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ABSTRACT . . _ - S
= .'Both the federal administration-and Congress, through
more dollare ‘and more legislation, are expanding the federal role in
education. Hg%?: thehes running through the various lagislative
froposals wil) result in a reduced emphasis on fiscal controlse,
encourageskent’ for processz-oriented requirements, better integration
-of faderal programs, and imprcve federal-state-local coordination.
some additional emerging pdlicy issues are the relationship of formal
. education authorities to the Youth Emfloyment and Demonstrations b
. Project’ Act (YEDPA), tax credits on tuitlion, a cabinet level . - - *
- department pf education, educational quality-accountability testing -
of basic =kills, and jobs (creation of new employment). With Tespect

to education in particuelar, the executive branch is skeptical abofht

‘ite value and a recent ipformal poll of ‘Congressional staff aldes :
revealed the following assertions orfallegatiqnszgvocational FERE
@ducation -(1) provides irrelevant skills and is Qdelinguent in
providing basic skills, (2) maintains 0ld categories over new job

areas, (3)7dis run by an unresponsive.establishment, (4) 1s dominated

by rural and agricultural -interests, "(%) is discriminatory, (6)
focusmes too much on high ¥chool programs, (7) is delinquent in

- gtatistical program evaluation, (B8) lacks effective Bratevide :

'.glanning (9) frustrates goordination at alltlevels, and (10) is too
‘nttitnt{on—oriented to school-age populations, Résearch is, needed

~ which would, dispell or corroborate 'sach vidws among policy makers. , .
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THE NATIONAL CENTER MISSION STATEMENT

The National Center for Research in Vocatienal Education’s mission
15 to increase the ability of diverse agenciss, institutions, and organi-
zations to solve educatianal problems relating to individual career
planning, preparation, and prograssion. The National Center fulfills
its missian by:

. Generating knowledge through research
* Developing aducational prggrams and producis
~* Evaluating individual program needs and outcomes
* Installing educational prograx‘ns and products
» Operating information systems and servi)es o

¢ Conducting leadership devefopment and training programs
]
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¢ The National Center for Research in Vocational Education and the Ohio State University .
welcome a presentation by Dr. Samuel Halpsrin, Diréctor, Institute for Educatiqgal Leadership,
Ggorge Washington University, entitled *’Emerging Educational Policy lssues in the Federal City:
A Report from Washington."’ -

Or. Halperin places before the geminar group his perceptions of emerging policy issues that
are being addressed by the federal goyernment. In an informal poll of congiessional staff aids, Dr.
Halparin has derived ten (10) serious assertions or sllegations that have implichtions for vocational
gducation and in par__tigu_lar, vocational education research and development. Specifically, he states
that vocational education resaarch and development must address thess assertions or allegations

in order fof vocational education t& move forwerd.

<

. Dr. Halperin has extensivé experience in sducation and government. He attended !llinois’
» Institute of Technology, Washington Univessity, and Columbisa University. He has been Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Legislation, HEW, and Assistant Commissionaer 'of Education for Legislation,
USOE. His military accomplishments¥hclude Distinguished Military Student with a-Regular Army
: Con:nmission and the rank of Major. He has received many educational awards inclu‘ﬁng the 1977
Distinguished Service Award of

he:National.Association of State Boards of Education.
o T . . -

';z&féﬁgﬁ@éi‘spc‘criv&s on Federal Ectucation Policy (1976) and

It is with a great deal of hleasure vat the Ohiq State University and the National Center for-- .
Research in Vocatianal Education welcome Dr. Samuel Halprin and his presentation, “Emerging
Educational Palicy Issuegs in the Eedera{'City: A Report from Washington.”

Robert E. Taylor

.

. ' _ Executive Director e
The National Center for Research
) g0 ~in Vocational Education
P J
!
“ 4
. . . - N , %
»
L ’ .
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EMERGING EDUCATIONAL POLICY ISSUES IN THE FEDERAL CITY:

A REPORT FROM WASHINGTON

To follow in the foetsteps of David Clark ‘Wilbur Cohken, David Krathwohl, and Willard Wirtz
in this seminar series is challenge enough for any speaker. They, after all, are distinguished educa-
tional researchers and original and creative thinkers in the worlds of education and work.

My own gufts are mare modest. Trained as a political scuent:st( | have been prmléged durmg
the past seventeen years to participate in the' fantasyland of educational policy making and to ob-
+serve the changing nature of our natnonal edu&attonal palicy making process. Perhaps this experi--
ence of working in the Congress, in the Exacutlve Branch, and with a wide variety of educational
and palitical associations may be useful to you in making some sensp out of the fast-breaking, often
confusing, news staries from the nation’s capital.
~ B
What | propose to puybefore you today is one person’s perception of some of the emerging
policy issues which are likely to be addressed by, the federal government over the next several years.
Alter skatching some of these issues, | can- assu:%k)‘u that | am most eager to hear the questions
v ‘which are on your minds. _For | have found that the nafﬁre of your gquestianing helps me to got a
better serise of how responsivé the Washington policy system is to the pressing concerns of 8du-
cators, administrators, and researchars on the various firing linas of American education.

* » ®

{ balieve we are standing at the threshold of a Rew and exceedingly constructive era for the
federal role in education. Only in the last several months have | seen evidence which leads me to
believe that education at the federal level may be preparing to blast off into a new and higher
orbit. The size and character of the Admipistration’s new budget for Fiscal Year 1979 and the
emaerging character of its far-reaching legislative proposals in the field of elementary and secondary
education lead me to an optimism which | personally have not experienced since the halcyon days
of Frank Keppel, Harold Howe, Wilbur Cohen, John Gardner, and Lyndon John%on.

You will recall that Jimmy Carter’s electian in November 1976 wasrheralded by many educa-
tors as a turmng point in the state of benign neglect from which education in the federal city had
suffered since the late sixties. Mr. Ca nd the Democratic party were pledged to greater financial
suppart for education, increased attentidh to the needs of graduate education and basic research,
creation of a Cabinet-level Department of Education, and more sensitive leadership. both in the
mandgement Qf federal educatien programs and in Washington's dealings with the states, com: '
rm\qnles and institutions of higher legrnmg

But the hopefulness of 1976 was soon followed by an uncertain—-some would. say sour—
atmosphere in 1977, Mr, Carter maintained silence throughout the year on education issues, No . .
aducation Ieglslativ‘é proposals were sent to the Congress. Recurrent reports h|ghlughted internal .

