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 Tech Prep funding has been reauthorized through the year 2012 but issues remain 

that must be addressed.  This study of Texas Tech Prep at the consortia, post-secondary, 

and secondary levels has identified factors needing to be addressed to improve Tech Prep 

and ensure the educational reform initiatives survival beyond 2012.  All 26 Texas Tech 

Prep consortia directors, and all 80 postsecondary administrators and a sample of 260 

secondary administrators were included in this study, for a total of 366 participants.  A 

survey instrument consisting of nineteen statements was sent to the selected 

administrators on March 23, 2006 followed by a second e-mail on March 28 and then a 

reminder on March 31. 

 Content analysis was performed to analyze the demographic data obtained from 

the survey.  The nineteen research statements were categorized relating to the four 

objectives of this study and analyzed using chi square to determine significant differences 

in responses. 

 The perceptions of Tech Prep administrators in reference to the four objectives 

identified by this study are summarized below:



1. Data driven decision making continues to be a theme permeating Perkins 

legislation but Tech Prep programs have not yet developed extensive systems to 

track data effectively.

2. Communication appears to be a major issue for some Tech Prep administrators. 

3. Most administrators believed support was adequate between levels of Tech Prep. 

4. The CATEMA system is growing in popularity but weaknesses still exist because 

students must self-identify. 

5. A majority of administrators believe Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission. 

6.  Most administrators believe articulated credit is an effective tool for students to 

gain college credit. 

7. Student awareness of Tech Prep is not sufficient. 

8. A large percentage (44.9 %) of postsecondary and secondary administrators 

believed Tech Prep was not well managed at levels outside their level and many 

more were neutral on this issue. 

 Factors identified were the need for: 1) better communication, 2) more rigor in 

programs, and 3) better program education for students.  Recommendations for future 

research and practice were suggested.
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

The discussion on student preparedness for college and work began in 1983, when 

the National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) released its highly critical 

report on the condition of education in the United States, and it continues today.  An 

important issue in this report, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, 

was that students, parents, teachers, and politicians believed that American education was 

not preparing young people emerging from high school for college or the workforce.  The 

skills and knowledge gap that left students unprepared for postsecondary education or to 

enter the world of work was becoming more pronounced as the knowledge base 

expanded, the number of low skill jobs was being reduced, and the expansion of jobs 

requiring more sophisticated knowledge of technology increased at unprecedented rates. 

 To reverse the declining achievement of American education and to successfully 

prepare high school graduates for postsecondary education and/or the world of work, the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) recommended reforming both 

academic and vocational education.  Evidence began to suggest that workers of the future 

would need more education than that provided by a minimum high school program.  At 

the time of this study scholars and businessmen like Bill Gates were suggesting that 

students were not prepared for postsecondary education or the world of work because our 

secondary school systems were antiquated.   

 The Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1995 forecast that skilled jobs requiring 

specialized training in high school and/or a two-year Associate Degree would comprise 
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65% of the workforce in 2000.  Research reviewed for this study indicated that the 65% 

the Bureau predicted was actually low, up to 85% of all jobs will require at least two 

years of postsecondary education (Tech-Prep Texas, 2005).  Many believed almost 100% 

of jobs require some form of postsecondary education.  Hoerner and Wehrley (1994) 

noted that only 20% of the American population completed Baccalaureate Degrees, yet 

90% of the available jobs required more than a high school education (Graves, 2000).  

Houghton, 1997, reported that the school-to-work transition in the United States was the 

worst in the industrial world.   

 School-to-work transition evolved into what is now called Tech Prep in 1985 with 

Dale Parnell�s proposed technical education reform. Parnell (1985) proposed the concept 

of a 2+2 articulation program that allows students to combine two years of a cohort 

sequence of courses in a vocational and technical field of study in high school with two 

years of non-duplicated technical studies in an Associate Degree program.  Tech Prep 

grew to be a major educational thrust in the nationwide effort of educational reform in the 

United States.  Tech Prep educational initiatives, through educational consortia, were 

creating a dramatic impact on vocational education (Tech-Prep Texas, 2005). 

 Tech Prep stakeholders include students, parents, educators, educational 

administrators, and business.  These stakeholders work in tandem through the established 

consortia to teach, develop, and promote the Tech Prep educational initiative.  At the time 

of this study, the Tech Prep initiative was over 20 years old, and the evidence continued 

to prove that such programs were successful in linking high schools and colleges to 

business and industry, while preparing students for the highly technological workplace.  

However, Graves (2000) found that �little is known about the perceptions of Tech Prep 
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program administrators and practitioners concerning the future influences of the Tech 

Prep educational initiatives on educational reform beyond the year 2000 (Dunham, 1997; 

Theriot, 1997).� 

Hoachlander (1999) commented that any educational program that appears to be 

in conflict with the traditional pursuit of college faces an uncertain future.  Until recently, 

a major problem for Tech Prep has been a lack of understanding about the program, but 

this is changing as more students use Tech Prep as a spring board to a college education.  

Tech Prep has become a well established force in the American educational system and 

appeared to be growing each year (Hoachlander, 2005). 

Tech Prep was authorized by the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 

Technology Education Act of 1990, and it has been leading the educational reform 

initiative in the United States since that time (Fagan & Lumley, 1996).  Initial funding of 

$1.6 billion over a five-year period was intended to reflect the United States Congress� 

commitment to vocational education.  

Tech Prep in its infancy grew to symbolize what technical education should look 

like in the United States.  During those early times Perkins legislation had enough 

success that on October 13, 1998, the 105th Congress signed into law a new Perkins Act 

known as the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998.  This 

new law created flexibility in spending, increased levels of professional development, 

and required more accountability for student success. 

 The Perkins Act had two funding streams:  1) Perkins block funding to states and 

2) Tech Prep.  The 1998 Act reauthorized $125 million in federal funding for Tech Prep 

funds that have been used to deliver technical/vocational education and help students 
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reach higher academic and employability competencies (American Vocational 

Association, 1998).  These funds were used to deliver technical/vocational education that 

helped students reach higher academic and employability competencies (American 

Vocational Association, 1998).  

 The federal government required that at least 85 percent of the total Perkins Basic 

Grant allocation be awarded to school districts and postsecondary institutions.  Funds 

were divided between secondary and post secondary education based on the number of 

full-time equivalent (FTE) students served.  The State Board of Education was required 

to approve this split.  Approximately 60 percent of these funds went to secondary and 40 

percent went to postsecondary institutions.  School districts received funds based on the 

following formula.  Ninety percent of the Basic Grant was distributed to eligible 

recipients based on 2000 Census data.  Thirty percent of this 90 percent was allocated 

based on the number of individuals aged 5-17 who resided in a district as a percent of the 

state total for the population within the district aged 5-17.  The remaining 70 percent of 

the 90 percent was then allocated to recipients based on the number of individuals aged 

5-17 who are from families with incomes below the poverty line as a percent of the state 

total for the population with incomes below the poverty line.  The remaining 10 percent 

of the Basic Grant money was awarded as Special Grants A and B.  Special Grant A is 50 

percent of the 10 percent and was allocated based on a district�s student enrollment in a 

coherent sequence of career and technology courses as a percentage of state total 

coherent sequence takers. A coherent sequence of career and technology courses is a set 

of prescribed courses that lead to a through understanding of a particular field of study.   

Special Grant B awarded the remaining 50 percent based on the number of FTE (full-time 
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equivalent) career and technology students as a percentage of state career and technology 

FTEs. 

 Texas Education Code 61.856 outlined the requirements consortia in Texas must 

meet to receive Tech Prep funding.  The Education Code also specified that funding for 

Tech Prep would be done by formula.  The formula at the time of the study provided an 

equal base amount for each of the 26 consortia from the 65 percent of the total funding.  

The remaining 35 percent of funds was distributed according to the number of students in 

9-12 grades in each consortia service area.  The formula was approved each April at the 

meeting of the Higher Education Coordinating Board.  All secondary schools and two-

year colleges in Texas were members of a Tech Prep consortium.  Even with the effort by 

the Higher Education Coordinating Board to equalize funding for student programs, there 

were still many disparities among programs. 

There existed a need to project a vision for the future of Tech Prep.  This would 

allow consortia to provide effective and efficient programs for students.  More focus had 

been placed on recent research such as Reilly�s (2005) study in which he projected what 

the future of Tech Prep would be as changes are made through project evaluation.  

However, he admitted that much was still not known.  Gornto (2005) and Graves (2000) 

further reinforced the fact that many of the stake holders did not have a complete 

understanding of what Tech Prep was supposed to accomplish and what was happening 

currently in the Tech Prep legislation.  The focus of this study was to identify factors that 

could hinder or promote better Tech Prep programs and lead to quality Tech Prep 

program development and continued funding of future Tech Prep programs for 2006 and 

beyond.  
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 Congress was working on the reauthorization of the Perkins Act in 2005.  Both 

the House and Senate had passed versions of the reauthorization and the expectation was 

that a final bill would be signed into law by the end of 2005.  This did not happen and the 

bill had still not come up for a vote as of April 2006.  The President of the United States 

had proposed that the Perkins program be eliminated, but congress had sent a clear 

message that Perkins is here to stay.  The Senate passed Senate Bill 250 reauthorizing the 

Perkins Act by a vote of 99-0.  The House passed its version H.R. 366 by a vote of 416-9.  

One factor in the house bill was that Perkins and Tech Prep were combined into one 

funding stream instead of the traditional separate funding for Perkins and the Tech Prep 

initiative. 

 
Statement of Purpose 

 
 The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep  
 
consortium administrators, Texas community college administrators of Tech Prep, and  
 
Texas secondary career and technology administrators in relation to: (1) the impact of  
 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act legislation on the Tech Prep  
 
initiative and (2) factors that promote or threaten the continuation of Tech Prep programs. 

 
 

Research Questions 
 

The following research questions were used to determine administrator 

perceptions: 

1. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the impact of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
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Technical Education Act reauthorization on the Tech Prep initiative beyond the year 

2005? 

2. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the identification of major factors that may promote 

the continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 

3. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas  
 
community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and  
 
technology administrators relative to the identification of major factors that threaten the  
 
continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 
 
4. How do the perception of Tech Prep program administrators, community college Tech 

Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology administrators compare or 

contrast relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of the Carl D. Perkins 

Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the Tech Prep initiative and 

identification of major factors that may promote or threaten the continuation and 

effectiveness of Tech Prep programs? 

 
Significance of the Study 

 
This study sought to contribute to the professional literature on this subject as it: 

1. Identified factors that impact the future of Tech Prep education in Texas.  

2. Identified potential threats to the continuation of Tech Prep programs in Texas. 

3. Contributed to the literature and knowledge base of the Tech Prep education initiative. 

4. Provided suggestions for future practice. 
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5. Compared and contrasted the perceptions of Tech Prep administrators at the consortia,  
 
college, and secondary levels. 
 
 

Definitions and Operational Terms 
 

In the study, the following definitions and operational terms were used: 

1. Applied Academics -- The integration of core academic and vocational curricula 

(Boesel, Rahn, & Deich, 1994). 

2. 2 + 2 Articulation -- �A process in which the curriculum of the last two years of high 

school is seamlessly connected to two years of study at a community college� (Center for 

Occupational Research and Development, 1999, p.3). 

3. Career And Technology Education Management Application (CATEMA) -- A 

management tool for Tech-Prep and Career and Technology Education (CATE) 

information relating to courses, classes, school districts, high schools, teachers, 

counselors, college registrars, college advisors, and students.  The web application is 

designed to provide a simple method to enter, update, display and report Tech-Prep and 

Career and Technology Education related information.  The web-based interface allows 

students, teachers, counselors, and school administrators to establish and maintain their 

own user accounts.  Teacher recommendations for credit are available to college 

counselors and registrars.  

4. Contextual Learning -- An applied approach to learning that occurs as students see the 

meaningfulness in their education through real-life issues and actual life roles (Parnell, 

1995).  

5. SCANS -- The competencies and foundation skills identified by the Secretary�s 

Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (1991). 
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6. Tech Prep -- A seamless curriculum beginning in high school to college leading to an 

Applied Associate�s Degree (Parnell, 1985). 

7. Tech Prep Partnerships -- A collaborative relationship between secondary and 

postsecondary institutions and businesses to provide work-based and worksite learning, 

or financial support for students who participate in Tech Prep programs. 

8. Tech Prep Consortium Administrator -- A Tech Prep consortium administrator is 

defined as a mid-management or senior-level professional employed to coordinate 

activities within a Tech Prep education program. 

9. Tech Prep Programs -- Programs of study that combine at least a minimum of two 

years of secondary education with a minimum of two years of postsecondary education in  

a non- duplicative, sequential course of study; integrating academics, vocational, and 

technical instruction (American Vocational Association, 1998). 

10. 2 + 2 Tech Prep Associate Degree -- A competency-based technical- vocational  
 
Associate Degree plan collaboratively designed by high school, post-secondary  
 
institutions, and businesses that links two years of secondary educational curricula and  
 
the first two years of postsecondary education (Hull & Parnell, 1991). 

 
 

Basic Assumptions 
 

The following basic assumptions applied to this study: 

1. It was assumed that all the Tech Prep administrators would be honest respondents.  

2. It was assumed that the respondents were knowledgeable about Tech Prep programs. 

3. It was assumed that the respondents were knowledgeable about the Carl D. Perkins  
 
Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998 and current legislation to reauthorize  
 
the Act.         
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 Delimitations 
 

The following delimitations applied to this study: 

The study included Tech Prep consortium chief administrators, all community college 

administrators and a sample of secondary Tech Prep program administrators in Texas. 

 
Limitations 

 
The following limitations applied to this study: 
 

1. The researcher was a member of the Gulf Coast consortium and this may have led to 

bias. 

2. The respondents were limited to providing information based only on Tech Prep 

programs funded by the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998

 and proposed changes discussed by legislators. 

3. The small sample size, 366 Tech Prep administrators, may have effected external 

validity. 

4. The results of the study have been affected by the makeup of Tech Prep  
 
program administrators who responded to the survey used in the study. 
 
5. The results may not be generalized outside the state of Texas. 
 
 

Procedures for Data Collection, Selection of the Population, and Instrument Design 
 

Data for this study were collected using an e-mail survey.  The data collection  
 
Instrument was designed to: (1) collect demographic data and (2) collect data using  
 
questions requiring a response based on a Likert scale format.  The data were collected by  
 
e-mail and included the entire population of 26 Tech Prep consortia directors in Texas;  
 
plus all Texas postsecondary Tech Prep program administrators from each of the 26  
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consortia, for a total of 80 postsecondary administrator respondents; and a sample of 260 

Texas secondary Tech Prep program administrators.  Overall 366 individuals were 

surveyed. 

 
Organizational Structure of Dissertation 

 
This study is recorded in five chapters.  Chapter One contains an introduction, 

statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, significance of the 

study, definitions and operational terms, basic assumptions, delimitations, and 

procedures.  Chapter Two contains a review of the literature. Methodology, research 

design, description of the population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and 

analysis of data used in the study are included in Chapter Three.  Chapter Four describes 

the demographics of the population and the content analysis of the data collected in the 

study.  The study�s findings and recommendations for practice and future research are 

discussed in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

Review of the Literature 
 
 

Introduction 
 

The purpose of this chapter was to: (1) review historical and current literature and  
 
research that supported the need for continued emphasis on Tech Prep Programs and (2)  
 
closely examine the change occurring in Tech Prep that affected the American  
 
educational system.  This chapter highlighted six major components.  An introductory  
 
review of the history of Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act  
 
legislation and Tech Prep was detailed.  This was followed first by an examination of all  
 
stakeholders in the Tech Prep process.  Then stakeholders� perspectives were explored in  
 
relation to educational reforms in vocational education, and the need for connection  
 
among stakeholders.  The third section described data tracking and integrated curricula  
 
involved in Tech Prep legislation.  The fourth area examined was the educational  
 
research and evaluation process that takes place in Tech Prep, with an overview of  
 
program objectives and impacts, vocational education legislation, and historical  
 
perspective on Tech Prep.  Finally, an examination of all stakeholders in the Tech Prep  
 
process was explored. 

 
 

History of Tech Prep 
 

 A shift occurred in the United States in the 1980�s as the industrial society of the 

early 20th century transformed into an information society (Dutton, 1995).  The 

publishing of A Nation at Risk in 1983 created a movement among educators to improve 
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the education system (Law, 1994).  Parnell (1985) wrote that the national education 

system prepared students for college and Baccalaureate Degrees.  Parnell believed that 

the education system in the United States needed a structure that would meet the needs of 

all students. 

 Tech Prep began in the late 1970�s to reform vocational education (Dutton, 1995).  

During the 1980�s, vocational teachers recognized the need for highly skilled technicians 

with academic foundations in mathematics, science, and communications.  The move 

began to teach academic concepts in vocational classes. 

 In 1985 Dale Parnell wrote The Neglected Majority in which he identified the 

middle two quartiles of students as average students who need and deserve an excellent 

education.  Parnell in his writings suggested the Tech Prep/Associate Degree program to 

address these average students� needs.  This was the birth of Tech Prep as we know it 

today. 

