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ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1971

TUESDAY, APRIL 27, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMIllEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY

OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room
1114, New Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Senators Nelson and Javits.
Staff members present: William R. Bechtel, subcommittee staff

director; Richard E. Johnson, counsel to the subcommittee; and John
K. Scales, minority counsel to the subcommittee.
Senator NELSON. The subcommittee will open hearings this morning

on the extension of the Economic Opportunity Act, in connection
with bills S. 397 and S. 1290, to extend the Economic Opportunity
Act.
Our first witnesses are Mr. Frank Carlucci, Director, and John

Wilson, Assistant Director, Office of Economic Opportunity. The
committee is pleased to have you here this morning, gentlemen.
You have prepared texts. They will be printed in full in the

record. You may present it however you desire.

STATEMENTS OF FRANK CARLUCCI, DIRECTOR, AND DR. JOHN
WILSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPOR-
TUNITY

Mr. CARLUCCI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to appear before you

today, to discuss the philosophy underlying our recent efforts in
the field of education. The 0E0 has launched two experiments de-
signed to find ways to improve access to a quality education for
children from poor families. The first is our experiment in perfor-
mance incentive contracting, which will be completed in June. The
results of this experiment will be available in early fall.
The second, the regulated voucher experiment, is designed to test

the effect of a financing system which places a premium on the ad-
mission of poor students and which promotes diversity in educational
options for the children of the poor.
These experiments were conceived in an effort to develop inno-

vative methods of more adequately providing students from poor
families with sound schooling, and thus improving their chances
of finding a productive place in American society.

(335)
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I would not attempt to predict the outcome of these experiments.
I do know, however, that they address in exciting new ways a
problem which we can all agree is one of the primary causes of
poverty—a lack of adequate education.
The experiments were designed within both the spirit and intent

of the Economic Opportunity Act, which stated that 0E0 was
developed to "mobilize the human and financial resources of the
Nation to combat poverty in the United States."
The findings and the declaration of purpose of the act elaborate:

The United States can achieve its full economic and social potential as a
Nation, only if every individual has the opportunity to contribute to the full
extent of his capabilities and to participate in the workings of our full society.
"It is therefore the policy of the United States to eliminate the paradox of

poverty in the midst of plenty in this Nation by opening to everyone the oppor-

tunity for education and training, the opportunity to work, and the oppor-

tunity to live in decency and dignity.

The intent of the Congress is further defined in section 232(a)
which authorizes research and pilot programs:

The Director may contract or provide financial assistance for pilot or

demonstration projects conducted by public or private agencies which are

designed to test or assist in the development of new approaches or methods

that will aid in overcoming special problems or otherwise in furthering the

purposes of this title.
He may also contract or provide financial assistance for research pertain-

ing to the purpose of this title.

It was in this spirit that 0E0 developed Headstart, Follow-
through, and other programs. It is clear that the Congress intended
the Office of Economic Opportunity to provide services and assist-
ance to the poor, and to conduct research leading to new approaches
that would help the poor lift themselves out of poverty.
It seems equally clear that the Congress intended the 0E0 to

address itself not only to the financial well being of the poor, but
also to the entire spectrum of problems that comprise the roots of
poverty.
No one doubts that an inadequate education effectively hampers

an individual's chances for financial well being. I find it strange
that some of our critics—or supporters, I am not always sure which—
argue that 0E0 must be strengthened to fight the root causes of
poverty, while at the same time demanding that we cease those
activities designed to find better ways to educate the poor.
It is of course, comparatively easy to develop politically appeal-

ing programs that involve only spending more money ana thereby
supplement, rather than challenge, existing institutions.
It is much harder to examine critically basic, existing institutions,

such as our educational system, that are not meeting the needs of
the poor. It is also more important to do so. This is what we ask
our Community Action Agencies to do at the local level, and we
should ask no less of ourselves at the national level.
There is a clear relationship between poverty and education. The

incidence of povetry for persons with a high school education of
more was 5.7 percent in 1969; but for those with only 1 to 5 years

of schooling, it was six times as great.
When we look only at the working-age poor, the difference is
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equally significant. Some 55 percent of the poor white males of
prime working age again had less than a high school education; less
than 25 percent of the non-poor white males had that low a level of
education.
Some new data from a 5-year survey involving a large sample

of poor and near poor people also highlight the importance of edu-
cation for the poor.

These data, from the first 3 years, show that 83 percent of the
22- to 64-year-old heads of household who were poor all 3 years had
less than a high school education.
In contrast, only 35 percent of those who remained out of poverty

over the time span had less than a high school education.
In the face of such statistics, few experts in the field would dis-

agree that current compensatory education efforts have largely failed.
Some would, of course, argue that the answer to the education prob-
lems of the poor lies in increasing expenditures for existing programs,
primarily title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
and Headstart.
Yet a recent evaluation by the Office of Education of programs

and services funded under title I showed that—
Under the legislatively prescribed formula Title I funds in 1968 did not

flow to the school districts and their disadvantaged students proportionately
to their needs. Place of residence remains a primary determinant of the
quality of services available to the Nation's disadvantaged pupils.
Compensatory reading programs did not seem to overcome the reading defi-

ciencies that stem from poverty. Poor students who took part in these programs
showed less progress in reading achievement than more affluent students who
took part.

Indeed, testing administered before and after title I programs
found that only 19 percent of all participating children showed
significantly improved reading skills; the remaining 81 percent con-
tinued to fall behind those classmates who did not participate in
the programs.
Thus, despite the expenditure of ever-increasing millions of dol-

lars—financial assistance from the Federal Government to preschool,
elementary, and secondary schools have increased 400 percent in
the last 5 years—it is clear that we have not found the long-sought
breakthrough in education for the poor.
From its very inception, the Office of Economic Opportunity has

attempted to develop new concepts to overcome the educational
handicaps of the poor. In each case, these concepts were tested
within the Office of Economic Opportunity, brought to maturity,
and finally transferred to the Office of Education or the Department
of Labor for permanent operation.
Our performance contracting and education voucher experiments

flow from the tradition, a tradition that is aimed not at destroying
or competing with existing educational institutions, but directed
rather at finding new methods by which we can better educate poor
children.
I think it is desparately important, for the sake of these children,

that we not spend money simply for the sake of spending money, but
rather that we do everything possible to insure that the money is
spent in a fashion that will most benefit them.
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If we are to avoid the unanticipated problems that have plagued
massive new efforts like medicare and title I, we must analyze new
approaches rather carefully in an experimental fashion before pro-
grams are implemented on a nationwide basis.
The cost of such vital experimentation, compared with the poten-

tial payoff, is amazingly low. The total 0E0 research and develop-
ment budget for fiscal year 1972 amounts to only $73 million, of
which only a portion goes to the experiments we are discussing
today.
The $73 million represents less than 4 percent of the total funds

administered under the Economic Opportunity Act, and just two
one-hundreths of 1 percent of the $31.1 billion that the Federal
Government spends on aiding the poor.
The agency is undertaking such experiments amid numerous indi-

cations that the general public, nonpoor as well as the poor, is
increasingly dissatisfied with the education American children are
receiving. Witness, if you will, these developments:

Since 1957, when these figures first were reported, the rate of
bond issue approval has never been lower than it was in the 1968-69
school year, the last year for which figures are available. The per-
centage of bond issues approved in 1968-69 was 43.6: a proportion
that has declined sharply and steadily from a high of 79.4 percent
in the 1964-65 school year.
In some cities, parents are urging that large public school dis-

tricts, be decentralized so parents can regain control over the educa-
tion of their children: at the same time, parents are fighting attempts
at school consolidation that would dilute their influence over the
decisionmaking process.
As indicated by a recent Gallup Poll, the public has an appetite

for more information about the schools and what they are trying
to do. Some 75 percent of those surveyed favor a system of national
tests to compare the educational achievement of their children with
that of students in other communities; 67 percent favor a system
that would hold teachers and administrators more accountable for
the progress of their students.
And it is not only the adults who are dissatisfied. Several months

ago in the Hough area of Cleveland. I met with a group of teenagers
from low income minority families.
We met for 4 hours and talked about things that bothered them.

Do you know what most disturbed these youths?
Education. Schools. For at least 3 of the 4 hours they complained

about their school experiences—inadequate teachers, the unrespon-
siveness of the system meaningless work, and the like.
They were concerned and interested and wanted to see change.
Statistics indicate that inadequate education correlates closely with

poverty. Evaluation after evaluation indicates that existing 
i 
com-

pensatory programs are not succeeding. Given these facts, it s my
duty, my obligation as an advocate for the poor, to seek out answers
to their problems in education.
I look at the Economic Opportunity Act and I look at the problems.

From these I am convinced that we must continue to experiment with
new ways and even techniques. If 0E0 were complacent about the
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education problems of the poor, we would be failing then in the
most important part of our mission.
The futures of the poor children we serve depend on our ability to

make as many improvements in education as possible—through both
past efforts to create and improve efforts like Headstart and Follow-
through—as well as our current efforts in early childhood develop-
ment, our experiment in performance contracting, and in examining
in much more detail a possible demonstration of education vouchers,
or even some completely different approach yet to be found.
Many of those who would exclude us from educational experiment

are those who most highly praise OFO's previous successes and argue
against any proposed changes in OEO's structure.
If we have been successful in bringing about greater institutional

responsiveness, then why prevent us from looking at the most im-
portant of institutions from the perspective of the poor—the
educational establishment?
How can those who in one breath urge us to be advocates for the

poor argue in the next breath that we cannot even experiment,—
much less advocate—where it counts the most? We do not have all
the answers, nor are we committed to a particular solution.
We do know that a problem exists and that new ideas need to be

tested.
The experiments I have discussed here today speak to two vital

issues: Accountability in education and equalizing educational op-
portunity.
The performance contracting experiment is an attempt to find out

whether children learn more when how much they learn is the meas-
ure b ywhich an educational system is judged. I nother words, it makes
learning—rather than the number of new classrooms—or the number
of teachers with doctoral degrees—the criteria for determining educa-
tional success.
The educational voucher experiment, if it proves viable to under-

take, would empower parents to choose among several alternatives
in selecting their children's schools. Surely this relates to 0E0's mis-
sion in that opportunity, in the most basic sense, is really a matter
of having alternatives from which to choose.
As one who is committed to the concept that legal services should

be equally available to all, regardless of economic circumstances, I
must also support this effort to give the poor equal access to
educational opportunity.
The performance contracting experiment is an attempt to find

out whether children learn more when how much they learn is the
measure by which an educational system is judged. In other words,
it makes learning—rather than the number of new classrooms, or
the number of teachers with doctoral degrees, the criteria for
determining educational success.
The experiments may fail, but, if they do, we as a nation will

have learned from the failure. We may on othe other hand success-
fully demonstrate ways to improve education for the. poor, and if we
do it is up to society, the Congress, local school boards,—not 0E0—
to make a decision on implementing new methods.
The problem is difficult, but the stakes are high for the poor and

for this country. In my judgment we must continue.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Carlucci. How many places do
you have performance incentive contracting arrangements?
Mr. CARLUCCI. We have performance contracting arrangements in

