech prep program, but the new legislation 

brought the requirement into the basic state grant (ACTE, 2006b).  The new law required the 

development and implementation of programs of study.  These programs were to “incorporate 

secondary education and postsecondary elements; include academic and career and technical 

content in a coordinated, non-duplicative progression of courses; and lead to an industry-

recognized credential or certificate at the postsecondary level, or an associate or bachelor’s 

degree” (ACTE, 2006b, p. 2).  In addition to the pathway established for postsecondary 

coursework, curricular design was also to focus on prerequisite work for career and technical 

education (Meeder, 2008).  Many students would fail to see the pathway that should be followed 

for achieving education to occupational success.  There was often not a clear connection between 

their programs of study and the opportunities in the labor market (Symonds et al., 2011).  

Emphasis was to be made to create a pathway of coursework those students should take that 

prepare students for taking career and technical education courses (Meeder, 2008). 

 The fifth significant change was an increased coordination with business and industry.  

Two separate purposes of the law referenced the theme.  There was mention of the need to 

support partnerships among all stakeholders and provide opportunities for life-long learning.  A 
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focus was also placed on high-demand occupations, in addition to those that are high skill and 

high wage (Brustein, 2006). 

 The legislative context provided the guidelines for the new interpretation of the future for 

career and technical education.  Even before the August 2006 official signing of the pubic law, 

many organization and leaders had weighed in on how the role of career and technical education 

should be addressed with many of those elements demonstrated in the new law. 

 Summers (2001) referred to the new vocationalism of leadership that contained a new set 

of features.  They included merging transfer and terminal curricula, forging articulation 

agreements, and creating lifelong perspectives in workforce development.  He contended that 

future leadership must possess the leadership skills of foresight and courage. 

 Career and technical education has, from the original act in 1917, had a history of 

advisory committees in which education and leadership have shared ideas.  It provided for local 

community input and the creation of subcultures of leaders.  Because local communities had 

different needs and interests, relationships were built with community and private partnerships. 

The connection with local interest can be a role in school reform even though the emphasis of No 

Child Left Behind does not provide for local controls.  Many in the education community are 

now embracing many of the practices that have been elements of career and technical education 

(Gregson & Allen, 2005).  

 Creating a strong network of leadership can provide effective practice.  Many career and 

technical leaders have seen the importance of working together to influence practice.  Kimberly 

Green of the National Association of State Directors of Career Technical Education Consortium 

believed that effective leadership required “forming networks of information, forming networks 

of learning and operating in a collaborative partnership” (as quoted by Reese, 2004, para. 25).  
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Dr. Ann Benson of the Southern Regional Education Board believed in “the motion of leverage. 

Leadership is the perpetual motion of learning” (as quoted by Reese, 2004, para. 31).  It was 

through the network of individuals that leadership practice was built (Barkley et al., 2001). 

 Meeder (2006) cited an Association for Career and Technical Education study that 

embarked on an effort to integrate general school reform with career and technical education.  

The report concluded that more students should be enrolled in career and technical education.  It 

suggested three purposes for career and technical education.  These three purposes broke down 

the artificial barriers between academic coursework and career and technical education which 

was to: 

 Support students in the acquisition of rigorous core knowledge, skills, habits, and 

attitudes needed for success in postsecondary education and the high-skilled 

workplace; 

 Engage students in specific career-related learning experiences that equip them to 

make well-informed decisions about further education and training and employment 

opportunities; and 

 Prepare student who may choose to enter the workforce directly after high school 

with levels of skills and knowledge in a particular career area that will be valued in 

the marketplace. (Meeder, 2006, p. 4) 

Summary of Perkins Legislative Demands 

 Each legislative update of the various authorizations of the Perkins law provided 

additional emphasis and direction.  All added to the foundation of required activities and dictated 

to leaders a template for implementation.  The continuation of the mandates of each of the new 

Perkins legislations proved to be demanding on leadership practice.  Table 1 summarizes the 
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emphasis that each reauthorization added to the implementation of career and technical 

education. 

Table 1 

Summary of Perkins Legislation 

 

Perkins Authorization 

 

Major Features 

 

Perkins I (1984)* 

 

Improvement of vocational education 

Increased services for students with special 

needs 

 

Perkins II (1990)** 

 

Workforce preparation 

Mandated integration of academics 

Blending “hand skills” and “head skills” 

 

Perkins III (1998)*** 

 

Promote academic and technical performance 

State performance accountability 

Creation of performance accountability 

indicators 

 

Perkins IV (2006)*** 

 

Stronger accountability at local level 

Coordination with the career and technical 

education community 

Expansion of academic and technical integration 

Stronger connection with secondary and 

postsecondary education 

Increased coordination with business and 

industry 

Note. *Lynch (2000), **Finch (1999), ***Brustein (2006). 

 

 

 

Leadership Practice Tasks in Career and Technical Education 

 The role of leadership practice in career and technical education may have some 

analogous relationships with the roles of other leadership positions in education, but there are 

also other great differences as well.  There is some literature available that explores the unique 

position of leadership in career and technical education.  The definitions of the practices and 
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priorities that are needed for effective leadership in career and technical education have been 

defined throughout the years and have built upon the literature in the field. 

 As early as 1971, the American Vocational Association had created a definition of the 

administrative process for vocational leadership.  It was recorded in Baker and Selman (1985) 

when they cited the work and defined career and technical administration as follows:  

It is the process of planning, organizing and operating an educational activity for 

achieving the objective of the activity.  There must be some organized manner for 

allocating the financial, material, and personnel resources which are available to an 

activity.  There must be some method of developing policy, coordinating activities, and 

assessing the achievement of the use of these resources in relation to the goals of the 

activity.  This process is administration. (p. 1) 

 Another of the earliest citations for the study of leadership tasks in vocational education 

occurred in the 1970s during the rise of career-based education.  Weinrich and Weinrich (1974) 

identified the connections between vocational education and general education leadership.  As a 

result of their study, they identified functions of effective leadership.  The functions of leaders 

included curriculum and program planning; management of instruction; student development 

services; personnel administration; fiscal and physical planning and management; building and 

constituency; and evaluation, accountability, and research (Weinrich & Weinrich, 1974).  

 Norton (1977) created a listing of administrative tasks through his creation of the 

Developing a Curriculum (DACUM) work.  The purpose of the research was to identify and 

nationally verify the competencies important to local administrators in vocational education.  

The DACUM procedures were used to update the competencies identified through his literature 

search.  His goal was to add 36-40 additional tasks not found in the literature.  His newly created 
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list was refined into an instrument that he called the Task Inventory Instrument.  It consisted of 

191 different task statements.  His original research showed that 166 of the tasks were verified as 

important tasks (Norton, 1977). 

 In the same year that Norton (1977) created the Task Inventory Instrument, Bentley 

(1977) created a list of areas that vocational leaders need to be able to 

organize an advisory committee, determine community needs, prepare facilities, purchase 

and install equipment, locate and obtain funding, prepare proposals, evaluate, recruit, and 

train vocational personnel, develop or select curriculum, establish rapport with teachers, 

develop budgets and fiscal management strategies, perform periodic program evaluation, 

and promote and update programs. (Bentley, 1977, p. 96) 

 A study by Savio (1981) examined the practices and priorities of career and technical 

education leadership in Michigan.  Savio used the same administrator’s inventory instrument that 

was created by Norton (1977).  Savio’s research showed that the most important task for leaders 

was evaluation of instructional program effectiveness.  Professional relations, business and 

financial management, and self-development were also ranked highly. 

 Baker and Selman (1985) conducted a research study of vocational administrators in 

Alabama to determine administrative tasks performed and competency levels and importance 

levels of those tasks using the DACUM work of Norton (1977).  Baker and Selman identified 

103 different tasks that were subdivided into nine competency categories.  The main categories 

were program planning, development, and evaluation; instructional management; student 

services; school–community relations; personnel management; professional staff development; 

facilities and equipment management; business and financial management; and program 

improvement.  The research of Baker and Selman showed that immediate professional 
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development was needed for completing plans to promote vocational education, conducting 

program promotional activities, developing improvement plans, and ensuring communication 

with advisory councils.  They also discovered the intermediate needs of identifying funding 

sources, using data, and planning staff development.  There were no significant differences in the 

mean responses for the means of any of the tasks and no significant differences in responses for 

the various demographic variables (Baker & Selman, 1985). 

 Finch and McGough (1991) reported that effective career and technical education leaders 

must be able to perform administrative, supervisory, and leadership activities.  They defined the 

leader from three standpoints: the human dimension, the environmental dimension, and the task 

dimension.  In addition, they identified the four basic elements of the task dimension as planning, 

development, management, and evaluation. 

 VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009) incorporated the leadership task list work of Norton 

(1977) and Woloszyk and Manley (2001) to analyze the practice and priority of career and 

technical education administrators in Michigan.  VanderMolen and Zinzer summarized the 

leadership tasks into seven different management skills: business and financial management; 

facilities and equipment; instructional management; personnel management; professional and 

staff development; program planning, development, and evaluation; and school–community 

relations.  Their results showed that career and technical education administrators indicated that 

recordkeeping, personnel management, and school–community relations were the most 

important duties performed.  The three most frequently performed duties were program planning, 

development, and evaluation; integration of academic and career and technical education 

programs; and student services. 
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 There is a shortage of career and technical education administrators, which will become a 

problem as current leaders approach the retirement (Zirkle & Cotton, 2001).  Some suggest that 

there is a crisis in educational leadership of both quality and quantity (Kister, 2001; Reese, 

2004).  Several trends affecting administration are leading to the shortfall.  One of those is the 

constant change that is occurring in administrative practices.  Administrators’ roles are becoming 

very diverse and are changing with the times (Growe, Fontenot, & Montgomery, 2003).  With 

the changing culture and climate of education and its reform, the role of leadership must be 

reconceptualized in order to guarantee that new leaders are addressing the practices needed for 

success (Hess & Kelly, 2005). 

Leadership Practice in Education 

 The literature specific to leadership tasks for career and technical education 

administrators was not varied.  Much of the existing literature of administrative practice and 

priority was connected to the legislative demands of the current mandate that was in effect.  

Compilation studies of practice and priority discussed in the previous section of the literature 

review were often specific to individual states and the DACUM work of Norton (1977).  

Therefore, in order to obtain a more global perspective on effective practice and priority, current 

research and thought that surround general educational practice and priority principles should 

also be examined.  Many have strong connectivity to the leadership demands that are also on 

career and technical education. 

 As part of the school reform movement resulting from No Child Left Behind and 

demonstrated in current Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education 

Amendment Act of 1998 and its reauthorizations, career and technical education has been asked 
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to supplement and support academic attainment.  Therefore, education reform has become tied to 

career and technical education leadership (Meeder, 2006). 

 Determining the practices of effective leadership is not easy to accomplish.  The Southern 

Regional Education Board and the High Schools That Work project publication “Leadership 

Matters: Building Leadership Capacity” stated that leadership promotes learning (Meeder, 2006). 

The publication explored three practices that were being used effectively.  It was discovered that 

effective leaders modeled learning and exhibited the behavior they want teachers to display. 

Effective leaders also provided compelling reasons for other to learn, which encouraged high 

expectations of students and staff.  The school leaders also created a coaching environment for 

continuous growth (Meeder, 2006; Reese, 2004).  Establishing sustainable practices takes 

intentional practice.  Hargreaves & Fink (2004) reported a Spencer Foundation-funded study was 

done in the eight high schools over three decades in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.  From the 

study, seven principles were defined.  Sustainable leadership created and preserved sustained 

learning, secured success over time, sustained the leadership of other, addressed issues of social 

justice, developed rather than depleted human and material resources, developed environmental 

diversity and capacity, and undertook activist engagement with the environment. 

 The Association for Career and Technical Education partnered with school districts 

across the country along with Gene Bottoms of the Southern Region Education Board and 

created recommendations for comprehensive school reform that blended academic and career 

focused educational practices and priorities (Meeder, 2006). The first recommendation was the 

establishment of a clear system goal of career and college readiness for all students.  The second 

recommendation was the creation of a new school culture that stresses personalization in 

planning and decision-making.  Third recommendation was the creation of a positive school 
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culture that stresses personalization in relationships.  The fourth recommendation was to 

dramatically improve how academic content is taught.  The fifth recommendation was for the 

creation of incentives for students to pursue the core curriculum in an interest-based context.  

Sixth recommendation was to support high quality teaching in all content areas.  The seventh 

recommendation was to offer flexible learning opportunities to encourage re-entry and 

completion of secondary education. The eighth recommendation was to create a system of 

incentives and supports for connection of career and technical education and high school 

redesign efforts.  Finally, the ninth recommendation was to move beyond seat-time and narrowly 

defined knowledge and skills (Meeder, 2006). 

 In an attempt to identify leadership task practice and priorities, the Council of Chief State 

School Officers revised their Educational Leadership Policy Standards in 2008.  The new set of 

standards, called the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), listed the 

expectations for leadership as well as functions that define the standard practice.  ISSLC called 

for the establishment of six standards. Each of those six standards was broken down into given 

functions of leadership. 

 Standard 1 called for the setting of a widely shared vision for learning.  The standard 

identified five functions of the leadership:    

collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission; collect and use data 

to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and promote organizational 

learning; create and implement plans to achieve goals; promote continuous and 

sustainable improvement; and monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans. (Council 

of Chief State Officers, 2008, p. 14) 
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 Standard 2 was to develop a school culture and instructional program conducive to 

student learning and staff professional growth.  The standard identified nine functions of the 

leadership, which were to 

nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high expectations; 

create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program; create a personalized 

and motivating learning environment for students; supervise instruction; develop 

assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress; develop the 

instructional and leadership capacity of staff; maximize time spent on quality instruction; 

promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching 

and learning; and monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program. (Council 

of Chief State Officers, 2008, p. 14) 

 Standard 3 ensured effective management of the organization, operation, and resources 

for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.  The standard included five functions of 

leadership, which were to 

monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems; obtain, allocate, align, 

and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological resources; promote and protect the 

welfare and safety of all students and staff; develop the capacity for distributed 

leadership; and ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality 

instruction and student learning. (Council of Chief State Officers, 2008, p. 14) 

 Standard 4 was collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to 

diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.  The standard 

included four functions, which were to  
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collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational environment; 

promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse cultural, social, 

and intellectual resources; build and sustain positive relationships with families and 

caregivers; and build and sustain productive relationships with community partners. 

(Council of Chief State Officers, 2008, p. 15) 

 Standard 5 was acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.  The standard 

included five functions.  Those were to 

ensure a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success; model 

principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical behavior; and 

safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity; consider and evaluate the 

potential moral and legal consequences of decision-making; and promote social justice 

and ensure that student needs inform all aspects of schooling. (Council of Chief State 

Officers, 2008, p. 15) 

 Standard 6 was the understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, 

legal, and cultural contexts.  The standard included three functions.  Those were to  

advocate for children, families, and caregivers; act to influence local, district, state, and 

national decisions affecting student learning; and assess, analyze, and anticipate emerging 

trends and initiatives in order to adapt leadership strategies. (Council of Chief State 

Officers, 2008, p. 15) 

 The Wallace Foundation has provided considerable resources to explore effective 

leadership tasks that have shown effectiveness.  The literature was rich with available resources 

on priority and practice analysis.  A research group from the University of Minnesota and the 

University of Toronto worked with the Wallace Foundation to investigate links from leadership 
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practice that resulted in student learning (Louis et al, 2010).  Section 1.4 of that final reported 

identified the following six key findings: 

1. Previous research has identified a set of core practices underlying the work of 

successful school and district level leaders.  About 15 in total, these practices can be 

classified as setting directions, developing people, redesigning the organization, and 

managing the instructional program. 

2. Almost all leadership practices considered instructionally helpful by principals and 

teachers were specific enactments of those core practices. 

3. Teachers and principals were in substantial agreement about the leadership practices 

they considered to be instructionally helpful. 

4. Teachers generally agreed with one another in identifying helpful leadership 

practices.  Teachers varying widely in the sophistication of their classroom instruction 

nevertheless identified as helpful most of the same leadership practices. 

5. School level had a small effect on the importance teachers attached to a small number 

of leadership practices. 

6. Teachers and principals agreed that the most instructionally helpful leadership 

practice were: Focusing the school on goals and expectations for student 

achievement; keeping track of teachers’ professional development needs; and creating 

structures and opportunities for teachers to collaborate. (as cited in Louis, Leithwood, 

Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010, p. 66) 

 A second study supported by the Wallace Foundation analyzed the effectiveness of 

assessment of school leader practices.  It noted that more than 40 states have adopted the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium’s standards, which have become essential to 
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create desired practices and priorities for school leaders (Wallace Foundation, 2009).  The 

clearer standards should have allowed the assessment of leaders’ behaviors.  Unfortunately, as 

noted by researchers from Vanderbilt University, the field lacks consensus regarding what 

should be assessed (Wallace, 2009). The research by the Wallace Foundation and Vanderbilt 

identified two critical questions: (a) What should school leaders be assessed for? and (b) How 

should they be assessed so that the process enhances their effectiveness in improving learning?  

The Wallace Foundation study continued with the examination of the new tools that are available 

for principal assessment.  The study described the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in 

Education (VAL-ED), which was also funded by the Wallace Foundation.  The study also 

mentioned the Leadership Performance Planning Worksheet (LPPW) and TimeTrack Analysis 

Data Collection, which are two identified and targeted tools for use (Wallace Foundation, 2009). 

