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Introduction

"Federal ly funded vocational education programs have often neglected

fow=+ncome—and—ﬁaﬁﬁ+cappeﬁ—s+uden+s*—shown—b+as-aga+n3+~women ig~-

nored, job market trends and provided inferior training and servuces

the General Accounting Office charged yesterday."
Washington Post
January 18, 1975 —_—

e ——— e . - -

L

~

"The Vocational Edication Act is an exemplary piece of legislation
and Congress should extend it . . . and not scrap it because of problems

identified." _ .

Represenfaflves of the National Advnsory Council on Vocational
Education, as reported -in -
Higher Educaflon Daily

May 2, 1975

-

These quotes reflect the dlversnfy of* debafe that currently surrounds
the issue of federal support for voca+|onal education. Interest in
vocational education has sharply incréased recently, due in part To'
at least three identifiable factors. - . .

First, the 1974=75 downturn in the economy has had the effect,
among other Thlngs of?foFcﬁng students and educators alike to do
some serious reThlnklng about the value of a liberal arts education.
The decrease in the number of job placements for recent college grad-
uates has magnified the quesfioﬁ. A£+hough most students and educators
would maintain that a broad liberal arts education will always be use-
ful, many are sugéesfing that both the secondary and postsecondary
educafidnaf levels should include at least some basic kinds of skill
training end career education. Exper%s are taking a fresh look at
_vocational.education, and many colleg€s in particular are moving

~

into Tge area of octupational development.
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Second several studies have recently éppeared that seek to

evaluafev#he—e##ec#+vene55~e%—#he»veea#+eneﬂ—eduea#+en—p¢eg¢ams
—m—a+s#er=ed—by4he—9m¢ed—&fa4’es—€}f fice-of- Education (OE). Tihes?
programs are carried out largely by the states and local educational
agencies. The federal government and the states together spent $3
billion in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973 in the area of voca-
tional education. At least one such study, by the Genéral Accounflng
Offiee . (GAO), is sharply critical of federal efforts in this area and
4 has called into question the value of these expenditures.
A third factor that brings vocational education into sharp focus

at the present time is the recently held congressionalfhea}ings. The
Vocational Education Act of 1963 is being reviewed by both houses of
Congress prior to its legislative expiration date of June 1976 (al-
though Parts B and € of the act are perménenfly authorized). The
original act, amended several times since its initial passage, seeks

« + to strengthen and improve the quality of vocational education and to
expand vocational education opportunities for students of all ages,
abilities, and backgrounds. Congress is showing real'inferesf in this
legislative renewal grocess, with the goal of improving the basic

¢ Vocational Education Act, raTher than drafting totally new leglslaflon

This brief analysis wnll. (1? review existing Ieglslaflon and the

U.S. Office of Education administration of the vocational education

programs; (2) consider several of the major issues concerning vocational

education, whether highlighted by Congress or elsewhere; (3) trace the
progress of the congressional hearings to date; and (4) examine possi-

.

ble outcomes.

e

I
®..




Background Wf.,;_,w__ﬁ,__::‘ ) E ) ) _

__Current legislation .-

Is PR,

The existing Vocational Education Act is divided basically into 10 parts
"as follows: | * : . _ '

Part A, General Provisions, includes purpose, authorization, pro-.
grams for students with special needs, and establishment of a national
advisory council and state advisory councils. .

Part B, State Vocational Education Programs, provides vocational
educaTion formula grants fto states and is the largest of the ﬁrograms
in operation. : Y ‘

ParT‘é, Research and Tfainingg’authoriies 50 percent of the funds
directly to states and 50 percenf to the commissioner (which hj/used
for career education until fiscal year 1974). .

Part D, Exemplary Programs and’ Projects, allots 50 percent of the
monies directty to states for model programs. The commissioner uses
his 50 percent for discretionary projects, again largely in the- field

N

of career education. -

Part E, Residential Vocational EducaT{On, authorizes %unds for
construction and operations and equipment for demonstration schools
and grants to reduce borrowing costs for schools and dormitories. This
part of the.act has never been funded.

Part F, Consumer and Homemaking Education, provides formula grants
to states to assist ih coénducting training progbams‘in home economics
not for gainful employment. ) i

Part G, Cooperative Vocational Education, includes formula grants

to states for cooperative work-study arrangements.
k4 Fa

4

]Appendix A on, page 44 of this paper describes each of these parts
in more detail. ~ /
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Part H, Work-Study Programs for Vocafuonal Educafuon Students,

authorizes state formula grants for“work-s+ﬂdy—programs—+or—+u++ﬁ+Tme————-————————
-———vocational-education sfudenfs emp foyed- par+=+nne*wr+h publlC'emp+oyers*’“

Part |, Curricuwlum Developmenf in Vocational and Technncal Educa-
tion, provides grants and contracts to assist states and local educa-
tional agencies develop new curriculums. ,

Part J, Bilingual Vocational Training, added to The aect in 1974,
authorizes grants for bilingual vocational training grograms.

, a
o v . R
Office of Education adntinistration of the programs

The U.S. Office of Education has .operated several of these vocational

. education programs since 1965; others have been authorized more recently.

Federal funéing for the programs has increased Subsfanfially over the
years. For example, appropriations for Part B, basic grants to states
(by far the largest vocational education program),’ have increased as

shown in the following table of selected vears.

)

Appropriations for Part B, State Vocational Education Programs

Year Authorization NN Apprépriafion*

1965 ‘ &156,641,000 $156:556,000

, 1967 . 252,491,000 ) 248,216,000

“ 1969 314,500,000 L. 248,216,000
1971 602,500,000 315,302,000

1973 508,500,000 . 376,682,000

1975 . ‘ 508,500,000 405,347,000

» SOURCE: U.S. Office of Educatlion Annual Evaluation Report. I

*This does not include\fhe permanent authorization and appropriation
—of3$71 million to Thehffafes each year under the Smith-Hughes Act.

i
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_“B—JHﬁ?4a*es+—year—+or—wh|ch such:dafa'ns avaul-

able, ToTaf’vocaTnonal education expenditures for all programs, includ-

ing state and local matching funds, exceeded $3 bulluon 0f that amount
only $482 million represented federal expenditures, with the rest of the
funds coming from state and local education agencies.’

Ouring academic year 1973-74 (fiscal year 1974) a total of
13,556,000 students were enrolled in the various vocational education

programs, an increase of nearly 2 million over fiscal yearé%972 levels.

The Office of Education reported that nearly 8.5 million o¥, these stu-
de9¥s were at the secondary education level, 1.6 million were consid-
ered to be at the postsecondary level, and 3.5 million were adults. o

The states in their annual reports identified only 1.6 million of these
students as being disadvantaged, and 234,115 were classified as handi- -
capped.2 OE no longer collects participant data by sex or race.

.These statistics do not really tell us how well these programs have

) funcT|oned over the years, whether or not The money has been spent ef-

fectively, or whether people have actually benefufed from the vocationdl
education they have received. The data also do not indicate what the
tutd§e directions of vocational education should be.

The Qffice of Education has undertaken several efforts to evaluate .
the current vocational education przograms.3 Various OE-sponsored studies
have: (1) assesseg,&ocafional equcation programs for handicapped stu-
dents; (2) compared propriefahw;and nonproprietary-school training

2Appendix B includes tables that show these program statistics in
some detdil. .
3Much of the material in this secfl(n was obtained frqm the
Office of Education's Annual Evalua¥|on Report on Programs Admin-
istered by the U.S. Office of Education, FY 1974, YThis report is
prepared annually by OE Office of Planning, Budgeting and Evalua-
tion:
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_____ programs' (3) considered problems of career guldance counsellng, and .
—— " Pracement For fion- colTege-botnd students; and (4) examthed the base=" g

——— "~ year data of the National Longnfudlnal STudy of the High bchool/CT“Ss ; P ;

<« of 1972 in order to identify characteristics of senior vocational- ‘/:ifa*A

technical students. ) ~—

None of These studies provides definitive answers to the many .
questions being raised about vocaflonal edugoflon today. However,
these QE research and evaluation efiorfs do provide some data needed .

to addrgss these questions. For example one study found that new

~ 2projects had been established to aid handﬂcapped students through the -
use of Part B, éfafe programs, set-aside funds. Although cosT and out-~ 3
come data were found to be seriously deflcnenf, available lnformafnon -
|nd|ca+ed that handicapped students who were parT|C|paT|ng in these
prOJecTs benefited from them. Yet liftle Iong ~term planning was found
at state or locall levels, individualized instruction was rare, and \H\\*
teachers were t5Und To be reluctant to accept handﬁoappéd students in
their vocational classes or unabhe to instruct them. "~

Examlnaflon of the National Longitudinal STudy data deferm|ned
that. vocational high school seniors in 1972 had lower measured aca-,

emic ability and sqcioeconomic status than students jn éeneral or
SEademic curriculum programs. The comparative study of propriefary
and nonproprietary vocaflonal Tralnlng programs found that invest-

ment by sTudenTs in vocaflonal training was worThwhule and paid off, - .

in job opporTun|T|es.
Another OF evaluation st@dy has speci.fically examuned the Part .

