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Abstract

This study examined differences in the awareness, use, andvpdrdgipact of
educators, employers, and workforce training providersatowskills standards
implementation in the State of lllinois. Group differenwese revealed on the use of
skills standards, with educators displaying significartigher levels of use than
employers or workforce training providers. Group differencesevedso evident on
the perceived impact of skills standards; wherein, educatatsaarkforce training
providers were more likely than employers to perceive an impadtcydarly with
respect to career and technical education (CTE) and privet&s human resource
functions. The results indicated relatively limited engageragemployers in skills
standards, despite their support and encouragement adbheational community to
engage in implementation.

I ntroduction

Eager to improve the quality of the workforce and enhance edonom
competitiveness, state officials in Illinois supported thevelopment of skills
standards even prior to the formation of the federal goversnbiational Skill
Standards Board (NSSB) in 1994. In the mid-1990s to €20Q0s, the lllinois
Occupational Skill Standards and Credentialing Council (IG§(@propriated over
$5 million in state funding to develop standards in numeeroccupational fields.
This study examined skills standards to identify the difiees in awareness, use,
and perceived impact by three key stakeholder groups, includingateds,
employers, and workforce training providers. Additionally considered the
implications of the findings for implementation of prams of study under the 2006
federal Carl D. Perkins CTE legislation. The perspectiveshef groups were
particularly important because they represent constituencies referienstede and
federal policy as central to CTE program implementation.
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The National Skills Standar ds M ovement

During the 1980s, policymakers on both sides of theeadsllled for
strengthened relationships between school and work (Dykm&®).18lumerous
reports recommended improving the nation’s educational systg@mepare students
for a globally competitive workforce (e.g., Commission the Skills of the
American Workforce, 1990). Similar to the Secretary’s Commissin Achieving
Necessary Skills (SCANS, 1991; Whetzel, 1992), this Cosiansadvocated for a
new system of education that would institute policiesicttires, and processes by
strengthening connections between education and business. Buothissions
concluded that a lack of standards addressing academic and occupsititisal
achievement was detrimental to preparing students for employimemmparison to
other nations, the U.S. lacked a cohesive system of staruta@tsy level. The U.S.
Department of Labor strongly favored the implementationskifls standards,
suggesting it would be impossible to prepare a technicatferoe or improve the
economy without their widespread adoption (Wills, 1995).

Following rancorous debate over the role government shalald in skills
standards, business representation, and the impact of staoddriisig women and
minorities (Kincheloe, 1999), Congress passed Thk V: The National Skill
Standards Act of 199% establish the National Skills Standards Board (NSSEg. T
primary role of the NSSB was to encourage, promote, anst #sshe development
and adoption of a national system of voluntary occupatidtiié standards (P.L.
103-227, Title V, National Skill Standards Act, 199An underlying theme of the
legislation authorizing the NSSB was to engage various stalezhgtoups in the
implementation of a voluntary skills standards systemth weollaborative
relationships between education and business being an integnabnent (NSSB,
2001; Wills, 1997). From the time the NSSB was estadisloccupational skills
standards were perceived as a way to support states, indystyps, and
professional associations to prepare students and workerthdomodern and
increasingly globalized workplace. The National Skill Standards iAcluded a
provision for the sunset of the NSSB five years fromiriteption, but the NSSB
continued until 2003. When active, the NSSB website claiméave “collected and
organized the most comprehensive database of Industry credentdiasrafications
in existence today” (n.d.).

The NSSB also attempted to establish common language abdlst ski
standards, although confusion remains. Terms such as “skdisdards” and
“occupational skills standards” continue to be used interchangdadn this study,
the term “skills standards” is used in its broadest senseetmedworkplace
performance, including all aspects of employment that are desihrthtough
collaborative efforts of states, schools and colleges, busamessdustry, and other
governmental or professional organizations. They reflect amtation towards job
performance that includes occupational-technical, employability, acatiemic
performance. Occupational skills standards define what wotk Ise performed,
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how it will be measured, and how well it should be compleiaployability skills,
sometimes called soft skills, refer to the general aspects riflvatmavior that apply
to many occupations, often emphasizing personal qualities (Gden&\Desrochers,
2001). Academic skills are associated with learning standaefisiring to the
knowledge and skills students are expected to possess relato@et academic
subject matter such as mathematics, English, and science. Acadéiisicae
particularly crucial for K-12 education, but also across thecathn spectrum
because the changing nature of the workplace drives the neediniguabe,
mathematics, and scientific literacy. Increasingly, occupationgbogmability, and
academic skills are recognized as essential to students’ fuiocesses, whether
students progress to college or work (ACT, 2006).

