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THE CONFERENCE WAS ATTENDED BY AFFROXIMATELY 115 TOP
-VEL REFPRESENTATIVES OF THE FECERAL, STATE AND LOCAL
JVERNMENT, UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES, AND AGENCIES EMFLOYING
JUNSELORS. FIVE CURRENT PROBLEM AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE AND
IMMIN CONCERN IN GOVERNMENT AND UNIVERSITY RELATICONS WERE

UDIED--(1) FROJECTING THE TOTAL QUANTITY OF CQUNSELING
TRSONNEL REQUIREC IN OUR SOCIETY, (2) DETERMINING ACCEFTABLE
ND JUSTIFIABLE ROLES, FUNCTICNS, AND QUALIFICATIONS FOK
JUNSTLING FERSONNEL, (3, MEETING GOVERNMENT FPROGRAM NEEDS
4ILE STILL PRESERVING NECESSARY AND REASONABLE FROFESSIONAL
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JTHORITIES TO PROVIDE THE CONFEREES WITH BASIC AND CURRENT
*CKGROUND MATERIALS. ONE OF THE MANY RECOMMENDATIONS WAS
4AT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A NATIONAL
JVISORY COMMITTEE ON COUNSELING MANPOWER. (FS)
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PREFACE

This report was prepared under contract with the Department of Labor, through the
research program of the Office of Manpower Policy, Evaluation, and Research
(formerly called the Office of Manpower, Automation and Training) under Title |
of the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962, as amended. Under its
policy of making the findings of research contractors fully available to the research
community as soon as possible, the Office of Manpower Policy, Evaluation, and
Research reprinted this report in the form in which it was received from the con-
tractor. The distribution of this report by the Department of Labor does not neces-
sarily imply that the Department accepts the conclusions or recommendations of
the contractor as stated in this report.
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FOREWORD

The proposal for this Conference grew out of a concern of the Panel on
Counseling and Selection of the National Manpower Advisory Committee. The Panel
has become convinced that there are serious hazards involved in the demand for
substantially larger numbers of counselors that is inherent in much recent
Congressional legislation, some of which is school legislation, some manpower
legislation. The legislation itself, and many of the agencies responsible for
its execution, suffer from an inadequate understanding of the capacity of the
University Graduate School to increase quickly its output of counselors (or
similar professional and technical personnel) without danger of serious damage
to the normal development of its existing programs of preparation. Universities
responding to this demonstration of national need for professional personnel, or
perhaps responding to the temptation of securing substantial subsidy, have
become frustrated. As ''crash'" programs have increased some of the most signif-
icant institutions have begun to rebel. 1In part this is because the provision
of Government and of Foundation subsidy in research over the past decade or so
has made many universities sensitive to the subtle influence of available money
upon the integrity of the University's normal programs of development.

Hence an Invitational Conference designed to bring top-level brains to
bear upon the increasingly complex relation of Government and University. Using
an analysis of the supply and demand for counselors and those in counselor-
related vocations as a model, the Conference studied ways of bringing about a
better understanding by Government agencies of University operations and a
better understanding by the University of the reasons for legislation and the
operation of Government agencies. Drafts of the nine work-study papers and
the historical analysis by Darley were sent to all participants some weeks
in advance of the Conference in order to insure some preparation for the inten-

sive hours of the Conference.
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The recommendations of the Conference provide the meat of this report,
but there are some very substantial hors d'oeuvres in these study papers and in
the three invited addresses by President Harrington, Professor Darley, and
Senator Morse.

This Conference, I believe, provided an unprecedented consideration of
counseling by non-counselors representing Government, education, and professional
associations. This invited '"invasion'" of the counseling field by critical ana-
lysts from other areas of society resulted in some of the recommendations being
closer to social reality than they would have been otherwise. Counselors and
counselor educators need this type of interaction and it is a mark of the growing
maturity of the field that they asked for it. Consideration of the relation of
program needs to professional autonemy, of distinctions between professional and
subprofessional levels of operation in counseling, of the job conditions which
attract and hold counselors, of the relation of legislation to the professional
preparation of counselors -- all of these received a hard hitting consideration
that is reflected in thz recommendations. In a broad social sense, counseling
"came of age'" in this Conference.

The Panel which secured the grant -- a jeint grant, it is to be noted,
from Labor and Education -- is decply grateful to the Task Group which assumed
responsibility for the Conference, its Executive Committee, and most of all to
the Director of the Project, Dr. John McGowan. The hundreds of hours spent by
the Director and the Exccutive Committee, the Department staff who collected
the data essential for the demand and supply papers by Hitchcock and Stripling,
the writers of the study papers and the addresses ~- add up to an impressive
contribution. It would be in poor taste in this connection to quote Churchill's
memorable words to England in her hour of agony, but it is still true that "many"
in the fields of social legislation, social action, and education owe a great
deal to these "few."

This report lays the groundwork for an effective development of coun-

seling in all of its ramifications. More importantly, it provides for ways of
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improving the relation of Congress and the Executive Branches of Government to -

the University in their joint concern for the critical vocational and educational
adjustments that lie ahead for both youtrh and adults. For of these two points

in the future we are assured -- there will be much pressure upon milljons to

make vocational and life adjustments, and there will be an increasing need for
Government and University to understand each other. The report deals with the

implications of these assurances.

C. Gilbert Wrenn

Chairman, Panel on Counseling and
Selection of the National Manpower
Advisory Committee
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INTRODUCTION

The idea for an Invitational Conference on government-university rela-
tions in the area of counselor preparation and employment originated with the
Panel on Counseling and Selection, C. Gilbert Wrenn, Chairman, a subcommittee of
the National Manpower Advisory Committee. During the course of its regular
meetings members of the Panel had expressed concern over the possibility of
problems developing between government agencies who provide funds for the train-
ing and/or employment of counselors, and the universities who provide training.
Their concern was based in large part upon evidence of the great demand for
counselors and counseling personnel being created through current legislation.
They felt this intense demand could create a situation in which government
agencies were competing among themselves for the existing supply, without making
any orderly plans to assist in the training of new counseling personnel. They
also felt that in order to be prepared to train counselors, the universities
needed accurate projections of demand so that they could develop the needed
staff, curricula and facilities.

In December of 1964, the Panel submitted a proposal tc the Departments of
Labor and Health, Education and Welfare for funds to conduct such a Conference.
The proposal was approved and Professor John F. McGowan was selected to serve as
Project Director. The University of Missouri, where Professor McGowan is em-
ployed, agr=ed to administer the Conference under contract with the two govern-~
ment agencies involved.

A Task Group of twenty nationally known people representing both govern-
ment agencies and universities was selected to plan the Conference. The names
of these people were previously listed. The Task Group met in early February of
1965 to: (1) make initial plans for the Conference; (2) nominate people for
attendance; (3) decide on topics for work-study papers; and (4) establish basic

policy guidelines. These policy decisions were then implemented by an Executive
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Committee of the Task Group consisting of the Project Director and five addi-
tional members. They were Drs. Willis E. Dugan, David y. Tiedeman, Frank L.
Sievers, Mr. David H. Pritchard, and Dr. C. Gilbert Wreﬁn (ex-officio).

Nine work-study papers were prepared by recognized authorities for the
purpose of providing the conferees with basic, current, background material.
(Copies of these papers are included in this report.) The work-study papers
were prepared during March and April, were reviewed by the Task Group at its
second meeting in early May, and mailed to the conferees approximately three
weeks before the Conference.

The Conference itself was held in Washington, D. C., at the Shercton-
Park Hotel on June 2 and 3. The Conference was attended by approximately 110 (9%
top level representatives of the federal, state and local government, univer-
sities and colleges, and agencies employing counselors. The following specific
groups were represented: (a) University officials including presidents, vice-
presidents, deans, department heads, and selected counselor educators; (b) Gov-
ernment officials in charge of agencies who provide counseling service, and
whose agencies often provide funds for the training of counselors; (c) Represent-
atives from appropriate professional organizations; (d) Representatives from both
public and private agencies who employ counselors; (e) Supervisors of counseling
services; and, (£f) Counselors.

A list of the participants is provided in Appendix A and a review of the
names of the people who attended the Conference clearly reflects the professional
status of the conferees.

The Conference opened with a general session and an invited paper pre-
pared and delivered by Fred H. Harrington, President of the University of
Wisconsin. The second general session consisted of a panel with representatives
of four government agencies who employ a large number of counselors reacting to
a paper prepared by Dr. John G. Darley, in which he reviewed the history of
government-university relations in the area of counselor preparation at the

University of Minnesota. Copies of both papers and the panelists' reactions are
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included in this report. The entire Conference was honored with a luncheon
speech on the topic "How an Idea Becomes a Law" presented by The ﬁonorable Wayne
Morse, United States Senator from Oregon. The conierees then broke into small
group sessions for the rest of the afternoon and most of the next morning. A
final summary session was held immediately before the Conference closed at noon.
Since the Conference was scheduled for only a day and a half, the Task
Group decided that it would be best to provide some structure for the conferees.
The Task Group met for two days in early May, and, on the basis of their previ-

ous discussions followed by a two day study of the materials contained in the

work-study papers, they identified five current problem areas of significance and

common concern in government-university relations. They are:

I. How can government and universities cooperate currently and continuously
with reference to projecting the total quantity of counseling personnel
required in our society based upon different kinds and levels of services
in a multiplicity of settings?

II. How can government and universities cooperate currently and continuously
with reference to determining acceptable and justifiable roles, functions,
and qualifications for counseling personnel: professional counselors,
ancillary personnel, and technical or subprofessional personnel?

III. How can government and universities cooperate currently and continuously
with reference to meeting government program needs while still preserving
recessary and reasonable professional autonomy in determining on-the-job
counselor activities?

IV. How can government and universities cooperate currently and continuously
with reference to developing needed, general as well as categorically
legislative authorization, financial support and complementary university
organization to implement integrated programs of education for counseling
personnel?

V. How can government and universities cooperate currently and continuously
with reference to improving the quality of counseling services, and
facilitating the recruitment and retention of competent counseling person-
nel through appropriate modifications of employment conditions: super-
vision, case loads, facilities, opportunities for continuing education,
access to supporting resources, position classifications, salary levels,
etc.?

It was decided to present these five problem areas to the conferees for their
study and recommendations.
In order to give them an opportunity to discuss the topics, the conferees

were assigned into ten groups of approximately ten each. To facilitate the pro-
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ceedings, chairmen and rapporteurs were appointed for each group. A rapporteur
is defined by Webster as "an official charged with drawing up and presenting
reports (guidelines of consensus) as from a parliamentary commission to the main
body.” Each group could discuss any of the problems that were of interest to
them, but would be held responsible for the preparation of recommendations on
the one major topic which was assigned to their group. The ten smaller groups
were combined on the second morning into five larger groups to prepare joint
recommendations. On the second morning the tentative recommendations prepared
the previous afternocn and evening were discussed and tentative final recommen-
dations on each of the five assigned topics were prepared and then read to the
total group in a summary session. Each rapporteur was then given one week to
prepare a final corrected copy of the recommendations. Copies of these recomn-
mendations were then sent to the Executive Committee for final editing. The
Executive Committee met in July for two days and prepared the final report.

The final recommendations were edited and reorganized by the Executive
Committee in order to improve continuity and make the recommendations easier to
read and use. The recommendations are those prepared by the conferees and we did

not intentionally make any significant additions or deletions in editing the mate-

rial.

There is some obvious overlap or duplication in the final recommendations
received from the five groups. Since the problem areas overlaped to a certain
degree, and since each of the five groups prepared independent recommendations,
some overlap was to be expected. The duplications were not deleted in editing
since they appear to add emphasis to the need felt by two or more of the groups,
acting independently, for action in a particular area of government-university
relations. The final recommendations represent a consensus of opinion of influ-
ential and informed people representing both government and university, who feel
that counseling services to people who look to counselors for help will be im-
proved through the continued improvement of harmonious relationships between

government and university.




A great many people gave much valuable time and invested a great deal of

personal effort in making the Conference a success. Thanks are extended to the
members of the Panel on Counseling and Selection, to the members of the Task
Group, the authors of the work-study papers, the speakers, the chairmen and
rapporteurs, and the conferees themselves. Special recognition is due to the
members of the Executive Committee, Drs. C. Gilbert Wrenn, Willis E. Dugan,
David V. Tiedeman, Frank L. Sievers, and Mr. David H. Pritchard, who put a great
deal of time and effort into the Conference. A final word of appreciation is
due to Mrs. Delores Crockett who supervised the preparation of the manuscript
for the work-study papers and this final report, who handled all correspondence
and financial records, as well as the many details that were involved in arrang-

ing for the Conference.

John F. McGowan
Project Director
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PROBLEM AREA I:

How can government and universities cooperate currently and
continuously with reference to projecting the total quantity of
counseling personnel required in our society based upon different
kinds and levels of services in a multiplicity of settings?

BACKGROUND FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is important that the problem of meeting immediate pressing needs for
additional counseling personnel does not conflict with the preparation of an
adequate supply of fully qualified counselors. Therefore data on the total
quantity of counseling personnel required in our society for different kinds and
levels of services in a multiplicity of settings must be obtained on a systematic
~and regular basis. The present report documents the need for a greatly expanded
quantity of professional counselors and related subprofessional and technical
personnel. The systematic projection of the need for counseling personnel re-
quires periodic collections, analyses, and syntheses of relevant data. Subsumed
in such a service will be responsibility for:

(1) Establishment of definitions of different kinds and levels of coun-
selor functions; and

(2) Periodic assembly of data relevant to the supply and demand of coun-
seling personnel, classified according to kind and level of such personnel.

Projection of supply and demand requires analysis of data under the guid-
ance of certain assumptions. On the other hand, the administration of the on-
going process of supplying demand requires continuous decision under guidance of
current information on functions, needs, and capabilities.

This section presents Conference recommendations on the problem of pro-
jection. Subsequent sections will present Conference recommendations on how to

provide for an increased supply of counseling personnel.

THE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDS:

1. That the Federal government establish and maintain a National Advisory
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Committee on Counseling Manpower. That the Committee meet for the periodic
development and refinement of such criteria as are required for accurately
pProjecting the demand and supply of counseling services. The membership of
this Committee should include representatives of agencies that now employ

or that will employ counselors, of universities engaged in or planning for

counselor preparation, and of interested relevant professional associations.

(The establishment of similar committees at the State level should also be

considered.) .
The National and State committees are to establish criteria for the

determination of:

a. Expectations for counseling services created by societal needs and de-
mands.,

b. The subsequent organization of counseling services implied by societal
needs. (In considering the needs of specific programs, the committees
should be concerned with counseling services in their entirety. This
obligation requires stipulation of job duties and functions at all levels.
Included should be specification of duties and functions which would be
provided by various 1evels and kinds of professional, and subprofessional
or technical personnel. The ratio of the professional to the technical
or subprofessional staff, as well as the role of supervisory professional
personnel, needs to be specified. Standardization of nomenclature of
job titles will be necessary in order to discharge this obligation.)

c. The reservoir of existing counseling personnel.