G cooperative vocational education program and the Part H york-sfudy

program. Both programs were found fo be meefino Thoir basic,objectives,

but The.sfudy made negative findings as well.

grams were more Inkely than other Types of work education programs tq

provide in=- school students with job- relafed |nsTruc+|on, job placemenT

Al though cooperaTiQe pro-

-

>




and occupational counseling services: they were also more likely to
segregate job placements by sex, to interfere with students' other
acflv:)/;s both in and out of 'school, and to be less effective in re-
\ducing student absenteeism. WOrk—sTudy vocaf)onal education programs
were found to keep students in-school :and to improve student attitudes
toward both schoo! and work. But little attempt was made to offer re-
lated classwerk To*work-sfudy?s+uden+s. Most such students were found
to be working in uhskilled and clerical jobs. The evetuation pointed
i out that work- -study sTudenTs seemed to be worklng primarily for money,
whi le tooperative education students were worklng for the OCCupaTIOnal
oot p ovi-ded-by—the e }’ . o
‘Project Baseline, an ondoing four-year study of vocational edus '
caT|on, has found that women are- offered limited training options in
vocaT|onal education. The study estimated that although womeéimade up
approximately 55 percent of +all vocational education enrol Iments in
1972 (and two-thirds of secondary'educafion enrol Iments), Thexsﬁpre .
~ concenfrafed in office occupaf|ons, health programs, and non-wage-

,earnlng home economlcs programs.
) v - Alfhough these various studies suggest problems with currenT —_— e
vocational education programs, clearly much more needs to be known
‘about pocaTIOnal education and the impact of these federal dollars
on sTudenTs, |nc|ud|ng their gfucational and employmenf ouTcomes. OE
is conTnnulng its analy5|a?of #ﬁe IOngqueﬁnal study Yata base as
subsequent follow=-up sTudnes of these ffudenfs are complefed

The National lnsflfufe of Educaf:qn also COnTracfed for a
study Thaf concluded that®as few as 20%percent of vocational educa-
! " tion graduates trained in fields such as accounting and computers
technology found related work. Graduates in other field; were more
likely to find jobs relafed to The|r Tralnung, but the work was

.? . often low paying. {ncome dlfferences by race and sex of graduates




were foung. This study has been criticized by the American Voca-
tional Association (AVA) and the American Association of Community
and Junior Colleges (AACJC) but cefended by its aufhor, W.W. Wilms
of the University of California at Berkeley.

Substantial ly more controversy and debate has surrounded a’
recent study comple?éd by the General Accounting O;fice: In 1974
The GAO reviewed the operation of the federal vocational educa+|on
prerams in seven states. é?fs report stated that aIThough voca-
Tional education enrol Iments and expenditures had indeed grown
since 1963, the use of federal funds has not been adequately
evaluated at federal, state, or local levels. Large amoGrids of
federal fu;as have been retained at the state level for'admfnis~'
trative purposes. Although state and local governments have in-
creased their funding for vocaTionaI\educa{ion programs, ;be study
found in aome states that the ratio of sTaTe'anq focal sypport to
federal support had declined., ‘

> The GAO report noted that greater ‘attention to systematic and
coordinated blanning at all levels wogld improve the use of federal
monies and insure that vocationat education is directed toward stu-
dent and communlfy needs. Vocaflonal educa+|on students often are
enrolled in traditional courses and are not always able to find em-
ployment in fields for which they have been trained, accorging to the
study. Realistic assessment of.rabor market supply and demand is
needed, stated-the GAO, as wel!l as work experience for vocational
education students, occupa+|onal gu:dance, and beTTer job placement
by schools. The study noted that age, sex, and enTrance requirements
have proven to be barriers to trajning and employment.

State vocational education directors accused the GAO report of
being overly negative, sometimes unaccurafe, and guilty of "cloud|ng
the value" of vocational education and its .future. OE sTaTed that the

) sTudy had substantiated problems of concern to OE and concurred with

L4




“ many of its recommendaﬂons.4 However, OE officials pointed out ana-

lytical weaknesses in the report and sought to put the study in per-

spective .by pointing out some of the positive accomp!ishments of the

federal vocational education programs.

o Questions about the effectiveness, efficiency, and long-ferm

benefits of vocational education persist, deSpiTe/Thesq various, studies

and evaluations. It is against this background that we now turn tfo a,

discussion of the current issues being debated, focusing on’OpéEaTional

questions in *fhe federal vocational education programs, but consider-:

ing some of the broader problems as well.

. Current issues

°

Most of those who are concerned with the ‘problems facing vocational

educaflon and The operaflon of the federal vocaflonal education pro-

‘ grams deplore the fact that barriers sTvll exnsT for women, for

minorities, and for the poor [n these programs. However, there is

) * less than unanimous agreement on what the remaining current issues in

this area are, on how they are defined, and on what the alternatives

are for SO'UTIOD to The problems they raise. The following list in-

e

l%ua cludes most, buT not necessarily all, of the other issues yhat are
* ‘currently being debated.

Percentage allotment of “funds ' , 0

Present law, Part B, requires states to allot at least 15 percent. of

these vocational education funds for-postsecondary-level programs,

15 percent for programs for disadvantaged students, and 10 percent

for handicapped students. Several questions have been raised about
) 4

+

Duscussnon of the GAO/TéglslaTuon recommendations can be found on
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these percentage allotments. Should posfsecondary-levei programs
receive more than 15 percent of these funds? Cémmunffy colleges and
‘four-year institutions have mairtained that they, are Subsfan'|ally . |

involved in vocational educaT»on at the posTsecondary level and there-

fore should get a Iarger share of these state program funds. |Post-
secondary-level vocational educators argue about exactly how high
the percentage allotment shduld be, but most agreé it should be’
greater fthan the current 15 percent. Vocational educatorg at thé .
secondary level have mixed reacflonﬁ to this issue, some‘agreelng
that posTsecondary vocationdl education should get more mqney, but
few willing fo give up secondary-level vocational funds to permit
this. ) '

A closely'relafeb question in the percentage allotment issue
deals onl?"wlfhnfhe postsecondary-level share 6f'These Part B funds.~
What should be the split in postsecondary-level funds betw&én dif-
ferent types of institutions? Community and junior colleges mdintain
that they educate the most vocational . s;udenfs at the postsecondary
level, offering a wide variety of occypational courses. They belleve,'
therefore, that they should receive the majority of the Part B post- )
secondary funds. Four-yearicolleges, on the other hand, say that they ° .
are also providing a wide rénge of vocational offerings-for their N
students, and they don't agree with the claim of the two-year ‘schools . . N
fo the majority of these funds. . . N

A final issue under this-category of percentage al 15ments re— N
lates to the percentage set aside for disadvahfagéd— and handicapped-
sTudenT programs. The GAO report, using OE data, noted that |n hiscal 73
year 1973 14 states spent less than 15 percent of their Parf B funds
on programs ﬁpr the disadvantaged while an additional-12 sfajts only

spent between 15 and 16 percent of their funds for this purpose. In

the same fiscal year, 14 states spept less than 10 percent 6n pro-,
0!




grams for Randicapped students, and 16 more states spent less than 11

percent. ThHe GAO report concedes that current legislation permits
. states to spend any fiscal year allonenT over a.two-year period.
Therefore, the states included in the flgures above are not necessarily
operating ilklegally. H0wever, it is clear that many states are not

riority to programs for persons with special needs. The

giving high
issue remains--what can be done about this problem?

Program consolidation

The President's fiscal yeer 1976 budget for vocational education con-

tained a new prioposal. The new budget recommended that the vocational

‘education categdrical programs, with the exception 'of Part B, state

programs, be consolidated under a new "lnnovation" title that would—
encourage the development of nonfradifionéj programs end other na- —

‘tional priorities. Programs for sfudents with special needs, con-

sumer and homemakihg education, work-study, ‘cooperative education, v
and bilingual training would no longer be separately funded.’ T
Since this bu geT requ sT appeared in January, debate has been- .
heated on the merits of reTZ:nlng or elnmunafung the vocational edu- ‘ /
; cation categorical programs. The Department of Health, Education and
We!f;re (HEW) argued that "excessive. caTegorizaTidn of Federal pro- ' -

grams has caused States to design programs tailored to meeT those

. "categories raTher Than To meet needs that actually exusT " Others
maintained Thaf The caTegoﬁ1cél programs meet special needs that
would go unfulfilled unless funds were directed specifically for

these purposes. The issue remains unresolved at this time.

-

5This,budgef broposal has.since been included in the Adminjsfrafion's
vocational education bill, discussed on page 26.

- cof
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Office of Education program administration

~

)

Several different questions exist about the broad issue of OF pro-

gram”administration.- For example, to what extept should OE monitor

" the state plans, required by law, for spending|federal and state

funds in order to insure that such plans are actuatty carried out?

How closely should OE check state spending for percentage set-aside

categories such as the portions of Part B funds for the disadvantaged

gnd—fthe—handicapped? Shouid +he OF commnssnonel have-use of some

amount of discretionary funds in orfder to carry out program priorities
identified at the national level? Should OE monitor the amounf and /
use of federal funds aT’The state level? The GAO report qalsed a num- . /
ber of these questions, suggesting that federal vocationa} education

funds had not played a "catalytic” role in the states and\fhaf it was

up to OE to monitor the federal funds to insure that this effecf ac- /
tually occurred. HEW-maintained that OF funds were ‘indeed catalytic f
but agreed that OE should help identify and disseminate sfr%fegies ./

for providing vocational education programs that were caTalwqic.

r { \
b . 2 s,
Career education. - /

Career education has been described as an "essential companio&i to // T
Y

paper has defined the concept of career education as "the ToTalnTy,~ ' .

vocational education. The Office of Education in & recenT poli

of experlences Through which one learns about and prepares to eﬁ-:,. o

gage in work as part of his or her way of I|V|ng M This kind of v ) o
broad definition leads to confusion on theé parf of some who fail
to see the .essential differences between career edhcaflon and voca;f

tional education. Others argue strongly Thaf There are essential ‘

differences between the two concepfs, that The career education —_

thrust has come as a response to a call for edicatiofial reform,

(4 -
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and that it is a developmental concept meant to bigin in the very
early years and continue well into retirement. The education
amendmenTs of 1974 adopted the concept of career education, set-
Tlng up the National Advisory Council for Career Education (NACCE)
(separate from the National Advisory Council for Vocational Edu-
eafion, NACVE) and a separate Office of Career Education (with its
own funds) within the Office of Education. In addition, Part B,
Title X of the Higher Education Act as amended in 19%2, authorizes
$850 million for occupational education programs to encourage occu-

pational preparation, guidance, counseling, and job placement at

both the federal and state levels. These programs have never been’

funded. )

Thus, at this time of legislative renewal for vocational educa-
tion, ?hé question has been raised as to what the place of career
education is in these activities. Are The'COncepfs different and if

so how? Should the career education concept be integrated into fed-

eral vocational programs and if so how?

v . -

What should be the role of guidance and counseling?