Summary 

 In summary, the review of the literature was categorized into four categories that provide 

a historical and political foundation for complicated and diverse landscape of practices that face 

career and technical education directors.  These included the history of career and technical 

education, goals and purposes of current career and technical education, leadership tasks in 

career and technical education, and leadership tasks in education.  Each of these categories 

provided the foundation for the role of practice and priority in the leadership of career and 

technical directorship.  As with most studies of humans, the rich historical past provided the 

beliefs that shaped the current legislative mandate of practice and priority.  Each piece of its 

history has provided strong practices and priorities that have become a part of the genetics of the 

leaders of those times.  The current legislative mandate for career and technical education has 

worked in tandem with prevailing thought regarding general education in order to create an 
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extensive list of tasks that leaders should consider for practice and place priority in 

accomplishing.  Today’s leaders in career and technical education must no longer focus on the 

need to educate a workforce with usable skills, but they must prioritize practices that must 

address the academic skills.  A litany of leadership tasks for leaders in career and technical 

education at one time may have been entirely vocational in nature, but now the list has expanded 

to also include the leadership tasks that belong to school principals, district superintendents, or 

state administrators. The literature concerning the practice and priority in career and technical 

education showed a widening of responsibilities over the past century.  The magnitude of those 

responsibilities and the corresponding accountability can be difficult for a single person to meet 

each one successfully.
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter discusses research methodology including the null hypotheses, data sources, 

population of the study, data collection process, and instrument used.  The purpose of this 

quantitative study was to determine the preferential rankings of career and technical education 

directors’ priorities and practices of leadership activities that are performed in their jobs and 

provide descriptive analysis of the rankings and the demographic data of the directors.  Overall, 

the design involved the following procedures:  

1. Each of the 46 career and technical directors in the state of Indiana was included in 

the population.  All of the directors were included in the study. 

2. Directors’ priorities and practices data were collected using a survey.  

3. Survey data were calculated using both descriptive and correlational analyses. 

4. Results indicated directors’ importance of practice and the priority of practice. 

Research Questions 

This quantitative study sought answers to seven research questions:  

1. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are most 

important to the career and technical education directors? 
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2. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are priorities to 

the career and technical education directors?  

3. Is there a relationship between the priorities and importance of practices of career and 

technical directors in Indiana? 

4. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their leadership characteristics? 

5. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their area district characteristics? 

6. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their leadership characteristics? 

7. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their area district characteristics? 

Null Hypotheses and Research Question Analysis 

 Question 1 was addressed through descriptive analysis. 

 Question 2 was addressed through descriptive analysis. 

 Question 3: H01. There is no relationship between the practices and priorities of career 

and technical directors in Indiana.  

 Question 4: H02. There are no significant differences between importance of practices 

and leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

 Question 5: H03. There are no significant differences between importance of practices 

and area district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

 Question 6: H04. There are no significant differences between priorities and leadership 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 
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 Question 7: H05. There are no significant differences between priorities and area district 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana. 

Population 

 In the state of Indiana, there are 386 school districts as assigned by the Indiana 

Department of Education (2011).  Each of the school districts is assigned to a career and 

technical district.  Those career and technical education districts are led by an assigned director.  

In some cases, multiple districts are led by the same person.  In total, there are 49 different career 

and technical districts led by 46 different directors.  Currently, three districts are being served by 

a director that is serving another district (Indiana Association of Career and Technical Education 

Districts, 2011).  All 46 directors assigned to lead those districts were selected for the study.  

Data Collection Process  

All 46 career and technical directors in Indiana were selected.  A list of directors was 

developed using the information provided by the Indiana Association of Career and Technical 

Directors (IACTED).  After contacting IACTED, email and ground mail addresses were obtained 

for each career and technical director.  The names of the directors were confirmed by a phone 

call to each district to verify the current name, email address, and ground mail address.   

To obtain a high rate of return, two different modes of distribution was utilized by first 

presenting the survey at a state level career and technical education directors’ meeting.  The list 

of all current career and technical education directors in attendance was compared to the 

population list.  The comparison was completed by a third-party observer that was not a part of 

the survey population.  Second, those directors not in attendance were sent an email with a cover 

letter and link to the on-line survey using Survey Monkey online survey software.  A letter 

explained the purpose of the research project and contained directions for accessing the Director 
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Practice and Priority Survey and explained that the respondent’s identity would be kept 

anonymous through both modes of distribution.  The dissertation committee chair and the 

executive director of IACTED were included as co-signers.  The directors were surveyed on the 

importance of practice and the time priority put on the practice.  Directors were asked to return 

the completed Director Practice and Priority Survey either on-line or via traditional email. 

Directors were provided with a follow-up letter either thanking them for their 

participation in the study or prompting them to respond to the survey.  The results were used to 

examine the descriptive information about the practices and priorities of director rankings, 

relationships between the practices and priorities, descriptive information about practice rankings 

and demographic information about the directors, and descriptive information about priority 

rankings and demographic information about the directors. 

Instrumentation 

Director Survey 

The Director Practice and Priority Survey was used for career and technical directors to 

determine ranking of practice and priority of leadership activities.  The Director Practice and 

Priority Survey was developed after reviewing the current literature and establishing content 

validity.  The instrument consisted of a 50-item survey developed to measure directors’ rankings 

of practice and priority of leadership activity associated with their position.  Each of the items 

was placed into one of 11 broader categories.  The survey was patterned after the questionnaires 

developed by VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009), who developed a survey based upon a similar 

instrument by Norton (1977) and Savio (1981). 

The Director Practice and Priority Survey included leadership activities such as 

curriculum development, Perkins federal grant compliance, staff morale, communication, 
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academic integration, program development, reporting, and workplace trends that fell under the 

responsibility of a career and technical education director.  The listing of items came from the 

review of literature from similar research studies that have been done.  Specifically, 

VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009) created a survey with 51 items for researching the tasks and 

time spent on those tasks.  The survey was given to career and technical education administrators 

in Michigan (VanderMolen & Zinzer, 2009). 

The survey was organized with a listing of 50 leadership activities.  Next to each 

leadership practice, the director was asked to mark the level of importance of the practice on a 

Likert scale of 1-5.  In another column next to the leadership practice, a separate Likert scale was 

created that asked the level of time commitment devoted to the practice.  Next to the leadership 

activity, the director was asked to mark the level of time priority spent on the practice. 

Survey Validity  

 The degree to which this survey accurately assessed the appropriate tasks addressed by 

was validated by multiple means.  Creswell (1994) recommended several ways to establish 

validity.  Face validity is the ability to measure what the instrument purports to measure.  Face 

validity was established in this study by using a sampling of a panel of career and technical 

education administrators who were not serving as directors in regards to the survey instrument 

clarity and organization.  The panel consisted of assistant directors, career center principals, and 

career and technical education department chairs.  The panel consisted of administrators from 

Indiana who had served in career and technical education at either the district or state level.  The 

survey was also reviewed by a professional statistician who worked in educational and non-

educational research data analysis.  Content validity is the ability to measure the content that it 

was intended to accomplish (Creswell, 1994).  The survey being used for this study met content 
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validity because it was a replication of similar surveys that had been used to survey career and 

technical directors in Michigan (VanderMolen & Zinzer, 2009). In addition, the survey used in 

this study was an extension of the survey used in the published studies of Norton (1977), Savio 

(1981), VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009), and Woloszyk and Manley (2001). 

Survey Reliability  

 The reliability of the initial survey was established through the nationwide 

instrumentation developed through a DACUM process by Norton (1977), called the survey the 

Task Inventory Instrument.  Norton developed a list of 191 different tasks for vocational 

administrators.  Norton’s research verified that 166 of the tasks were important.  The survey was 

later modified and used by Savio (1987) in Michigan.  The new survey was called the 

Administrator Inventory (Savio, 1981).  In 1985, the original work of Norton was modified to 

create a 103-item survey for use in Alabama (Baker & Selman, 1985).  The survey instrument 

was later verified and modified by a DACUM study completed by Woloszyk and Manley (2001) 

for use in Michigan.  Woloszyk and Manley started with the 166 tasks identified by Norton and 

narrowed the list to 51 items.  VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009) then used the DACUM survey to 

identify a 51-item survey for career and technical administrators in Michigan.  The survey used 

for career and technical directors in Indiana for this study consisted of the same items and format 

that were used in VanderMolen and Zinzer survey.  With permission from VanderMolen and 

Zinzer, changes were made to provide proper verbiage that was accurate for Indiana.  Two items 

in the Michigan survey had the same practice application in Indiana, so the items were combined 

for this study’s survey.  Two items in the Michigan survey were about tech prep funding.  Tech 

prep funding was eliminated (DeWitt, 2011).  Two additional items were added to replace those 

questions.  Although the current survey edit cannot claim the reliability continuum of the 
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DACUM surveys of the previous studies, it provided more valid responses for the Indiana 

population. 

Study Variables 

 For the purpose of the study, there were three variable types.  The independent variables 

were the demographic characteristics of the career and technical directors who completed the 

survey (Appendix A).  One of the dependent variables was the importance of practice rating on 

each of the 50-items in Part II of the survey.  This dependent variable was addressed through 

Research Questions 1, 3, 4, and 6.  A second dependent variable was the priority of time rating 

on each of the 50-items in Part II of the survey.  This dependent variable was addressed through 

Research Questions 2, 3, 5, and 7.  There were 15 intervening variables that were addressed 

through characteristics of the director and characteristics of the area district as represented in Part 

I of the survey instrument. 

Data Analysis  

This study drew on descriptive analysis relying extensively on a survey instrument 

patterned after VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009).  This survey was conducted for the 2012-2013 

school year. 

Research Questions 1 and 2 were tested by descriptive analysis.  Means and standard 

deviations were determined for each practice item and category.  The established means for each 

item and category group allowed for ranking descriptions to be analyzed.  The 50 practices were 

categorized into 11 sections using the VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009) framework.  See 

Appendix B for a complete table of the correlation between the practice items and the categories.  

Table 2 shows a summary of how the survey items were divided into each category.  
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Table 2 

Brief Summary of Items and Category Breakdown 

 

Category 

 

Survey Items 

 

A-Business and Financial Management 

 

1-3 

 

B-Facilities and Equipment Management 

 

4-7 

 

C-Integrate Academics and Program 

 

8-9 

 

D-Instructional Management 

 

10-16 

 

E-Organizational Improvement 

 

17-19 

 

F-Personnel Management 

 

20-25 

 

G-Professional and Staff Development 

 

26-30 

 

H-Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation 

 

31-36 

 

I-Recordkeeping 

 

37 

 

J-School and Community Relations 

 

38-42 

 

K-Student Services 

 

43-50 

 

 

 

Research Question 3 (H01) was tested by Spearman correlational analysis.  The 

regression between importance of practice and priority was determined for each item as well as 

category.  

For Research Questions 4 through 7 (H02–H05), significance of differences was tested 

using a series of ANOVA or t-tests depending upon the number of possible responses available 

for each factor.  Factor characteristics were determined after the survey results were collected to 

insure that potential statistical power could be achieved.  Subgroups of at least 10 respondents 

were desired for statistical analysis.  H02 was analyzed using the importance of leadership 
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practice with leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors.  H03 was 

analyzed using the importance of leadership practice with area district characteristics. H04 was 

analyzed using the priority rating with leadership characteristics of career and technical 

education directors.  H05 was analyzed using the priority rating with area district characteristics.  

Summary  

In this chapter, the design components consisting of the hypotheses, the data source 

including the population, and the instrument to be used were presented and described.  The main 

purpose of the study was to analyze the career and technical education directors’ leadership task 

practices and priorities.  Chapter 4 reflects the results of the data collected from the surveys 

including a descriptive analysis of the practice importance and priority ratings, correlations 

between the importance and priority ratings, and an analysis of the ratings among director 

subgroups.  Chapter 5 contains the results that demonstrate the impact of the study and future 

implications. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the practice and priorities of 

career and technical education directors in the state of Indiana.  An analysis was prepared to 

determine what importance and priorities directors placed on various practices of the position.  

Correlations between importance and priorities were also completed.  It was determined whether 

demographic factors played a role in the directors’ practice and importance.  Factors examined 

were position responsibility, gender, age, licensure, academic degree, and years of experience in 

career and technical education and administration.  Other factors were the organization type, type 

of district, physical environment, number of districts served, number of programs, and 

enrollment.  The descriptive charts and tables indicating results are located in Tables 3-28. 

 Statistical analysis of the data includes descriptive analysis for Research Questions 1 and 

2.  A Spearman product-moment correlation was used to test for Research Question 3.  ANOVA 

and independent t-tests were used to test Research Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 depending upon the 

number of potential responses that applied to the demographic characteristic.  

 This chapter provides a description of the data and presents the results of the study.  It is 

organized into the following sections: descriptive data, summary of practice importance and 

priorities, findings and analysis of the hypotheses, and summary of findings.  The descriptive 

data section addressed the characteristics of the directors and the districts they represented from 
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the respondents.  The summary of results section addressed the findings for Research Questions 

1 and 2.  The findings and analysis of the hypotheses section addressed the results for Research 

Questions 3–7.  The summary of findings section summarized the results found for each 

hypothesis. 

Descriptive Data  

All career and technical education directors in the state of Indiana were invited to 

participate in the study.  A total of 46 directors qualified and were offered the opportunity to 

participate in this study.  Out of the 46 career and technical education directors invited to 

participate, 42 directors responded with submitted surveys.  The analysis data set contained 42 

records (N = 42), representing 91% of all career and technical education directors in the state of 

Indiana. 

Director Respondent Leadership Characteristics 

The population of career and technical education directors that participated in this survey 

represented the career and technical education districts across the state of Indiana.  Directors of 

42 out of the possible 46 in the state of Indiana responded to this survey.  The following are 

leadership characteristics of the directors that were included in the sample. 

Respondents by position responsibility.  Within the population of career and technical 

education directors, there were 35 directors (83.33%) who were full-time directors in their 

district and seven directors (16.67%) that shared their directing responsibility with another 

administrative responsibility. 

 Respondents by gender.  Within the population that responded to the survey, there were 

30 men (71.43%) and 12 women (28.57%).   
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 Respondents by age.  Respondents represented all three possible age categories: (a) under 

45, (b) 45-55, and (c) 56 and older.  Directors under age 45 made up 16.67% of the sample, 

directors aged 45-55 made up 26.19% of the sample, and directors 56 years of age or older made 

up 57.14% of the sample. 

 Respondents by career and technical education license.  Of the respondents who 

completed this survey, 33 of the directors (78.57%) had a state career and technical education 

directors license and nine of the directors (21.43%) did not have a state career and technical 

education directors license. 

 Respondents by non-career and technical education administration license.  Of the 

directors who responded to this survey, 30 (71.43%) had earned another administrative license 

other than the career and technical education directors license and 12 (28.57%) had not earned 

another administrative license.   

 Respondents by highest degree earned.  Respondents represented all three of the 

possible highest degree categories: masters, post-master’s or career and technical education 

director’s license, and doctorate.  There were 11 (26.19%) who had obtained a master’s degree.  

There were 30 (71.43%) who had obtained a post-master’s or career and education director’s 

license.  There was one (2.38%) who earned a doctorate degree. 

 Respondents by years of experience in career and technical education.  Directors 

responding to the survey reported serving in career and technical education for less than one year 

to 44 years.  There were 10 directors who reported 0 to 15 years of experience (23.81%).  There 

were 21 directors who had between 16 and 30 years of experience (50%).  There were 11 

directors who had over 31 years of experience (26.19%) in career and technical education. 
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 Respondents by year of experience in career and technical administration.  Directors 

responding to this survey reported serving in career and technical education administration for 

fewer than 1 year to 37 years.  There were 19 directors who had been in career and technical 

education administration for 10 or fewer years (45.24%), 13 directors who had between 11 and 

20 years of experience (30.95%), and 10 directors who had more than 21 years of experience 

(23.81%). 

 District characteristics of the respondents.  The state of Indiana is divided into 49 

districts to serve the secondary career and technical education.  Each district was served by one 

of 46 directors who were invited to complete this survey.  The following are characteristics of 

the districts that are served by the directors who were part of the sample. 

 Respondents by district organization type.  The districts being served by the directors, 

were categorized into one of the following organization types: local k-12 system LEA (local 

educational agency), career and technical education cooperative LEA, or career and technical 

education corporation.  Of the categories, 13 directors were from local k-12 system LEAs 

(30.95%), 20 districts were career and technical education cooperative LEAs (47.62%) and nine 

respondents were from career and technical education school corporation districts (21.43%). 

 Respondents by type of district.  Districts of the surveyed directors reported the district as 

being from a geographic location: rural/small town, suburban, or urban setting.  This breakdown 

was 21 (50.00%) from rural/small town settings, eight (19.05%) from suburban settings, and 13 

(30.95%) from urban settings. 

 Respondents by physical environment of district.  The physical environments of the 

schooling facility were different among the districts.  Districts can hold programs in a stand-

alone career center, a career center attached to high school, or in multiple buildings.  There were 
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17 (40.48%) districts in stand-alone career centers, 11 (26.19%) districts had programs in a 

career center attached to a high school, and 14 (33.33%) districts had programs in multiple 

buildings. 

 Respondent by number of school district served in district.  Each career and technical 

education district was made up of students from other k-12 school districts in the geographic 

region.  There were 21 (50%) districts that had six or less school districts represented and 21 

(50%) that had seven or more school districts represented. 

 Respondent by number of programs offered in district.  Each district can choose the 

curriculum programs offered.  Of the districts that had a director respond to this survey, 24 

offered less than 20 programs in the district (54.76%), 11 districts offered between 21 and 30 

programs (26.19%), and eight districts offered more than 30 programs (19.05%). 

 Respondent by enrollment in programs offered in district.  The enrollment sizes of the 

district were categorized into three areas: fewer than 1,500 students, 1,500-4,999 students, and 

more than 5,000 students.  Of the respondents to this survey, 18 districts had fewer than 1,500 

students (42.86%), 15 districts had between 1,500 and 4,999 students (35.71%), and nine 

districts had greater than 5,000 students (21.43%). 

Descriptive Summary of Practice Importance and Priority 

 Director’s view of importance and priorities of practices.  The first section of the 

Directors Practice and Priority Survey dealt with the importance that each director put on each of 

the 50 practices.  The results address Research Question 1 which asked, “Which practices of 

career and technical education directors in Indiana are most important to the career and technical 

education directors?”  With the use of a five point Likert scale, all survey items were rated on a 

scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being very unimportant, 3 being neither important nor unimportant, and 5 
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being very important.  A total of 42 directors responded to the survey items.  Respondents 

indicated preparing the Perkins Local Plan budget (M = 4.88, SD = .33) and promoting the 

district program (M = 4.74, SD = .50) as the two most important practices of career and technical 

education directors.  Tables 3-6 illustrate responses to the 50 items on the survey regarding 

importance of practices. 