 Nearly five years later in 1990 federal support for Tech Prep was given through 

The Tech Prep Education Act that was part of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Applied Technology Act Amendments of 1990.  Details of this act can be found in Title 

III E of Public Law 101-392 effective in July 1991 (Bragg & Layton 1995).  The Perkins 

legislation had seven specific requirements for Tech Prep programs: 1) an articulation 

agreement between colleges and secondary schools; (2) a 2+2 design with a core of math, 

science, and communication and technology; (3) a Tech Prep curriculum appropriate to 

the needs of the consortium participants; (4) joint staff development for secondary  and 

postsecondary staff to implement Tech Prep; (5) training programs on career guidance for 

both secondary and postsecondary counselors; (6) inclusion of special populations in 
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Tech Prep programs; and (7) preparatory services like counseling, career assessment, and 

recruitment (Farmer & Honeycutt, 1999). 

 A Tech Prep program was designed to emphasis contextual learning, skills  
 
development, and articulation between secondary and postsecondary institutions (Gilbert,  
 
1997).  Tech Prep�s original focus on the average student that Parnell envisioned  
 
expanded with a broader focus on a wider range of learners (Bragg, 2000).  The  
 
reauthorization in 1998 of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education  
 
Act, also known as Perkins III, defined vocational-technical education as organized  
 
educational programs offering sequences of courses directly related to preparing  
 
individuals for paid or unpaid employment in current or emerging occupations requiring  
 
other than a baccalaureate or advanced degree.  The new act established a state  
 
performance accountability system.  This system established performance measures that  
 
measured core indicators of performance, additional indicators of performance, and state  
 
adjusted levels of performance.  The majority of funds under Perkins III was awarded  
 
as grants to state education agencies.  In 2002 the total appropriation for Perkins III was  
 
$1.288 billion dollars in state basic grants and $108 million for Tech Prep, according to  
 
the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) (2002).  Tech Prep was based on  
 
the premise that good technical education can be offered and understood by students if  
 
they have a solid academic foundation in mathematics, science, and communication  
 
skills. 

 
Stakeholders in the Tech Prep Process 

 
The literature suggests many stakeholders including the following: 
 

• Students 
• Parents 
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• Business and industry employers 
• Community colleges 
• Tech prep administrators 
• Counselor 
• Teachers 
• Community Agencies 
 

Stake holders are addressed in most Tech Prep research but this researcher was unable to  
 
find any research that directly included all stakeholders in the Tech Prep process. Most  
 
research focused on one or two groups, and the studies were completed relevant to these  
 
identified groups. The following discussion was designed to examine in more detail the  
 
multiple stakeholders in the Tech Prep process. 
 
 The School-to-Work Opportunities Act provided a framework to expand 

educational, career, and economic activities for all young people.  According to Horne 

and Thali (1998), The Tech Prep programs included in this act should feature broad 

categories.  They should include student-focused planning and development and 

incorporate practices that focus on planning and developing individual programs for each 

student.  Both school-based and work-based curricula activities that relate to career 

exploration and development should be implemented.  

Business and industry were crucial in the implementation of workforce 

development initiates in Tech Prep.  As stated by Phelps and Hanley-Maxwell (1997), 

state programs that supervised work experience and a functionally oriented curriculum in 

which specific job skills are taught and connected to academic and employability skills 

are promising.  This was the area where Tech Prep became most relevant.  The goal of 

Tech Prep was to develop employability skills.  A standardized curriculum based on 

National Skills Standards and SCANS competencies is vital to the success of Tech Prep 

(National Skilled Standards Board, 1997). 
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 Claus (1996) stated the belief that there are numerous barriers to creating 

successful Tech Prep programs, the low participation rate of students being one of the 

most important factors.  Also, low ability levels of students entering the programs are a 

barrier.  Many programs are time consuming and tend to progress slower than expected.  

America�s workforce must be highly trained. Parents, educators, and employers 

recognize the need for technical education based on standards that prepare young people 

for work and life.  According to recent data reported by Tech Prep Texas, Tech Prep 

enrollment for the year 2003-2004 was 17.5% of 842,549 high school students or 147,271 

students in Texas.  Over 80% of Texas� high schools have agreements with at least one or 

more community colleges for their Tech Prep programs. For the United States to remain 

competitive in the world economy Tech Pep programs must continue. 

 Borgen (1995) pointed out that career and personal counseling for students was 

needed.  A longitudinal study by Borgen, Anderson, and Tench revealed that young 

people left high school unprepared for the current career realities.  Young people today 

are in a state of change and uncertainty when leaving high school.  Many students, 

according to Borgen, face depression, low self-esteem, and anxiety 9 to 18 months after 

graduation, stemming from money problems, lack of support from family and friends, 

internal attribution of general transition problems, external attribution of 

career/employment difficulties, and lack of job satisfaction.  Students need support and 

guidance during high school and after high school. This information makes it clear that 

counseling is needed in many areas to support students� mental health during secondary 

education and post high school.   
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Gornto (2005) surveyed 342 public high school counselors in Georgia.  He found 

that counselors� knowledge and implementation of Tech Prep were not all at the same 

level.  These counselors had little involvement in Tech Prep conferences and 

implementation of articulation agreements. 

 Reich (1997) pointed out that Tech Prep programs must include career and 

personal counseling for students.  This can reduce dropout rates and improve employer 

satisfaction.  Students who enter programs and become dissatisfied will drop out and cost 

employers valuable training dollars.  Better retention and cost efficiencies would be 

obtained by careful career counseling.  Students should be clustered in key courses to 

make integration of academic, vocational, school, and work-site activities easier.  This 

way, relevant applied learning would be implemented in the classroom.  Another benefit 

of clustering would be financial savings.  

Owens (1997) and Reich (1997) were also proponents of integrated curricula that 

balance career context and broader educational themes.  They pointed out that students 

need variety in curricular context.  Salaiz (2004) identified standards based curriculum, 

career pathways, work-based learning, and career guidance exploration as identified 

characteristics that positively influenced Tech Prep programs.  The varied curricular 

context would be achieved by articulation between secondary and postsecondary 

education (Silverberg, Bergeron, Haimson, and Nagatoshi 1996).  This, according to 

Miquel (1997), was where community colleges would be most effective. Community 

colleges can bridge the gap between secondary school and work. 

Laanan (1995) further strengthened the unique position community colleges had 

as facilitators for Tech Prep programs.  He said that community colleges served as a 
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primary link between secondary and postsecondary education.  Community colleges 

offered creative transition programs such as Tech Prep, apprenticeships, cooperative 

education, and career education.  Community colleges collaborated with employers, 

community, government, and labor organizations.  He pointed out that the challenge is 

for community colleges to refine and strengthen effective programs and strategies in the 

above areas and to develop new and creative approaches where they are needed.  Kistler 

(2005) further reported that Tech Prep program participants related earning articulated 

credit and scholarships as the most important essentials leading to high school or college 

program completion.  

 Silverberg et al. (1996) were proponents of training mentors, especially in 

programs using a youth apprenticeship model.  The value of gaining familiarity with 

adolescent behavior and issues is emphasized by work-site supervisors.  The exposure to 

work situations helped mentors more effectively encourage and guide students and 

monitor students� workplace programs.  Promoting school staff visits to work-sites was a 

valuable activity but only with appropriate follow-ups.  Silverberg et al. related that many 

Tech Prep programs spoke of the cultural and environmental differences between 

educators and employers, and between schools and workplaces.  Teachers needed 

encouragement to incorporate technology skills and tasks used at the work-site into 

classroom activities.  They pointed out that school-to-work planners needed to use staff 

resources efficiently.  Tech Prep planners may want to consider training activities timed 

or structured to help teachers turn visits into tangible curricular products. 

 Perhaps the most vital aspect of successful programs was students� perceived net 

benefit of participation.  Silverberg et al. (1996) said that students who view their 
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experiences positively are more likely to talk to peers about their progress, helping future 

enrollment.  As more students enrolled and the quality of programs improved, the benefit 

to students and society would grow.  Glocker (2005) compared Tech Prep students and 

standard pedagogy General English students and he found students psychosocial 

outcomes of intent to enroll in postsecondary education, self-esteem, satisfaction with 

education, and leadership showed no significant differences between the two groups. 

Lankard (1994) reported that employers perceived a skills gap between employer 

needs and worker skills.  Employers believed high school graduates were deficient in 

reading, writing, math, thinking, and communication skills.  This skills gap leads 

employers to seek out experienced workers with skills that have been developed in 

various types of school-to-work programs.  Supervisors considered vocational-technical 

graduates superior in work preparation and these graduates were also more productive 

than other persons.   

Phelps and Hanley-Maxwell (1997) agreed that school supervised work and a 

functionally oriented curriculum were key factors in students� success.  The functionally 

oriented curricula should help students connect job specific skills, employability skills, 

and academic skills to actual work experiences.  Tech Prep programs, in addition to 

teaching occupational skills, should continue to emphasize basic education while 

teaching interpersonal skills and desirable work behavior.  In addition, technology skills 

are needed to be productive in most occupational areas.  Tech Prep programs should 

provide students a strong foundation of career knowledge and a planned sequence of 

experiences throughout their school years (Brown 1998).  This would enable students to 

develop an awareness of their interests, goals, and abilities. 
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 Laanan (1995) pointed out that the secondary and postsecondary educational link 

was vital to any Tech Prep program.  It was estimated that 75% of jobs required 

education and training beyond high school.  Community colleges offered inexpensive, 

quality education, which allowed individuals the opportunities to develop skills to easily 

transition from school to work.  This concept was reinforced by many experts who said 

successful programs combined community based training and integration.  Sugai (1998) 

pointed out that researchers must be aware of the correlation between postsecondary 

education and hours worked by students.  He showed through research that students who 

pursue postsecondary education tend to work fewer hours each week.  

 There are several techniques and skills that are essential to effective transition  
 
from school to work (Owens1997).  SCANS Skills developed by the Secretary�s  
 
Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS) have received a great deal of  
 
focus.  The outcomes that were addressed in community based learning were  
 
understanding and use of community resources, personal-social development, academic  
 
information acquisition and use, career and vocational development and understanding  
 
service and work values.  Meeting these outcomes required a focus on the SCANS skills,  
 
categorized as basic skills, people skills, personal skills, and thinking skills.   
 
Basic skills focused on reading, writing, mathematics, speaking, and listening.  People  
 
skills sought to develop social, negotiation, leadership, teamwork, and cultural diversity  
 
awareness.  Personal Qualities included self-esteem, self-management, and responsibility.   
 
Thinking skills required creative thinking, problem-solving, decision making, and  
 
visualization.  These were the skills that have been identified as important in the work  
 
environment.   
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Another tool Owens (1997) deemed effective is portfolios.  Using portfolios  
 
allowed individuals the ability to review past work and target areas that needed 
 
improvement.  Job shadowing can be used to confirm students� interest in a targeted  
 
industry and to identify preferences for a particular position or firm.  This, according to  
 
Reich (1997), can improve matching of students with workplace experiences, thus  
 
lowering program dropout rates.   
 

Lankard (1994) reported that besides job performance skills, communication  
 
skills, and interpersonal skills, young people must possess a good working knowledge of  
 
computers.  Teachers must become familiar and proficient with computer operations and  
 
software to be able to teach students necessary technology skills.  
 

Benz Yovanoff and Doren (1997) suggested that all Tech Prep programs must  
 

incorporate a variety of structured work experiences that teach broad, transferable  
 
workplace skills.  This is the only way the young people can acquire the necessary skills  
 
and information needed in the rapidly changing workplace environments of today. 

 
 

Stakeholders Perspective 
 
 The dissemination of Tech Prep program information to students and parents 

makes up the foundation upon which successful Tech Prep programs are built.  A 

program can only be successful, according to Owens (1997), if there is wide acceptance 

and understanding of the school-to-work Tech Prep concept.  Owens surveyed 69 grant  

recipients and performed case studies of programs in four school districts in Washington 

State.  Subsequently, this study established the development of various School-to-Work/ 

Tech Prep elements, as viable, positive, attributes in the process.  In addition, White-

Daniels (2002) found that community college Tech Prep programs required significant 
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and relevant changes in communication to positively impact enrollment and retention in 

college. 

Another group that must understand the components of Tech Prep is employers.  

Lankard (1994) suggests employers must be involved and help design School-to-Work/ 

Tech Prep programs, reporting that employers saw a skills gap between employer needs 

and worker skills.  Most employers perceived students as deficient in reading, writing, 

math, thinking, and communication skills.  Employers must be involved in the design of 

Tech Prep programs so that business needs would be a strong emphasis designed into 

successful Tech Prep programs. 

 Community agencies were another group that must be involved, as they comprise 

a necessary accompaniment of successful School-to-Work /Tech Prep programs 

(Lankard, 1995).  Partnerships involving many agencies in multi-service projects that are 

jointly planned and administered must be formed.  The cooperation builds upon the 

identification and acceptance of compatible goals and strategies for improving various 

aspects of education.  Lankard believed the focus on these partnerships should be on 

classroom teaching and learning, vocational education program development, 

apprenticeships and work experience programs.  This should be a long-term revolution 

and is needed to improve education.  This effort began over 20 years ago and is still in 

the growth process.   

The various Tech Prep consortiums in Texas are evidence of a growing desire to 

develop student skills that are in demand by employers.  Benz, Yovanoff, and Doren 

(1997) emphasized the need for academic skills development, work experience while in 

school and continued support for one year past high school.  The Tech Prep Texas 
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website stated the goals of Tech Prep differently. Tech Prep Texas goals were to give: 

• A head start in a two-year Associate of Applied Science Degree or apprenticeship 
program, 

• A solid basis for baccalaureate study; and   
• The ability to apply technical skills for immediate entry-level employment after 

high school while attending college.  
 

According to their website, Tech Prep in secondary schools was a college preparatory 

program for technical careers that prepared high school participants for success. 

Parent involvement was also vital to the success of Tech Prep programs.  Lankard 

(1993) pointed out that parental involvement is mandated by P.L. 94-142, but parents 

desire more involvement than actually occurred.  Nearly 70 percent of the parents 

included in this study desired involvement but only 30 percent experienced involvement.  

Many parents were not given the opportunity to be involved.  The information from this 

study was disturbing considering that lack of parental involvement may be detrimental to 

the achievement of successful transition outcomes. 

 Reiser (1995) studied Tech Prep systems in eight states.  He found that teachers 

understood the need to develop a clear vision of the role Tech Prep transition can play in 

educational and economic development and the importance of promoting acceptance and 

understanding of the vision.  States differed in characteristics of this vision, but the most 

promising programs rested on a broad base of both statewide and sector-specific 

information needs.  Most programs focused on strategies rather than on system 

implementation.  Many program administrators seemed to be waiting for leadership from  

the federal government.  This wait-and-see attitude served to make most programs slow 

moving and less effective.  
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During the last several years a concerted effort has been made in the Tech Prep 

movement to develop a higher level of skill and knowledge in students to deal with rapid 

changes occurring in the workplace (Kim 2006).  Tech Prep is a federal education 

initiative founded by the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act. 

Originally authorized in 1990, reauthorized in 1998, and recently reauthorized again, 

�Perkins� funds call for the development of secondary and postsecondary programs that 

are linked to employment that requires a highly skilled two-year college degree.  Perkins 

legislation is linked to a changing job market that will require two-years of post high 

school education for up to 85% of all jobs.  

Texas has 26 regional consortia that coordinate program services between school 

districts and two-year colleges.  Tech Prep encompasses the following key components 

according to the Tech Prep Texas website:  

• 6-year educational plans composed of secondary programs of study articulated 
with technical programs at two-year colleges; 

• Academic and technical concepts taught in context; 
• Career guidance and counseling; 
• Joint staff development activities for secondary and postsecondary teachers, 

counselors, and administrators;  
• Joint state agency approval process for Tech Prep programs (6-year plans); and 
• A high school transcript code for articulated courses (letter �A�) and a PEIMS  
 code to identify secondary students electing to participate in Tech Prep programs. 

 
 

Data Tracking 
 

 Reich (1997) believed a management information system could be used to  
 
document employer commitments, available slots, and current student assignments to  
 
work sites. This type of system could maximize expansion of Tech Prep initiatives and  
 
minimize competition for employer commitments, which could create a burden on local  
 
firms.  The best solution would be to have districts or groups of districts instead of  
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individual schools assume control and responsibility for recruitment and coordination of  
 
work site placement for students.  In some areas this has happened.  Often, local colleges  
 
have taken the lead in Tech Prep.  Most of these programs do not promote work  
 
experience or job shadowing that experts deem important.  Much has been written about  
 
theoretical designs but little has been implemented in many states.   
 