{

«
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disharmony in the leadership structure of the Education Divisign of HEW. Foot dragging and back-
sliding obscured the Department of Education issue. And increased funds-Hor education seemed to
be only a dim and distant possibility as the political community began to take President Carter at
his word when he talked about balancing the budget and holding the tae on domastic spending
programs, While Mr. Carter did add another $400 million to the budget preparsd by his
predecessor, President Ford, the first year of the Carter Administration seemad mdch in the mold

"of the previous dozen years. Thus, compared with meteoric rises in health and welfare expenditures,

educational spending, when ddjusted for inflation, placed education on a rglative pla*tea'u' since
1967. (See Tables 1 and 2.) : " :

<
.8 t

. ) » "
Meanwhile, on Capitol Hill, the Congress strengthered its newly-won assertion of loaderthp
and indepsndence from the Executive Branch, a pattern firmly set in the Nixon-Ford years when

.Congress and the Executive seemed continuously at loggerheads. Chaifman Carl Perkins conducted

the most comprehensive hearings ever on the Elememwtary and Secondary Education Act and related

“extansions. With scant opposition ifi the Congress but with thrests of veto from the White House,

the Congress passed Senator Hathaway's Pareer Education Act—although few believed that the: “
Congress would appropriate anything like Yhe $400 million the new Act authorized over a five-
year period. Again, as it had done during t ravious eight years, Congress added substantially to
the Executjve Branch budggt, thus keeping educational programs on a plateau, instead of pointing
them downwards as recommended by previous Executive Branch budgets. Finally, Senator Ribicoff
conducted the first hearings ever on hills to create a Department of Education while fifty-six
senators from every part of the nation and from all ideological persuasions joined to co-sponsor
his bill." In short, at the end of 1977 Congress was firmly in“the educational sadctle and the Execu-
ti‘l/e Branch was still largely an unknown quantity in the field of education. '
But in the last several weeks, that picture has begun to change rather dramatically. The
Administration’s budget for Fiscal Year 1979 proposes the largest educational budget increase
ever. ingtead of, recommending a budget averaging $1 billion below thg previous year’s spending
levels, as Presidents Nixon and Ford had regularly done, the Carter Administration asked Congress

“for $1.2 billion in additional student aid funds and $1.2 billion to fund existing programs and new
* legislative amphases. Assuming that historical precedent holds, Congress should approve this budget #

increase and probably add to it as well. Thus, for the first time in many years, congressional leaders

and educational associations will soon come to realize that 1978 will be an ‘aspecially good one for °

federal funding of many—~but npbt all-areas of education. Currently, the Education Division has a
budget of $10.5 billion. By the time the Congress adjourns this fall, the budget may well axceed
$13 billion. - , | '

At the same time, too, the Administration is readying a far-sighted and attractive legislative
program. Some [fatures of this package Mclude:

+ New funding for school districts with especially high concentrations of Title | children

e Incentives for the states to establish or expand compensatory educatif/m_ programs
" e Aid to help SEWB more effective role in monitoring and enforcement of federal
programs ' ! o

- R v

mantal Affairs, U.S. Senate, October 12-13, 1977, Part 1. - .

¥4

’ ' ’ »

*SeeDeparz‘nmnt)\&'dﬁc&tion‘,qcr of 1977; Hearings before the Committee on Govern+
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¢ A naw deriygnstration program for exemplary Title | projects which sustain academic gains

Expanded R&D fér bilingual sducation .

* Greater flek{@)ility in the use of Emergency School Alid Act funds

Expanded student financial aid programs to assist middle-income families

A new Educational Quality Act which builds on and expands the existing Special Projects
- Act . -
' ' P
What is most dttractive to this observer are not the facts of more dollarg and more legislation.
Rather | am interested in some of the philosophical underpinnings of the Ieg?slative program which
is emergtng at HEW and which characterizes the new Administration’s approach to education.
. Briefly stated, the major educational themes of thi¢ Administration are in the words.of a Decepber
1377 nresentatuon to Jimmy Carter:

a

.

¢ Continued strong commitment to access and equt?/ opportunity for disadvantaged, handi
capped, language- lnmuted Indian, and minority students through major service or demon-
stration programs

.  Systematic exploration, through research and demonstration, of newly emerging issues
«. - broadly grouped around the concept of quality—basic skills, teacher davelopment, educa-
tional tcchnology —with the aim of developing more comprehensive programs later on.

% . ® Systematic exploration, through research and demonstration, of newly emerging issuss

o grouped around the concept of relating schools to other social institutions~schools and

; ) the employment axperience, schools and other social services, parental involvement in edu-
cating their children—again with the aim ol developing more comprehensive programs m
three years as our knowledge base and 'the state-of-the-art improve.

. R’easses:,ment of the federal government'’s mvolvernent in general school f/nance with reduc-
tions in some argas (impact aid, vocational education) and the charting or exploration of
new directions in others {(adult educatnon private Gducatlon equalizing expenditures be-
tween school districts). : S

» Forging a new federal-state partnership, through incentives, reduced paperwork, and greater
flexibility, that encourages states to help carry out federal priorities where faderal resources
cannot meet total needs.

Translating these broad themes, into pragnlmmic legislative approaches will, in turn, require a
number of recurring elements woven throughout the Administration’s proposal. Let me dbscnbe'
soveral of thasc approéchoS‘

Y

n

1. A Reduced Emphas/'s on Fiscal Controls
. ‘ - : ‘ - ‘ ) r'y - B
As you well know, most fedetal education programs are input, not output, oriented. Bene-.
ficiaries of federal funds are required to keep books showing how-and where the federal dol!ars

were expendad. But only rarely are re(‘npnents requited to show an educational gain. .

*
* .
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federal programs provide greater selectivity and flexibildy in accommodatlng state and local
prioriees and practices. Instead of operating on the "worst case’” approach (which predicates federal
rules and regulations on the assumption that if state and local administrators can do something bad.
they wi/l}, HEW's legislative plannerswould explore the relaxation of rigid fiscal controls wh(§
states reach a specitied level of performance

- -
It Congress and the educational community’ agreejhe Administration w'buld like tq see

To cnthamples of what is already law, several years back the Congress amended 1he\'
Impacted Areas Program to enable states with adequate equalizing programs to count local distric
impact aid money a$ resources in®ie statewide equalizing plan, rather than be kept in a separate
and inviolate category.