‘d. The identification of potential recruits who can be fully trained within
a specified period.

e. The organization of societal institutions, government and/or academic,
for the provision through experience, training, and education of the
required capability in counseling. This should include consideration of
the relationship between didactic study and supervised practice in both

initial preparation and upgrading.
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f. The expectations for the levels and priorities of support in education
and service required to achieve the desired goals.

That the Federal government authorize an agency to provide the necessary

intergovernmental cooperation-and to conduct the periodic supply and demand

studies.

That government and universities provide for research to develop projections

for counselor personnel at the various defined levels at the outset of all

programs (particularly governmental programs) which support counselor prepa-

ration.
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PROBLEM AREA II:

How can government and universities cooperate currently and
continuously with reference to determining acceptable and justi-
fiable roles, functions, and qualifications for counseling
personnel: professional counselors, ancillary personnel, and
technical or subprofessional personnel?

BACKGROUND FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Now and in the foreseeable future, a vastly increased number of counseling
personnel will be required in established social institutions and for work at new
levels and settings within American society. The evident concern of our nation,
through social and legislative actions supporting the concept of full development
of human resources, requires this enlargement of counseling services. The role
and function of needed counseling personnel will vary in terms of the needs of
individuals being served, the expectations of the role within the job setting,
and the level of counselor qualifications which range from fully professional to
technical and/or subprofessional levels.

The expansion of counseling services in our changing society demands atten-
tion to such problems as the available supply, types of specialized preparation,

levels and roles of counselors, as well as the effective utilization of the coun-

selor in his employment setting.

THE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDS:

1. That the Federal government establish and maintain a National Advisory Com-
mittee on Counseling Manpower in order to provide for government and Univer-
sities a basis for coordination on matters pertaining to counselor recruitment
and selection, preparation, job roles and utilization, and in the evaluation
of counseling effectiveness.

2. That the government support establishment of a national roster of practicing
counseling personnel at various levels of professional preparation and in

different job settings.

Pl ———————
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3.

That government periodically inform universities and their administrative
officers of the urgent issues of counselor supply and demand and that they
be informed about subsidies which are available to establish new or to ex-
pand existing programs of preparation of counseling personnel. (Professional
policy statements such as those published by the American Personnel and Guid-
ance Association, the American Psychological Association and the National
Rehabilitation Association, and guidelines relating to institutional stand-
ards which qualify a university to conduct counselor preparation at graduate
levels will be particularily significant.)

That professional associations representing counseling and related helping
services be encouraged to define more clearly and uniformly the roles, func-
tions, and recommended preparation of the several types of counseling person-
nel which they represent.

That government and universities recognize that different types of counseling
personnel possessing different levels of training are needed to meet identi-
fiable counseling needs of clientele in areas of educational, vocational and
personal adjustment.

That the government and universities confer periodically through advisory
committees in order to stipulate the common elements of counselor functions
(professional, technical and subprofessional) as guidelines for training and
expectations concerning levels of professional performance.

That government, universities and professional associations recognize the
significance of inter-disciplinary studies in counselor preparation, and

the relationship of multiple disciplines to the counselor's role and function.
That government and universities give renewed emphasis to research which will
determine effective sequences of formal training and experience, and ratios
of didactic content to practicum activity with respect to the generalized
core and the specialized training of counselors.

That universities periodically examine their programs of training to deter-
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mine their relevance, and to identify directions of change that may be
necessary to provide the preparation needed for counseling personnel working

at different levels and in different settings.
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PROBLEM AREA III:

How can government and universities cooperate currently and
continuously with reference to meeting government program needs

while still preserving necessary and reasonable professional

autonomy in determining on-the-job counselor activities?

BACKGROUND FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

The rapid expansion of counseling services can create problems related to
the professional functioning of counselors. Serious problems often arise during
the expansion of services with respect to the need for the counselor, as a profes-
sional worker, to maintain necessary and reasonable functional autonomy in the
discharge of his counseling responsibilities. These problems relate to such
matters as reasonable self-definition of work activities and methods, the expec-
tations and requirements of administrative personnel, and the provision of profes-
sional supervision and its relation to administrative supervision. The distinc-
tions and relations between professional counseling and technical subprofessional
services, and the provision of satisfactory working conditions and professional

incentives are also involved.

THE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDS:

1. That government and universities consider themselves obligated to insure that
pressing need for additional subprofessional personnel should not receive
priority over the preparation of fully qualified personnel. Every effort
should be made to insure that the range of helping functions needed is pro-
vided by appropriately trained personnel employed in suitable positions.
There should be no compromise in the quality of helping relationship functions
in the face of pressing need for such services.

2. That government agencies, in collaboration with the profession, and with the
appropriate government units concerned with fiscal and merit system controls
carry responsibility for identifying and describing, on a periodic basis,

the specific levels and types of functions appropriate to the individual
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agency or governmental organization. Operational definitions of the coun-

seling functions should be formulated for respective institutional settings,
and job expectations should be communicated to all concerned in order to

give the highest probability of understanding among administrators, counselor
educators, counselors, clients, and the general pubiic.

That government agencies, in collaboration with universities and professional
organizations, should agree upon appropriate conditions for the provision of
high quality services. These might include such elements as salaries attnac-
tive to people of professional potential, physical facilities, case loads,
supervisory ratios, in-service education and other similar working conditions
(for specifics, see Problem Area V).

That the government act on the premise that supervision and consultation by
professionally qualified counselors is a prime requirement particularly appli-
cable to beginning and subordinate personnel in counseling and counseling-
related functions.

That government and universities cooperate to organize programs which provide
continued study to the point of complete professional preparation for those
who are initially employed with minimal training. Continuing education and
training programs must also be developed to keep counselors and counselor
educators abreast of new knowledge. Cooperation between employing agencies
and training institutions is essential throughout, but particularly in the
case of short-term training. Short-~-term programs of training should be
limited to the preparation of technical personnel for specific functions, and
for the continuing education of counselors.

That government and universities engage in research studies and demonstration
projects which examine the possibility of greater diversity in providing
helping relationship functions in government agencies, and methods of pre-
paring persons to fulfill more diverse functions. Care should be taken that
research or pilot development projects are clearly delineated from operational

programs.
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That government and universities organize to achieve increased communication
on research and demonstration findings relating to successful practices for
social action. A clearing house of effective methods, with provision for
feedback to govermment agencies, universities, and other institutions with

relevant concerns should be established, maintained, and used.
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PROBLEM AREA 1V:

How can government and universities cooperate currently and
continuously with reference to developing needed, general as

well as categorically legislative authorization, financial sup-

port and complementary university organization to implement

integrated programs of education for counseling personnel?

BACKGROUND FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Active and informed government-university cooperation is essential in
order to insure the passage of sound legislation related to the provision of
counseling services. Legislation which increases the demand for counseling
personnel must, at the same time, provide support for the expansion and improve-
ment of counselor training programs. Knowledge of client needs, training methods,
and counselor competencies, acquired during the operation of training programs
and ongoing programs offering counseling services should be reflected in proposed
legislation.

Programs of counselor training in institutions of higher education must be
planned in cooperation with representatives of appropriate professional assoc’.=
ations, representatives of government agencies, and representatives of recognized

university training programs in order to insure integrated programs of counselor

education that make full use of university resources.

THE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDS:
I. Support
1. That the government provide broad, flexible, long-term teaching grants

to educational institutions which would allow them to expand, strengthen,
and improve counselor education programs. The support should encompass
authority to assist institutions in all necessary parts of their coun-
selor education programs, including curriculum, faculty and staff, ex-
panded and improved facilities, as well as financial support to encourage
and enable qualified students to enroll on a full-time basis in counselor

training programs at institutions of higher education.
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That grants be allotted only to institutional programs that can confi-
dently be expected to increase the output of professionally prepared coun-
selors. Criteria for the use of funds within each program, as they
relate to salaries, facilities, equipment, etc., should be flexible in
order to meet the specific needs of each institution. Grants should be
authorized for the initiation of programs in selected institutions.

That the Federal government provide support for counselor preparation on
a continuous basis. Such support should be of a generalized nature, with
the statutory authority stipulating a minimum of restrictions, and should
provide for funding training programs for subprofessional personnel as
well as training programs for professional personnel. (Continuity of
government support for training programs is essential in order to build
and maintain good facilities and to develop and hold qualified staff.)
That the government provide support for basic and applied research, the
findings from which may contribute to more effective education and super-
vision of counselors and to the improvement of counseling practice.

That specialized support should be continued and expanded as necessary
for training programs designed to meet identified urgent needs for coun-
seling personnel. Such training programs may be either pre-service or
in-service, but in either case should include or be preceded by basic
core courses in counselor preparation offered by qualified institutions
of higher education. The programs can be designed for the purpose of
meeting specific agency needs, however, such pre-service, in-service or
short-term preparation is for special emergency needs only and not for

purpcses of basic counselor preparation which should be on a full-term

basis.

Legislation and Consultation

1.

That both government and universities take steps to insure that future
legislation calling for the expansion of counseling services provide

funds and authorization for:
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a. The hiring of an adequate, professional counseling staff in the
government agency responsible for administering the program;

b. Adequate institutional grant support (as outlined above);

c. Adequate support to provide for the supervision of practicum and
internship training, both on campus and in agency settingsj and

d. Adequate professional on-the-job supervision.

That arrangements be made to insure the participation of universities

early in the process of preparing regulations to implement legislation

requiring counseling personnel, and that the responsible government

agency confer with appropriate professional representatives both within

and outside the government before developing regulations to implement

legislation.

That the government establish qualified advisory committees to serve on

a continuing basis.

That it is the responsibility of the government agency involved to have
personnel with adequate qualifications in the area of counseling available
in order to make optimum use of consultation with professional personnel
in institutions of higher education regarding the development of programs

for the preparation and supervision of counselors.

III. University Responsibility

1.

That universities recognize their responsibility for establishing and
maintaining counselor education programs of high quality and for con-
sulting with professional personnel in government agencies who are knowl-
edgeable about counselor education, counseling practices, and counseling
manpower needs. Such consultation must involve government administrators
who are responsible for programs related to counselor preparation and
supervision and for programs providing counseling services. However,
while providing counselor training under government support, institutions

of higher education must maintain their integrity and academic freedom
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with regard to selection of students, curriculum, standards of instruc-

tion, and academic credit.

That universities have the responsibility to define and coordinate pro-
grams of counselor education.

That universities establish effective liaison with agencies concerned
with counselor preparation and who are in a position to offer field
supervision.

That training to prepare individuals for work in particular settings or
with special client populations should be included in the university

curriculum. While this may consist in part of special didactic courses,

the major contribution to this end would be made in the practicum and
internship phases of preparation. Such programs should utilize appro-
priate agencies.

That there should be recognition of a basic common core of counselor
preparation, so that existing curricula may be used to the fullest ex-
tent and so that the proliferation of numerous specialized programs may
be avoided.

That in order to promote effective yet flexible counselor education with-
in an institution, each university having a counselor training program
should establish a committee to coordinate instruction within the uni-
versity among the disciplines involved.

That counselor educators should allocate their sabbatical leave, from
time to time, to work in government agencies that employ counseling
personnel.

That universities and government provide increased opportunity for in-

e e

service and out-service courses and programs of education. -
That the government provide financial éssistance, through universities,

to selected qualified persons in order to allow them to further their =
education. The assistance should include funds for subsistence, tuition,

transportation, and other educational costs.

ST
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10. That the counselor be supervised by a professionally trained person whose
training is at least equivalent to that of the individual he supervises.
It is also important that the recruitment and selection of individuals
to enroll in university programs of counselor education and the instruc-
tional programs themselves (except for necessary cross-cultural or cross-
disciplinary training) be carried out by persons who are, themselves, }
professional counselors.

11. That support be given to the preparation of an adequate number of doctoral-
level personnel to meet the needs of teaching, research, and supervision,
as well as to provide an adequate number of practioners at this level.

12, That universities limit short-term programs of training to the preparation
of technical personnel for specific functions and to the continuing edu-

cation of counseling personnel who have already completed a substantial

amount of formal counselor training. Such short-term programs might in-
clude extension and off-campus continuing education for employees in
operating agencies.

13, That universities emphasize quality in their programs of preparation and
that the programs should meet standards endorsed by professional associ-
ations.

14, That universities make greater use of qualified agency personnel as con-
sultants and as supplementary staff, in developing their counselor edu-
cation programs. Agencies at both the local and national level should

arrange leaves of absence, release time, etc., as appropriate. It is

likewise the responsibility of institutions of higher education to make
professional staff available to consult with and to work for short periods
. of time in government agencies responsible for providing counseling serv-

ices.

IV. Practicum Training

1. That both government agencies and universities have a joint responsibility
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for the supervision of persons who are in training status, with the
agency's responsibility for supervision increasing as a person moves
toward completion of the training program and readiness for employment.
That the universities include, where appropriate, practicum experience
for their students in relevant government agencies.

That agencies and universities both recognize that the practicum phase
of counselor education is a means of quality control at all levels of
preparation.

That training institutions or the practicum agency must be willing to
terminate trainees whose performance in practicum is unsatisfactory.
That government and universities recognize that preparation at the prac-
ticum and internship levels requires a high ratio of faculty to students
and of agency supervisors to trainees.

That government agencies recognize their obligation to contribute to the

preparation of counseling personnel by providing field training and/or

internships, including professional supervision. The university must also

recognize its obligation to participate in such supervision and to inte~

grate the didactic and practicum aspects of the training.

16
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PROBLEM AREA V:

How can government and universities cooperate currently and
continuously with reference to improving the quality of coun-

seling services, and facilitating the recruitment and retention

of competent counseling personnel through appropriate modifi-

cations of employment conditions: supervision, case loads,

facilities, opportunities for continuing education, access to

suppgrting resources, position classifications, salary levels,

etc.!

BACKGROUND FOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Counseling services will be strengthened by public acceptance of coun-
seling as a professional career; a social role which has the capacity to attract,
develop and maintain top quality personnel. The provision of counseling services
in various settings ranging from elementary school to university, from industry
to specialized settings, as well as a variety of government and related private
agencies presents many models of counselor role and level. These models of coun-
seling service must become more clearly distinguished while the common and spe-
cialized elements of their functions must also be made known to prospective
trainees, counselor educators and employing agencies.

Some of the crucial issues which require immediate attention by government
agencies and universities include: inequitable salary schedules, lack of oppor-
tunity for advancement within the profession of counseling, undue restrictions in
mobility from setting to setting and from level to level, inadequate job descrip-
tions which do not clearly delineate responsibilities assigned to counselor per-
sonnel, and diversity in the extent of the recognition of counseling as a profes-
sion.

To attract and to hold persons in the counseling profession, the conditions

of work must be improved in a number of settings and the rewards for performance

must be commensurate with the importance and responsibility of the work. Financial

rewards must be competitive with the rewards available in related professions

that require a similar amount of training.
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THE CONFERENCE RECOMMENDS:

1‘

That government agencies take steps to establish comparable qualification

and classification standards among employing agencies.