T

Should guidance and counseling activities be assumed under the voca-

Tional educafion programs, or should“they be emphasized separately?
The close relaflonshlp between gd]dance and career education was for-
mally recognlzed reéenTJy when the American Personnel and Guidance
Association (APGA) adopted a statement encouraging its members to sup-
port career education and to identify ang implement career develgpment
activities. Yet the GAO repori noted that the VocaTiohal Education Act
already included provisions for guidance seryices to assist students
in selecting careeé objectives. The GAO charged that these services
did~no+ appear 16 be adequate in many of the schools visited. . .

In fact, students generally did not receive vocational guidance and
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counsgling unless they made a sbecifié request." Several other, re-

porTF, including one completed b9 the NACVE have focuseq on nee@ed .

charige in.guidance and counsefipg areas. The ‘extent of such possible
(fch nges and their findl form are the basic issues at the present

C i

.

Other durrent issues
/
/A number of other questions have been raised during the current debate

/

' on vocational education that should be noted nere. One, for example,

relates to the composition of state boards for vocational education.
These boards are required by law and are responsible for administra-
_Tion of the state vocational education plan. This problem is related
to the question discussed earlier about percentage allotments of funds
by educa%ional sector-and institutional type. The question is, should
the meﬁbersﬁip of state vocational education boards be altered to in-
clude morg represenfafnves of postsecondary vocational educaflon7
Should there .be, as an alternative, a separate board to represent
postsécondary interests? Arguments continue back and forth on this
issue, with some 'maintaining that the existing boards and their mem-
bérship are adequate and representative. OThers say Thls is not so,
but some worry about b{ollferaflng boards, auThor|T|es, and responsi-
bll|#|es Their concern\\s related in part to Secflon 1202 of the
educaflon amendments of 19 which authorized-state commissions
responsible for comprehensive\gosfséconaary education planning. A
relatéd question here, raised bw\fhe GAO report, asks whether or noT.
there should be a limited or a Spébiflc set-aside on state use of voca- 4
tional education funds for adm1nas+ra$Jve purposes at the state level.
A second issue has come into debat& as a result of the submis-
sion to Congress of the AdminisT;aTion‘s vocational education legis-
fation.. The question is what should be the funding authorization
levels in the.vocational education legislation? Some heated discussion

Y
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the Adminiefrafion,sinc fte OE bill 1ncludes a lower level of¥

? &

-

effect unger exisflng law. This :ssue is

Jater. —

construction. To wha+7ex'en+ should fuTure construction be funded

under the Vocational Ed'caflon Act, and what kinds of consTrucfion

0

should be included, if y7 Should renovation of existing faé1!|T|es

be encouraged OF new ¢ ﬁsfrucf:on or both? In fiscal year 1973 over
$228 mnll:on were comm &Ted under Part B, state programs, for 268
area vocqt4onal school consTrUcTnon projects. Of this amount, 535 4

million were from fed ?al Vocational Education Act funds. The GAO

report recommended th 3 the use of such funds for construction be

discouraged except.w ére needs have been thoroughly explored and

documeﬁfed Some have {suggesfed that Part B funds previously used

for consTrucTnon pur oses be rechanneled into the broad area of gpsf-
secondary vocat¢onal educaflon, thus meeflng the criticism that f ere .,
is no additional money available fo meet demands for expansion ofs
postsecondary vocational educaTnon activities. Construction underﬁ%he
VocaTional.Educgfion Act remains an important question.

The next secfion of this-paper considers the recent series of* -
congressnonal Hearlngs on vocational education and examines the is=y
su€s dnscussed ‘here in the context of legislation that has ‘been” 1n+éo~ -
duced before[bpfh Tne House and Senate. . .

1
i

. . gf : e A
"% ,»,ﬁengresswnﬁ  hearings ' R
Organizatiof ' o s
B — P

‘The organization of the recenf.séfies of hearings on vocational edu-

cation legnslafnon renewal in The House and SenaTe was somewhat

unusual. House Elemenfary, SecOndary and Vocaflonal Education Sub-




~ only conducted hearings on his own piece of Iegislafion.6 Alterna-

o

.’

committee Chairman Carl Perkins and ranking mjnority member Albert '
Quie agreed that the heérings in the House.on vacafﬁbnak education
would be broadly representative of a Qide range of vbéwpoinTs. To
that end they inTroduged a number of different vocaffbnal education
bills, spondeed by differént interest groups.'ExTensivé heaéings \
were then scheduléd on all Ythese differiqgféglls, with witnesses
Tesfify{ng as to the merits and faults of each, This procedure
adaoted by Perkins and Quie differed from that of Postsecondary

Subcommittee Chairman James O'Hara.’He had already held a series of

"hearings during 1974 on higher education legislation, which is also

up for renewal at the same time as the Vocational Education Act.
This year Representative O'Hara infroduced his own veréibn of a
higher education bill (in two parts) and, as of this time, he has
tive higher education bilfs have not as yet been introduced. 4
Since the structure of the House education subcommittees sepa-
;gfes)vocafional education from higher education, the two areas under
the legislative renewal process have been kept separate so far. In-
deed it is likely that separate legislation for vocational educ;Tion
and higher educéfion will be considered by the full Education and
and Labor Commit¥tee.
A different arréngemeaf exists in the Senate where the Education

Subcommittee of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare is responsi-

" ble for all levels and types of education legislation. As a result, )

Senate Education Subcommittee Chairman Claiborne Pell has conducted

“

6Represen+a+ive O'Hara split his higher education legislation into .
two parts, one bill amending the student aid portions of the Higher
Bducation Act (Title 1V) and the second providing a simple reauthori-
zation of all other titles of the Higher Education Act.' '

f
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, ]
hearings on both vocational education and higher education, schedul-
ing much I%ss testimony in each area than was heard in the House.
Senator Pell, together with ranking minority member Senator J. Glenn
Beall, expecfs one omnibus bill including both vocafionalheducafion
and higher education to come out ;f his subcommittee for the considera-
tion of the full committee and the entire Senate. .
L How?ber, in the specific area’ of vocational education the Senate
has follbwed the same procedure as the Perkins subcommittee. Senators
Pel | 'and Beal | have introduced the identical wide range of differing
vocafiona? epucafion bills in the éenafe. Hearings were conducted on
the merits of each, rather than following Representative O'Hara's

procedufe in the House.

The interested parties

e

Groups fhat can be described as inferesfed.parfies to the process of
vcba#ioéal'educafion legislation renewal are divided basically into
two *ypes, those that have sponsored bills inTroducéd-}n the House .
and Senafe and those that have not. Those that have bills include the
A%A,aghe AACJC, the National Association of State Universities and
Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC), the Administration, and the APGA (deal-"
ing ma*nly wnTh guidance and counselg@g) Those who are bystanders

but Who' ha&e real interests in vocational education legislation in-
clude the NaT:onal Advisory Council for Vocaflonal Education, the

" National Advusory Council for Career Educa?uon, the AFL-CIO, the

| American /Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), and
the GAO, amongfgfhers. Most ‘of these groﬁps, either with or without
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The various bills and some reactions to them

> L

The following paragraphs describe each of the bills briefly, noting

N

in particular how each addresses the current issues in vocational

?

educafion.7 T

The AVA bill, H.R. 3037 and S. 941. Basically, legislation propd;ed'

by ‘the AVA would have the effect of increasing state responsibility

for administration and management, while increasing federal funging
levels and eliminating state matching requirements.
‘ Specifically the AVA bill addresses the issue of percentage
al lotments by increasing the amount of Part B funds to be set aside
for postsecondary vocaTional;éducaTisn (and "adult education) from 15
percent in the present law to 30 percent: No mention is made about
how Thése funds should be divided among different types of post-
secondary institutionss The present requirement that 15 percent of
"‘these Part B funds be used for the disadvantaged is retained in the
AVA bill. However, the current, 10 percent set aside for handicapped
students is amended by requiring-that 10 percent of the monies re-
maining after the 15 ercent 'is set aside for the disadvantaged be
used for this purpose% This 10 percent set asige for handicapped
students, as well as the 15 percent for disafaged students, can
also bg}mef by counting funds expended for such students under two
other parts of the act.
An important part of‘The AVA,bill that relates indirecfiy to this
same issue is that it repeals the requirement’that states match fed-
-eral dollars 50-50 for the basic state programs. The AVA bill also

repeals state maintenance of efforf'gequiremenfs. Given the fact

13

7Some of the material in this section was derived from legislative
summaries prepared by Angela Giordano-Evans of the Library of Con-
gress, Congressional Research Service. ’
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- that states spent almost six dollars of their own.plus local funds
for every one dol lar of federél support in fiscal year 1973, thereby

&k~—\\\;SZE£majéhi"9 the federal dollars considerably, it is puzzling'whaf
the purpose or possible impact might be of repealing the simple 50-50
matching requirement for Part B funds.