A second example, from the Educgtio/for All Handicapped Children Act [Sec. 613{a) (9)], é

modifies the usual federal prohibitions against the commingling of state and federal-funds and

against sypplanting state and locat funds with federal dollars: *. . . where the State providés clear

and convincing evidence that all handicapped children have avaulable from them a free appropriate

public education, the Commissioner may waive in part the requirement of this clause if he concurs

with the evidence provided by the State;” G . _

« ) _ .

Zhus, again assuming that Congress and educational leaders agree, we-may well sge some im-

portant movement toward federal recognition that the several states differ and that those states ‘ \

“which have acted in good faith and in advance of federal initiatives will not be penalized while /

laggard states are rewarded with federal funds. Attempts will alse be made to encourage more states .
to adopt new or to expand existing programs in compensatory education and, insofar'as possible,

to enable fedgrgh®nd state programs to work in greater harmony rather than opposition. To ¢e this, - oo
the Congress wduld have to agree to reduce the amount of societal energy wh[ch goes into racord
keeping and regulation and to take a more common sense approach to,combining federal and state B

resources and human energies. . -

2. Encouragement for Process-Oriented Requirements ' . \
~ . <
HEW's educational planners are familiar with a growmg body og’rcsearch data wilich indicate
that planning anc'fmvolvemem of parents, teachers, and other comntunity resources has im-
portant pos:ti’ve mpact on raising student academic performance. Thus, in place of exceSsive
reliance on fiscal input measures, the new legislative proposals may well test one or all of the
following approaches:

" . B ,
a.  Encauragement of school-wide and district-wide needs assessment to enhance local in-
R volvement and to hjghlight different kinds of educational needs and prescriptions for the

different subgroups served by various schools; : L
6). Individualized educational plans for each student, moving philosophically in the dirdction B
; of P.L. 94-142, thesEducation for All Handicapped Children Act, which requires that edu-
cators assess each child’s particular needs and share that assessment and the development
of an educatlohaﬁ)resbnptlc)n with parents who, if they find i unacceptable, can request
a review of appeal to hlqher authority for an educatxonal program more suitable to their
needs;

k4
- T

< A d * .
+ ¢ Greater barent and community involvement in' adopting educational objectives for a
school and for a distgict with much mere widespread publicity given to the entire educa-
tional decision making process ‘and to crucial stages of implementations;

S . . . ) 2
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d. School site management® and the davising of a comprehensnve compaensatory educatuon
plan ‘incorporating a variety of now separate strategies. The burden of sucgess would be
- placed not merely on Title | teachers, but on the entire staff which, in turn, would be
linked to accountability measures at the most local level of responsibility. Parents would
also be continuousty informed about progress in thaeir children’ § school so that the con-
tributory benefits of parental involvement could be more fully harnessed to the sduca-
tional process. . | =

I do not mean to suggest that all of these notions of process- ormnted requirements are tikely
to emerge full-blown from the Administration or that the Congress will necessarily adop® suetr -
concepts lock, stock, and barrel. Rather, | think that yoy as informed educators will wish to
follow the prograss of issues like these as they emerge and are debated in the polmca! process.

3. Better Integration of Federal .Programs ' o
. w . .
The Adminiftration—and | believe the Congress, too,has priacted the review that there ought

to be a massive corlsplidation of fedaral sducation programs. Such a merger seems neithgr politically

_feasible nor educatnon lly-desirabla. Moreover, Washington'’s key role in advancmg the welfare of

variods groups which arg-inadequately served at the state and local lsvel is increasingly appreciated.
If Washington does not pron to partncular attention to the poor and the disadvantaged, the very
old and the very young, the ynderrepresented and the underpowered, the imbalances and inequities
in our system would be eve greater than they are today: Thus, broad categorlcal programs,
sensitively desngned to promots greater access and quality, deserve to be kept in place to serve their °
intended beneficiaries. . _ AN

But even without massjve consolidation, there is important work to be done. Well considered
efforts might be made to filter out conflicting signals among federal programs. For example, well

“over 80 percent of Title | students are ““puliouts,” taken from their regular classes and put into

special instructional settings. At the same time, the Education fdr All Handicapped Children Act
calls for treating children in “the least restrictive environment,’” that is, through placement in the
regular classroom, or “mainstreaming,” wharever possible. Surely, Congress and the Administration
can study apparent contradictions such as this one and come up with more sensible and consistent
policy.

Excessive categorization can also be reduced. The Special Projec;ts Act, which addresses such
concerns as the gifted and talented, metric education, consumers’ education, career education and
community schools, can be made more expansive and flexible so as to allow both the states and the
U.S. Office of Education discretion to fund a wider variety of innovative and developmental
practices now eéxcluded from federal support N

Moreover, large service programs, such as Title I, can be given a research and developmeit base
50 that they might be strengthened by our growing inquiry into more effective practices. Educa-
tional research for the hendicapped is firmly established in the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped and, thus, all of that Bureau’s programs have a better~apportunity to be informed and
stre_ngthened by the fruits of research and development. But the administration of Title | is divorced

~

P ometimes called School Site Lump Sum Budgeting (SSLB). See The Nanonal Urban

rd

~ Coalition's conference proceednngs on this sub@ct February 24, 1978. . \

-~
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from R&D and, corﬁequently does not |earn very much from experience in the field. More con- . NG
scious and deliberats efforts to give federal, state, and loca! administrators access to new learning

about compensatory education seems to be one way HEW:s educational planners would like to go.

4, /mpr()ved Federa/S(ate Local Coordination

"As already indicated, a major philosophiC‘al approach of the Administration seems to be a
o' good faith effort to be more thoughtful about the inlpact of federal programs upon state and local

program priorities. While,it may never be entirely possible or, totally desirable to merge federal
programs and priorities with those of the states, efforts will be made to strengthen state leadership

in education, to put more of the monitoring responsibility in the hands of the state education
- agencies, and to be more sensitive about federal initiatives which might unwuttmqu damage SUCCOSS-

ful state and local pruormes . .

I worry that much of what | have been qaylng may seem a bit too abmact for your tastes. But
until the actual Administration legislative program 1s unveiled—and numerous important details
were still being hammered out when | laft Washington—it is inappropriate to do more than give
examples and to illuminate the underlying philosophical and educational basis for what the
Administration will attempt to do. . - < )

\ Let me now mention only a few of the literally dozens of additional amerging educational
policy 1ssues whlch will touch your lives to greater or lesser extent in the near future:

1. The Relationship of Formsl Educational Authorities to “The Youth 'Emp/o yment and

Demonstrations Project Act (YEDPA),” P.L. 9593

-

I'am only marginally knowledgeabls about this landmark educational act which is seen by
many as signifying the emergence of something approaching a national youth policy. Like too
many educators, | have tended to concentrate my professional attentions oh what goes on in HEW
and, eveh more narrowly, on events in the Education Division. But all of us need to think deeply
about YEDPA even though it is administered by the Department of Labor. Viewed in its most
promising light. the Agt seems to signal a comprehensive approach to combining work and educa:
tion, recreation and community service, counseling and evaluation, anq a complete feedback loop
for systemic institutional and individual renowal.* - .

