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the most significant work is done.

In view of the

similarity of House and Senate committee procedures
and the repetition of information presented to bc'th,
this thesis deals primarily with information presented
before the House Committee on Education and Labor.
The first section deals with the issue of Federal aid
to education because the author believes that this is
background information necessary to understand the
argwnents which permeate each piece of education legislation.

The remaining sections of this paper pre:3ent

outlines of and projected applications of Title V;, Part
A of H. R. 3000 and of H.R. 4955 and subsequent House
and Senate actions on these measures.
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PROS AND CONS OF FEDERAL AID TO

EDUCA~~ION

Federal aid to education remains a contro'1rersial
issue. and has been introduced here in order to slhow party
differences, pressure group influence, and the cc'ncentrated
attention that any proposed major legislation in this area
receives on Capitol Hill.
On January 29, 1963, the President of the United
States sent a message to Congress setting forth a program
f'or education and a draft of a bill designed to strengthen
and improve educational quality and opportunity
nation.

~1

the

In this message President Kennedy urged that this

legislation be enacted as a whole since tteducation cannot
easily or wisely be divided into separate parts. ttl
With this proposal the 88th Congress was confronted
with a controversy that rings not only in Washingt;on, D.C.,
but throughout the country -- active Federal part1.cipation
in education.

This is part of the larger issues:

to what

extent shall the Federal government concentrate or disperse
its powers'

One side argues that education is a Federal

responsibility because it is essential to the national
welfare.

It also contends that the state and local govern-

ments can no longer adequately support educational demands
l~~ From ~ President at the UnitadJit@tes, p. 4.
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without Federal financial aid. 2
The broad argument against Federal aid is based on
a stricter interpretation of the Constitution in an effort
to limit the povlers and responsibilities that
government may exercise.

thE~

Federal

It is contended that the Federal

government has no specific powers in the realm

01'

education.

State and local agencies are in a better position to meet
the needs of their schools and the school must
close to the control of the community.

bE~

kept

Also it ls held

that extensive Federal participation in this realm would
be disastrous both to education and to the Federal government. 3
Over the last one hundred years each side has
sharpened the issues and made little prosress toward a
resolution.

The specific arguments of the proponents of

Federal aid to education are set forth as

followl:~:

1.

The present level of school support is
too low to provide the type of educati.onal
system required in this atomic and spa.ce
age. The American economy can afford to
invest in education a far higher share of
the national income than it does at the
present time. Only the national goverruaent
has access to the national economy and. can
obtain the necessary means. 'fhe Federal
government can carry out its assigned functions
and duties only by assuming a major part of
the financial responsibility for public
education.

2.

The Federal government has long provided aid

2~egislative Analysis ~, p. 8.

3Ibid •

-
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for roads, public welfare, airports, health
and hospitals, and many other state and local
public functions. Those services are neither
more important nor more vvorthy of Federal
support than education. The principal of
Federal support for education was established
by the Ordinance of 1785 and pronounced in
the North\"rest Ordinance of 1787. It w,as
reaffirmed by grants-in-aid tor vocati,:)nal
education, for school lunches J to fede:rallyaffected areas, and in the N'ational De:fense
Education Act.

3. Serious shortages of teachers and classrooms

exist throughOut:~ '~he nation. The de:f:1ciencDs
are presently eSlJimated at 142,000 classrooms
and upward ot 10OPOO teachers and are :soaring
as enrollments continue to climb. Cla:sses
are overcrow4ed; teachers are badly unlierpaid. This deprives many children of Ii good
education and harms their development l:)eyond
repair. Teachers could be paid higher salaries,
more qualified persons attracted to and kept
in the teaohing profession, and suftio:lent
classrooms built it Federal funds were provided tor these purposes.

4. There is a direct and vital national utterest

in the adequate education of all Ameri()an
children. The Federal government, as the
guardian of the national interest, has the
responsibility to aS,sure an equal eduo~ltional
opportunity for all children, no matter where
they live. Both political parties advocated
Federal aid to schools in their platfol~s
and both President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy have proposed it.

5.

The Federal Government has vastly s~perior
ta.xing powers. It now collects three-i'oarths
of all texas (Federal, state, and local.) in
the United States and has pre-e~pted the
major and most produotive tax souroes. Its
taxes are of a more desirable type than, those
levied by states and local governments. The
latter are close to--or have reached--the
limit of their fiscal capaCity and oannot
continue to boost their taxes and debts.
If lett entirely to state and local rev'enue
sources, education (and other services) will
suffer.

6

6.

Federal financial support can be given
without Federal Control. Federal aid hills
under consideration stipulate that no agency
of the Federal Government shall exerc if:le
any control over local schools. Experlence
with existing grant-in-aid programs in
education has demonstrated that funds can
be provided without UIldue control by the
Federal Government. 4

The need for an adequate educational system is
further demonstrated by the fact that unemployment, and
inadequate education go hand-in-hand.

Even when t,here

are openings on the labor market, lack of sufficient
education limits mobility and adaptability of work:ers. 5
The fact that more students are being kept in
school longer and are being offered a more diversified
program cannot help but increase the cost of education
in our nation today.

The property tax used

by

most

state and local governments to finance a large portion
of education cost is geared to the productivity of an
agrarian eoonomy.

We no longer hive an agrarian economy

able to support the need of our exploding urban and industrial society.6

Something must be done.