Table 3 

Summary of Practice Importance: Mean, Standard Deviation, Rank, and Frequencies 

 

 

 

 

Item N 

Very 

Imp. 

(5) 

Imp. 

(4) 

 

Neither 

Imp nor 

Unimp. 

(3) 

Unimp. 

(2) 

Very 

Unimp. 

(1) 

Prepare Perkins Budget 42 37 5 0 0 0 

Identify Resources 42 21 16 5 0 0 

Develop Proposals  40 24 13 3 0 0 

Provide Building & Equipment 42 23 13 4 1 1 

Manage Equipment 42 21 12 5 3 1 

Manage Purchases 42 26 11 4 0 1 

Manage Technology 42 15 19 2 5 1 

Create Assessments 42 11 16 11 3 1 

Work with Teachers 42 8 13 15 6 0 

Supervise Curriculum 42 25 12 3 2 0 

Guide Development 42 22 16 3 1 0 

Manage Master Schedule 42 14 14 8 4 2 

Coordinate Transportation 41 9 11 12 7 2 

Instructional Technology 42 14 16 10 2 0 

Alignment for Licensing  42 26 13 2 1 0 

Coordinate Alignment 42 22 17 2 1 0 

Use Information Resources 42 18 18 6 0 0 

Collect Data for Decision Making 42 21 16 5 0 0 

School Improvement 42 13 21 6 2 0 

Select and Recruit Personnel 42 22 11 6 3 0 

Supervise Personnel 41 29 6 3 3 0 

Evaluate Staff Performance 42 27 7 5 3 0 

Manage Policy/Procedures 42 16 13 8 4 1 

Provide Training for New Staff 41 19 15 5 2 0 

Create Professional Development 42 19 18 4 1 0 

Appraise PD Needs 42 13 22 6 1 0 

Provide PD Programs 42 14 19 6 3 0 
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Table 3 (continued) 

       

 

 

 

 

Item N 

Very 

Imp. 

(5) 

Imp. 

(4) 

 

Neither 

Imp nor 

Unimp. 

(3) 

Unimp. 

(2) 

Very 

Unimp. 

(1) 

Plan for own PD 42 21 18 3 0 0 

Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

42 15 11 9 5 2 

Participate in state activities 42 25 14 2 1 0 

Develop Local Plan 42 19 16 5 1 1 

Approval for New Programs 42 25 10 6 1 0 

Program Evaluation 42 18 17 7 0 0 

Dual Credits 40 19 18 3 0 0 

Technical Certifications 42 18 16 5 3 0 

Risk Management 42 9 12 11 8 2 

Coordinate Recordkeeping 42 18 14 6 4 0 

Regional Advisory Committee 42 23 16 1 2 0 

Promote District Program 42 32 9 1 0 0 

Involve Community 42 28 12 2 0 0 

Participate in Government 40 10 20 9 1 0 

Current with Legislative 

Activities 

42 15 24 3 0 0 

Manage Student Recruitment 42 24 11 6 1 0 

Provide Guidance Services 42 12 16 10 4 0 

Maintain School Discipline 42 14 10 10 3 5 

Coordinate Follow-Up Study 42 9 16 13 3 1 

Coordinate Student Organizations 42 7 13 14 7 1 

Implement Classroom 

Management Systems 

42 9 13 11 6 3 

Plan for Special Populations 42 7 22 10 3 0 

Create Crisis Management 

Program 

42 12 10 10 7 3 
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Table 4 

Summary of Practice Importance: Number of Responses, Mean, Standard Deviation, and Rank 

 

Item N M SD Rank 

Prepare Perkins Budget 43 4.88 .33 1 

Identify Resources 42 4.38 .70 16 

Develop Proposals  40 4.53 .64 4 

Provide Building & Equipment 42 4.33 .93 21 

Manage Equipment 42 4.17 1.06 29 

Manage Purchases 42 4.45 .86 8 

Manage Technology 42 4.00 1.06 34 

Create Assessments 42 3.79 1.00 40 

Work with Teachers 42 3.55 .97 45 

Supervise Curriculum 42 4.43 .83 9 

Guide Development 42 4.40 .73 13 

Manage Master Schedule 42 3.81 1.15 39 

Coordinate Transportation 41 3.44 1.16 48 

Instructional Technology 42 4.00 .88 35 

Alignment for Licensing  42 4.52 .71 5 

Coordinate Alignment 42 4.43 .70 9 

Use Information Resources 42 4.29 .71 23 

Collect Data for Decision Making 42 4.38 .70 16 

School Improvement 42 4.38 .70 16 

Select and Recruit Personnel 42 4.24 .96 26 

Supervise Personnel 41 4.49 .93 7 

Evaluate Staff Performance 42 4.38 .96 16 

Manage Policy/Procedures 42 3.93 1.09 37 

Provide Training for New Staff 41 4.24 .86 26 

Create Professional Development 42 4.31 .75 22 

Appraise PD Needs 42 4.12 .74 31 

Provide PD Programs 42 4.05 .88 33 

Plan for own PD 42 4.43 .63 9 

Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

42 3.76 1.21 42 

Participate in State Activities 42 4.50 .71 6 

Develop Local Plan 42 4.21 .93 28 

Approval for New Programs 42 4.40 .83 13 

Program Evaluation 42 4.26 .73 25 

Dual Credits 40 4.40 .63 13 

Technical Certificates 42 4.17 .91 29 

Risk Management 42 3.43 1.17 49 

Coordinate Recordkeeping 42 4.10 .98 32 

Regional Advisory Committee 42 4.43 .77 9 

Promote District Program 42 4.74 .50 2 
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Table 5 

Top Ranked Importance of Practice Items 

 

Rank 

 

Item 

 

1 

 

Prepare Perkins Local Plan budget 

 

2 

 

Promote district program 

 

3 

 

Involve community 

 

4 

 

Develop grant proposals 

 

5 

 

Align and maintain curriculum to standards and licensing requirements 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 (continued) 

     

 

Item N M SD Rank 

Involve Community 42 4.62 .58 3 

Participate in Government 40 3.98 .77 36 

Current with Legislative Activities 42 4.29 .60 24 

Manage Student Recruitment 42 4.38 .83 16 

Provide Guidance Services 42 3.86 .95 38 

Maintain School Discipline 42 3.60 1.35 44 

Coordinate Follow-Up Study 42 3.69 .98 43 

Coordinate Student Organizations 42 3.43 1.04 49 

Implement Classroom Management 

Systems 

42 3.45 1.19 47 

Plan for Special Populations 42 3.79 .81 41 

Create Crisis Management Program 42 3.50 1.27 46 
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Table 6 

Lowest Ranked Importance of Practice Items 

 

Rank 

 

Item 

 

46 

 

Create crisis management program 

 

47 

 

Implement classroom management systems 

 

48 

 

Coordinate transportation 

 

49 

 

Risk management 

 

49 

 

Coordinate student organizations 

Note. t = 49 

 

 

The second section of the Director Practice and Priority Survey dealt with the director’s 

priority as defined in the survey as the agreement regarding the amount of time necessary to fully 

implement the practice.  The section addressed Research Question 2, which asked, “Which 

practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are priorities to the career and 

technical education directors?”  Through the use of a five-point Likert scale, all survey items 

were rated on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being strong disagreement with the statement, 3 being 

neither agreement nor disagreement with the statement, and 5 indicated strong agreement with 

the statement.  Respondents indicated that preparing the Perkins Local Plan budget (M = 4.76, 

SD = .49), and participating in state career and technical education/administration activities (M = 

4.37, SD = .75) were two factors with the strongest agreement of priority.  Tables 7-10 illustrate 

directors’ responses to the 50 practices on the survey regarding agreement with priority given to 

the item. 
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Table 7 

Summary of Practice Priorities: Number of Responses and Frequencies 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 

 

 

 

 

 

N 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

(5) 

 

 

 

 

Agree 

(4) 

 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

(3) 

 

 

 

 

Disagree 

(2) 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

(1) 

Prepare Perkins Budget 38 30 7 1 0 0 

Identify Resources 38 17 8 7 5 1 

Develop Proposals  38 21 9 7 1 0 

Provide Building & Equipment 38 16 10 10 1 1 

Manage Equipment 38 18 10 7 2 1 

Manage Purchases 38 20 13 4 0 1 

Manage Technology 38 15 10 8 3 2 

Create Assessments 38 11 9 11 5 2 

Work with Teachers 37 7 9 10 8 3 

Supervise Curriculum 38 20 10 6 2 0 

Guide Development 38 16 13 5 4 0 

Manage Master Schedule 38 16 7 7 7 1 

Coordinate Transportation 37 7 10 11 5 4 

Instructional Technology 38 13 10 12 2 1 

Alignment for Licensing  38 15 16 5 2 0 

Coordinate Alignment 38 13 18 6 1 0 

Use Information Resources 38 6 20 7 4 1 

Collect Data for Decision 

Making 

38 12 12 7 7 0 

School Improvement 38 11 13 10 4 0 

Select and Recruit Personnel 37 19 8 4 4 2 

Supervise Personnel 38 18 13 4 3 0 

Evaluate Staff Performance 38 18 8 7 3 2 

Manage Policy/Procedures 38 12 13 5 6 2 

Provide Training for New Staff 36 12 13 5 5 1 

Create Professional 

Development 

38 11 19 6 1 1 

Appraise PD Needs 38 8 16 9 4 1 

Provide PD Programs 38 9 19 6 3 1 

Plan for own PD 38 12 12 5 7 2 

Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

38 11 7 9 8 3 

Participate in state activities 38 19 15 3 1 0 

Develop Local Plan 38 17 12 5 2 2 

Approval for New Programs 37 18 10 6 3 0 

Program Evaluation 37 10 16 4 6 1 
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Table 7 (continued)       

 

 

 

 

 

Item 

 

 

 

 

 

N 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

(5) 

 

 

 

 

Agree 

(4) 

 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

(3) 

 

 

 

 

Disagree 

(2) 

 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

(1) 

Dual Credits 36 11 15 9 1 0 

Technical Certifications 37 11 14 7 5 0 

Risk Management 37 7 8 10 6 6 

Coordinate Recordkeeping 37 16 9 5 7 0 

Regional Advisory Committee 37 13 12 7 5 0 

Promote District Program 37 21 11 2 2 1 

Involve Community 37 15 12 4 5 1 

Participate in Government 37 6 16 8 7 0 

Current with Legislative 

Activities 

37 14 12 5 4 2 

Manage Student Recruitment 37 17 15 4 1 0 

Provide Guidance Services 37 9 10 12 5 1 

Maintain School Discipline 37 13 9 8 3 4 

Coordinate Follow-Up Study 37 4 11 12 9 1 

Coordinate Student 

Organizations 

37 4 11 13 6 3 

Implement Classroom 

Management Systems 

37 6 12 11 7 1 

Plan for Special Populations 37 6 17 8 6 0 

Create Crisis Management 

Program 

37 8 9 10 7 3 
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Table 8 

Summary of Practice Priorities: Number of Responses, Mean, Standard Deviation, and Rank 

 

Item N M SD Rank 

Prepare Perkins Budget 38 4.76 .49 1 

Identify Resources 38 3.92 1.19 21 

Develop Proposals  38 4.32 .87 4 

Provide Building & Equipment 38 4.03 1.03 15 

Manage Equipment 38 4.11 1.06 12 

Manage Purchases 38 4.34 .88 3 

Manage Technology 38 3.87 1.19 24 

Create Assessments 38 3.58 1.20 40 

Work with Teachers 37 3.24 1.23 47 

Supervise Curriculum 38 4.26 .92 7 

Guide Development 38 4.08 1.00 13 

Manage Master Schedule 38 3.79 1.23 31 

Coordinate Transportation 37 3.30 1.24 46 

Instructional Technology 38 3.84 1.05 26 

Alignment for Licensing  38 4.16 .86 9 

Coordinate Alignment 38 4.13 .78 11 

Use Information Resources 38 3.68 .96 35 

Collect Data for Decision Making 38 3.76 1.01 32 

School Improvement 38 3.82 .98 30 

Select and Recruit Personnel 37 4.03 1.26 15 

Supervise Personnel 38 4.21 .94 8 

Evaluate Staff Performance 38 3.97 1.22 19 

Manage Policy/Procedures 38 3.71 1.23 34 

Provide Training for New Staff 36 3.83 1.13 29 

Create Professional Development 38 4.00 .90 17 

Appraise PD Needs 38 3.68 1.02 35 

Provide PD Programs 38 3.84 .97 26 

Plan for own PD 38 3.66 1.26 37 

Technical Certifications 37 3.84 1.01 26 

Risk Management 37 3.11 1.35 50 

Coordinate Recordkeeping 37 3.92 1.16 21 

Regional Advisory Committee 37 3.89 1.05 23 

Promote District Program 37 4.32 1.00 4 

Involve Community 37 3.95 1.15 20 

Participate in Government 37 3.57 .99 41 

Current with Legislative Activities 37 3.86 1.21 25 

Manage Student Recruitment 37 4.30 .78 6 

Provide Guidance Services 37 3.57 1.09 41 

Maintain School Discipline 37 3.65 1.34 38 

Coordinate Follow-Up Study 37 3.22 1.03 48 
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Table 8 (continued) 

 

    

 

Item N M SD Rank 

Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

38 3.39 1.33 44 

Participate in state activities 38 4.37 .75 2 

Develop Local Plan 38 4.05 1.14 14 

Approval for New Programs 37 4.16 .99 9 

Program Evaluation 37 3.76 1.12 32 

Dual Credits 36 4.00 .83 17 

Coordinate Student Organizations 37 3.19 1.10 49 

Implement Classroom 

Management Systems 

37 3.41 1.07 43 

Plan for Special Populations 37 3.62 .95 39 

Create Crisis Management 

Program 

37 3.32 1.25 45 

 

 

 

Table 9 

Top Ranked Priorities of Practice Items 

 

Rank 

 

Item 

 

1 

 

Prepare Perkins Local Plan budget 

 

2 

 

Participate in state activities 

 

3 

 

Manage purchases 

 

4 

 

Develop grant proposals 

 

5 

 

Promote district programs 
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Table 10 

Lowest Ranked Priority of Practice Items 

 

Rank 

 

Item 

 

46 

 

Coordinate transportation 

 

47 

 

Work with academic teachers in developing activities, etc. 

 

48 

 

Establish a student placement service and coordinate follow-up 

 

49 

 

Coordinate student organizations 

 

50 

 

Risk management 

 

 

 

The 50 practices were divided and categorized into 11 themed categories.  The category 

divisions are also specified in Table 2 and Appendix B.  Practices 1 to 3 are Category A, 

business and financial management items.  Practices 4 to 7 are Category B, facilities and 

equipment management items.  Practices 8 to 9 are Category C, integration of academic and 

program items.  Practices 10 to 16 are Category D, instructional management items.  Practices 17 

to 19 are Category E, organizational improvement items.  Practices 20 to 25 are Category F, 

personnel management items.  Practices 26 to 30 are Category G, professional and staff 

development items.  Practices 31-36 are Category H, program planning, development, and 

evaluation items.  Practice 37 is Category I, a recordkeeping item.  Practices 38-42 are Category 

J, school and community relations items.  Practices 43-50 are Category K, student services items.   

 Respondents indicated Business and Financial Management (M = 4.60, SD = .44) and 

School and Community Relations (M = 4.43, SD = .47) were the categories with the strongest 

level of importance.  Respondent indicated that Student Services (M = 3.71, SD = .84) and 

Integration of Academics into Programs (M = 3.67, SD = .92) had the lowest level of importance. 
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Respondents indicated Business and Financial Management (M = 4.33, SD = .68) and Facility 

and Equipment Management (M = 4.09, SD = .86) were the categories of items with the 

strongest agreement of priority.  Respondents indicated that Student Services (M = 3.53, SD = 

.85) and Integration of Academics into Programs (M = 3.39, SD = 1.13) were the categories with 

the lowest level of priority agreement.  Table 11 shows the means and standard deviations of the 

items from each category for the importance and priority, as well as the rankings of the 

categories. 

Table 11 

Categorical Means, Standard Deviation, and Rankings for Importance of Practice and Priority 

  

Importance 

 

Priority 

Category M SD Rank M SD Rank 

 

A-Business and Financial Management 

 

4.60 

 

.44 

 

1 

 

4.33 

 

.68 

 

1 

 

B-Facilities and Equipment Management 

 

4.23 

 

.81 

 

5 

 

4.09 

 

.86 

 

2 

 

C-Integrate Academics and Program 

 

3.67 

 

.92 

 

11 

 

3.39 

 

1.13 

 

11 

 

D-Instructional Management 

 

4.14 

 

.64 

 

8 

 

3.98 

 

.73 

 

3 

 

E-Organizational Improvement 

 

4.25 

 

.59 

 

4 

 

3.75 

 

.92 

 

9 

 

F-Personnel Management 

 

4.28 

 

.72 

 

3 

 

3.97 

 

.89 

 

4 

 

G-Professional and Staff Development 

 

4.17 

 

.57 

 

7 

 

3.79 

 

.83 

 

8 

 

H-Program Planning, Development, and 

Evaluation 

 

4.18 

 

.60 

 

6 

 

3.84 

 

.84 

 

7 

 

I-Recordkeeping 

 

4.10 

 

.98 

 

9 

 

3.92 

 

1.16 

 

6 

 

J-School and Community Relations 

 

4.43 

 

.47 

 

2 

 

3.92 

 

.90 

 

5 

 

K-Student Services 

 

3.71 

 

.84 

 

10 

 

3.53 

 

.85 

 

10 
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Findings and Analysis of the Hypothesis 

Hypothesis Testing 

 Statistical analysis of the data included descriptive analysis for the items, mean, and 

standard deviation to address Research Question 1 and 2.  A Spearman’s Rho correlation 

product, an analysis of variance (ANOVA), and t-tests were used to test the null hypotheses that 

addressed Research Questions 3 through 7. 