For example, Texas in the past had few formal Tech Prep programs and most of  
 

these were small, individually administered programs.  Recently Tech Prep has grown  
 
and there are 26 consortia operating in Texas.  The research does not detail what was  
 
being done in Texas Tech Prep or if any of the programs were successful.  Program  
 
characteristics were a vital component of Tech Prep programs and certain characteristics  
 
were the reason some programs were viewed as being more successful (Reich 1997). 
 
 The researcher attended training on the new Career and Technology Education 

Management Application (CATEMA) in April 2006. This new tool was designed to help 

stakeholders track student participation in Tech Prep classes at the secondary level and 

help postsecondary institutions grant articulated credit at the postsecondary level. The 

CATEMA system was being implemented through out the state of Texas and this 

information session detailed how to use the system and who should enter the data at the 

secondary level. This new program was designed to improve data tracking of students 

and provide information for increased data management.  At the time of this literature 

review the researcher did not find any research available on the CATEMA system. 

 
Educational Research and the Evaluation Process 

 A major component of any Tech Prep program is stakeholders. Reiser (1995) 

believed an important part of state strategies for implementing Tech Prep agendas must 
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include plans to reach out and persuade the public that Tech Prep programs will benefit 

all citizens.  An emerging theory about implementing statewide system change suggested 

that building broad-based support was a necessary part of the reform process. 

 Another area of focus was the local community colleges. Laanan (1995) said the 

School-to-Work Opportunities Act defined a school-to-work system as a network of key 

players that united three basic elements.  These are work-based learning, school-based 

learning, and connecting activities.   

Community colleges were key facilitators in effective Tech Prep systems.  They 

incorporate these elements in three ways.  They are a primary link between secondary 

and postsecondary education.  They offer creative programs such as Tech Prep, 

apprenticeships, cooperative education, and career education.  Finally, community 

colleges collaborated with employers, community, government, and labor organizations.  

This position as facilitator allowed community colleges to coordinate many activities and 

bring many stakeholders together into a strong action oriented team.  

 Reich (1997) thought that it was useful to engage large, well-known employers.  

Large companies can help recruit other employers through peer pressure and these large 

companies can use leverage over other firms within their domain.  In Toledo, Ohio, 

representatives from Caterpillar Corporation asked local suppliers and subcontractors to 

find jobs for Toledo students.  Success of school-to-work programs was greatly enhanced 

if this strategy was implemented. 

 One characteristic overlooked by many programs was the evaluation stage.  

Flaxman (1996) presented the idea that with proper planning, evaluation can be designed 

into a program without having to pull attention and resources from the services the 
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program is trying to provide.  Evaluation was the only way to determine if programs were 

successful.  Very little was known about the impact of these programs because evaluation 

was not designed into most programs.  According to Flaxman (1996), the impressions of 

participants suggested that programs were successful.  The belief was that only good can 

come from these programs and at worst they will not achieve as much as they could.  

When money was made available, most chose to provide more services over 

conducting an evaluation.  This was unfortunate, since an evaluation could save money 

and make Tech Prep programs more effective.  The process evaluation, which examined 

the design, implementation, and context of the program, and its data collection, analysis, 

and reporting activities was the best way to evaluate a program (Flaxman 1996).  Also, he 

believed an impact evaluation was necessary to allow program officials to understand 

how well a program had been implemented.  An impact evaluation would determine to 

what degree the program had affected the participants.  The reality is most programs 

lacked stable and mature management structures because they were add-ons or 

afterthoughts.  The need for evaluation was highlighted by Reiter (1996) in his study of 

72 adolescents, ages 16 to 19 learning in special education schools.  Reiter�s research 

revealed that one year after leaving school, one-third of the 72 students were not 

employed or attending an education program. Reilly (2005) developed and piloted an 

evaluation instrument for Tech Prep. She related that Tech Prep programs, in order to 

claim a real sense of achievement, must be monitored or evaluated. 

 Technology could enable program administrators to make evaluations a part of  
 
the process.  Reich (1997) in his report discussed the use of technology to facilitate  
 
communication between stakeholders.  Technology would reduce staff resource use by  
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making the exchange of information and ideas more efficient.  The money saved can then  
 
be used for evaluation of programs to greater enhance resource conservation. 

 
 

Summary 
 

 This literature review revealed that the history, stakeholder perspectives, data 

tracking, and research and evaluation process were all important factors in the 

continuation of Tech Prep.  Therefore, the research designed and reported here focused 

on the identification of Tech Prep program administrators� perceptions in those areas.  

The perceptions of each level of Tech Prep administrators were then compared as related 

to the following. 

1. The impact of the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical 

Education Act on the future of the Tech Prep Initiative.  

2. Identified major factors that promote the continuation of Tech Prep programs.  

3. Identified major factors that may threaten the continuation of Tech Prep programs.  

4. Compared perceptions that existed among Tech Prep administrators at the consortium, 

postsecondary, and secondary levels of Tech Prep in Texas. 

 The supposition was that certain characteristics were inherent in promoting the 

continuation or demise of Tech Prep programs and the reauthorization of the Carl D. 

Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act would effect future developments in 

Tech Prep programs. 

 A look at the history of Tech Prep showed a major shift occurred in the 1980�s.  

In 1991 Tech Prep became part of vocational education at it is now known.  Then in 1998 

Perkins legislation and Tech Prep were renewed.  The recent reauthorization in 2006 of 

the Perkins legislation and Tech Prep made it clear that while Tech Prep had strong 
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support in both houses of the United States congress, stakeholders must establish data 

tracking system and evaluate processes that documented the effectiveness and clearly 

showed the benefits of Tech Prep to society and students. 

 To understand the Tech Prep system as it existed at the time of this study, 

stakeholder perspectives were identified.  The literature review looked at perspectives as 

they existed since the 1980�s, but at the time of the study much had changed and 

stakeholder perspectives needed to be reevaluated to design systems to track and evaluate 

Tech Prep at the time of the study and into the future. 

 The literature review revealed that there was little information available about 

data tracking.  This was an area that this research attempted to clarify through prompts 

designed to examine the effectiveness of Tech Prep. One of Tech Preps� stated objectives 

was to establish performance measures. This research attempted to determine if in the 

perspective of Tech Prep administrators this was happening. 

 Closely tied to data tracking in the literature was the research and evaluation 

process. The survey used in this research project looked at student awareness and 

communication within Tech Prep programs as perceived by Tech Prep program 

administrators at the three levels of Tech Prep in Texas.  While this did not directly relate 

to research and evaluation, student awareness and communication were important factors 

that may lead to areas that should be researched and evaluated more extensively. 

 The literature review revealed that the history, stakeholder perspectives, data 

tracking, and research and evaluation process are all major factors in the Tech Prep 

process. This research project attempted to clarify current Tech Prep administrator  
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perspectives at the time of this study on these issues and determine what is working and 

what is needed to be addressed to continue Tech Prep into the future. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

Methodology 
 
 

Introduction 
 

 The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep  
 
consortium administrators, Texas community college administrators of Tech Prep, and  
 
Texas secondary career and technology administrators in relation to: (1) the impact of  
 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act legislation on the Tech Prep  
 
initiative and (2) factors that promote or threaten the continuation of Tech Prep programs.   
 
It identified factors effecting Tech Prep initiatives now and those that may impact them in  
 
the future.   
 

Dunham in 1977 identified the lack of a standard list of factors identified in  
 
successful programs as one element lacking in the establishment of credibility and  
 
accountability in Tech Prep programs.  A list of factors was created by Graves (2000)  
 
based on sample responses from Tech Prep program administrators from throughout the  
 
United States.  This list was useful but much has changed in Tech Prep funding since  
 
2000.  A new list of factors based on perceptions from each level of Tech Prep  
 
administrators, consortia, postsecondary, and secondary, describing characteristics that  
 
promote or hinder program continuance was needed to refine the direction and enhance  
 
accountability of Tech Prep in Texas.  Methods used are described in the following  
 
sections: (1) research questions and design, (2) population, (3) instrumentation, (4) data  
 
collection, and (5) data analysis. 
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Research Questions and Design 
 
Research Questions 
 
 To carry out the purpose of the study, the following research questions were  
 
examined: 
 
1. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the impact of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Technical Education Act reauthorization on the Tech Prep initiative beyond the year 

2005? 

2. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the identification of major factors that may promote 

the continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 

3. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas  
 
community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and  
 
technology administrators related to the identification of major factors that threaten the  
 
continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 
 
4.How do the perception of Tech Prep program administrators, community college Tech 

Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology administrators compare or 

contrast relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of the Carl D. Perkins 

Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the Tech Prep initiative and 

identification of major factors that may promote or threaten the continuation and 

effectiveness of Tech Prep programs? 
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Research Design 
 

A descriptive research design was used for this study.  The research design was 

considered appropriate, as it involved collecting data in order to answer questions 

concerning the current status of a subject and used to determine or report the way things 

are� (Gay, 1981, p.12).  A survey or questionnaire was designed to systematically collect 

data to be analyzed for the study.  This method was considered appropriate because it 

allowed the researcher to gather data from many administrators of Tech Prep programs 

from each level of Tech Prep within Texas.  A questionnaire was used because this type 

of instrument allows the researcher to determine the distribution of variables among a 

population and determine those variables that are less easily observable.  The survey was 

disseminated to all 26 Tech Prep consortia administrators, all 80 community college Tech 

Prep administrators, and a sample (260) of the 793  secondary career and technology 

administrators, whose districts have Tech Prep agreements with community colleges, 

selected by the consortia administrators in Texas using e-mail.  This form of 

communication allowed the researcher to obtain a high response rate and gain an in-depth 

understanding of factors that may affect the future of Tech Prep programs in Texas.  An 

option to mail responses was offered to those Tech Prep administrators who desired more 

confidential means of communication.  The survey was mailed electronically from the 

computer of the researcher to Tech Prep administrators.  

 In an effort to ensure content validity and create a quality survey instrument, the  
 
researcher worked with Dr. Ron Opp, Department Chair, Department of Educational  
 
Leadership, University of Toledo.  The survey instrument once developed was sent to Dr.  
 
Opp by e-mail.  Dr. Opp reviewed the nineteen question survey.  He suggested: 1)  
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changes to wording, 2) eliminating or changing of questions that contained unclear  
 
information, and 3) providing more accurate or precise wording to several questions in an  
 
attempt to allow respondents a better understanding of survey questions.  The assistance  
 
and expertise of Dr. Opp was appreciated and helped to ensure the content validity and  
 
effectiveness of the survey instrument. 

 
 

Population 
 

The participants in this study were Tech Prep Program administrators in Texas. 

The results yielded useful data for Texas Tech Prep since all Texas Tech Prep consortia 

administrators, along with a large sample of community college and secondary Tech Prep 

administrators, were surveyed.  This type of survey required that the researcher be 

knowledgeable about the population.  The researcher in this study was a member of a 

Texas consortium and had direct experience with Tech Prep issues.  Gathering responses 

from each level of Tech Prep facilitated comparing and contrasting of responses from 

each level of Tech Prep in Texas.  This allowed the researcher to make clear and 

meaningful inferences relative to the future of Tech Prep in Texas. 

 College Tech Prep of Texas has a web site located at www.techpreptexas.org  that  
 
details Tech Prep information for Texas.  One section defined what a Tech Prep  
 
consortium is and provided a list of consortia by location and school districts involved.   
 
It also displayed a data base of relevant Tech Prep information.  The �Consortia 

Director�s E-mail list� located on the site gave the researcher access to valuable, easily 

referenced information on consortia administrators to facilitate data collection.  Also 

listed on the site were each community college served by a consortium and each  
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secondary school district served by a consortium.  This allowed for an even sampling of 

community college and secondary administrators of Tech Prep from each consortium. 

 
Instrumentation 

 
The data collection instrument used in this study was a survey, which was 

distributed by e-mail.  The e-mail survey was sent from the home computer of the 

researcher to the computer of each participant and returned using the same process.  Two 

documents were sent.  A letter of consent explaining the purpose of the study served as 

the human subject consent form and requested each Tech Prep administrator�s 

participation in the study.  The letter of consent also explained the procedures for the 

study and how the data were used.  The letter of consent is in Appendix A of this 

document. 

The second document contained the survey.  The survey requested the following 

demographic data: professional title, highest degree earned, gender, employment 

affiliations (secondary, postsecondary, business, government, other) years of experience 

in the field of education, name of the Tech Prep consortium, and professional 

contribution to the Tech Prep initiative (publications, professional presentations).  The 

survey also contained 19 statements that the respondents were asked to answer, using a 

Likert scale format.  The Likert scale had five possible responses: strongly agree, agree, 

neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree.  

 Respondents were asked to draw on their expertise as Tech Prep administrators  
 
to reflect on Tech Prep as a tool of educational reform at both the state and national levels  
 
and to provide one response to each survey question using the Likert scale.  The survey  
 
instrument is in Appendix B of this document.  
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Development of the survey instrument was a multiple step process.  During the  
 

review of the literature the researcher collected information on factors that could affect  
 
Tech Prep in the future.  The researcher then asked members of the Gulf Coast Tech Prep  
 
consortium, of which he was a member, to review the preliminary factors identified and  
 
make suggestion as to additions or deletions and to suggest questions they wanted  
 
answered. 
 
 Once this process was completed the researcher began to develop statements  
 
around the four research questions that the researcher proposed to answer.  Prompts were  
 
then honed through revision and finally were sent to Dr. Ron Opp, a knowledgeable  
 
individual in Tech Prep issues, to review and make suggestions to further refine the  
 
prompts to ensure that the survey addressed the factors that the researcher intended. Dr. 

Opp has done extensive research on community college issues and Tech Prep.  He has 

published dozens of articles and papers related to these topics.  Dr. Opp is highly 

regarded as an expert on community college issues.  In 1995, while a professor at Texas 

Tech University, he conducted a statewide study and wrote a paper titled Tech Prep 

Consortia in Texas detailing issues facing Texas Tech Prep consortia.  The completed 

survey was then pilot tested to see how individuals in the Tech Prep arena viewed the 

prompts and to get feedback as to the clarity, conciseness, and time required to complete 

the survey instrument. 

 The literature pointed to factors that may influence the reauthorization of Tech  
 
Prep, lack of data driven decision making, the organizational structure and  
 
communication between levels of Tech Prep, the effectiveness of Tech Prep, and student  
 
awareness and use of Tech Prep. The researcher examined this information and 
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determined that key issues at the time of the development of the survey instrument were 
 
reauthorization, lack of program outcome data, lack of communication, the effectiveness  
 
of Tech Prep in meeting its stated mission, and student lack of awareness of Tech Prep.  
 
Most of these issues can be viewed as a factor that could promote or threaten the  
 
continuation of Tech Prep, so much work had to be put into developing a survey that  
 
would allow respondents to reflect about which of the prompts were hindrances and  
 
which were promoters.  
 
 The first four prompts were designed to answer research question one. The  
 
remaining 15 prompts were designed to answer research questions two and three. The  
 
hope was that, since each prompt could be viewed as either a hindrance or a promoter,  
 
that responses to the prompts on the Likert scale would lead to an understanding of  
 
whether each prompt was viewed as a hindrance or a promoter.  Prompts 5-7, 17,  
 
and 19 related to organizational structure  and communication issues, prompts 8-14  
 
examined the effectiveness of Tech Prep, and prompts 15,16, and 18 addressed student  
 
awareness of Tech Prep. 

 
 

Pilot Test 
 

A pilot test of the data collection instrument was conducted to determine its 

effectiveness in gathering responses pertinent to the study.  It served as a trial of the data 

collection instrument and survey research technique employed in the study to facilitate 

the creation of a quality research plan.  The data collection instrument used for the pilot 

test was administered by e-mail to 6 high school and 3 community college Tech Prep 

Program administrators who serve on the Galveston/Brazoria County Tech Prep advisory 

committee.  These individuals are at the high school and postsecondary level of Tech 
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Prep in Texas and they were included in the actual research population of the study.  

They are currently responsible for the management or facilitation of Tech Prep programs. 

 Each of the nine members of the Galveston/Brazoria County Tech Prep advisory 

committee received the data collection instrument by e-mail and were asked to respond to 

the nineteen research prompts included in the instrument.  Each member of the advisory  

committee was also asked to evaluate the overall effectiveness of the instrument and  
 
provide feedback on the clarity, appropriateness, and length of time required to complete  
 
the survey.  A 100% response rate was reported as each of the nine members of the 
 
advisory committee that the instrument was sent to completed and returned the survey by  
 
e-mail to the researcher.  All respondents felt the survey instrument was appropriate,  
 
clear and effective.  Most participants reported that the time required to complete the  
 
survey was between 25-30 minutes.  Several reported a longer time needed to complete  
 
the survey because of the desire to be thorough and respond accurately to questions. 

 
 

Data Collection and Procedures 
 

 Once the pilot test was completed the data collection package consisting of a  
 
letter of consent (Appendix A) and the survey (Appendix B) was distributed by e-mail  
 
to all 26 Tech Prep consortia administrators, all 80 community college Tech Prep  
 
administrators, and a sample of 260 secondary career and technology administrators in  
 
Texas.  The survey and letter of consent for this research were created in Microsoft  
 
Word.  Respondents were instructed to complete the survey and return it by e-mail or  
 
regular mail if desired.  Participants were asked to respond within two weeks of receipt.   
 