Proponents

of federal aid to education feel that it can best be
accomplished by Federal grants to the states.
The opponents of Federal aid set forth their arguments as follows:

4tegislative Analysis

5~ ~

!2£

6 Ibid ., p. 18.

!221,

p. 8-9.

Federal SUPRort £! Education, p. 7.
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1.

Our present educational defioiencies are
due not to a lack of funds, but to unwise
use ot the available resources. The financial support of eduoation has shown
spectacular increases, both in absolu1;e
and relative terms. It would have increased
even more i f requirements of national
def'ense had not become so heavy. The
share of the national income allocated to
education has risen dramatically; it is
larger--and education is more amply sup...
ported--than in other countries. A larger
percentage of our young people participate
in full~time education for more years than
their counterparts under a system of state
and local support. State powers and responsibilities in eduoation are clearlY'
established by the constitutions of the
several states and are deeply embedded in
the American tradition.

2.

The Federal Government has, over the past
30 years, expanded the scope of its aotivities
to encompass a multitude 01' state and local
funotions. This trend, it continued, 'will
make the Federal Government all-powerful,
leaving the states empty shells, a travesty on
the Federal Union of Sovereign States I~reated
in 1787. The land grants and the late:r grantsin-aid aftecting education--suoh as vOj;)ational
aid, school lunches, etc.--were adopted to
remedy a temporary situation then exis·emg.
They were not intended to beoome per.mrulent
nor to establish the principle ot Federal
responsibility to education.
Shortages 01' teaohers and classrooms have been
greatly exaggerated and are rapidly diminishing.
The numbers of pupils per teacher and per classroom have been consistently declining. The
rate or enrollment growth in the 1960' ~l will
be half that of the 1950' S J and it will. not
be necessary to maintain the present rate of
construotion. Wasteful praotices and 1.nefficient
school-distriot organization account tClr muoh
ot the often-quoted detioiences. Many schools
engage in activities which are outs1de their
proper sphere while neglecting their primary
responsibility to teach the essential s,kills.
Numerous proposals have been made for fuller
and more etreet1 va use of the a va11able,
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facilities and manpmver and tor the employment ot television and other technological
tools. These much-needed improvements are
orten being resisted by the forces pushing
for Federal aid.

4.

It is true that there is a national interest
in eduoation--as well as in all other functions ot state and local government. :Llkewise, there is a state interest in the
various services provided by the Federal
Government. All levels at government have
a mutual interest in each others activities.
But, this means no more that the Federal
Government should pay for state tuncticms
than that state governments should pay tor
Federal operations. The fundamental p:rinciple
of the Federal system is a division ot
governmental authority and responsibility-~
not a sharing of every function by every
type and level of government.

5.

The Federal Government boosted its sha]~e
of all tax colleotions (Federal, state,
and looal) tram one-third to three-fourths
during World War II to meet the cost of
national defense. Ever since the war. the
Federal share has been declining but is
still unduly high (almost two-thirds)
because the national government has entered
several fields of state and local responsibility. The weight of Federal taxes
is the major factor limiting state and
local fiscal oapacity. This cannot be
corrected by adding to national responsibilities. A major entry ot the Federal
government into the ~ield of edUcation
could well push the Federal share or all
taxes to 80 per oent, 90 per cent, or
more. This would turn the states into
mere local administrative subdivisions
ot the national government.
The allegedly superior taxing powers ot
the Federal Government have been inadequate
to meet even its own expenditures in 24
of the past 30 years. The national debt
has inoreased
nearly $270 billion (trom
$16 billion to ,285 billion) during this
period, an average of $9 billion a year.
Acoeptance ot responsibility for education
would force the Federal Government either

br
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to boost its already oontisoatory taxes
or to expand the national debt, thus
teeding the fires of inflation.
It sohool outlays are to be inoreased at
a faster rate than the growth ot the
national economy, then the funds will have
to be obtained through higher taxes. To
pretend that an additional tax dollar will
overburden the taxpayers, it raised at
state and looal levels, but is available
treely and without an added burden at the
Federal level, 1s a snare and a delusion.
Federal tax rates are ~ready at extreme
levels while state andlooal tax rates
are low.
The real objeotive ot the drive tor Federal
aid to eduoation, and its result if suooessful, is a shift in the oontrol of soho,ol
polioies and programs from the people ,to
the educational bureaucracy.

6.

It is naive to assume that Congress would
appropriate billions of dollars without
sooner or later trying to assure that the
sums are effiCiently spent. Most of the
Federal aid proposals vest unpreoedent!~d
powers over the d istri bution of funds :Ln
the hands of national and state offices
of education--at the expense of the state
and local general authorities.
Federal aid is being promoted by sohool
administrators who faoe a growing disSEttisfaction with their eduoational methods and
resul ts. Federal aid would make them more
independent ot their boards of education,
st~te legislatures and local voters, and
parents. The educational bureaucrats oould,
with the help ot their counterparts at the
Federal levels, tum the sohools inorea.singly
into institutes for social adjustment. To
gain support they are trying to 0 reat the
illusion that Federal money is rree and.
that the taxpayers would get something for
nothing.
The opponents ot Federal aid hold that the
obstacles to a higher level of school support
lie largely in these three factors:
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{a}

The crushing weight of total tax
burden--largely Federal--whioh now
olaims one-third of the national
income;

(b)

dissatisfaction of the parents and
the publio at large with the low
standards of learning in the public
sohools;

(c)

resistance of the educational
bureaucracy to proposals for greater
efficiency in the use of instructional manpower and faoilities.