H01.  The first hypothesis was, “There is no relationship between the practices and 

priorities of career and technical directors in Indiana.”  This hypothesis was tested using the 

Spearman’s Rho product correlation and addressed Research Question 3 which asked, “Is there a 

relationship between the priorities and importance of practices of career and technical directors 

in Indiana?” 

 The possible range of importance measured was 1-5 where higher scores indicated higher 

levels of importance.  The obtained range was 1-5.  The possible range for priority measured was 

1-5 where higher scores indicated higher levels of priority.  The obtained range was 1-5.  There 

was a significant positive correlation between scores on the importance measure and those on the 

implementation measure for 48 of the 50 items and all the item categories.  Table 12 illustrates 

those correlations.  In all the cases, as the importance increased so did the level of priority.  

Based on the number of significant relationships that exist, H01 was rejected. 
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Table 12 

Correlation and Mean Difference Between Director’s Ratings of Importance and Priorities 

 

Practice 

Importance 

M (SD) 

Priority 

M (SD) 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

M 

Difference 

Prepare Perkins Budget 4.88 (.33) 4.76 (.49) .58** .12 

Identify Resources 4.38 (.70) 3.92 (1.19) .78** .46 

Develop Proposals  4.53 (.64) 4.32 (.87) .66** .21 

Provide Building & Equipment 4.33 (.93) 4.03 (1.03) .76** .30 

Manage Equipment 4.17 (1.06) 4.11 (1.06) .82** .06 

Manage Purchases 4.45 (.86) 4.34 (.88) .69** .11 

Manage Technology 4.00 (1.06) 3.87 (1.19) .81** .13 

Create Assessments 3.79 (1.00) 3.58 (1.20) .62** .21 

Work with Teachers 3.55 (.97) 3.24 (1.23) .51** .31 

Supervise Curriculum 4.43 (.83) 4.26 (.92) .43** .17 

Guide Development 4.40 (.73) 4.08 (1.00) .54** .32 

Manage Master Schedule 3.81 (1.15) 3.79 (1.23) .64** .02 

Coordinate Transportation 3.44 (1.16) 3.30 (1.24) .73** .14 

Instructional Technology 4.00 (.88) 3.84 (1.05) .58** .16 

Alignment for Licensing  4.52 (.71) 4.16 (.86) .47** .36 

Coordinate Alignment 4.43 (.70) 4.13 (.78) .38** .30 

Use Information Resources 4.29 (.71) 3.68 (.96) .35** .61 

Collect Data for Decision Making 4.38 (.70) 3.76 (1.01) .53** .62 

School Improvement 4.38 (.70) 3.82 (.98) .42** .56 

Select and Recruit Personnel 4.24 (.96) 4.03 (1.26) .71** .21 

Supervise Personnel 4.49 (.93) 4.21 (.94) .73** .28 

Evaluate Staff Performance 4.38 (.96) 3.97 (1.22) .66* .41 

Manage Policy/Procedures 3.93 (1.09) 3.71 (1.23) .75** .22 

Provide Training for New Staff 4.24 (.86) 3.83 (1.13) .29 .41 

Create Professional Development 4.31 (.75) 4.00 (.90) .51** .31 

Appraise PD Needs 4.12 (.74) 3.68 (1.02) .39* .44 

Provide PD Programs 4.05 (.88) 3.84 (.97) .45** .21 

Plan for own PD 4.43 (.63) 3.66 (1.26) .43** .77 

Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

3.76 (1.21) 3.39 (1.33) .67** .37 

Participate in state activities 4.50 (.71) 4.37 (.75) .48** .13 

Develop Local Plan 4.21 (.93) 4.05 (1.14) .48** .16 

Approval for New Programs 4.40 (.83) 4.16 (.99) .58** .24 

Program Evaluation 4.26 (.73) 3.76 (1.12) .55** .50 

Dual Credits 4.40 (.63) 4.00 (.83) .44** .40 

Technical Certifications 4.17 (.91) 3.84 (1.01) .59** .33 

Risk Management 3.43 (1.17) 3.11 (1.35) .82** .32 

Coordinate Recordkeeping 4.10 (.98) 3.92 (1.16) .71** .18 

Regional Advisory Committee 4.43 (.77) 3.89 (1.05) .32 .54 

Promote District Program 4.74 (.50) 4.32 (1.00) .62** .42 
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Table 12 (continued) 

 

    

 

Practice 

Importance 

M (SD) 

Priority 

M (SD) 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

M 

Difference 

Involve Community 4.62 (.58) 3.95 (1.15) .52** .67 

Participate in Government 3.98 (.77) 3.57 (.99) .65** .41 

Current with Legislative Activities 4.29 (.60) 3.86 (1.21) .61** .43 

Manage Student Recruitment 4.38 (.83) 4.30 (.78) .65** .08 

Provide Guidance Services 3.86 (.95) 3.57 (1.09) .69** .29 

Maintain School Discipline 3.60 (1.35) 3.65 (1.34) .43** -.05 

Coordinate Follow-Up Study 3.69 (.98) 3.22 (1.03) .40* .47 

Coordinate Student Organizations 3.43 (1.04) 3.19 (1.10) .47** .24 

Implement Classroom Management 

Systems 

3.45 (1.19) 3.41 (1.07) .44** .04 

Plan for Special Populations 3.79 (.81) 3.62 (.95) .52** .17 

Create Crisis Management Program 3.50 (1.27) 3.32 (1.25) .60** .18 

Note. * p < .05 (2-tailed); **p < .001 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Table 13 

Correlation and Mean Difference Between Director’s Categorical Ratings of Importance and 

Priorities 

Category 

 

Importance 

M 

 

Priority 

M 

 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

  

M 

Difference 

A-Business and Financial Management 4.60 4.33 .71** .27 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.23 4.09 .78** .14 

C-Integrate Academics and Program 3.67 3.39 .59** .28 

D-Instructional Management 4.14 3.98 .64** .16 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.25 3.75 .48** .50 

F-Personnel Management 4.28 3.97 .64** .31 

G-Professional and Staff Development 4.17 3.79 .51** .38 

H-Program Planning, Development, 

and Evaluation 

4.18 3.84 .58** .34 

I-Recordkeeping 4.10 3.92 .71** .18 

J-School and Community Relations 4.43 3.92 .59** .51 

K-Student Services 3.71 3.53 .51** .18 

Note. **p < .001 (2-tailed) 
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Examination of Research Question 4, 5, 6, and 7 and Hypotheses Characteristic Variables 

The final four research questions addressed Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5.  The questions and 

hypotheses examined the characteristics of the director as well as the district served by the 

director.  The characteristics were tested against the 11 categories of practice importance and the 

11 categories of priority that were descriptively analyzed in Research Questions 1, 2, and 3.  

Though the survey instrument requested 14 demographic independent variable responses, only 

eight responses provided a dispersed response large enough to be statistically appropriate for 

either an ANOVA or t-test.  Several variables were analyzed for leadership characteristics in 

Research Question 4 and 7.  Gender (male or female), age (45 and under, over 45), and years of 

experience in career and technical education administration (10 or less, more than 10) were 

analyzed using a t–test.  For area district characteristics in Research Questions 5 and 7, type of 

district (rural, suburban/urban), number of school districts served (6 or less, 7 or more), number 

of career and technical education programs offered (20 or fewer, more than 20), and enrollment 

(fewer than 1,500, or more than 1,500) were analyzed using a t-test.  In addition, physical 

environment of the setting (stand-alone career center, career center attached to a high school, or 

multi-building) was analyzed using a one-way ANOVA.   

H02.  The second hypothesis was “There are no significant differences between 

importance of practices and leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors 

in Indiana.”  The second hypothesis addressed the fourth research question which asked, “Are 

there differences between importance of practices of career and technical education directors 

based upon their leadership characteristics?”  This hypothesis was tested using t-tests based on 

the characteristic variables of gender, age, and years of experience in career and technical 

education administration.  The assumptions within the t-tests were examined to ensure validity of 
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the results.  Scores were assumed to be independent of one another.  A Levene’s test was used to 

test for homogeneity of variance.  All tests were two-tailed. 

Gender. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare importance of practice 

of each of the item categories in male and female groups.  There were no significant differences 

in the scores for any of the 11 dependent variable categories (Table 14).  A non-parametric 

statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar 

significance results.  Based on the lack of significant relationships that exist, H02 for this variable 

failed to reject. 

Table 14 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Gender in 

Regard to Importance of Practice of the Items 

Category Men SD Women SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.59 .44 4.64 .46 -.05 .05 .75 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.13 .88 4.50 .58 -.37 3.94 .19 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.55 .92 3.96 .89 -.41 .04 .20 

D-Instructional Management 4.11 .68 4.22 .52 -.11 .66 .63 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.26 .66 4.22 .41 .03 5.90 .85 

F-Personnel Management 4.21 .82 4.43 .34 -.22 8.77 .24 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.15 .61 4.23 .47 -.09 1.08 .66 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

4.21 .59 4.08 .63 .14 .07 .51 

I-Recordkeeping 4.27 .91 3.67 1.07 .60 .76 .07 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.45 .46 4.36 .50 .08 .01 .62 

K-Student Services 3.71 .91 3.72 .70 -.01 1.16 .97 
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Age.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare importance of practice of 

each of the item categories in the age groups of 45 years and younger and over 45 years of age.  

There were no significant differences in the scores for any of the 11 dependent variable 

categories (Table 15).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on 

the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based on the lack of significant 

relationships that existed, H02 for this variable failed to reject. 

Table 15 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Age in Regards 

to the Importance of Practice of the Items 

Category 

45 and 

Under SD 

Over 

45 SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.57 .45 4.62 .44 -.05 .55 .70 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.06 .83 4.38 .79 -.32 .05 .21 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.56 .97 3.75 .90 -.19 .01 .50 

D-Instructional Management 4.06 .60 4.20 .67 -.14 .23 .51 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.19 .50 4.29 .66 -.11 1.57 .57 

F-Personnel Management 4.28 .61 4.27 .79 .02 2.33 .95 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.02 .61 4.28 .53 -.26 .37 .15 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

4.06 .55 4.26 .62 -.19 .54 .32 

I-Recordkeeping 3.83 .99 4.29 .95 -.46 .00 .14 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.37 .47 4.47 .47 -.11 .03 .48 

K-Student Services 3.54 .83 3.84 .85 -.30 .17 .26 

 

 

 

Years of experience in career and technical education administration.  An independent-

samples t-test was conducted to compare importance of practice of each of the item categories in 
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the years of career and technical education administrative experience groups of 10 years or fewer 

and more than 10 years of experience.  There were no significant differences in the scores for 

any of the 11 dependent variable categories (Table 16).  A non-parametric statistical test, a 

Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  

Based on the lack of significant relationships that existed, H02 for this variable failed to reject. 

Table 16 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Years of 

Experience in Regard to the Importance of Practice of the Items 

Category 

10 or 

less 

years SD 

More 

than 10 

years SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.47 .50 4.70 .37 -.22 6.18 .13 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.97 .89 4.46 .54 -.48 1.13 .05 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.66 1.07 3.67 .81 -.02 2.28 .96 

D-Instructional Management 4.11 .60 4.12 .68 -.06 .11 .76 

E-Organizational 

Improvement 

4.12 .55 4.35 .62 -.23 1.34 .23 

F-Personnel Management 4.09 .67 4.44 .73 -.36 .00 .12 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.09 .50 4.23 .63 -.14 1.11 .44 

I-Recordkeeping 3.89 .99 4.26 .96 -.37 .00 .23 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.38 .47 4.46 .47 -.09 .01 .57 

K-Student Services 3.67 .83 3.71 .84 -.07 .95 .78 

 

 

 

H03.  The third hypothesis was, “There are no significant differences between importance 

of practices and district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  

The third hypothesis addressed the fifth research question which asked, “Are there differences 

between importance of practices of career and technical education directors based upon their 
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district characteristics?” This hypothesis was tested using t-tests based on the characteristic 

variables of type of district, number of school districts served, number of programs offered, and 

the total enrollment.  The assumptions within the t-tests were examined to ensure validity of the 

results.  Scores are assumed to be independent of one another.  A Levene’s test was used to test 

for homogeneity of variance.  All tests were two-tailed.  The hypothesis was also tested using a 

one-way ANOVA based upon the characteristic variable of physical environment of the facility. 

Type of district.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare importance of 

practice of each of the item categories in rural and urban/suburban groups.  There was a 

significant difference in the scores for Facilities and Equipment Management for rural (M = 3.99, 

SD = .96) and suburban/urban (M = 4.49, SD = .54), t(40), p = .05.  There was a significant 

difference in the scores for Integration of Academics and Programs for rural (M = 3.35, SD = 

.81) and suburban/urban (M = 3.98, SD = .94), t(40), p = .03.  There were no significant 

differences in the scores for any of the remaining dependent variable categories (Table 17).  A 

non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced 

similar significance results.  Based upon the number of significant relationships that exist, H03 

was rejected for this variable. 
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Table 17 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Rural and 

Suburban/Urban in Regard to the Importance of Practice of Items 

Category Rural SD 

Suburban 

/Urban SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.67 .39 4.53 .49 .13 4.04 .35 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.99 .96 4.49 .54 -.50 9.97 .05* 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.36 .81 3.98 .94 -.62 .40 .03* 

D-Instructional Management 3.96 .59 4.31 .64 -.36 .01 .08 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.19 .64 4.14 .80 -.11 1.11 .55 

F-Personnel Management 4.13 .86 4.43 .51 -.30 4.05 .19 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.19 .62 4.15 .53 .04 .45 .83 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

4.26 .51 4.10 .67 .16 2.48 .41 

I-Recordkeeping 4.24 .89 3.95 1.07 .29 .35 .35 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.41 .40 4.44 .54 -.03 4.33 .83 

K-Student Services 3.58 .83 3.85 .86 .27 .30 .31 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Number of school districts served.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to 

compare importance of practice of each of the item categories in the six or fewer school districts 

served and seven or more districts served groups.  There were no significant differences in the 

scores for any of the 11 dependent variable categories (Table 18).  A non-parametric statistical 

test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  

Based on the lack of significant relationships that existed, H03 for this variable failed to reject. 
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Table 18 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for School Districts 

Served in Regard to the Importance of Practice of Items 

Category 

6 or 

less SD 

7 or 

more SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.58 .44 4.62 .45 -.03 .00 .82 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.24 .84 4.24 .80 .00 .00 1.00 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.79 .78 3.55 1.05 .24 2.80 .41 

D-Instructional Management 4.14 .61 4.14 .68 -.01 .07 .97 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.25 .60 4.24 .60 .02 .00 .93 

F-Personnel Management 4.40 .62 4.14 .80 .26 1.51 .26 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.23 .61 4.11 .54 .11 .00 .52 

H-Program Planning, Development, 

and Evaluation 

4.17 .67 4.19 .53 -.02 2.23 .90 

I-Recordkeeping 3.85 .96 4.33 .97 -.48 .00 .12 

J-School and Community Relations 4.37 .41 4.48 .52 -.11 3.44 .46 

K-Student Services 3.79 .72 3.63 .96 .16 1.45 .54 

 

 

 

Number of programs offered.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare 

the importance of practice of each of the item categories in 20 or fewer programs offered and 

more than 20 programs offered groups.  There were no significant differences in the scores for 

any of the 11 dependent variable categories (Table 19).  A non-parametric statistical test, a 

Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  

Based on the lack of significant relationships that existed, H03 for this variable failed to reject. 
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Table 19 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Programs 

Offered in Regard to the Importance of Practice of Items 

Category 

20 or 

fewer SD 

More 

than 20 SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.58 .46 4.63 .44 -.05 .00 .73 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.11 .94 4.44 .59 -.34 5.99 .17 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.71 .99 3.58 .88 .13 .35 .65 

D-Instructional Management 4.15 .62 4.11 .69 .04 .00 .85 

E-Organizational Improvement 4.28 .64 4.20 .56 .07 .41 .71 

F-Personnel Management 4.22 .71 4.34 .74 -.12 .20 .61 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.16 .60 4.21 .56 -.05 .10 .77 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

4.25 .60 4.06 .60 .19 .06 .33 

I-Recordkeeping 4.00 1.09 4.17 .86 -.17 1.43 .60 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.51 .40 4.29 .54 .23 4.96 .17 

K-Student Services 3.72 .89 3.69 .83 .04 .00 .90 

 

 

 

Total enrollment.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare importance 

of practice of each of the item categories of enrollment of fewer than 1,500 students and 1,500 

students or more groups.  There were no significant differences in the scores for any of the 11 

dependent variable categories (Table 20).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney 

test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based upon the lack 

of significant relationships that existed, H03 for this variable failed to reject. 
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Table 20 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Number of 

Students Enrolled in Regard to the Importance of Practice of Items 

Category 

 

Fewer 

than 

1,500 

students SD 

1,500 

or more 

students SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.67 .41 4.55 .47 .12 .33 .40 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.31 .81 4.19 .83 .12 .47 .65 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.67 .89 3.67 .96 .00 .29 1.00 

D-Instructional Management 4.08 .77 4.19 .52 -.11 2.44 .60 

E-Organizational 

Improvement 

4.39 .59 4.14 .59 .25 .51 .18 

F-Personnel Management 4.51 .45 4.10 .83 .41 6.51 .05 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.10 .69 4.23 .47 -.13 4.72 .52 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and 

Evaluation 

4.24 .65 4.14 .57 .10 .79 .61 

I-Recordkeeping 4.17 .99 4.04 1.00 .13 .10 .69 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.46 .49 4.40 .46 .06 .01 .70 

K-Student Services 3.78 .81 3.66 .89 .13 .12 .63 

 

 

 

Type of physical facility.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare importance of 

practice of each of the item categories in career center, career center attached to a high school, 

and multi-building groups.  There was a significant effect of type of physical facility on the 

Instructional Management items at the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2,38) = 3.69, p = 

.03, two tailed.  A Tukey’s honestly significant difference post-hoc comparison revealed neither 

the career center attached to a high school (M = 4.55) nor the stand-alone career center (M = 

3.97) was significantly different from the multi-building (M = 4.00, p = .07 and p = .99 
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respectively). However, scores for the stand-alone career center and the career center attached to 

a high school were statistically significant, p = .04.  All tests were two-tailed.  A non-parametric 

Kruskal-Wallis Test was also conducted and showed similar significance results. 