Tucker (2007), a longstanding advocate for standards, recahechen
measuring student performance against widely accepted standasdmtaglswith
academics and occupations. The push for standards-based educatiosedf
primarily on core academics, aligns with No Child Left BehiNECLB). Generally,
standards are expected to clarify what knowledge and skillddsheutaught and
guide the measurement of student competence (Darling-Hammo@dl). 20nder
NCLB, the measurement of student progress on meeting staniti@odigh testing
has been raised to a new level of importance because of threegsselationship
between student progress towards meeting standards and thevexffesdi of the
educational system. Federal legislation, whether NCLB or #re [ Perkins CTE
Act, encourages the alignment of curriculum with standatdalsb rewards and
sanctions student performance. Policymakers, educators, engplagdrmany others
view standards as crucial to not only holding schools accdentalt to aligning
education and workforce training systems with employers dmed dconomy
(Ganzglass, Simon, Mazzeo, & Conklin, 2002).

State Skills Standards | nitiatives

In the early 1990s, prior to the initiation of the NSSH|ls (1993) reported
that 34 states used their funds to develop skills standEndse state initiatives were
conducted in association with CTE curriculum development, mgnigom a level of
$3,000 to $20,000 per occupational cluster. Approximate® 05 the states also
funded the ongoing maintenance and revision of skills stasdard related task
lists. The Institute for Educational Leadership documented oappately 700
committees using industry volunteers to assist states, amat 460 professional
societies and business and industry associations that proomoiesiied skill-based
credentials. Potential users of state level skills standardsedemators, employers,
and workforce training providers such as those who directerkidfce Investment
Act (WIA) grants. Even with these many and varied state iividiat Wills (1995)
noted sizable gaps in implementation across the 50 states andupation within
states, with no one set of skills standards used by akstaecause of the variability
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nationally, the study pointed to the need for state lewalie$ of skills standards
implementation.

Of all 50 states, lllinois was particularly active in purnguiskills standards
(Rahn, O’'Driscoll, & Hudecki, 1999). In 1992, a coupleyehrs prior to the start of
the NSSB, skills standards were added to lllinois’ pddfoff academic (learning)
standards. In that year, the lllinois legislature passed theupatonal Skill
Standards Act (Public Act 87-1210 or P.A. 87-1210) edhinlg the I0OSSCC, and
appropriating substantial state funding to implement thraeapy purposes: (a) to
recognize and develop skills standards and credentialing systents market and
promote their use in the private sector, and (c) to work wi#lte councils and
agencies to promote the application of standards and credefiti@slOSSCC's
vision was “to have [a] statewide system of industry-defiaed recognized skills
standards and credentials for all major skilled occupations ghatide strong
employment and earning opportunities in lllinois” (2000, 4). The I0SSCC
members were to play a major leadership and coordinationinr@stablishing and
marketing the system for use in hiring, training, andmmiing employees. The
IOSSCC endorsed skills standards and credentialing sydtenmcupations that
included: (a) requiring basic workplace skills and technicalitrgjr(b) providing a
large number of jobs with either moderate or high earnings(@rproviding career
advancement in related occupations with moderate or high earnings.

lllinois statute specified the lllinois State Board of Edwat{ISBE) as the
sole administering agency of the federal Carl D. Perkins CTiEld¢éign and charged
the ISBE with developing a system of core standards andunesasf performance
for CTE programs. Public Act 87-1210 addressed occupatikiléd in education
and employment by establishing a nine-member panel compdsegpresentatives
from business and industry, with five members appointethé Governor and four
by the State Superintendent of Education. Public Act 87-aiDspecified that the
ISBE establish statewide academic, technical, and employabilitg skandards;
establish a credentialing system for certifying the qualificatiof individuals on
these standards; publish the standards regularly to prohmatevbluntary use; and
coordinate the development of skills standards and credentsjstgms with those
of other states to promote consistency and increase employnmotuyties for
students.

According to Rahn et al. (1999), lllinois was unusuallyitazhte about using
business, industry, and labor in the identification, v&ation, and implementation of
skills standards and credentialing systems, designatingdassand industry to lead
the standard-setting process. The state’'s economy was graou@ed!ioccupational
categories (e.g., agriculture and natural resources, construstiergy and utilities)
that aligned closely, but not identically, with the categoofethe NSSB. Similar to
the NSSB’'s process, the IOSSCC created an industry subkoiancieach
occupational category that acted as a voluntary partnership chaithecbnceiving
how skills standards benefit multiple stakeholder groupsldble 1, uses of skills
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standards are attributed to educators, employers, and stagelmgorkers based on
the IOSSCC (2004).

Table 1
Benefits of Skills Standards Attributed to Educsit@mployers, and Students
and Workers

Stakeholder
Group Benefits of Skills Standards

Educators Keep abreast of a rapidly changing workplace.

Contribute to curriculum and program development.

Provide students with better career advice.

Communicate with parents because educators have up-to-date
information about industry needs.

Strengthen the relationship between schools and local
businesses.

PObdPE

o

Employers 1. Focus the investment in training and reduce training costs.
Boost quality and productivity and create a more flexible
workforce.