The opponents state that none of these
factors would be remedied by Federal aid,
and that more likely, they would be
aggravated.7
In the past two decades the median number c)f years
of education completed by adults 25 years of age and over
has increased from 8.4 years to 11.0 years. 8

Sohool dis-

triots have consolidated and have reduced their

nt~bers

by 56%, thus eliminating many inferior schools. 9

This has

been acoomplished by the state and local governments I and
they can continue to meet the needs of the schools, claim
the opponents of Federal aid.

I t is not denied 1ihat needs

do exist, but a means of meeting them other than active
Federal :participation is required.
itself leads to confusion.

The term

"FedE~ral

aid"

Some members of CongrElss feel

that the Federal government oan give "aid" in such a way
as to allow the states to continue financing their schools.

7Legislative Analysis
8

1h! ~

~

9Ibid ., p. 2.

129a,

p. 9-12.

Federal Support 2! Education, p. 1.
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One method for giving aid to higher education advocated
by Congressman Ralph Harvey (R.-Ind.) is to provide tax
exemptions at the Federal level to parents supporting
college students.

Congressman Donald Bruce (R.-Ind.),

a member of the Education and Labor Committee, ste.ted
in a personal interview with the author that a ref'orm
of the Federal tax system would make it possible tor education to remain a state responsibility.

One specif'ic sug-

gestion was to allow institutions of higher learning to
issue bonds on the same tax basis as municipal bonds.
Although there are individual differences within
each party, it can be generalized that the Democratic Party
is for and the Republican Party is against Federal aid to
education.
The subject of whether to authorize Federal financial
assistance for the "general support" of elementary and
secondary schools has been before Congress since lS72 when
such a bill passe4 the House, but not the Senate. 10 Until
1958 with the enactment of the National Defense Education
~ .2!~,

no such bill providing general suppor't had
passed both Houses. ll This bill was a compromise growing
out of the accelerated educational program resulting from

the "Spirit of Sputnik".

It was evident,

thereforE~,

that

President Kennedy's comprehensive 24-point proposal, covering
10

~

11

-

An!lsis, p. 1.

Ibid., p. 2.
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education from elsmentary to graduate sohool, and from
teaohers' salaries to libraries, and also inoluding a
seotion on vocational eduoation, was not new, but in view

ot Congress's past actions it was very unlikely that this
bill would be enacted in its original form.
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BACKGROUND .AND GENERAL OUTLINE OF H.R. 3000
The National Education Improvement

~

2!

~~

was

proposed to Congress in a message trom President Kennedy
on January 29, 1963.

On that same day the bill was intro-

duced in the Senate by Mr. Morse tor himself and

j~or

Mr.

McNamara, Mr. Yarborough, Mr. Clark, Mr. Randolph, Mr.
Williams 01' Hew Jersey, Mr. Burdick, Mr. Pell, Mr. Mansfield,
and Mr. Humphrey.

The bill received the number S. 580 and

was referred to the Committee on Labor and Public welfare. l

In the House of Representatives the bill was introduced by
Mr. Adam Clayton Powell, was given the number H.R. 3000,
and was reterred to the Committee on Education and. Labor. 2
The bill was divided into six main parts un.der which
24 specific points were incorporated.

Title I was called

Expansion of Opportunities for Individuals in Higher Education;

Title II was oalled Expansion and Improvement 01'

Higher Education;

Title III dealt with Improvement of

Eduoational Quality; Title IV proposed a program for

Streng~hening

lFor list of oommittee members see Apendix :p.4l.
2It may be noted here that while any number 01' Senators
may lend their names to a bill, it is the oustom ~l the House
for only one Mamber to do so.
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Elementary and Secondary Education.

Title V, whi13h will

be dealt with later at greater length,1s concerned with
Expansion and Improvement ot Vocational Education and
Special Education.

Title VI is entitled Expansion of

Continuing Education.

Federal control ot education is

prohibited by Title VII.

Fourteen ot the

twenty-:l~our

points provided in the bill were considered major proposals.
A summary of these proposals tollows:

Student Loans--Raise the oeiling of $90 million
on annual Federal appropriations tor college
student loans to $135 million and eliminate
the yearly ceiling ot $250 thousand on lO~lS
to students at anyone institution.
Loan Insurance+-Supplement direct college

:~tudent

loans ~y insuring commercial loans to students
who could not meet the criteria tor direct Federal
help. Insured loans would be limited to $;~ ,000
a year.

work-studt--APpropriate $22.5 million to pay
naIr of t e wages for student campus employment of an educational character of up to 15
hours per week.
Fellowsh1ps--Increase the National Defense
Eduoation Act graduate fellowship 'programs
trom 1.5~O~ 10,000 annually tor the next
three fiscal years, plus 2,000 additional
summer session fellowships. These tellowships now pay trom $2,000 to $2,400 a year.
Construction--Authorize $1 billion over three
years ot federal loans to public and pri va1ie
colleges for the building of academic facilities.
Junior COlleies--APpropriate ilP50 million for
riscal !<j64 and such sums as are necessar~r for
two sucoeeding years" tor grants to states to
construct community junior colleges.
L1braries--Approprlate $40 million for
the f~rst year of a three-year program to help
colleges and universities build libraries flfid
acquire books. Construction grants vlOuld be
on a 50-50 matching baSiS, with ~ederal fWlds
Colle~e
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going ror only 25 per cent or book and material
costs.
Graduate Sohools--Appropriate $40 million to
s~art a simi11ar grant program to expand graduate
schools.
Languars--Extend ror two years existing laws aiding pu Iic and private institutions of hig~er
learning in the study of foreign languages with
an increase in f'unds from $8 million annually
to $13 million for fiscal 1964.
Teacher Institutes--Expand authority for teacher
institutes finanoed by the Office of Education
to admit teaohers ot English, humanities, social
sciences and library personnel; increase funds
from $14.5 million to ~37.5 million.
Training--Finance t with an initial
appropriation or $7.5 million, a three-year
program to help train teaohers for the mentally
retarded and other handioapped ohildren, 01'
gifted or oulturally deprived ohildren, and
of adult literacy.