That government agencies strive to make their professional positions in coun-

seling attractive on a career basis. Development of counseling as a career

will require attention to salary, arrangements for participation in non-job
activities of a professional nature, and delineation of professional job
duties.

a. A position classification system is needed which will recognize the
abilities and competencies of the individual and provide promotional
incentive within the occupation in the employing agency. A job level
structure based upon job evaluation over a period of years would provide
a basis for such a system.

b. Counseling, supervision, and administration each require special compe-
tencies; and competency in one area does not necessarily qualify a person
for another. This fact should be taken into account in establishing a
classification system.

c. Non-counseling duties should be kept to a minimum or eliminated, and
consideration should be given to using data processing procedures to
handle routine mechanical matters encountered in the organization and
performance of counseling services. The use of subprofessionals for
certain tasks should be studied.

That the government explore the part-time use in their programs of profes-
sional counselors who are regularly employed elsewhere as a temporary expe-
dient to provide urgently needed service and to demonstrate the value of an
advanced level of training. As a result less well-prepared employees may be
stimulated to take further training and a greater number of fully qualified
individuals may be attracted to government employment.

That government agencies provide opportunities for counselor personnel in

18

e R

[

e o R e TR

g m—

e I



e U

i b R, e ot

government and community agencies to have planned orientation experiences in
other settings.

That government and universities take drastic steps to provide counselors
with offices that meet suggested professional standards.

That government agencies evaluate and finance counseling programs on the
basis of the quality of the services provided as well as the number served.
That government agencies clearly identify job functions technical personnel
can perform upon their employment. Competent supervision of technical

personnel by professional personnel should be mandatory and available.
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THE UNIVERSITIES AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
‘ by
Fred Harvey Harrington, President
University of Wisconsin

Let me begin by asking two questions:

1. Why would I be willing to speak to a group which is considering a sub-
ject about which I know next to nothing? and,

2. Why should you be willing to listen to me?

The answer to the first question is fairly simple. It is the occupational
habit of university presidents to give speeches on all subjects. Since human
limitations make it impossible for them to be expert in every field, they are
generally holding forth on topics about which they are at best ill-informed.
(Granted, it would be better if they could listen rather than talk; but to intro-
duce this approach would be to change the whole character of the przsidency--
which would not do at all.)

To look on the bright side: partiéipating in this meeting has caused me
to read your conference proposal and your working papers. This has been good
for me, and the experience would be good for other university officials. For
counseling, guidance, and counselor education is one of the fields least under-
stood by administrators and faculty members in higher education. Reading the
material prepared for this Conference has helped me identify some of your prob-
lems and disagreements. This was very educational for me and it would probably
be a good thing for other university presidents, because certainly we must say
that in the area of counseling, guidance, and counseling education we are dealing
with an area about which many university administrators know very little. 1In
many ways it is one of the areas which is least well understood on our campuses.
Even in areas quite close to counseling there is much misunderstanding about it.
In the student personnel field, which is quite closely connected with counseling,

there is a great deal of misunderstanding. Possibly this is due to established
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rivalries which we find in many closely related fields; and counseling has been
so successful lately, so able to attract federal money, so able to develop
academic programs of research and teaching, that other fields close to counseling
such as student personnel services are understandably a little jealous. Coun-
seling has held a higher prestige or status position on campuses than do many of
the other student personnel areas. On the other hand, while counseling has a
position in the pecking order rather better than many of the student personnel
activities, it does not occupy a top position with reference to top administration.
A great many people in top administration at universities have rarely heard of
counseling, and have rarely paid any attention to it. Many college administra-
tors know little about it and consequently think it is not very important. In
consequence, to make the answer to my first question ended--it's time to end it--
I should say that getting into these questions has been good for me.

Question two is harder for me to handle: Why are you willing to listen to
me? Perhaps you do not really want to listen to a university administrator; but
certainly you are by now resigned to it. And there may be some point in hearing
broad generalizations by an individual outside of your speciality--particularly
atr a time when there are sharp divisionslin your field.

Surely there can be no doubt about the sharp divisions. I find more con-
trasts in viewpoint among counselors and counselor educators than among the spe-
cialists in high-energy physics, international relations, educational television,
comparative literature, the health sciences, or the performing arts (and these
people are at each other's throats all the time).

To an outsider, the counseling profession--if it is a profession--seems to
be in total disagreement on training theory: Should preparation be extended, or
can it be very brief? Should requirements for counselors be defined very closely
and exactly or very generally and flexibly? There are strong, even bitter differ-
ences as to what is the proper role of the federal government in all of this (e.g.,
should the United States Employment Service do any counseling at all)? There
seems to be no real consensus even among the trainers of counselors as to what
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counseling really is. 1Is it a real profession like medicine or journalism? Or,
is it a tool, a method, an approach? I find major differences of opinion as to
what counseling is supposed to accomplish, or is capable of accomplishing. Should
it aim at suitable employment, or try to change the whole of people's lzves? Yes,
I find contrasts. I find counseling being treated as relatively unimportant, and
I find it being shamefully oversold.

Perhaps I have not defined these divisions very well. No matter. However
defined, the divisions do exist; and they lead me to make two broad observations:

First: Your troubles, your divisions and differences come mainly from the
fact that your field is new. You have a lot of settling down to do; and you will
do it.

Second: Because of the time of the coming-of-age of your specialty (right
now), your fate and future depend largely on the development of an effective rela-
tionship between our educational system and the federal government. Especially
important is an effective relationship between our universities and the federal
government--and this relationship is not now nearly effective enough.

Now, to discuss these two points in detail:

First: You are young. The field of counseling and counseling education is
new. I know that there has been counseling of sorts through the ages (every;hing
can be traced back to the Greeks and ancient Chinese, if not to the cave man).

But counseling and counseling education in the modern sense is just arriving.
Vocational counseling as a specialty goes back a few decades, but many other
branches of the business are very recent. It is only in the period since World
War II that we have had this great upsurge of interest, this fantastic demand for
counselors in elementary and secondary schools, in colleges, businesses, and gov-
ernment.

What does this mean? It means that counseling and counseling education are
so new that they are still in the dizzy périod--the stage of ferment and perplex-
ity, frustration, confusion and uncertainty. And, I may add, unlimited opportun-
ity.
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Compare the field with an established discipline like my own, history (an
established and rather stuffy specialty). One is reminded of the English liter-
ary critic who wrote about the great contemporary American novelist Thomas Wolfe.

She found his work powerful and stimulating; but clumsy, too, and much disorgan-

ized. Well, said this British critic, what would you expect of an American writer?

American literature is just emerging, and twentieth century writing in America is
to be compared with English literature in the time of Chaucer. So with you. You
are just beginning, though you have already shown strength as well as weakness.
And the great days are ahead.

To be sure, counseling and counseling education has already spawned a vast
and bewildering literature, some of it quite impressive, much of it rather bad.

It is already too large for a single individual to read, or even list in a single
bibliography. But despite the many words that have been spilled, it would be in-
correct to say that your field has found definition, or has any very large body
of clear and accepted fundamental theory.

This is a handicap; but it need not cause distress. You have the oppor-
tunity to create this basic framework in the next generation. You need not rely
on the stale work of others; you can build your own edifice. What could be more
inviting than that? Still, it has its problem areas. Your field is so new that
many of those who now serve as counselors often have had relatively little formal
academic training. Many have transferred from related specialties, often with
little formal preparation and no particular qualifications--except that they ''like
people."

This has its good side if it leads to experimentation and opens new windows
to the future. But it poses problems of quality which affect the reputation of
your field. Seeing some inferior performances, academic or government colleagues
and administrators may downgrade the whole counseling business. Then, too, even
the brighter people in a new field may not have the time or the imagination to ex-
periment. I note a few signs that suggest that rigidities are already creeping

in; that some of you may want to pass up the opportunity to think broadly and
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boldly. I do implore you not to freeze your thinking, not to establish too many
formulas just yet, not to insist on uniformity before you have tried a variety of
approaches.

I must turn to my Second point. You are not here to discuss the age of
your specialty. You are here to talk.about university-government relations.

Actually, however, it is the same problem. This area also is new, and has
the difficulties and the advantages of youth. In one generation we have had a
triple revolution in university-federal government relations--a research revolu-
tion, a training or teaching revolution, an extension or social action revolution.

Each of these revolutions has had an important influence on higher educa-
tion. Together they have had a greater impact on our major institutions than any
other development of recent years, even the tidal wave of students. At the same
time these revolutions have transformed the educational side of the government in
Washington, and have altogether altered federal government relations with our
campuses.

Counseling has been involved in each of these three revolutions:

The research revolution: Counseling has not picked up federal research

support comparable to that available in the natural sciences; but it has access to
more research money than counselors and counseling educators ever dreamed would be
available.

The teaching revolution has been even more important in the counseling

field. Funds to mount training programs and grants to trainees have enabled the
profession to attract greater numbers, including some superior persons.

The social action revolution: Besides being centers for teaching and re-

search, universities do many public service jobs, participate in problem-solving

and the like. (Agricultural extension is the best historical example.) Somewhat
neglected lately, this university role has been revived now that the United States
government is moving towards solutions of urban, community, and overseas problems,
and is fighting wars against poverty and for equal opportunity and better housing.

As they mount new action programs, federal agencies turn to the universities for

25

. ————
T T




e e o e . - [

assistance. And the great demand, the overwhelmingiy great demand is for coun-
selors. The programs call for counselors to work for federal agencies, counselors
to work on federally-financed university projects in the social action field.

The demand is enormous--it seems as though the poverty program alone could swallow
up every counselor we have.

Under the circumstances, university-government relations are bound to be
somewhat strained. The surprising thing is that the relationship has been reason-
ably satisfactory.

But there are problems. Take one example. With its new responsibilities,
the government desperately needs able professionals, not only counselors, but
officials to administer research and training programs and all the rest. Yet, we
on the campuses have done less than we should to persuade able people to enter
government employment. Despite the new pay scales and the tremendously interest-
ing jobs opening up in Washington, many professors are still advising their stu-
dents to steer clear of the federal government. Not enough money, they say; too
much dull routine and bureaucratic red tape. I have heard this within the week.
Federal officials respond by calling professors haughty and theoretical and out
of touch with reality. I have heard this too within the week.

So people who should work together, who must work together, still have some
distance to travel on the rcad to true cooperation.

We at the universities have many complaints against the federal government.
We feel that we do not receive full costs when we are asked to do a job for the
government. We are consulted some, but not soon enough, in our opinion. Often
we are not consulted at all on a new program; then we are asked to carry out a
project we did not design and may not favor. There are endless delays when we
submit applications; then we are told that we must act overnight. Late last
spring we received a telegram at Wisconsin, asking us to mount a summer program
to train counselors for a poverty venture. We did this with some difficulty, be-
cause our faculty had already made summer commitments; but we did it because we

considered it a special emergency. This spring, after a full year available for
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planning in Washington, we again received the same telegram, late once more,
breathlessly asking us to move at once.

0f course it works the other way as well. We at the universities complain
that we cannot find our way around Washington, with its many overlapping, competi-
tive, and poorly coordinated agencies. Washington officials in turn do not know
what individuals to contact on our campuses (most of us handle federal relatioms
casually and inefficiently). Working with a team of two or more universities is
even more difficult, the government people say as hard as making an international
alliance. The representatives of bureaus here in Washington, working under time
pressure, further state that many professors are too leisurely or indifferent,
and do not turn out nearly as much work (or as many counselors) as they should.

But, as I have said, these complaints should not make us forget our main
point. We of the universities and the government have tackled a tough job; and,
working together, are doing reasonably well. To bring improvements, what we need

are more conferences like this one.
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SOME ASPECTS OF HISTORY®*

by
John G. Darley, Professor
University of Minnesota
Dating from the second World War, and within a broad definition of the
behavioral sciences, higher education and the Federal Government have experi-
enced intensified relations in research and training activities. The main
thrust of these developments has been to shape locally controlled educational
facilities in the task of meeting accelerated national needs for trained per-
sonnel and new scientific knowledge.
The written record will show that on balance I have viewed this evolu-
tionary process as productive of important social advances:

No major university today, public or private, engaged in graduate
teaching and research can maintain its statue without the present part-
nership with the Federal Government. Conversely, the broad needs of the
government for the end products of science make it equally dependent on

the major universities and colleges maintaining the advanced programs.

Further:

It seems to me that the past decade has witnessed the acceleration of

a trend that has had a very long evolution in the United States: this
evolution may be described as the mobilization of science and technology
in the national interest. The phases of this evolution and its high
points are written large in the following examples: the Morrill Act of
1862, creating the land grant institution; the National Academy of Sci-~
ences founded by Abraham Lincoln; the National Research Council of World
War I and Woodrow Wilson's time; the many congressional acts relating to

v ez T e ey

agricultural research and service; the OSRD and NDRC of World War II; the
ONR, the RDB, and the National Science Foundation which came on the scene
after World War II. (Darley, 1957)

*In the preparation of this paper, I have received invaluable assistance,
documents, and background information from many of my colleagues in government
agencies. My abiding appreciation for their cooperation, in this and other in- ;
stances, implies no responsibility on their part for what I shall say in thke ¢
paper, however. My thanks then to: Miss Cecile Hillyer, Ralph Bedell, Ja.cs
Garrett, Cecil Peck, David Pritchard, Joseph Samler.

And to certain University associates I am also indebted for aid, comfort,

and suggestions: Willis Dugan, Lloyd Lofquist, John McGowan, E. G. Williamson.
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To these major legislative landmarks in the area of research and develop-
ment must be added several other examples of "action' legislation: Public Law
16; Public Law 346 (the "G.I. Bill'"); the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1954;
Public Law 550 (the Korean G.I. Bill); Public Law 85-864 (NDEA); the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962, the legislation aimed at mental retardation
(Public Law 88-164); and most recently, the anti-poverty legislation and the
legislation providing Federal aid to elementary and secondary education. Lack
of time precludes detailed analysis of the total mass of legislation; it is well-
known to many of you at this meeting, however, and I am concerned only with three
general aspects of it: it is aimed at the amelioration of crucial social prob-
lems--problems not bounded by state lines; it has required cooperation from
higher education mainly in providing or training specialized personnel for action
program; and it has established a great variety and flexibility of Federal-insti-
tutional contractual structures. McGowan and Porter (1964) describe this history
of Federal legislation affecting certain kinds of counseling activities in the
public employment service, as one major example.

Another direct effect of much of this legislation has been to break up the
educational oligopoly under which a small number of distinguished institutions
had received a highly disproportionate share of Federal research money and pro-
duced a disproportionate share of graduate students at the Ph.D. and Masters'
levels. 1In essence, the legislation brings on to the production lines of higher
education increasing numbers of institutions to participate in both training and
research. Whether this results in a "lowering of standards" or a diffusion of
necessary advanced education to a greater number of individuals or an overempha-
sis on tricks of the trade and mere technique training cannot yet be determined.

Very few will quarrel with the ends of this legislation. A nation that
has acquired outstanding power on the international scene cannot lag in technical
and scientific progress; a great research and development enterprise is essential
in the world today. A nation that seeks the widest distribution of resources and

opportunities for its citizens must act with compassion to eliminate injustice
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and ameliorate conditions of deprivation to the end that each individual may
achieve his full potential. A nation can wait only so long for the tradition of
state's rights to show that it can meet problems that transcend state lines. It
is thus not the societal and individual ends that are in question.