Yet, despite its promise, YEDPA could becomejust another series of bandaids to plaster over b
the appalling plight of our nation’s unemployed and unattended youth. Far from realizing its . '
potential to combine the nation’s resources, Y EDPA could be another |sblated battle in the nation’s
on-again, o ff-again battle with ignorance and poverty.-

The sad truth is that at this time there is very little effective communication between the De-
partments of Labor and HEW about the implementation of the new Act. Something like $2.3 billion  *
will shortly be available for the implementation of YEDPA, but the role of the schools and

t . . ) .

*For a careful survey' of policy issues regarding education and work, pre-YEDPA, see Stern,
Barry E. Toward a Federal Policy on Education and Work, Washmgton HEW March 1977. Also
see A Knowledge Development Plan for the Youth Emp/oymeng §d Demonstration Projects Act
of 1977. Washington: Office of Youth Programs, Employment an Training Administration, U.S.

Department of Labor, 197.7 o~ «

1

. - . \ t
Ty, . L. X - . . Ed



the cantribution of formal educational institutions and resourcas is far from clear.* 1 can only urge

that as scholars and raesearchers -and as prudent taxpayers—you pay close attention to this issue and |

seek to make a constructive contribution in the implemantafion of this Act, P.L. 9593
% Tax Credits

Once again, the Congress is cohsidering, and the Administration is vigorously opposing, a
variaty o f-measures which would give tax relief to parents who pay tuition and fees to institutions
of higher learning and, in somae cases, to public and private schools as wall. The immediate annual
cost of these measures reaches from $1.2 billion in the case of Serfator Roth’s bill to $5.4 billion

&)r the measure introduced by Senators Packwood and Moynihan. Important questions are being

rdised ahout what such "backdoor’ or Tax Code spending would do to the aveilability of funds for
appropriated educational programs; about the impact of such expenditures on the prospacts for a
balanced budget and on an effective war on inflation: abowt the regrassivenass of the distribution
of tax credit bensfits; in short, about our priorities as a nation.

In my view, all tax credit measures currently before the Congress would divert scarce financial
resources from those portions of our population in greatest distress to that upper fifth of our
popujation (myself included) which can best afford to go through life without the special attgntion

~ of the federal treasury. -l worry, too, about the negative impact on publicly-supported education

and about the erosion of our recent commitmar/\t to equal educational access through a concentra-
tion on devising progressively more effective stident assistance programs.
] _ . ¢

In any case, the point | wish to stress here is that the fate of pending tax credit proposals is
bound to have an important effect upon the educational programs now in law or which are pro-
posed for'consideration in the near future. Educators need to keep their éyes on the House Conit
mittee on Ways and Means and on the Senate Committee on Finance, as well as on their traditional
concern with the education committees of the Congress.

3. A Cabingt-Level Department of Education

I'am a relatively racent convert to the cause of an independent education department.** | now
believe that sducation most likely would be better off if it did not have to compete directly with
other argas of HEW for funding, for personnel slots, and for the attention of top-level policy
makers. For example, I'Mould like someone as talented as HEW Secretary Joseph Califano to work
full-time on the problems of education, rather than se¢ him devote at best 10 percent of his talents
to our cause. Recently, Mr. Califano went to England.to study national health insurance, a per-
fectly appropriate act. How much better for a full-time Secretary of Education to visit important
educational institutions such as this National Center for Research in Vocational Education at Ohio
State. '

4.‘

: 4

"Kenneth B. Hoyt identified at least 20 legal obligaﬁons for education in YEDPA's proi/ision$

and concluded: “When viewed collectively, they tell us a great deal about what education'is to do,
but very little about how these obligations are to be met.” See his "YEDPA: Obligatiops\and
Opportunities for American Education,” December 1977 (mimeo.). - S

**See February 1978 issues of Change Magazine and Phi Delta Kappan.
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- . ber's own district, just to all the other vocational educators “out there"”
© (This puzzling;phenomenon seems akin to one pollsters have frequently observed in which a large

4.  Educational Quality-Accountability- Zrestmg-Bam'c Skills

Like many Americans, Washington pblicy makers are alsé worried about an apparent decline

* in educational performance during the last decade. At various points imthe policy system, one hears

advocaty for a crash program to imprqve basic skills‘in reading, writing, speaking, and computation. o
- Some would go so far as to institute a national sjandardized test of Gcational performdnce. .

President Carter is so disturbad sbout reports of educational failure th):z).he hastold the chief state

school pfficers he would like to be remembered ds tha president who helped to assure that eveiv

child leavunq the fourth grade knew how to read. 1

The Admumstratléh $ forthcomlnq tegislative program L{I stresy basic ikxns and should find a
receptive audience in.the CQngresc Whether lncreased emphasits in sta ns, stepped-up research
in evaluation and testing and related measures will be enough to satisfy ke)\Washington policy

_ makers remains to be seen. But the issue of acadggnic performancaw”and the attepdant controversies .
' Yover “"back to the basics” —will clearly be on center stage in the Washihgton policy arena for some -
time to come.- ’ . S ) - o -
5. Jobs [ .

Perhaps the most critical domestic problems facing American society is the creation of new
employment as we simultaneously wrestle with the persistence of long-term unemplayment. In the
ngxt decade, our country will need to create 20 million new jobs for new workers entering the labor
force. This will be the largest increase in jobs in any decade in American history; in the last ten
years, we created only 13 million new jobs.™ ~

s o

[ . . , . . . ~ . . ‘e
- What is educational R&D’s contribution to that critical problem? Better training programs and
' better education alone won't do the job. What will? At this point | merely wish to suggest that

. While problems of ungmployment, for youth and for the population at large, have been with us

for sore time, all of ys will be hearing more in the near future about macro-economic policy,
capital formation, technology transfer, and all of the dozens of components of dn effective national
palicy to address this newly emergent issue: American sdciety’s abi)ity to create 20 million new jObS
or face the consequences of economic drag and increasing so.mal alienation.