The AVA bill consolidates some vocational education programs
while setting up new categories of others. For example, present law
includes separate categorical programs for residential vocational
education (Part E),_homq\economics (Part F), and cooperative educa-

- tion (Part G). In this bill these programs are consolidated into the
. basic sTgfe grant programs Present law also contains a separate
authorization for spgcial proé(ams fsr disadvantaged persons (Part A).
- This program would be' repealed by the AVA bill. A new separate sec-
tion, "Vocational Education Erogram Servuces", would authorize grants
to states for Teachér elYucation, placement and fol low- ua, and student
support programs, each with a separafe au+hor|zaflon. By contrast, the
present legislation authorizes separate teacher education and student
work-study programs, while permitting sTaTes to use their basic state
grant funds, (Part B) for job placement. s
~ It should be noTed that teacher educaflon is presently auThorlzed
uhder the Educaf}on Professions DevelopmenT«AcT (EPDAY but is included
in the AVA's vocational education bill. Also consoladafed intfo the
AVA's vocational education Ieg|s|a+|on are The leadership development
awards program and the institute and,leadershnp education programs
from EPDA (although with amendments) and the research and training ¢
. "pragrams (current Part C), curBiculum development (current Part 1),
‘ "and exemplary programs (current Part D). )
) The AVA bill responds to several.quesTPgns about OE program ad-
mLpisTraTionL For example, OE wol.l d have fewer state plans to review.

' }nstead of submitting annual and five-year plans to OE as réquired

-
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now, states would submit plans once “every two years in a new compre-

>

hensive planning process. These plans would consist of recommendations

for four to six years (reporTed by fiscal year). The state board woJId

also submit to OE an annual reporT on receipt and dlsfrubquon of fed-

2

eral funds.
While OF would review fewer plans; it would still.have specific
monitoring responsibilities. The bill has a somewhat unuual secT|on

that requires the Bureau of Occupational and Adult EducaTnon (BOAE)
to provide leadership to state vocational education agenC|es in ex-

panding and improving vocational educéfion programs. The bill would
4 .

|

" require OE to assign adequate staff to the bureau to carry out this

ction. - : '

¥

OE monlfor:ng ‘of the programs m|ghT also be |mproved by a sec-

fon in the bill that requires state boards fo present an account-
ability report:to OE every, two yZars indicating the extent fo which.
they had a#fained their goals. Funds are authorized to assist states
in their comprehensive planning process. '
Care&? education and its role in vocational education is addressed

o

direcfly-!n this bill. Added to the legislation's declaration ef pur-
pose is the au+hori+y fo develop new programs of career guidance and
expdoration. Specifically, this bifl would_aufhérfze néw grants that
would be available to sfates for preservice and inservice career edJ—

cational personnel developmenf, acquisition and development of prevo-

cational. curriculum maTer|aI and‘equnpmenf, and finally services related

to career center operations such’as new vocational guidance programs
and exchanges betweem schools and the business Eommun;fy
Vocational guidance and counseling would no longer be funded

v

under basic state grants (Part B) but could,be funded to some extent’

under this new\g’ career guidance program. . - : o

Look|ng at the other current issues facing VOCETIOﬂEI edbcaflon,

\ 1 -
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the AVA wanfs one state board of vocaflonal_educafton to be desagnafed .
as the sole agency for adm|n|sTer1ng the state plan and for supervision
of local educational agency ddministration. Present law requires each
sfafe to designate the state board as respo;sible for the state plan
or for local administration, buT not necessarily- for both.
AuThornzaTnon levels are increased in many cases in—this bill.

For example, " for state basic granTs programs $842.5 million would be

‘ authorized for fiscal year 1976, increasing to $1,136 million in fiscal

.year 1980. Current law includes a permanent authorization of $565 mi I~

¢ lion for fhese grants for each fiscal year.,
k ConsTrucT;on of vocational education faC|l|T|es .would be permitted
under the AVA legislation. i ' 2
The AACJC bi'll, H.R. 3036 _and S. 939. The major feature of this bill is

«that it separates the administration of vocational education programs
at the secondary school level from those at th€ postsecondary school.

level. "
In particular, the AACJC legislation would make significant changes

s

in The,percenfége allotment of funds for vocational education. Funds are

to be split between "vocational educafion,' defined. as being at the

&
h

secondary level, and “occu Tlonal education," which would include .
Yy )

all programs at the posTsecgndary level. For the basic state grant

program a new percentage a&]ofmenf system is incorporated in the

AACJC bill. Vocational education at the secondary level would re- /
ceive 40 percent of the funds in each state, Of these monies, ug/fo

75 percent would be for secondary schools other than area vocational

"

secondary schools. As in the present law, 15 percent of the secondary-

-\

level set-aside funds would be for the disadvantaged, &nd 10 percent

for the handicapped. (The current 15 percent set aside for those who

have left or finished high schoo! remains in this bill but is an

' apparent drafting~érror.) -In addition, up to 5 percent of these

' : - o
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secondary monies could be used for adminisfrafidn o% the state plan

and up to 15 percent for guidance, counseling, technical assistance,

and ancillary services. . : \ !

A second 40-percent of these basic state grant funds would be"

al lo#® to postsecondary occupational education. The AACJC bill not

only increases the postsecondary set-aside but also specifies that '

75 percent of these monies may be used only for programs and activi=

ties carried out by community colleges. The intent of the AACJC is to

retain the 15 percent and 10 percent set-asides for programs for the
sdisadvantaged and handicapped in these posTsecdndgry-]ével (40 per-

cent) monies, but this inyent is not spelled out in the AACJC bill.

&

The final 20 percent of 'these basic state grant funds can be
used by the state to supplemenf’eifher its vocational education or
occupational education activities or both. A newly esTgblished State

for Allotment of Federal Vocational Funds has the authority in’ .
each gtate To decide on the distribution of this 20 percenT

In addressnng the issue of program consolidation the AACJC bill
would consolidate somevprograms and eliminate others. For example,
existing law would be amended by consolidating research and training
(Part C), exemplary programs (Part D), and curriculum develgpménf
'(ParT.I) intfo a new sectjon titled "Improvement of Vocationd! and Oc-
cipational Education." Funds available under this new consolidated"
B ) secflon would be split evenly between OE and the states. BoTh fed-
eral and state funds must be expended evenly by purpose, w:Th at '
least 20 pércent for applied research, 20 percent for improvement. .
péojecfs, and 20 percent for curriculum dqvelopmenf. . .
‘ f' . The AACJC bill neifher.exfends nor amends the residential® voca- -

tional education (Part E), consumer and homemaking (Part F), coopera-
. 7 ‘ ‘
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tive education (Part G), work-sfhdy-(ﬁérf H),or bilingual vocational

Ay

education “(Part J) programs. The program for students with special

nerds is retained. . e e S
e ' Although this bill does not deal directly with the question of
. . e
OF program administration, suggested uses listed in the bill for oc~

cupational education funds include enabling the state fo initiate and
. conduct a compreﬁén;ive program of planning for fhe estajlishment of’
- . their occupational education program. The state plan for occupational
education must be prepared by the §+a+e'1202 commission rather than ' .
by the state board for vocational education. -
The role of caééér education and guidancé and counseling is .also
not addressed specificafly by the AACJC bill. However, authorized B
plannsng acTnvnTues in each state include the development of a long- .,
range sTraTegy for putting occupaflonal educaflon (sncludlng general
orientation, counseling and -guidance, and placement either in a job -
or in postsecondary occupafionalvprograms) onn an equal footing with
traditional academic education. Occupational education grants can be

made for, among other purposes, the design, establishment, and conduct

of prdgrams that include methods of providing follow-up services and
. career counseling and guidance for perscns, of all ages as a regular

. " function of the educational system. ‘ ,
- ".0On thé issue of state vocational education boards, it w;; noTed

ear1|er that Fthe AACJC bill gives plannlng respon5|b|I|+y for occupa~
’_;|ona‘ posfsecondary) e&ucaflon to the state 1202 commission. This
bill also_aufhornzes the ?sfablushmenf of a state agency (which may.
..be the state board, &f vocational education if the governor of 5 state
determines: that it IS adequafely represenfaflve of occupafsonal edu-' . .

. cators) to have sole responsnb|I|+y for fiscal manageménf and admsn-

' . s\




. istration of the occuypational education program. Thus, it would be

possible but not required for two -separate bdards zagéncies) to be

set up under this bill, one for vocational education (secondary

level) and one for occupaflonal educafuon (postsecondary -level). In

' addition, the AACJC measure would establish local cogordinating com-

mittees fo assess the need for vocational, occupational, and manpower

Training programs in each area ah4 to develop sTra¥egiés to meet

these needs.

On the quesflon of authorization levels, Thns bill would sumply

extend existing auThoruzaTnon levels through 1980

» Construction is not directly mentioned in this bill. The resi-

dential vocational education program, included in current legisla%ion

(Part E) but never funded, is dropped in this bill. States may, as

part of their occupational education program, lease, rent’, or remodel

facilities required to carry:out their program.

«

The NASULGC bill, H.R. 4797 and S. 942: This measure is similar in.

\ many ways to the AACJC biil, emphasizing posfsecondary occupafronal

\ education. The NASULGC measure divides the basic 'state granf pro-

gram into two areas——secondary vocational education, and postsecondary

6ccupa+ional education--as does the AACJC measure. Forty percent of

the funds are set aside for secondafy vocational education, 40 per-

)

cent for postsecondary occupational education, and the remaining 20 1

. percent is to be split between the two areas. Of the 40 percent re-

served for the %econdary level, 10 percent must be set aside for

2’

handicapped students and 15“percent for disadvantaged students.

H0wév§r, there are some key differences in the NASULGC bill. .