20 school districts, Mr. Chairman.
Eighteen school districts are contracting with private firms, and

two school districts are contracting with their teachers associations.
Senator NELSON. 'The whole system, or part of the system?
How is your performance contracting structured?
Mr. CARLUCCI. It is done from grades one through three and seven

through nine in individual schools. John, do you want to give more
details?
Dr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, it is strictly an experiment involving

a limited number of students one hour a day each in reading and
math in the first through third and seventh through ninth grades.
Senator NELSON. Just 1 hour a, day in reading and math?
Dr. WILSON. Reading. and an hour in math.
It is a compensatory program in addition to the normal educational

processes.
Senator NELSON. Is it the same courses in the same grades in the

same program in each of the 20 schools?
Mr. CARLTJCCI. No. it varies considerably, depending on the con-

tractors methods. Part of the experiment is to see which different
methods of different contractors can result in significant improvement
for reading and math.
Senator NELSON. And the subject matter taken under the perform-

ance incentive programs are taught exclusively by the private
contractor, is that right?
Mr. CARLUCCI. With the exception of two school districts, where

they are taught by teacher's associates.
Senator NELSON. Are they taking the course and also the normal

school program?
Are they taking math and reading also in the regular school

curriculum?
Mr. CARL17C_CI. NO, Sir.
Dr. WILSON. To some extent we get an overlap because there may be

some exposure to reading and math in the normal curriculum, but in
general what this involves is taking the disadvantaged student, those
students who are behind several grade levels and putting them into
a separate, different structured classroom setting. Then they are
given this compensatory type of program as a substitute for the
reading and math they might receive in the normal classroom.
Senator NELSON. It is structured so that it is a tutorial service?

What are you trying to compare is my point.
Dr. WILSON. What we are trying to do is see if an individualized

instruction process—a process that allows the company and the school
system to concentrate on the needs of the individual students —
raises the students' reading and math level. This is being tested with
students who are two or three grade levels behind.
Snator NELSON. You are not using the ordinary classroom environ-

ment, then, with one teacher for 25 students? What are you doing?
Dr. WILSON. We are using teachers and teachers aides and the stu-

dents leave their normal classroom. A typical second grader. Will
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leave his classroom one hour a day and instead of going to music
lessons, he may be to specialized reading. This classroom will have
individual booths. Each student will have his own individualized
reading course, and process at his own rate and be judged upon his
own advancement in this individualized course.
He will stay in this classroom one hour a day and then return to

his normal classroom under their normal teacher.
Senator NELSON. Are they receiving one-to-one tutorial assistance?
Dr. WisLoN. No, you don't have a one-to-one relationship. You

have a ratio not t000 different from the traditional public classroom
situation, where the teacher and teachers aides assist the student
in the learning process.
Mr. CARLUCCI. Many of the contractors are using centers.
Dr. WILsoN. One of the important aspects of performance con-

tracting is an incentive system, green stamps, tokens, free time, to
try to induce the disadvantaged to want to learn. Incentives also usual-
ly are offered to the teachers. And, of course, the incentive to the
private firm is the amount of pay it will receive.
How important that incentive is going to be in the whole educa-

tional process, that is what we are evaluating. We do not place an
over reliance upon the incentives to teachers and students. But the
companies will not be reimbursed even for costs if they don't achieve
results.
The important aspect of it, I think, is the individualization of the

process on the needs of each specific student and try to develop a
program to meet his needs.
Rather than have the student competing against an average in the

classroom, or against a teacher, he is really working against his own
deficiencies. This is where we think that success may lie in the whole
approach.
Senator NELSON. How does all this differ from the Teacher Corps

concept?
Dr. WILSON. I am not exactly familiar with the Teacher Corps and

how it operates at the individual level, but from my understanding,
the Teacher Corps is a program to get teachers into disadvantaged
areas and big city school systems to try to get better talent and more
teachers for poor students.
Senator NELSON. That is just part of the program.
Dr. WILSON. But the performance contract experiment we are

running is simply to try to evaluate this new concept in education
to see if it has any merit or if it does not have any merit.
We do not intend in 0E0 to run an operational contracting sys-

tem. Indeed, the money is currently available and is being used by
approximately 25 school systems outside of 0E0 through ESEA
money.
What we want to see is if the concept has any merit. If it does not,

then we want to discourage school systems from undertaking it.
If it does, we want to see what advantages of the approach would be
and if it is administratively feasible.
Mr. CARLUCCI. Perhaps it is important to note, Mr. Chairman, that

our experiment has a carefully structured evaluation. As I mentioned
in my statement, the experiment will be ending in June and we will
have the results in the fall.
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Senator NELSON. I still am not now sure I understand what you
are trying to do. Are you trying to set up a model which, if it works
is applicable to the whole system and to all students regardless
of their achievement levels?
Mr. CARLUCCI. We are trying to see if this model would work. It

would be up to the individual school boards to determine whether
they want to use it in their school districts.
Senator NELSON. We know that the tutorial system works. We know

that you can take students who are flunking two and three and four
courses and put them in a tutorial circumstances such as the teacher
corps and a substantial amount of them will not end up failing any
course, and a substantial percentage who are failing three pnd four
will fail only one.
We know a good tutorial system will work. What I am trying to

find out is what you are doing that is different.
Mr. CARLUCCI. This is not a tutorial system. This is a system de-

signed to see whether incentives given to teachers result in improved
skills. The teachers have approximately the same teacher pupil ratios
that they would normally have in their classrooms. The incentives
are designed to encourage them to devise newer and better methods
to help their students along.
I mentioned that the firms only get paid if the students progress at

least one level, and they only begin to break even if the students
progress an average of about 1.5 grade levels. Only above that do the
firms begin to make a profit.
This is introducing an aspect of a competitive system into the

educational process.
Senator NELSON. These 20 programs will have had one school year's

experience at the conclusion of this academic year this spring?
Mr. CARLUCCI. That is correct, sir.
Senator NELSON. You don't have any interim, preliminary report?
Mr. CARLUCCI. John, do you have any?
Dr. WILSON. We have not conducted our final tests, which will be

given the last -4 weeks of the school year to determine the reading
and mathematics gains. What we do have, Mr. Chairman, are assess-
ments and a general opinion of what is going on.
What we find is, first, that the children's attitudes toward educa-

tion have improved. Their dropout rate, vandalism, their whole desire
to learn have shown tremendous improvement so far.
The second general conclusion that we can draw is that it is indeed

very difficult to design and administer this system, or turnkey it into
the normal educational process. It will require an upgrading on the
part of school boards and school administrators as they deal with
the process if, indeed, they decide they want to go ahead with it.
As to the exact gains that have been achieved, we do not know. We

will find that out this summer.
Senator NELSON. You are aiming at some kind of an experimental

model which, if effective, would be instituted in a school system at
the same cost as the current traditional classroom teaching method?
Is that what you are saying?
Dr. WILSON. One of the items that we want to find out is how

much it would cost to institute this method on an operational basis,
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since the firms that will do it would be paid upon the basis of results.
We want to find out how much it would cost to institutionalize this
within the public school system. This is information we do not have
yet.
It is strictly an experiment involving 18 school systems to get

information on gains in reading and math. We want to learn whether
it is possible through an intensive effort using a somewhat different
approach than has been used in the past to get quantum jumps in
reading and math among the disadvantaged, and finally, whether it
is possible to administer the system in the schools.
Senator NELSON. You keep saying reading and math. Is that all

you are dealing with?
Dr. WiLsoN. That is all we are dealing with.
Senator NELSON. Those are the only subjects you can think of

that you think might be worthwhile in the whole education system?
Dr. WILSON. Let me address that issue, because I know of at least

one school system that is using private funds to put the whole school
on a performance basis. When you talk about performance contracting
or accountability, you have to have a measure of what you are trying
to attain, a measure which has satisfactory testing to measure those
gains.
We feel quite strongly that this can be only done in reading and

math. I know of no adequate test to measure skill achievement in
economics, social studies, or English.
Our hypothesis is that if a student cannot read or perform the

basic mathematic skills, it's difficult for them to be successful in
history, or English or social studies. If we can improve their per-
formance in reading and math, we hope there will be a corollary
improvement in their work in other subjects. In fact, we will look
at the grades children in performance contracting receive in other
subjects to see whether this spillover effect does occur.
Senator NELSON. I assume you will be prepared to present results

on these incentive programs sometime in the summer?
Mr. CARLUCCI. In the fall we can present it, yes, sir.
Senator NELSON. Go ahead, Mr. Wilson.
Your statement will be printed in full in the record.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Wilson follows:)
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Mr. Carlucci has dealt with the relation of education to pov-

erty and with the Office of Economic Opportunity's interest in

experimentation and research. In my part of the testimony, I would

like to try to cover some of the specific features and issues asso-

ciated with our proposed experiment with education vouchers. I will

begin with a very brief statement of the objectives that we hold for

this project, then follow with a brief description of the features

of the program that we will attempt to test. I think It is impor-

tant to reiterate these even though most of you are familiar with

them because so frequently the testimony before you and newspaper

reports seem to ignore the nature of the program design we have

chosen. Finally, and most important, I will discuss what we feel

are some of the important considerations concerning an experiment

with education vouchers.