Improve employee retention.

Improve supplier performance.

Enlarge the pool of skilled workers.

Bla ko

Students and Help workers make better decisions about training they need to

Workers advance in their careers.

Allow workers to communicate better to employers about what

they know and can do.

3. Improve long-term employability by helping workers move
easier among work roles.

4. Enable workers to help their children make effective academic
and career and technical education (CTE) decisions.

n

Source: lllinois Occupational Skills Standards @rddentialing Council (2004)

According to the state’s specifications, educators are expectes tihe skills
standards to develop education and training programs aligitedh& workplace,
advise students and parents about these programs, and encaladigaships
between schools and businesses. Employers are expectedtie skédls standards
to enhance employee training, productivity, and retentioncegate a larger impact
on suppliers and the labor force. Students and parents aetexo use the skills
standards to make better decisions about education, trainishgaager preparation
and retention. Additionally, the skills standards are irednid empower employees
to communicate their skills and employment situations.
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Skills Standar ds and Human Capital Theory

Gray and Herr (1998) pointed out the relevance of skills atasdapplied to
CTE curriculum to build a competent workforce, arguing thatkforce education
and training is predicated on the theory of human capital tmegg. Specifically,
human capital investment theory predicts that individuals doyd,extension,
employers who invest in human capital through investmeatlircation and training
are more productive (i.e., produce high quality goodssamdices more rapidly at
lower cost) and, therefore, generate more revenue (i.e., safamydfeiduals and
profit for private firms) than when investment in human s limited or missing.
Human capital investment theory has particular relevance totthdy because it
may be associated with the stakeholder groups’ awarenessllsfsskndards and
with decisions to use them or recognize their impact. Itsskiandards encourage
investment in education and workforce training and enhancectimpeatencies of
students and graduates who seek employment, and are viewed abyskek
stakeholders, then skills standards may offer a useful mechdar enhancing the
economy. Stakeholders who associate skills standards with hzapaal investment
may value and attribute greater impact to their use. Conyessakeholders who are
not aware of skills standards, or who know about thenfidilltb recognize standards
as making a valuable contribution to human capital investmeayt, mat attribute a
positive impact to their use.

However, while it is possible that skills standards are assuciwith human
capital investment, information that guides decisions abomiahucapital and the
labor force is imperfect, therefore, making it difficult faalssholders to observe
specific benefits. Tangible evidence of impact is difficult dizcern, possibly
explaining why the interest in skills standards of the N$®B other groups has
shifted to the role of education in credentialing. Signatimgory (Spence, 2002)
suggested that an individual’s ability to perform in thekptace is largely obscured
from employers and, consequently, unobservable. As a resiitpyers seek cues or
signals to inform them that individuals possess the ghligitperform a job and be
productive in the workplace. According to this theory,sitpossible that skills
standards, operating through credentials, signal competencynpgtoyers. Thus,
signaling theory may offer a plausible rationale why enmgisy(and other
stakeholders) value and use skills standards, and believe thé taluable in
matching graduates’ standards-based education to employment.

Extant research presents a mixed picture regarding whetherstkitidards are
recognized by stakeholders as valuable. Numerous scholarsapostiué value
educators and employers should attribute to skills standasdsver, little is known
about whether these groups use them or attribute value taigein a tangible way.
Bailey and Merritt (1995) suggested that skills standardeflieemployers by
helping them identify qualified workers, reduce the costsaséening applicants,
support new employee recruitment, and improve the public pesoepfi their
businesses. Similarly, Spill (2002) claimed that skilendards enhance employers’
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communication of knowledge and skills requirements to new iacdmbent
employees, and reduce costs and risks associated with the dnidngromotion of
employees. Employees and students benefit by being able to mfzkendd
investments in education and training, and they are bettdigpesi to communicate
knowledge and skills requirements to employers. Public ageac@scommunity
groups such as workforce training providers funded by\h% benefit by becoming
involved, enhancing workforce training programs, and enhaneiodkforce and
economic development. Expressing a similar view as Bailey andittigr995),
Carnevale and Desrochers (2001) endorsed the use of stan@afolspance-based
assessments, and industry-based certifications. They sugdestddiling to adopt
academic and occupational skills would leave students with inagecprapetencies
to perform in future education or jobs.

Bunn and Stewart (1998) expressed optimism for the uskiltsf standards by
various stakeholder groups, suggesting businesses benefirigyskills standards to
stimulate employees’ career advancement opportunities. Educatefi bgnusing
them to design training and facilitate linkages with complemgrtéiatives aimed
at workforce skills enhancement. Moreover, educators who adapgecoantent to
address academic and occupational skills standards benefit by pgegeaduates
for productive employment. Speculating on the potential impaskills standards
on CTE, Bunn and Stewart described six themes: (a) improveumanication
between education and business and industry, (b) improvedmelewof curriculum
content, (c) improved teaching and learning processes, (d) enheoceédctions
between school and employment for graduates, (e) better prepatryeeeel
workers, and (f) improved accountability. Faulkner (2002)eadthat skills standards
communicate the skill requirements of frontline workers ighhperformance
environments without ambiguity, serving as a means of besudtimy the very best
education and training.