But higher education faces two major problems today that must be made
clear; one is quite general and one is specific te the theme of this conference.
First, we run the risk of being killed with kindness, or at least smothered with
affection, by various government agencies. Their expectations for us, their de-
mands upon us, and the resources they hold out to”us are completely understand-
able in terms of their executive or legislative missions. They need trained man-
power for an increasingly complex and problem-oriented society. However, we in
universities are beset by a few problems of our own. We are being flooded by
massive enrollment increases at both the undergraduate and graduate level. Since
higher education is essentially locally controlled, we must find municipal,
state, or endowment resources as our first source of expansion of staff and
physical plant. In the state sector of the economy, we must compete with in-
creased needs in many other services and functions of government.

We are also competing in the tightest and toughest manpower market I have
known in thirty years as an administrator. This competition is at the level of
faculty, supporting staff and graduate students. Often our competitive problems
are intensified by Federal government actions and grants aimed at enhancing the
stature or capability of other institutions in the higher educational network.
While government support may have increased the number of people seeking and
completing advanced training, it is equally true that demand continues to outrun
supply, and the net result may be a game of "musical chairs'" in which competent
or visible people merely become highly mobile. If this is true of well-estab-
lished institutions, it will be even more true of institutions in the second and
third ranks that must also meet enrollment and staffing problems.

We have not yet devised sufficient educational technologies to spread our
available manpower over larger numbers of students or to distribute supervisory

loads over larger numbers of working staff at lower levels. In the simplest
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form, there may not now be enough good institutional staffs to do all that the
Federal Government expects in training; a variant of Gresham's Law may come to
mark the products of such widely divergent training centers; the graduates of
some specialized training programs may not be up to the demands and requirement:.
that society and current legislation place upon them.

Our second problem, specific to the theme of this conference, deals with
the name and nature of counseling. As my colleague, Dr. Brayfield has pointed
out:

Vocational counseling today is an officially recognized instrument of
our national policy in social welfare and national security. By federal
legislative enactment, administrative action, and operational example our
government has extended recognition and support to vocational counseling.
(Brayfield, 1961)

This is evident in the earlier G.I. Bill, in the work of the Employment Service,
in the field of Vocational Rehabilitation, in the present program of the Veterans
Administration, in the NDEA, and most recently in the anti-poverty legislation.
Conant looks to counseling as a major solution to the problems of improving
secondary education (Conant, 1959); the panel V report of the Rockefeller Broth-
ers Fund (1958) stresses its essential character; even a recent showing of the
General Electric '"College Bowl' urged the young viewing audience to visit their
wise and experienced high school counselors in seeking solutions to a wide range
of problems.

As a one-time working counselor, I am, of course, delighted in a nervous
sort of way, at the faith that everyone seems to have in the process and in its
exemplars or representatives. But since my colleagues and I seem unable to agree
on what the process is, who is most capable of carrying it out, how personnel
should be trained in it, who can qualify for it, and how many counselors are
needed for what kinds of programs, I admit to being more nervous than pleased.
And when the universities are asked to train people for this field in courses as
short as six weeks, with little control over their later futures, I become more
scared than nervous.

There will be five work-study papers presented at this meeting; each will
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deal with important and specific aspects of this problem of definition, functior
and training for counseling personnel, and I look forward to seeing the solutions
and guidelines laid down in them. But I am less than hopeful for a full resolu-
tion of our problems, since we in higher education do not, and possibly should
not, entirely determine society's needs and definitions for welfare service per-
sonnel except in a few highly structured and historically older professional
endeavors. Furthermore, the confusion that attends the definition and scope of
counseling is in part a testimony to our success as counselors, in part an out-
growth of our attempts to meet needs of individuals, and in part a result of the
competition of the marketplace for all the helping professions. As Schofield
(1964) points out in regard to the field of psychotherapy, we may, in the very
process of trying to provide more counseling, be creating a demand that we can
never satisfy with the available supply of qualified counselors.

Given these broad considerations, let me indicate briefly, as a case
history, some of Minnesota's experiences in training counseling personnel. The
record goes back to 1931.

Then some of us worked in the Employment Stabilization Research Institute,
which had a slight influence on the Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933 and later develop-
ments affecting counseling in the public employment service, under joint Federal-
State control. In the late 1930's, as consultants to the Cass County, North
Dakota school system, we tried to support counseling personnel under the provi-
sions of the Smith-Hughes Act affecting vocational education; we failed, I might
add. Professor Donald Paterson, instrumental in all these activities, also
helped establish a vocational guidance service in the Minneapolis Board of Pub-
lic Welfare in this same period. As World War II drew to a close, the University
maintained one of several VA contract counseling centers in Minnesota. 1In 1946,
we were briefly involved with the Retraining and Reemployment Administration of
the Department of Labor; I have been unable to find out when this operation dis-
appeared from view on the Federal scene.

We have held continuing grants or arrangements for training clinical
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psychologists since about 1947, both with the Veterans Administration and with
the National Institute of Mental Health. We have also been an APA-approved cen-
ter for training counseling psychologists, with VA support, since 1952. Since
1955, we have had grarts for the training of rehabilitation counselors and for
research and demonstration projects with the Vocational Rehabilitation Adminis-
tration and its predecessor office. We have been engaged in the training of
school psychologists in an inter-departmental program at the M.A., Specialist,
and Ph.D. levels since 1958 with NIMH support. We have had NDEA counselor train-
ing institutes during the summer and during the full school year since 1959, and
in addition have had trainees at the graduate level under Title IV of NDEA in
fields relevant to educational research and counseling.

In 1964, at the invitation of the Secretary of Labor, Minnesota undertook
a Project Cause training project. Our staff has also been involved in the eval-
uation and assessment process for Peace Corps trainees at Minnesota and elsewhere.
For several summers, we have set up special short courses for the training of
employment service personnel under arrangements with appropriate state or region-
al office. Many of these activities have been coordinated or intergrated with
our regular graduate programs at the M.A. and Ph.D. levels for the training of
counseling personnel; others have required us to keep the trainees in special
groups and facilities, independent of our ongoing graduate work.

This brief listing is not intended to confer any special virtue on the
University of Minnesota; our sister institutions have had comparable experiences
and have responded equally extensively to the needs for training helping person-
nel, broadly defined and at several levels. I cite the list only to indicate
that we can speak on University-Federal relations from exhaustive and sometimes
exhausting experience.

Several government reports also exist in the literature that well describe
the broad sweep of these various programs across many participating institutions.
It is to the credit of many dedicated Federal professional staff members that

these documents? provide a clear history of the use of counseling personnel at
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various levels; set forth patiently ways of upgrading such personnel; and record
the problems and difficulties in the various programs, often by using outside
experts for critical analyses of what has been accomplished.

Let me refer to reports on four major programs for the provision of coun-

seling services throughout the country. These are: the counselor training

institutes of Title V-B of NDEA; the program of counseling in the Veterans Ad-

ministration; the rehabilitation counseling work of the Vocational Rehabilitation

Administration; and the provision of counseling services in the United States
Employment Service program. In tcrms of impact, investment, social need, and
recorded history, they are the most important examples of the problems that must
be worked out in Federal-University relationships.

Tyler (1960) provides an excellent and detailed analysis of the first 50
summer institutes for the training of high school counselors. In 1959, over
2,200 high school personnel were enrolled in these 50 programs. In reviewing
some of the professional issues, Tyler mentions: the problems of the training

centers in providing adequate staffs side-by-side with their regular graduate

programs; the dangers in assuming that the summer institutes produce fully-trained

counselors; the conflict between the definition of counseling by school adminis-
trators on the one hand and professional workers in counseling on the other; the
possible distortion of emphasis stemming from the concern of NDEA for high-

ability students. In this connection, she says:

There is no difference in philosophy and attitude between counseling
for the gifted and counseling for the average or retarded, but somewhat
different kinds of knowledge and skill are involved. (page 78)

At the 1956 annual meeting of the American Personnel and Guidance Associa-
tion, a series of papers was presented on the counseling programs of the Veterans
Administration. These papers have been reproduced in Information Bulletin 7-112
of the Department of Veterans Benefits. The paper by McCully reviews the history
of the program and deals with the problems of upgrading the work of c. unseling
personnel, often in the face of considerable difficulty. The paper by Feder,

Super and Williamson reports on the evolution of the program as seen through
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the eyes of the members of the Advisory Committee appointed by the Veterans
Administration. As parts of the counseling program moved from Vocational Reha-
bilitation and Education in the Department of Veterans Benefits to the hospitals
under the Department of Medicine and Surgery, the Program Guide for Vocational
Counseling, published by that Department under date of August 8, 1960, spells
out in detail the status, functions, and illustrative programs for counseling
psychologists. 1In the VA program the emphasis has been on fully-trained counse-
lors at the Ph.D. level, if possible. Dr. Cecil Peck, in a personal communica-
tion, recently indicated that the Department of Medicine and Surgery presently
employs 278 Ph.D. psychologists performing counseling functions, in addition to
the staff of clinical psychologists.

The strength of the present program in the VA must be seen in comparison
to an earlier analysis of the VA contract centers, as a ''crash'" program at the
end of World War II. Writing then, Darley and Marquis (1946) made the following
statement about University involvements:

This report does not reflect an encouraging outlook regarding the
services of psychologists in this program. When the VA turned to the
colleges and universities for help, many institutions responded and more
will probably accept contracts. But in the main the operating staff
seems to have minimum training in the psychological specialties basic to
good guidance work. The institutions under contract are experienced pri-
marily in smaller-scale personnel programs for their own students and the
VA 1load even now is running ahead of the local load from which sound
clinical experiences are derived. . . . Increased service loads will re-
quire additional staff member appointments, but the source of new staff
members is questionable, since colleges, Civil Service and industry are

bidding for the same types of personnel.

The Rehabilitation Record, published by the Vocational Rehabilitation

Administration, in the issues of May-June 1960 and July-August 1964, provides
excellent summaries of developments in rehabilitation counselor training, in
funding research and development activities, and in working out collaborative
relations with state rehabilitation programs. Since 1955 approximately 1750
individuals have completed graduate study in rehabilitation counseling; in 1962
a follow-up study showed that about 60 percent of graduates were employed in

state rehabilitation agencies. It is to be noted that the training support pro-
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gram of the VRA has not been aimed primarily at the production of Ph.D. gradu-
ates in the area of rehabilitation counseling; the emphasis has focused on pro-
grams of advanced study of two years beyond the undergraduate degree, with
appropriate internship and practicum experience built into the work. VRA has
also given serious study by grant support to its problems of recruitment of
counseling personnel, as seen in the report of the National Rehabilitation Asso-
ciation on counselor recruitment (NRA, September, 1964).

Employment office counseling is the last area to be mentioned in this
partial analysis of government documents. As indicated earlier, McGowan and
Porter have prepared a major handbook on employment counseling for the Missouri
Division of Employment Security (McGowan and Porter, 1964). They speak to the
issue of improving counseling services in this way:

Over the past six years, Robert C. Goodwin, Administrator, Bureau of

Empl>yyment Security, has issued a series of Administrative Letters related

to upgrading Employment Service counseling services. These recommenda-

tions represent federal policy. However, it is still the responsibility

of state administrators to evaluate their own needs and implement the

recommendations. . . .
Later, speaking of the professional identity of counselors, the authors point
out that ", . . of over 3,000 Employment Service Counselors eligible for member-
ship in NVGA, less than 200 are members.'" They urge the establishment of a
National Employment Counseling Association within the federated structure of the
American Personnel and Guidance Association as a means of improving the total
program of employment counseling in the country.

In this connection, it is interesting to note the report of field visics
to local and State Employment Service offices made under the auspices of the

Panel on Counseling and Selection of the National Manpower Advisory Committee,

entitled Counseling and Selection in the Manpower Training Programs (1965). 1In

this report, serious deficiencies appear to exist in the quality of counseling
provided in the employment service that will adversely affect the discharge of
responsibilities under the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962. A

Department of Labor report of 1963 (Manpower Development Program Highlights)
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reflects, on careful reading, some of the problems encountered in trying to get
at crucial problems of unemployment and underemployment, by use of counselors in
allocation of manpower for training assignments.

These reports, and many others that could be cited, are impressive testi-
mony to the hard work of Federal and State personnel in fulfilling missions laid
down in Federal legislative acts. It is possible to derive from them some idea
of the stresses and strains that have had to be met when the Universities are
sought out as partners in the enterprise. I shall try to illustrate these in
the paragraphs that follow; in so doing, I draw not only on the official docu-
ments, but also on University experiences--my own and others--over the past
several years.

First, the earliest Federal support programs preempted the services of
many of the ablest people and institutions in training and research activities.
In research, the Office of Naval Research, the National Science Foundation, and
then the National Institute of Mental Health had access, in that order, to the
best people'and leading institutions. In major training support, the Veterans
Administration Department of Medicine and Surgery and the National Institute of
Mental Health were earliest in the field. 1In both training and research or
demonstration support, the NIH and VA programs were followed by the vastly ex-
panded programs of the United States Office of Education, the Vocational Reha-
bilitation Administration, and the Department of Labor. Although the more
recent Federal entrants to the field have shown gradual improvement as University
personnel became aware of the opportunities they provided, these later programs
involved, at the start, personnel and institutions that were not always in the
first rank, and on occasion funds were so committed over time that the Federal
agencies could not easily move to higher qu. lity activities. Thus reasonable
doubts may arise regarding the quality of first outcomes of the later Federal
programs, even though the ends sought are crucial. The issue here is the univer-
sities' problems of staffing and support as increasingly heavier demands were

placed upon them, and the priorities they assigned in meeting the demands.
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A second major stress in the relations is certainly not under the control
of the universities and too infrequently under the control of the Federal agen-
cies. I speak here of state-Federal relationship and policies in hiring, pay-
ing, upgrading, promoting, and utilizing trained personnel. With respect to
salaries only, a recent HEW publication (State Salary Ranges, 1964), using such
employment classifications as employment security personnel, public health per-
sonnel, public welfare personnel, mental health personnel, and vocational reha-
bilitation personnel, illustrates the problem. Wherever Federal legislation pro-
vides joint Federal-state participation in ameliorative activities, the Federal
government may draw up standards for personnel and for functioning; these stand-
ards then must filter through a state civil service structure, a state commis-
sioner of administration, and a state program functionally and legislatively
related to the Federal goals. So long as such wide variations continue to exist
in state civil service standards, state salary schedules, and state utilization
and upgrading plans for the categories of helping personnel, the universities
will find it hard to attract their best students to such fields and will even
with the best intentions, be somewhat less interested in their training than in
the graduate training of individuals qualified for and able to get higher level
professional or administrative jobs, in a tight labor market. Certainly the
Federal administrative and executive agencies are aware of this problem, but they
too are perforce enmeshed in the national legislative process by which ameliora-
tive progress is slowly and painstakingly made in our society. In elementary
and secondary education, the same problem exists in raising standards for school
counseling personnel; 50 states and countless local schocl boards set standards
usually below those held by the protession itself.