Allow me now@turn your éttenuon to quigtions specifically related to vocatlonal educa-
tion and educational research. During the seventeen years that | have been privileged to work with
federat’education QO|ICV, | have been struck by the apparent contradiction betwgen -Congress’
contmunng publi¢ support for vocational education legislation and appropriations and congress-
men's mostly privately expressed strong criticism of vocational education and vocational educators.
Gen.erally, the scorn does not apply to the many fine vocational education programs in the mem-
in the rest of the country!

majority of the American pegple voice deep concern over the future of the United States and
feel that serious national decline-lies ahead. At the samie time, a very substantial majoyity of the
grespondgnts believe that their own personal future will be bright.)
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The facts of vocational education’s amazing growth are known to many of yoG. Propelled, at
least in part, by the Vpcationsl Education Acts of 1963 dgnd 1968, vocational education’s fortunes
have expanded rapidly. During the twelve:yesr period from Fiscal Year 1965 to 1976, total en-
rollments in federally aided vocational education increased 174 percent, with the growth in post-

. sacondary offerings rising by a whopping 947 percent. Fifteen million Amaericans are now enrolled
in vocational grograms compared with dnly 5.4 million a c\ozen years ago. Today, vocational edu-
cation“serves 70 af every 1,000 Americans, more than triple the 21 per 1,000 enrolled in 1961.

" (See Table 3.) & . .

Dollar growth has also been remarkable. In FY 1976, all governmental expendituras for voca-
tional education exceeded $5.1 billign, a 752 percent incroase over those in FY 1965, While federal
. vocational education expenditures rose from $157 to $543 million (up @ maere’’ 246 percent),
State and local funding rose from $448 million to $4.6 billion—an incredible 929 percent.

"TABLE 3 | .

*

./ ,

- Enrollment in and Expenditures for FederaHy Aided Vochtional Education Classes:
' Fiscal Years 1965 and 1976 S .

. : | \ Percentage
ltem 1965 1976 ) increase .
. 1965 to 1976
. - — A * =¥ R
- Enrollment in fede‘rally C \ ‘
aided ﬁ(}lonal .
educatier classes -~ .
¢ { ¢ ,' “,s—"“‘ .
Total 5430611 : 14,874 574 1739
Secondary 2,819,250 8,740,148 : 210.0
Postsecondary . 207,201 2,169,112 ‘ - 946.9
Adult 5, 2,378,522 3,965,314 66.7
Special Needs' 25,638 2,157,473 - (%)
\ ’ ’ > - '."A '°
Total pagp‘lation"“ 194,303,000 215:118,000 . 10.7
: Enro}lmept- in vocational :
‘ aducation as percent of .
total population - 2.8 A 69, N
. N ﬂ‘ e
Governmental expenditures - d s
_for vocational education '
(in thousands) : ’
LeToal - § 604,600 $ 5,150,225 751.8
Federal 156,900 543,211 246.2
~State and local 447,700 4,607,014 929.0
o 'Disadvantaged and handicnpped.persons included in distribution by level.

?Pgrcent not shown because data for 1976 are notsstrictly comparable with those for 1965.

3 ' : o -
Bureau of the Census estimates as of July 1, 1965, and July 1, 1976, including Armed Forces overseas.

. . ) .
SOURCE: Enrollment and expenditure data derived froni reports of the Division of Vocational and Technical
v : Education, U.S. Office ofsEducation. -

.Cor'npiled 1Y30/78 by Dr, Vance Grant, National Genter for Education Statistics, Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Education, Department of Hgalth, Education and Welfare. : -

t - . : ) -
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Yet, fully six decades after the Smith-Hughas Act of 1917, Congrass and the Administration—
any administration, Democratic or Republican—continus to worry about the efficacy of this large
~and .growing federal investment in vocational aducation. Indeed, it is highly significant for the
- future of vocational education that the Carter Administration’s Fiscal Y.ear 1979 overall education
budget requests the lsrgest increase since 1965 while, at the same.time, it proposes a “*hold the
ling”” budget for voeational education generally and a 17 percent decrease for consumer and home-
making education. {All vocational aducation for FY 1978: $642,161,000 vs. $636,161 OOO:for FY
1979. The reduction is entirely ayributable to the- homemaking cut from $40,994,000 to
$33.994,000.) Clearly, this Executive Branch is.skeptical about the value of vocational education
and prefers to place its chips on such prnormes as Title | of ESEA, educatuon of the handicapped,
and student financial assnstance . .

But what of Congress? I an effon o udenufy spacific values held by-tha members, | asked
ten key congressional staffers—on both sides’ of Capitol Hill, on both sides of the party aisle—to dist
the criticisms of vbcational sducation that they heard members express in the tfecent past.

The responses bore a remarkable Slmllamy tq each other. While members of Congress believe there
are many fine vocational programs, mcludnhg as | have already noted, some in their own congres-
sional district or states, they worry that the following kinds of statements msgy be only too true*

L 1. Vocational education.b;ovides irrelevant skill§ training for today’s job m'arket'and,

v , - - especially, far tomorrow’s economy. Vocational education .is delinquent in providing
basic educational skills, particularly the communu ation Skl“S S0 necessary for a rapidly
changing society.* * § .

2. Although Congress has been urging training in new job areas, vocational educanon msusts
on maintgining the old categones {e.g., trade and industrial, agriculture, etc. )
¢
3. Vocational education is run by an encrusted, defensive, unprogressive educational
establishment, unwilling to cooperate with society’s othér,trainers for employment.
- Vocational education faculty don’t keep uprto-date and think too narrowly, that is, only
about their own vocation. :

4. Vocational education is dominated by rural, xocational agricultural interests and, there-
fore, consistently shortchanges the cities. - ‘

. 5. Vocational education (and home economics in particular) is dii;criminatory toward . u
' women, minorities, and the handicapped and much of vocational education is sex- '
stereotyped.

.

6. \Mocationaleducation devotes too many resources to high school prograrhs when most
young people now go on to community colleges and other postsecondary education
programs.

“

*Also see Jennir:gs John F. "Emerging Issues in Vocatlonal Educatuon " American
Vocatrona/ Journal, September 1975, pages 29 32. ',

= : - )
**Also see Walsh, Jack. *Vocational Education: Education %*Qrt Run Training Program?”’
_~ Olympus Research Corporation, November 1977, page 11. ‘ .
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or gven in propear comphanca with federal statutes.

‘
<

naeds and resourcas mnght be better matched.