There was a significant effect of type of physical facility on the Personnel Management 

items at the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2,37) = 5.67, p = .01, two tailed.  A Tukey’s 

honestly significant difference post-hoc comparison revealed the career center attached to a high 

school (M = 4.62) was not significantly different from the stand alone career center (M = 4.42, p 

= .72).  However, scores for the multi-building (M = 3.79) were statistically significantly 

different from the career center attached to a high school and a stand-alone career center, p = .01 

and p = .03 respectively.  All tests were two-tailed.  A non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis Test was 

also conducted and showed similar significance results. 

There was a significant effect of type of physical facility on the Student Services items at 

the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2, 39) = 4.75, p = .01, two tailed.  A Tukey’s 

honestly significant difference post-hoc comparison revealed that the stand-alone career center 

(M = 3.77) was not significantly different from the career center attached to a high school (M = 

3.70, p = .33) or multi-building facility (M = 3.25, p = .16).  However, scores for the career 

center attached to a high school were statistically significantly different from a multi-building 

facility (p = .01).  

There were no significant differences in the scores for any of the remaining dependent 

variable categories (Table 21).  A non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis Test was also conducted and 

showed similar significance results.  Based on the number of significant relationships that exist, 

H03 was rejected. 
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Table 21 

Means, Standard Deviations, F Values, and Significance for Physical Facilities in Regards to the 

Importance of Practice of the Items 

Category 

 

Stand-

Alone 

Career 

Center SD 

Attached 

Career 

Center SD 

Multi-

Building SD F Sig. 

A-Business and 

Financial Management 

4.67 .42 4.67 .42 4.46 .44 .95 .40 

B-Facilities and 

Equipment 

Management 

4.29 .82 4.61 .58 3.87 .86 2.84 .07 

C-Integrate Academics 

and Program 

3.64 .95 4.09 .83 3.36 .89 2.06 .14 

D-Instructional 

Management 

3.97 .78 4.55 .38 4.00 .44 3.69 .03* 

E-Organizational 

Improvement 

4.24 .62 3.83 .98 3.39 .86 1.54 .23 

F-Personnel 

Management 

4.43 .55 4.62 .47 3.79 .84 5.67 .01* 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

4.06 .67 4.42 .55 4.11 .41 1.46 .25 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and 

Evaluation 

4.21 .66 4.36 .49 4.00 .59 1.19 .32 

I-Recordkeeping 4.11 .99 4.09 1.04 4.07 1.00 .01 .99 

J-School and 

Community Relations 

4.40 .50 4.60 .48 4.33 .42 1.03 .37 

K-Student Services 3.77 .85 4.20 .69 3.25 .74 4.75 .01* 

 

 

 

H04.  The fourth hypothesis was “There are no significant differences between priorities 

and leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  The fourth 

hypothesis addressed the sixth research question which asked, “Are there differences between 

priority of practices of career and technical education directors based upon their leadership 

characteristics?”  This hypothesis was tested using t-tests based on the characteristic variables of 



79 

 

gender, age, and years of experience in career and technical education administration.  The 

assumptions within the t-tests were examined to ensure validity of the results.  Scores are 

assumed to be independent of one another.  A Levene’s test was used to test for homogeneity of 

variance.  All tests were two-tailed. 

Gender.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare priority of each of the 

item categories in male and female groups.  There were significant differences in the scores for 

Business and Financial Management for men (M = 4.48, SD = .61) and women (M = 3.97, SD = 

.75), t(36), p = .04.  There was a significant difference in the scores for Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation for men (M = 4.09, SD = .76) and women (M = 3.18, SD = .67), 

t(34), p = ..00.  There was a significant difference in the scores for Recordkeeping for men (M = 

4.27, SD = 1.04) and women (M = 3.09, SD = 1.04), t(36), p = .00.  There was a significant 

difference in the scores for School and Community Relations for men (M = 4.15, SD = .87) and 

women (M = 3.36, SD = .73), t(36), p = .01.  There was a significant difference in the scores for 

Student Services for men (M = 3.71, SD = .89) and women (M = 3.11, SD = .61), t(36), p = .05. 

There was not a significant difference in the scores any of the remaining dependent variable 

categories (Table 22).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on 

the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based on the number of significant 

relationships that existed, H04 for this variable was rejected. 
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Table 22 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Gender in 

Regard to the Priority of the Items 

Category Men SD Female SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.48 .61 3.97 .75 .51 1.19 .04* 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.15 .91 3.93 .73 .22 .96 .49 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.34 1.12 3.50 1.20 -.15 .29 .71 

D-Instructional Management 4.03 .78 3.84 .58 .18 1.87 .50 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.90 .90 3.39 .92 .51 .02 .13 

F-Personnel Management 4.07 .91 3.67 .80 .40 .06 .25 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.96 .86 3.38 .59 .57 1.47 .05 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

4.09 .76 3.18 .67 .91 .00 .00* 

I-Recordkeeping 4.27 1.04 3.09 1.04 1.18 .01 .00* 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.15 .87 3.36 .73 .79 .13 .01* 

K-Student Services 3.71 .89 3.11 .61 .60 1.35 .05* 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Age.  An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare priority of each of the 

item categories in the age groups of 45 years and younger and over 45 years of age.  There was a 

significant difference in the scores for Facilities and Equipment Management for 45 and under 

(M = 3.68, SD = .75) and over 45 (M = 4.37, SD = .83), t(36), p = .01.  There was a significant 

difference in the scores for Professional and Staff Development for 45 and under (M = 3.45, SD 

= .80) and over 45 (M = 4.03, SD = .78), t(36), p = .04.  There was a significant difference in the 

scores for Recordkeeping (M = 3.46, SD = .99) and over 45 (M = 4.23, SD = 1.19), t(35), p = .05. 

There were no further significant differences in the scores for any of the remaining dependent 
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variable categories (Table 23).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also 

run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based on the number of significant 

relationships that existed, H04 for this variable was rejected. 

Table 23 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Age in Regard to 

the Priority of the Items 

Category 

45 and 

Under SD 

Over 

45 SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.08 .74 4.51 .60 -.43 1.41 .05 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.69 .75 4.38 .79 -.69 .72 .01* 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.22 1.24 3.52 1.05 -.31 .88 .42 

D-Instructional Management 3.80 .64 4.11 .78 -.31 2.06 .21 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.65 .85 3.83 .99 -.19 .32 .54 

F-Personnel Management 3.86 .80 4.04 .96 -.18 .54 .56 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.46 .80 4.03 .53 -.56 .19 .04* 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

3.72 .75 3.91 .90 -.18 .19 .53 

I-Recordkeeping 3.47 .99 4.22 1.19 -.76 .58 .05* 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

3.80 .91 4.00 .90 -.20 .33 .51 

K-Student Services 3.51 .68 3.55 .97 -.04 4.04 .88 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Years of experience in career and technical education administration.  An independent-

samples t-test was conducted to compare importance of priority of each of the item categories in 

the years of career and technical education administrative experience groups of 10 years or fewer 

and more than 10 years of experience.  There was a significant difference in the scores for 

Business and Financial Management for 10 or less years (M = 4.04, SD = .74) and more than 10 
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years (M = 4.57, SD = .54), t(36), p = .02.  There was a significant difference in the scores for 

Facilities and Equipment Management for 10 or fewer years (M = 3.76, SD = .90) and more than 

10 years (M = 4.35, SD = .74), t(36), p = .04.  There were no significant differences in the scores 

for any of the remaining dependent variable categories (Table 24).  A non-parametric statistical 

test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  

Based on the number of significant relationships that existed, H04 for this variable was rejected. 

Table 24 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Years of 

Experience in Career and Technical Education Administration in Regard to the Priority of the 

Items 

Category 

 

10 or 

less 

years SD 

More 

than 10 

years SD 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.04 .74 4.57 .54 -.53 3.07 .02* 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.76 .90 4.35 .74 -.58 .73 .04* 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.26 1.37 3.50 .90 -.24 2.96 .54 

D-Instructional Management 3.76 .79 4.15 .64 -.39 .70 .10 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.59 .91 3.89 .93 -.30 .06 .32 

F-Personnel Management 3.74 .88 4.16 .88 -.42 .00 .17 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.54 .86 3.99 .77 -.45 .09 .10 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

3.57 .80 4.05 .83 -.48 .02 .09 

I-Recordkeeping 3.75 1.13 4.04 1.20 -.30 .09 .45 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

3.76 .95 4.03 .86 -.28 .00 .36 

K-Student Services 3.30 .84 3.71 .84 .42 1.26 .14 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 
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H05. The fifth hypothesis was “There are no significant differences between priorities 

and district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  The fifth 

hypothesis addressed the seventh research question which asked “Are there differences between 

priorities of practices of career and technical education directors based upon their district 

characteristics?”  This hypothesis was tested using t-tests based on the characteristic variables of 

gender, age, and years of experience in career and technical education administration.  The 

assumptions within the t-tests were examined to ensure validity of the results.  Scores are 

assumed to be independent of one another.  A Levene’s test was used to test for homogeneity of 

variance.  All tests were two-tailed.  The hypothesis was also tested using a one-way ANOVA 

based on the characteristic variable of physical environment of the facility. 

Type of district.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare priority of 

each of the item categories in rural and urban/suburban groups.  There was a significant 

difference in the scores for Integration of Academics and Program for rural (M = 2.94, SD = .73) 

and suburban/urban (M = 3.82, SD = 1.29), t(35), p = .02.  There were no significant differences 

in the scores for any of the remaining dependent variable categories (Table 25).  A non-

parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced 

similar significance results.  Based on the significant relationship that exists, H05 for this variable 

was rejected. 
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Table 25 

Mean, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Type of District in 

Regard to the Priority of the Items 

Category Rural SD 

Suburban 

/Urban SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.46 .61 4.21 .75 .25 2.34 .28 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.97 .95 4.20 .77 -.22 .61 .43 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

2.94 .73 3.82 1.29 -.87 8.92 .02* 

D-Instructional Management 3.81 .63 4.13 .80 -.33 1.17 .18 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.60 .82 3.91 1.01 -.32 .57 .30 

F-Personnel Management 3.78 .85 4.17 .91 -.39 .01 .20 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.83 .65 3.75 .99 .08 3.26 .76 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

3.85 .74 3.82 .95 .03 1.68 .92 

I-Recordkeeping 4.11 1.18 3.75 1.15 .37 .02 .34 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

3.89 .76 3.95 1.02 -.06 1.46 .85 

K-Student Services 3.44 .62 3.62 1.04 -.17 3.85 .54 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Number of districts served.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

priority of each of the item categories in the six or fewer school districts served and seven or 

more school districts served groups.  There were no significant differences in the scores for any 

of the 11 dependent variable categories (Table 26).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-

Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based on 

the lack of significant relationships that existed, H05 for this variable failed to reject. 
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Table 26 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Number of 

Districts Served in Regard to the Priority of the Items 

Category 

6 or 

Fewer SD 

7 or 

More SD 

 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.22 .74 4.44 .63 -.21 1.30 .35 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3.97 .96 4.20 .75 -.22 .80 .43 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.28 1.11 3.50 1.17 -.22 .15 .56 

D-Instructional Management 3.84 .66 4.11 .79 -.28 .35 .25 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.60 .91 3.91 .94 -.32 .01 .30 

F-Personnel Management 4.08 .71 3.86 1.04 .22 4.63 .47 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.80 .71 3.78 .95 .02 .45 .94 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

3.70 .79 3.99 .89 -.29 .03 .31 

I-Recordkeeping 3.58 1.21 4.28 1.02 -.70 2.24 .07 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

3.89 .71 3.94 1.07 -.05 4.13 .87 

K-Student Services 3.53 .74 3.54 .99 .02 .84 .96 

 

 

 

Number of programs offered.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

priority of each of the item categories in 20 or fewer programs offered and more than 20 

programs offered groups.  There was a significant difference in scores for Facilities and 

Equipment Management for 20 or fewer programs offered (M = 3.80, SD = .92) and more than 

20 programs offered (M = 4.40, SD = .68), t(36), p = .03.  There were no significant differences 

in the scores for any of the remaining dependent variable categories (Table 27).  A non-

parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney test, was also run on the data set and produced 
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similar significance results.  Based on the significant relationship that existed, H05 for this 

variable failed to reject. 

Table 27 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Number of 

Programs Offered in Regard to the Priority of the Items 

Category 

20 or 

Fewer SD 

More 

than 20 SD 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 4.22 .67 4.46 .70 -.25 .03 .27 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 3.80 .92 4.40 .68 -.60 1.39 .03* 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 3.38 1.07 3.41 1.22 -.04 .87 .92 

D-Instructional Management 3.96 .72 3.99 .76 -.03 .10 .91 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.68 .83 3.83 1.03 -.15 1.10 .62 

F-Personnel Management 3.90 .74 4.04 1.04 -.14 2.10 .65 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 3.70 .81 3.89 .86 -.19 .05 .49 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 3.82 .78 3.85 .92 -.03 .84 .93 

I-Recordkeeping 3.74 1.19 4.11 1.13 -.37 .60 .34 

J-School and Community 

Relations 3.96 .80 3.88 1.01 .08 .91 .79 

K-Student Services 3.46 .70 3.61 1.01 -.15 2.72 .60 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Total enrollment.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare priority of 

each of the item categories in fewer than 1,500 total student enrollment and 1,500 or more 

student enrollment groups.  There were no significant differences in the scores for any of the 11 

dependent variable categories (Table 28).  A non-parametric statistical test, a Mann-Whitney 

test, was also run on the data set and produced similar significance results.  Based on the lack of 

significant relationships that existed, H05 for this variable failed to reject. 
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Table 28 

Means, Standard Deviations, Mean Differences, F Values, and Significance for Total Enrollment 

in Regard to the Priority of the Items 

Category 

 

Fewer 

than 

1,500 SD 

1,500 

or more SD 

Difference 

Between 

Means F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.27 .76 4.37 .64 -.11 1.26 .64 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.09 .83 4.08 .90 .01 2.13 .96 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.23 1.15 3.50 1.13 -.27 .02 .49 

D-Instructional Management 3.97 .68 3.98 .78 -.01 .29 .98 

E-Organizational Improvement 3.71 .97 3.79 .91 -.08 .27 .80 

F-Personnel Management 4.19 .53 3.83 1.03 .35 8.86 .19 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.53 .80 3.98 .81 -.46 .04 .09 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

3.82 .87 3.85 .84 -.03 .04 .93 

I-Recordkeeping 3.81 1.16 4.00 1.18 -.19 .02 .63 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

3.74 .92 4.06 .87 -.32 .84 .29 

K-Student Services 3.75 .65 3.37 .97 .38 1.80 .18 

 

 

 

Type of physical facility.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare priority of each 

of the item categories in career center, career center attached to a high school, and multi-building 

groups.  There was a significant effect of type of physical facility on the Personnel Management 

items at the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2,32) = 5.12, p = .01, two tailed.  A Tukey’s 

honestly significant difference post-hoc comparison revealed neither the multi-building (M = 

3.34) nor the stand-alone career center (M = 4.36) was significantly different from career center 

attached to a high school (M = 4.10, p = .10 and p = .72 respectively).  However, scores for the 

stand-alone career center and the multi-building were statistically significant, p = .01.  All tests 
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were two-tailed.  A non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis Test was also conducted and showed similar 

significance results. 

There was a significant effect of type of physical facility on the Student Services items at 

the p < .05 level for the three conditions, F(2,34) = 4.34, p = .02, two tailed.  A Tukey’s honestly 

significant difference post-hoc comparison revealed neither the multi-building (M = 2.95) nor the 

stand-alone career center (M = 3.83) was significantly different from the career center attached to 

a high school (M = 3.70, p = .09 and p = .91 respectively).  However, scores for the stand-alone 

career center and the multi-building were statistically significant, p = .02.  All tests were two-

tailed.    

There were no significant differences in the scores of the remaining dependent variable 

categories (Table 29).  A non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis Test was also conducted and showed 

similar significance results.  Based on the number of significant relationships that existed, H05 

for this variable was rejected. 
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Table 29 

Means, Standard Deviations, F Values, and Significance for Type of Physical Facility in Regard 

to the Priority of the Items. 

Category 

 

Stand-

Alone 

Career 

Center SD 

Attached 

Career 

Center SD 

Multi- 

Building SD F Sig. 

A-Business and Financial 

Management 

4.35 .75 4.37 .79 4.28 .55 .06 .95 

B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

4.14 .88 4.45 .69 3.71 .87 2.23 .12 

C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

3.66 1.25 3.61 1.19 2.88 .77 1.96 .16 

D-Instructional Management 4.08 .69 4.14 .87 3.68 .61 1.39 .26 

E-Organizational 

Improvement 

3.97 .93 3.83 .93 3.39 .86 1.49 .24 

F-Personnel Management 4.36 .65 4.10 .85 3.35 .91 5.12 .01* 

G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

3.80 .98 3.74 .98 3.82 .44 .02 .98 

H-Program Planning, 

Development, and 

Evaluation 

4.03 .77 3.93 .89 3.48 .85 1.49 .24 

I-Recordkeeping 3.94 1.06 3.80 1.31 4.00 1.26 .08 .93 

J-School and Community 

Relations 

4.05 .88 3.84 1.10 3.80 .77 .29 .75 

K-Student Services 3.83 .74 3.70 1.07 2.95 .49 4.34 .02 

Note. * p ≤ .05 (2-tailed) 

 

 

 

Summary of Findings 

 This section provides a summary of the findings and is divided into two sections.  The 

first section summarizes the descriptive data and the second section summarizes the findings of 

the five null hypotheses and each of its sub-hypotheses. 
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Summary of Descriptive Data 

During the summer before the 2012-13 school year, the 46 directors representing career 

and technical education districts from across the State of Indiana were given a survey regarding 

to the importance of practice and priority given to practices of the position of a career and 

technical education director.  The analysis set contained 42 responses (N = 42), representing 91% 

of the directors in the State of Indiana.  Within the sample of the population, there were 

characteristics that were specific to the directors’ leadership that were analyzed.   