Representing one of only a handful of studies of skiltandards
implementation, Aragon, Woo, and Marvel (2004) investigad@direness and
implementation of industry-based skills standards usimgtenally representative
sample of community college deans. Data were collected across 1(pGgEm
areas, with findings showing that 75.7% of the dearegiated skills standards into
their curriculum. The highest level of integration was ennrfacturing, construction,
automotive, and health; national industry-based standards predeminant over
state level standards. Many community colleges tied certificati@kills standards,
particularly in health occupations, but a college degree orrdgplemained the most
common form of credentialing. However, the results of Aragfoal. contrasted with
earlier studies by Haimson and Hulsey (1999), HoachlandeiRahd (1994), and
Dykman (1996) who examined employer perspectives toward stalfglards. These
studies concluded that skills standards faced considerablesrajed] in winning
respect among employers. In particular, Haimson and Hulse@)¥89ealed that
employers were neither familiar with the standards nor digl #hhow strong support
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for them. They concluded that most employers place littlgphasis on skills
standards with only the most highly committed adoptingnt. Questions with
respect to the utility and impact of skills standards pertgitd employers remain
unanswered, with little empirical investigation on skilBnstards implementation.

Pur pose of the Study

At a time when the U.S. is engaged in implementation of @TiEsponse to
the federal Carl D. Perkins CTE legislation of 2006, thisly provides insight into
the experiences of one state that emphasized skills standaedstutly sought to
document the State of lllinois’ skills standards initiativem the vantage point of
three stakeholder groups identified by state level legislaliba.research examined
the awareness, use, and perceived impact of skills standardsa(statational) by
three stakeholder groups: educators, employers, and public-sectdorce training
providers funded by WIA. The three research questions thigeduhe study
included: (a) Are there differences in awareness of lllinoislissktandards and
national skills standards by employers, educators, and woekfmaining providers?
(b) Are there differences in use of lllinois’ skills stardfarand national skills
standards by employers, educators, and workforce trainingdpre? and (c) Are
there differences in perceptions of the impact of Illindidls standards and national
skills standards by employers, educators, and workforcengagimoviders? Knowing
the perspectives of these three stakeholder groups may @riogights into skills
standards and vyield implications for future implementatibrthe federal Carl D.
Perkins CTE legislation.

M ethodology

The data were derived from a research study solicited by therGmis
Office of the State of lllinois. A mixed method, concurrgnglitative-quantitative
design (Creswell, 2005) was used with the predominant mdihiod a structured e-
mail and fax survey to assess awareness, use, and perceived imhEkitso
standards by selected stakeholder groups. The mixed methgd déeived for the
collection of quantitative data collected using open-ended telepinterviews and
document review, including content analysis of websites andbaséd materials.
State agency officials were interviewed using a semi-structuretbcpip and
document reviews were conducted prior to, during, and afterstirvey was
completed to deepen understanding of the results and proppkeations for policy
and practice. In addition to interviewing state level admetise personnel from the
lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE), the lllinoiso@munity College Board
(ICCB), and the Department of Commerce and Economic Oppgrt(RiCEO),
officials from six other states identified by state staffpaers of lllinois, were
interviewed about skills standards implementation usingnai-structured protocol.
Further, NSSB employees and other experts regarding ghkitidezds (e.g., scholars,
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policy analysts) were interviewed by telephone, comparingolli approach to
skills standards implementation and gathering input imointerpretation of survey
results.

Sample

A sample comprised of employers, educators, and local prowiflarsrkforce
training was chosen. The sampling frame for the employ@mrpgwas derived from
the Governor’s Office of the State of Illinois, includiamployers who had previous
involvement in lllinois’ skills standards initiative,ugplemented with lists of
employers identified as Fortune 500 firms or associated @G programs offered
by lllinois community colleges. The research team worked thredgth the ICCB
and cooperatively with several lllinois industry groupsototain a broad-based
representation of employers. The respondents were employadmanhresources
units and perceived to have sufficient knowledge of emplokile o respond to
guestions regarding skills standards implementation. Tieagor group, divided
evenly between secondary and postsecondary, included all irelsvidhio attended
one of three regional workshops pertaining to federal CaRddkins CTE funding,
and they were asked to respond to questions about skitidastls implementation.
The third group, workforce training providers, includece tkotal group of
professionals employed by the lllinois Department of Empleyt Security (IDES)
Local Workforce Investment Areas as well as IDES Rapid RespAgsacies.
These administrators had responsibility for workforce imginservices and
employment associated with WIA.