S~ecialized

Teaoher Preparation proframs--prOjeot grants
to oolteges and unlvers ties to ~trengthen
departments and programs which prepare elementary and secondary school teachers. Emphasis will be on subject matter courses. For
tiscal year 1964 $7.5 million and necessar.r
sums ror the next two years. Public and
private non-profit education institutions
eligible.
Vooational Education--Vocational Education
progr ams to be expanded to meet the needs
of individuals in all age groups ror training in occupations where they can find
employment in today's diverse labor marketf3.
By increasing Federal expenditures trom
$50 million to $73 million for the fiscal
year 1964, and "necessary sums for each of
the succeeding tour years tt .3
The total cost tor this program tor tour years would
be

appro~imately

$5.3 billion.

The comprehensive program

oalls tor new obligational authority of $.2 billiol!I!(';and-(:;actual
~nashington Outlook £a Education, p. 2-3.
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spending ot $43.6 million--above present levels--in the

1964 tiscal year. 4
~Vhile

President Kennedy strongly urged the passage

ot the bill as a whole, it was doubttul trom the beginning
that Congress would do so.
~

!2! E!..12§1

The National Educa.tion Iplprove-

has been called "too big a bite tf tor

Congress to swallow all at once.

It was clear, however,

that Congress intended to strongly consider some ot the
proposed measures individually.

One such proposal was

Title V-A, entitled Expansion and Improvement ot
Education.

4~.,

p. 2.

\~cational
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OUTLINE AND PROJECTED APPLICATION OF
TITLE V-A AND 4955
Since 1917 the Federal government has been participating in the public vocational education program.

In that

year the government entered the field as a result 01' the

A21,

whioh provided $7 million
per year tor the promotion of vocational education. l Th1s
passage of the Smith-Hqs8es

bill is 9;111 in eftect today.

In 1946 the George·-Barden

was passed, providing !i\29 million per year.
act
-Act
established vocational education categories. 2 Each state
~rhis

receives an allotment for each oategory, the amowlt arrived
1

.

Appropriations :tor allotment to states under SmithHughes ~ (P.L. 347, 64th Congress) as tollows:
For vocational instruotion in:
Allotted on the Basis of: Amount:
Agriculture
Rural Population
$3,000,000
Total rural tOlulationo:L State X i3,000.009 • Statiets Allotment
To a rural popUlation 01'

u.s.

Urban pOI)ulation

$3,000,000

. .; ;T...o_t_a.;;;l.....;;__;;;w...;;..::-..,p.;;;;;;:.:;~:.;;.;;__::.....tr--.::;.p.:::;...;:::~;""d,.;:;.0o!io0..-O.&.o.:;.;o;:..;;.o :' sta.te' s Allotment
Teaoher training
Total population of state X 'l~OOOtOOO
Total popUlatIon a

.s.

2

For list

01'

Total population
Allotment

= state's

$1,000,000

vooational oategories see chart on page 18.
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a:t; by a fixed formula.)

In 1956 $5mil11on dollirirs

were provided by the Praotioal Nurse Amendment, and the·
Fishery Trainins Amendment pulled another $180,000 per
year into one of the fields of vocational eduoatlon.4-

!2..1! .2! 122.§ established
Geor6e-Barden !21 authori:dng

The Na;tional Defense Education
a new Title III in the

$15 million per year to assist in technical trauling. 5
The Manpower Deve10Pffient and Training

m,

1962, provided

$20 million for job training for those who have lost their
jobs as a result of technological advance or a change in
the structure of the economy.6

To establish a program to

alleviate conditions of substantial and chronic tmamp10yment and tmder-employment in economically distreased
areas, the Area Redevelopment !.21 .Q! 1961 was enflcted
and provided $3 million for job training in 1962.7

)Georse-Barden Act (P.L. 586, 79th Congress):
Title I - For VocationerAllotted on
Appropriation:
Instruction in:
the basis ot:
Agriculture------------------ Farm population
$10,000,000
Distributive occupation------ Total population
2,000,000
Home economics--------------- Rural population
8,000,000
Trades and industry---------- Non-tarm populatioll
8,000,000
Fisheries occupations-------- Extent of industry
375,000
l\fecessary to guarantee
minimums on above---------- 1950 census
767,080
4Education !E:£. ~ ChangiIl5 World .2!.~, p. 6.
5Ibid •

-

6 Ibid •
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These acts are the major vocational education statutes.
This summary does not include the laws authorizing special
vocational education programs which trained 7.5 Itlillion
perople during 'i'forld War I I at a five-year cost of
8
million.

~297

On February 20, 1961, in a message to Congress
President Kennedy stated that " ••• our vocational education
effort is sound and sut'ficiently broad to

providE~

a basis •••

however, the technological changes ••• call for a review and
9
re-evaluation of these acts....
The President J~equested
that Secretary of clealth, Eduoation .and Welfare ~. oonvene
an advisory body drawn from the professions of agriculture,
labor-industry, and education to meet vdth representatives
from the Departments of Agriculture and Labor.
of this group was to review and evaluate the

.l)

~:he

ourl~ent

purpose
National

Vocational Education Acts and make reoommendations for
improving and redirecting the program.