The survey was sent out in one e-mail and follow-ups were conducted at five and eight  
 
day intervals to increase the response rate.  The first e-mail was sent out on March 23,  
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2006, followed by a second e-mail on March 28 and then a reminder on March 31.  The  
 
response rate was still low at this point so the researcher spoke with Bob Lewis, Director  
 
of the Gulf Coast Tech Prep consortium and asked if he could help with encouraging  
 
other consortia directors to complete the survey and to ask the consortia directors to  
 
encourage postsecondary and secondary administrators in each of their consortia to  
 
respond to the survey.  The response rate at this point was still not acceptable, so the  
 
researcher began attending regional Tech Prep conferences to meet and ask Tech Prep  
 
administrators directly to fill out the survey.  After much effort the response rates reached  
 
acceptable levels. The final response rates for each group surveyed were consortia  
 
directors 65.4 percent, 42.3 for postsecondary administrators, and 68.1 for secondary  
 
administrators. The combined response rate for all groups surveyed was 61.0 percent. 

 
 

Analysis of Data 
 

Descriptive and content analyses were used to interpret data collected with the 

survey.  The demographic information portion of the survey was analyzed using 

descriptive statistics.  The demographic data were input into Microsoft Excel software, 

disaggregated and prepared for presentation. 

The data collected from the survey questions were compiled and put into 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheets that were used to analyze responses and to compare and 

contrast responses from each level of Tech Prep surveyed.  Data gathered were prepared 

in tables and graphs were created to make data understandable.  Data collected were 

analyzed in four steps.  Initially to develop meaningful inferences, based on each group 

surveyed, responses were organized based on the frequency of like responses on the 
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Likert scale for each question and group surveyed.  Secondly responses to each research 

question were analyzed using Chi square statistical techniques to determine if there was 

statistical significance in the observed differences.  Thirdly, in chapter five responses 

from each level of Tech Prep were compared and contrasted to identify similarities and 

differences among Tech Prep consortia administrators, postsecondary administrators of 

Tech Prep programs, and secondary career and technology administrators.  The final step 

was to make inferences based on available data that can be used by Tech Prep 

administrators at each level to improve programs at their level and enhance their 

understanding of other levels of Tech Prep.  The researcher made inferences based on 

observable differences in responses and then verified if the observed differences were 

statistically significant.  This led the researcher to a strong basis on which to make 

decisions as to which factors were viewed as being significant hindrances or promoters to 

the continuation of Tech Prep. This comparison was detailed in chapter five and 

conclusions were tied to the four research questions.
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

Report of the Findings 
 
 

Chapter four includes the results of data collected from the survey sent to Tech 

Prep Consortia directors, secondary Tech Prep administrators, and postsecondary Tech 

Prep administrators.  The purposes of the study were to identify the perceptions of Texas 

Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas community college administrators of Tech 

Prep, and Texas secondary career and technology administrators in relation to: (1) the 

impact of Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act legislation on the 

Tech Prep initiative and (2) factors that promote or threaten the continuation of Tech Prep 

programs. 

 The chapter is divided into three sections.  Section one describes the 

demographics of the population used in the study.  Section two was used to present the 

survey data collected for each of the three groups surveyed as responses related to the 

(19) statements used in this survey.  Section three summarizes the data collected. 

 The objectives of this study were to: 

 1. Determine the perceptions of Tech Prep consortium administrators, community 

 college Tech Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology 

 administrators within Texas relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of 

 the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the 

 initiative. 

 2. Determine the perceptions of Tech Prep consortium administrators, community 

 college Tech Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology 
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administrators within Texas relative to the identification of major factors that may  

 promote the continuation and effectiveness of Tech Prep program. 

 3. Determine the perceptions of Tech Prep consortium administrators, community 

 college Tech Prep administrators and secondary career and technology 

 administrators within Texas relative to the identification of major factors that may 

 threaten the continuation and effectiveness of Tech Prep programs. 

 4. Compare and contrast the perception of Tech Prep program administrators,   
 
 community college Tech Prep administrators, and secondary career and   
 
 technology administrators relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of the   
 
 Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the Tech 
  
 Prep initiative and major factors that may promote or threaten the  
 
 continuation and effectiveness of Tech Prep programs. 

 
 

Demographics 
 

          The survey was sent to all 26 Tech Prep consortia administrators, all 80 

Community College Tech Prep administrators, and a sample 260 Secondary Career and 

technology administrators in Texas.  The first method used to select college and 

secondary administrators was to ask consortia directors to suggest respondents from each 

of their consortia.  Most consortia directors were asked to suggest four college level 

administrators and ten secondary administrators.  Some consortia did not have enough 

administrators in each category so all administrators in these consortia were sent the 

survey.  To get the necessary number of respondents, numbers were increased for larger 

consortia.  These additional respondents were selected by the researcher at random from 

those who attended Tech Prep conferences and other Career and Technology events. 
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Table 1 displays a list of Texas Tech Prep Consortia and the number of surveys 

returned for each.  Surveys were e-mailed to Tech Prep consortia administrators of all 26 

Texas consortia, who were asked to provide names and e-mail addresses for 

postsecondary and secondary Tech Prep administrators in each of their consortia.  A total 

of 17 consortia administrators returned the e-mail survey, a 65.4 % response rate.  To get 

a better response rate from consortia where consortia directors did not return the survey, 

the researcher identified the postsecondary and secondary administrators in these 

consortia, randomly selected participants and e-mailed the administrators directly. 

 The geographical consortia distribution of respondents as displayed in Table 1 

revealed a large percentage of respondents in the study were from Gulf Coast, East 

Texas, North Central Texas, Deep East Texas, and Alamo.  These five areas represented 

40.3 % of the total number of respondents for this study. 

           Table 2 displays the gender distribution of the 17 consortia directors, 177  
 
secondary, and 44 postsecondary administrators who returned the survey.  Survey  
 
respondents included 52 males, representing 21.9 % of the respondents and 186 females  
 
representing 78.2 % of the respondents.  
 
           All participants in the study had earned a college degree, with most having a 

Master�s Degree. Table 3 displays the 238 Tech Prep administrators who participated in 

the study by degree earned.  The respondents reported that 96.6 % held Masters Degrees, 

no respondent had an earned Doctorate Degree, and the remaining 3.4 % reported having 

earned a Baccalaureate Degree. 
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Table 1 
Tech Prep Consortia: Number of Surveys Sent and Number Returned 

  
Consortia                          N = Surveys Sent    N = Surveys Returned          Percentage 

Alamo    22 15 68.2 
Brazos Valley             10   6 60.0 
Capital Area               13   8 61.5 
Central Texas             13   7 53.9 
Coastal Bend              15 11 73.3 
Concho Valley            10   7 70.0 
Deep East Texas         22 16 72.7 
East Texas                  29 19 65.5 
Global Edge                10   7 70.0 
Golden Crescent         10   6 60.0 
Gulf Coast 36 30 83.3 
Heart of Texas 15 10 66.7 
Lower Rio Grande        8   0  0.0 
North Central Texas   20 16 80.0 
North Texas                  9   5 55.5 
Panhandle   20 13 65.0 
Permian Basin              9   6 66.6 
South Plains                15   9 60.0 
South Texas                  3   1 33.3 
Southeast Texas   4   2 50.0 
Star Middle Rio            5   2 40.0 
Texoma     15   8 53.3 
Upper East Texas       15   9 60.0 
Upper Rio Grande   4   2 50.0 
Weatherford Area       15 10 66.6 
West Central Texas    19 13 68.4 

Total                                         366                                238                               65.0______   
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Table 2 
Tech Prep Administrators by Gender 

 
Variable                                               N = Respondents                     % Respondents 

Male                                                                 52                                        21.85 
 

 
Female                                                           186                                        78.15 

 
 

Total                                                              238                                      100.00    

Table 3 
Tech Prep Administrators by Highest Degree Earned 

 
Variable                         N =            % =            N =            % =             N =           % = 
                                    Total Respondents        Male          Male          Female     Female   
 
Doctorate                         0                      0             0                 0                   0              0 
 
Masters                        230                 96.6           52            21.9               178         74.8 
 
Baccalaureate                  8                   3.4             0                 0                   8           3.4 
 
Total Earned Degrees 238               100.0           52            21.9               186         78.2___ 
 
 
 A total of 366 surveys was sent to consortia directors, postsecondary 
 
administrators, and secondary administrators.  Twenty six surveys were sent to consortia  
 
directors and 17 were returned by this group for a return rate of 65.4 %.  Surveys were  
 
sent to 80 postsecondary administrators and 44 were returned, representing 55.0 % of  
 
surveys sent to postsecondary administrators.  Secondary administrators returned 177  
 
out of a total of 260 surveys sent to this group, representing a 68.1 percent return rate for  
 
secondary administrators.  The combined return rate for all groups was 65.0 %.  
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Identification of Factors 
 

             This study identified emerging factors that could influence Tech Prep beyond the  
 
year 2006 by asking administrators from three levels of Tech Prep programs to respond  

 
 

Table 4 
Tech Prep Administrators by Professional Titles, Number Surveyed, Number Returned, 

and Percentage Returned for each Group 
   
Titles                                         Surveyed           Returned Surveys                % Returned 
 
Consortia Director                           26                          17                                      65.4  
                
Coordinators Postsecondary            80                          44                                      55.0  
 
Coordinators Secondary                260                        177                                      68.1  
  
Total                                              366                        238                                      65.0____ 
 

to 19 research statements. For the purposes of this study, the 19 statements were designed  
 
to respond to the research statements posed and to compare and contrast responses among  
 
the levels of Tech Prep administrators.  Participants were specifically asked to provide  
 
responses based on their expertise and knowledge of Tech Prep as related to current  
 
legislation and programs in effect.  The responses to statements were analyzed to  
 
determine the perceptions of Tech Prep administrators at the consortia, postsecondary,  
 
and secondary levels of Tech Prep relative to the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins  
 
Vocational and Technical Education Act.  The first four prompts were designed to answer  
 
research question one. The remaining 15 prompts were designed to answer research  
 
questions two and three. The hope was that, since each prompt could be viewed as a  
 
hindrance or a promoter, responses to the prompts on a Likert scale would lead to an  
 
understanding of which side of the continuum, hindrance or promoter, that each prompt  
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was viewed.  Prompts 5-7, 17, and19 related to organizational structure and  
 
communication issues, prompts 8-14 examined the effectiveness of Tech Prep, and  
 
prompts 15,16, and 18 addressed student awareness of Tech Prep.  Tables 5-23 below  
 
lists responses by administrators to each of the 19 survey statements/prompts (See  
 
Appendix B). The table also shows response rates as a percentage of total responders for  
 
each group to facilitate the computation of chi square in order to  determine if a statistical  
 
significance exists between responses from each of the three groups studied. Percentages  
 
in tables may not total one hundred percent due to rounding off of numbers. 
 
 The uneven sample size used for this study tended to create variance in responses.  

The much larger (260) number of secondary administrators created a greater variance 

among responses when compared to the number of consortia directors (26) and 

postsecondary administrators (80).  The consortia directors and postsecondary 

administrator groups represented the entire population for each of these groups in Texas.  

The researcher used the larger (260) sample of secondary administrators to get a relevant 

percentage of the 794 total secondary administrators in the state of Texas. Ten secondary 

administrators were chosen from each Texas consortia.  The researcher also observed that 

consortia directors� responses tended more to the extremes while postsecondary 

administrators tended to respond more to the middle of the response scale.  This variation 

in sample size should be taken into account when viewing this research as this may effect 

the overall distribution of responses and may skew the overall comparisons.   

 
Statement #1  
 
The current reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education  
 
Act will influence Tech Prep programs in Texas in a positive fashion. 
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 Consortia Directors responded 100 % as either agree or strongly agree to this  
 
prompt as shown in Table 5.  Responses from postsecondary and secondary 

administrators reflected similar patterns with a very small percentage, 6.8 % and 2.8 % of 

each of these two groups selecting a neutral response.  Most administrators of Tech Prep 

programs agreed that the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical 

Education Act would have a positive impact on Tech Prep programs in the state of Texas. 

 
Statement #2  
 
Combining Perkins Block Grant funds and Tech Prep funding into one funding stream 

will have a positive impact on Tech Prep in Texas. 

 The responses to statement two varied greatly.  Consortia directors strongly 

disagreed with this statement as Table 6 shows.  Eighty-eight percent strongly disagreed 

and the remaining 12% disagreed.  Postsecondary administrators disagreed but the 

percentages reflect 43.2 disagreed and 11.4% strongly disagreed.  A large percent, 45.4%, 

had a neutral response.  Secondary administrators had a mixed response with 1.1% 

strongly agreeing, 37.9% agreeing, 40.7% neutral, and 20.3% disagreeing.  There is a  

relationship among the consortia director's and both the postsecondary and secondary 

administrator's responses that support the disagreement for this statement.  Apparently 

many secondary administrators saw combining Perkins and Tech Prep funds as a good 

idea while postsecondary administrators and consortia directors either were unsure or 

believed combining the two funding streams was a bad idea.  
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Table 5 
The reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical 

 Education Act will influence Tech Prep positively 
 

Question One Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 

% 

 
Consortia 
Directors 

 
10 

 
58.8 

 
7 

 
41.2 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

18 40.9 23 52.3 3 6.8 0 0 0 0 

Secondary 
Administrators 

70 39.5 102 57.6 5 2.8 0 0 0 0 

 
Table 6 

Combining Perkins Block Grant funds and Tech Prep funds into one 
funding stream will have a positive effect on Tech Prep in Texas 

 

 
 
Statement #3  
 
President Bush will probably veto the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational 

and Technical Education Act. 

 This statement has now been resolved.  President Bush signed the bill 

reauthorizing the Perkins Act earlier this year.  Responses to this statement, presented in 

Table 7, did reveal interesting discrepancies between consortia directors and 

postsecondary and secondary administrators.  Twenty nine point four percent of the 

Question Two Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 

%

 
Consortia 
Directors 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
2 

 
11.8 

 
15 

 
88.2 

 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 0 0 20 45.5 19 43.2 5 11.4 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

 
2 

 
11.3 

 
67

 
37.9 

 
72 

 
40.7 

 
36 

 
20.3 

 
0 

 
0 
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consortia directors believed Bush would veto the legislation while 70.6% were neutral or 

disagreed/strongly disagreed.  This compared to postsecondary and secondary 

administrators who were neutral or disagreed/strongly disagreed (100%).  Some consortia 

directors had different opinions than administrators at other levels of Tech Prep. 

 
Table 7 

President Bush will veto the reauthorization of the Carl D Perkins 
 Vocational and Technical Education Act 

 
Question 
Three 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

0 0 5 29.4 3 17.6 2 11.8 5 29.4 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 0 0 20 45.5 19 43.2 5 11.4 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 0 0 33 18.6 113 63.8 31 17.5 

 
 
Statement #4  
 
If President Bush vetoes the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins  Vocational and 

Technical Education Act, congress will probably override his veto. 

This statement relates directly to statement # 3 and reflected another unique 

response. The responses from consortia directors and postsecondary administrators 

reflected similar responses as statement # 3, but secondary administrators 

overwhelmingly responded (96%) that they believed congress would override a potential 

veto from President Bush of the Perkins legislation.  Secondary administrators strongly 

believed that congress would continue the Perkins legislation no matter what the 

obstacles were to reauthorization.  However, when analyzed this statement revealed a  
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significant relationship (Chi 11.81, P Value 0.00) between the agreement responses from 

the consortia director's group and the secondary administrator's group. 

 
Table 8 

If President Bush vetoes the reauthorization of the Carl D Perkins Vocational  
and Technical Education Act congress will over ride his veto  

 
Question Four Strongly 

Agree 
% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 

Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

0 0 7 41.2 0 0 4 23.5 6 35.3 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 0 0 20 45.5 19 43.2 5 11.4 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 170 96.0 7 4.0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
Statement #5  
 
The lack of communication between Tech Prep stakeholders at the  consortium, 

postsecondary, and secondary level is a hindrance to the continuation of Tech Prep. 

 There appeared to be little agreement on the issue of communication.  At the  
 
director level, 35.3% agreed that communication between levels of Tech Prep is a  
 
hindrance to the continuation of Tech Prep, while 35.3% disagreed with this statement  
 
and 29.4% strongly disagreed.  Postsecondary administrators appeared to believe  
 
communication between levels of Tech Prep was a hindrance, 65.9 %either strongly  

agreed or agreed while 22.7% were neutral and only 11.4% disagreed.  The response 

from secondary administrators was mixed, with 35.6% agreeing that communication was 

a hindrance and 64.4% disagreeing that communication was a hindrance to the 

continuation of Tech Prep.  Even with the mixed responses from secondary 

administrators, when groups were compared, the postsecondary administrator/secondary 
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administrators, the consortia director/secondary administrator and the consortia 

director/postsecondary only the Consortia/Secondary responses (Chi5.78, P value 0.02) 

showed significance in negative responses.  Postsecondary administrators appeared to 

believe that communication was a hindrance while consortia directors and secondary 

administrators were divided on the issue. 