Of the 40 percenT set aside for posfseéondary occupational education,

- the NASULGC bull does not require that 75 percent of these monies )

be reséerved for communnfy colleges, as does the AACIC bill. Instead,

this bill provides “that this 40 percenf would be available to all




A Y

,con?unues the 50-50 state maTch|ng requnremenfs for all three p rtions

postsecondary programs within a srafe, with no amount reserved for
any one type of ins}ifufion.s Further, the NASULGC differs from
other proposals in that it puts forth a clearly defined purpose for

these posTsecondary funds, that of promoflon of access tq occupa-

tional education programs in each state. The NASULGC maintained in
L -
its testimony that The AVA and AACJC proposals provided for the use

of federal *funds "that are so general in scope and so vague in nature

. that state agencies and institutions:cannot be accountable for their

expenditure of Federal funds." The bill's provisions apply to part-
time as well, as to full-time 'students. Finally, this bil{-includes
the requirement that 10 percent of these postsecondary funds be set
aside for the handicapped and 15 percent for the disadvantaged. |n~
cluded is the requirement that any state's postsecondary occupational

educaflon al lotment shal | pay for not more Than 50 percent of the

Tofal expendlfures made in carrying out any planning or administra-
e necessary for the use of these funds.
20 percent of these basic state grant monies

tion that ma

For the remau 5

the NASULGC bill provides that each state must set up a procedure for

a joint award determination by

|denT|fy such a procedure, as the AACJC bill do
“} Unlike the AVA proposal, but like the AACIC measite, this bill

ne\§zfi: vocational educatiodn board "
and the state 1202 commission. |t does- ei<\ﬁfﬂ::i:;\ipecificarly .

T

of The;e state granf funds.
The NASULGC bill does not propose to consolidate any of the:

L)

8l+ should be -noted that subsequent to the introduction of this leg-
islation, NASULGC has proposed that.the 40-percent funds resérved
for postsecondary occupational educ f]on must be spent on programs

. conducted in postsecondary occup ional educatios institutions.
NASULGC has also proposed that federal funds be auThorlzed to defray
the "extra cosf" of postsecondary occupational education programs

~
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The Administration's bill,

. . -

various vocational education programs'aufhorized under current law.
It only amends each QFr? (C through J) by ingerting after "vocational
education," wherever this. term appears, the phrase "and postsecondary
occupational education." ] ‘ -

This bill also does not deal directly with the question of OE

program admlnLsiLaiLQn*_Bequ41;_enis_iQ:_siaie_Lexel_glannLng_aad___

evaluation are ‘spel led 0u+,;however.
’ The role of career education and guidance and counseling ‘is not
spelled out in this proposal. However, in deséribing possible, state
programs that might be tised to promote access %o pos+sec$;dg%y occu-
pafional‘educafion, the bill identifies, among other possibilities,

"programs of inservice training, for guidance and counseling personnel

serving in elementary and secondary schools in order to familiarize

such personngl with opportunities afforded by postsecondary occupa-
tional education." ., ‘
The portions of the NAS%LGC bill that relate to sTaTe boards are
S|m|lar tfo those in the AACJC measure. That is, the 1202 commnssuon
in each state would be responsible for planning the use of postsec-
ondary occupational education funds received..The state board of

vocational education would be responsible for planning and adminis-

.fering secondary vocational education funds. Responsibility’ for

administering the postsecondary occupational educatjon funds could

lie with the state vocational education board, the 1202 commission,
or some other agency designated by the state.

Authorization levels are not discussed in the NASULGC bill, nor

Il

is the question of construction.

/

H.R. 6251 and S. 1863. The;bigic feature of

of

'

"to

consc!FEETe\e5j§Ting authorities under the Vocational Education Act

he Adminisfrafibn's proposal is expressed at the Wery beginning:

1963 in-order to create a more efficient mechanism for Federal

7
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assistance to States for vocational education." The bill seeks to
‘focus federal assistance in this area. in testimony before the Senate,
OE Commissioner Bell ‘described the bill as addressing five goals:

(1) continuation of Part B basic state grant programs; (2) simplifi-

<cation of state and
creased emphasis on

"adequate response'"

local administration of federal funds; (3) in-
persons with special needs; (4) developing an

to problems incdluding. inadequate planning; identi-

fied in the GAO report; and (5) limiting federal vocafional education
funds for program maintenance and increasing funds available fpr inno~
7 ‘*Vé}ion and new prog?am development.

The Administration's bill does not specify any particular amounts
to be set aside under the basic state program section. However, the
bill es stipulate that a state's annual program plan must provide

rances that not less than 25 percent of these basic state grant
funds will be used for persons with special néeds.9 The term "persons
with special needs" is defined inQThe bill as those "who are or have
been adversely affected by physic§¥ﬁ mental, academic, socioeconomic,
geégraphic, or other fac+ors‘and conditions, and who require special

supportive, educational, or guidance assistance in order to benefift

. . . 4 . . .
from vocational education programs and services." In effect this legis-

lative language would consolidate the 10 percent set aside for the
handicapped and the 15 percent set aside for the disadvantaged in the
present law and puf them into the state planning aocumenT, rather }han
" requiring them under the direct authorization of_ funds for Part B pro-
grams. The 15 percent set aside for postsecondary vocational education
is elimiﬁaTed, and no.specific expenditures for any particular type
or group of insTify+ions are mandated by this bill. This’represenTs

“
w N

9Tﬁis 25 percent set-aside requirement also applies to innovation .
funds described on pages ‘28 and 29. .

-V
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a major difference from the previous bills discussed in this sec;ion.

An additional feature of the Administration's bill that is in-
directly related to this issue is the provision for a single state
allocation %ormula, pa%ferned after thé existing Part B formula. The
bill proposes that Th}s single formula be,used for all funds allo-
cated to states. Current legislation includes four different alloca-
tion formulas for existing programs.

A final point to be noted in this generaliarea is that Thé bill
changes the current 50-50 federal-state matching requirements for the
basic state grant program (and others that are conso!idated into the -
program -~ see below) to a 40-percent féderal, 60~percent state and
local matching requirement. This i's quite a different approach from
that advocated in the AVA.biII, which would eliminate $tate matching
requirements al fogether.

The major focus of the Admimistration's bili ;s program consoli-
dation, putting into legislation what had been already praoposed, in
part, in the President's fiscal year 1976 budget. OE wanted to sim-
plify program administration and argued that this could best be
accomplished by removing some of the specific authorizations in exist-
ing law and consolidating the authorized expenditures and proyram
purposes into as few parts as possible. )

Specifically, the Administration's proposal groups all the
existing vocational education cafégorical programs into “two prqéd
titles, one described as "Vocational Education Programs and Ser-
vices," and the second called "Grants for Research, !nno;afion or
Demonstration." The programs and services caTegory’WOUId include the
existing Part B state programs as weill as home economics programs,
work experience programs §0ch as c00peré}ive education, vocational

education personnel development and training, and the implementation

of projects and activities that prove effective under the inmovation
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grants program. Additional servicés that would also be available
under this new title include vocational guidance and counselnng,

equippihg and operating area vocational technical schools, planning
activities, data acquisition and dissemination, personnel exchange
programs, placement and follow-up of vocaTuonal educafuon graduates,
and work-study programs operated by a local education agency or other
ublic agency or institution. \/& ‘

\The new consolidated grants program for research, innovation,
and demo%sfrafion would provide funds to the states, with no match-
ing requirements for researCA: deveiopmental programs, new curriculum
development demonéfrafion programs, and evalﬁéfion. Activities re=-
ceiving funds “under this section must meet: (1) needs‘sef forth in
the state's 5—y;ar plan; and (2) one or more of the national critical

needs or priorities established by the OE commissioner; or (3) one or

‘more of the eight objecfives listed in the bill. Only three years of

: ’f'?yn;q';iﬁg,,,would be provided to any of these activities unless the

state board determines a fourth year is necessary.

Fifty percent of the funds available for the broad area of ig-
novation would be directed t9;§1§+es. The remaining 50 percent of the
funds in this category would be available to the OE commissioner for
grants and contracts in these general areas.

It-is important here to note %he relative levels of funding
au}horlzed for these two new consolidated titles because They demon-
sfrafe the emphasis the Administration wished to' place on lnnovaflon.
OE estimated in recent testimony that the Vocational Education Act

allocated only about 8 percent of the available funds fo those parts

of the act devoted to innova}ion, demonstration, and program develop-'

ment. The Administration'® new proposal, according to OE, would allo-
cate approximately'one-third of the total vocational education appro-

priation for this purpose.




© * The questions felafing to OE administration of the vocational
education programs are addressed in several ways in this proposal.
For example, a new title would be added, "Annual Assessment of National
Vocational Education Need§ and Priorities." This portion of the Admin-

istration's bill seeks to strengthen federal, State, and local planning.

A strengthened 5-year plan is required of states for the use of all

~

vocational education funds. In addition, states must submit a new annual
program plan, providing detailed descriptions of how all federal funds

will be spent. The idea Eere is to enable OE to bettér monitor state
plans and the allocetion of federal funds. Federal funds are explicitly
authorized for carrying out planning functions in the states, which is
not frue in existing law. The Administration's bill would require that
the OE commissioner annually conduct an assessment of the status of
vocational education, looking in pquiculér at critical national needs

and areas of high priority. This published document, TogeTher with data

" on manpower needs to be provided by the Department Gf Labor, is designed

to assist states and local areas in their planning for long-range vo-
cational education needs.

The Adm{nisfrafion’s bill does not clearly spell out the role of
caréer education. Guidance and counéeling activities, however, are in-
cluded as activities funded under the new programs and services title.
Also, the purpose of the legislation is amended to include, among other
items, the prévision of vocational guidance, counseling, and placement.

The Administration's proposal differs from the AACJC and NASULGC
bills on the subject of state boards. In testimony, OE argued that the
AACJC and NASULGC proposals "would promote reduced cooperation and
limit coordinated planning at the State level." Instead this bill con-
tinues the existing concept of a solé state agency that is responsible
for planniné and coordination. This agency can, however, delegate re-

sponsibility for operation and supervision of the vocational education

v B
o
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programs to other state agencies-as deemed appropriate. The'membership
on state advisory councils for vocational education is also strengthened
to include more represenféfives of poéfsecondary vocational edhcaffon.