The total number of persons surveyed was 538; 156 perssponded
yielding a response rate slightly under 30%. A response aecalculated for each
subgroup because the rate differed substantially by grdwweducator group had a
response rate of 58%, the workforce training provider gtwagh a 39% response
rate, and the employer group showed a response rate of 15¥esidondents were
selected randomly as recommended by Dillman (2007) to deterromesponse
bias. A total of 30 nonrespondents, 10 representing eaxip,gwas contacted via
telephone and administered an abbreviated version of the sénaymparison of
responses revealed no significant differences between this grnodiprelevant
subgroups.

I nstrumentation

Alternative versions of the survey instrument were develdyyetthe research
team for data collection via e-mail and fax. Named Hheois Skill Standards
Survey,the instrument was reviewed for content validity by a paneéxgferts
associated with the IOSSCC and business and industry, atedofticials of the
ISBE, ICCB, and IDES. Researchers with expertise pertainisgills standards also
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commented on the instrument. A relatively small numbemdividuals similar to
members of the sample participated in a pilot test to estieigbility.

The lllinois Skill Standards Survey was a comprehensivieuiment that
contained four sections. In section one on awareness and @sespiondents were
requested to respond yes or no as to whether they were awaetiafal skills
standards, whether their organization was using nationals sgidndards, and
whether they were aware of lllinois skills standards. Natioskills standards
referred to industry-based skills standards that were facilimtesipported by the
NSSB, recognizing that the NSSB did not have authoritydodate skills standards
(NSSB, 2001). The respondents who were aware of nationalastisndere asked
whether they were using any of 42 skills standards developegcognized by the
state because of their identification with the NSSB. Sectioratatelisted 25 items
identified as tasks that use skills standards, and responglergsasked to indicate
their level of use on a 5-point scale. Examples of the tasksleveloping learning
objectives, developing training programs, and communicatisinbss expectations
to students or employers. These items were drawn fromtliteréghat advanced a
rationale for skills standards, particularly IOSSCC (2089 Rahn et al. (1999).
The rating scale was quantified such that 1 indicatdused 2 indicatedseldom
used(associated with use of the task 25% or less of the tBriejjicatedsomewhat
seldom usedassociated with 26-50% of the time), 4 indicadethewhat often used
(51-75% of the time), and 5 indicataaften used(76-100% of the time). The
respondents could also respondt applicable (N/A). In addition, respondents
selected from a list the ways they became familiar with skibsidards and the
organizations responsible for familiarizing them.

Section three contained statements of perceived impact of skiligasts,
divided into statements associated with business impact and acdddocational)
impact. These items were consistent with the notion of signhaind credentialing
(Spence, 2002), and more specifically reflected the perspectivesaitdy Band
Merritt (1995), Bunn and Stewart (1998), Spill (2002)d others with respect to
potential benefits and impact. The respondents were instructeghtdo these
statements on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 fomgtyodisagree to 5 for
strongly agree, with a mid-point of undecided. To assesmtinal consistency of
the impact scales, Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was aséthqc for both the
business and academic impact statements; the business impacerstisitbad an
estimated internal consistency of .95 and the academic impaanetasehad an
estimated internal consistency of .89. Section four addredsmdrespondents’
backgrounds including job and position title, size andetypf employing
organization, and primary function of the employer. For g functions, the
respondents were given a list of 21 business and industsgeclareas, such as
construction, information technology, and manufacturing.
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Data Collection and Analysis

The data were collected using e-mail or fax depending uppomdsnt access
to various Internet-based technology. Each time the respondergscontacted, the
survey was sent as a file attached to an electronic or fax cotesr fgbviding the
respondents two different forms of the survey. The decisiarse e-mail and fax to
conduct the survey was made because some schools and busierespsrceived
to lack the technological capability to complete an online survey.

Chi-square was used to determine if the groups differeti@mawareness and
use items as reported by either dichotomous yes or no respdrige business and
academic impact statements were analyzed by stakeholder groupdesargptive
statistics and analysis of variance to determine differences begregos. Tukey's
post hoc comparison tests were performed wiervalues were statistically
significant. For ease of interpretation, the statements regandm@nd impact were
displayed according to their ranking from highest to loviesthe employer group,
then educators, followed by workforce training providersalative data were
analyzed for themes and patterns to better describe and intdrprguantitative
survey results.

Findings
Awar eness and Use of Skills Standar ds

The findings show differences in awareness, use, and perégipadt of state
and national skills standards, including numerous tasksriiting differences in use
of skills standards by the employer, educator, and workftra@i@ing provider
groups. At least 75.0% of all three stakeholder groups aeeere of lllinois skills
standards, with 91.9% of educators, 85.7% of employers,7ari® of workforce
training providers indicating awareness of the standards (sde ZapbHowever,
differences were evident between stakeholder groups on awarenes®oélrskills
standards as indicated by a significafftof 14.19,p = .001. A much smaller
percentage of employers (57.1%) indicated awareness of nationdarstanas
compared to educators (86.7%) and workforce training prov{dér§%).