A third source of stress for the universities, under their current pres-
sures, is the understandable Federal need for in-service or upgrading training
of personnel presently emploved, under special contractual arrangements during
an academic year or in the summer months or under various extension conditions,

including daily consultantships by faculty members. Rightly or wrongly, the
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universities place more emphasis on their regular, resident programs of instruc-
tion and on the traditional time and sequence factors associated with them. With
an already overburdened faculty, with research grant money easily available out-
side the regular school year, and with dynamic curricular change in progress in
all subject-matter areas, it becomes difficult to participate with high enthusi-
asm in programs of in-service or upgrading training. Writing on the adult educa-
tion movement in the California high schools, Clark (1956) defines this issue as
the problems of '"organizational marginality' and "operating pressures'" in an en-
rollment economy; universities and colleges may not consider such contractual
plans as central to their main mission.

A fourth source of stress, relatively minor in nature and sometimes tran-
sient in nature, involves the red tape, surveillance, accounting and legal
details that so often seem to accompany the newer Federal programs. Certainly
all virtue and honesty do not repose in the faculties and business administra-
tions of our universities and colleges; they are not incapable of fast fiscal
footwork from time to time. But the bu&er-seller relationships that older estab-
lished Federal agencies have established with universities seem more amicable,
more reasonable, and more often based on mutual trust than is true of the newer
Federal programs. In part this stems from a philosophical difference between
the grant and the contract; in part it reflects the differing goals of research
project or program support on the one hand and training support on the other
hand; in part it is tiea to the "crash" nature of many of the short-term training
activities required to implement the various Federal pieces of legislation. But
there have been times when I was paranoid enough to believe the same suspicious
fiscal and legal staffs were following me around from one Federal agency to an-
other.

A fifth source of stress may be found in the excessive specificity of «
training requirements spelled out in some Federal programs. There is no science
of curriculum-making, certainly, but University experience tends to indicate

somewhat greater success with broader curriculum content rather than with content
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oriented toward a particular and often narrow job description. Usually the spec-
ificity accompanies the requirement that only a particular group be eligible for
a particular training program, as in the NDEA summer institutes or the Project
Cause trainees, or Peace Corps trainees. From the standpoint of the Federal
agencies involved, these requirements appear reasonable in accomplishing their
missions, but they place a double burden on universities that must maintain their
regular curricular programs at the same time as they take responsibility for the
specific programs for a separate group of students.

A sixth issue in Federal-University relations involves differing patterns
of stipends, fringe benefits, and work-load requirements among the Federal sup-
port programs for advanced training. While this may not be a problem in the
special institutes or training programs restricted to a particular group of stu-
dents, all of whom are on the same stipend and fringe-benefit base, it is true
of several of the programs supporting general graduate education in the behav-
ioral sciences. The traditional teaching assistantships and other forms of work-
required support tend to drop in value in favor of work-free stipends, and these
in turn are graded by amounts of support in the perception of graduate students,
rather than by their inherent value in the total graduate education program. The
summed effects of this problem on the flow, allocation, and motivation of ad-
vanced students across the differing areas of manpower need is difficult to
assess; certainly it provides headaches for University adwinistrators trying to
maintain the strength and integrity of various segments of their teaching and
research enterprises. We have seen recently another aspect of this problem: a
grant to a non-profit service organization led to its attempt to staff the pro-
ject by hiring from us graduate students, only partially trained, already on

trainee stipends from the same granting agency.

The creation of new Federal agencies and programs, the assignment of re-
sponsibilities to two or more Federal agencies simultaneously, and the resultant
conflicts with old-line agencies at both Federal and local levels, however in-

evitable these actions may be in moving a society forward, can only complicate
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University-Federal relations. Having survived two three-year tours of duty in
the Washington jungle and'having dealt with bureaucratic structures for many
years, I am quite aware of the need and importance of bureaucracy and of the
dedicated service in Federal agencies rendered by many of my colleagues in psy-

chology during and since World War II. But I yearn somewhat wistfully for what

my factor-analytic friends call simple structure, and I could wish at least for
* more effective coordination of effort in the great society toward which we joint-
ly strive. Interagency committees are helpful, of course, but not when all rep-
" resentatives are concentrating on protecting the primacy of their own agencies!
I have observed the same phenomenon, however, in University interdepartmental and
intercollege committees, so my hopes here are tempered by experience. Two arti-

cals in the Reporter magazine touch on this issue (Reporter, March 25, 1965;

April 8, 1965) as does a recent syndicated column by Sylvia Porter (Minneapolis

Tribune, April 23, 1965):

We have in recent years poured billions of tax dollars into a bewil-
dering range of antipoverty, anti-dropout, anti-illiteracy schemes. Yet
we have no solid evidence that our billions have been reducing poverty or
the numbers of dropouts and illiterates. We now spend an annual $5 bil-
lion on federal-state welfare programs alone. Yet our relief rolls are at
historic highs. At last count six separate federal agencies were running
41 separate federal antipoverty programs for which Congress appropriated
$15 billion in fiscal 1964 alone. Yet the agencies themselves confess
that frequently they haven't had the vaguest notion how each program
meshed or conflicted. The shocking fact is that we have been fighting
poverty blindly. We have had no yardstick to measure success or failure.
Now an aggressive drive is under way to put our sprawling antipoverty war
on a businesslike basis. The U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity in
Washington, D.C., has a new Office for Research, Plans, Programs and Eval-
uations staffed by a brain trust of 33 economists, statisticians, pro-
gramers--and Pentagon planners--backed by an IBM computer. The office is
compiling=--for the first time ever--facts from every government agency and
major private organization involved in the war on poverty. It is astound-
ing, but it is a fact that this is the first attempt to find out, as pov-
erty chief Sargent Shriver says, "whether the ﬁovernment is getting its
money's worth out of its antipoverty programs. We're probably heading

: for some big shocks--multi-billion-dollar onmes.

Admittedly, the daily newspapers and the periodic magazines are not the
' best sources of information on societal developments, but these citations at
least reflect a problem that universities have experienced.
A more pertinent aspect of this form of stress, however, warrants passing
mention. The newer Federal agencies and programs often seem blissfully unaware
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of earlier experiences with University relations, in research and training sup-

port. No one now appears to remember Ira Scott's Manual of Advisement and

Guidance, (Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1945) prepared to imple-
ment, standardize, and improve counseling services to be provided under Public
Laws 16 and 346 of the 78th Congress; yet such technical manuals, updated to meet
today's needs, would be important devices in upgrading the newer counseling

training programs now being mounted. The Employment Security Manual, Part 1I,

chapters on employment counseling and occupational testing and related techniques
could well have wider and more general distribution to training programs and to
other Federal agencies involved with the procurement, training, and use of coun-
seling personnel. Additionally, the documents, already cited, covering the his-
tory and programs of NDEA, VA, VRA, and the Employment Service should be required
reading both for Federal administrators and University administrators. In these,
and in other citations, evolving patterns of Federal-University relations have
been spelled out.

What is crucially needed at this moment in our history is a permanent and
powerful coordinating council, representing the major government agencies and the
most experienced universities, to bring our history to bear on our present needs.
Such a council, with sufficient power and appropriate working panels, could ad-
dress itself to the following problems: the relevance and dissemination of
available research on manpower, counseling, and psychometrics; areas of needed
additional research; the coordination of government recruitment programs for
limited supplies of trained personnel; the definitions of levels of counseling
functions for various governmental goals; and the important communication devices
that would transmit our heritage of experience in relation to present Federal

missions and objectives.

Without such an attempt at coordination, we shall not profit sufficiently

from our own history.

A final point of stress will conclude this discussion of Federal-Univer-

sity relations. This is the problem of the name and nature of counseling; I have

42

“ e R T 1w~ A SRR A




already mentioned it earlier. Until we in the profession can agree, and can im-
plement such agreement, on definitions of levels of counseling persomnel, on
functions for these various levels, and on minimal training requirements for
various levels, we cannot truly help the Federal agencies out of their dilemma
and we shall have no basis except a given institutional consensus, for accepting
or rejecting an offer to participate in the training of counseling personnel, or
for deciding at what level of participation a particular institution should oper-
ate, or for deciding by what standards institutional programs should be judged.
Unless we can clearly demonstrate that counseling personnel below some level will
truly endanger their clients' welfare, we shall have no basis for working toward
standardization of state job descriptions and improvement of state salary sched-
ules in an effort to upgrade the entire field. It is to be hoped that the work-
ing papers prepared for this conference will speak to these and related issues.

A recent report on the problem appears under the editorship of Thompson and Super
(1964).

It is appropriate in concluding this overview to consider future possibil-
ities affecting the preparation and employment of counseling personnel. In the
first place, the demand for such personnel will probably increase; as we look at
school, community, and federal activities designed to improve man's lot, all the
helping professions will require more members. In the second place, variations
in patterns and amounts of training will probably continue, but one might hope
that some of the excessive variation would be reduced if agreement can be reached
on minimal standards. 1In the third place, additional sources of manpower supply
will have to be tapped; here one looks hopefully for the return of trained women
to the labor force. In the fourth place, training responsibilities at different
levels will have to be assumed by various categories of institutions, provided
that standardized training materials can be generated and widely distributed,
either in the form of self-instructional or programmed material or in the form of
visual demonstration material or in the form of training manuals. In the fifth

place, some greater coordination and federalization of certain ameliorative activ-
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ities must inevitably evolve in the decades ahe. ., In the sixth place, the crisis
or emergency aspect of much that we are trying to do will phase out and we can
work toward longer-range goals and more substantial development of fundamental
and generalizable ways to train and utilize and supervise counseling personnel.
On balance, Federal-University relations have been effective and meaning-
ful for society, in this area as in many others. The stresses and strains, great
as they may seem, on a day-to-day basis and as we are propelled from one crisis
to another, may also be seen as 'growing pains.'" 1If, on occasion, the universi-
ties seem reluctant, recalcitrant, or uncoopcrative, it must be remembered that
they fulfill many missions for society, that they are overburdened at this moment
in history, that they move ponderously, and that by their very nature they must

seek to be sure of the means by which they approach desirable social ends.
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REACTIONS TO DR. DARLEY'S PAPER




DARLEY'S "SOME ASPECTS OF HISTORY'" FROM THE VANTAGE POINT
OF THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ADMINISTRATION

by
James F. Garrett, Assistant Commissioner
Vocational Rehabilitation Administration
U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
All of us appreciate very much the thoughtful, peiceptive paper prepared
by Jack Darley. I am equally sure, however, that those of us representing Uncle

Sam thought that he had prepared a paper presenting our own problems. The inter-

change of government for university and vice versa in his remarks would prnbably

apply equally well. This demonstrates for me the remarkable interrelationship
and, in large measure, cooperation between govermment and universities in coun-
selor preparation and supply.

Fortunately or unfortunately, depending upon your viewpoint, government
workers - despite appearances - do not operate as "free agents." So they must
function within a legal frame of reference which is not always of their own
choosing. This legal frame of reference in addition relates itself to a social
philosophy which Dr. Darley has pointed up very well, particularly in the first
few pages of his paper. This philosophy may be one with which one can agree - or
again, cannct. For example, when the 1954 Amendments to the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act were being considered, one influential congressman felt that anyone
could be trained to be a counselor in three months! So, when one questions our
present (soon to be removed!) two-year limitation on any one course of study, let
him remember what could have been!

Rather than react within time limits to all of the fine points made in the
pParev, I should like to make some historical and operational remarks about our
own program to bring out one facet of university-government relationships, allud-
ing to Dr. Darley's paper only in parts.

First of all, ours is one of the older of the newer programs refered to,

coming into being late in 1954. 1In its genesis we had two advantages, one, a job
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analysis of the job of the rehabilitation counselor in State vocational rehabili-
tation agencies as he actually works, thus cueing us in to the knowledges and
skills required to perform this role and second, a wide array of professional
groups who felt they knew how he should be trained. Instead of ignoring this

' as some Federal agencies in their "wisdom'

sage advice one could get "for free,'
have done, we asked politely and got more than we bargained for - a consensus.
Bravely we asked NVGA, APA, the Council on Social Work Education, and the practi-
tioner group, the National Rehabilitation Association, to meet with us using
Rusalem's job analysis as the basic data and see whether we could agree on how

to train and what to teach in this field called Rehabilitation Counseling. As
might be expected, '"many roadéulead to Rome'" - each discipline modestly indicated
that it could offer the core areas plus the supervised practice and produce a
first-class counselor. This was not the narrow training Dr. Darley referred to -
as a matter of fact, it was so broad some kind souls even questioned whether the
end prcduct was, in fact, a counselor! Be that as it may, we found this advice
so stimulating that, ten years later, we are still following ii. Not that the
training programs have not matured over this time period! What I mean is that we
have left to the university where the program will be based (thus eliminating the
bias of the Federal bureaucrat to whom Dr. Darley refers so politely) while at
the same time holding the university responsible for the educational soundness of
the program. Moreover, we still maintain a multidisciplinary training panel,
with all the ingredients of university rehabilitation counselor coordinators,
representation from the professional groups and the field of practice, with uni-
versity administration thrown in for good measure. The latter group have been
brought in to our deliberations because we are so conscious of what Dr. Darley
has pointed out, i.e., what effect does a program such as ours have on the prac-
tices of the university, its commitments to us, and to other similar programs.

We feel extremely fortunate in the high quality and dedication of those who have

served on this panel and I would like here to acknowledge their wonderful contri-

butions.
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In line with this policy, we have also seenr: the nezd for constant surveil-
lance of our program to see that it is apace of the times. To coordinate theory
and practice, we have yearly held joint meetings of the University Ruhabilitation
Counselor coordinators and their staff with the States Council of Vocational
Rehabilitation Director's Committee on Training. Sessions which started out as
stormy, suspicious and acrimonious now seem relatively cooperative, helped no
doubt by a year-round Joint Liaison Committee. It is our firm belief that co-
operation and improvement is best fostered through positive and frequent exposure.

One result of this has been a much greater involvement of the universities
in the continuing education of vocational rehabilitation counselors. We have
tried to break down the freauently artificial barriers between in-service, pre-
service, and post-service training by having the rehabilitation counseling coor-
dinator and his staff involved in all aspects of counselor preparation. While
the devices may be contracts for special institutes, we have tried, with greater
or lesser success, to encourage continuity. Thus, under the vocational rehabili-
tation program, grant support will go for the basic professional training pro-
gram, for assistance to the regional-State training council, for the State in-
service training program, and for specialized courses, all involving the reha-
bilitation counseling coordinator. It is hard for us to see how the university
person can offer a well-rounded basic professional training program unless he is
thoroughly conversant with all aspects of counselor functioning and the agency
in which he functions. These two, as much as some people would like to think
otherwise, cannot be divorce’.