9. Vocational education frustrates coordination with other levels and goverhache structures
in educsation and spends most of its energy protecting turf. - , . -

10. Vocational aducg‘iion"is too (‘nsti{utfon-orignted to school-age populations and doesn’t
caré enough about the unemployed and about out-of’schoal youth. Thus, the nation
is forced to create an array of costly job tram{ng programs outside the formal educa-
tional structure

) “

“ J

There are other congress:onal criticisms as well, but these will give you thie Havor of my survey.
There is also/a good deal of respect for some of the impressive quantitative changes in vocational -
education during the past fufteen years and for the enduring political sophistication of many
vocational educators.

But the majar point | would make while at this National Center for Research in Vocational -
Education is that thiise perceptions ¢ry out for research which might corrobotate or dispel such
vigws among inﬂueviiat policy makers. Indeed, I'can think of no finer way for a national R&D.
Center such as this—and for a vanety of cegperating academic discjplines at Ohio State—to make
a major contribution to vocational education in this country than to deal with the researchable
aspects of the complaints and allegations | have just cited. By sweeping away the myths and by~
pointing the neaded spotlight of reform on areas of documented shortcoming, you will be helping
to remove the most redoubtable barriers to the further growth and developmant of effective occu-
.pational educatloqprograms in our nation. And for that you shall, in turn, receive not only the
taxpayer’s contmulng financial support, but also hls/her vote of sincere thanks.

-
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWER’S
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" Qusstion: What kind of information would be helpful in convincing congressmen that some :
/) ' of thhse ten concepts you mentiongd arg not accurgte?
irst, | would bring congressmen, congres.s'onal staff, state Ieguslators, and state legislators’ staffs

to visit and. experuence vocational aducation programs that work well

| remember being part of'a federal delegatton that vnsntpd a vocational 'schoo] in the most deprassed
counties of Kentucky. We talked to students who were studying diesel mechanics. We asked thase
kids how they liked their stucfies. They expressed enthusiasm. We asked’them their plans after com-
pleting school. They said they were going to get a job. We asked, 'Do ybu think you will be able
tq f‘md a job?"" “‘Sure,” they replied. “We've already had several job offers from private em- _.
ployers.” - & )

-

/7N

The pount is that it was impossible for anybody in that delegation to feel those kids were studying .
an irrelevant occupation br were getting irrelevant skill training, because the kids knew what the
job market was.*The same was true in other classes we visited in that same vocatronal school. )
That may sound too simple-minded, but | think most congressmeh Iearn more through their gars
and through petsonal experiences with const\tuents than through reading reports. If you can give
Jolicy makers an expenentna! dimension, °.uch as taking tHem to campuses, to schools, etc., that
would be fine.

‘Thaere are other things that count, such as testimonials from successful and satisfied people. Ob-

-~ viously when a plant manager or prygiplent of a corporation praises the output of a given school,

curriculum, or program, that means a lot. Congressmen assume business persons worry about
profits and losses and are best able to judge a ““good”’ program, :

There are many other things to be done, but the key to it all is to talk with policy makers. Most

educators, regardiess of which dnsclphne they are-in, don't'spend enough time explaining in simple,
non-jargon English, what it is they.do. They should let the consumer of the product—in this case,

the student—speak up, or cause the Ieglslators to see the work shops the work benches, etc., where

things are happenmq ) _ _\ o - :

| also believe it is possible to affect the political processes of this country by the judicious courtlng

of the press. Most people know what they know in large part, from the headlines they read in the
newspaper or from what they see in briéf snatches of TV. The reporting of education by journalistic

and otherm?jna is notably poar, Thus, to the extent that you can inform and encourage education ‘
writers, and-help them to grow in thell’QSOphmlcatIOn and understandmg, you will also benefit.

Institutions &uch as the National Center can alSo make an important contribution by wntmg execu-
tive summaries of otherwise tedious, cumbersome, and jargon~ridden reports. Someone ‘at the’
Natlonal Center has to remember and think about the simple communicabnlity of your very im-
portant studies. The point'is to build a bridge between those studies'and the ordinary words and
thlnking of the men and women who serve ln our |egas!atures

ES
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Question: There sesms to be a small portion of the aducation budget allocated to vocational
5 education. Yet yocational gducation seems to bé held the most accountable for its
actions. Do you agrse? : . g -

Runding for vocational education at the feceral lsval is not smalk It approaches $1 billion a year.
There are only a few areas that receive more, so it has been a very important area. | am not aware °
that the requirements for output or performance‘are essentially different in this area than they are
in compensatory education or in postsecandgry education. Some of you are familiar with FIPSE —
HEW’s Fund for.the Improvement of Postsecondary Education. Its grantees have to show results
in_three years. Generally speaking, most of the federsl discretionary programs are a hit.like the
programs funded by the philanthropic foundations. They will fund a good project for three to five
years and assumneg that “"truth will prevail” and that, somehow, state and local people will pick up
the costs later. ’ y ' ' .

Perhaps that's not directly yesp,onsive to your question becayse | am havinga bit of trouble with
your premise. In short, | have hot obsefved that vocational education is treated any more harshiy
than other educational areas. | : - -

&

Question: In recent years It seems that Congress has been \k/riting laws and appropriating
funds on the basis of verydetailed and tedious instructions that leave little room
for flexibility within the discration of those administering funds and the education .
community in utilizing funds. What are your insights3 '

%

First of all, let's go back to what | tried to say. Thgse notions, these philosophical underpinnings,
are just that. They are notions from the Executive Branch which are about to be tried out on the
Congress, and about to be tried out on the education communitly. :

In the last eight to ten years, there was much tension between the Executive and the Legislative
Branches in part because of the split party (Dem-—Rep) control. By and large, the Executive Branch
became irrelevant to congrassional considerations, and congrassmen began to view the Executive
Branch as the enemy. They began viewing a// burgaucracy at the state and the faderal levels as the
enemy. They began prescribing, proscribing, prohibiting, and mandating, often in great detail,
axactly what was supposed 1o be done by the executives. For example, the backers of the Voca-
tional Education Amendments of 1976 went so far as to argue that all necessary regulations were
written into law, so that the Executive Branch couldn’t add any more regulations.