Perhaps the issue that has ransed the most controversy abouT the
Administration's bill is that of authorization levels for The various

. programs. The bill includes authorizations of $4.3 million for éfafe

advisory councils, $358.7 for basic state grants and other programs
consolidated into the new programs and serV|ces title, and $160 mi |-
lion for research, innovation, and demonsfraflon. Representative Quue,
in remarks made on the floor of the House, pointed out that this pro-~
posed annual authorization total of $523 million should.be compared
to authorization under.existing legislation adding up to $964.5 mil-
lion, including Part F of the EducaTibA Professions Development Act.
This proposed authorization is also lower than current appropriations
for these programs. B

The Administration’s bill proposes that funds utilized for con-
sTrucTion4pufposes under existing legisiation be transferred to the
program and services title. Commissioneé Bel f argued in Senate testi-
mony that further vocational education facilities construction should
become a state and local responsibility. The bill, therefore, repeals

the agfhorify for any new construction.

Extension of existing legislation, H.R. 19, H.R. 20, and S. 943, In.

" addition to introducing the various vocational education bills drafted -
by the AVA, AACJC, NASULGC, and the Administration, both Representa-
tive Perkins and Senator Pell have introduced legislation that would
simply extend Thevexisfing Vocational Education Act without substan~
tive amendment. T

Undex” the provisions of H.R. 19 and*H.R. 20 the various programs
would be extended through fiscal year 1982. Authorization levels for

Part B, state programs, and Part C, research and training, would be
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increased from $565 million to $1 B{Ilion in éach year. In addition,
$100 million is ayThorize& for disadyantaged programs under Part A.
Parts D, E, F, G, H, ?nd | would be extended at their preseqf levels "y
of authorization. Part J, bilingual vocational education, is neither
amended nor extended by these bills. ’ ! -
S. 943 is the Sénate version of extension legislation for voca-~
tional education. 1t continues the existing vocational education pro- -
grams through fiscal year 1980, two years less than the House proposal.
Current program authorization levels are not changed in this proposal,
also in con??asf to the House measure. Part J,-bilingual education, is

extended by the Senate bill.

The APGA career guidance and counseting bill, H.R. 3270 and S. 940.

A proposal that does not address all areas of vocational education
but should be Fénfioned here is that of the APGA. The basic focus of

this specialized legislation is to provide for career guidance and .

counseling plans and programs for states and local educational agen-
cies. Since this bill relates specifically to the issues of the roles
of career education and guidance and counseling, only a brief summary

of the measure is inciuded here.
The APGA bill establishes an Office of Career Guidance and Coun-

seling in OE and a National Advisory Council on*Career Guidance that
would be responsible for conducting a survey of the current s}afus of
career guidance programs and materials. )

The new Office of Career Guidance and Counseling would administer
a program of grants to states (those that have submiTTeng?proved plans
for these funds). Such grants can be retained at the state level for
state education agency activities.in this area or may be distriﬁufed
to local education agencies. Grants may be used for a wide variety of

activities, including, initiation and expansion of professional caresr

guidance and counseling programs, training in career decision-making,
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\\yob placement, special counseling for handicapped, early-retirees and _

others, supportive media, and equipmenf and exemplary programs.

A second program of contracts to posTsecondary education lnsTITu- °

tions, states, and Iocal educational agencies is authorized that wouid
provide for training and retraining &f guidance personnel. *

The OE commissioner is also authorized in this APGA bill to carry
out a program of demonstration and evaluation. This program would seek
to develop new guidance and counseling ftechniquesj promote pilot pro-

'jecfs, and evaluafé programs and services. S

Finally, the bill provides for a program of grants to states and

postsecondary institutions to obtain and maintain facilities and equip-

ment for career information and development. *

Other recommendations

Other groups that do not have bills introduced in the Congress but have
either made recommendations for«wocafuonal education leguslaflon or
testified during congress:onal hearnngs include the National Advisory
Council on Vocational Educaflon, the National AdvistFy Council on
Career Education, the AFL-CIO, AASCU, and the American Councii on Edu-
cation (ACE). The public positions of each of these groups are de-

scrjbed“briefly in the following paragréphs.

NACVE. The basic position of the National Advisory Council on Voca-
tional Education is that the general purpose and format of the existing
Vocational Education Act.should be retained, with revisions made as
necessary. ' ‘ ' )
In testimony before the Senate on April 11, 1975 the NACVE
Lﬁrepresenfaflves stated Thaf they did not approve of proposals Thaf
ﬂwoutd separafe vocaflonal funding into two separafe blocs (second-

ary and postsecondary). Instead, NACVE argued that "distribution

of funds between secondary and postsecondary programs should find ¢
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.ment woul

,@ planning mechanism and urged that &tate planning .be improved.,
"NACVE tebtified that although state agencies mdst perform self-

-~

its own level within each State." They recommended increasing the
postsecondary sef-aside fromsthe current 15 percent to a\25 percent
‘minimum and suggested that a similar 25 percent floor for secondary
programs be provided. This would prevent a state from ustng all of
its Part B funds for either secondary of postsecondary vocational
education. "NACVE recommended to Congress that The‘currenf set-asides
for programs for Jisadvantaged and handicapped students be.retained
at current fevels. In addition they ;Lgéesfed that these parTicular
set-asides be. specnflcally matched wnTh equal amounts of state and
local fundse~1t-was po:nfed out ThaT in many states such a requlre-
di;;uble the amount ©f money available for such programs.
On the issue of program ccnsolidation, NACVE representatives ’
rejected the idea that copsolidation ateng broader lines is needed.
They maintained, 'inafeadf that Thé act as written is "an outstand-
nng example of cons§l|dafed leg|slaT|on "".They noted that current,
la;‘;ermlffed broad- IaTTTude on the part of sTaTes in the use of
federal dollars Yet ‘the act still conTalns spec:f|c sechons ThaT

identified and supported specuf:c naT|onal priorities, WhICh only

, account for less than one-fourth of tota! federal vocational edu-

A

cation funding. ) -

K

" NACVE represenfaﬁlves recommended greater review and evaluaflon

of vocational education programs by the Office of EducaTlon, s+a+|ng

thaf such review shoul det® carrled.ouf in Washington, not in the OE

regiénal offices. They poin{ed out The importance of sTaTe«plans as

" evaluations of the progriess of state plans, OE must "initially re-

view and evaluate. thex]ong-range plan against the requirements and
intént of the legislation." OE must then evaluate the annual state

reports to see that state revisions do not alfer’fhe plan in terms ,

» - -
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of federal intent or priorities. NACVE recognifed the importance of
evaluafibns done, by state advisory councils on vocational education.
NACVE.represenTaTivés spoke directly to the role of ‘career edu- .
cation. While endorsing the concept, they pointed out that céreer
- education and vocational education should not be considered synény-
mous. "We see career education," they stated, "as an all encompassnng
P concepf, and vocational education as one of va?nous equal component
\'programs within that concept. Career educaT|9n is the facilitator
which will help bring about the integration and cooperation required
for a more effective educational system. Gareer educatien is not a
subsflfufe for vocational education." They recommended that separate
Ieg|sla+|ve auThornTy and funding be maintained*for career education
_as is currently provnded in the educa\gon amendmen.s of 1974.
NACVE represenfaflves noted that they had published a report in-

1972 TITFQd Counseling and Guidance: A_Call for Change.’This study

recommended that Congress authorize categorical funding for counseling
and guidance Lg all legislation.requiring these ;ervices. In Senate
testimony NACVE recommended that amy vocationz! education funds used
for counselung should be used Spec;f|cally for the training of counsel-
ors in areas relafed to vocational education and job OppOFTuanleS,
ransL_Tﬁan for general expansion of counseling programs.
NACVE proposed that the concept of a singlé Sfate agency be re-
tained. in the presenf Ieg|=Ia+|on, arguing that effective vocational
gg§f_ educaﬁvon plannlng could not be carried out .in the sf%fes if the funds
were to be adm|n|sfered by compeflng agencies. The issues of overal|
authorigation.levels for vocational education legislation and construc-

tion were not addressed by NACVE. 2\ - -

5 \

'NACCE.‘[n testimony before the House and Senate subcommittees, Sidney
P. Marland, chairman of the National Advisory Council oh Career Educa-

tion, expressed the Council's Bupport for ‘the advancement of* vocational
\

, .
.
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aducaf:on legislation, although he urgéH E5GRIeA_IS5T the © confus:on

between vocational education and career education be aggravafed His

testimony did not address the Ieglslaflve issues of percenfage set~

asides, program consolidation, or federal and state adminigtration.of

the vocational educatien programs, but described the relationship be- '

tween American higher learning and occupational development. "Simply
stated, career education seeks to integrate and harmonize the two,
giving puirpose and useful outcomes to learning." On beha[f df NACCE
he suggested the need for federal resources fo encourage faculty
developmenf; curriculudm reform, and the linking of business, indus- -
try, add labor moriaplosely with higher education, and To‘expand .
career counseling ?nd placement services of colleges and universities.
NACCE is currently reviewing the career education. provisions

*that are, explicitly and implicitly woven info existing law and is

conideEing whether fo propose, on the one hand, a major amendment

to current legislation or, on the other hand, a separate legislative

. thrus+t for career education.

- .
—

.+ GAO. In its report to the Congress oo the role of federal assistance

k3

-- r

for vocational educaf}on, the GAO made a number of legislative récom-
mendations. T '

The report did npot dTrecTIy address the. issue of percentage set-
asides for secondary and bosfsecondary vocational education. However,
the GAO did-suggest two options for providing programs and services
for the dlsadvanfaged and handicapped. The first option, as suggesfed
. by the GAO would require states to match féderal set-asides for dis-
advantaged and hand|capped students at the 'same level they are.re-
quired to match redular Part B funds (50-50), thereby insuring state
and local invojvement in and commitment to these efforts. This option
is similar to the one suggested by the NACVE. The second option sug- )

gésfed by the GAO would-:be simply to increase the percentage of the

P .