The Panel of

Consultants began "'lork in October, 1961, and published
their report in November, 1962.

This group concluded

8lbid ., p. 6.
~essage ~ ~ President

££

the United states, p. 24.

lOList of members on Panel of Consultants on Vocational
Education:
Benjamin C. V'lillis, Chairman
Mary C. Bingham
Charles F. Carroll
Fred T. Corleto
Ernest H. Dean
Mary Ellingson
Margaret C. Ells

Charles W. Engelhard
Edward B. Evans
Henry A. Gonzales
Francis A. Gregor;r
Floyd D. Johnson
Helen R. LeBaron
Vfilliam B. Logan

Charles E. Odell
James G. Patton
J.B. Perky
Thomas Q.uigley
Helen N. Radke
Peter Schoemann
Paul E. Sheats
Dael i'/oll'le
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that vocational eduoation is a local-state-Federal partnership.

At the present time local sources provide $117 million,

states provide

~89

million, and the Federal government

provides .48 million.

Today's $250 million program benefits

four million students (half are adults) in 2/3 of our high
schools and many colleges.

11

It has been projected that by

1970.58 million people now Vlorking will still be employed,
26 million young workers will enter the labor market, and
3 million women will leave housework for full-time employment. l2 This Panel resolved that the Federal Government
should provide at least $400 million in 1963-64 for vocational education.

They proposed that the 1963-64 Federal

appropriation include:
For youth in high sohool
Appropriation in millions
who are:
1963-64 school year:
1. preparing to enter labor
market or become homemakers •••••••••••••••••••• , •••••• $200
2. tor high school youth
academic, socia-economic
or other handicaps that
prevent them from succeeding in the regular vocational
education program •••••••••••••••• $ 10
3. for youth an dada! ts who
have left or completed high
school and are full-time students
preparing to enter the
labor market ••••••••••••••••••••• $ 50
4. youth and adults unemployed
or at vrork who need training or retraining to achieve
employment stability ••••••••••••• $lOO

l~ducation .!E£ ~
l2 Ibid ., p. 2.

Changins World 2! Work,

:p. 7.
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(in millions)
5. for services and facilities
required to acquire quality
in all vocational and techl3
nical education programs •••••••••••• $ 40
Title V-A of the National Educatiop. Impro'V'ement
is a result of the findings of this advisory body.

~

In this

act vocational education is defined as follows!
••• vocational or technical training or retraining which is given in schools or classes
(including field or laboratory work incidental
thereto) under public supervision and control
or under contract with a State or local educational agency, and is conducted as a part of a
program designed to fit individuals for useful employment as skilled workers or technicians in recognized occupations •••• 14
This act would up-date and expand the present permanent
program. of Federal grants to the states for vocational education, particularly the provisions of the
enaoted in 1946.

George-~lrden ~

This is part of an effort to provide

vocational training and retraining for young people and
adults for productive employment in an expanding lmd
changing labor market.
Title V-A is based on two conClusions.

One is that

in vievr of our rising population and school costs the

appropriation levels provided in our present statutes are
insufficient.

The second conclusion is that the c)ccupa-

tional categories established by the George-Barden A£!
are not longer adequate to meet the needs of our labor
market. l5 The present categories are agriculture, home
14National Education Improvement ~ £!~, p. 126.
l5Francis Keppel, "Statement", March 25, 1963, p. 7.
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economics J distribution, fisheries, practical nUl'sing,
technicians, and trades and industry.

An appropriation

is made for each of these categories and each state is
allotted by formula a fixed amount tor each category.
It has been charged that under the present regulations
a state operates its vocational education program. according to allotment, not according to training needs.
Title V-A specifies that funds would be allocated
to the same groups recommended as eligible by the Panel
of Consultants.

This bill calls for an increase of' Federal

expenditures trom $50 million to $73 million for the 1964
fiscal year and "necessary sums for each of' the sucoeeding
four years".

The President refused to go along with the

Panel of Consultants on their request that the appropriation
be increased to $400 million.

Additional prOVisions are

for construction and equipping of required area vocational
education school facilities and services to improve the
quality of vocational education programs.

This Lncludes

teacher training and supervision, research, de.monl3trations,
program evaluation,

~evelopment

and adminlstration. 16

of instructional lnaterials,

States would receive allotments

based on various age groups needing vocational education
and per oapita inoome.

A transition period of tW() years

during which states may continue to follow previous programs
is provided.

The states must, however, conform to the nevi

m.

l.6A Compilation 01' Materials Relevant to the NatioaM
Education-Improvement ~ of
p. 57.
--
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plan requirements by 1966.

Grants under the Smith-riushes

l:2! .2! .illZ will continue. Public schools only a.re eligible.
This act provides for a sUbstantial increase in
funds for vocational education by completely replacing
appropriations under the George-Barden
the category system therein.

~

and

el~inating

Except in the appro:priations

aspect this bill follows very closely the recommendations
of the Panel of Consultants.
On March 18, 196.3, Representative Carl PerJdns (D.-Ky.)
introduced a related vocational education bill H.Il. 4955.
This act would retain the present vooational education laws
and would amend them to authorize addi tional
h.R.

fund:~.