The examination of awareness of skills standards by stakehgloep
indicated that more employers were aware of state standard%c}j8ban national
standards (57.1%); whereas, the percentage of educators andreerikiining
providers indicating awareness of state and national standardsmiias (91.9% for
state standards and 86.7% for national standards for educafo@8p for state
standards and 78.6% for national standards for workfoeiririg providers). The
interviews revealed that employers attributed awareness of stalglards rather
narrowly, to involvement with state agencies and local educg#iners. By
contrast, educators and workforce training providers learnedt alidls standards
through a multitude of mechanisms, including their relatiggsswith local education
partners and employers as well as through mailings and serspansored by state
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agencies. Having a greater number and more diverse informationaamsok may
have contributed to greater awareness of skills standards amowcgted and
workforce training providers than employers.

Table 2
Awareness and Use of Skills Standards by Emplokers;ators, and Workforce
Training Providers

f P X df P
Aware of lllinois’ Skills Standards 511 2 .078
Employer (= 49) 42 85.7
Educator it = 74) 68 91.9
Workforce (1= 28) 21 75.0
Aware of National Skill Standards 14.19 2 .001
Employer (= 49) 28 57.1
Educator it = 75) 65 86.7
Workforce (1= 28) 22 78.6
Using lllinois’ Skills Standards 16.87 2 <.001
Employer ( = 40) 11 27.5
Educator it = 66) 43 65.2
Workforce (1= 17) 5 29.4
Using National Skill Standards 29.82 2 <.001
Employer (= 48) 6 12.5
Educator it = 72) 41 56.9
Workforce (1= 25) 4 16.0

Note.*Cell count less than 5.

A significant difference was found in the use of lllinoidiskstandards among
the three stakeholder groups; a much higher percentage of edu(@idt%o)
reported using the state’s skills standards than either théoywsmp(27.5%) or
workforce training provider (29.4%) groups. National stadd were used much less
than state standards by all three stakeholder groups; ttiisdiwas corroborated by
interviews with state officials. Because of the level of emphasis support given
state standards through the work of the IOSSCC, statgatsfianticipated greater
use of state rather than national standards, with the fintigigg consistent with this
assumption.

When awareness of skills standards was compared to use by eatiolstak
group, awareness of standards was much greater than use Hothbostate and
national skills standards. For example, 86% of the em@aygrorted awareness of
lllinois skills standards but only 28% reported usihgn; 75% of the workforce
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training providers were aware of state skills standards as cedpar29% who
reported using them. In fact, the incidence of use of stalis skindards by the
employer and workforce training provider groups was suilirsimilar, with both
groups indicating use at slightly less than 30%. Onlyetthécator group showed a
high level of awareness and a relatively high level of use, 98% Gv¥%,
respectively. However, even for educators, use of the stdidls standards was
substantially less than awareness, with a similar pattern evidengtional skills
standards.

Tasks Utilizing Illinois Skills Standar ds

Delving more deeply into the use of skills standards, #spandents were
asked to rate the extent to which tasks associated withidlliskills standards were
used (see Table 3). First, none of the mean responses ofdbegtbups placed any
tasks at the 4.0 or above level on a 5-point scale, indicttiigon average, none of
the tasks were associated with using lllinois’ skills stadsl 51% or more of the
time the tasks were performed. Recognizing their moderate arat less by all
groups, educators reported use of several more tasks assoctatédewilinois and
national skills standards at the moderate level than the @thagroups, as indicated
by mean ratings between 3.0 and 4.0.

Only four tasks received a mean rating of 3.0 or above lirek stakeholder
groups. All four of these tasks were associated with the edocatid training
function, specifically developing learning objectives, desigmitogk-based learning
experiences, modifying instructional practices, and developing remising
curriculum. These findings suggested that all three stakehgideps associated the
lllinois skills standards with the education and trainingction consistent with a
priority of the IOSSCC (2000). Tasks receiving lower meatmgs by all three
stakeholder groups, only slightly above or falling bel@ for use less than 25% of
the time were: promoting employees, recruiting employees,sasgex evaluating
employees’ work experience, and screening applicants for employBDespite an
endorsement by the IOSSCC for using skills standardsigpost human resource
functions such as employee recruitment and evaluation, humamaegasks were
not associated with skills standards according to any stdexgroup.