N

~
Now | did say that | wouldn’t expect all of these proposals to emerge full blown fdm the Executive
Branch, and | wouldn’t expect the Congress to buy them lock, stock, and barrel. Theré should be a ~
debate, which would be interesting tor a change, about what we in education really bélieve, and

what we wish to see happen. '

S

v _ 1 w
There is a beginning of support, for the notion that if California does something right in &d-
“vance of the federal:government, it shouldn’t have to go back to square dne and start all over
“again, just because Washington has “finally caught up.”.The 3ame W'guld be true of Minnesota or
_ Ohio.- The tension is thefe because of the effective work of & group of new educational planners
- ~* - in the Executive Branch who are about to tgst thess ideas on the Congress and the education com-’

munity. # _ - v
Ad - #

Moreover, much of the prescriptive language that occurs in federal statutes does not come from
congressimen who aré trying to oppress educators. Much of it cores from one group in society

?
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that doesn’t trust or agree with another group n society. So the group goss to Congress and legisle-
tian is influenced in a particular way. The recent handicapped legisiation, P.1.. 94-142, is a good
example. Outraged parents of handicappyd children for a long time have baen saying, “We canit
get a square deal for our kids.”” Even though a number o#3tates were moving in the direction of
mesting the problem, nyany parants weren’t happy. So they went to the courts and to Congress and
asked them o presceilie the most detailed, the most inclusive federal requirements of any education

e

statute yet. So if the Administration were to coms along and say, "'Let’s loosen up the requirgments

of the handicapped legislation,” it wouldn’t only be the Executive Branch versus the Congress, but
:P\Iso the Executive Branch versus those parents and organized interest groups that ate not willing
0 trustin the goodnesﬂeducators to do the right thing. :

Question: What problems 50 you see in implementing a Department of l;b\ion?

) v
v

The greatest-single problem in getting a Department of Education W|II be in conyincing the mem-
bers of the House of Representatives that this really is a priority concern. They have so much of
their legistative platter to work on now that it will be hard to get their attention.

The next problem will be to decide what goes into the department and what does not. One can
design departments of education so that they include labor programs and manpower programs from
the Department of Labor, artg and humanities programs from the endowments, and programs such
as Head Start from HEW's Office of Children, Youth, and Family Development, ete. But every
time one urges a transfer, there is a bureaucratic turf fight. Some of those turl\fnghts are very costly
in energy and in time and they can get very brutal. So the problem is first to et the attention of the
members, particularly in the House, and, second, to develop an acceptable compromiise on the

_ composition of the department. - ‘

Question: What is your prognosis for career education? -

»~ . \/\ '
The Administration did not recommend any funding at all for the new Hathaway-Perkins Career
Education Act that was enacted last yaar. The carser education money they requested is authorized

by the Special Projects Act. The Administration’s position seems to be that career education ought

to campete for funding, not be a sheltered funding area. | would guess that, in the way our demo-

~cratic system works, Congress would find a way to put some money into the new act.

x SN

‘Question:  Some suggest that a further dcpartmentahzgpon of the federal government is a con-

straint. Whal do you think?

_Codrdination is something we all talk about and somethmg w\nch is very difficult to achleve One
of the reasons | belatedly camearound to supporting a depar&nent of education is that it is hard

to coordinate anything between unequals.-There is a Secratary 'of Labor running the manpower and
youth employment programs. There is a Level b, the lowest federal executive department, called the
U.S. Commissioner of Education. The Commissioner of Educatjon will have a budget of about $13
billion, farger than most cabinet departments But because of this diffarence in status and clout,:

~ which exists in all parts of our society, it's very difficult, if nof impossible, to set real coordination.

Coordination works best, if at a!l,jmong ec&?fa!s, rather than/,t_ﬁskmg pygmies to deal w!th bureau-

cratic giants, : \ .

“d
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t the Secretary of Edncanoy could concentrate full time on aducatlonal problems, passibly there
coyld be more cooperation and coordinatiog with other cabinet officers. Right now, HEW Secretary
Califano doaesn’t put in more than 10 percept of his time in sducation, according to my best esti-
mates. He's dealing witly all the toughest prbblems—health cost, national health insurance, social
security, drugs, anti-cigarette’¢ampaigns, etc., so education is really a’sma of his concern. A
cabinet department might bring someone wngh Mr. Califano’s talents to addrasswducational issues
full-time and comprehensively. In any case, there really isn’t much coordunatl at thig point.

Question How do elected officials in large cities fesl about vocational educati
| can’t claim any firsthand expertise on their opinions concerning vocational education\My guess ' \
would be that these wouldn't vary Mmuch from what Congress believes, atthough it might Y8-more :

directed toward points th@; are familiar wsfh in their own schools and neighborhoods. - (

| wrote a two page article in the Kappan of Navember 1974 entitled “Politicians and Educators:
Two World Views.”" | am rather proud of that article because it is short and simple, and because it

_has served peoples’ needs in getting an answer to the question posed. | simply listened to what

politicians said about educators and to what educators said about politicians. There really is a
sgrious cleavage thqténust be overcome if we are to advance together as a society.

' CL A~ " .
- Question: There seems to he a discrepartcy among federal, state, and-Yocal priorities, especially
.' R in the areas of equal access, subpopulations, etc. Do you share that view? . .

I would describe it differently. There are some States that are way ahead of the federal government.
Then in the middle there is the federal government and the bulk of the states. Then there are some
laggard states. California, for example, doesn’t seem to be able to do-anything wrong when it comes

" to money. The state is incredibly wealthy. Its lcading techhelogical industrios are almost deprassion

proof. California’s budget goes up 20 percent over the year bafore. They fund a lot of new pro-

" grams, and there is still enough money left over for tax reliaf. 1t is ot a surprise tg find that in the
" state of California they not only pass authorization bills but they actually appropriate $1 billion
. of new money a year. For a state which is 10 percent of the couritry, that sum far surpasses federal

spending on a relative basis. Additionally, California has some very progressive legislation. There are

other statgs that are way ahead of the federal government, gspecially in the handicapped area and .
the edugatzon of the disadvantaged. One of the'reasons | am sharing my enthusiasm with you about

what 1 understand to be the Administration’s approach is that, for the first time, an administration’

IS recognizing that the states aren’t always wrong. The states may, indeed, be ghead of the federal
government and that’s what must be récognized, rather than force all the states into 8 common

mold that retards the advances of somae pioneers. -

Py

- - ~

Your general observation is exactly' on target. There is often a general discrépancy between the

state, local, and national priorities, Because of that discrepancy, | don’t think we will see the
slimination of all categorical ar special programs. There seems to be widespread agreement among
Democrats and Republicans that if the fedéral government does anythmg at all, it must worry about
and advance special populations—language-limited, the handicapped, the elderly, the very young,

etc,, rather than concentrate on general and routine financial arrangements. The best thing that :
could happen, then, would be to fine tune that federal commitment to spécial populations. But | - *
haven‘t seen any really effective challenges vet to try to get the federal government out of the

speclal populatuons business and into general aid.