-- Will a voucher system significantly improve the system of

public education in this nation?

-- Will a voucher system lead to increased and more Bcceptable

social and racial integration?

-- To what extent will nonpublic schools be included in the

experiment?
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Before I begin, however, let me review briefly the manner in

which decisions to carry on this experiment will be made. The deci-

sion to go forward with an experiment with education vouchers will

reside largely with State and local education authorities in the com-

munities interested in trying the voucher system. We have inten-

tionally required that the local public school boards be the grantees

for planning and feasibility studies. All of our preplanning grants,

for example, were made to the local school boards. They were required

to establish a planning board directly responsible to them with the

governor's office, the State superintendent of schools, teachers and

other interested groups within the community invited to participate.

We strongly believe that the groups who are responsible for education

in the local community should have the major role in shaping any pro-

gram of education that is introduced into the communities.

Second, the structure of the experiment will require the passage

of enabling legislation at the State level, since the school districts

derive most of their powers from the State constitution and a substan-

tial portion of their resources from the State tax system. In addi-

tion, the Economic Opportunity Act requires that any program such as

this receive the support of the Governor and of the local community

action agency. Thus, before we proceed with a voucher experiment we

must have widespread support.

This support is important. Opponents of a voucher experiment have

raised many issues concerning the effects such a system would have on
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education. Most of their concerns arise from visions of cynically

manipulated attempts to use the system to meet private ends. It is

surely true that the objectives of this system along with virtually

all other systems of government, can be subverted in a community that

does not want to make it work. For the system to succeed it must

have legitimacy in the eyes of the community. If this cannot be

achieved then the system will be doomed to failure. It is our con-

cern that a wide base of support exist before any experiment is initi-

ated.

Objectives for the Regulated Voucher Experiment 

Our interest in the concept of education vouchers stems from two

factors. First, the poor and the children of the poor seem to either

have only inferior education available to them or simply not be able

to benefit by the type of education that is currently available to

them. As a consequence, their levels of achievement are low and they

are denied the opportunities for economic and social welfare that

result from good educational attainment. Second, we are concerned

that patterns of racial and economic segregation in housing, combined

with low incomes, deny to the poor in our society the same opportuni-

ties to choose the sources of education for their children that only the

more affluent can afford. The experiments, then, seek to answer two

major questions:

-- Is the education of children, particularly poor children,

improved under this system?
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-- Are parents and the community as a whole more satisfied with

the educational opportunities and outcomes afforded under the

voucher system?

There are many subsidiary objectives of course. In particular,

the experiment will be designed to determine whether the voucher system:

-- Leads to increased and more acceptable social and racial inte-

gration.

-- Is administratively feasible.

Parents actually choose to take advantage of the new freedom

they have in selecting schools for their children.

Results in public schools becoming more innovative and diversi-

fied.

In addition to explaining our objectives in this experiment, let me

also state what we are not trying to do. First, we are not advocating

the adoption of vouchers as a means of financing education. We are advo-

cating an experiment with vouchers. Our review of the problems associ-

ated with vouchers makes us as conscious as everyone else of the poten-

tial.pitfalls and problems associated with the concept. Until we have seen

results from the experiment, we will remain opposed to any widescale

adaption of a voucher system. Second, we are not attempting to dis-

credit or destroy the public school system in this country. We have

asked representatives of that school system to carry out our feasibil-

ity studies. They will make the final decision whether or not to go for-

ward with the program. They will shape the precise nature of the system
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we will test. Finally, we are not attempting to devise a new means

of supporting religious schools. Our reason for wishing to include

these schools in the experiment is that they are a major alternative

source of education. Should it be determined that it is unconstitu-

tional for religious schools to participate in this program we would

still advocate continuation of the experiment.

The Proposed Experiment 

Early in the consideration of this proposal we recognized the

complexity of the system we were considering and therefore placed con-

siderable emphasis on developing a conceptual design for the voucher

system in our grant to the Center for the Study of Public Policy. We

think that the voucher model recommended by the Center retains the

advantages cited by advocates of the voucher system and promises the

possibility of eliminating most of the problems cited by its opponents.

The experiment includes the following regulations:

-- No school may discriminate against pupils or teachers on

the basis of race or economic status, and all schools must

demonstrate that the proportion of minority students enrolled

is at least as large as the proportion of minority applicants.

- Schools must be open to all applicants. Where more students

apply than can be accepted, some portion, less than one-half,

of the students may be selected by any criteria, except race,

that the school wishes. Some schools may want to give pre-

ference to siblings of children already enrolled, to children

of a particular neighborhood, to children with certain
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capabilities or interests, or to children of particular

religious faiths, for example. For the remaining posi-

tions, the choice from among applicants must be on a

fair and imparti.41 basis, for example, by lottery.

-- The school must accept the voucher as full payment for

all educational services. In other words, no school

may require parents to make additional payments out of

pocket. Schools may seek additional sources of funds

from the government, foundations, or interested citi-

zens and parents, but in no case can the admission of

a child to the school be conditioned upon such contri-

butions on the child's behalf.

-- Parochial schools will be permitted to participate in

the experiment only if the arrangements for this par-

ticipation can be made so as not to violate their

State's constitution or the U. S. Constitution. They

also would have to comply with all rules, including the

requirement for open admissions procedures, that will

apply to other schools in the experiment.

-- All schools must make available to parents information

about such matters as the school's basic philosophy of

education, number of teachers, teacher qualifications,

facilities, financial status, and pupil progress. In

short, schools must provide sufficient information to
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parents to enable them to make wise decisions when

they select schools.

-- The value of the voucher will be supplemented for

the poor or for educationally disadvantaged children.

This is designed to serve as an incentive for schools

to admit these children and serve to ensure that free

choice exists in fact for all students.

All participating schools can join in the voucher sys-

tem only if approved by a locally selected local edu-

cation voucher authority (EVA), and if they function

within the guidelines established by the State enabling

legislation.

In addition to enforcing all the above regulations, the EVA will

be responsible for the day-to-day administration of the voucher sys-

tem. It will distribute vouchers to all eligible students and cash

the vouchers on presentation by qualifying schools. The EVA may be

the current board of education augmented by members of the community

and representatives of alternative sources of education. Or, it may

be a new board empowered to receive funds from the local school sys-

tem and disburse them to parents.

The experiment, to be mounted in several communities, will

include only elementary children. This period is crucial in the

development of the child's basic skills and learning motivation. It

is also a time when the parents are particularly concerned with their
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children's education. In addition, since it is hoped that additional

sources of education will be developed within the community, the ele-

mentary level is desirable because it reduces the capital necessary

to start new schools. Substantial evidence suggests that elementary

school facilities are less expensive than those for the immediate or

secondary level.

All elementary school children in the experimental areas will be

eligible to receive the vouchers, which can be used at any school meet-

ing, the requirements to be established by the communities. The EVA

will make every effort to provide parents with information and counsel-

ing, and other types of technical assistance, to facilitate parents'

choices.

The bulk of the funds would come from existing and projected

State and local education revenues, which would be distributed on a

per student basis. The Office of Economic Opportunity plans to pro-

vide the extra funds for compensatory payments for poor children, and

would pay the costs of educating students not now in the public schools.

Thee costs would be roughly equal to current per pupil expenditures.

In addition, the 0E0 would finance the extra costs occasioned by set-

ting up and administering the voucher system, and would provide trans-

portation funds, so that students would not be limited to neighborhood

schools. It is not, however, the intention of the 0E0 to reduce the

burden of local taxpayers by substituting Federal funds for State and

local funds.
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Now, as I indicated earlier, I want to deal with several impor-

tant considerations concerning the proposed experiment with education

vouchers.

1. The Voucher Program May Significantly Improve the System of 
Public Education 

Opponents of the voucher plan argue that it will destroy the

public school system. While the reasons advanced for this

are seldom clearly stated, they appear to include one or more

of the following:

-- Children will simply desert current public schools

for private schools that they presumably would pre-

fer to attend.

-- Current public schools will be the place where the

uninterested parent deposits the child he does not

care much about, so the public school will become

a "dumping grounds."

-- Private entrepreneurs will provide a cheap kind of

education that appeals to parents but ignores value

that society feels are important to be conveyed in

the schools.

- The initiation of a voucher system will reduce the

funds available to the public school system and

hence make it less able to perform.

In considering these arguments, it is important to bear in mind

the competitive advantages possessed by the public school system.
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Capital facilities exist; teachers and support services are under con-

tract and ready to function; substantial administrative services can

be provided from an existing organization; and economies of scale in

the operation of schools nay well favor the larger administrative unit.

Additionally, we have proceeded to work through the school board and

superintendents so that they are fully cognizant of the problems and

potentials in the system. To argue that under these circumstances

individuals would leave the system in large numbers implies that either

the public school system is either very inefficient or very unpopular.

I suspect most of the critics arguing this point are again con-

fusing a regulated voucher system with an unregulated one. If parents

were allowed to supplement vouchers, many might choose to do so and

send their children to somewhat more expensive schools offering more

services. Those who would not do so would be either too poor or too

uninterested. But this is not what we propose. Precisely to prevent

this from occurring, we have prohibited supplementation of vouchers by

parents. Thus the schools will compete only with other schools having

roughly the same resources per student. It does not seem at all prob-

able that such schools will be so attractive to so many that the

public schools will be deserted.

It is also important to consider the expected reaction on the

part of public schools themselves. The public schools can be expected

to change so as to compete more effectively. The voucher system would

enable local school principals to be much more flexible in trying new
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ideas and making innovative changes. Hopefully, the resources of

the central administrative offices can be turned to support such

activities. The enchanced ability of parents to participate and

hold accountable the principals and teachers may make the public

schools far more responsive and effective than they are now. I

suppose one of the major questions in my mind is whether the school

district will develop the kind of initiative and responsiveness that

will allow them to take advantage of their strengths. I fully anti-

cipate that they will.

Nor do we believe, as some argue, that a voucher system prevents

(or would not require) the passing on of information or skills that

the public believes essential to the development of citizens and

society. This, in fact, will be one of the crucial responsibilities

of the local education voucher authority (the EVA). If the community

feels that civics, health, or fundamental skills must be taught, for

example, the EVA can require that a school offer them. Conversely,

the EVA can require that certain subjects or philosophies be

excluded from the curriculum. Since the EVA will determine which

schools may participate, there is no question that they can ensure

that education standards are maintained.