Sixteen tasks were rated at a moderate level of use (25% to 5% tirhe)
by educators compared to six tasks receiving the 3.0 level byowsnp and
workforce training providers. Educators yielded mean ratimgs 3.0 to 4.0 on
tasks such as developing training programs, communicatingesssexpectations to
students and employees, assessing program outcomes, articwétingvo-year
schools, and providing certification of skills attainmehivo tasks rated at 3.0 or
above by employers and educators were developing training progeard
communicating business expectations to students or employeeaoteworthy that
educators also gave these items a rating of 3.0 or above; wheogg®rce training
providers did not. Two tasks rated 3.0 or above by veodef training providers were
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assessing individuals’ outcomes and providing certificaticskitls attainment. Here
too, educators rated these tasks 3.0 or above, while emptihgerst.

Finally, the results of the analysis of variance indicated that three
stakeholder groups differed statistically on four tasks ast®utiwith using the
lllinois skills standards (see Table 3). Two of these gaskre concerned with
collaboration among groups. First, there was a significdfgrehnce with respect to
collaborating with educational institutions € 7.97,p < .01), with a Tukey post hoc
comparison test revealing a significant difference between the mesaonse of
educators Nl = 3.42) and the mean response of workforce training peovifl =
1.43). These results suggested that educators associatedkitingtandards with
the task of collaborating with other educational institutiomsre than workforce
training providers. Collaborating with business and itrgusevealed a significant
difference between groupk € 4.43,p = .02). However, the difference was between
educators N1 = 3.53) and employeréM = 2.50). These results suggested that
educators were associating skills standards with collaboratithsbusiness and
industry; employers were not associating skills standardscaliaborations with
educators.

Another task that revealed a statistical difference on mean ratiags w
providing certification of attainment of skills, reportiagF = 3.17,p = .05. In this
case, the Tukey post hoc comparison test indicated a signifitkamedce between
the educator and employer groups= .04), with educators providing an average
rating of M = 3.07 compared to employers’ average ratingylof 2.00. This result
parallels an earlier finding that suggested educators were asgpaiaénof skills
standards with certification of skills more than employeigalfy, the task of
articulating with secondary schools revealed a significant diffsg¥ among the
stakeholder group$-(= 9.31,p < .01). The Tukey post hoc comparison test indicated
that educators differed significantly from employers and Yeode training
providers. Educators yielded a mean ratindviof 3.63, employer$/1 = 1.80, and
workforce training providersi = 2.0.

Perceived | mpact of Skills Standards

The data pertaining to the perceived impact of lllinois’ Iskitandards for
employers, educators, and workforce training providers are pegisenTable 4. A
total of 11 statements were associated with academic impact andhlBusiness
impact. The results are listed in descending order accorditigetmean ratings of
employers on the 5-point Likert scale for educators and war&ftraining providers.
Overall, employers and educators rated more impact statememnis\el of 3.0 or
above than workforce training providers. A total of 20 gemere rated by employers
and 17 were rated by educators at 3.0 or above compared tortkferae training
provider group that rated only 7 items at this level. thitee groups rated the
academic impact statements higher than the business impact statement
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The results revealed statistical differences among the three dimupgght
items, three items pertaining to academic impact and five iterbgsioess impact,
based on Tukey's post hoc comparison. First, the resulesalexl a significant
difference between employers and educators and workforce traimiviggrs on the
academic impact item specifying that lllinois skills standansourage individuals
to assume more ownership for their skills developmént $.56,p = .01). On the 5-
point scale ranging fronstrongly agreeto strongly disagree educators and
employers had item mean ratings of 3.93 and 3.57, respectoaiypared to the
mean rating of 2.78 by workforce training providers. The sgcacademic item
showing a difference between groups suggested that educatiogedrps that used
lllinois’ skills standards had a better reputation than aog that did not. The mean
ratings of employers and educators were significantly higteer the mean ratings
for workforce training providersM = 3.25 for employerdyl = 3.14 for educators,
andM = 2.00 for workforce training providers; = 3.74,p = .03). However, it is
noteworthy that all these ratings were lower than the otteatademic items.

While examining group differences for the business impacerstits, a
similar pattern emerged for the three academic items in that eenplagd educators
rated the business items similarly and higher than workftraiaing providers;
however, some differences appeared by item. Specifically, empldifégred from
workforce training providers with respect to the mean rathg tllinois’ skills
standards helped to identify competent individuals for eympémt, with the mean
rating for employers being 3.73 compared to 2.43 for feock training providersH
= 3.65,p = .03). Both the mean ratings of employers and educators diffesed
workforce training providers on the statement that lllihskdlls standards provide a
benchmark to compare skill levels, with employers yieldingean rating of 3.73,
educators 3.49, and workforce training providers 2R% (6.45,p = .01). On the
item specifying lllinois’ skills standards lower recrugicosts, the employers’ mean
rating was 3.33 and the educators’ mean rating was 2.82, wdiicmot differ
significantly but did differ significantly from the meanirag of 1.86 for workforce
development providersF(= 7.00, p < .01). The item specifying lIllinois’ skills
standards decrease my organization’s time to screen prospectiyesspndicated
a significant difference between employers and educators and betwpéryens
and workforce training providers; employers’ mean rating 3va5, educators’ mean
rating was 2.21, and workforce training providers’ meamgatias 1.81K = 7.39,p
< .01). No significant difference was found between educators vasrttforce
training providers on this item. Finally, a significantfelience was found between
educators and workforce training providers, but not betweercagms and
employers on the statement that lllinois’ skills standamdwide a basis for career
goals. The mean ratings for educators and workforce trainiogders were 3.56
and 2.00, respectively(= 7.12,p < .01).
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Conclusionsand Implicationsfor Policy and Practice