 
Table 9 

Lack of communication between Levels is a hindrance to the continuation of Tech Prep 
 
Question Five Strongly 

Agree 
% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 

Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

0 0 6 35.3 0 0 6 35.3 5 29.4 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

7 15.9 22 50.0 10 22.7 5 11.4 0 0 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 63 35.6 0 0 114 64.4 0 0 

 
 
Statement #6  
 
The multiple layers of the current organizational structure of Tech Prep are a factor in 

the continuance of Tech Prep. 

 This statement does not ask respondents to judge if the effects of the 

organizational structure were positive or negative but rather were the organizational 

structures a factor in the continuance of Tech Prep.  The majority, 64.7 % of consortia 

directors and 68.2 % of postsecondary administrators, believed the structure was a factor 

in the continuance of Tech Prep.  A smaller percentage of each of these two groups, 35.3 

% and 22.7 %, indicated the structure was not a factor by responding that they disagree 

with the prompt.  Secondary administrators tended to be neutral (44.1 %) or disagreed 
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(41.2 %).  Only 14.7 % agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.  The neutral 

response by many secondary administrators showed a difference when compared to 

consortia directors and postsecondary administrators.  Findings showed that the  

postsecondary/secondary groups showed a difference (Chi 12.89, P Value 0.00) in the 

disagree option. 

 
Table 10 

The multiple layers of Tech Prep are a factor in the continuance of Tech Prep 
 
Question Six Strongly 

Agree 
% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 

Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

5 29.4 6 35.3 0 0 6 35.3 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

4 9.1 26 59.1 4 9.1 10 22.7 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

3 1.7 23 13.0 78 44.1 73 41.2 0 0

 
 
Statement #7  
 
Students have the necessary tools, for example career pathways, available to foster a 

seamless transition from secondary to postsecondary school and work. 

The majority of all three groups responded that students have the necessary tools 

to foster a seamless transition to postsecondary school and work.  Consortia directors 

agreed or strongly agreed (100%) but a small percentage of postsecondary (15.9 %)and 

secondary administrators (20.3 %)responded that students did not have the necessary 

tools to foster a seamless transition to postsecondary school or work.  This belief by some 

that students are not prepared to transition may be a topic for future research.  No groups 

showed a significant difference when each group�s answers were compared to each other. 
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Table 11 
Students have the tools to transition from secondary to postsecondary school and work 

 
Question 
Seven 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

9 52.9 8 47.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

21 47.7 13 29.5 3 6.8 7 15.9 0 0 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 135 76.3 6 3.4 36 20.3 0 0 

 
 
Statement # 8  
 
Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission. 

 Most respondents in all groups agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  

Consortia directors had the strongest level of agreement followed by postsecondary and 

then secondary administrators.  A total of 34 secondary administrators disagreed with this 

statement or (19.21 %).  There appeared to be a difference of opinion among some 

secondary administrators and other groups.  When comparing groups, no groups showed 

a relevant difference compared to the other groups, in the agree category.  

 
Table 12 

Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission 
 
Question 
Eight 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

12 70.6 5 29.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 38 86.4 6 13.6 0 0 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 135 76.3 8 4.5 34 19.2 0 0
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Statement # 9  
 
Articulated credit is effective in helping students receive college credit. 

 Articulated credit was viewed by most respondents as an effective way to help  
 
students gain college credit.  Table 13 displays the results gathered for this prompt.  All 

consortia directors agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  As the table shows, 

86.36 % of postsecondary administrators agreed and 79.66 % of secondary administrators 

agreed or strongly agreed. A small percentage of postsecondary administrators, 9.09 %, 

and 9.04 % of secondary responses responded neutral.  The remaining administrators 

(4.55 % and 11.30 %) of postsecondary and secondary administrators respectively 

disagreed with this statement that articulated credit is an effective way for students to 

gain college credit.  The administrators who disagreed may be expressing the belief that 

students are not reporting the credit and therefore do not receive the articulated credit 

they deserve.  The consortia director's group also showed a difference in the agree 

response when compared with both the postsecondary and secondary administrator 

groups although the response was not statistically significant. 

 
Table 13 

Articulated credit is effective in helping students receive college credit 
 
Question Nine Strongly 

Agree 
% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 

Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

12 70.6 5 29.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 38 86.4 4 9.1 2 4.5 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

27 15.3 114 64.4 16 9.0 20 11.3 0 0
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Statement # 10  
 
Tech Prep funds are used effectively at your level. 

           Responses to this statement were as expected with a few minor surprises.  The  
 
high percentage at which the consortia directors and postsecondary administrators agreed 

was what was interesting when compared to the more mixed response of the secondary 

administrators.  Consortia directors strongly agreed at 82.35 % while postsecondary 

administrators agreed at a rate of 93.18 %. Secondary administrators had a more varied 

response, 45.76 % strongly agreed, 44.07 % agreed, 6.78 % neutral, and 3.39 % disagreed 

that Tech Prep funds were used effectively at their level.  Some secondary administrators 

appeared to not agree with the use of funds at their school districts.  This poses some 

questions for thought and further investigation.  However, when comparing the 

significance of each group, again, the consortia directors had a significant difference with 

the postsecondary administrators when analyzing the agree answer option.  This pointed 

to a difference of opinion even though there is a high level of agreement with this 

prompt. 

 
Table 14 

Tech Prep funds are used effectively at your level 
 
Question Ten Strongly 

Agree 
% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 

Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

14 82.4 3 17.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 41 93.2 3 6.8 0 0 0 0 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

81 45.8 78 44.1 12 6.8 6 3.4 0 0 
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Statement #11 
  
Tech Prep funds are used effectively at levels outside your level. 

         Consortia directors strongly agreed or agreed to the prompt at 70.59 % and 29.41%   
 
gave a neutral response.  Postsecondary administrators were less strongly in agreement  
 
with this statement, 36.36 % agreed, 29.55 % were neutral, and 34.09 % disagreed.   
 
Secondary administrators had the most varied responses to this statement with 22.03 %  
 
strongly agreeing, and 37.85 % agreeing.  The remainder of secondary administrators  
 
were 27.68 % neutral, 6.78 % disagreed, and 5.65 % strongly disagreed.  The responses  
 
pointed to the fact that some secondary administrators did not believe funds were used  
 
effectively outside of their level of Tech Prep.  Some postsecondary administrators also  
 
agreed that funds were not being used effectively at levels outside their own level.  There  
 
was a disconnect between consortia directors and some postsecondary and secondary  
 
administrators.  The only significant difference in this statement's answers was seen when  
 
comparing the agree option (Chi 13.92, P Value 0.00) and the strongly disagree option  
 
(Chi 5.51, P Value .02) between the consortia directors and secondary administrator  
 
groups. 

 
 

Table 15 
Tech Prep funds are used effectively at levels outside your level 

 
Question 
Eleven 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

6 35.3 6 35.3 5 29.4 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 16 36.4 13 29.5 15 34.1 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

39 22.0 67 37.9 49 27.7 12 6.8 10 5.6 
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Statement #12 
  
A consortia approach is effective in administering Tech Prep. 

         Not surprisingly, consortia directors overwhelmingly (100%) strongly agreed that a  
 
consortia approach is effective in administering Tech Prep.  Postsecondary administrators 

tended to agree as well with 70.45 % agreeing with the statement and 29.55 % being 

neutral to this statement.  As with previous statements, secondary administrators showed 

the most variation in responses.  While 9.60 % strongly agreed and 68.93 % agreed with 

this statement among secondary administrators, 4.52 % were neutral and 16.95 % 

disagreed that a consortia approach is effective.  Even though the secondary 

administrators showed the most variation in responses when answering �strongly agree,� 

there is not a significant difference with the consortia director's group.  A pattern of 

dichotomous thinking was beginning to take shape in the responses of consortia directors 

and some secondary administrators.  Postsecondary administrators tended to vary less 

strongly on most statements and postsecondary administrators sometimes related more to 

consortia directors and other times related more closely to secondary administrators.  

 
Table 16 

A consortia approach is effective in administering Tech Prep 
 
Question 
Twelve 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

17 100.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 31 70.5 13 29.5 0 0 0 0

        
Secondary 
Administrators 

17 9.6 122 68.9 8 4.5 30 16.9 0 0
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Statement #13 
  
Tech Prep is well managed at your level. 

        All consortia directors agreed or strongly agreed that Tech Prep is well managed at  
 
their level.  At the postsecondary and secondary level most administrators agreed or  
 
strongly agreed that Tech Prep was well managed at their level.  The interesting 
 
information gathered was that 11.36 % of postsecondary and 6.21 % of secondary gave a  
 
neutral response.  Even more thought provoking was the fact that 15.91 % of 
 
postsecondary administrators disagreed and 7.91 % of secondary administrators disagreed  
 
that Tech Prep was managed well at their level.  There may be discord about the  
 
management of Tech Prep at the postsecondary and secondary levels.  That could lead  
 
one to postulate that some administrators at the postsecondary and secondary levels  
 
believe that they were not able to manage Tech Prep, as they deemed best for students,  
 
at their levels.  There was not a significant difference between any groups when answers 

were compared. 

 
Table 17 

Tech Prep is well managed at your level 
 
Question 
Thirteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

15 88.2 2 11.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

3 6.8 29 65.9 5 11.4 7 15.9 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

21 11.9 131 74.0 11 6.2 14 7.9 0 0
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Statement #14  
 
Tech Prep is well managed at other levels. 

         This statement drew attention to the fact that not all administrators were in  
 
agreement that Tech Prep was well managed at all levels.  Consortia directors again  
 
believed that Tech Prep was well managed at levels outside their level with 100% either  
 
responding strongly agreed or agreed.  The variation of opinion appeared at the  
 
postsecondary and secondary levels.  Postsecondary administrators tended to respond to  
 
the middle of the scale with 25.00 % agreeing, 31.82 % neutral, and 43.81 % disagreeing  
 
with this statement.  Secondary administrators responded at 14.69 % strongly agreed,  
 
31.07 % agreed, 52.54 % neutral, and 1.69 % disagreed.  At the postsecondary and  
 
secondary levels many agreed but a large number were neutral or disagreed that Tech  
 
Prep programs were well managed at levels outside their own level.  Analyses revealed a 

significant difference in the responses neutral (Chi 13.22, P Value 0.00) and strongly 

agree (Chi 11.09, P Value 0.00) between the postsecondary and secondary administrators. 

 
Table 18 

 Tech Prep is well managed at other levels    
 
Question 
Fourteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

15 88.2 2 11.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 11 25.0 14 31.8 19 43.2 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

26 14.7 55 31.1 93 52.5 3 1.7 0 0
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Statement #15  
 
Student awareness of Tech Prep programs is sufficient. 

         A majority (82.35 %, 88.64 %, and 77.97 %), at each level, either disagreed or  
 
strongly disagreed with this statement. The consortia/secondary disagree category 

showed a significant difference (Chi 6.31, P value 0.01).  Also the 

postsecondary/secondary (Chi13.09, P Value 0.00) and the consortia/postsecondary (Chi 

1.50, P Value 0.00) agree category showed a significant difference in responses.  Most 

administrators of Tech Prep obviously believed students need a better understanding of 

Tech Prep and what the mission and purpose of Tech Prep education are designed to 

accomplish.  A small percentage of administrators were neutral or agreed. 

 
Statement #16 
 
A greater number of students are attending college because of Tech Prep. 

 Tech Prep administrators tended to agree that more students are attending college  

because of Tech Prep.  Consortia directors agreed or strongly agreed (100%) with this  
 
statement.  Secondary administrators responded at 21.47 % strongly agreed, 65.54 %  
 
agreed, and 12.99 % neutral.  The interesting response came from postsecondary 
 
administrators, 29.55 % agreed, 47.73 % neutral, and 22.73 % disagreed with this  
 
statement.  Even with these findings, the consortia directors group and the postsecondary  
 
administrators group's responses in agree (Chi 7.93, P Value 0.01) and strongly agree 

(Chi 18.94, P Value 0.05) were significantly different. Some postsecondary administrator 

responses would indicate that they saw Tech Prep as having less of an impact than their 

counterparts at other levels of Tech Prep. 
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Table 19 
Student awareness of Tech Prep programs is sufficient 

 
Question 
Fifteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

0 0 3 17.6 0 0 6 35.3 8 47.1 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 3 6.8 2 4.5 26 59.1 13 29.5 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 22 12.4 17 9.6 117 66.1 21 11.9 

 
 

Table 20 
More students are attending college because of Tech Prep 

 
Question 
Sixteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

6 35.3 11 64.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 13 29.5 21 47.7 10 22.7 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

38 21.5 116 65.5 23 13.0 0 0 0 0

 
 
Statement #17 
 
 All levels of Tech prep support other levels effectively. 

          Support between levels was an issue that appeared to lead administrators to  
 
respond in an interesting way.  Consortia directors as they had responded to other  
 
statements were generally positive with 35.29 % strongly agreeing, 35.29 % agreeing,  
 
and 29.41 % being neutral as to the effectiveness of support between each level of Tech  
 
Prep.  Postsecondary administrators responded 65.91 % agreed, 11.36 % neutral, and  
 
15.91 % disagreed.  Secondary administrators agreed at 57.06 % and 42.94 % responded  
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neutral.  There is a significant difference between the neutral (Chi 11.95, P Value 0.00) 

and agree (Chi 4.94, P Value 0.03) responses of the consortia director/postsecondary 

groups.  A large portion of secondary administrators were neutral, which would suggest 

that they were unsure of the effectiveness of support between levels. 

 
Table 21 

All levels of Tech Prep support other levels effectively 
 
Question 
Seventeen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

6 35.3 6 35.3 5 29.4 0 0 0 0 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 32 72.7 5 11.4 7 15.9 0 0 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 101 57.1 76 42.9 0 0 0 0 

 
 
Statement #18  
 
The new four-year degree transition programs are a good idea. 

         The new four-year degree transition programs are a good idea as reported by all  
 
levels of Tech Prep administrators.  At the consortia level 35.29 % strongly agreed, 35.29  
 
% agreed, 29.41 % were neutral.  At the postsecondary level, 84.09 % agreed, 9.09 %  
 
were neutral, and 6.82 % disagreed.  Secondary administrators responded 46.89 %  
 
strongly agreed, 44.07 % agreed, and 9.04 % were neutral.  Most administrators of Tech  
 
Prep responded favorably to the four-year degree transition programs and believe these  
 
plans are a good idea.  Even though the percentage was high for positive answers to this 

statement, only postsecondary/secondary administrators (Chi15.23, P Value 0.00) and 

consortia directors/postsecondary (Chi 9.84, P Value 0.00) showed a significant 
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difference in the agree answer option. The consortia directors and postsecondary groups 

also showed significance in the neutral response (Chi 11.95, P Value 0.00). 

 
Table 22 

The four-year degree transition programs are a good idea 
 
Question 
Eighteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 
 
 

% 

Consortia 
Directors 

6 35.3 6 35.3 5 29.4 0 0 0 0 
 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 37 84.1 4 9.1 3 6.8 0 0 
 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

83 46.9 78 44.1 16 9.0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
Statement #19  
 
The CATEMA system of tracking student progress in Tech Prep is well understood by all 

stakeholders. 

          The CATEMA system had a highly varied response at all levels.  Consortia  
 
directors responded as strongly agreed (23.53 %) or disagreed (76.47 %).   
 
Postsecondary administrators responded as 27.27 % agreed, 29.55 % neutral, and  
 
43.18 % disagreed.  Secondary administrators were even more diverse in their responses  
 
with 14.69 % agreed, 66.10 % disagreed, and 19.21 % strongly disagreed with the  
 
statement.  The relative newness of the CATEMA system in some regions may have  
 
accounted for the variance in responses.  Some regions have been using CATEMA and  
 
are familiar with it and other regions are just now beginning to use CATEMA.  Only the 

postsecondary/secondary administrators (Chi 13.93, P Value 0.00) showed a significant 

different in the agree answer option. However the postsecondary/secondary 
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administrators (Chi 6.49, P Value 0.01) and consortia directors/postsecondary 

administrator (Chi 4.12, P Value 0.04) groups showed a significant difference in the 

disagree answer option. 