Finally, the argument that this program will divert money from

education within the community seems specious. It is true that if

the current public schools could not compete, these schools might

have fewer funds and other nonpublic schools would have more funds.
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On the other hand, if the satisfaction of the community with the

education system is raised, it may be willing to increase overall

educational expenditures within the community.

If, indeed, public schools are freed from many of the current

bureaucratic restrictions and individual principals and teachers

are given the flexibility to provide diversified education

for children from diversified backgrounds, then the system of public

education in this nation will be significantly strengthened. To the

extent that we can provide an education that does not discriminate

against a child because he is poor or Black and must therefore attend

a school where he can expect to read at only the sixth grade level

after twelve years of school, then the system of public education in

this nation will be significantly strengthened. And finally, if the

confidence of the American public can be restored in a system of

public education that is more successful in meeting the demands of an

increasingly complex and diversified society, then the system of

public education in this nation will be significantly strengthened.

' 2. The Voucher System May Increase Racial and Social Integration

One of the major intents of the regulations proposed for

this experiment is the prevention of increased segregation

and promotion of integration. Since such a system has not

yet been tried, it is impossible to state with confidence

what will happen. Clearly, however, this experiment is as

subject to court review as any program affecting equality
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of educational opportunity and segregation. We expect

that it will be reviewed by the courts and if the result-

ing patterns of school attendance is deemed to be uncon-

stitutional or illegal, the system will be enjoined from

further operations.

I am quite optimistic, though, that this system will

have favorable effects upon patterns of integrated school-

ing. There are three ways in which more integrated pat-

terns of schooling can be achieved. First, poor, minority

parents can be provided opportunities to enroll their

children in schools in middle class and/or white neighbor-

hoods if they so desire. This has been tried in experi-

ments with Open Enrollment without conspicuous success.

Long bus rides, indifferent administrators who have noth-

ing to gain under the plan, and limited student capacity

at popular schools all contributed to the failure of Open

Enrollment to bring widespread improvements in education

and integration.

A second means of promoting integration is to encour-

age schools to actively recruit children from diverse back-

grounds. Educational parks and magnet schools are examples

of attempts to make schools sufficiently attractive so that
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both white middle class parents and minority parents

will want their children to attend.

Finally, school systems can directly intervene

to insure integrati,on takes place by imposing quotas

on schools.

Past efforts to achieve integration have typi-

cally emphasized only one of the above approaches.

Open Enrollment has been attempted but generally

only with a limited effort on the part of schools to

recruit students or to develop schools that are most

appealing to all students. Another effort to achieve

integration has been mandatory quotas but the parents

have frequently been totally left out of the decision

process as to what schools their children are to attend.

The regulated voucher system we are proposing combines

elements of all three approaches: Parental choice,

active participation on the part of schools and direct

regulation on acceptance criteria. The combination of

these three approaches hopefully will create a system
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in which schools will compete for students by enriching

their programs and parents will hold schools accountable

for their performance. Moreover, it is possible that

the voluntary process 'involved will lead to more satis-

factory integration than is the case in involuntary bus-

sing. Certainly, it is worth continuing our efforts to

seek better means of achi,ving integration. We still

have a long way to go and to curtail our search for new

approaches would be extremely shortsighted,

It is clear that segregated schools can exist under the

proposed voucher experiment only if both the majority and

minority population want such an outcome. The regulations

require nondiscrimination among the applicants. If there

are no minority or majority applicants, there will be no

minority or majority students in a school. It is pos-

sible, however, to add requirements for integration: for

example, schools could be ineligible to cash vouchers

unless they had achieved some agreed racial balance. Such

quotas would require that schools recruit sufficient

minority or majority group members.

We have not proposed such regulations for several rea-

sons. This is an experiment and one of the things we hope

to learn is how much integration will take place under this

system. While such a quota system might be applied, it
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would probably be very difficult to administer. For

example, how would one handle the case of a neighbor-

hood public school that remains all Black? It is hard

to imagine that funds s could be withheld from such a

school.

Finally, we might consider the situation in the

South where voucher systems, though not regulated ones,

have consistently been struck down by the courts. With-

out a quota system, it seems apparent that our regula-

tions would not be sufficient to ensure integration in

communities now under court order to desegregate. It

is possible, however, that the addition of a quota sys-

tem to the other regulations would make a voucher system

a sufficient response to such an order, even in the South.

But we have not considered any district under court order

as a site for the experiment.

3. The Inclusion of Nonpublic Schools In the Experiment 

Nonpublic schools are being encouraged to partici-

pate in this experiment because they provide a source of

alternative types of education. To be an effective experi-

ment, there must be a broad range of school choices avail-

able to parents for their children. Existing parochial and

private schools offer such choice outside the public school

system. We anticipate that the public schools, once they
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have been provided the opportunity to become more

innovative, will provide a range of choices within

the public system. While it is our intention to

allow all schools that are accredited by the local

educational. authority to participate, within budget-

ary limitations, it is also clear that Constitutional

considerations and the desire on the part of paro-

chial and private schools to subject themselves to

the regulations and the authority of the local educa-

tional authority have to be addressed.

We do not know whether the voucher plan we are

proposing is unconstitutional, since nothing very simi-

lar to it has been considered by the courts, The Center

for the Study of Public Policy has carefully researched

the problem and has concluded that the proposed experi-

ment has a good probability of being judged constitu-

tional.

The argument for the constitutionality of including

church-related schools is based upon two rationales:

-- In voucher programs the State funds flow to

parents, not directly to the schools.

-- The voucher would reimburse parochial schools

only for the value of the secular education they

provide and thus would not support religious
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institutions.

It was originally thought that a parochial schools'

accounts for secular education could be reimbursed only

for expenses relating to secular education. But recent

court decisions have suggested that such a procedure may

be viewed as inappropriate involvement of the State in

Church affairs.

Furthermore, parochial and private schools would be

subject to the same forms of regulation faced by all other

schools. If a student of a religious faith other than that

sponsoring the school applied for admission he would have

the same chances as everyone else in the lottery selection.

Hence, attractive parochial schools might well find them-

selves with substantial numbers of children of different

faiths. These schools would also be subject to the author-

ity and regulations that are determined by the local educa-

tion voucher authority and the State enabling legislation.

This will mean that such schools will have to give up some

of the autonomy that they now enjoy. To what extent the

participation of nonpublic schools is constitutional and

whether they will even want to participate can only be

answered in specific localities. This is one of the major

questions that must be resolved in each of the communities

in the planning phase of the proposed experiment.
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, we think that a regulated voucher program may

have very beneficial advantages for the poor:

-- Individuals would have greater freedom within the
public education system because they would not be
required to accept standardized programs offered in
assigned public schools.

-- Parents would be able to assume a significant role
in shaping their child's education, thus renewing
the family's role in education and resulting in an
improvement in the attitudes of both parents and
child.

Social and racial integration can be increased when
parental choice, active school participation and
direct regulations are all attempted rather than
depending solely upon one approach.

There would be greater innovation in the public
school system and parents would be provided with
better and more numerous alternatives to the present
neighborhood school.

-- Compensatory education resources would be more accu-
rately channeled directly to the poor since funds
would follow the child holding the voucher.

-- A form of accountability would be introduced into
public education since parents would have a much
greater choice of where they can send their children
to school.

We are quite aware of the problems associated with the voucher

concept. We do think, however, that just as society has learned how

to regulate public utilities, corporate activity and private educa-

tion, it is possible to regulate the system of vouchers to achieve

many of the benefits that might be attainable under such a system

without encountering the grave difficulties that an unregulated sys-

tem would generate. No one knows all the answers. And for that rea-

son, we sincerely request that this Committee give us their support

in our search for better was to aid the poor.
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QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED IN EXPERIMENT

PRIMARY QUESTIONS

-- Is the education of poor children improved under this
system?

-- Are parents and the community more satisfied with the
educational system?

SECONDARY QUESTIONS

-- Can increased and more acceptable social and racial

integration be achieved?

-- Is a voucher system administratively feasible?

-- To what extent will parents choose to take advantage
of the new freedom they have in selecting schools for
their children?

-- Will existing public schools become more innovative and
diversified?
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IN A VOUCHER EXPERIMENT THERE MAY BE CHANGES IN SCHOOLS

-- Principals and teachers will determine each schools'

program, curriculum and emphasis.

-- Each school will be responsible for attracting students.

-- Each school will operate only on the amount of the

vouchers of their students.

-- Each school will be accountable to the parents who choose

that school.

-- If a school is not responsive to parents, it may go out

of business.
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III

A REGULATED VOUCHER SYSTEM

-- No school may discriminate on basis of race.

-- All schools must accept minority students at least in
proportion to minority applicants.

-- Schools must be open to all applicants.

-- The voucher must be accepted as full payment.

-- Parochial schools can participate only if it is
constitutional.

-- All schools must provide information to parents.

-- The value of the vouchers will be supplemented for disadvan-
taged students.

-- Participating schools must be certified by the education
voucher authority and operate under guidelines of State
legislation.
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IV

ISSUES CONCERNING CONCEPT OF EDUCATION VOUCHERS

-- Will a voucher system improve public education?

-- Will a voucher system lead to increased and more

acceptable social and racial integration?

-- To what extent should nonpublic schools partici-

pate in education vouchers?
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V

POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL IMPACT OF VOUCHER SYSTEM ON PUBLIC EDUCATION

-- Individuals would have greater freedom within the
public education system because they would not be
required to accept standardized programs offered
in assigned public schools.

Parents would be able to assume a significant role
in shaping their child's education, thus renewing
the family's role in education and resulting in
improvement in the attitudes of both parents and
child.

-- A range of choices in the schools would become
available.

-- Administrators and teachers could arrange their cur-
ricula to appeal to a particular group or to reflect
a particular school of thought on educational methods.

-- Resources would be more accurately channeled directly
to the poor since funds would follow the child holding
the voucher.