Moreover, we are going to talk a good deal here about various levels of
delivering counseling services. If we do, we must realize that this means a new
work environment in the agency, one committed to continuity of training and a
developmental atmosphere. Thus there must be a commitment to the growth of the
individual on the job. How can the university hope to make a contribution to

this new frame of reference unless its staff now are involved in the total pro-

cess.
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Much has been said of the university consortium in the undergraduate and
graduate arena, and Jack Darley may have had that in mind when he talked of the
various categories of universities (whatever value judgment that connotes) and
their role for different levels of training. But I would like to suggest that,
at least from the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration standpoint, we should
be focusing on the community consortium for our training - the integration of
university, community agencies and individuals in that community for the most
effective and meaningful training and service program. Here is our continuity -
and this is not far off in reality so far as VRA is concernea because we already
have fourteen research and training centers involving universities and community
agencies in affiliation offering integration of teaching, research and client
services. In this way too, the university can best discharge one of its respon-
sibilities, that of up-grading the profession of counseling. All too often it
is fcrgotten that some Federal agencies, by law, are forbidden to have anything
to do with qualifications or conditions of work of those employed by State or
local agencies, so this must devolve upon the professional associations and the
universities.

As we look at the universities, I think we can all agree with Darley's
clarion call for less red (a poor word) tape and more mutual trust. I should
like to remind all of us, however, that mutual trust is based on mutual respect
and that the latter usually develops from experience over a time span. Newer
programs cannot expect the same treatment in universities as older ones. At the
same time this is a free country and no one forces universities to apply for
Federal funds. Those who accept them must also realize the mutuality of the
situation and gauge not only what is in it for the university but what they can
contribute to the mission of the granting agency. The same applies to coordina-
tion -~ there is need for coordination among governmental granting agencies (and
there may be more than meets the eye!) but there is also need for similar good
works and intentions at the university level - we all work hard but 200 percent

of one's time is difficult to account for.
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So it would appear we have much to learn from each other - and learn we
must if counseling is to meet its social expectations and survive. Hopefully,
in a paraphrase from Walter Lippmann, the more perfectly we understand the im-

plications of counseling, the easier it will be for all of us to live with it.
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GOVERNMENT-UNIVERSITY RELATIONS: THE POSITIVE SIDE OF STRESS
REACTIONS TO DR. DARLEY'S PAPER
by
Arthur L. Harris
Associate Commissioner of Education
U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

The Federal Government and the universities have had long and harmonious
relationships. Though not exactly "marriages' some of these relationships have
been fairly consistent and permanent; others though not "flings'" have been tempo-
rary and of an emergency nature. All have been fruitful. Dr. Darley describes
the services performed by the universities for the people of the nation in his
paper ''Some Aspects of Histciy,” to which we are reacting today. He is to be
congratulated for competently setting forth the many roles the university has
performed for the Federal Govermment--especially in the area of training counse-
lors during the nation's growth--during its years of crisis. The record is
impressive, but, as Dr. Darley points out, it is not without "stresses.

And that, I take it, is why we are here today, to talk about these stresses,
and I suppose identify or reaffirm some of the things that can be done to amelio-
rate them.

Dr. Darley is concerned that some of our newer relationships are not as
happy as the old; that the universities ''run the risk of being killed with kind-
ness." It is indeed time, then, for dialogues such as this one. We need to
think through what is happeaing. As a reactor, my role will be somwhat defensive.
As suggested by the title, I will discuss the positive side of stress. I will,
I hope, be as candid and fair #s Dr. Darley has been in his paper.

Dr. Darley had described six stresses: 1. Diversion of university per-
sonnel to Federal programs at the expense of the regular university programs.

2. Disparity in salary and personnel practices. 3. Demands for inservice

training. 4. Increase in red tape and legal tangles. 5. Excessive specificity
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cf training requirements. 6. Differing patterns of stipends, fringe benefits,
and work-load requirements, with resulting competition among Federal agencies
and need for coordination.

Obviously, these stresses exist. We cannot argue that they do not, or
even, in most cases, that they are minimal. The universities have some real
problems, problems c .used in large part by the Federal Government‘s need for the
services of the universities. I will react to them in the order in which Dr.
Darley presented them.

First, regarding diversion of personnel, one representative of a large
university recently put it this way. He said that the medical school was losing
its instructional talent through retirement. 1In other words, that only the oider
faculty members cultivated and practiced the skills of teaching, that the newer
members were absorbed in government-supported research. Without question, it
has not been the concern of the Departments of Defense, of Labor, of Health,
Education, and Welfare or of other agencies when requesting training or research
services to make certain that the university's total education program is well
balanced. Nor is it the responsibility of individual government contractors to
worry, for example, about any de-emphasis of the arts and humanities programs
that might be caused by their activities. Though the university may complain of
the allure of Federal funds and lay the blame of imbalances on government contracts,
it seems to me that prevention is still in the hands of the university adminis-
tration. Certainly like any virtuous lady, they should know when to say '"No."
The Government is not asking the university to divert its resources, it seems
to me; it is asking for a service that the university alone can provide. But
quite apart from this, where else would we have the Federal Government turn for
these services? Traditionally, the university has been the intellectual bank
for the nation. Indeed the university has carefully cultivated this role and
-=-1 might add--performed it well. Would those who complain of the diversion
suggest that the Government develop its own resources--perhaps by establishing

a national university? I think not.
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Another stress, the disparity of salary and personnel practices among the
States and local schools, is a problem about which, as Dr. Darley suggests, the
Government and the university can do little. One theoretical solution to the
problem (much too drastic) is the establishment and enforcement of Federal salary
standards.

Another solution has already evolved, the use of university consultants
on & part-time basis to carry out the inservice education needed locally and on
the State level. The States do need the university services and the expertise--
much of it incidentally developed through Government-supported research and train-
ing programs.

But Dr. Darley's third source of stress would preclude even that. He says
that "With an already overburdened faculty, with research grant money easily
available outside the regular school year, and with dynamic curricular change in
progress in all subject-matter areas, it becomes difficult to participate wich

high enthusiasm in programs of inservice or upgrading training." Again this
attitude is understandable, and may be universal. But I suggest that partici-
pation by our universities in State and local inservice education is part of their
basic strength as institutions. Further, participation provides an copportunity
to apply results of some of the research universities do. It would seem that the
university has much to gain, and little to lose, by keeping this liaison. This
kind of activity is, after all, a two-way proposition, both parties benefit. 1
know of university personnel who, as a matter of policy, take positions at the
local level--school or community business--in order to keep their practice in the
lab and classroom more than theoretical.

Dr. Darley speaks of a fourth source of stress--red tape, etc.--as rela-
tively minor in nature and sometimes transient. I'm sure Dr. Darley realizes
that he doesn't soften the blow by calling red tape 'minor.”" (It's the color
that hurts.) In defense I can only repeat what we all probably know. And this

is that new programs are often faced with this red tape charge when they are

getting started. Problems of new personnel, new procedures, and new relationships
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beset most new operations. However, our experience has been that after the first
or second go-around these problems and some of the charges disappear. rerhaps
this is why the older programs seem ''more amicable, more reasonable' than the
new. Of course, a government agency can never escape the ever-present obligation
to operate strictly in the public interest, to do whatever we can to see that the
tax dollar is spent, in the words of President Johnson, in ways that assure us
that every Federal dollar buys a full dollar's worth of service. And we all must
continue to report to Congress on the exact use of our funds. Many of the ''prob-
ing, suspicious questions,” 1 suggest, are in fact earnest attempts at evaluation.

The specificity (another source of stress) called for in many Federal pro-
grams aids us in this evaluation. That specificity is usually built into the law;
any change in policy rests with the Congress, not with the administering agency.
Congress has been interested in buying specific service. It has not been inter-
ested until recently in substantial support of the university.

Perhaps something can be done about the differing patterns of stipends,
fringe benefits, and work load requirements mentioned as another source of stress.
Coordination, of course, is the logical answer to this and other such stresses.

In this regard, there have been several significant attempts at coordination.

First, the National Defense Education Act through its Title X authorized
a survey of Federal Programs in Higher Education. The final report called for
some mechanism for providing a general overview of the numerous educational pro-
grams scattered among many departments and agencies. But it noted that there is
strong opposition on the part of both university and Federal administrators to
the centralization in a single agency of the administration of the various Federal
programs of higher education. But the Littlie report (as it is called) did recom-
mend a centralized information service; a continuous and perceptive review of the
panorama of Federally sponsored programs; comprehensive, systematic, and reliable
nationwide studies of major trends and conditions affecting the welfare of colleges
and universities; and studies of factors affecting full realization of educational

opportunity among American youth.
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Significantly, the U. S. Commissioner of Education at the direction of
the President, today heads a coordinating committee that may well look into the
sources of some of the stresses mentioned.

Meanwhile the Congress has moved to relieve the major strain on the univer-
sities--a strain that underlies all of the stresses mentioned here--the over-
burdening of faculty and facilities. It seems to me that the real solution to
imbalanc :s has been evident for years, indeed, has been advocated for years by
educators and many Congressmen: that is, more Federal funds to colleges for the
expansion of their faculty and facilities. Some legislation to this effect has
recently been put on the books, some is proposed.

. ‘Tordncrease the supply of college teachers, the NDEA fellowships author-
ization-was increased last year from 1,500 to a maximum of 7,500 by 1966.

To-increase college facilities we have the new Higher Education Facilities
Act.

To increase educational efficiency, we have a greatly expanded cooperative
research nrogram.

By appropriating Federal funds for higher- education, we are increasing our
capacity to educate. )

Such legislation does not cause imbalances or draw off personnel. One of
the problems has been that the Federal government has taken more than it has
giver. This tendency seems to be easing. The only discussion now is whether the
amount of Federal aid for the educational enterprise is enough to keep pace with
the service demands from other agencies of the Government.

Finally, I suggest that not all stress is undesirable. It has a positive

side. Stress is, after all, not always distress. In many cases when great de-

mands are put upon individuals or/and institutions, they find that they can do
more, and do better, and faster, what needs to be done. The challenge of meeting
national needs, I submit has strengthened the universities, not just a few, but
all across the land. In many cases the stresses revealed basic inadequacies in

faculty and facilities--inadequacies that subsequently led to programs of strength-
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ening.

Universities can take several roles, but I believe most of them would

rather be identified as meeting the demands of society for change, rather than

resisting it. Universities can become the repositories of knowledge; but it is

just as important that they be the generators of change.

No one argues that the needs of the nation, as expressed through the

Federal Government, have not put pressures--yes stresses--on the universities to

take a dynamic role in the nation's future. But the universities have responded--

and, on the whole, they are better institutions for it.

Some demands from Government probably should be resisted, for they may be

unreasonable. However, if the college and the university respond for the sake

of the funds involved, it is a bit unseemly that they should then cry '"foul
play,"--that their virtue has been sullied.
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REACTIONS TO ''SOME ASPECTS OF HISTORY,"
A PAPER BY JOHN .G. DARLEY

by
Louis Levine, Director
United States Employment Service

I should like to take Dr. Darley's final point of stress -~ the problem
of the name and nature of counseling -- as the subject of my first comment.
Definitions of counseling functions and levels, and agreement on these within
the counseling profession, Dr. Darley contends, are a necessary first step before
deciding how institutional programs may be developed to assist the Federal agen-
cies in their task of securing specialized personnel for action programs. The
nature of employment counseling, as defined by the Employment Service, I might
point out, emphasizes the importance of the vocational plan as a part of coun-
seling, the need for recognizing that the job market and occupational interests
of the counselee are a part of a broader social and economic environment, the
importance of taking account of the whole individual -- the counselee -- his
traits, values, motivations, interests, and aspirations.

Technological changes in the nation's economy are presenting the counselor
working in an employment office with complex new problems which he must under-
stand and cope with effectively. The war on poverty has affected his role so
that he is becoming more deeply involved in the sociological and anthropological
aspects of the disadvantaged. He is being required to be more sensitive than ever
before to manpower and human resources and their relationship to employability
and job markets. As its horizons widen, the brqad interdisciplinary nature of
employment counseling emerges. More about this later.

The United States Employment Service recognizes that professional coun-
selors cannot be produced by summer institutes, courses, and work shops, or any

"erash" program limited to carrying out specific legislative mandates. It recog-
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nizes that the excessive specificity oy training requirements spelled out in some
Federal programs does not lead to the broad-gauged capacities which the truly
professional counselor would hopefully possess.

What the employment service envisions is an adequate supply of well-
rounded, professionally prepared counselors which the legislative mandates and
the full needs of society require. It sees this supply coming about as the result
of .on-going programs in counselor preparation in institutions of higher learning ‘E
throughout the United States. New counseling standards established by the United

States Employment Service recognize that professional counseling requires the

C et s e TR T

master's degree level of preparation. If such counselors are to be provided in
the quantity which the new social imperatives demand, we must look to fhe univer-
sities to produce the supply.

Recognizing that the development of the counselor, as with any service
professional, requires the application of theory as he learns it, I envisage the
preparation of employment counselors through full-time, year-long study, associ-
ated with a practicum to provide him with appropriate internship experiences.
This practicum I would see as under university supervision and utilizing State
Employment Service personnel in various capacities in the training programs. The
case for the desirability of such an arrangement is strengthened by the recent
experience of the USES and a number of State offices in connection with employing
high school counselors in local offices during the summer menths. A number of
States engaged in this program. Almost without exception the State agencies were
enthusiastic with the results and recommended that the program be continued. The
local offices found that the school counselors adjusted to their jobs with a
minimum of training and that they had a wholesome influence on the attitudes and
accomplishmer.ts of the regular office staff. The arrangement was hailed with i
equal enthusiasm by the school counselors themselves. They pointed out their
increased awareness of what happens to the school dropout as he faces the world,
better understanding of the job market and the problems facing job seekers, more

realistic knowledge of occupations, and first hand experience in communicating
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with all classes of people, thus broadening their understanding of the world

about them and the dynamics of its social forces.

The employment service had seen the local employment office itself as the

ideal laboratory in which to provide counselor candidates with the internshiﬁ
experiences best calculated to fit them for their responsibilities as employ-
ment counselors. I think that the suitability of the employment office as
the locus for the practicum in counseling was well demonstrated by the school
counselor employment program.

One major stress in government-university relations to which Dr. Darley
refers is the problem of lack of control by the universities and the Federal
government over the hiring, paying, upgrading, promoting, and utilizing of
trained personnel. Because standards established on the Federal level filter
through State civil service structures and State administrations, producing
wide variations from state to state in the qualification standards, State
salary schedules, and State utilization and upgrading plans, the universities
find it hard to attract their best students into employment service counseling.
I would say that I see in the future a move away from State civil service and
merit systems and an accelerating use of universities in recruiting good
counseling candidates. I would hope that the universities and professional
associations can give us maximum support in this intent.

To get anywhere in this direction the employment service recognizes
that salary scales must be competitive and that at present they are not. It
recognizes that the shortage of trained counselors is such that adequate
training stipends must be made available to qualified individuals who will
undertake full-time programs of professional preparation. It is putting its
efforts squarely to the task of securing higher salaries and the grenting of
stipends in adequate numbetrs.