 
Table 22 

The CATEMA system is well understood 
 
Question 
Nineteen 

Strongly 
Agree 

% Agree % Neutral % Disagree % Strongly 
Disagree 

 
 

%

Consortia 
Directors 

4 23.5 0 0 0 0 13 76.5 0 0 
 

Postsecondary 
Administrators 

0 0 12 27.3 13 29.5 19 43.2 0 0 
 

Secondary 
Administrators 

0 0 26 14.7 0 0 117 66.1 34 19.2 

 
 

Summary 
 

        The study used a nineteen statement survey instrument using a Likert scale to gauge 

respondents� agreement or disagreement on each of the prompts.  Survey results included 

a total of 238 respondents (a 65% response rate).  The respondents were self-selected 

from three groups, Tech Prep Consortia Directors, Postsecondary Tech Prep 

Coordinators, and Secondary Tech Prep Coordinators.  The responses were charted in 

Table 7. Results were then examined to discern patterns, similarities, and dissimilarities 

among the three groups surveyed.  Each prompt revealed differing results in regards to 

agreement or disagreement among the three groups.  Over all, consortia directors had 

favorable responses to most questions but disagreed with Statements 2, 5, 15, and 19.  

Consortia directors were varied in responses to statements 3, 4, and 6. Postsecondary 

administrator responses as a whole tended to be in the middle of the Likert scale on all 
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statements except statements 1, 5, 6, 7, 15.  Sometimes postsecondary administrators 

tended to agree or strongly agreed, as with statements 1, 5, 6, and 7.  On statement 15 

postsecondary administrators strongly disagreed or disagreed more than on other 

statements.  Most of the other statements produced agreed, neutral, or disagreed 

responses.  Secondary administrators were much more varied in responses than the other 

two groups.  The overall trend was agreement with survey prompts.  Only statements 3, 

5, 6, 11, 15, and 19 had a majority of responses in the disagreed or strongly disagreed 

categories.  

          The overall picture created by this research was that most respondents at all three 

levels had at least a moderate level of agreement on each prompt.  Several statements, as 

pointed out above, produced varied responses and some of this variance was anticipated, 

because some programs such as CATEMA had not been fully implemented in all areas of 

Texas.  Statements 3 and 4 were negated since the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Technical Education Act was reauthorized before the research was completed.  

Responses to Statement 5 pointed to communication as an area of concern.  Some 

believed communication was a hindrance between levels of Tech Prep, while others did 

not express that concern.  Statement 6 brought forth the difficulties of having a 

multilayered structure.  Most administrators, as pointed out in prompt 15, thought student 

awareness of Tech Prep was still a concern.  The issue of support among levels of Tech 

Prep received a strong level of positive responses, showing that while problems existed, 

support was available between levels. 

 Upon analysis, most survey prompts were viewed as promoters to the continuance 

of Tech Prep.  Several prompts were viewed as possibly both a hindrance and a promoter, 
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while others were viewed as hindrances.  Prompt 5 revealed a split response with some 

administrators responding in a way that led the researcher to view this prompt as a 

hindrance and other administrators responded in a way that led the researcher to believe 

that the lack of communication between Tech Prep stakeholders was a promoter to the 

continuance of Tech Prep.  Prompt 6 in the survey revealed a similar response by 

administrators and could be viewed as either a hindrance or as a promoter.  Overall, 

prompts seven through thirteen were viewed as promoters.  Prompt fourteen had many 

administrators responding neutral.  This led the researcher to believe that the 

management of Tech Prep could be a hindrance to the continuation of Tech Prep.  Prompt 

fifteen involving student awareness of Tech Prep was viewed as a hindrance as most 

administrators did not believe student awareness of Tech Prep was sufficient.  Prompts 

sixteen through 18 were viewed as promoters and prompt nineteen was viewed as a 

hindrance.  Prompt nineteen involving the CATEMA (Career and Technology Education 

Management Application) was a hindrance because the system is relatively new and is 

not well understood by all stakeholders at this point.  Chapter five will compare and 

contrast administrator responses in more detail using statistical analysis to help determine 

if a difference exists between administrator responses from the different levels of Tech 

prep in Texas. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Summary, Discussion of Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
 

Summary 
 

 This chapter presents a summary, discussion of factors, and recommendations 

relative to this research.  The summary includes the objectives of the study, purpose, 

methodology, research design, population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, 

and analysis of data. Other sections include a discussion of factors, conclusions 

recommendations for future research, and implications for practice.  This study of Tech 

Prep in Texas brought to the forefront several issues that effected Tech Prep programs at 

the consortia, postsecondary, and secondary levels of Tech Prep.  These issues will affect 

Tech Prep under the current legislation or contribute to the continuance or demise of 

Tech Prep beyond the year 2006. 

 All 26 Tech Prep consortia administrators and 80 postsecondary administrators, 

and a sample of 260 secondary administrators were surveyed by e-mail.  Seventeen 

consortia administrators, 44 postsecondary administrators, and 177 secondary 

administrators returned the survey.  This represented a response rate of 65.4 percent for 

consortia administrators, 55.0 percent for postsecondary administrators, and 68.4 percent 

for secondary administrators, a combined 61.0 percent for all groups surveyed.  

Responses collected yielded both demographic characteristics of participants and data 

relative to the four stated purposes of the study.  The body of research about Tech Prep is 

growing but much is still unknown because of the lack of data.  The responses to the 

survey used for this research provided relevant data needed by Tech Prep stakeholders to 
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enhance Tech Prep programs and further the continuance of Tech Prep. The purpose of 

this study was to identify the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, 

Texas community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators in relation to: (1) the impact of Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Technical Education Act legislation on the Tech Prep initiative and (2) factors that 

promote or threaten the continuation of Tech Prep programs. 

To carry out the purposes of the study, the following questions were examined: 

1. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators related to the impact of the reauthorization in 2006 of the Carl 

D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act on the Tech Prep initiative beyond 

the year 2005? 

2. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators related to the identification of major factors that may promote 

the continuation and effectiveness of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 

3. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators related to the identification of major factors that may threaten 

the continuation and effectiveness of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 

4.How do the perception of Tech Prep program administrators, community college Tech 

Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology administrators compare and 

contrast relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of the Carl D. Perkins 
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Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the Tech Prep initiative, 

identification of major factors that may threaten the continuation and effectiveness of 

Tech Prep programs? 

 This study attempted to identify factors that may affect Tech Prep initiatives now  
 
and into the future based on perceptions of Tech Prep program administrators of Texas  
 
Tech Prep consortia, community college level Tech Prep administrators, and secondary  
 
career and technology administrators.  A list of factors was created by Graves in 2000  
 
based on sample responses from Tech Prep program administrators from throughout the  
 
United States.  This list is useful but much had changed in Tech Prep funding since 2000.   
 
A new list based on perceptions from each level of Tech Prep administrators was needed  
 
to refine the direction and enhance accountability of Tech Prep in Texas. 

 
A survey was designed to systematically collect data that were analyzed for this 

study.  This form of communication allowed the researcher to obtain a high response rate 

and gain an in-depth understanding of factors that may affect the future of Tech Prep 

programs in Texas.  In an effort to ensure content validity and create a quality survey 

instrument, the researcher worked with Dr. Ron Opp, Department Chair, Department of 

Educational Leadership, University of Toledo.  Dr. Opp has done extensive research on 

community college issues and Tech Prep.  He has published dozens of articles and papers 

related to these topics.  Dr. Opp is highly regarded as an expert on community college 

issues.  In 1995, while a professor at Texas Tech University, he conducted a statewide 

study and wrote a paper on Texas Tech Prep detailing issues facing Texas Tech Prep 

consortia.  The survey instrument once developed was sent to Dr. Opp by e-mail.  Dr. 

Opp reviewed the nineteen question survey.  He suggested: 1) changing words,  
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2) eliminating or changing statements that contained unclear information, and 3) making 

wording more accurate or precise for several statements in an attempt to give respondents 

a better understanding of survey prompts.  The assistance and expertise of Dr. Opp was 

appreciated and helped establish to a degree the content validity and effectiveness of the 

survey instrument. 

The results yielded useful data for Texas Tech Prep by surveying all Texas Tech 

Prep consortia administrators, along with all of the community college administrators of 

Tech Prep and a sampling (260 out of 793) of secondary Tech Prep administrators.  This 

type of survey required that the researcher be knowledgeable about the population.  The 

researcher as a member of the Galveston/Brazoria County Tech Prep advisory committee, 

had input into Tech Prep issues in the Texas Gulf Coast consortium.  The researcher also 

served as the secondary Tech Prep liaison at La Marque High School and worked closely 

with Career and Technology teachers and with community college Tech Prep 

administrators to develop six-year plans and ensure proper coding or articulated credit 

into the CATEMA (Career and Technology Education Management Application) system.  

Gathering responses from each level of Tech Prep facilitated comparing and contrasting 

of responses from each level of Tech Prep in Texas.  This allowed the researcher to make 

clear and meaningful inferences for the future of Tech Prep in Texas. 

The data collection instrument that was used in this study was a survey that was 

distributed by e-mail.  A letter of consent explained the purpose of the study, served as 

the human subject consent form, and requested each Tech Prep administrator�s 

participation in the study.  The letter of consent explained the procedures for the study 

and how the data were used.  The letter of consent is in Appendix A of this document. 
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The second document contained the survey.  The survey requested the following 

demographic data: professional title, highest degree earned, gender, employment 

affiliations (secondary, postsecondary, business, government, other) years of experience 

in the field of education, name of the Tech Prep consortium, and professional 

contribution to the Tech Prep initiative (publications, professional presentations).  The 

survey also contained 19 statements that the respondents were asked to answer based on a 

Likert scale format.  The Likert scale had five possible responses (strongly agree, agree, 

neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree).  The survey instrument is in Appendix B of this 

document. 

 Respondents were instructed to complete the survey and return it by e-mail or  
 
regular mail if desired.  Participants were asked to respond within two weeks of receipt.   
 
The survey was sent out in one e-mail and follow-ups were conducted at five and eight 

days after the initial e-mail to increase the response rate.  Additional follow-ups were 

required to increase response rates to acceptable levels.  

 Descriptive and content analyses were used to interpret data collected with the 

survey. The demographic information portion of the survey was analyzed using 

descriptive statistics.  The demographic data were input into Microsoft Excel software 

and then disaggregated and prepared for presentation. 

 The data collected from the survey statements were compiled and put into    
 
Microsoft Excel spreadsheets that were used to analyze responses and to compare and  
 
contrast responses from each level of Tech Prep surveyed.  Data gathered were prepared  
 
and tables were created to make data understandable (See Appendix C). Data collected 

were analyzed in three steps.  Initially to develop meaningful inferences, based on each 
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group surveyed, responses were organized based on the frequency of like responses on 

the Likert scale for each statement and group surveyed.  Secondly, responses from each 

level of Tech Prep were compared and contrasted to identify similarities and differences 

among Tech Prep consortia administrators, postsecondary administrators of Tech Prep 

programs, and secondary career and technology administrators.  The final step was to 

make inferences based on available data that can be used by Tech Prep administrators at 

each level to improve programs at their level and enhance their understanding of other 

levels of Tech Prep.  Data and statistical analysis information are included in Appendix C 

on page 100 of this document. 

 
Discussion of Findings 

 
Research Question # 1 
 
 The survey used in this research can be divided into four major categories: 

Reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act, 

Organizational structure of Tech Prep, Communication within Tech Prep, and Student 

awareness and use of Tech Prep programs.  The nineteen survey prompts were divided 

into one of these four categories.  Statements 1- 4 deal with the issue of reauthorization. 

Statements 5-7, 17, and 19 relate to organizational structure and communication within 

Tech Prep.  The effectiveness of Tech Prep was addressed by statements 8-14.  The issue 

of student awareness and use of Tech Prep programs was examined by statements 15, 16, 

and 18.  

      The Reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act                  

addressed by statements 1-4 was decided when the President signed the reauthorization 

on August 12, 2006.  Responses to the surveys brought out some interesting data.  Most 
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administrators, consortia directors 100%, postsecondary administrators 93.25, and 

secondary administrators 97.1%, at each level of Tech Prep believed that the 

reauthorization of the Perkins Act would influence Tech Prep in a positive way.  The 

obvious thought here is that 1.38 billion dollars would have positive outcomes for Tech 

Prep.  This may be true, but Tech Prep must create more measurable outcomes.  There 

are large numbers of students enrolled in Tech Prep programs but until recently little 

information was available to support the success of Tech Prep other than enrollment 

counts.  The issue of combining Perkins Block Grant Funds and Tech Prep funding into 

one stream did not become a reality, but responses to the survey were still of interest.  

Many administrators, consortia directors 100%, postsecondary administrators 54.6%, and 

secondary administrators 20.3%,  expressed that President Bush would not veto the 

reauthorization while a large percentage were neutral, postsecondary administrators  

45.5 % and secondary administrators 40.7%,  to this statement.  The relationship between 

the postsecondary administrators and the secondary administrators is strong towards 

answer options of disagree and strongly disagree to this question.  There was a great 

amount of political debate and President Bush initially suggested he might veto the 

reauthorization, but anyone who followed the bill had a good idea that the overwhelming 

support in both Houses of Congress would be enough to pass the bill.  The political cost 

to President Bush if he had vetoed the reauthorization was too high.  Only a few consortia 

directors expressed the belief that the bill would be vetoed.  Clearly, these individuals 

bought into the political hype and power play being used by the Bush administration to 

try and move the 1.3 billion dollars allocated to the Perkins Act to other programs.  

      



75 

   

A congressional override of a veto of the Perkins Act never became necessary, but 

Tech Prep administrators� responses were revealing.  Consortia directors were mixed on 

this issue, while many postsecondary administrators were neutral or did not believe there 

would be an override of any veto.  Only secondary administrators overwhelmingly felt an 

override of any veto was possible.  Congress only overrides a small amount of vetoed 

legislation but many administrators underestimated the strong support for the Perkins 

Act. 

 
Research Questions # 2 and # 3 
 
 An examination of statements 5-7, 17, and 19 related to the organizational 

structure and communication within Tech Prep bears out that this was a major area of 

disagreement among administrators at each level and between levels.  Communication 

between levels appeared to be a major issue for some administrators while others did not 

see communication as a problem.  About 1/3 of consortia directors and secondary 

administrators agreed that communication is a hindrance to the continuation of Tech 

Prep.  Upon analysis, the consortia and secondary administrators show a relationship 

between the groups' answers.  This indicates that, for question five, these groups 

answered similarly.  While an overwhelming majority of postsecondary administrators 

(65.9%) believed communication is a barrier.  Communication between levels of Tech 

Prep must improve to facilitate better service provision to students.  Better 

communication would aid in data collection that is needed to continue Tech Prep beyond 

the year 2012. 

   Statement 17 dealt with support between each level of Tech Prep.  Most 

administrators at all levels felt that there was support between levels of the Tech Prep 
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system.  Statistically, the consortia and postsecondary administrators show significance in 

both agree and strongly agree categories.  A large number, approximately 1/3, of 

administrators were neutral on this issue. A neutral response may mean that 

administrators, especially at the secondary level, were less than secure in the support they 

were receiving at their level. 

 The CATEMA (Career and Technology Education Management Application) 

system is now being fully implemented, but this process had not yet been completed.  

This is one reason why such a dichotomous response was received from administrators.  

In areas where the system had been used, the administrators had generally positive 

responses.  In areas where the system was newly implemented, administrators were less 

secure in the effectiveness of the CATEMA system.  This was a good system for tracking 

students� enrollment and granting college credit for high school classes taken.  The key is 

postsecondary institutions granting the credit, but students still have to self- identify.  

Unfortunately, many students still did not identify that they have taken articulated credit 

and Tech Prep credits were never placed on students� college transcripts, so there is room 

for improvement of the system. 

 A key statement about Tech Prep is whether Tech Prep is effective in reaching its 

stated goals.  Statements 8-14 in the survey dealt with this issue.  A large majority, 

consortia directors 100%, postsecondary administrators 86.4%, and secondary 

administrators 76.3%, believed Tech Prep was meeting its stated mission.  Most 

administrators, consortia directors 100%, postsecondary administrators 86.4%, and 

secondary administrators 64.4%, believed articulated credit was an effective tool to help 

students gain college credit.  The analysis showed a strong relationship between each 
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groups' agreement to this statement.  The use of Tech Prep system at each level and 

between levels was generally viewed as effective. The one area of deficiency in Tech 

Prep had been the production of data to support the claim of effectiveness in meeting the 

vision, goals, and productive use of funds.  Tech Prep administrators must design systems 

to produce relevant, usable data quickly or Tech Prep may be in danger of not being 

renewed the next time it comes before Congress. Support was strong at the time of this 

study, but lack of data has killed other programs in the past. 

 When the discussion turns to the structure and management of Tech Prep, 

responses were generally favorable, with most groups showing a similar relationship in 

their answers.  Management of Tech Prep at levels other than that of the respondent was a 

statement that drew out some negative responses.  Many secondary administrators 

responded neutral (45.8%) on this statement and over 40% of postsecondary 

administrators believed Tech Prep was not well managed at other levels.  This also 

coincides with the data showing a significant relationship between negative answers of 

these two groups for this statement.  Secondary administrators may be neutral because 

they were not involved in many of the decisions made in the Tech Prep system outside of 

the secondary level.  Postsecondary administrators may feel caught in the middle.  They 

were told what to do by consortia but can only use the data given to them by secondary 

schools.  In many ways postsecondary administrators must be the leaders and team with 

secondary schools to create an effective, well managed system.  