4955 would provide for an authorization of $LI-5, 000,000

for fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, for fiscal 3rear 1965

$90,000,000, for fiscal year 1966

~1.35,000,000,

for fiscal

year 196? $lSO,OOO,OOO, and $180,000,000 for each fiscal
year thereafter. l ? These Federal funds are to be used in
vocational education programs for persons attending high
schools, persons available for full-time study who have
completed or left high school, persons who have entered
the labor market and need training or retraining, persons
with academic, socio-economic or other handicaps, construotion, and services and activities to insure quality in
vocational education programs. IS

'17

Vocational Education

18Ibid., p. 5-6.

One section prov'ides

~ ~

122l,

p. 2.
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for the extension of praotioal nurse training and. area
vooational eduoation programs by amending the Vocational
Eduoation

A21 .2! ~

to read "sucoeeding fisoal years" .19

The final seotion of the bill proposes a periodic review
of programs and law's dealing with vooational edul}ation.
The major differences between Title V-A alld H.R. 4955
as originally introduced are the amount of approJ)riations
needed, the length ot the program (Title V-A provides for
five year program while H.R. 4955 proposes a permanent
program), and the program most suitable to meet
needs (Title V-A allooates funds according to

E~xisting

re,~ommenda

tions of the Panel of Consultants while H.R. 4955 continues
the oategory system established under the Georse·-Barden

19~., p. 21.

~)

•
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COMMITTEE ACTION ON TITLE V-A AND H.R. 4955
This seotion of the paper deals with the House and
Senate oommittee aotion on the proposed legislation.

Hear-

ings were held in Washington, D.C. for twelve days by the
full Committee on Eduoation and Labor to oonsider H.R. 3000. 1
During these twelve days ot hearings the Committee reoeived
testimony, both oral and written ot 32 witnesses, ·as well
J

I

as numerous letters, resolutions, and platforms fram interested
persons and groups.2

Anthony J. Celebrezze, Secretary ot

Health, Eduoation, and Welfare, appeared as the first
witness on February 4, 1963, to urge the passage I::>f H.R.
3000, also known as the Omnibus Bill.

The Commit'tee heard

testimony from many distinguished persons in the :f'1eld of
eduoation.

The Committee went into exeoutive ses.sion at

the oonclusion of these hearings to evaluate its :E'indings
and plan subsequent aotion.
Subcommittee on Eduoation.

The bill was referred to the
In Maroh 1963 the

Sub.~ommittee

held further hearings on the several seotions of 1jhe bil1. 3
The otfioe of the Eduoation and Labor Comm:1.ttee
released the information that the Subcommittee

de~Jided

to consider H.R. 3000 as four separate bills.

The

1

February 4,5,6,7,8,18,19,20, 21, 22, 26, and 27, 1963.

2For list of Committee Members see Appendix, page 40.
3Hearings on Title V-A held on March 25, 26, 27, 29,
April 2, 9, 10 ,22, 23, 24, 26, and 30.

26
vocational education section to be known as Title V-A.
Three alternative measures for vocational education
were subsequently considered by the Subcommittee, the
President's proposal as set forth

L~

Title V-A, Carl Perkins'

bill entitled H.R. 4955, and a possible ocmpromis.e "clean
bill".

According to Charles Ratcliff, Minority Counsel,

the Committee considered a compromise bill which would
provide an increase in spending closely following the
PreSdentts proposal for increased funds.
retained- the category system.

It would have

There would have been

included, however, a provision for the transposition ot
funds trom one oategory to another to meet the individual
needs ot the different states.

This would provide greater

flexibility for the states to meet the changing demands of
the labor market.

It would also circumVent the charge

that the Federal government would be dumping money into
vocational education without specifio provisions.

On June 6,

196.3, the Committee ordered H.R. 4955 reported ta'l7'orably
to the House.

On August 6, 196.3, this bill passed. the House

by a vote ot .377 to 21.4
The Senate

Educ~tion

Subcommittee held 17 d.ays of'

hearings on Title V-A of S. 580 beginning AprU 29 and
ending June 25, 196.3. 5 The Senate received H.R. 4955 on
August 7, 196.3, and it was re:t"erred to the Commlt1iee on

-

4
Senate Report li2. 55.3. p. 2.
5Ibid •

-

27

Labor and Publio Welfare.

6

In executive session the

Eaucation Subcommittee oonsidered both bills on September
10 and 11.

The Committee recommended that H.R. 4955

be considered in the light of the June 19th message from
the President wherein he stated:
(C) That the pending vooational education
amendments, whioh would greatly update and
expand this program of teaching job skills
to those in school, be strengthened by the
appropriation of additional fWlds, with some
of the added money earmarked for those areas
with a high incidenoe of school dropouts ruld
youth unemployment, and by the addition of a
new program of demonstration youth training
projects to be oonducted in these areas;
(D) That the vocational eduoation program
be further amended to provide a work-study
program for youth of high school age, with
Federal funds helping their school or other
local public agency employ them part-time
in order to enable and enoourage them to
complete their training. I
The Senate Suboommittee amended H.R. 4955 by striking the text of the bill as passed by the House and substituting four new parts.

Part A inoorporated

the text

of 'ritls V-A modified to incorporate provisions for a
five year program as presented in the above June 19th
message.

Part B dealt with the extension of the National

Defense Education !2! 2! l:.22.§..

Part C provided fc)r the

extention ot P.L. 815 and 874.