-- A form of accountability to parents would be intro-
duced since parents would be free to withdraw their
children from the school.
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VI

TO ENHANCE INTEGRATION THE VOUCHER SYSTEM ENCOURAGES:

I. Parental Involvement

-- Minority parents can choose schools for their
children on basis other than residence.

-- Parents have power to move children from one
school to another.

II. Recruitment of Students by Schools

-- Incentive to recruit students.

-- Incentive to recruit students from disadvantaged

families.

-- Public schools have opportunity to become more

innovative.

III. Direct Intervention by Local Education Authority and Courts

Experiment is as subject to court review as any program

affecting equality of education opportunity.

Withdrawal of school's certification and right to cash

vouchers.

-- Schools must admit minority students in direct propor-

tion to those who apply.



371

VII

NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS CAN PARTICIPATE IN EXPERIMENT ONLY IF:

-- It is constitutional.

-- Are certified by the education voucher authority.

-- Comply with State legislation.

-- Employ a nondiscriminatory open admissions policy.

-- Select at least one-half of their students on basis
of a nondiscriminatory lottery.

-- Do not charge tuition to voucher students in excess
of the worth of the voucher.
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Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I have two state-
ments, one on educational vouchers and one on performance contract-
ing. I would like to submit both of these statements for the record
and summarize my statement on educational voucher experiments.
Senator NELSON. That will be done, Mr. Wilson. Proceed.
(The information referred to follows:)
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For quite some time massive research and demonstration programs have

been launched in an effort to find a means for teaching children to learn

better and teachers to teach better. New curricula has been developed;

audiovisual equipment and language labs have become much desired machinery

in most schools; and teachers are being trained and retrained. It seems

that whatever has come along that is new, has been assumed to be better

and schools have quickly adopted these innovations in genuine hope of

finding an answer. Yet the results of the research and the compensatory

efforts, additional books and tutors, smaller classes, and open schools

have been, at the very least, frustrating. Children who would learn in

any situation continued to be successful achievers, and most children

who had difficulty learning continued to fail despite new teaching

techniques and new equipment.

These compensatory efforts have emphasized inputs: the provision

of more funds, additional books and tutors, summer study programs, smaller

class sizes, and counseling. Until recently it has been assumed that

positive results would follow from this marginal provision of compensatory

services, and that a greater flow of resources into the schools would

guarantee better education.

Performance contracting is an approach which emphasizes outputs, not

inputs, i.e., what the children actually learn. The performance contracting

system is new to education although it has been tried in other fields. The

appeal of this approach to education should be obvious to legislators who

are continually presented with demands for larger educational spending,

but who are given no indication of what previous spending has accomplished,
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let alone any information about what further increases may do.

The elements of performance contracting are relatively simple

although their execution is somewhat complex:

-- A contractor signs an agreement to improve students' perform-

ance in certain basic skills by set amounts.

-- The contractor is paid according to his success in bringing

students' performance up to those prespecified levels. If

he succeeds, he makes a profit. If he fails, he doesn't

get paid.

-- Within guidelines established by the school board, the

contractor is free to use whatever instructional techniques,

incentive systems, and audiovisual aids he feels can be most

effective. He thus is allowed more flexibility than is

usually offered a building principal or a classroom teacher.

The first performance contract in a public school in Texarkana,

Arkansas drew widespread public notice and applause. The Texarkana project,

funded under Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,

was intended primarily as a drop-out prevention program. Teachers and

paraprofessionals working for a private company, employed a broad range

of teaching machines and other audiovisual devices in a highly individualized

curriculum. These features, in themselves, are not revolutionary:

teaching machines have been used, and instruction has been individualized.

What was unusual about Texarkana was that the contractor's used incentives

to trigger the children's learning process. The contractor was paid only

to the extent that he was successful in improving the students' scores on

standardized reading and math tests.
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As reports of success in Texarkana became public in the Winter of

1970, dozens of school district officials visited the project and began

to consider performance contracting to meet their own needs. Office of

Economic Opportunity staff visited Texarkana at that time and saw great

promise in the concept, but they also realized that as the project was

designed, it was not an adequate test of the concept and would not provide

guidance to the school officials across the country who were considering

the new concept.

The Texarkana program did not include the evaluation design or

administrative controls necessary to assess the capabilities of perform-

ance contracting in a reliable fashion. But even if Texarkana had the

most scientific and best designed evaluation system possible, it still

could not have indicated whether the results achieved there could be

replicated elsewhere; whether performance contracting would be adminis-

tratively feasible to implement elsewhere; or whether the costs would be

prohibitive.

A much broader, clearly defined, and carefully evaluated experience

was necessary b'efore it could be confidently stated that performance

contracting could help poor children learn. Thus, the Office of Economic

Opportunity decided to mount a nationwide experiment to provide information

that school boards should have before deciding whether to enter into

performance contracting.

Two factors of major significance led the Office of Economic Opporunity

to launch an experiment in performance contracting. First was to test the

concept of incentives. What performance contracting is about is not

bribing kids to learn nor is it paying educational technology companies
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for doing a better job than teachers. What performance contracting is

about is providing incentives for teaching poor children in the best way

possible and, even more crucial, providing incentives for making immedite

changes in teaching methods if the present ones are not working.

In the same vein, poor children cannot afford to be the victims of

error, resulting from a school's inclination to adopt a new concept for

lack of any alternatives. Therefore, the second major reason for the

Office of Economic Opportunity's participation in an experiment in perform-

ance contracting was to discover, as quickly as possible, whether the

concept worked or what parts worked and what parts didn't work.

The Office of Economic Opportunity's experiment in performance

contracting was launched in August and September, 1970 in eighteen school

districts that contracted with six private firms.

Every major geographical area and every major racial and ethnic minority

is included. In each location, underachieving, poor children are involved:

100 per grade in each, in grades 1, 2, 3, and 7, 8, and 9. In addition, there

are 100 control students in the same grades receiving traditional instruc-

tional methods in nearby schools. Testing is under the direction of an

entirely separate contractor. In all, some 28,000 children are enrolled.

To prevent the problem of teaching to the test, several safeguards

have been employed which we feel prevent the problem from occurring. First,

several tests are in use, not just one and their identity has been blinded.

An audit has been conducted of each company's curricula to insure no test

items are present. In addition, part of the company payment is based upon

criterion-referenced tests which are not nationally normed tests. Finally,

all of the subcontracts contain a penalty clause which provides that all

62-792 0 - 71 - pt. 2 - 4

-
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funds be returned to the government if it is proven that teaching to the

test has taken place.

Obviously, it is hoped that performance contracting will improve the

basic reading and math skills of poor students, skills they will need to

master virtually every other subject they will confront during their years

of schooling. But performance contracting seems to have the potential for

effecting a number of other improvements in the education system as well:

-- Better overall performance. This system forces a school system

to decide what it wants to accomplish, how accomplishment will

be measured, and how accomplishment will be rewarded.

-- Accountability. Performance contracting shifts the emphasis

from inputs (what is done, how it is done, how much is expended)

to outputs (what is learned). It will tell school boards and

legislators what performance they are getting for their money,

which is an invaluable tool for their decision-making process.

Drop-out prevention. There is evidence that children drop out

of school (among other reasons) because they are performing

poorly in terms of academic achievement. If their achievement

and motivation can be improved, they may be encouraged to stay

in school. This theory appears to be substantiated by the

Texarkana experience.

-- Individualization of instruction. Performance contracting may

offer a cost-effective vehicle for introducing individualized

instruction in the less affluent inner-city school; on a

guaranteed basis.

The education lobbies and other critics of performance contracting

have charged that the system will:
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1. Force the public to lose control over the educational process. It

would appear that quite the reverse will happen, since the heart

of this system is the contract between the elected school board and

the contractor. Performance contracting should help the public

(through the school board) exercise more control over the educational

process. The school board sets the standards, devises measurement

tools, and certifies that the measurement takes place.

2. Result in nonreputable companies selling educational services.

Performance contracting is surely the reverse.of this process--the

Office of Economic Opportunity, the schools, and the companies all

will be present at the conclusion of this experiment and expect the

results to be subjected to intense public scrutiny. Indeed, that is

what the experiment is all about, to determine whether the concept

is worthwhile or not.

3. Duplication of Office of Education efforts. Testimony before this

committee has indicated that the Office of Economic Opportunity effort

is a duplication of the Office of Education efforts in performance

contracting this year. This is not true. As I already noted,

the Office of Economic Opportunity is engaged in a test of the impact

of performance contracting on student performance. Each of the

participating sites is being operated under the same guidelines and

are subject to the same evaluation. In 1970 there were twenty-five

performance contracts in addition to the eighteen we funded. The

twenty-five are in no way related, are different in scope, degree

and purpose and not subject to rigorous guidelines or evaluations.
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The Department of Health, Education and Welfare also has a contract

with the Rand Corporation to study the process of and problems with

performance contracting. One of the major products of this effort is

a Performance Contracting Booklet for school officials describing ways

in which they might, if they so desire, become involved in performance

contracting. We feel that their effort complements ours, which, I

reiterate, is designed to assess whether or not performance contracting

is an effective educational approach.

Many of our critics have stated that there are problems at several of

the performance contracting sites. They are absolutely correct. 

1. There are problems related to the unique nature of some of the

educational system being employed and a sincere skepticism on

the part of school administration and teachers.

2. There are problems associated with mistrust between the company

personnel and school personnel.

3. There are problems related to unclarities in the performance

contracts themselves.

4. There are problems with companies complying with teachers' union

contract regulations particularly in the areas of staffing and

bonus payments.

5. There are problems with large scale testing of students in inade-

quate and sometime hostile environments.

6. There are problems in selecting adequate measures for assessing

success or failure.

7.. There are problems with both the schools and companies complying

with our detailed reporting system while at the same time trying



381

8

to operate an innovative program.

8. And, of course, there are problems with students who have been

previously turned off by the learning system.

We are well aware of these and many other difficulties in the experi-

ment. However, this experiment is functioning in a real social world and

not in a laboratory setting where all extraneous factors can be controlled.

The problems we are facing will occur whenever any new program is intro-

duced into some on-going institution, e.g., a school.