 Student awareness and use of the program is possibly the most important goal of 

Tech Prep.  Statements 15, 16, and 18 were used to address this component.  Most 

administrators, consortia directors 82.4%, postsecondary administrators 88.6%, and 
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secondary administrators 78%, responded that student awareness was not sufficient.  This 

was a continuing problem that must be addressed by Tech Prep programs.  Students in 

many schools throughout Texas have no idea what a Tech Prep course is or how these 

courses can help them gain college credit.  Progress has been made but student awareness 

needs to be a priority of Tech Prep programs. 

 A positive indicator was that most administrators, consortia directors 100%, 

postsecondary administrators 29.5%, and secondary administrators 87%, believed more 

students are attending college because of Tech Prep.  These groups showed significant 

relationships between there positive responses (See Appendix C).  This success has been 

and will continue to be enhanced by the new four-year degree plans.  The four-year plans 

allow students in Tech Prep to gain Bachelor of Science degrees instead of reaching a 

terminal degree with an Associate�s degree.  Higher levels of educational attainment are a 

plus for students and for society as a whole. 

The survey used to conduct this research revealed many promoters and some 

threats to the continuation of Tech Prep. Below is an overview of each survey prompt and 

the researchers� opinion based on the data as to which issues represented promoters or 

threats to the continuation of Tech Prep at the time of this study.  Prompts 1-4 have been 

resolved and therefore are not included. 

 Prompt 5   Lack of communication between Levels is a hindrance to the   
                   continuation of Tech Prep.  Undecided 
 Prompt 6   The multiple layers of Tech Prep are a factor in the continuance of  
        Tech Prep.  Threat 
 Prompt 7   Students have the tools to transition from secondary to postsecondary  
          school and work.  Promoter 
 Prompt 8   Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission.  Promoter 
 Prompt 9   Articulated credit is effective in helping students receive college credit. 
        Promoter 
 Prompt 10 Tech Prep funds are used effectively at your level. Promoter 
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 Prompt 11 Tech Prep funds are used effectively at levels outside your level.   
         Threat 
 Prompt 12 A consortia approach is effective in administering Tech Prep.   
        Promoter          

Prompt 13 Tech Prep is well managed at your level.  Promoter 
 Prompt 14 Tech Prep is well managed at other levels.  Threat 
 Prompt 15 Student awareness of Tech Prep programs is sufficient.  Threat 
 Prompt 16 More students are attending college because of Tech Prep. Undecided 
 Prompt 17 All levels of Tech Prep support other levels effectively.  Promoter 
 Prompt 18 The four-year degree transition programs are a good idea.  Promoter 
 Prompt 19 The CATEMA system is well understood.  Threat 
 
 Overall, consortia directors and secondary administrators tended to be more 

positive in responses while postsecondary administrators� responded neutral more often 

than the 2 other groups.  Prompt 5 and 16 revealed a divided opinion by administrators 

but this could lead to the conclusion that these issues were threats because of the varied 

opinions.  Tech Prep was popular when this research was conducted, but by addressing 

the possible threats to Tech Prep continuance identified by this study Tech Prep programs 

can be improved leading to more effective use of resources and better access to program 

options by students. 

 
Research Question # 4 
 
 The objective of research question four was to compare and contrast the 

perceptions of Texas Tech Prep administrators relative to factors that would promote or 

threaten the continuance of Tech Prep programs.  The analysis of data presented in 

Appendix C acts as a reference to the following discussion of these findings.  Some 

categories of responses such as agree and strongly agree are combined for discussion 

purposes. 

 Survey prompt 5 showed a significant difference in the disagree category for the 

groups consortia/secondary ((Chi 5.78, P Value0.02).  When the disagree and strongly 
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disagree categories were combined for the consortia group the differences between 

consortia directors and secondary administrators was minimized.  There remained a 

difference between consortia directors and postsecondary administrators and between 

secondary and postsecondary in the disagree category.  The same pattern holds true when 

the agree and strongly agree categories were combined. Again there remained a 

difference between consortia directors, secondary administrators and postsecondary 

administrators. There appeared to be a difference of opinion about the effectiveness of 

communication between levels of Tech Prep and whether communication was a 

hindrance to the continuation of Tech Prep or not.  It appeared that postsecondary 

administrators believed communication was a hindrance while consortia directors and 

secondary administrators did not see communication as a hindrance. 

 The multiple layers of Tech Prep addressed by prompt 6 were examined closely  
 
because, when looking at the strongly agree responses there was not a significant 

difference to any of the groups� responses.  When the agree/strongly agree responses 

were combined the difference is much less between consortia directors and secondary 

administrators while a difference remained with these groups when compared to 

secondary administrators agree/strongly agree responses.  There was also a difference in 

the neutral response between postsecondary and secondary administrators while no 

consortia directors responded neutral.  The disagree category showed a difference in the 

postsecondary/secondary responses.  A majority of consortia directors and postsecondary 

administrators responded that the multiple layers of Tech Prep were a factor but a rather 

high percentage of all three groups also responded that the multiple layers were not a 

factor in the continuance of Tech Prep.  An interesting observation was that 44.1 % of 
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secondary administrators responded neutral.  This response factored in with the other 

responses indicated that the multiple layers may be a threat to the continuance of Tech 

Prep.  

 When asked if students have the necessary tools to transition from secondary to 

postsecondary school and work the responses were mainly agree or strongly agree for all 

groups.  Small percentages were neutral or disagree for postsecondary and secondary 

groups.  There was not significance in the postsecondary/ secondary agree category but 

when the agree and strongly agree were combined the differences between all three 

groups became much smaller.  The responses indicated that a majority of administrators 

believed students were given the necessary tools to transition from secondary education 

to postsecondary education and work and this prompt was therefore a promote. 

 Whether Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission was the prompt administrators 

were asked to respond to in number eight.  The majority of responses were positive, 

consortia directors 100%, postsecondary administrators 86.4%, secondary administrators 

76.3%.  There was no statistical significance between the agree responses for consortia 

directors and postsecondary and secondary administrators.  There was also no 

significance in the postsecondary and secondary neutral responses.  When taking into 

account the agree and strongly agree responses the differences between all three groups 

was less, because a majority of all administrators answered in one of these ways.  A small 

portion of postsecondary and secondary administrators responded neutral.  Also, a small 

percentage (19.2%) of secondary administrators responded disagree.  The responses were 

overwhelmingly positive, so the assumption was that most administrators believe Tech 

Prep was meeting its stated mission and was a promoter to the continuation of Tech Prep. 
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Articulated credit was addressed by prompt nine.  The data analysis showed that 

there was not a significant difference in the disagree responses of postsecondary and 

secondary administrators.  The percentages were low for both groups, 4.5% for 

postsecondary and 11.3% for secondary.  There was no significance in the neutral 

responses for those groups. Most administrators responded agree or strongly agree.  

There was statistical significance in the consortia/postsecondary responses.  When the 

agree/strongly agree categories were combined the difference was much less.  This led 

the researcher to believe that the majority of administrators view articulated credit as a 

promoter to the continuation of Tech Prep. 

           The effective use of Tech Prep funds addressed by prompt 10 yielded several 

significant differences.  The consortia/secondary agree ( Chi 13.92, P Value 0.00) 

responses and the consortia/secondary (Chi 5.51, P Value 0.02) strongly agree responses 

showed significant differences.  Upon closer examination the differences appeared to be 

minimized when agree and strongly agree categories were combined.  Eighty nine point 

one percent or more agreed or strongly agreed, therefore the assumption was that Tech 

Prep funds were viewed as being used effectively and this issue was a promoter for the 

continuation of Tech Prep.  

          When asked if Tech Prep funds were used effectively at levels outside their level, 

the responses became much more diverse, however, no responses showed a significant 

difference between groups.  Even with the varied responses the majority of consortia 

directors and secondary administrators agreed or strongly agreed that funds were used 

effectively at other levels.  Post secondary administrators were more diverse with 

approximately 1/3 agreed, 1/3 neutral, and 1/3 disagreed.  This, coupled with the fact that 
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27.7% or more of each of those groups responded neutral, led the researcher to view the 

use of Tech Prep funding as a threat to the continuance of Tech Prep.  

The use of a consortia approach was viewed favorably by a majority of all three 

groups.  Some postsecondary administrators (29.5%) and secondary administrators 

(4.5%) responded neutral.  Also, (16.9%) of secondary administrators responded 

disagree.  No groups showed significant differences.  The researcher was led to view the 

consortia approach as a promoter for the continuance of Tech Prep, but 20 to 30% of 

postsecondary and secondary administrators indicated through their response that further 

examination into the consortia approach to Tech Prep administration may be warranted to 

better facilitate the effectiveness of programs. 

          Whether Tech Prep was well managed at their level appeared to be a non-issue, and  

the general responses indicated that this was true.  There were two significantly different 

responses to this prompt.  The postsecondary/ secondary responses showed significance 

in the neutral (Chi 13.22, P Value 0.00), and strongly agree (Chi 11.09, P Value 0.00) 

responses.  The consortia/secondary and consortia/postsecondary agree and strongly 

agree responses were not significantly different.  Overall, the responses were favorable, 

100% of consortia directors responded agree or strongly agree, 72.7% of postsecondary, 

and 85.9% of secondary administrators responded agree or strongly agree.  An interesting 

note was that 11.4% of postsecondary and 6.2% of secondary were neutral and 15.9% of 

postsecondary and 7.9% of secondary responded disagree.  While management of Tech 

Prep funds as self-reported was a promoter, there appeared to be some who believed 

funds could be better utilized.  Additional research on that issue seems warranted. 
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When asked if funds were well managed at other levels, a companion item to 

prompt 13, the responses became much less positive.  The only groups that showed 

significant differences in responses were postsecondary/secondary neutral (Chi 9.05, P 

Value 0.00) and consortia/secondary agree (Chi 7.30, P Value 0.01) responses.  A closer 

look at the percentages showed a variety of opinions.  Consortia directors agreed or 

strongly agreed 100% but only 25% of postsecondary, and 45.8% of secondary agreed or 

strongly agreed.  A large percentage, 31.8 and 52.5 percent of postsecondary and 

secondary administrators, were neutral, while an additional 43.2% of postsecondary and 

1.7% of secondary disagreed.  That difference of opinion led the researcher to conclude 

that the management of Tech Prep funds at other levels was considered a threat to the 

continuance of Tech Prep.  The suggestion would be to take a more in-depth look at the 

management of funds at all levels. 

          Student awareness was an issue that must be addressed, as responses from the 

survey used for this study indicated. A majority (82.4%, 88.6%, and 78%) at each level 

disagreed with this prompt, which indicated student awareness was not considered a 

significant factor. There was significant differences in the consortia/secondary (Chi 6.31, 

P Value 0.01) disagree, postsecondary/secondary (Chi 13.09, P Value 0.00) agree, and 

consortia/postsecondary (Chi1.50, P Value0.00) agree categories.  The large percentages 

of administrators that disagreed led the researcher to categorize student awareness as a 

threat to the continuance of Tech Prep.  How effective can a program be if the students 

they were trying to help were not aware of the programs?  Some administrators agreed 

that awareness was acceptable, but there were significant differences between 

consortia/postsecondary and postsecondary responses. That further revealed a difference 



85 

   

of opinion between some administrators and the need to find ways to educate students 

about Tech Prep.  

          Most consortia directors and secondary administrators responded that more 

students were attending college because of Tech Prep.  The response from postsecondary 

administrators was more diverse.  Only 29.5 % agreed that more students were attending 

college because of Tech Prep, 47.7 % responded neutral, and 22.7 % disagreed.  There 

were significant differences in the consortia/ postsecondary (Chi 7.93, P Value 0.01) 

agree, and consortia/postsecondary (Chi 18.94, P Value 0.05) strongly agree responses.  

The researcher was puzzled by the postsecondary responses. The overall tendency was 

positive, but the fact that such a large group of postsecondary responses was neutral or 

disagree would tend to make this a possible threat to the continuation of Tech Prep. A 

better determination would be that this issue was undecided. 

 This next prompt tried to examine effective support between levels of Tech Prep. 

Many, 70.6 % of consortia directors, 72.7 % of postsecondary administrators, and 57.1 % 

of secondary administrators, expressed that there was effective support between levels of 

Tech Prep.  Statistically, the consortia/postsecondary (Chi 11.95, P value0.00) neutral and 

the consortia/postsecondary (Chi 4.94, P Value 0.03) agree categories revealed 

significant differences.  The large, 29.4 %, 11.4 %, and 42.9 %, neutral responses pointed 

to many administrators lack of total satisfaction with support between levels of Tech 

Prep. When neutral and disagree responses were combined, 26.9 % or more of each 

group were not sure of the effectiveness of support.  The researcher was led to label this 

issue of effective support between levels of Tech Prep as a promoter, but more study may 

be needed to improve the support between levels. 
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 The four-year degree transition programs were a good idea, according to 70.6 % 

of consortia directors, 84.1 % of postsecondary administrators and 91 % of secondary 

administrators.  An examination of statistical differences revealed significance in the 

consortia/postsecondary (Chi 18.94, P Value 0.00) neutral, postsecondary/secondary 

(Chi15.23, P Value 0.00) agree, and consortia/postsecondary (Chi 9.84, P Value 0.00) 

agree responses. All 3 groups had neutral responses, but consortia directors had a large, 

29.4 %, neutral response.  The four-year degree transition programs are clearly viewed as 

a promoter to the continuation of Tech Prep.  These were relatively new programs at the 

time of the study, but more awareness and access to these types of programs should 

enhance the appeal of Tech Prep programs in the future. 

 The lack of understanding of CATEMA (Career and Technology Education 

Management Application) was considered a threat to the continuation of Tech Prep but as 

more administrators are educated on the system the researcher believed CATEMA would 

be a strong promoter to the continuation of Tech Prep.  The postsecondary/secondary 

(Chi 13.93, P Value 0.00) agree, postsecondary/secondary (Chi 6.49, P Value 0.01) 

disagree, and the consortia/postsecondary (Chi 4.12, P Value 0.04) disagree responses 

each showed significant differences.  The wide range of responses by each group pointed 

to the fact that CATEMA was new and was not thoroughly understood by all groups at 

the time of this study.  The majority, 76.5 %, 72.7 %, and 66.1 %, of administrators were 

either neutral or disagreed with the statement that CATEMA was well understood. 

 
Conclusions 

 
 The purpose of this study was to identify the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep  
 
consortium administrators, Texas community college administrators of Tech Prep, and  
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Texas secondary career and technology administrators in relation to: (1) the impact of  
 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act legislation on the Tech Prep  
 
initiative and (2) factors that promote or threaten the continuation of Tech Prep programs.   
 
It identified factors effecting Tech Prep initiatives now and those that may impact them in  
 
the future.  To accomplish this task the researcher developed the following four research  
 
questions.  The discussion that follows was directed at answering the four research  
 
questions. 
 
1. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the impact of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 

Technical Education Act reauthorization on the Tech Prep initiative beyond the year 

2005? 

2. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas 

community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and 

technology administrators relative to the identification of major factors that may promote 

the continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 

3. What are the perceptions of Texas Tech Prep consortium administrators, Texas  
 
community college administrators of Tech Prep, and Texas secondary career and  
 
technology administrators related to the identification of major factors that threaten the  
 
continuation of Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2005? 
 
4. How do the perception of Tech Prep program administrators, community college Tech 

Prep administrators, and secondary career and technology administrators compare or 

contrast relative to the impact of reauthorization in 2006 of the Carl D. Perkins 
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Vocational and Technical Education Act on the future of the Tech Prep initiative and 

identification of major factors that may promote or threaten the continuation and 

effectiveness of Tech Prep programs? 

Research question one was settled by federal reauthorization before this research 

was completed.  However, responses from administrators yielded some interesting 

information.  Most administrators at all three levels believed the reauthorization would 

affect Tech Prep positively.  Combining Perkins Block Grant funds and Tech Prep was 

viewed negatively by consortia directors, postsecondary administrators were neutral or 

disagreed but secondary administrators varied greatly from strongly agree, agree, neutral, 

and disagree.  Most administrators did not believe President Bush would veto the 

reauthorization but some (29.4%) of consortia directors responded he would use the 

power of veto.  Almost all secondary administrators responded that there would be an 

override of any veto.  Many (41.29%) of the consortia directors responded that way as 

well.  A large portion (45.5%) of postsecondary administrators were neutral while the 

remainder (58.8%) and (54.6%) of consortia directors and postsecondary administrators 

responded that congress would not override a veto of the reauthorization of the Perkins 

legislation. 

            Research question two asked what factors may act as promoters to the 

continuation of Tech Prep beyond the year 2005.  The research identified many 

promoters.  These were: 1) the tools currently in place for student transition, 2) 

articulated credit as a means to receive college credit, 3) the use of Tech Prep funds at the 

time of the study were being used effectively, 4) the consortia approach was effective in 

the administration of Tech Prep, 5) the belief that Tech Prep was well managed at the 
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administrators� own level, 6) the four-year degree plans were a new but effective 

program.  These were considered the identified promoters in place that could lead to the 

continuation of Tech Prep far into the future.  Tech Prep administrators should focus on 

the identified promoters and strive to further enhance and improve them.  This would 

help to ensure continually improving programs and strengthen Tech Prep programs so the 

support that was expressed by congress would continue and students would further 

benefit from Tech Prep programs. 