 In the sample group, 83.33% of the directors were full-time in their positions while 

16.67% were sharing the director position with another administrative role.  

 Within the sample population, 71.43% were men and 28.57% were women.   

 The respondents represented all three possible age categories: 16.67% were 45years 

old or younger, 26.19% were between 46 and 55 years of age, and 57.14% were 56 

years of age or older.   

 Of the respondents who completed the survey, 78.57% held a career and technical 

education directors license while 21.43% did not.   

 Additionally, 71.43% had earned another administrative license, while 28.57% had 

not earned additional licensure.  

 Respondents represented all three possible highest degree categories: 26.19% earned 

a master’s degree, 71.43% earned a post-master’s degree, and 2.38% earned a 

doctorate degree.  

 Directors responding to the survey reported service in career and technical education 

for periods of fewer than one year to 44 years.  There were 23.81% that served 15 
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years or fewer, 50.00% served between 16 and 30 years, and 26.19% served 31 or 

more years. 

 Of those who responded, 45.24% had served fewer than 10 years in career and 

technical education administration, 30.95% had 11 to 20 years of experience, and 

23.81% had more than 21 years of administrative experience. 

Within the sample of the population, there were characteristics that were specific to 

the directors’ district that were analyzed.   

 Within the districts served, 30.95% were a local k-12 LEA, 47.62% were a career and 

technical education Cooperative LEA, and 21.43% were a career and technical 

education school corporation. 

 From the perspective of geographic location, 50.00% were rural/small town districts, 

19.05% were suburban, and 30.95% were urban districts. 

 The physical environments were analyzed.  Of the districts, 40.48% were stand-alone 

career centers, 26.19% were career centers attached to a high school, and 33.33% 

were multi-building locations. 

 The number of school districts served by each career and technical education district 

were analyzed.  There was 50.00% of the sample that served six or fewer districts and 

50.00% that served seven or more districts. 

 Of the districts served, 54.76% had 20 or fewer programs offered, 26.19% offered 

between 21 and 30 programs, and 19.05% offered more than 20 programs. 

 The enrollment sizes were categorized into three areas.  There were 42.86% that 

served fewer than 1,500 students, 35.71% that served between 1,500 and 4,999 

students, and 21.43% that served 5,000 or more students. 



92 

 

A descriptive analysis including mean, standard deviation, and rank for the importance of 

practice and the priority agreement for the list of 50 items of leadership practice was analyzed 

using the results of a five-point Likert scale survey.  Respondents indicated that preparing the 

Perkins Local Plan budget and promoting the district program were the two most important 

practices of career and technical education directors.  Risk management and coordinating student 

organizations were the least important.  The responding directors also indicated that preparing 

the Perkins Local Plan budget and participating in state career and technical 

education/administration activities had the strongest agreement as priorities.  Coordinating 

student organizations and risk management had the least agreement of priority.  Within the 11 

categories derived from the 50 items, directors responded that Business and Financial 

Management and School and Community Relations were of the most importance.  Also within 

the categories, Business and Financial Management and Facility and Equipment Management 

had the strongest level of priority.  Integration of Academics and Program along with Student 

Services had the lowest categorical level for both importance and priority.  Appendix C showed 

all item and category rankings by order. 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Five hypotheses were tested with the following summarized results: 

1. Through the use of the Spearman’s Rho correlation product, the results indicated 

there was a significant positive correlation between scores on the importance 

measures and those on the priority measure for 48 of the 50 items.  Table 12 

illustrated these correlations.  The results indicated that there was a significant 

positive correlation between scores on the importance measure and those on the 
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priority measure for all 11 categories.  Table 13 illustrated these correlations.  Based 

on the number of significant relationships that existed, H01 was rejected. 

2. The results of an independent t-test showed that there was no significant difference 

between importance of practice and leadership characteristics of career and technical 

education directors in Indiana.  

3. Through use of an independent t-test, the results showed there was a significant 

difference of importance of practice between type of district and facilities and 

equipment management as well as between type of district and integration of 

academics and program.  There were no other significant differences in the results of 

the t-tests for the difference between importance of practice and district 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.  Through the use 

of a one-way ANOVA, the results showed a difference between type of physical 

facility and Instructional Management, type of physical facility and Personnel 

Management, and type of physical facility and Student Services.  There were no other 

significant differences in this category.  Based on the number of significant 

relationships that existed, H03 was rejected for those sub-hypotheses. 

4. Through use of an independent t-test, the results showed there was a significant 

difference of priority of practice between gender and Business and Financial 

Management; between gender and Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation; 

between gender and Recordkeeping; between gender and School and Community 

Relations; and between gender and Student Services.  The results of an independent t-

test showed there was a significant difference of priority of practice between age and 

Facilities and Equipment Management, between age and Professional and Staff 
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Development, and between age and Recordkeeping.  Through use of an independent 

t-test, the results showed there was a significant difference of priority of practice 

between years of experience in career and technical education administration and 

Business and Financial Management and between years of experience in career and 

technical education administration and Facilities and Equipment Management.  There 

were no other significant differences in the results of the t-tests for the difference 

between priority of practice and leadership characteristics of career and technical 

education directors in Indiana.  Based upon the number of significant relationships 

that existed, H04 was rejected for those sub- hypotheses. 

5. The results of an independent t-test showed there was a significant difference of 

priority of practice between type of district and integration of academics and 

program.  The results of another independent t-test showed there was a significant 

difference of priority of practice between number of programs offered and Facilities 

and Equipment Management.  There were no other significant differences in the 

results of the t-tests for the difference between priority of practice and district 

characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.  Through the use 

of a one-way ANOVA, the results showed a difference between type of physical 

facility and Personnel Management and type of physical facility and Student Services.  

There were no other significant differences in this category.  Based on the number of 

significant relationships that existed, H05 was rejected for those sub-hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, SUMMARY, AND  

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

This chapter is organized into four major sections.  The first presents a discussion of the 

findings including a summary of the descriptive data and a summary of the hypotheses testing 

including conclusions.  The second component is a summary of the research.  The third section 

discusses the implications of the research and its results.  Finally, there is a discussion of future 

research recommendations with final conclusions. 

 The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine importance and priority of 

practices of career and technical education directors in the state of Indiana.  An analysis was 

prepared to determine practice importance and practice priority for each of the 50 items in the 

survey and each of the 11 categories in which each item was categorized.  An analysis was also 

prepared to determine the correlational relationship between importance and priority.  Finally, an 

analysis was prepared to determine whether leadership and district characteristics of the director 

play a role in their view of importance and priority.  Factors examined were gender, age, years of 

experience in career and technical education administration, type of district, number of school 

districts served, number of programs offered, total enrollment, and type of facility. 

  In general, the research design involved a population of 46 career and technical education 

directors serving districts throughout Indiana.  Director responses were collected using a survey.  
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Statistical analysis of the data included descriptive statistics regarding the mean, standard 

deviation, ranking, and frequency of selected items and categories.  A Spearman’s Rho product 

correlation, t-test, and one-way ANOVA were used to test the null hypotheses.  Significance was 

identified at the .05 level. 

 In all, 42 directors of career and technical education in Indiana responded to the survey 

instrument, which questioned the importance of practice and priority of practice of 50 items 

(Appendix A).  The 50 items were categorized into 11 groups (Appendix B).  In addition to the 

items responses, demographic information was obtained about the survey population. 

Summary of the Population 

Demographic information about the population’s leadership characteristics was collected.  

Of the 42 respondents, 35 (83.33%) were full-time and seven (16.67%) were part-time in their 

responsibility as a directors.  There were 30 (71.43%) men and 12 (28.57%) women.  In terms of 

age, directors under age 45 made up 16.67%, 26.19% were age 45-55, and 57.14% were age 56 

or older.  In all, 33 (78.57%) had a state career and technical education directors license while 

nine (21.43%) of the directors did not have a license.  Additionally, 30 (71.43%) had earned an 

additional administrative license while 12 (28.57%) had not earned another license.  Of the 

directors that responded to the survey, 11 (26.19%) had obtained a master’s degree, 30 (71.43%) 

had obtained a post-master’s or career and technical education director’s license; and one 

(2.38%) had earned a doctorate.  There were 10 directors (23.81%) who reported fewer than 15 

years of experience in career and technical education, 21 (50.00%) had between 16 and 30 years 

of experience, and 11 (26.19%) had more than 30 years of experience in career and technical.  

Finally, 19 (45.24%) directors had been in career and technical education administration for 10 
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or fewer years, 13 (30.95%) had between 11 and 20 years of experience, and 10 (23.81%) had 

more than 21 years of experience.  

Demographic information was collected about the district characteristics of the directors. 

In all, 13 (30.95%) directors were from local k-12 LEA districts; 20 (47.62%) directors were 

from career and technical education cooperative LEA districts; and 9 (21.43%) directors were 

from career and technical education school corporation districts.  Surveyed directors reported 

that 21 (50.00%) were from rural or small town districts while nine (19.05%) of the directors 

were from suburban districts and 13 (30.95%) were from urban districts.  The setting for the 

facilities varied per director with 17 (40.48%) serving a stand-alone career center, 11 (26.19%) 

serving a career center attached to a high school, and 14 (33.33%) serving a multi-building 

format.  The directors also served a different number of school districts with 21 (50.00%) serving 

six or fewer and 21 (50.00%) serving seven or more districts.  Of the director respondents, 18 

(42.86%) had fewer than 20 programs offered in the district, 11 (26.19%) had between 21 and 30 

programs offered, and eight (19.05%) had more than 30 programs offered.  Finally, the total 

enrollment was a factor with 18 (42.86%) districts with fewer than 1,500 students, 15 (35.71%) 

districts with between 1,500 and 4,999 students, and nine (21.43%) districts with 5,000 or more 

students enrolled. 

Summary of Descriptive Data 

Surveys were either given to or electronically emailed to directors of all the career and 

technical education directors in the state of Indiana.  Directors were asked to respond to the 50 

items by rating the importance of each item.  Directors were then asked to respond to the same 

50 items by rating the agreement of priority given to each item.  After the surveys were returned, 
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the 50 items were then grouped into one of 11 categories with no item belonging to more than 

one category.  The following is a summary of the descriptive data findings and the conclusion. 

Director’s View of Importance of Practices 

The first section of the survey dealt with the importance that each director placed on each 

of the 50 practices.  Through the use of a five-point Likert, scale, all survey items were rated 

with 1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = neither important nor unimportant, 4 = 

important, and 5 being very important.  The directors who responded indicated that preparing the 

Perkins Local Plan budget (M = 4.88, SD = .33) and promoting the district program (M = 4.74, 

SD = .50) were the two most important practices.  On the other hand, using risk management (M 

= 3.43, SD = 1.17) and coordinating student organizations (M = 3.43, SD = 1.04) were ranked as 

the least important practices.  The 50 important practices were broken down into 11 categories 

(displayed in Appendix B).  Each category was ranked. Business and Financial Management (M 

= 4.60, SD = .44) was shown to be the most important category of practices.  Integration of 

Academics and Program (M = 3.67, SD = .92) was considered the least important category of 

practices. 

The second section of the survey dealt with the priority that each director put on each of 

the 50 practices.  Using a five-point Likert scale, all survey items were rated on the agreement 

with the statement of devoting the necessary time to fully implement the practice with 1 = strong 

disagreement, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agreement nor disagreement, 4 = agree, and 5 = strong 

agreement.  Respondents indicated that preparing the Perkins Local Plan budget (M = 4.76, SD 

= .49) and participating in state career and technical education/administration activities (M = 

4.37, SD = .75) were the two greatest priorities.  On the other hand, the directors ranked 

coordination of student organizations (M = 3.19, SD = 1.10) and risk management (M = 3.11, SD 
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= 1.35) as the least prioritized practices.  Each category was ranked.  Business and Financial 

Management (M = 4.33, SD = .68) and Facilities and Equipment Management (M = 4.09, SD 

= .86) were ranked as the most prioritized categories.  Integration of Academics and Program (M 

= 3.39, SD = 1.13) was the least prioritized category of practices. 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

The first hypothesis stated, “There is no relationship between the practices and priorities 

of career and technical directors in Indiana.”  The hypothesis was tested using a Spearman’s Rho 

correlation product.  The two-tailed analysis revealed that a statistically significant correlation 

did exist at the .001 level for 45 of the 50 practices.  The analysis revealed a statistically 

significant correlation did exist at the .05 level for three of the 50 practices.  When the analysis 

was performed for the 11 categories of items, all of the categories were statistically significant in 

correlation at the .001 level.  The conclusion was even though the correlations were statistically 

significant for 48 of the 50 practices, the strength of those correlations ranged from a correlation 

coefficient high of .82 to a correlation coefficient low of .35, which falls in moderate to low 

ranges of strength.  Within the categories, strength of the correlation ranged from a correlation 

coefficient of .48 to .78 depending upon the category.  Nevertheless, all of the correlations were 

positive between importance and priority.  Therefore, it was concluded that as practice 

importance increased, the priority of the practice also increased amongst the career and technical 

directors in the state of Indiana. 

The second hypothesis stated, “There are no significant differences between importance 

of practices and leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.” 

To analyze the data, an independent-samples t-test was used for each of the identified leadership 

characteristics.  This hypothesis tested the variables of gender, age, and years of experience in 
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career and technical education administration with each of the 11 categories of practice.  The 

analysis did not determine any significant differences for any of the variables.  The conclusion 

was that there are common views of importance among the divergent leadership groups within 

the career and technical education directors.  Tables 14 through 16 reflect the results for each 

leadership variable.  Gender displayed some of largest mean differences of the three areas 

analyzed, but still they were not statistically significant differences.  The results suggest a certain 

level of consistency of importance of practice for the directors.  Further study may be needed to 

determine what factors provide the consistency of practice importance. 

The third hypothesis stated, “There are no significant differences between importance of 

practices and district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  To 

analyze the data, an independent-samples t-test was used for four of the identified district 

characteristics.  This hypothesis tested the variables of type of district, number of school districts 

served, number of programs offered, and total enrollment.  In order to analyze the data, an 

ANOVA was also used for the district characteristic variable of type of physical facility.  There 

were two significant differences within the practices for type of district.  Facilities and 

Equipment Management in addition to Integration of Academics and Program showed 

significantly higher importance with suburban/urban directors than with rural directors.  The 

other t-tests did not show any statistical significance for number of school districts served, 

number of programs offered, or total enrollment.  With the ANOVA analysis, three of the district 

characteristic variable of type of facility showed statistical significance.  Instructional 

Management was significantly higher in career centers attached to a high school than in a stand-

alone career center.  Within the variable of Personnel Management, both stand-alone career 

centers and career centers attached to a high school were significantly higher in priority 
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importance than the multi-building districts.  Finally, Student Services was significantly higher 

in career centers attached to a high school than in multi-building districts.  Tables 17 through 21 

presented the results for each district characteristic variable. 

The conclusion was that in the analysis of importance of items and the district 

differences, there were five variables studied.  There were some significant differences for type 

of district and type of facility.  There were no significant differences for any practices within the 

variables of number of school districts served, number of programs offered, or total enrollment.  

Though significant differences are very important, the lack of significant differences within the 

second grouping may be even more telling.  The variables that alluded to size of district showed 

no significant tendencies.  Small districts, medium-sized districts, and large districts all showed 

no significant differences regarding importance of practice.  As with Hypothesis 2, there is a 

consistency of importance across the directors no matter the size of the district.  The only 

exceptions were when, in a few instances, urban and suburban directors ranked Facilities and 

Equipment Management and Integration of Academics and Program higher, and directors from 

districts with career centers attached to a high school placed higher importance on Instructional 

Management, Personnel Management, and Student Services.  These results could be attributed to 

the intimate relationship between the proximity of career and technical education delivery with a 

full service, comprehensive high school. 

The fourth hypothesis stated, “There are no significant differences between priorities and 

leadership characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  To analyze the 

data, an independent-samples t-test was used for each of the identified leadership characteristics.  

This hypothesis tested the variables of gender, age, and years of experience in career and 

technical education administration with each of the 11 categories of practice.  Within the variable 
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of gender, there were statistical significances for the categories of Business and Financial 

Management; Program Planning, Development, and Evaluation; Recordkeeping; School and 

Community Relations; and Student Services.  In all of these gender category groups, the male 

directors rated them higher in priority than did the female directors that responded to the survey.  

Within the variable of age, there were statistically significant differences in the category groups 

of Facility and Equipment Management, Professional and Staff Development, and 

Recordkeeping.  In all of the age category groups, directors over the age of 45 rated these 

categories higher in priority than did the directors 45-years of age and younger.  Within the 

variable of experience in career and technical education administration, there were significant 

differences in Business and Financial Management and Facility and Equipment Management.  In 

both of these categories, directors with more than 10 years of career and technical education 

administrative experience rated them with a greater priority.  Tables 22 through 24 show the 

results for each leadership characteristic variable.  The conclusion was that in the analysis of 

priority and leadership characteristics, all three dependent variables showed significant 

differences in multiple sub-variables.  A striking conclusion of the priority differences may be 

the lack of importance differences in Hypothesis 2.  The factors of gender, age, and years of 

career and technical education administrative experience showed little difference as rated in 

importance, but the difference appeared with how the directors rated the practice into priority 

action.  Priority differentiated the leadership characteristics of the population of the directors 

more so than the importance placed on the practices.  Within this hypothesis, a concluding 

assumption can be made that older, male, experienced directors place practices in higher priority 

than other leadership-characterized population subgroups. 
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The fifth hypothesis stated, “There are no significant differences between priorities and 

district characteristics of career and technical education directors in Indiana.”  To analyze the 

data, an independent-samples t-test was used for four of the identified district characteristics.  