The emergence of the network of Youth Opportunity Centers within the
employment service system is a response to the recognition that under-educated,

unskilled, and under-privileged youth, if they are to be salvaged from hopeless

61

L O

[



e

e Y e N R U P

= d s

AN L ety

adequate to a shared understanding of their view of the world. Perhaps one of
the most important implicatioans of the anti-poverty program is the need to re-
assess the traits, abilities, and understanding of counselors and others who
are to serve disadvantaged people.

The traditional curriculum for counselor preparation may be seéiously
deficient in providing the information, analytical insights, and understanding
of the environment and forces which most influence the outlook of the poor to
whom the anti-poverty program is directed. That program requires people with
the disposition L, commit themselves to close and continuous involvement with
culturally deprived people and their social environment. There is growing recog-
nition of the significance of team work and the interdisciplinary approach to
the resolution of problems confronting disadvantaged youth. Contributions from
the techniques and insights of many specialties are required to solve these com-
plex problems, as indeed is the case very often in serving counseling candidates
from other special groups, including older people, physically handicapped, men-
tally restored, and even the mentally gifted. '

This brings me again to a point I mentioned earlier, the recognition of

the essential interdisciplinary nature of the counseling function and the need

for the interdisciplinary training of counselor candidates. That the curriculum
for the training of counselors involves preparation in interviewing and guidance
with a heavy reliance on the behavorial sciences, especially psychology, is a

sine qua non. However, for tomorrow's employment counselor, and ideally for
today's, that is not enough. I would certainly concur with the American Personnel

and Guidance Association in recommending that a counselor education program should

assure that each counselor candidate has a background (undergraduate or graduate) |
in the humanities and in the social, behavioral, and biological sciences that help
him to understand the behavior and adjustments of individuals and the nature of
the world he lives in. I would see his basic science preparation as being no

less comprehensive than James B. Conant has recommended for American teachers,

which includes undergraduate courses in psychology, sociology, anthropology,
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economics, political science, biology, and more than one physical science. Much
more needs to be done, probably on a graduate level, with those branches of
economics and sociology which are most directly concerned with manpower and
human resources and their relationship to employability and job markets. In
preparing the employment counselor it must be remembered that he requires a
personal knowledge of the world of work, the required qualifications, opportuni-
ties open, rewards and disadvantages of work, its values in the society, and
style of living of the workers. It should be recognized that he needs the ca-
pacity to keep track of a great store of highly perishable job market information,
not only in relation to an immediate locality, but frequently of a city, a State,
and perhaps of the Nation, as the work force increases in mobility.

In connection with counselor preparation then, there is a tremendous job
of establishing training programs in terms of both basic counseling theory and
the practicums adequate to apply theory. To further complicate the undertaking,
there is the need to make counselor education interdisciplinary. This is in no
way to imply that it should be taken out of the control of counselor educators,
but it does imply for counselor educators the rather delicate and difficult task
of drawing instructors from outside areas of specialization and of introducing
content from a variety of other disciplines into the counseling curriculum.

To accomplish these long rarge goal% which I have discussed will require
coordination between the government and universities, a communication and an
understanding of each other's needs, and an agreement on these, so that university
programs for counselor training and employment service counselor standards, levels,
and functions can be meshed. The need for arrangements along this line will be
a continuing one. With Dr. Darley I agree that the crisis or emergency aspect
of what we are trying to do will phase out and has no real impact on the develop-

ment of fundamental and generalizable ways to train and utilize counseling per-

sonnel.
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REACTIONS TO "'SOME ASPECTS OF HISTORY,"
A PAPER BY JOHN G, DARLEY

by
Cecil P. Peck, Chief
Psychology Division
Veterans Administration Central Office

From 1947 through 1951, I was a participant as a graduate student in a
government supported training program. Since that time I have been directly and
intimately involved with an increasing number of universities, presently 65 and
possibly 70 in a few weeks, in a cooperative training enceavor for the prepara-
tion of doctorate level psychologists. This training enterprise has been, still
is, and will continue to be a joint effort of cooperation between a Federal
agency and universities. My remarks will be influenced by the experiential spec-
trum of direct face to face trairing supervision of graduate students, by numer-
ous meetings with university faculty who regularly serve as training consultants,
to regional and national responsibility for the professional and administrative
aspects for training of psychologists. These experiences have led to a not so
obvious conclusion, namely, that government-university training relationships are
deceptively complex.

The complexity of this training relationship must be perceived within the
framework of the mission and responsibility of the government agency and mission
and responsibility of the university. Both sharc common problems, competition,
and concerns which Dr. Darley has pointed out, e.g., supply of trained personnel,
motivation and interests that persist through time, role identity and purposeful
training, increasing manpower demands for training and educational opportunities
along with such concrete issues as costs of training, types of training support,
adequacy of space for training, etc. Such economic, environmental and psycho-
logical factors freely interact in a training relationship between the government

agencies, which are largely a consumer, and the universities which are basically
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the producer.

While I have the floor I would like to comment that rarely have I seen
such a group of excellently prepared and well-documented work-study papers. They
not only will be of significant value for accomplishment of the mission of this
conference, but will be increasingly valuable for training and evaluation pur-
poses in future years.

A variety of govermmental training support programs have existed for some
years which have generated a need and unfilled demand for counselors under ear-
lier legislative or administrative actions. Legislation during the past four
years has accelerated the demand for counselors even further and has amplified
the problem to a far greater magnitude. However, the problem is not appreciably
differeut than that which has existed since the end of World War II. Character-
istics of the problem are now being brought into more precise focus with the cur-
rent legislation and include such factors as the nature of the work situation,
identified responsibilities for effective work, defined responsibilities to a
clientele and the mastery of a technology which is necessary to fulfill the
responsibilities.

The clientele can also be characterized now as more representative of the
nation's population than many of the earlier programs. It is the client and
society to whom the counselor is responsible and not for whom he is responsible.
Responsible professional and technical actions by counselors contribute to social
change as a part of living in an increasingly complex social environment. Within
the social charter of the time, counselor's actions are based on the desire for
each individual to achieve his full potential.

The interdependency of the government and universities in fulfilling their
responsibilities cannot be dismissed and was well stated early in Darley's paper.
As a consequence, it is not infrequent to hear a university faculty member ex-
press an opinion that the government is too beneficent when it comes to providing
resources (frequently with the contingency that certain training or research

goals be achieved).

66




P S
» e e

Darley's paper points out seven stresses that emerge w..en the government
forms a partnership with a university in a training enterprise. The stresses
cited are very familiar and they have not been easily or definitively resolved.
Most of the stresses can be perceived as functions of a dynamic evolutionary
process inherent in the training relationship as a part of the accomplishment of
a more global mission and secondly, the stresses must be understood relative to
the changing and emerging patterns of training and academic education.

Preempting of able people by government programs in specialized training
and research endeavors was the first stress cited. This no doubt was true in the
past and to some extent the problem still exists. However with joint planning
in early phases of program development, clear identification of the mission and
a working understanding of mutual responsibilities in goal achievement, such
stress can be reduced. Such programming permits the development of a meaningful
identity for both the university and the government and is most typical of long
range training programs. Obviously crash programs and often contract programs
by their very nature do not share such characteristics. Program development also
includes the identification of training talent in universities and government
agencies so that by mutual agreement a sharing of training responsibilities may
emerge. With the manpower shortages, it is disquieting to not optimize the
talent that is available. This does not mean that the educational responsibility
is removed or reduced in the university.

The second identified source of stress is very realistic and in overt and
covert ways has a disrupting influence in training and as well as in career work
situations. This pertains to the remarkable variations and inconsistencies in
governmental personnel policies and procedures. Issues such as career opportuni-
ties, pay, promotion, classification and qualification standards, etc., are crit-
ical factors in influencing the counselor and counseling student. They selec-
tively influence students entering training, motivation for work in a specialty
field, recruitment and holding power, and dampen enthusiasm of even the best in-

tentions of a cooperating training university. Such factors are equally disrup-
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tive to both the long and short range training programs.

The third stress pertained to short term contractual programs for up-
grading of govérnment personmnel. Certainly the need for inservice training is

recognized. However, specialized training, short term training assignments, and

other training opportunities can be provided and accomplished as a part of a
longer range training program, using resources both within government and univer-
sities. Such will not produce fluctuating loads and responsibilities upon

universities who have major education and training goals geared to longer range

objectives.
The fourth stress mentioned pertained basically to fiscal accounting and
legal issues that accompany government programs. Such issues exist in both

government sponsored programs and in university administrative procedures. Sim-

plicity of administrative structure, procedures and actions is called for on a
mutual basis. Again longer term training programs have a built-in advantage.
Assuming long term goals are defined and policies are established, routine govern-
mental operational procedures can be modified with no major disruption of program
definition or policy.

The fifth source of stress pertains to specificity of training requirements
which are required in some governmental programs in counseling. Most persons in
governmental programs would agree with Dr. Darley's thesis that the university
is most successful in training with a broader type of curriculum content than
content oriented toward a narrow specific type of technical training. Technical
training in many respects can be provided in an internship or a modified type of
internship appointment in the affiliated government institution. Such a procedure
does not necessarily have to slow down the output of qualified counselors in that
a known number of students are in this phase of training plus a larger group are
involved in an academic program. Such an arrangement permits a better utilization
of manpower in the government agency and the university, and should avoid overlap
of training responsibilities to a large extent. It likewise implies there is a

mutual training responsibility in which university faculty are resource individ-
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uals to the practicum agency which further enhances the identity in the training
relationship.

The sixth issue pertains to different patterns of funding for students and
the inherent requirements for work among the different Federal programs. This
frequently is made to be an issue of great importance and is frequently cited by
students to different university or agency program officials as a critical factor
in acceptance or rejection of government training. Most frequently cited is the
lack of a work requirement or a supervised training assignment with favor being
given to work-free stipends. In spite of a difference in training opportunities
and government requirements, plus the attitudes of students it is still very
apparent that with the properly motivated student they will request and insist on
being a part of a high quality training experience, an experience which is chal-
lenging, provocative and meaningful in purpose...

The last stress point pertains to the nature of counseling and the lack
of agreement as to a definition of levels for counseling personnel. Although
this is frequently discussed, its significance cannot be underestimated. A defi-
nition of a level or definitions of work levels are essential to plan for training
of counseling personnel and the development of university-governmental training
relationship. Without such, an agreeable relationship cannot exist for long.
Obviously, such a problem must be identified and proposed solutions made before
either a short term or a long range training relationship can be meaningfully
implemented. This does not mean that there will be no variation in t;aining
patterns and that different institutions will train individuals differently.

On the part of the government program which has operating service respon-
sibilities to clientele, certain very basic policies and support must be provided
as a full partner in a training relationship. Obviously there must be consistent
fiscal support for didactic training. Just as important, however, is full accept-
ance of the fact that a training philosophy must pervade the entire organization.
This means literally that the government recognize that training responsibilities

require the time of staff who might otherwise be providing services, that quali-
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fied training staff must be recruited and that space is needed. Operational
responsibilities must be fulfilled, but there must be a willingness to make
administrative decisions conducive to training and to live with the problems a

training partnership requires. There must be a willingness to assume risk and

to live with the failures in training on a mutual basis. A government-university
training relationship requires mutual respect, confidence and a spirit of cooper-

ation. Success and some failures are products of a joint training enterprise.
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HOW AN IDEA BECOMES A LAW
by

The Honorable Wayne Morse
United States Senator, Oregon

St Tar e e mrE———— T wt R

Chancellor Schwada, Father Donovan, Dr. Hitchcock, distinguished guests

and conference participants:

As I review the list of distinguished gentlemen and scholars who have pre-

ceded me today in your work sessions, I don't quite know whether I should pay my ”

respects first to Wisconsin or Minnesota. Both share a large part of the blame

for having directed me through preparation, guidance and counseling into becoming

a lawyer, a dean, and finally a Senator.

Let this be a good lesson for you as you work with youngsters. Unless you

do your work well, they may turn out to be legislators, and then you will have to

live with the laws they make.

Undoubtedly the greatest counselor I had in all my academic work was a high ‘

school biology teacher in Madison, Wisconsin. Her name was Linda Weber. And I

wasn't the only young person she helped; she helped quite a few to my knowledge

including a young lady who was in the same economic status that I was as a high

school student ard who later became my wife. Neither one of us had the slightest

chance of going to college. We came from homes that made that impossible without

the type of assistance that this biology teacher made available to us and others.

|
But I had a mother and a father who were insistant that I try to go to college, E
if at all possible, although they couldn't afford to send me. And so Linda Weber,

[
}
who consulted with me in my senior year in high school, took out a life insurance J

1
| |
policy on me as she did on other young people. Then using that as her security d

she loaned me the money to go on to college and, from time to time, money to stay

in college where otherwise I would have been a sure-fire dropout.

Now there are {
a lot of people that wish I would have dropped out, nevertheless, I stand before )

you today as one who was not only the beneficiary of sound guidance and counseling

|
| 12 }
i
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on the part of a very wise teacher, but also I stand before you as one who on the
basis of that experience is determined that we nave the Federal Government do, in
a large measure, what Linda Weber did. For there aren't very many Linda Weber's
that are willing to provide the means that will enable young men and women to
develop to the maximum extent of their educational potential. And I mean no flat-
tery when I say to you counselors that I think American education owes you much
in the lives that you save educationally as a result of your wisdom and your coun-
seling.

The ideas, concepts, and backgrounds which you help to instill can rise to
haunt you afterwards, of'course. Try as you may, and I am sure Dr. Harrington,
who appeared as a witness before my subcommittee on the "Higher Education Act of
1965" about two weeks ago, would be the first to agree that it is always more dif-
ficult to redirect effortc than it is to channel them correctly in the first in-
stance. But 1 am sure that Dr..Harrington would also agree that a good educator
is not afraid of repetition as a teaching principle and he probably would pre-
scribe to the philosophy that if at first you don't succeed, you must try, try
again. I feel sure that with respect to our current legislation concerned with
higher education and particularly the student assistance aspects of it, for exam-
ple, the scholarship provisions of Title IV of S600, President Harrington is not
too downcast over the legislative failure which has earmarked our efforts since
1958. In fact, since 1946 I have been either the cosponsor or the author of every
major piece of education legislation introduced in the Senate. I was one of the
cosponsors of the great Taft-Elender General Aid Bill of 1947, and we are still
trying to put into legislative form some of the unpassed features of that bill.
Many of them were, of course, in the Kennedy Omnibus Bill. Although let me say
that out of the twenty-four items in the Kennedy Omnibus Bill, we now have taken
action on Twenty-one of them. And, as I said at the time when I conferred with
the President following some earlier defeats in regard to some phases of that
bill, that although I did not think we had any chance of passing an omnibus bill,

we still don't have any chance that we could step by step accomplish the end that
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he had in mind. And would that he were here to see me now, because he agreed

with the advice that I gave him and gave up the idea of trying to pass an omnibus
bill, agreed for me to segmentize it and take it through section by section.
Would that he were here now to see what has been accomplished because of the

trail that he blazed, and thus made it earlier for us to approach the goal.