Title VI-C ot S. ;;80

was incorporated as Part D.S
On September 25, 1963, the full Committee cLeleted

6For list of Committee members see Appendix, p.
7
.Q.:e. •.ill., p • 3 •
8

Selected Eduoation

~

2! 12£l,

p.

92.
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Part D and ordered H.H. 4955 as thus amended repOJ~ted
favorably to the Senate. 9 A comparison of the authorized
appropriations in the House and Senate versions ot H.R.

4955 is as follows:
VgQBtiQPR~

Fiscal
Fisoal
Fiscal
Fisoal

year
year
year
year

Senate

Educatign

1964 •••••••••••••••••• $45
1965 •••••••••••••••••• $90
1966 ••••••••••••••••• ~135
1967 and after ••••••• $180

million •••••• t108
million •••••• i153
million •••••• ~198
million •••••• ~243

millian
million
million
million

4. • • • • • • • • • • . . • • •• one ••••••••••••• :;p
on
years ••••••••••••• None •••••••••••••• Suoh sums as
Congress may
determine.
Grants
~he

one •••••••••••• ;.;;50 miliion

versions of H.R. 4955 as passed by the House and

Senate are virtually different bills.

The House passed a

rather uncomplioated vocational education bill.

The Senate,

in an attempt to enact as much as possible of the President t s
program for education, amended the bill until. it read like
Title V-A with amendments.

The reason the Senate Gommittee

amended the bill in this manner rather than pigeon·-holing
it was because if the Senate passed Title V-A it would be
necessary for this bill to proceed again through all the
proper channels in the House.

Both versions of thE;) bill

were sent to a Conference Committee having the authority to
change or amend a bill in any way to make a compromise sflitable
to both legislative bodies.

The rule sending the bill to
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oonferenoe was granted on Ootober 24, 1963.
published its report on Deoember 10, 1963.

The Committee
The bill as

approved by the House-Senate oonferees was a modified
version of H.R. 4955 as passed by the Senate.

The appro-

priations were out to $60 m.illion for f'iscal year 1964,

$118.5 million for fisoal year 1965,

$177.5 million for

fisoal year 1966, and $225 million for subsequen1i fiscal
years. 10
gram.

1.'01'

The oonference reduoed the Senate propc>sed proresidential vocational eduoation sohool::1 and

payments for student work-study programs from a five
to a four year program.

The Senate amendment Part B ex-

tended the National Defense Eduoation
three years beyond June 30, 1964.
no suoh seotion.
one year.

l~ar

~ £!~~

for

The House verElion had

The oonferees amended this extension to

Part C was reduced by the conferees from a

three year to a two year extension

~

P.L. 815 and. P.L 874,

which deals with sohools in federally affected areas.

--

This bill entitled the Vocational Education Aot of

196; became law when signed by President Johnson. on
December 18, 1963.

It waS numbered Public Law 88-210.

lOpublio ~ 88-210, p. 1.
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PRESSURES THAT nfli'LtTENCE DECISIONS
Onoe legislation has been introduoed it is necessary
to establish a need for such legislation and the priority
it should receive.

In order to handle the cumbersome job

that this entails, bills are referred to a related standing
oommittee, in the oase of the bills under discussion the
Education and Labor Committee.

Some of the principal means

the committee has of determining need and priority are the
testimony, letters, and resolutions of national groups,
representatives of educational organizations, Federal offioials,
and state Officials.

The vooational eduoation programs

before the 1st Session of the 88th Congress received the
attention of national organizations ooncerned with this area.
In testimony before the House Eduoation and Labor
Committee the AFt-CIO Executive Council enaorsed the Omnibus
Bill in general terms.
new, broader basis for

It expressed its approval of the
allo~ng

Federal funds to the states.

The Counoil, however, feels that the appropriatiml for vooational eduoation should be at least $150 million.

The

Council expressed its support ot the findings ot ·the Panel

ot Consultants on Vooational Eduoation and agreed that if
vocational education is to keep up with the chang:ing labor
market it must develop and improve the Skills in
advooated by the Panel.

i~hose

areas
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The International Union 01' Electrical Radio and
Machine Workers, AFL-CIO has resolved that legislation

tor vocational eduoation "should be still enlarged and
strengthened to meet modern needs and conditions".

1

Paul Cooke, National Vice Chairman 01' the American
Veterans Committee, testified before the subcommittee to
express his organization's support of Title V-A.

Mr.

Cooke stated that the American Veterans Committee, was
keenly interested in education legislation because his
group telt education to be the oornerstone of our country.
The AVO endorsed Title V-A as a step in improving eduoation
for a better tomorrow.
George L. Ramey, Director 01' Mayo state VocationalTechnical School, appeared before the House Subco.rnmi ttee
on Education to express the view 01' the vocational leaders
o:t Kentucky in urging the passage or H.R. 4955.

Mr. Ramey

statement supported H.R. 4955 because it provided tor people
who need vocational-technical training, but cannot get it
because ot lack 01' funds.

He spoke 01' H.R. 4955 as tollows:

This bill is unique in that it recognizes the
fact that too otten people who perhaps need
vocational-technical training simply cannot
afford to attend school due to their tinanoial
conditions. This has been one 01' the major
tactors in creating a high unemployment ra·te in
many areas, not only this, but it has contributed much to the problem of delinquency,
which is 2becoming a problem 01' National
concern.

.

1

~

Trainl.n~,
2

p.

Resolution

7.

~

Skilled Trades

~

George L. Ramey, "Statement ff , p. 1.