This hypothesis tested the variables of type of district, number of school districts served, number 

of programs offered, and total enrollment.  In order to analyze the data, an ANOVA was also 

used for the district characteristic variable of type of physical facility.  Within the variable of 

type of district, Integration of Academics and Program was significantly higher in priority for 

suburban and urban districts than for rural districts.  Within the variable of number of programs 

offered, Facility and Equipment Management was significantly higher in priority for districts 

with more programs offered than for districts with fewer programs.  There were no significant 

differences shown in the t-tests for number of school districts served or total enrollment.  The 

ANOVA results for the type of facility showed that Personnel Management and Student Services 

were significantly lower for districts that were located in a multi-building facility district.  

Several conclusions can be made in the analysis of priority and district characteristics.  Suburban 

and urban districts placed a higher priority on the integration of academic content into the career 

and technical education curriculum due to certain factors.  Further research could be conducted 

to discover what reasons may cause the priority shift.  Districts with more than 20 programs 

placed higher priority in the management of the facility and equipment.  Finally, multi-building 

districts placed less priority on management of personnel and student services because these 

students are already in buildings that are being supervised by other administrative staff and 

possess student service specialists such as counselors or social workers. 
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Summary of the Study 

 This study was created to examine the importance and priority of practice of directors of 

career and technical education in the state of Indiana.  The major research questions that guided 

the study were 

1. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are most 

important to the career and technical education directors? 

2. Which practices of career and technical education directors in Indiana are priorities to 

the career and technical education directors?  

3. Is there a relationship between the priorities and importance of practices of career and 

technical directors in Indiana? 

4. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their leadership characteristics? 

5. Are there differences between importance of practices of career and technical 

education directors based upon their area district characteristics? 

6. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their leadership characteristics? 

7. Are there differences between priorities of career and technical education directors 

based upon their area district characteristics? 

As reported in the review of the literature, career and technical education has had many 

dimensions that influenced its current implementation.  The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 had a 

strong influence on the content practices of agriculture, trades and industry, and home economics 

(Raisen, 1989).  World War II and its effect on the American educational agenda focused 

concerted efforts for career and technical education to be an impetus for economic development 
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and job preparation (Barlow, 1976b).  Multiple pieces of legislation during the 1960s and 1970s 

brought career and technical practices centered on recognizing and solving social inequalities 

(Wonacott, 2003).  Since 1984, Carl D. Perkins legislation and its revisions have brought career 

and technical education into alignment with other educational initiatives to reform American 

public education (Threeton, 2007).  All of these legislative and political changes have placed 

those leading career and technical education with a large list of practices and priorities that must 

be addressed. 

As early as 1977, Norton identified through his research as many as 166 different tasks 

that were important to career and technical education.  Savio (1981) identified the most 

important tasks as evaluation of instructional program effectiveness with professional relations, 

business and financial management, and self-development.  Baker and Selman (1985) noted 103 

different practices that fit within nine categories in which all of the category practices were 

important.  Finch and McGough (1991) found a need that administrative, supervisory, and 

leadership activities should be priorities for career and technical education leaders.  

VanderMolen and Zinzer (2009) then used the research of Norton (1977) and Woloszyk and 

Manley (2001) to determine that recordkeeping, personnel management, and school and 

community relations were the most important practices.  Program planning, integration of 

academics and program, and student services were the most frequently performed duties. 

This research continued the study of gathering and recording the pulse of where 

legislation and policy met the implementation of educational leadership through the work of 

those doing it.  The research looked at the importance of practice and its priority within the 

context of leadership in the State of Indiana in the same ways that VanderMolen and Ziner 

(2009) and Savio (1981) focused on Michigan, Baker and Selman (1985) focused on Alabama, 
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and Norton (1977) and Finch and McGough (1991) approached their research on a more national 

audience.  In all of the research, it gained its premise from the established DACUM established 

in 1977.  Each study confirmed the current views of the leaders within the context of established 

practices.   

The results of this research showed that preparing the Perkins grant budget, promoting 

programs, and involving the community was the most important individual tasks that 

administrators saw as being important.  With priority, preparing the Perkins grant budget, 

participating in state activities, and managing purchases were great demands.  The current 

research showed some consistency with previous research such as that of VanderMolen and 

Zinzer (2009), but there was a shift towards items that called for community outreach and 

marketing.  When the individual items were categorized, as was done by Baker and Selman 

(1985), there were strong differences in the importance and priority.  This research showed that 

management categories were ranked as more important than academic and student service 

categories.  The applied priority followed similar trends. 

When looking at the data for importance and priority, correlations between them were 

explored.  Among the 50 items included in the survey, 48 of the 50 items showed statistically 

significant positive correlation between importance and priority.  All 11 of the categories showed 

statistically significant positive correlation as well.  As directors view a leadership practice in 

terms of its importance, they place more priority to it.  The strength of the positive correlations 

ranged greatly among the practices (Tables 12 and Table 13), but the conclusion for existence of 

the correlation was evident in this research. 

A demographic study was included in the study.  The responses from the directors 

regarding importance of practice and priority of practice were broken into a variety of 
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leadership-centered characteristics and district-centered characteristics.  The leadership and 

district characteristics were analyzed for each of the 11-item categories for both importance and 

priorities.  Although not all of the analyses were statistically significant, there were many that 

were statistically significant.  These data allowed for the following summations to be made: 

1. Gender differences: When looking at gender, there was little difference in how male 

and female groups viewed importance of practices.  Differences did occur in priority.  

Men reported higher priority in many of the practice categories that involved 

management responsibilities. 

2. Age differences: When looking at age differences, there was little difference in 

importance for the age group of 45 years and younger or the group age of over 45 

years.  Differences were discovered in the view of priority.  The group of directors 

over the age of 45 reported higher priorities placed on items that involved 

management responsibilities. 

3. Years of administrative experience in career and technical education differences: 

When looking at years of administrative experience in career and technical education, 

there was little difference between those with 10 or fewer years in career and 

technical education administrative experience than those with more than 10 years of 

experience.  Differences did occur in how directors placed their priorities.  Directors 

with more than 10 years of administrative experience showed higher priorities placed 

on the management category items. 

4. Type of district differences: When looking at the type of district location, there were 

differences between importance and priority for rural and urban/suburban districts. 

Urban/suburban districts placed higher importance on facility and equipment 
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management than did rural districts.  Also, urban/suburban districts placed higher 

importance and priority on the integration of academics and career and technical 

education programming. 

5. Number of school district served differences: When looking at the number of school 

districts being served by the career and technical education district, there were no 

significant differences for either importance or priority.  Whether a career and 

technical education district were serving six or fewer districts or seven or more 

districts, there was not data to support differences.  The statistical significance data 

for all the categories showed that no variable neared an appropriately significant 

level. 

6. Number of programs offered differences: When looking at the number of programs 

being offered in the career and technical education districts, there were not any 

differences regarding importance of practice between districts with 20 or fewer 

programs with those that had more than 20 programs.  There were some differences 

for priority in districts that had more than 20 programs with those districts placing 

higher priority on the management categories. 

7. Total enrollment differences: When looking at the total enrollment of the districts, 

there were no statistically significant categories for importance or priority for the 

districts with fewer than 1,500 students or for those with more than 1,500 students.  

Only personnel management for the districts with fewer than 1,500 students showed 

noticeable difference for importance and priority. 

8. Type of physical facility differences: When looking at the type of physical facility, 

there were many statistically significant differences between the three types of 
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facilities, stand-alone career center, career center attached to a high school, and multi-

building district.  Most of the significant differences were with the directors from 

multi-building setting where they placed less importance and priority on many of the 

management and student service responsibilities than did directors that served career 

centers. 

Implications 

 The state of education is continually changing.  The politics of education has driven an 

ever-changing landscape of implementation strategies.  Career and technical education has not 

avoided the change, nor has it skirted the acknowledgement of reform.  Just as in k-12 education, 

the vast expansiveness of the different directions education may take causes a long list of 

appropriate but competing practices for leaders.  The effective leader must make decisions about 

the importance of each of these practices and then put them into prioritized action.   

 This study captured the importance and priority of practice for career and technical 

education directors in the state of Indiana.  The directors of career and technical education are in 

a time of change.  In order for career and technical education to move forward, it must have an 

appreciation for what the current leadership thinks and does.  In the next five to seven years, the 

landscape of leadership for Indiana’s career and technical education is going to change.  There 

were 42 of the 46 directors in the state who responded to this survey.  Of the 42 directors who 

responded, 24 reported being over the age 55, while only seven reported being under the age of 

46.  The overall leadership is veteran and the wealth of that experience will depart in the next 

few years.  Now is the time to begin to understand the current thoughts of the leadership and 

make decisions on whether to continue the current path or to create a new one.  The research 
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from the study of the seven research questions provided four areas of implications that need to be 

considered.   

Research Questions 1 and 2: Importance and Priorities of Practice 

Research Questions 1 and 2 were intended to gain a perspective on importance and 

priority separately.  The data showed that the two areas have very strong similarities.  The group 

of directors seemed to have a similar ranking perception of importance and how to prioritize 

practice.  Eight of the top 10 practices for importance were also in the top 10 listing of priorities. 

Though the correlation of the importance and priority was done in Research Question 3, the 

strong similar ranking for importance and priority did imply that the directors do place priority 

on the items that they view important.  In other words, the items that take the priority of their 

time are the items that are viewed as important.   

It was also important to note that the mean scores for importance were in all cases higher 

than the mean scores for the priority given.  Directors appear to be facing a continual situation in 

which they are unable to devote time to the practices that they feel are important.  The 

discrepancy could cause additional stress and frustration for the directors as they know that they 

are not meeting the demands of practices that they feel are most important. 

For such a strong connection to exist between importance and priority there must be 

something driving it.  The research suggested two strong factors.  First, federal Perkins 

legislation and compliance was a factor.  Preparing the Perkins budget was the top practice for 

importance and priority.  Following the mandates for the federal and state funding source 

required the directors to align their leadership practice with what was mandated by the Perkins 

legislation.  A director who does not follow those priorities is subjecting his or her district to 

financial hardships and penalties that are not permissible for continued operation.  Furthermore, 
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Perkins legislation provided mandates on community involvement and curriculum alignment.  

Those mandates again caused directors to divert their views of those types of practices into 

alignment with Perkins legislations.  It could be concluded that federal legislation as 

implemented through state control has extrinsically influenced local director control of 

importance and priority of practice.  With future legislative rewrites and reauthorizations, the 

importance of practice and its prioritization will likely change for directors so that they can 

remain in compliance with the mandates. 

The second factor was a unification of the directors at the state level.  The research 

showed that participating in state activities was ranked high in both importance (sixth) and 

priority (second).  The influence of the strong collective nature of the group through the Indiana 

Association of Career and Technical Education Districts (IACTED) may galvanize the directors 

together as leaders.  IACTED provided multiple opportunities to network, influence policy, and 

address implementation issues surrounding career and technical education.  IACTED had strong 

representation from all district around the state and often the Department of Education goes to 

them for counsel and information.  The directors saw this as an important practice, but saw it as 

an even higher priority.  IACTED was a strong influence for the directors and could serve as an 

agent for further redevelopment of importance or priority of practice for the directors of career 

and technical education. 

Additionally, many of the rankings between the importance and priority are well-

calibrated with an equal ranking for importance and priority.  The most notable difference is with 

instructional management.  Instructional management was ranked eighth for importance, but it 

appears as third in priority.  It appeared that the directors are finding a need to spend their time 

on instructional leadership, even though it does not have an equally high importance.  
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Specifically, integration of academics and program ranked at the bottom for importance and 

priority.  It could make one wonder where the role and responsibility of teaching academics lies.  

A shift in priority toward instructional outcomes may drive a need for perceived importance 

change.  It may also highlight the need to bring in new directors who have an educational desire 

for instructional leadership.  Perkins IV legislation called for a stronger emphasis on integration 

of academics and career and technical education programs.  Directors appeared not to have made 

this a focus for their work.  If directors do not apply this approach, the shift to increased 

integration may be forced through legislative mandates. 

The research also showed that a prevailing level of importance is placed on practices that 

could be classified as traditional management tasks.  Business and financial management items, 

personnel management items, and organizational improvement items ranked highly among the 

directors.  Items that could be classified as part of the instructional scope of leadership trailed 

behind in importance.  Instructional management items, student services items, and integration of 

academics and career and technical education programming were among the lowest-ranked 

practices.  From where does this discrepancy come?  The existing gap could be from the large 

number of practices for which the director is responsible.  The director has practice 

responsibilities that could be part of numerous other operational and instructional positions 

within a building level school or school district.  Though there is acknowledgement that 

instructional items do have importance and priority, the vast number of necessary management 

practices can become overwhelming.  As a result, those management items consume the thinking 

of what must be done in order for a director to effectively do the job.  No matter the cause, it is 

clear that the directors place a great importance on the management of their districts.  The cause 
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may come from the fact that they are often the only one who has responsibility for those 

practices, and those practices cannot be delegated to another staff or faculty member.  

If management of the district is not the desired the role of the director, a mind shift must 

occur.  It is clear from this research that directors in the State of Indiana see management as a top 

importance and priority in their job as directors.  If the role of the director is to be the 

instructional leader of the district, a similar redirection must occur.  The practices that revolve 

around instructional practice and student level interventions are not of low importance or 

priority, but they are ranked lower than the management issues.  Over the past decade, there has 

been much professional discourse about the need for instructional leadership or management 

leadership.  The research here showed that the directors, as a whole, viewed their position as 

mostly managerial. 

Research Question 3: Relationship Between Importance and Priorities 

The correlational relationship between the importance and priority cannot be completely 

divorced from the rankings found in the first two questions.  The study results showed a 

statistically significant positive correlation between importance and priority with all but two of 

the individual items.  The categorical analysis showed stronger correlations than with the item 

analysis.  All of the categories were statistically significant.   

Though the statistical power of the correlations falls mostly in the moderate range, the 

correlations are positive and significant.  There is a connection between a leader’s view of a 

practice and where priority is placed.  The change in attitude of importance will change the 

action of priority.  In the study, the directors believed that management practices were most 

important and the priority followed.  Other items such as integration of academics and program 

were viewed as less important and the lower priority followed. 
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Effective practice requires both an attitude and application.  The view of importance is 

the attitude that drives the priority of action.  When future practices in career and technical 

education become necessary within the districts of Indiana, directors will need to find a way to 

synthesize these new practices with their importance.  When done so effectively, the priority of 

action will follow.   

As new practices arise, they must be processed with the ranking of the practice as 

discussed in Research Questions 1 and 2.  There are many practices that directors are faced with 

prioritizing.  New items may be considered more important than existing ones.  If the value is 

placed on the new practice, the practice will become a priority for implementation.  Conversely, 

if the practice is not believed to be as important as others, the new practice or initiative will not 

be put into action.   

As noted in the implications of Research Questions 1 and 2, caution will need to be taken 

so that directors are not faced with a magnitude of important practices to which appropriate 

priority cannot be allocated.  The research suggests that the priority will follow importance.  It 

must be done, however, in a way that allows the directors to meet the priority challenge without 

becoming frustrated and discouraged due to a lack of time to implement the important practices.  

If not, institutional apathy could overcome the career and technical education leadership. 

Research Questions 4 and 6: Importance and Priority Based Upon Leadership 

Characteristics 

The research survey asked eight demographic questions that connected to the leadership 

characteristics of the director.  Of those eight, only three responses had enough diversity for 

statistical analysis.  These were the categories of age, gender, and years of administrative 

experience.  The population of the directors is very similar.  It is primarily a group that is mostly 
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older men with a lot of experience in career and technical education.  It does not possess much 

diversity.  Due to the homogeneity of the population, very little statistical significance was 

shown to be relevant for leadership characteristics.  None of the three categories that could be 

analyzed showed any difference in importance of practice. There were a few categories within 

the priority analyses that showed some significant differences.  In those, the dominant sized 

groups showed a higher priority placed than the minority group.   

The vast demographic similarity of the directors provides a very universal view of 

importance and priority that transcend leadership differences.  Though the population does 

possess some leadership differences, there does not appear to be a new perspective that is being 

brought by these groups regarding practice importance and priority.  There is an acclimation that 

occurs.  The acclimation may be accounted for by the same factors of accountability and state-

wide networking that influenced the rankings of the importance and priority themselves.  The 

broader issues of leadership practice seem to be larger than current leadership characteristics.  As 

the older, experienced men begin to retire, it will be worth noting if the new younger and less 

experienced directors will provide a differing perspective or if the acclimation continues. 

Research Questions 5 and 7: Importance and Priority Based Upon Area District 

Characteristics 

The most significant differences of the study were evident in the demographic 

information regarding the way in which the districts are composed.  In the research study, there 

were six demographic questions that asked the directors to describe the districts they served.  

Five of the six questions provided a large enough array of responses to be appropriate for 

statistical analysis.  With only 46 directors in the state of Indiana serving only 49 districts, the 

great diversity in how the districts are formatted provides for very few districts that share similar 
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characteristics.  This could result in isolation for directors in discovering best practices for their 

district or finding counsel in handling issues that may need the support of a network of other 

directors with similar needs or expertise. 

It may be important to claim those differences.  The directors indicated that they view 

and prioritize the use of state organization meetings.  Time may need to be spent in breakout 

sessions where physical differences can be explored and addressed.  Therefore, it will provide 

ways for directors of similar physical locations to find the opportunity to share practices that can 

work for their physical settings.   

Among all of the statistical analyses completed in these research questions, the most 

compelling and statistically significant were around locations of the district.  Therefore, the 

greatest need for potential change implications could be with this area.  Currently, most of the 

information sharing and planning is done with all directors receiving the same information with 

similar instructions for implementing the mandate.  It is then the responsibility of the directors to 

make it work for their district settings.   

The first significant area for implications was size.  There were three variables that 

studied different aspects of size.  In all three of those variables, only one variable in one category 

showed any statistical difference.  There is often discussion about the difference between small 

schools and large schools.  The research from this study showed that leaders consistently viewed 

the importance of leadership practices and the priorities the same no matter the size of the 

district.  In essence, there were no differences based upon size.  Whether a district had a small 

enrollment or large, a few programs or many programs, or if it served one school district or a 

dozen school districts, the directors saw little difference in importance and did not prioritize 
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practices differently.  Difference in leadership practices are present because of the existence of 

career and technical education and not because of the size of the program being implemented.  