’
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> set-asides for these special:299d§LcaTegories. In addition, the GA® . .

i 5uggés+ed that a new set-aside requirement be adopted. Th|s would o

‘esfabllsh cooperative arrangemenfs in order To expand vocaflonal of=-
ferings and sTrengThen programsffhrough the-use of other public Traln—
ing facilities or nonpubTic training resources. '
. The GAO report did not, méke specific Iegislafive'rgcommendé}ions
in the area of program consolidafion I+ addressed the ‘issue of'pro-
gram aomlnlsfraflon |nd|recfly, by making several suggestions concern-
ing the use of federal funds‘af the state level. The report overall -
was especnally concerned quh‘The problem of - |nsur|ng that federal l . .
funds play a catalytic role at the state. level. . .
The study did not make specific legislative recommehdafions con-;
cerning career education or gyidance and counseling. Authorization
.]evels for the vocational education programs are also not addressed,
._buT the report does recommend establishing, as a Ieglslaflve policy,
Thaf federal funds wi'll not be _used for construcfion except . in in-
stances in which there is adequafe‘JUSTIfncafnon(for addlflqnql facili=

ties after thorough consideration of alternatives.

AFL-CIO. The AFL-CIO representatives, in %esfimony before the House,
stated their belief fthat the Vocational Egucafion Act hads been one )
of Thé mo;T successful of all federal programs in ;he field of educa-
) tion. ' -
In considering the specific issue of percentage set-asides, the
* AFL-CIO representatives agreed that funds for postsecondary programs
might very well bé'éarm%rked to pfevenf their being used for unin-
Tended purposes. They did sTaTe, however, that they had "serious
oouofs about any flxed allocaflon of postsecondary funds as between
communlfy colleges and four-year institutions." ﬁhey 'argued that this
kund of funding split might better be left to sTaTes for their deTer-

mination in the ' light of their own patferns of ipsfi¢ufional develop-

v




ment. Tpe'AFL-CIO rep?esenfafives stated that they werg.gpposed to
vocational education program consolidation. They erjﬁed Toaf the
national government must provide aid to those programs that serve ‘

- the national interest. "The .need for these pﬁograms " they pointed
out, "has been well |den+xf|ed, and the failure of the States to meet
-needs led to The enachenT of the caTegorlcal programs in the first
place. Frankpy, we oppose consolidation because we view the record of
the decentralized decision-making process as counterproductive to The

: .realizafion of national needs."
. dE administration of the vocational education programs was not
directly addressed in the AFL—CIO testimony, However, +hé§ urged that
the Congress make clear in its report on vocational educa%fon legis=~
lation that it expects the gfates to place greater emphasis on urban
needs in vocational education. The AFL-CIO noted, as did the GAO, that
state plans have offen failed to concentrate vocational education

. funds in afeas ‘of highest need, particularly the urban inner-city

areas, and that vocational éducation, which originafed in a rural,

" agrltulfural setting, has since failed to keep pace waTh population
shifts To urban- centers. ' . -
: The,AFL-CIO directly addressed the ouesfion of the role of career
education. In their view career education has consisted’ largely of
conferences and very little money. They no+ed,."We are troubled by the
¢ serious possibility Thaf career ‘education will drain off funds intended
for vocational educaflon and we therefore suggest that career ‘education

be funded under a separate au#hornza+|on " .
The AFL-CIO position d|d not include specific recommendaflons in

. the aréas of state boards for vocational education, auThorlzaTion

levels for the programs, or construction.
) .

AASCU. in their testimony beﬁﬁ?e the Hoﬁse, represenTaTLves of AASCU ‘

pointed out the large. number of postsecondary vocational education

p , ¢ * 9
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programs in operation on public four-year co}1ege and university
campuses. They estimated that over ]004AASCU institutions would be

" offering approximately 1,500 ﬁosfsecondafy vocational prégrams, ene
rol ling about 55,000 students in 1974. Therefore, they agreed with -
the AACJC proposal and.others on the need for a postsecondary set-
aside in federal vocational education funding. However, they strongly
disagreed with the AACJC recommendation that 75 ﬁercgpf of these _
avai lable postsecondary funds should be set aside for community col-
leges only.

They suggested a mew idea that has not as yet béen_incoﬁporafed
into any of the bills before the House or Senate committees. AASCU
has progosed that postsecondary education funds within each state be
al hlocated in the form of program support on a per-sfudenf basns
Their lnfenflon is that those institutions that actually offer the
programs would reteive the funds--whether They be community colleges
. or four=-year schools. This AASCU proposal’ does suggesf that an idea
ffrsf included in the NASULGC bill be included in any iegislation—-i
that funds be set aside to ingzease access. The AASCU testimony in-
cluded the recommendation that perhap$ 20 percent of available funds
might be set aside for the purpoée of access as well as for the ad-
ditional purposes of opportunity and choice. This AASCU proposal on
posTSecondary set-asides does include, as does’ the AACIC bill, the
recommendaflon that a minimum of 40 percent be set aside. for posT—
&econdary vocaflonal funding, that 40 percent .also be set aside for
_the secondary leyel, and that the remaining 20 percent be allocated
between the two levels at the discretion” of a special sfaf? bo?rd
,convened for that purpose. ¥

While the AASCU recommendaflons do not deal directly with The )
problem of program consolidation, They do show a special concern fqr

the problem of duplication of vocational education programs. The

~ "

.
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- AASCU calied to the attention of Congress a key section of the Voca-

tional Education. Act amendments of 1968 that has never been imple-

mented. Section 104 (a)(5) of the law, relating to the National Advisory
Council, mandates an annual review and report of the extent of dupli-
cation of vocational education programs at the postsecondary and adult
levels in every state. This review and report is fo be carried out by
the National Adviso?y Council and is to be made énnually to thewsec-
retary of HEW. The AASCU representatives said it was their unde;sfaﬁd-
ing that in the years since the 1968 act, the National Advusory Counci |
had ignored this section, except for one year in which a partial report
was made. They suggest that this report be done in 1975 and in later
years, pointing out that information called for in the report would be
valuable to both the Congress and the tederal government. The AASCU
representatives did not deal with the issue of OE administration of

the wocational education programs, nor did they discuss the role of
career education or guidance and counseling. They did argue, however,

" that there should be separate state boards for posfsecondar; voca-
tional education. They noTéd that the ‘AACJC and other bills would
encourage, but not mandate, sepafafe State postsecondary boards.

AASCU maintained that separate boards should. be mandatory. fhey also
suggested that technical amendments be adopted that would mandate par-

tTicipation of foursyear colleges on the National Advisory Council and
the state advisory councils as well.
The AASCU Tesflmony d|d ‘not include a duscussaon of either. autho- .

rization levels of’ The vocational ‘programs or construction.
1, |
" ACE.. The ACE put forth its views on voeational education legislation,

par+|cularly postsecondary vocationz! eddcation, in a letter to Rep-
resentative Perkins dated Juﬁe 23 1975, ACE requesfed that the state-
ment be submgffed for The hearlng record.

ACE began by suggesting that further participation of postsecond-




“~

41

B

ary institutions in occupational programs should be encouraged, arguing /
that the existing 15 percent set aside for postsecondary programs was,f j;’

" obsolete and noting the growth of postsecondary vocational and adult !. ?;f
programs Throughouf the counfry 'ACE argued that .it seems desirable - T
to assure that a more realis+|c proportion of federal vocational funds

be directed fo the posfsecondary sector. "AT the same time, we would

not wish to deprive secondary schools of needed funds They are now ' } =
receiving." In .its statement, therefore, ACE did not |Qpiude a speci-

fic percentage seT-aside for postsecondary vocaTionaL'brograms, sTaT—
|ng its nnTenflon "to support increased auThor;zaT;ons and approprua—
tions for vocational progrggns, so that hlgher fun6|ng levels for
postsecondary programs would not be achieved the expense of oper-
ating an effective program at"the secondary fével.", -

In this letter ACE did hade deal with the issue ,of program con-
sojidation nor with. the problem of, prqgram administration, but sug-
gested Thaf planning of posTsecéndary occupational programs should
be coordinated with other posfsegondary programs. While the concept
.of a single state ageﬁcy to administer vocational programs, as re;
quired by current legislation, may well be sound for purposes of

: administration and accounfdgilffy of secondary vocational programs,
the ACE stated its sTrong beljef that planning for postsecondary

occupational programs-"should not be conducted separately or in
isolation from planning for ;he entire range of postsecondary pro-
grams and insfifgfﬁons. Therefore, -wé suggest that the presen? '

" requirement for'a sole State administering agency be amended to
require appropr|afe participation of the agencies having respon-
sibility ﬁé} postsecondary education in the plannlng and approval
of posjsecondarykoccupafuonal programs.f

T /{n closing, ACE urged that further steps be taken to overcome
. , ‘

sgx bias In vocational education. ACE did not address the additional,




vocational education issues of program administration, career‘edb-
cation and guidance, or consTF&cTion. It did .recommend, however,
that the broad puréoses of Title X of the Higher Education Act
(occupational education pﬁograms) be incorporated into the vdca-

tional Education Act.

Where do we go from here?

Next steps

Upon completion of field hearings in early fall, Representative
Perkins plans to move into legislative markup in the House. As

noted earlier, the Perkifsasubcommittee will mark up only vocational
educéfion Iegislafﬁon since the subcommittee structure in the House
separates cons?derafion of vocational education legislation from
that of higher education.

I'n the Senate the timing for possigle vocational education
Iegﬁ;?éfion is similar, The Senate has compjefed its hearings on the
subject of vocational education and currently plans fo mark up voca-
ticnal education legislation by late fall. The Senate, as mentioned
breviously,‘will put together an omnibus bi}l that includes higher
education legislation. as well as vocational education legislation at
that time. 1t is quite possible, however, that the schedule in both
the House and the Senate will slip, especially since the deadlin; -

for legislative action is-mid-}976.