The experiment itself is not an easy process to administer and this

gives rise to problems. The introduction of private firms, new techniques

such as incentives and the extensive documentation and control apparatus

the Office of Economic Opportunity has required to monitor and properly

evaluate the experiment have imposed a heavy burden on most schools. In

fact, we thought originally that one or two might have dropped out by

now. We are immensely pleased, and I believe all school and company

staff have reason to be pleased, that the structure of the experiment is

intact and that all parties who began the experiment are still in it.

However, there have been difficulties, some of them not related to the

experiment at all: teachers strikes in Philadelphia and Hartford, for

instance, which have hindered the progress of projects. It is quite

possible that difficulties we have or might have at individual sites will

compromise the data to such a degree that their inclusion in the analysis

could be unfair. If this occurs, these sites will be excluded from the

final analyses.

What will be learned finally from the experiment? First, we will

learn whether the innovative reading and math programs being tested are
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effective when carried out on a performance incentive basis. We will have

results from a variety of students with a variety of backgrounds exposed

to different teaching techniques, but measured by the same criteria.

Thus, it is hoped the results of this experiment will be replicable

across the country. Also, we will have reliable estimates of the cost-

effectiveness of these programs. Finally, we will have a great deal of

knowledge about how the mechanism of performance contracting works in

schools.

When the final report is issued, early next year, the Office of

Economic Opportunity will make it available to the Congress, the White

House, the education profession and the general public for discussion and

conclusions. I have no doubt that it will be subject to careful scrutiny

and any weaknesses which may exist will be uncovered. I welcome the

scrutiny. If we learn that performance contracting does not produce

significant gains in achievement levels, that is impossible to administer,

or that its cost/effectiveness ratios make it impractical, obviously we

will have to attempt to devise different methods of helping the poor. If,

on the other hand, performance contracting is proved successful, educators

and government officials will have an important addition to their knowledge

of how to educate disadvantaged children. In a sense our entire effort is

being devoted to making that information available for debate and consequent

action. That is in keeping with the experimental nature of the project. If

not successful, we will not be a party to any efforts to boost it. The

agency seeks to test promising ideas in any field, not just education. That

is a goal upon which we have all agreed in the past and upon which we

dedicate our work in the future.
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QUESTIONS TO RE ANSWERED IN EXPERIMENT

PRIMARY QUESTIONS

-- Is the education of poor children improved under this
system?

-- Are parents and the community more satisfied with the

educational system?

SECONDARY QUESTIONS

-- Can increased and more acceptable social and racial

integration be achieved?

-- Is a voucher system administratively feasible?

-- To what extent will parents choose to take advantage

of the new freedom they have in selecting schools for

their children?

- Will existing public schools become more innovative and

diversified?
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IN A VOUCHER EXPERIMENT THERE MAY BE CHANGES IN SCHOOLS

-- Principals and teachers will determine each schools'
program, curriculum and emphasis.

-- Each school will be responsible for attracting students.

-- Each school will operate only on the amount of the
vouchers of their students.

-- Each school will be accountable to the parents who choose
that school.

-- If a school is not responsive to parents, it may go out
of business.
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A REGULATED VOUCHER SYSTEM

-- No school may discriminate on basis of race.

-- All schools must accept minority students at least in
proportion to minority applicants.

-- Schools must be open to all applicants.

-- The voucher must be accepted as full payment.

-- Parochial schools can participate only if it is
constitutional.

-- All schools must provide information to parents.

-- The value of the vouchers will be supplemented for disadvan-
taged students.

Participating schools must be certified by the education
voucher authority and operate under guidelines of State
legislation.
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ISSUES CONCERNING CONCEPT OF EDUCATION VOUCHERS

-- Will a voucher system improve public education?

-- Will a voucher system lead to increased and more
acceptable social and racial integration?

-- To what extent should nonpublic schools partici-

pate in education vouchers?
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POSSIBLE BENEFICIAL IMPACT OF VOUCHER SYSTEM ON PUBLIC EDUCATION

Individuals would have greater freedom within the
public education system because they would not be
required to accept standardized programs offered
in assigned public schools.

Parents would be able to assume a significant role
in shaping their child's education, thus renewing
the family's role in education and resulting in
improvement in the attitudes of both parents and
child.

-- A range of choices in the schools would become
available.

-- Administrators and teachers could arrange their cur-
ricula to appeal to a particular group or to reflect
a particular school of thought on educational methods.

-- Resources would be more accurately channeled directly
to the poor since funds would follow the child holding
the voucher.

-- A form of accountability to parents would be intro-
duced since parents would be free to withdraw their
children from the school.



389

VI

TO ENHANCE INTEGRATION THE VOUCHER SYSTEM ENCOURAGES:

I. Parental Involvement

-- Minority parents can choose schools for their
children on basis other than residence.

-- Parents have power to move children from one
school to another.

II. Recruitment of Students by Schools

-- Incentive to recruit students.

-- Incentive to recruit students from disadvantaged
families.

-- Public schools have opportunity to become more
innovative.

III. Direct Intervention by Local Education Authority and Courts

Experiment is as subject to court review as any program
affecting equality of education opportunity.

Withdrawal of school's certification and right to cash
vouchers.

-- Schools must admit minority students in direct propor-
tion to those who apply.
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NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS CAN PARTICIPATE IN EXPERIMENT ONLY IF:

-- It is constitutional.

-- Are certified by the education voucher authority.

- Comply with State legislation.

-- Employ a nondiscriminatory open admissions policy.

- Select at least one-half of their students on basis
of a nondiscriminatory lottery.

- Do not charge tuition to voucher students in excess
of the worth of the voucher.
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Dr. WiLsoN. Mr. Carlucci has dealt with the Office of Economic
Opportunity's experiments in research and experimentation. In my
part of the testimony I would like to cover some of the specific
features of the proposed experiment in educational vouchers and
some .of the issues that have been raised with relationship to this
experiment.
I would like to describe how the voucher system would operate.

The parents of each child would receive a voucher which would be
equal to the amount of public, local and state funds being spent in
that community now.
Senator NELSON. Per student?
Dr. WirsoN. Per public school student.
Senator NELSON. But they can only go to a public school?
Dr. WILSON. Under the voucher system they could go to a private

or parochial school.
Senator NELSON. If it costs more money, how would you do that?
Dr. WirsoN. We are proposing that 0E0 would pick up the costs

of students currently in parochial schools. We want to include them
in the experiment if it is constitutionally possible.
So if the average public school expenditure is $800 per student,

0E0 would pay that amount for those private school students who
want to participate and want to be included in the project.
A student now attending a public school could use the voucher

to attend a private school.
Senator NELSON. 0E0 would pay the differences between the private

school tuition and the per capita costs?
Dr. WILSON. No, sir. We are talking about a regulated voucher

system, and we are saying that for a school to participate they cannot
charge higher tuition than the basic value of the voucher.
Senator NELSON. A private school, a high school, or trade school

that is willing to accept a student will have to accept just the public
per capita costs?
Dr. WILSON. Yes, sir.
Senator NELSON. Who is going to do that with most of those private

schools in very bad trouble now, many of them here?
Dr. WILSON. I rather doubt that the elite private schools, those

charging tuition 50 to 100 percent above the average public school
cost would participate. But many parochial schools charge even less
tuition than per pupil public school costs. You will have some
neighborhood schools, such as in Milwaukee, where parochial schools
that have been closed have been turned over to the Deighborhood,
which is operating them as neighborhood schools. These would be
within feasible costs limits.
Senator NELSON. What is the standards of eleg,ibility ? Who is

eligible?
Dr. WILSON-. Any elementary student within the demonstration area

would be eligible. The locally selected board delegates to administer
the demonstration, which we call an EVA or Education Voucher
Authority, would determine which schools will be eligible to
participate.
Now, as I said, the basic value of the volcher would be equal to

the average per pupil expenditure. We do intend with 0E0 funds to
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supplement the value of the voucher for the poor student. There will
not be a compensatory payment for non-poor students.
Senator NELSON. Who would be eligible?
Dr. WirsoN. Students eligible would be all students attending an

elementary school who would reside in the experimental area. Sup-
pose a community such as Gary, Ind., which has a preplanning grant,
selected the boundaries of 12 public schools for the demonstration.
All children living within those boundaries, regardless of the public
or private school they now attend, would be eligible to participate.
Senator NELSON. All of them?
Dr. WILSON. All of them. Instead of going automatically to the

neighborhood school, children could select any elementary school
to attend among those which are participating in the experiment.
The schools can only participate if, first, they are accredited by the

EVA and meet state regulations.
Senator NELSON. So most of your schools participating would be

public schools?
Dr. WiLsoN. Indeed, 80 percent of the total potential vacancies or

positions will be provided in the public system.
Senator NELSON. What about transportation?
Dr. WiLsoN. We recognize that if indeed parents take advantage of

this new freedom of being able to select the schools their children
want to go to, there will be possibly increased costs of transportation.
0E0 will pick up any transportation costs that exceed the com-
munity's current costs for transportation.
Senator NELSON. If you are going to your neighborhood school,

there is not any transportation cost, and if you are there and want
to go to one that is 3 miles away and there is no school bus system
to get there, what do you do?
Dr. WILSON. We would have to set up a school bus system and

pick up the additional cost as part of the project.
Senator NELSON. What do you visualize as the purpose of this

program?
Dr. WILSON. I included in my handout a supplementary statement

of tables. If you will turn to the first one, I list the primary and
secondary questions we hope to answer in this experiment.
The first question we hope to answer is whether the education of

poor children is improved under a voucher system and second is
whether parents in the community are more satisfied with the
educational system?
Senator NELSON. More satisfied with what educational system?
Dr. WILSON. The types of choice and flexibility and innovation we

anticipate would occur under a voucher approach as opposed to the
present educational system.
Senator NELSON. Anybody is eligible, as I understand it. Is that

right?
Dr. Wirsoisr. If they are approved by the local educational authority.
Senator NELSON. But there is no economic standard?
Dr. WiLsoN. No.
Senator NELSON. Then your primary question is, or the first one

is, is the education of poor children improved under this system?
Dr. WILSON. Right.
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Senator NELSON. What about people who are not poor? What is
your question about them?
Dr. WILSON. We want to examine whether their education has

improved also. The reasons we want to undertake the experiment is
that poor children do not now have the choice of schools they can
go to. If they are poor, and especially if they are black in a district
with neighborhood schools they almost have to go to segregated
schools, schools that have traditionally offered education that does
not seem to meet their needs.
They do not have the choice more affluent families have of moving

to a white suburb for the better education that is offered.
We hope that integration and flexibility will result in better

education for the poor. This is an important hypothesis we plan to
test.
Mr. CARLUCCI. Senator, this would enable schools to specialize in

certain areas and enable the parents to pick an area of particular
interest, say the arts. There might be another school that specializes
in technical education for example.