This study examined the differences in awareness, use, and perseyitihe
impact of skills standards from the perspectivehoée stakeholder groups. The
different experiences of stakeholders with skills standards ewédent in the results,
paralleling the literature as well as lllinois’ statute that geioed the unique benefits
for different stakeholder groups. Indeed, the disparityesponses reflected wide
variability of use and perceived benefits, raising questionsegard to skills
standards implementation in relation to the federal Carl IkifeAct of 2006.

The findings revealed that while awareness and use of skilldastanvaried
by employer, educator, and workforce training provider, aktehgroups reported
relatively high levels of awareness but lower levels of usk.gAdups indicated
higher levels of awareness and use of state standards than natamdérds,
suggesting the preference of the state (via lllinois admémiss) to implement its
own skills standards. While the merits of curriculum aretlentialing in alignment
with skills standards was recognized as important by all tgreeps, the higher
ratings of academic impact over business impact implied thajrtheps perceived
direct application of skills standards to education. Ale¢hstakeholders perceived
that skills standards were most applicable prior to employmessibly acting as an
indicator of the skills possessed by future employees lagid ¢émployability and
work readiness. In this sense, human capital theory and sigriaéory provided a
useful means of interpreting different stakeholder findingsth employers
perceiving themselves as a beneficiary of individuals trained ligagidn and
training providers.

Of the three stakeholder groups, educators were the most dhareost
likely to claim use, and the most likely to perceive impact.ofdiog to the state’s
legislation, educators are expected to use the skills standadis/¢lop education
and training programs aligned with the workplace, to advisdests and parents
about these programs, and to encourage relationships betweenls seimob
businesses. The results suggested that educators play radditides in skills
standards implementation, including making employers awardnémgning them
with respect to how skills standards may be useful to theimesses. Educators act
as mediators between states and employers, helping busineagastdyiunderstand
the relevance of skills standards in the workplace. Withostrdie, employers play
a relatively modest part in skills standards implementationployers are expected
to use skills standards to enhance employee training, proidycind retention; and
create a larger impact on suppliers and the labor force (Baildg@&itt, 1995; Spill,
2002). However, they reported limited use and impact on ¢gwair human resource
policies and practices. These results were predicted by Dykma6) (486 others
who were concerned that the vagueness of skills standards magnhigdalyers to
undervalue them. However, Dykman’'s study suggested a gligtitferent
phenomenon was at work. That is, employers understand tiee ofaskills standards
but they associate the responsibility for implementing antyukem with education
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and training providers. Without a clear incentive to adopissstandards, employers
may not perceive the need to invest their own resources. Rd#tlegr,rely on
education and training providers to inform them aboutsskthndards. Further, they
expect them to train their future employees according to recogstaedards.

The findings suggested that education and training pravidbeould assist
employers to understand skills standards and their potestiaributions. The
findings revealed the importance of CTE educators communicaiimat skills
standards are intended to do, how skills standards are destedoyd implemented
relative to CTE curriculum, and how skills standards relatenployee (future and
incumbent) competence and human resource development. Recoghnigisgecial
informational and training role for educators is an importaritribution of this
study.

It is assumed that the State of lllinois (as well as ottetes) intends to
advance skills standards implementation in association wéhfatleral Carl D.
Perkins CTE Act. Accordingly, the findings of the studyderscore the need to
engage employers, educators, and workforce training providsraf consistently
in information sharing and supporting their roles issdmination and utilization at
the local level. Second, skills standards implementation hasasseniated with few
rewards and incentives for employers and workforce trainiongigers, and only
modest rewards and incentives for public education. More coasimershould be
given to rewards and incentives to encourage local implemengtidrutilization.
Additionally, increased attention should be focused on evatyatinether skills
standards have a positive impact on lllinois’ workforce. Ustdading the actual
impact of skills standards and proceeding beyond rhetoricaiglavould help to lay
the groundwork for documenting the benefits to variousesialkier groups and
guiding future state policy. Third, states should increls& technical assistance
delivery at the local level, including secondary schools, contywalleges, and
four-year colleges and universities, recognizing that partnerdbgiween these
educational entities are essential to skills standards implemoantatVithout
comprehensive planning, implementation of skills standardenthe federal Carl D.
Perkins CTE Act of 2006 may not exceed implementation unégiqus legislation.
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