16
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- gets to the ultimate consummer, namely the legislator and

. b | » )
LY
Question: On the ten criticisms of vocsational sducation, you mentioned that the National
Canter should canduct studies on thase and turn in evidencs. Would these studies
be credlble?

Yes, provided they are, first, timaly. One of the great complaifts is that the studies always come In

after Congrass has already extended the law. Mambers. and staff claim thay are working in a factual

vacuum, that they simply don’t know what is right. =~ 7.

John Brademas, third ranking leadeér in the House of Representatives, frequently quotes Lyndon _
- Baines Johnson to the effect that, "My problem isn’t in doing what is right; my problem is knowing

what i3 right. Your rasearch studies are arcane and written-n a language that | (Brademas is an

Oxford slumnus) can’t understand "

The answer agaun is yes, but the studnes have te be aimed at where the pgople are. If | were the
secretary of the American Vocatlonal Association 1 would want to see what we could find out
about the researchable aspects of those 8“898t|0”$ | think a lot of people would listeh to timely,
usable, solid research, v o _
'-\ .
| ; * .
- Question: Would 'this mean the National Center is an apologist for vocational education?
' %
You must prove that you are the Nar:ona/ Centar for Researchq*h Vocational Education, that you “
arg a national resource for all thie taxpayers, not just for vocatnonal educaqtors. To the extent ghat
you can do that you are going to have a long and healthy future.

L 4

Quastion. How about the things that are being done well in 'vocé'tional .education?

| am not knowledgeable about the evaluation of those programs, but | can tell you that those same
policy makers who are responsible for the advanced political and philosophical approaches i
described for el@mefitary and secondary education are very dubious about vocational education.
As of now, I'd guess their preferences would resist. funding increases. Again, | dont"know. what the:
- gvaluation literature says. | saw one study that concludes that the em onment rate of recent voca-
tlonal\graduates is better than the employmen»t Tate of allbraduates I'don’t remember if it was at
the secOadary or postsecondary level: We need studies that raise similar quest:ons whuch hdve an im-
‘portant effect.on the publlc purse. | have not seen many:. :

-

\

Question: * s research the only-answer t'()’dispelling these views?

As one of the allegations said, there have to be either hard nosed gvaluations or sensible record

keeping so that you can document ‘your case. Let’s just say it’s all out there somewhere; until it
r policy makers, it doesn’t count..

Tastarted working in Washington half a year before Mr.4fennedy became preéident. Then, in 1961 .
I moved over to the Executive Branch. | discovered that the Executive Branch had a kind of mind-
set about vocational education—that vogatlonal education was really anti-diluvian, almost

- Neanderthal. It needed to be brought into the twentieth century. A lot of that mind-set came
aboyt as the result of critical articles in popular magazines like Atlantic Monthly or Harper’s. So,
} think the Office of Education has to do_a bétter job of making sure that what is known from re-
search is translated.into public duscussuOn guitkly and effectlve!y

- +
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R&D .at work alongside service programs, spacifically Title | of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Acts. That title affects oyer $3 Billion. But the Administration doesn’t have much
capability to learn from so called exemplary or succaessful Title | brojects. Ong notion they are
urging is that every major service agea ought to have its-own R&D capability. |{ implemented, that
- might mean that this National Center would have access to funds not only in NIE and in the
. Department of Labor, but also in the Adult and Occupational Education Bureau, alongside the state
plan grant programs. ' : ’ )

One ef the other things that the Administ'raggﬂ\ 15 going to try to do, it Congress agress, is 1o pul

Question:, You mentioned the lack of coordination in the vocational education establishment
at the federal lavel. Aren’t there social and economic phenomena that affect the T
level of coordination that is required? .
The answer is probably yes, but you still have to try. There are a lot'otthings that aren’t going to
happen unless there is an accumulation or aggregation of resources brought to bear on a commi
' problem. | don’t know the cause of the phenomenaj whether it be insecurity, lack of knowledge,

+ or simply difficulty of delivery. It's interesting to me that the very same congressmen who create
the education statutes create the employment and traiping programs. They serve on the same
committges. They just change their hats. One day they are sitting on a Labor Subcommittes: the
next day they are sitting on an Education Subcommittee. They create these programs which oftery .

. ‘have built-in"impediments to-cooperation between Labor and HEW, between manpower and educa-
on. | don’t have any great wisdormy on the subject, but | have been amazed gt the inconsistency
which often abounds because we're not really very conscious of what we arg-doing across the board.

[ B

. -
Question® Isn’t the country, in general, becoming maore conservative and less willing to accept
new ideas? - '

The short answer would be no, but the real answer is yes. The short answer is that.the country may
be conservative and doesn’t want a lot of interventions and radical, new delivery systems, or a lot
of new experimentation. That would be the first answer, but | think tax ¢redits—and | use that as

a social policy example—are enormously radical, if by radical you mean not good or bad, but
simply a marked change. |f we can get $250 or $500 tax credits now. and perhaps one day get
$2,000 or $5,000 tax credits, then we could do away with public education all together. That’s

the ulftimate voucher because if | want to send my child to a parochial school and the federal
government will picKJip a piece of the tab, what would be more radical? Yet of course it isn't /
sold as a radical idea. It's sold as an anti-bureacratic, conservative idea. The proponents say;
“1dun’t want any more government programs. They are all failures. | don’t want bureaucrats telling
me they fine tung the system. | want toyut purchasing power in the hands of parents.”

My tiay and the fear of many people in Washington is that we may break the bank; spend $1.5
billion in student aid for middle class parents; then spend several billion dollars in tax credit, and
the country will go into an inflationary spin because there is too much public money in mrculrtion;

’

.
. i

Quaestion: Where did youTget the information on the ten criti(ﬂ)s%s you stated?

The information comes from ten con‘gressional staffers on both sides of the Hill-Democrats and
Republicans who have been around for quite a while. They are not saying these things are.neces-
sarily true. Thay are saying these are perceptions on the part of members. All I'm urging is, why
don’t you check them out? I-think the indictments ought to be treated for what tﬁxey arg, namely,
a checkJist-pf intergsting views that may be worthy of framing research projects. fwould urge the
Office of Education, or NIE, or anyone else who is interested, to make your research “‘relevant,”
whatever that means.: lf they want to fund }‘omething that has immediate pay-off in areas that the
Congress cares about, this chec’klist‘may well suggest a fruitful research.agenda. '

-

% ' _ s

f . \ . oo 20