Senator NELSON. What was that?
Mr. CARLUCCI. One that specializes in some kind of technical

education.
Senator NELSON. You tell me these are in the elementary grades. I

don't know of any great emphasis on the arts in elementary school.
Mr. CARLUCCI. One school might concentrate on music for example.

whereas another might concentrate heavily on math. Different types
of instruction—Montessori or Summerhill--might be used by
different schools.
Senator NELSON. That kind of puzzles me. You say you are visualiz-

ing the situation in which some school is going to specialize because
they will be able to then attract a number of students from outside
their area, and that then parents are making decisions as to the
elementary school the child goes to based upon the availability of
some specialized program at the primary school level?
Mr. CARLUCCI. That is right, that and quality.
They would be able to make a choice based on the availability of a

program that might fit their particular interests, the interests of
their children, and also on the basis of the quality of the program the
school offers.
Senator NELSON. Most of us just hope our kids learn to read and

write in elementary school. If you were talking about the secondary
level, I should see that some specialization might be done.
Dr. WILSON. Sir, I think there are a number of elementary schools

that are more flexible. For example, you could have open classrooms,
Montessori schools, classrooms without walls, or other concepts now
being tried in higher income areas.
Or if the students and parents desired it, a principal could place

more emphasis on a highly structured curriculum, stressing reading
and math.
We anticipate there could be interest in the system of education

and the opportunity for individual principals and teachers to be more
innovative in the type of curriculum they present at the elementary
level.

•
52-792 0—I1—pt. 2-5
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Senator NELSON. Well, that all puzzles me. It does not seem to me it
would have much impact on the school unless it were perhaps a
rather massive transfer into the system which most school systems
could not take.
If it is just a few people, a hundred, who come into a primary

school that has a thousand, you mean to suggest that those 100 are
going to have some impact upon the curriculum of that school?
Dr. WirsoN. No, in the majority of the schools that will participate

all of the students in that school would be voucher students.
So if you have an elementary school of 500 students, they would all

be there as voucher students.
Senator NELSON. Then you are saying that you have a good school,

and 90 percent of the people there are from the neighborhood and
would go there anyway, but they will go there now on vouchers.
Dr. WILSON. If they wanted to go to that school, they would list

that as the first choice of schools they wanted to go to. Other students,
if that is a good school, would also say they would want to go to the
school.
If more students apply to a school then the school can accept, at

least half the places must be filled by a lottery or other random
method. This is likely to occur if one school is better than the others.
Alum Rock, Calif., near San Jose, is one of our three planning

areas, a model cities school down in the poor area has a very success-
ful curriculum and is starting to attract parents from around who
want to send their children to this school.
This is what we envision. The more flexibility you (Yet, the greater

diversity, the successful schools may attract more ''students.
Senator NELSON. How are you going to measure your accomplish-

ments?
Dr. WILSON. That is difficult, because no one knows how to meas-

ure accomplishments in education now? We know that advances in
reading and math are half a grade level a year under our present
system for most poor children.

After they finish a 12th-grade education, they can read at the 6th-
grade level.- We will use all the measures now used to assess the
results of public education today. That means standardized tests, it
means interim performance tests or criterion reference tests.
Senator NELSON. Wouldn't it be better we were aiming our efforts

at improving the quality of the educational institutions where it is?
Dr. WILSON. I think that is what we are attempting to do. We are

saying that our concentration is on the student rather than the in-
stitutions. Our concern is that all students learn to achieve some level
of competence in the educational process rather than having a pri-
mary concern on the institution itself.
Senator NELSON. How much money are you proposing to spend

on the voucher system?
Mr. CARLUCCI. We are spending this year some $60,000 on three

planning grants in three cities, Gary, Id.; Alum Rock, Calif.; and
Seattle, Wash.
We have spend $444,000 on a study of the voucher plan at the

Center for the Study of Public Policy.
Senator NELSON. What do you propose to spend on the plan itself?
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Mr. CARLUCCI. The plan itself could run possibly $5 million within
the next year, going on up to maybe as high as $9 to $14 million if
the three cities we have indicated decide to go ahead with the
experiment.
They are right now very much in the preplanning stage. We esti-

mate the expenditure could run in the neighborhood of up to $20
million.
Senator NELSON. Per year?
Dr. WilsoN. Yes.
Senator NELSON. And this is only a proposed 2-year program?
Dr. WILSON. We would contemplate that it would run for from 5

to 7 years.
Senator NELSON. What is the maximum number of schools you

would bring under the program in that period?
Dr. WILSON. We would estimate three to four at up to $5 million

per system per year.
Senator NELSON. Schools?
Dr. WILSON. Systems.
Senator NELSON. How many schools?
Dr. WILSON. I would anticipate maybe a dozen schools within

each local area.
Senator NELSON. So you are talking somewhere around 36 to 50

schools?
Dr. WILSON. 48 to 50 schools.
Senator NELSON. Then the expenditure total in the 7-year period

would be what?
Dr. WILSON. Until we get the results from the preplanning grants

that is a difficult question to answer. My best estimate at this time,
Mr. Chairman is about $5 million per year per city.
That is on the average. From 5 to 7 years sir, at a maximum rate of

$5 million per year per site.
Senator NELSON. So you are talking about 70 to 100 million,

somewhere in that field? '
Dr. WILSON. No sir, up to a maximum of $140 million. Assuming

four demonstration sites which could be up to $5 million per site, per
year, it could be $140 million over 7 years.
Senator NELSON. What puzzles me, and maybe I am biased because

I offered the Teacher Corps bill as well as the Student Teacher Corps
Tutorial bill. Why not take $5 million of that and tie into the Teacher
Corps teams and take the students in school systems and expand that
program?
We are talking about getting young people involved in that, in

what is going on in America and making a contribution.
There are potentially no better tutors than high school kids them-

selves tutoring their peers or those who are younger. It has been
done successfully time after time on individual bases.
It goes on all the time, kind of automatically.
Dr. WILSON. Right.
Senator NELSON. The bill is there. I understand the Commission

of Education Dr. Marland has the program going modestly in schools
now. But we keep coming in with experiments and experiments. We
know that teacher corps concept works dramatically well.
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We have had report after report, after report after report from
superintendents of schools, principals of schools, teachers, and statis-
tics, demonstrating that it works.
So you have got a system that is working, has been tested, that has

been here suffering from lack of funds for 6 years or so since we got
it passed, and all of a sudden we are going to try something brand new
while we are starving another program which we now know works.
With the student teacher corps tutorial program, working with a
Teacher Corps team that is already in the system, with a master
teacher on the teacher corps team, all you have to do is go into the
system to select a group of which school students to become part of
that team as tutors. Dr. Marland himself said he would like to see
:100,000 or 400,000 students in the program.
Dr. WILSON. Yes.
Senator NELSON. I don't understand that. We pass programs and

don't fund them or give them a chance to operate, and then we come
in with brand new programs.
Mr. CAimuccir. There is nothing in what we are proposing, Mr.

Chairman, that would prevent the Teacher Corps from going for-
ward. We think, the overall expenditures on the poor by the Federal
Government are very modest. The kind of experiment we are pro-
posing is designed to test what would be a more far-reaching change.
I think our school system has not contemplated this yet.

Senator NELSON. A far-reaching change in what way?
Mr. CARLUCCI. It would offer to poor parents the same choice among

that the wealthy presently have. We try to look at this particular
experiment not with respect to education as such—we don't think
we're experts in education—but rather in terms of the very close rela-
tionship between poverty and education. Poor children are not getting
the same kind of educational advantage that accures to the children
of the wealthy.
So we feel under the terms of our act we have an obligation to

experiment with ways in which we can combat the root causes of
poverty, and certainly one of them is education.
Senator NELSON. Yes, but the fact is that you have got to improve

the schools where the kids are. No matter how you slice it, you are
not all of a sudden going to close all the poor schools in America and
then transfer them somplace else to another school that is a better
school than the one they were in.
The answer is that you have got to improve the school there, and

all I am saying is that the tool to improve dramatically improve
teaching within the schools in the ghetto areas, or out in Appalacia,
is to bring in tutorial service to these kids which helps motivate them,
which has been demonstrated hundreds and hundreds of times in the
Teacher Corps program.
You are going to do something else. You are going to give every-

body a voucher to go wherever they want to go. If it really worked
and you really funded it and you provided the transportation and
the system they could go to is really much better, they are just going
to close up all the fest of these schools, and give the children the same
rights to go someplace else as everybody else who has money.
I would like to see everybody have the right to go wherever they
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please, .but it isn't going to do any good just to provide a limited op-
portunity for a few people to do this and ignore the school that is
there in the neighborhood.
Dr. WI',sox. If the hypothesis for the school is correct, Mr. Chair-

man, we think introducing the element of competition could in itself
result in improving the school that is there.
Senator NELSON. What do you mean by competition?
You mean the school board in a central city or Appalachia, that

one of those kids is leaving to go to another school, that they are
going to be embarrassed and improve their school?
Mr. CARLUCCI. We think that allowing poor parents an element of

choice would induce greater responsiveness to the needs of those
parents on the part of the local school system.
I would like to stress that we are not running an operating pro-

gram, that this is an experiment designed to see if this kind of ap-
proach would work.
Dr. WILSON. Federal, State and local expenditures for elementary

and secondary education are now $47 billion. The Federal Govern-
ment, of course, provides a major portion of this sum through the
various titles of ESEA, Teacher Corps, other compensatory programs,
Hea,dstart and Followthrough.
We are not talking about, in the voucher system, about an opera-

tional program. We are looking for new ways to improve education.
I think this effort must continue. The search for better educational

methods has to go on simultaneously with the existing operational
programs, such as the Teacher Corps, ESEA, Headstart, and those
types of programs.
Senator NELSON. You have some programs that are working. Why

don't we fund them before starting other programs which might
have some merit to them?
I have great reservations about this one. I don't know. You might

give a deprived child an opportunity to go into a better system, but
if you give them all the opportunity, which everybody would like to
do, there would not be any left in the other system, and I don't think
that is going to improve the other system.
I don't think just infusing some kids into a system that is better

than another system improves either one of them. I doubt it.
Mr. CARLO-COT. Mr. Chairman, the implication of that is that our

system is so rigid that it can't change.
Senator NELSON. That is not a bad summary of the situation, and

it needs something in it to change it, and I don't think transferring
kids changes the school system.
There are all kinds of things wrong, all kinds of rigidity in the

school system, and I think the schools in the country turn children
off more than they turn them on.
But transferring them around is not going to improve a school

system, I don't think.
Mr. CARLUCCI. We are not transferring them around sir, as such.