So in my brief discussion of the legislative process and the interaction

of the legislative and the administrative branch in carrying on of an authorized
program, I shall, with your permission, sketch in lightly, first, the formal pro-

cess of enacting a law, and, second, in grreater seriousness, how it really is
done.

Most of you are aware, I believe, that contrary to the general impression,

the primary purpose of Congress is not to legislate. We go to extraordinary

lengths to keep a proposal from ever being inscribed on the tables of the law.

First item: Unlike other systems, the Executive, under the Constitution

may not introduce a legislative proposal. He must first convince a Congressman

and Senator that an idea in draft form ought to be introduced. Even then, it need

not be introduced in that form, or with the provisions in it, as submitted.

Matter, at the discretion of the Senator or the Representative, can be added or

substracted. This can lead to sudden rises in blood pressure on the part of the

agency head who sees the printed form of the bill the day after it has been intro-
duced.

Second item: When the bill is finally introduced, does the House or the

Senate proceed to debate it? Indeed not. It is quickly hurried from the floor

to the quiet of the appropriate committee, there to await re-referral to some sub-

committee. Patient persuasion must then be employed to get it referred to subcom-

mittee, to get the chairman of the subcommittee to schedule hearings, and with
luck, to schedule an executive session to mark up the bill after it has been torn

apart by witnesses who don't like it, and didn't the first time they had come

across it several years before.

Third item: These hurdles having been surmountéd by craft and compromise,
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a new group of Senators and Representatives, comprising the remainder of the two
full committees, must be convinced that the public weal would not suffer if the
bill were really enacted. This sometimes takes a good bit of time.

Fourth item: The Senate, as a body, then gets a chance to change, disrupt
and distort the idea through floor amendments. The House is even more shy about
passing a bill because they make the bill travel through an additional committee,
the Rules Committee, before bringing it to the floor. This committee has the
power of life and death over a bill.

Fifth item: After the bill has been changed, and probably modified at each
stage, it finally passes the House and the Senate. The high probability is that
the key provisions differ in detail, and one variant may have additional sections
in it, while the other does not contain concepts because they had been struck in
the various amending procedures to which the bill was subjected. Since a statute
to be signed by the President must contain in reconciled form the final action of
both House and Senate on identical language, either House or Senate must recede
from their previous vote taken on the bill or the bill must go wearily to confer-
ence to iron out the problems. Almost, that is. If an objection is heard in the
House, before the bill can go to conference it must go to the House Rules Commit-
tee to get a rule on the appointment of the House Managers. This may take time--
quite a bit of time. Assuming that the House Managers and tha= Senate conferees
can agree, the conference agreement is then sent back to the iouse and the Senate
for final action.

It is by no means unheard of for either body to reject a conference report
and order it recommitted with instructions for specific changes to be made. At
this point, the chances are at least 50-50 that no more will be heard of the mea-
sure for that session. But let us be optimistic, and say that both House and
Senate have adopted the bill in identical form and have messaged it to the White
House.

In view of the changes which have been made, the President, in exercising

his constitutionally granted legislative authority, may find that the bill should
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be vetoed on the grbunds that it is in conflict, as finally written, with his
program, Translated, this often means that it costs too much.

If it looks as though the veto would be over-ridden, the Bureau of the
Budget may find that it no longer costs too much.

So much for the formal legislative process. I have spoken half in jest,
to be sure, but there is the yeast of t:uth in what I have just detailed. :bhr
system of government by men under the rule of law has, to use the Holmes-Laski
phrase, a major unarticulated premise that those affected by law shall have an
opportunity to be heard, and that which is to bind all should be approved by al-
most all.

What, therefore, actually occurs, since the Congress is a check on the
executive and the people are a check on the Congress and the courts are a check
on both executive and legislative, is that in each stage of the process there is
active consultation and debate.

The proposals sent up by the President have been fashioned by the depart-
ments, whose lawyers and whose policy men are keenly aware of past performance in
the particular legislative field.

Let me give you an example of what I mean, taken from the legislative his-
tory of the Perkins-Morse Elementary and Secondary Education Act, now P. L. 89-10.

Title I of P. L. 89-10 is an amendment to P. L. 874, the impacted area
operations and maintenance act of 1950, which carries a price tag of $1.06 billion
approximately. The money is distributed to the schools through a formula based
upon two major factors--census data on low-income family children and 50 percent
of state per-pupil support of education in all public elementary and secondary
schools.

To understand the "what," "how," and "why" of P. L. 89-10, we need to look
at the roots, the preliminary activities, the forerunner bills, which though they
never became law, nevertneless helped to shape and refine the concepts which at
long last prevailed.

Let me take you back to the 87th Congress. In that period the Senate de-

76




T e

bated and passed S. 1021, the original Kennedy elementary and secondary public
school bill. While it did not get through the House of Representatives, during
our debate you may remember, I urged its passage on the grounds that such legis-
lation of a general aid nature had already been approved in principle through
enactment of P. L. 815 and 874, the impacted area bills of 1950, What I pleaded
for at that time was that the Federal Government recognize its responsibilities
to a much broader segment of schools which were impacted with youngsters. These
schools, I said, need our help as much and more than the schools educating more
than a third of our young people.

Well, S. 1021 met the fate of legislation ahead of its time, but a two
year extension of the impacted area laws winged through without much trouble.

In the 88th Congress, S. 580, the omnibus education bill, was submitted by
the Administration. Among its provisions were modifications of impacted area
statutes and proposals to concentrate Federal aid in school districts most in need
of having the quality of education provided greatly improved. Bill after bill
was carved from S. 580 and became law. Higher education facilities construction,
amendments and improvements to the National Defense Education Act, broadening of
aid and the addition of construction to public libraries, expansion of vocational
education authorities with greatly expanded funds authorizations. Again, riding
on the NDEA amendments was the extension of P. L. 815 and P. L. 874. But the im-
provement of quality concept didn't take fire.

There was a message here, I felt. So I asked the staff of my committee to
review the legislation to see what we could do to crack the barriers. A year ago
last February, I was invited to discuss the problem with educators in a morning
work session similar to this conference here in Washington.

I told them that as the result of the study we had made, I felt that we
could get the legislation that we all wanted, provided we cast it correctly in a
form familiar to Congress, which meant as an amendment to existing law, and in a

form which would have a political sex appeal to a wide spectrum of Congressmen.

I felt we could get Administrational approval from a budgetary standpoint. I told
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them that while I was just as strong for a general aid bill as ever, it probably
couldn't be enacted yet. While keeping to general aid as a long range objective,
I suggested that we should try to unite on legislation which would approach what
we wanted on a categorical use basis.

I showed them a draft of a bill which I had worked out with my staff and
with legislative counsel, which I later introduced and held hearings on as S.
2528, ‘

This bill proposed to amend P. L. 874, the impacted area bill, by adding
two new categories of children, those on whose behalf an aid for dependent chil-
dren payment under the Social Security Act was being made, and those whose parents
were in receipt of unemployment compensation in areas where there were many un-
employed.

I will never forget those hearings last summer. To my astonishment the
Administration, speaking through the mouth of the Commissioner of Education,
pleaded against enactment on the grounds that my bill cost too much and on the
grounds that there would be administrative difficulties in working out the formula
provided.

Now I conduct my hearings in the form of a seminar, with term papers as-
signed to the Administration witnesses. So I told the Commissioner, more in sor-
row than in anger, that, in my judgment, he had flunked the course. And I made
him my emissary to the Administration to tell it, all the way to the top, that
they had failed it, too. But I held out hope. I told the Commissioner that he
could repeat the course for make-up credit in this session.

Last fall during the signing of the Powell-Morse National Defense Education
Act Amendments of 1964, the Commissioner came over to me and said, "Senator, the
President wants us to tell you that we are for your bill. We are even going to
expand it. We don't know by how much, but we are going to expand it."

The rest is history. Instead of my little $218 million a year bill, they
took me at my word and increased it fivefold, when they sent up S. 370 and H. R.

2362.
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When we talked with the Health, Education, and Welfare people and the
Office of Education people abouc the bill prior to its introduction last January,
we had a great deal of fun with them, pointing out how much time and effort they
could have saved themselves. But seriously, the key point consisted in finding a
formula which was (1) objective, (2) verifiable from independent sources without
too great an investment in personnel and (3) most importantly, which was based on
forerunner legislation which was known to Congress so that the strawmen such as
the myth of Federal control could be laid to rest. This helped us to build a
bridge across the chasm which had swallowed up every Federal aid bill since 1947.

So much for the origins of Title I. When the Perkins-Morse bill was about
to be introduced, Carl Perkins and I met in my office to see how best we could
move to avoid the other sericus problems we both knew would face the legislation.
We agreed upon our strategy and instructed our staffs to work in closest harmony
as the two versions of the bill moved through subcommittee.

Since Carl and I had worked very closely together on the vocational bill-
and since we saw things the same way in conference on the NDEA bill of 1964, we
were able to come up with a pattern of operation so successful that because of
changes which were made in the House subcommittee, our road, particularly in the

very delicate church-state area in the Senate, was greatly smoothed.

Had Carl run into insuperable difficulties on the House side, then instead
of H. R. 2362, we would have pushed ahead with S. 370 and reconciled differences
in conference. But our previous experience with conference action where formulas

and where church-state issues were involved made us want to avoid this course, 1if

at all possible.

As you know, the plans we laid in January matured well, and despite exceed-
ingly attractive diversionary thrusts--from both sides of the aisle and both sides
of the Hill--we were able to muster the majorities necessary foi enactment of the

Perkins-Morse bill.

I may not be the world's greatest authority on higher mathematics, but

after 20 years in the Seante, I think I can count political noses, because without
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that faculty the best written bills never become law. Differences between men of
good will ought to occur so that the principles upon which legislation are based

can be made clear in debate. This does not mean, however, that honorable compro-
mises, which do not sacrifice principle, cannot be worked out.

What I have attempted this morning to suggest to you in this brief rundown
is that our civics textbooks and our collegiate courses on the legislative pro-
cess may need to be revised. We tend to forget, in our desire to accomplish
legislative goals, that the founding fathers who wrote our Constitution, were
themselves practical politicians who wished to vest power in such a way that its
exercise would always be subject to checks and balances. They did this to avoid
tyranny, and they recognized that they were loading the dice so to speak, in favor
of those who oppose action. But this was a deliberate choice based upon the
theory that proposed law, which affects all, should be closely examined and carc-
fully considered before it becomes binding upon all. Much room was left for sub-
sequent improvement and adjustment. It is because we have this flexibility in our
system that it has survived the test of time and changed social and economic re-
lationships. Under it, if there is a need, a way can be found to meet that need.
But to do it, Congress, the people, and the executive administration must work to-
gether to achieve the balance which overcomes the difficulties.

The first steps have been taken in educational legislation. They are not
the final or only steps we shall take. But we have started at a good pace because
the time was ripe and the American people are ready to honor and fulfill the com-
mitment to educational opportunity which is inherent in our democracy.

In conclusion, I should like to make one final point for you as profession-
als in the field of guidance and counseling with respect to legislation. Of all
groups in education, you are perhaps the closest to the problem. Young people are
turning to you for advice and service with respect to the most important decision,
outside of marriage, that they will be called upon to make--a decision upon a pat-
tern of lifetime activity to be followed. It is a very heavy responsibility. You

are aware of the training needs of those who aspire to join your ranks. Recruit-
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ment for your profession, given the variety of programs requiring your skills;
must be intensified. The caliber of the profession as a whole must be strength-
ened if justice is to be done to your clients.

What can you contribute as individuals and through your professional or-

ganizations to gain the improvements you desire?

May I suggest that in view of the complexity of the legislative task we
share that:

First, you review with care present proposals to see where you can widen
areas of agreement to resolve differences which may exist based upon the artifi-
cial categories of elementary, secondary, community college, four year college
and university, including graduate, training. Unless each segment of educators
can work together cooperatively with every other segment of educators whether
they be public or private in the interests of the education of all our young
people, education bills may languish in Congress. Unity of purpose to reach com-
mon goals should be your watchword.

Sécond, make known ycur needs to your Senators and your Representatives.
Write them, talk to them when you come to Washington. Invite them to visit your
schools and show them how well you are doing an important job, and what a better
job you could do with the encouragement of the passage of specific legislation.
But construe your interest broadly to include all legislation which will improve
the opportunity of young people to acquire the best education our brains and money
can develop.

Finally, maintain your interest, your enthusiasm, and your purpose. Remem-
ber the comfort orf Matthew 15:28:

"...great is thy faith: be it unto you even as thou wilt...”
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COUNSELORS
SUPPLY, DEMAND, NEED

by

Arthur A. Hitchcock, Executive Director
American Personnel and Guidance Association

INTRODUCTION

Purposes of the Study
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The purposes of this study are:

1. To show the number of professional counselors functioning today in
the various employment settings.

2. To give a defensible conclusion on the demand and need for such coun-
selors at the present time.

3. To project demands and needs to five and ten years from now.

4. To postulate how the demands and needs can be met.

Background of the Study

- e o £ e e e

The first question in studying counselors is to find where they are lo-
cated. The largest number of counselors is employed in educational institutions:
elementary schools; secondary schools; supplemental education service centers;
four-year colleges and universities; junior colleges; graduate and professional
schools; and specialized institutions, particularly in nursing and other medical-
related schools, and business and technical institutes.

Counselors function also in a number of settings outside of formal edu-
cational institutions: rehabilitation services, under Federal and State support
and in other community and private agencies; employment services, including the
State Employment services and Youth Opportunity Centers, and private employment
agencies; Office of Economic Opportunity programs; veterans services, particu-
larly those within the Veterans Administration; armed services; church and

church-related settings; youth and adult counseling centers, both public and
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private; community child guidance and mental health centers; special services

for the disadvantaged; and, private practice.

Counseling, in many of the settings listed above, is supported under sev-
eral federal acts. Such support accelerates the employment of counselors and

tends to define the term ''counselor.” The acts are:

Public Law 30 of the 73rd Congress - The Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933
(Establishment of the United States Employment Service)

Public Law 16 of the 78th Congress - Disabled Veterans Rehabilitation Act
of 1943 and Public Law 346 of the 78th Congress - The G.I. Bill of 1944 -
Regarding the Veterans Administration Counseling Program as amended in
later years. (And War Orphans' Educational Assistance Act of 1961.)
Public Law 83-565 - The Vocational Rehabilitation Act (1954 Amendments)

Public Law 85-864 - The National Defense Education Act of 1958. (Amended
by Public Law 88-210 and Public Law 88-665)

Public Law 88-415 - The Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 (as
amended). (And, Area Redevelopment Act of 1961)

Public Law 88-210 - The Vocational Education Act of 1963.

Public Law 88-164 - The Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental

Health Centers Construction Act of 1963.
Public Law 88-452 - The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
Public Law 89-10 - The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

These are the principal places where counselors are employed; these are

the principal federal acts that at this time are supporting programs which employ

counselors. These two factors affect the number of counselors today, and how
they can be studied.

The second question is: Who are the counselors? Are the counselors in a
state-supervised rehabilitation agency similar in amount and intensity of edu-
cational background and experience to the counselors in an elementary school?