The second and most dramatic factor was the location of the district.  Of all the 

characteristics studied, the districts’ type (rural or suburban/urban) or the districts’ facilities 

(stand-alone, attached, or multi) showed to be the most statistically different.  Directors from 

these groups placed importance and viewed priorities differently.  They viewed instructional 

management categories, traditional management categories, student service categories, and 

personnel management differently.  They even viewed the connection between academics and 

career and technical education differently.   

The issues with geographic location in rural, urban, and suburban locations provided 

significant differences in importance and priority among those different groups.  These district 

locations can often influence the type of programs that are offered in the district.  Urban 

locations may be influenced greater by large industrial manufacturing and health care needs that 

are located in developed municipalities.  On the other side, rural locations could have a stronger 

agricultural demand or needs that are associated with a large, community employer.  Each set of 

demands is important and must be met by the directors.  These demands cannot be ignored 

within their value of practices.  Failure to appropriately acknowledge those differences can 

impact the local perceptions of career and technical education if importance and priority is 

deferred to universal statewide needs. 

Programs being offered in an independent career center, career center attached to a high 

school, or in multiple high schools have shown great influence on the importance and priority of 

practice for the directors as well.  The close connection to the resources provided by another 

school or the autonomy of the stand-alone career center changes the landscape of the director’s 
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responsibilities and worldview.  Directors who have strong influence on a single career center 

can prioritize and implement change much more quickly than directors who must work through 

other administrative structures.  On the other hand, directors who provide programming in 

comprehensive high schools may not see many instructional and student service obligations as 

important.  They may not need to devote priority to these practices. It is difficult to create over-

arching policies and practices that all directors can rally around for statewide implementation 

due to these factors.  

Study results from the directors’ responses indicated that the district characteristics are an 

area where differences occur for importance and priority.  These characteristics are possibly the 

only factor in which the directors can be viewed as unique.  It is not about who they are, but it is 

where they serve.  The physical location does influence how they do their work.  In a population 

of directors where so many of their views and implementation are similar, it is important not to 

diminish those significant differences.   

Current policy from the Perkins IV legislation places most of the mandates on statewide 

indicators that are met through local action.  If each district is to be held accountable to the same 

standardized indicators, the vast differences in how districts are structured can provide an 

institutional barrier that impedes success.  Further federal legislative reauthorization or state 

interpretation may need to take into account location and type of career and technical education 

facilities.  Districts in Indiana are structured to provide local control with a specialized 

operational focus.  Currently, directors in Indiana are not providing a unified focus on 

importance and priority due to these issues.  The rectification of this issue may demand a 

reorganization of career and technical education that is impossible, is very costly, or takes 

decades to transform.   
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Research Recommendations 

 Based on the results of the importance and priority of practices provided by the directors 

of career and technical education in Indiana, the following recommendations for future research 

can be made: 

1. A study should be conducted to determine the impact of outside influences that affect 

the importance placed on practices for career and technical education directors such 

as federal legislation, state bureaucracy, or professional organizations. 

2. A qualitative study should be conducted to determine the factors that influenced the 

statistically significant categories in this study. 

3. A quantitative study should be conducted to determine the importance and priority of 

practices for career and technical education directors in other states in the United 

States. 

4. A comparative study should be conducted between the results of this study and results 

of studies done in other states in the United States. 

5. A qualitative study could be conducted to understand the importance and priority that 

career and technical education directors place on practices associated with the 

position. 

6. A study could be conducted that examines importance and priority of practice of 

career and technical education directors differently.  This could involve different 

research methods or include a sampling of directors outside the state of Indiana. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, career and technical education in Indiana is being led by a small, dedicated 

group of directors.  Each individual is unique in his or her own way, but together they provide 
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the leadership that is moving career and technical education into the next generation.  They make 

daily decisions regarding practices that affect the programs for hundreds of teachers and 

thousands of students.  Effective leadership requires an understanding of the importance of those 

practices and how they are prioritized.  Forty-two of the 46 directors in the state of Indiana 

responded to the survey that guided this research.  In their responses, they indicated the manner 

in which they place importance on practice and how they prioritize that practice into action.  

These responses provide a context for discovering not just the pulse of the general population of 

directors, but also how the many parts of the population are both alike and different.  These take-

aways provide information that can guide the understanding of today’s leaders and allow 

intentional confirmation or redirection for tomorrow’s leaders.  
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY ITEM CATEGORIES 

Category Survey Items 

 

A. Business and Financial Management 
 

1. Prepare Perkins Local Plan budget  

2. Identify additional financial resources for local 

district  

3. Develop grant proposals for  

funding Local Plan budget  

 

B. Facilities and Equipment Management 

 

4. Provide building and  

equipment for local area  

5. Manage career and technical education 

buildings and equipment  

6. Manage the purchase of equipment and 

supplies  

7. Manage technology / equipment 

 

C. Integrate Academics and Program 

 

8. Create needs assessment of student academic 

deficiencies  

9. Work with academic teachers in developing 

activities, lesson plans etc. 

 

D. Instructional Management 

 

10. Supervise curriculum development  

(including Pathways)  

11. Guide the development and improvement of 

curriculum / instruction  

12. Manage the development of master 

schedule. 

13. Coordinate schedules and student  

transportation  

14. Plan for and implement instructional  

technology  

15. Align and maintain curriculum to standards 

and licensing requirements  

16. Coordinate alignment between secondary 

and post secondary 
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E. Organizational Management 17. Use information resources to improve district 

programs  

18. Collect data for decision making  

19. Plan and coordinate school  

improvement activities  

 

F. Personal Management 
 

20. Select and recruit school personnel  

21. Supervise CTE district personnel  

22. Evaluate staff performance  

23. Manage school personnel policies and 

procedures  

24. Provide training and/or mentoring for new 

teachers and staff  

25. Create / implement planned professional 

development for staff 

 

G. Professional and Staff Development 

 

26. Appraise professional development needs of 

CTE teachers  

27. Provide and schedule staff development 

programs  

28. Plan for your own professional development  

29. Participate in academic administrative  

organizations 

30. Participate in state CTE/Administration 

Activities 

 

H. Program Planning, Development, and 

Evaluation 

 

31. Develop Local Plan activity programs for 

district 

32. Develop and seek approval for new state-

approved program  

33. Direct program evaluation monitoring  

34. Develop and/or manage dual credit offerings  

35. Develop and/or manage technical certifications  

36. Participate in risk anagement activities 

 

I. Recordkeeping 
 

37. Coordinate recordkeeping with local and  

regional school districts, and state agencies 

 

J. School and Community Relations 

 

38. Organize and work with a local and  

regional program advisory committee  

39. Promote the district program  

40. Involve the community  

41. Participate in government and community 

agencies  

42. Remain current with legislation activities 
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K. Student Services 43. Manage student recruitment and admissions  

44. Provide systematic guidance services  

45. Maintain school discipline  

46. Establish a student placement service and 

coordinate follow-up studies  

47. Coordinate implementation of student 

organizations  

48. Implement classroom management systems  

49. Plan and establish student services for special 

populations  

50. Create a crisis management and  security program 
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APPENDIX C: IMPORTANCE AND PRIORITY RANKING BY ORDER 

By Item: 

Rank Importance of Practice Rank Priority of Practice 

1 Prepare Perkins Budget 1 Prepare Perkins Budget 

2 Promote District Program 2 Participate in state activities 

3 Involve Community 3 Manage Purchases 

4 Develop Proposals 4 Develop Proposals 

5 Alignment for Licensing 4 Promote District Program 

6 Participate in state activities 6 Manage Student Recruitment 

7 Supervise Personnel 7 Supervise Curriculum 

8 Manage Purchases 8 Supervise Personnel 

9 Supervise Curriculum 9 Alignment for Licensing 

9 Coordinate Alignment 9 Approval for New Programs 

9 Plan for own PD 11 Coordinate Alignment 

9 Regional Advisory Committee 12 Manage Equipment 

13 Guide Development 13 Guide Development 

13 Approval for New Programs 14 Develop Local Plan 

13 Dual Credits 15 Provide Building & Equipment 

16 Identify Resources 15 Select and Recruit Personnel 

16 Collect Data for Decision Making 17 
Create Professional 

Development 

16 School Improvement 17 Dual Credits 

16 Evaluate Staff Performance 19 Evaluate Staff Performance 

16 Manage Student Recruitment 20 Involve Community 

21 Provide Building & Equipment 21 Identify Resources 

22 Create Professional Development 21 Coordinate Recordkeeping 

23 Use Information Resources 23 Regional Advisory Committee 

24 Current with Legislative Activities 24 Manage Technology 

25 Program Evaluation 25 
Current with Legislative 

Activities 

26 Select and Recruit Personnel 26 Instructional Technology 

26 Provide Training for New Staff 26 Provide PD Programs 

28 Develop Local Plan 26 Technical Certifications 

29 Manage Equipment 29 Provide Training for New Staff 

29 Technical Certificates 30 School Improvement 
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31 Appraise PD Needs 31 Manage Master Schedule 

32 Coordinate Recordkeeping 32 
Collect Data for Decision 

Making 

33 Provide PD Programs 32 Program Evaluation 

34 Manage Technology 34 Manage Policy/Procedures 

35 Instructional Technology 35 Use Information Resources 

36 Participate in Government 35 Appraise PD Needs 

37 Manage Policy/Procedures 37 Plan for own PD 

38 Provide Guidance Services 38 Maintain School Discipline 

39 Manage Master Schedule 39 Plan for Special Populations 

40 Create Assessments 40 Create Assessments 

41 Plan for Special Populations 41 Participate in Government 

42 
Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 
41 Provide Guidance Services 

43 Coordinate Follow-Up Study 43 
Implement Classroom 

Management Systems 

44 Maintain School Discipline 44 
Participate in Administrative 

Organizations 

45 Work with Teachers 45 
Create Crisis Management 

Program 

46 
Create Crisis Management 

Program 
46 Coordinate Transportation 

47 
Implement Classroom 

Management Systems 
47 Work with Teachers 

48 Coordinate Transportation 48 Coordinate Follow-Up Study 

49 Risk Management 49 
Coordinate Student 

Organizations 

49 Coordinate Student Organizations 50 Risk Management 

    

 

By Category: 

  

    Rank Importance of Practice Rank Priority of Practice 

1 A-Business and Financial 

Management 

1 A-Business and Financial 

Management 

2 J-School and Community 

Relations 

2 B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

3 F-Personnel Management 3 D-Instructional Management 

4 E-Organizational Improvement 4 F-Personnel Management 

5 B-Facilities and Equipment 

Management 

5 J-School and Community 

Relations 
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6 H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

6 I-Recordkeeping 

7 G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

7 H-Program Planning, 

Development, and Evaluation 

8 D-Instructional Management 8 G-Professional and Staff 

Development 

9 I-Recordkeeping 9 E-Organizational Improvement 

10 K-Student Services 10 K-Student Services 

11 C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 

11 C-Integrate Academics and 

Program 
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APPENDIX D: COVER LETTER TO CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTORS 

PRIORITIES AND PRACTICES OF CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTORS IN INDIANA 

 

You are being invited to participate in a research study about the practices and priorities 

of career and technical education directors in Indiana.  This study is being conducted by Cory 

Herrin as part of a doctoral dissertation with Dr. Todd Whitaker serving as the faculty sponsor 

from the department of Educational Leadership at Indiana State University. 

 

There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study.  There are no 

costs to you for participating in the study.  The information you provide will be used to provide a 

better understanding of the career and technical education director’s priorities and practices.  The 

information collected may not benefit you directly, but the information learned in this study 

should provide more general benefits. 

 

The survey is anonymous.  No identifying information including, names, email addresses 

will be collected.  Even though this is an anonymous survey, absolute anonymity cannot be 

guaranteed.  No one will be able to identify you or your answers, and no one will know whether 

or not you participated in the study.  Individuals from the Institutional Review Board may 

inspect these records.  Should the data be published, no individual information will be disclosed. 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  By completing the survey you are 

voluntarily agreeing to participate.  You are free to decline to answer any particular question you 

do not wish to answer for any reason. 

 

If you have any questions about the study, please contact Cory Herrin at 7839 Blessing 

Way, Evansville, IN 47712, (812) 499-4878 or cherrin1@indstate.edu.  You may also contact 

Dr. Todd Whitaker at Indiana State University, UH 317B, Terre Haute, IN 47809, (812) 237-

2904 or todd.whitaker@indstate.edu. 

 

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you’ve been 

placed at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by 

mail at Indiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN 47809, by 

phone at (812) 237-8217 or by email at irb@indstate.edu. 

  

mailto:cherrin1@indstate.edu
mailto:todd.whitaker@indstate.edu
mailto:irb@indstate.edu
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APPENDIX E: FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTORS 

PRIORITIES AND PRACTICES OF CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTORS IN INDIANA 

 

Three weeks ago, I presented an invitation at the IACTED Summer Professional 

Development Conference to participate in a study examining priorities and practices of career 

and technical education directors. 

 

If you completed the survey, thank you very much for your valuable responses. 

 

If you have not completed the survey, attached is a hard copy of the survey which 

consists of 50 items plus a demographic section.  This study is being conducted by Cory Herrin 

as part of a doctoral dissertation with Dr. Todd Whitaker serving as the faculty sponsor from the 

department of Educational Leadership at Indiana State University. 

 

There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study.  There are no 

costs to you for participating in the study.  The information you provide will be used to provide a 

better understanding of the career and technical education director’s priorities and practices.  The 

information collected may not benefit you directly, but the information learned in this study 

should provide more general benefits. 

 

The survey is anonymous.  No identifying information including, names, email addresses 

or IP addressees will be collected.  Even though this is an anonymous survey, absolute 

anonymity cannot be guaranteed.  No one will be able to identify you or your answers, and no 

one will know whether or not you participated in the study.  Individuals from the Institutional 

Review Board may inspect these records.  Should the data be published, no individual 

information will be disclosed. 

 

Please follow this link to participate in the study 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YWLBV5S or return the hard-copy of the survey by 

mail.  If returning the survey by mail, please do not write your name on the survey.  Your 

participation in this study is voluntary.  By completing the survey you are voluntarily agreeing to 

participate.  You are free to decline to answer any particular question you do not wish to answer 

for any reason. 

 

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YWLBV5S
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If you have any questions about the study, please contact Cory Herrin at 7839 Blessing 

Way, Evansville, IN 47712, (812) 499-4878 or cherrin1@indstate.edu.  You may also contact 

Dr. Todd Whitaker at Indiana State University, UH 317B, Terre Haute, IN 47809, (812) 237-

2904 or todd.whitaker@indstate.edu. 

 

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you’ve been 

placed at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by 

mail at Indiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN 47809, by 

phone at (812) 237-8217 or by email at irb@indstate.edu. 

  

mailto:cherrin1@indstate.edu
mailto:todd.whitaker@indstate.edu
mailto:irb@indstate.edu
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT 

Indiana State University  

 

PRIORITIES AND PRACTICES OF CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 

DIRECTORS IN INDIANA 

 

I am a doctoral student at Indiana State University conducting this study for my dissertation. The 

purpose of this research project is to examine practice and priorities of career and technical 

education directors in Indiana. Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated by the 

researcher at the university.  

 

As a participant in this study, you will be asked to complete the written survey which consists of 

50-items and a demographic section. The entire survey will take approximately 12 minutes to 

complete.  

 

Clicking on the link to the survey or returning a completed hard copy of the survey will be an 

indication of consent. You are under no obligation to complete this survey and participate in the 

research. If you choose to participate, you have the right to withdraw from the study at any time.  

 

The merits of this study include providing a greater depth of knowledge and understanding of the 

factors which could influence practice and priorities of career and technical education directors.  

 

Your responses to the survey will be kept confidential. The primary investigator will be unable to 

identify your responses. Participation in this study is completely voluntary and participants are 

free to withdraw from the study at any time.  

 

This study has been explained to me. By completing the survey or clicking on the link below to 

the questionnaire, I understand and voluntarily agree to the conditions of my participation.  

Click here to go to survey: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YWLBV5S. 

 

If you have any questions or concerns about completing the questionnaire or about participating 

in this study, you may contact me at (812) 499-4878 or at cherrin1@indstate.edu You may also 

contact Dr. Todd Whitaker at (812) 237-2904 or Todd.Whitaker@indstate.edu.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/YWLBV5S
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If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the Indiana 

State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by mail at Indiana State University, Office of 

Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN 47809, by phone at (812) 237-8217, or by e-mail at 

irb@indstate.edu.  

 

Thank you very much for your help.  

Principal Investigator     Faculty Supervisor  

Cory Herrin      Dr. Todd Whitaker  

email: cherrin1@indstate.edu   email: Todd.Whitaker@indstate.edu 

 

 

 

  

mailto:cherrin1@indstate.edu
mailto:Todd.Whitaker@indstate.edu
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APPENDIX G: PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY 

February 20, 2012 

 

Dr. Julia VanderMolen, 

I am a graduate student at Indiana State University working on a Ph.D. in Educational 

Leadership.  The focus of my dissertation is the practice and priority of career and technical 

education directors in Indiana.  The purpose of this letter is to request permission to use portions 

of your survey questions from your survey, “Job Task Survey for Career Preparation System 

Administrators (CPS)” used in your dissertation and its results published in The Journal of 

Industrial Teacher Education (2009). I will give due credit to your work in any publication of 

my work.  I will be happy to share the final product with you as well. 

 

Thanks for your consideration.  If you will share your consent, please sign this agreement letter 

and return to me. 

 

Thanks, 

 

 
Cory D. Herrin 

Cherrin1@indstate.edu  

812-499-4878 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Cory Herrin,  

 

Please accept this signed letter as my permission to use portions of the survey, “Job Task Survey 

for Career Preparation System Administrators (CPS)”, as an instrumentation tool for your 

dissertation.  I understand that you will give due credit by citing my work.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dr. Julia K. VanderMolen 

Department Coordinator-Science and Health (online) 

Assistant Professor-Health and Science 

Davenport University 

6191 Kraft Ave, SE 

Suite 276 

Grand Rapids MI 49512 

Phone: 800.203.5323 x 3400 

Fax: 616.742.2076 

 