A£prenticeshiR
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The American Vocational Association, the

c~hiet

lobbying organization for vocational education an,d an
organization with considerable influence on Capitol Hill,
went on reoord as ttfavoring the general intent" of H.R. 3000.
but expressed the opinion that the vocational education
provisions (Title V-A) were ttfar from adequate tt •

The AVA

based its objections on these two major considerations:
1.

It would do away with the allocation of federal

funds among traditional categories.
2.

The bill does not provide for permanent legislation,

as the Georse-Barden ~ does.)
It is this author's opinion that witnesses have an
influence upon the committee's decisions, hO'V'lever, this.
influence is secondary to other pressures.
are very help:ful in the work of gathering
statistics to support their case.

The w:1.tnesses
1nformai~lon

and

Those persons testifying

on H.R. 3000 and H.R. 4955 were those in favor of increased
vocational education legislation.

This type of one-sided

testimony forced the committee to asswne a seemingly negative
side because all the witnesses brought out the pOflitive
aspeots of the bills.

The author feels that the hearings

would have been more beneficial if groups or indiYiduals
opposed to the bills or having other suggestions :f'or providing for vocational education had appeared, giving the
committee of an attitu4e of a neutral judge •

..
3Sar A. Levitan, Vocational Education and Federal
Policy, p. 26.
---
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Two even more significant sources for establishing
are
priority/constituent opinion and party policy. On a controversial or well-known bill constituent opinion, most
generally express through mail, is a most influenc:ial
source in determining the actions in committee and the
floor vote of their respective Congressmen.

This is due

particularily in the House to the fact that Repre::lentatives
are elected every two years.
Party policy is a very important means of a.etermining
the future of proposed legislation.

The bills discussed

in this thesis were proposed by a Democratic Administration
and introduced by Democratic members of both Houses.

It was

therefore obvious that the Democratic Policy Commi.ttee would
support some type of vocational education legislation.

The

Republican Policy Committee objected to the Admini.stration
proposal as inadequate.

It expressed that needs call for

additional funds to expand vocational education facilities.
This made it clear that the Republican Party favored some
type of vocational education legislation and helped to
detemine that there would be no strong Republic all. objections
to such legislation.
All of these influences are very much at work in
~-,)

dftlSl"mining whether or not a bill will be reported out of
committee, what type of bill it will be, and how muoh
support it will receive on the floor of the House or Senate.
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CONCLUSION
Mter compiling the materials for this thElsis, it is
this author's opinion that a program for vocational education
is needed.

The technological changes in our economy demand

that workers have special skills and training.

The burden

for teaching many of these vocational skills primarily falls
on the schools.

The Federal government has been providing

aid for such programs since 1917.

Since there are such

strong precedents for Federal aid to vocational education,
this legislation escaped many of the arguments generally
concerned with Federal aid to education.
The Vocational Education Act

~

12§l was proposed

and passed as the result of a review and re-evaluation of
existing vocational education acts by the Panel o:f' Consultants.

It is this authort s judgment that the Pan-9l only

partially fulfilled its obligation.

1 he Panel selms to
1

assume that vocational training is automatically good.

In evaluating existing programs the Panel did not give
adequate consideration as to the effectiveness of such
programs.

It would seem tha t unless the present

]~rograms

are sufficiently effective, it would be wasteful to appropriate additional sums to extend them.

Also the author

feels that the Panel was more idealistic than practical
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in its appropriations recommendation whioh totaled $400
million for the first year.

This is eight times larger

than the current outlays for fiscal year 1964.

It is

hardly possible that such a large increase could be implimented into effective programs in one year.

This author

is also dissatisfied beoause the Panel did not propose
programs to moderize public vooational training whioh could
be implimented by SOUl'ces other than the Federal government.
Two of the main purposes of vocational education
legislation are to alleviate unemployment as a result of
technological ohanges and to reduce the school dropout
problem.
There is an evident need for up-dating and coordinating our vocational education laws and for this
reason this author supports, with some reservationfl,
the Vocational Eduoation

~£!

1263.

This bill inoorporates

most of the provisions of Title V-A, whioh provide::: for a
limited increase in appropriations as well as a
for allotting funds.

ne~r

program

This means of allottment is the result

of the findings of the Panel of Consultants, who thoroughly
studied our present category means of allott.m.ent and found
it ineffective.

H.R. 4955, as introduced, had no provisions

for up-dating this allocation system established by the
George-Barden

~ £t~,

for this reason the author finds

this proposal inadequate to moderize our present legislation.
The Vocational Education

~

£! 1222 does

p~ovide

for some additional funds and a newer method of allocating
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them, however, this is just one step in helping to train
workers for our changing labor market.

The author feels

that a greater share of the responsibility for thiH training must be given to industries themselves, for it is
technological and industrial changes that have been most
pronounced in creating the need for increased

tra~ling.

'llhis could perhaps be accomplished by providing for a
significant tax reduction to industries to encourage them
to assume a greater responsibility in industrial training
for their own workers needing retraining and for those about
to be employed in their organizations.

This would decrease

the role of the Federal government in organizing and administering programs for vocational education.

This '"ould

also provide a means of adjusting to the special training
needs particular to each community.
Even though the Vocational Education

A~t

of

122l

has been passed, there is a definite need for additional
proposals to meet these problems.
solution.

This is only a partial

Similiar laws have been effective since: 1917,

but Federal aid has not adequately solved the problem in
the past and is not likely to do so in the future.

Federal

vocational education legislation is not the miracle drug
to cure the ills of unemployment and school dropouts.
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