            Tech Prep administrators must also be aware that many threats to the continuance 

of Tech Prep exist. Research question three attempted to identify threats to Tech Prep.  

The threats identified by this study were: 1) The lack of communication between levels of 

Tech Prep, 2) the multiple layers of organizational structure present in Tech Prep, 3) 

Administrators� beliefs that Tech Prep funds were not used effectively at levels of Tech 

Prep outside their own level, 4) Tech Prep outside the respondents own level was not well 

managed, 5) student awareness of Tech Prep was not sufficient, 6) more students may not 

be attending college because of Tech Prep, and 7) CATEMA (Career and Technology 

Management Application) was not well understood by all stakeholders.  Some threats 

were more prominent than others and were even viewed as promoters by some.  

Additional efforts should be made to communicate these differences.  Efforts should also 

be directed to minimize the threats identified by this study.  If the threats can be 

addressed and reduced Tech Prep would have a better chance to continue past the current 

reauthorization. 

            A careful review was undertaken to compare and contrast Tech Prep administrator 

responses as research question four proposed.  Research questions two and three 
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identified the threats and promoters, but there were also many differences in 

administrators� responses.  This research clearly indicated that Tech Prep in Texas was 

gaining momentum at the time of the study.  New tracking systems such as CATEMA 

were being implemented and support was strong at the national level.  The findings of 

this research can be used to further strengthen programs.  The differences of opinion 

between levels of Tech Prep identified by this research should be reviewed and addressed 

to enhance agreement among all levels of Tech Prep in Texas.  By addressing those 

differences and similarities Tech Prep could be improved.  This would enhance programs 

and facilitate better Tech Prep program delivery to all stakeholders.  The goal should be 

to use the results of this research to strengthen the promoters identified and lessen the 

threats by addressing those issues.  Using the identified comparisons and contrasts in 

responses between administrators would further clarify issues that may affect Tech Prep 

in the future.     

 
Recommendation 

 
For Practice 
 
      Tech Prep continues to sustain strong support in both Houses of the United States 

Congress.  The Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act, as it has now been 

renamed, extends support for vocational education through the year 2012.  At this time 

the future of vocational education appears to be assured as long as positive outcomes can 

be documented.  The theme of rigor and results resonates throughout the new bill.  

 This survey helped to identify the following suggestions for practice that may 

influence the continuation of Tech Prep now that �Perkins� has been reauthorized, to 

2012. 
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1. Programs should be required to document student awareness of Tech Prep programs    

through a required educational component in each Tech Prep classroom to address the 

responses by administrators to indicate if student awareness of Tech Prep is not 

sufficient.                          

2.  Students need to be educated on the CATEMA system and how the system can be 

used to ensure that the student receives credit in college for high school Tech Prep 

classes, as question nineteen suggests awareness of the CATEMA system is not universal 

at the time of the study. 

3. Tech Prep administrators and teachers must continue to lobby for support for Tech 

Prep as a program to prevent Tech Prep funds from being combined with other Perkins 

funds.  Many administrators were neutral or disagreed that combining Tech Prep funds 

with other Perkins funds was a good idea. 

4. Data to support positive outcomes of Tech Prep programs must be a priority to 

continue Tech Prep programs beyond the year 2012.  Administrators believed that 

articulated credit and other systems available to students were successful, but data must 

be provided to support these beliefs. 

5. A review of how Tech Prep funds are used at each level should be completed to   

ensure the most effective use of funds at each level of Tech Prep, because not all 

administrators are in agreement that Tech Prep funds are used effectively at other levels 

in the Tech Prep process. 

6.  The four-year degree program should be expanded to facilitate the acquisition of more 

Bachelor�s degrees when appropriate, as the response to survey prompt eighteen was 

strongly in favor of these types of programs. 
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7. The perceived lack of communication between levels of Tech Prep must be addressed 

to improve the effectiveness of Tech Prep in meeting its stated goals.  Some 

administrators expressed that a lack of communication existed between the layers of Tech 

Prep in Texas. 

 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 
             Based on the findings of the study the following recommendations for future 

research are suggested. 

1. Replicate the study using Tech Prep business and industry partners to create a broader 

understanding of Tech Prep programs. 

2. Replicate the study using students who have participated in Tech Prep programs.  

3. Conduct a national study using the same or similar survey to gain a broader 

understanding of Tech Prep on a national level. 

4. Conduct a qualitative study or a cross-section of Tech Prep programs at each level of 

Tech Prep. 

5. Conduct a study to examine the cause and effect of Tech Prep administrators being 

overwhelmingly female. 

6. Conduct a study using factor analysis emphasizing new emerging factors.  

7. Conduct a study to examine the strong support of Perkins legislation relative to Tech 

Prep and how to sustain this support into the future. 

8. Conduct a study to examine the Career and Technology Education Management 

Application (CATEMA) system�s implementation, effectiveness, and stakeholder usage. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Consent Letter 
 

Rick Ertell 
9110 Timberwood 

Richwood, TX 77531 
rertell@hotmail.com 

 
(DATE) 
 
(NAME) 
(ADDRESS) 
(CITY, STATE, AND ZIP)  
 
DEAR (NAME) 
 
I am a doctoral candidate at Baylor University in the Scholars of Practice Program in 
Educational Administration. I am conducting research in Tech Prep. My dissertation 
includes a survey to investigate through research Tech Prep administrator�s views at the 
consortia, postsecondary, and secondary levels in Texas. Responses will help to identify 
current perceptions at each level and allow the researcher to compare and contrast 
responses between levels. Your professional contributions have had a prominent impact 
on the Tech Prep initiative and your participation is valuable in this study. 
 
The attached survey used for this study was designed to collect information about Tech 
Prep including demographic data that will be used in data analysis, along with nineteen 
research questions. Your responses will remain as anonymous as possible. As you may be 
aware, e-mail communication may be subject to interception, legally by your employer, 
or illegally by another party, while the information is in transit. Therefore it is possible 
that another party might see your information and I cannot control whether that happens. 
However, be assured that once your information is received, it will be protected by the 
researcher in secured computer files throughout the survey and ensuing publication of  
this research. There will be no physical risks to you at any time during this research 
project. The research project will be conducted through online correspondence. The 
survey and responses will be transmitted via e-mail using personal desktop computers. 
An optional regular mail response will be offered to those who desire not to us e-mail. I 
suggest that you print the survey, fill in the answers by hand, remove information from 
the headers, etc, that identifies you as the respondent and mail the completed survey to 
the following address: Rick Ertell, 9110 Timberwood, Richwood, Texas 77531. Please 
provide one response to each of the nineteen research questions using the Likert scale 
below each question in the survey. It will take approximately 20 minutes to complete the 
online survey. 
Thank you for taking time to participate in this research project. Although participation in 
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this study is voluntary, and you may refrain from answering any or all questions without 
penalty, your contributions to this project will help practitioners, educators, and policy 
makers to enhance future implementation and facilitation of Tech Prep programs. Please 
return your completed survey by e-mail within 10 days. My e-mail address is 
rertell@hotmail.com. If you have further questions concerning this research project you 
may contact me at 979-709-1440 or my faculty advisor at Baylor University, Dr. Weldon 
Beckner at 254-710-6100. In addition, any inquires regarding the nature of this research 
and the rights of participants may be directed to the Baylor University Committee for the 
protection of Human Subjects in Research. The chairman is Professor, Matthew S. 
Stanford, Department of Psychology and Neurosciences, One Bear Place # 97334, Waco, 
Texas 77798. Professor Stanford may also be reached at 254-710-2811(M-Th) or 254-
710-2961(F). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Rick Ertell 
Ed.D. Candidate 
Baylor University 
 
Attachment 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Identification of Factors that will Influence the Role of Tech Prep beyond the year 
2005 (Electronic Survey) 

 
 

Survey Data 
 
 

Survey Procedures 
 
Your responses should reflect your expertise and knowledge applicable to Tech 
Prep as a tool for educational reform on both the state and national level. Please 
provide at least three (3) clear and concise answers to each of the questions/prompts 
listed below. 
 

Demographics 
 

 
1. Professional Title: 
 

 
2. Highest degree earned: 
 

 
3. Gender: 
 

 
4. Employment Affiliations (Example: Secondary, Postsecondary, business, 

government): 
 

Other (Please specify): _______________________________________ 
 
 

5. Years of experience in the field of education: 
 

 
6. Name of Tech Prep Consortium: 
 

 
7. Region: 

 
8. Specify your professional contributions to the Tech Prep initiative 

(Example: Publications, professional presentations, Etc.) 
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A. 
  
 B. 
 
 C. 
 
 D. 

 
Survey Questions/ Prompts 

 
 

1. The current reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical 
Education Act will influence Tech Prep programs in Texas in a positive fashion. 

 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

2. Combining Perkins Block Grant funds and Tech Prep funding into one funding 
stream will have a positive impact on Tech Prep in Texas. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

3. President Bush will probably veto the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational and Technical Education Act. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

4. If President Bush vetoes the reauthorization of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Technical Education Act, congress will probably over ride his veto. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

5. The lack of communication between Tech Prep stakeholders at the consortium, 
postsecondary, and secondary level is a hindrance to the continuation of Tech 
Prep. 

Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 
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6. The multiple layers of the current organizational structure of Tech Prep are a 
factor in the continuance of Tech Prep. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

7. Students have the necessary tools for, example career pathways, available to 
foster a seamless transition from secondary to postsecondary school and work. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

8. Tech Prep is meeting its stated mission. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

9. Articulated credit is effective in helping student receive college credit. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

10. Tech Prep funds are used effectively at your level. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

11. Tech Prep funds are used effectively at levels outside your level. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

12. A consortia approach is effective in administering Tech Prep. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 
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13. Tech Prep is well managed at your level. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

14. Tech Prep is well managed at other levels. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

15. Student awareness of tech Prep programs is sufficient. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

16. More students are attending college because of Tech Prep. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

17. All levels of Tech prep support other levels effectively. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

18. The new four-year degree transition programs are a good idea. 
 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 

             
 
 

19. The CATEMA system of tracking student progress in Tech Prep is well 
understood by all stakeholders. 

 
Strongly Agree  Agree  Neutral   Disagree  Strongly Disagree 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

SPSS Transported To Excel 
Question Comparison 
Group Comparisons 

 
C = Consortia Director 
S = Secondary Administrators 
P = Postsecondary Administrators  
Example: CS is Consortia/Secondary  
Significant Difference Level 0.05 
Items with no responses are not reported  
  

Questions 

Values according to SPSS  
 
 
                Chi             P Value Significant 

Question 1 CP Agree 62.31 0.40 No 
Question 1 CS Agree 18.33 0.18 No 
Question 1 PS Agree 89.48 0.56 No 
   
Question 2 CP Disagree 23.82  1.06 No 
Question 2 CS Disagree 4.77 0.03 Yes 
Question 2 PS Disagree 20.94 4.75 No 
Question 2 PS Neutral 73.65 0.51 No 
Question 2 CP Strongly Disagree 5.00 0.03 Yes 
Question 3 PS Disagree 5.46 0.02 Yes 
Question 3 PS Neutral 29.89 4.57 No 
Question 3 PS Strongly Disagree 6.70 0.01 Yes 
   
Question 4 CP Strongly Disagree 17.51 2.86 No 
Question 4 PS Neutral 337.62 2.11 No 
Question 4 CP Disagree 4.66 0.03 Yes 
Question 4 CS Agree 11.81 0.00 Yes 
   
Question 5 PS Disagree 135.47 2.61 No 
Question 5 CS Disagree 5.78 0.02 Yes 
Question 5 CP Disagree 17.51 2.96 No 
Question 5 PS Agree 4.11 0.04 Yes 
Question 5 CS Agree 125.10 0.97 No 
Question 5 CP Agree 24.38 0.22 No 
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Question 6 PS Strongly Agree 125.10 4.83 No 
Question 6 CS Strongly Agree 239.02 6.42 No 
Question 6 CP Strongly Agree 18.94 1.35 No 
Question 6 PS Neutral 107.61 3.27 No 
Question 6 PS Disagree 12.89 0.00 Yes 
Question 6 CS Disagree 8.33 0.54 No 
Question 6 CP Disagree 32.24 0.12 No 
Question 6 PS Agree 97.52 5.33 No 
Question 6 CS Agree 16.82 4.11 No 
Question 6 CP Agree 2.17 0.07 No 
   
 
Question 7 CP Strongly Agree 86.93 0.72 No 
Question 7 PS Agree 34.12 5.12 No 
Question 7 CS Agree 66.82 0.56 No 
Question 7 CP Agree 24.47 0.10 No 
   
Question 8 PS Neutral 47.52 5.44 No 
Question 8 PS Agree 56.94 .46 No 
Question 8 CS Agree 15.18 9.76 No 
Question 8 CP Agree 15.65 7.59 No 
   
Question 9 PS Disagree 31.30 0.27 No 
Question 9 PS Neutral 108.91 0.97 No 
Question 9 PS Agree 24.13 0.08 No 
Question 9 CS Agree 10.03 0.00 No 
Question 9 CP Agree 15.66 0.00 Yes 
Question 9 CS Strongly Agree 44.10 0.44 No 
   
Question 10 PS Agree 20.70 0.14 No 
Question 10 PS Neutral 100.75 0.97 No 
Question 10 CS Agree 13.92 0.00 Yes 
Question 10 CP Agree 42.55 0.00 No 
Question 10 CS Strongly Agree 5.51 0.02 Yes 
   
Question 11 PS Disagree 113.73 1.49 No 
Question 11 PS Neutral 165.75 7.97 No 
Question 11 CS Neutral 83.64 0.81 No 
Question 11 CP Neutral 101.80 0.99 No 
Question 11 PS Agree 78.66 0.81 No 
Question 11 CS Agree 70.43 0.78 No 
Question 11 CP Agree 99.80 0.92 No 
Question 11 CS Strongly Agree 27.83 0.06 No 
   
Question 12 PS Neutral 165.27 0.00 No 
Question 12 PS Agree 89.11 0.90 No 
Question 12 CS Strongly Agree 132.70 1.52 No 
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Question 13 PS Neutral 13.22 0.00 Yes 
Question 13 PS Disagree 17.92 2.30 No 
Question 13 PS Agree 69.02 0.49 No 
Question 13 CS Agree 48.23 0.46 No 
Question 13 CP Agree 46.36 0.31 No 
Question 13 PS Strongly Agree 11.09 0.00 Yes 
Question 13 CS Strongly Agree 86.41 0.67 No 
Question 13 CP Strongly Agree 135.11 1.50 No 
   
Question 14 PS Agree 33.79 0.20 No 
Question 14 PS Neutral 9.05 0.00 Yes 
Question 14 PS Disagree 828.72 2.76 No 
Question 14 CP Agree 7.30 0.01 Yes 
Question 14 CS Strongly Agree 64.73 0.40 No 
   
Question 15 PS Strongly Disagree 31.43 0.28 No 
Question 15 PS Disagree 71.66 0.51 No 
Question 15 CS Disagree 6.31 0.01 Yes 
Question 15 CP Disagree 20.53 0.07 No 
Question 15 PS Agree 13.09 0.00 Yes 
Question 15 CS Agree 23.55 0.17 No 
Question 15 CP Agree 1.50 0.00 Yes 
   
Question 16 PS Neutral 65.55 0.41 No 
Question 16 PS Agree 23.58 0.12 No 
Question 16 CS Agree 93.48 0.96 No 
Question 16 CP Agree 7.93 0.01 Yes 
Question 16 CP Strongly Agree 18.94 0.05 Yes 
   
Question 17 PS Neutral 72.00 0.43 No 
Question 17 CS Neutral 22.76 0.13 No 
Question 17 CP Neutral 11.95 0.00 Yes 
Question 17 PS Agree 40.84 0.39 No 
Question 17 CS Agree 19.76 0.06 No 
Question 17 CP Agree 4.94 0.03 Yes 
Question 17 CP Strongly Agree 41.32 0.36 No 
   
Question 18 PS Neutral 105.64 0.97 No 
Question 18 CS Neutral 24.21 0.20 No 
Question 18 CP Neutral 18.94 0.00 Yes 
Question 18 PS Agree 15.23 0.00 Yes 
Question 18 CS Agree 42.50 0.38 No 
Question 18 CP Agree 9.84 0.00 Yes 
Question 18 CS Strongly Agree 28.62 0.26 No 
   
Question 19 PS Agree 13.93 0.00 Yes 
Question 19 PS Disagree 6.49 0.01 Yes 
Question 19 CS Disagree 84.63 0.57 No 
Question 19 CP Disagree 4.12 0.04 Yes 
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