. Content K,
It is foo early to estimate what the content of vocational! .education *
%y
A legislation might turn out to be in the House and the Séhafev;lf is )

not evan clear which of the several vocational education bills will
be used for markup. it may well be that currently authorized legista-

“
tion will be used as a base:for legislative markup.
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tional programs as currently authorized. Thus it may be that only
minor legislative chaﬁges will be made in the House. Represenfaf%ve .
Perkins has questioned witnesses whé have advocated larger percentage
set-asides in ParT B funds for postsecondary occupaflonal education.
He has expressed concern that larger set-asides for postsecondary
occupational education would take away funds for secondary vocational
education. -

‘ln the Senate there' appears to be a slightly more favorable atti-
tude toward larger postsecondary occupafionér_educafion set-asides.
But even there it appears unlikely that major changes will be.made in

" the Vocational Education Act as cﬁr}enfly authorized. The next two
months witt—probably |nd|ca+e_m9£§,gjearly exactly what dlrecfuons
] wil'l be taken by the new vocational education leg:slafaop The -pro-

posals and the options presenfed have been varied andg exfens:ve.‘

<

Indications are that Representative Perkins tends to favor voca- .
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Appendix A. Vocational Education Act as amended through 1974,

&~

Part A. General Provisions . . /

S

The basic purpose‘o% the Voeafiogal‘EducaTion Act is defined as being /
to provide granfs to §Tafe§ to develoﬁ, maintain, extend, *and improvej
.new and existing programs of vocational education and to provide parTJ
time employmen} for those students needing earnings to 'continue full-
time vocational training. Students of-all ages and abi*lities--in or
out of highxgchool.or postsecondary institutions--who wish to learn
new skills or upgrade,current skills are to have access to "high '
‘quality," realistic training or retraining.

Part A specifically providés a program for students with special
‘needs and allocates formula granTs to states: (no matching reqU|red) -
Thege granTs are to be used for programs and services for s?udenfs
haV|ng academic, socioeconpmic, or other secial, hand|caps that pre--
vent. them from succeeding in- regular vocationsl educaT|on programs.
The program is not for Thgse with phychal or -mental handicaps and
is*concentrated in'comﬁudifies’whépe'+here is a-high incidence of  °
youth une&ployménf and high-school dropouts, in rural depressed areas,
and in of f-reservation Indian, communities. Remedial ana bilingu;l
assisfance‘is provided. ‘ ’

ParT A, as well as other secfidns, authorizes appropriafions

for other parts of the act and creates both a National Advisory Coun-

-

cil on Vocational Education and a series of s#afe‘advisory councils.
The National Council (21 members) must be broadly represéntative of
_employers, administrators of state and local vocational education
programs, and postsecondary educators of handicappeq,vbilingual, or
disadvantaged students, as well as parents ahd studénts. The dufiés
of the National CohnC|l are to advise the OE commnssuonizyggawtz"’”

'vocational educaf|on program operations, review and evaluate state .

s




a@

. the development of the state voc

. { :
plans, and prepare an annual report to Congress and the President.

. State aavisory councils must be established in every state receiving

vocational education grants. Their membership requirements are simi- . )
lar to those of the National Advicsory Council. \ - '
These state advisory councit{s must advise the state board on
l%ional education plan, evaluate
st¥ate vocational education programs, and prepare and submit to
the commissioner of education an annual report describing the

effectiveness of the programs in the state.

Part B. State Vocational Education Programs ey

Formula grants to states are provided to assist them in conducting
vocational education programs'. States are required to match every
federal dollar with one dollar and must set aside 15 percent of

these Paqf B funds for disadvénfaged students, 15 percent for post- { -

* secondary education programs, and 10 percent for vocational educa-

tion for the handicapped. Funds may be used for construction of area

vocational education facilities. Comprehensive state plans must be -

developed in order to receive these funds.

»

Part C. Reseérch and Training

9 v

B 5 - ~
Funds are authorized for research, for training programs for educa- -

tors, for deve}opmenfal,prbgrams to meet special vocational needs

of disadvantaged youths, for demonstration and dissemination projects,
énd for es}ablishing and operating state Research Coordinating Units
that administer sTéTe vocational reéearch programs and disseminate
researth findi;gs. Fiff& percent of the funds under Part C are al-
lotted to states (with varying maTch}ng requirements), while The'

ofhér 50 percent of the funds are reserved for the commissioner of

1
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education and are used for project grants. From fiscal year 1972 )
, Through fiscal year 1974 these Office of Educéfion%adminisferpd pro-

Ject grant funds were awarded to states on a population basis to

" establish a demonstration, testing, and developmébf site for career
1, .

education hodel‘programs.*

A +

Part D. Exemplary Programs and Projects

Formula granfé are awarded to sfafés for the purpgse of stimulating
new ways to create bridges between school and employment. .The com-
missioner reserves 50 percent of the available funds for discretion-
T ary géanfs or contracts that are distributed geographically as
required by law, with at least one project in operation in each
s;afeu The ‘remaining 50 percent of the funds is allocated o the
state boards for vocational education for similar use. Up through
fiscal year 1974 the commissioner has used the discrettonary funds
available to support career education projects. Projects are funded

on a three-year basis.

Part E. Residential Vocationa! Education

The commissioner of education is.authorized to make grants to state
.boards, cofleges and uniQersifies, and ofhé}s for demonsirating the
feasibility of residential vocational education for students aged .
15 to 21. Formula grants are also authorized for states to pay for .
the costs (90 percent of federa! share) of planning, constructings -
and operating residential vocational schools. Grants are fo equal
3. _.
*Since the passage of P.L. 93-380 .in August 1974 separate career
educafiqn funds have been made available, and it is expected that

these Part C research funds will be used for general vocational
education in the future.

Y

’




the difference 'between actual annual interest rates paid on construc-
. /
tion loans and 3 percent. No funds have been used for this part and
the brogram has never been put into operation by the Office of Edu-. .

cation.

Part F. Consumer and-Homemakﬁng Education

Formula grants are provided to assist ;Tafes in conducting Train{ng
‘programs in consumer and homemaking education. States mus+ use at ' C
least one-third of The-federal funds for programs in- economical ly .
depressed areas\or Idpallfnes with high unemployment rates. Flny

percent state maTchung is requ:red excepf where the funds are used ‘ .

in depressed or high unemploymenf areas. In Those cases, only 10

percent state matchiQg is necessary. )
, This program is disTinéuished from other parts 9f the law as

i+~}s fnot defined as vocational education for ga{nful employmenf:
Occupationdl home economics programs are funded under Part B. How-
evér; pFograms:under,tth sectien prebare students for the occu-
pation of homemaking with emphasis on the dual role of homemaker V.
and wage earner. Program‘funds are also used for ancillary ser- .
vices such as Teaqﬁer training, curriculum development, reséarch,

and innovation jin this field. ’ -

Part G. Cooperative Vocational” Edutation . - _

State formula grants’ for cooperative educéfion\programs are allo- ) ; )
cafea. Arrangeﬁénfé are made betweén schools and employers, enabling
students to receive vocaTipAaJ i-nstruction in the school and-related
op—fﬁe-job training through part-time eﬁploymenf. Students must be
at least 14 years:of age and are pai& the minimum wage or a student- ' ,
ylearner rate esTablished’By the Deparfgénf of Labor. Federal support

'

A > -
-




LA
may co;anhrogram Operaflons, added Tralncng costs 'to employers,

payment for services or unusual costs to students while in training,

A {

and ancnllary services. No state matching is required. .. .

Part H. Work-Study Programs for Vocational Education Students

Funds are provided To'gfafes for work-study programs to be adminis-
tered by local education agencies. These work-study prodrams are to
assist economically disadvantaged full-time voc§+ipnad educational
students, ages 15-20, to remain in school by providing part-fime
emp loyment with pubiﬁc employers. This is essentially an income- :
maintenante program for the economically deprived youth in school.
" About 2 percent of’fhe funds are used for adm[niéfrafion of the /
3progrém. Pr?or'fy is given Yo areas with high dropout rates and ‘
youth unemplo &* Fénd|ng is 80 percent federal and 20 percenT
state and \ecal

’

,._.

¢ - ’ - “ '
Part |. Curriculum Development in Vocational and Technical Education

-~

! The commissioner of education is authorized to make grants or con--

tracts with cdlleges, universities, state boagds, and others to: (1) N

prbmofe the deveIOpmenT and dissemination.of vocaTional educafional
‘ durriculum maTeriaj for new and changing occupaflonal flelds, (2)
édordnna*e sTaTe efforTs in The preparation of sucﬁ material; . (3)
,survey curriculum maferlals produced by other governmenf agencies; N
and (4) train pgrsonne! in curriculum deveIOpmenT Most of these ’
: ) " activities are carrled out through indjvidual prOJeCYSﬂ_Edever . ‘ .
there are seven currlculum laboratories arounu the coUnTry Thaf pro-
vide for national coordination. Five maJor‘caTegorLes-—laboraforles
dissemination, postsecondary, occupational cluster gvaluation and
Teaiing; and(career education-~have been the focus of these curricu-

lum development projects. ' i?

.
. . - - ch o
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Part J. Bilinéhal Vocational Training

&

Funds are first authorized in fiscal year 1975. This program is di~
rected. at the critical problem of bilingual persons in obtaining
vocational training-and the shortage of instructors possessing job

s

knowledge and skills as well as dual language capabilities. - ’ 4 )

This section autharizes grants-or contracts with state or. local

education agencies, postsecondary institutions, and others to supply

bilingual training in both established and new occupations for all -
those who desire and need such training. " .
Sy
he-]
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¢ ”/' [ad i i ’ '
- _’.\_:)7 .
% = 3 .
™ «




“Appendix B'. Vocational Education Act program statistics

Data. for these *Faf)les wef‘e'supplied by the Office of Education.
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