We are giving the parent a greater freedom of choice, so in turn the
schools will become more accountable to the parent. If the system is
indeed flexible—and this is what the experiment will try to deter-
mine—it will respond in time and there will be improvements in the
kinds of education that is offered to children.
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Senator NELSON. Well, you might be right.
Dr. WILSON. If you will turn to my second chart, Mr. Chairman, of

the handout I gave you, you'll find a list of some of the changes that
might occur in the schools, as a result of introducing more flexibility
and the opportunity for more innovation.
You see we anticipate principals and teachers will be able to deter-

mine each school's program, curriculum and area of emphasis with
more flexibility than they have under the present system.
Each school will be responsible for attracting students other than

on the basis of the fact that students reside in the neighborhood.
Each school will operate only on the amount of funds they received
from the students, and thus an ineffective school may find itself losing
out financially, or have to change.
The schools in this sense will be accountable to the parents since

the parents will have some degree of choice in the typs of schools
they go to.
Now some results from our initial preplanning in Alum Rock

say that this type of flexibility is indeed desired on the part of the
teachers and the administration, where 76 percent of the teachers
and 68 percent of all the administrators in that public system said
there should be more alternatives to public and private schools, and
only 9 percent agreed with this.
Furthermore, the teachers are 60 percent for, and 35 percent against

the voucher system. Administrators, again, twice as many for as
against.
Parents, 3 times as many for as against.
Senator NELSON. All that may be saying is that this high percentage

believe, as I think they should, that people ought to have, everybody
ought to have, an opportunity to select the best opportunity for his
children that can be selected.
But you ought to have a hundred percent answer on all that.

But you are talking about this as a technique for improving the
system, I guess there are a lot of better ways to do it than that.
Mr. WILSON. That we don't know at this point, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. I am talking about trying to give equal oppor-

tunity to everybody, to poor people, give them the same opportunity
that well to do people have to select the school they want for their
children, that is a good, democratic concept, fine.
But if you are talking about it as a technique for forcing a school

administration that is at this stage incompetent to somehow reform
itself because of the competition. I don't think that will work, because
most of those don't have the capacity to reform on their own anyway.
What you need is an infusion of new techniques, which is happening
in the Teacher Corps program, and the tutorial system, that does raise
the performance in the systems the children are already in.
Mr. CARLuccr. This kind of system might help them to be more

receptive to those techniques.
Senator NELSON. I think we ought to move to that better school as

fast as we can.
Well, I am not going to argue about the experiment. I iust have

some questions about its accomplishing what you desire if you are
talking about education reform. If you are talking about equal op-
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portunity for people to select the school system, that is fine, I am for
that.
Dr. WILSON. If you would turn to the third chart I think in the

discussions, many of the criticisms that have been made of our pro-
posed experiment, Mr. Chairman, really reflect around the misunder-
standing or the many divergent and different voucher systems that
have been proposed.
Indeed, I would say there are at least four types of voucher

systems that have been proposed at one time or the ether in this
country, or have actually been in question. One is a totally unregulated
voucher system. There would be no control on the type of schools,
the value of the voucher.
This is commonly referred to as the Freidman plan in reference to

professor Freidman at the University of Chicago. It is the program
that was advocated by the American Conservative System last week.
Then you have a second approach, the segregation vouchers as I

refer to it, that was attempted in the six southern states and was
thrown out by the Federal courts.
Then you have a third as being discussed in several State legisla-

tures. That system would take moneys now being distributed in lump
sums to public schools and give the money instead directly to parents,
whether the child attends a public, private or parochial school.
Of course, the value of that voucher would be far less than the full

amount of money being spent on public education now. The general
motivation, as I understand it, for this type of voucher system is to
encourage parents to keep their children in private or parochial
schools. This would keep parochial schools, especially, from closing
and placing an undue burden on public schools.
The fourth type of voucher system that we are talking about is a

regulated voucher system, the one we are prepared to test. The basic
areas of this in which we would regulate it are listed on chart 3. We
say that no school may discriminate on the basis of race, and that
all students who participate must select minority students in propor-
tion to those minority students who apply.

All schools must be open to all applicants. The value of the
voucher must be accepted as full payment, which we talked about
earlier. Our only interest in including parochial schools and private
schools is to have more alternatives; that is not an experiment to
provide unconstitutional support to parochial schools. If it is con-
stitutional for parochial schools to participate, then we would allow
them to do so. But they could use the voucher money only for
secular, not religious, education. If it is not constitutional for them to
participate, then we could have a voucher system without parochial
schools.
We will supplement the value of the voucher to the disadvantaged

students. There are two considerations for this. Some educators think
the costs more to educate a poor, disadvantaged student than a bright
student. That we don't know, but the value of the voucher would
reflect this.
Second, if the student has a voucher that is worth more, it may be

inducement to schools to be more willing to open their doors and
try to appeal to that particular student.
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There may be an economic incentive to the admission of the dis-
advantaged youth. What we are proposing is a regulated voucher
system as opposed to an unregulated or a state voucher approach
which are currently being discussed also.
Senator NELSON. You say that all schools must accept minority

students at least in proportion to minority applicants. You realize,
of course, that you will create situations where you will have an
all-white school, much better than that one that the blacks and
Puerto Ricans or Mexican-Americans are going to, so you will have
a thousand students.
Dr. WILSON. Right.
Senator NELSON. And a thousand from minority groups apply. so

500 would be accepted who were going there the year before. The
whites will go someplace else?
Mr. WILSON. That is true.
Senator NELSON. I want to see the first time that happens. I will

discuss that with you.
[-Laughter.]
Mr. WILsoN. We don't maintain it is going to be an easy one to

launch.
Senator NELSON. I am not against experimenting. I have gone

through what you said about it, and maybe it is worth doing. I think
I could think of some better ways to spend the money personally.

Obviously, you can't or you would not be here.
Dr. WILSON. That is true.
Senator NELSON. Well, thank you very much. We have got to get

along here. We have a few more witnesses. Thank you, Gentlemen.
Mr. CARLUCCI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. WilsoN. Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Mr. Carl Megel, director of

legislation, American Federation of Teachers, and Mr. Stanley
MacFarland, assistant secretary for government relations and citizen-
ship, National Education Association.

STATEMENTS OF CARL J. MEGEL, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, AND STANLEY J.
McFARLAND, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR GOVERNMENT RELA-
TIONS AND CITIZENSHIP, NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Senator NELSON. Your statements will be printed in full in the
record. In view of the limitations in time, I would appreciate it if
you could summarize your material for us.
Mr. MEGEL. My name is Carl J. Megel and I am the legislative

director for the American Federation of Teachers. With me is Stanley
McFarland, of the National Education Association who is replacing
Mr. Lumley as the cochairman, with myself, of the coalition formed
last fall of national organizations concerned about the voucher plan
these organizations recognized the danger to public education of an
expanding voucher program under the sponsorship of the Office of
Economic Opportunity.
The representatives of these various organizations approved the

statement, which you have before you. Refering to this statement I

4.
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should put into the record the organization that supports this joint
statement. We are speaking for 13 organizations with an aggregate
membership of millions of Americans. These organizations are Ameri-
can Association of School Administrators; American Associetion of
University Women; American Ethical Union; American Federation
of Teachers; American Humanist Association; American Jewish Con-
gress; American Parents Committee; American United for Separa-
tion of Church and State; National Association of Elementary School
Principals; National Education Association; National School Boards
Association; Union of American Hebrew Congregations; and Uni-
tarian Universalist Association.

Several representative of these organizations have asked to testi-
fy individually. I will present my own testimony for the American
Federation of Teachers. Mr. McFarland will testify for the National
Education Association and other representatives will follow.

Therefore, I ask that this joint statement of the coalition be placed
in the record.
Senator NELSON. It will be printed in full in the record.
(The joint prepared statement of Mr. Megel and Mr. McFarland

follows:)
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Joint Statement
Presented by

Carl J. Megel, American Federation of Teachers, and

Stanley J. McFarland, National Education Association

on behalf of
National Organizations Concerned about the Voucher Plan

before the
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty

of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

April 27, 1971

Mr. Chairman and members of this Committee, we appear today as supporters

of the original goals of 0E0 as those goals were intended by the Congress.

We are speaking for 13 organizations, with an aggregate membership of mil-

lions of Americans. These organizations are:

American Association of School Administrators

American Association of University Women
American Ethical Union
American Federation of Teachers
American Humanist Association
American Jewish Congress
American Parents Committee

Americans United for Separation of Church and State
National Association of Elementary School Principals

National Education Association
National School Boards Association
Union of American Hebrew Congregations

Unitarian Universalist Association

Several of the above listed organizations, as well as other concerned groups,

will testify today as to their specific objections to the voucher program. The organi-

zations endorsing this statement are urging the Committee to order the Office of

Economic Opportunity to discontinue all grants for feasibility studies and funding of

voucher programs at least until this Subcommittee and the Committee on Labor and Pub-

lic Welfare have held thorough hearings and assessed the impact of such proposals on

the public school system.

It is well known by the Chairman and members of this Subcommittee that these

organizations were supporters of the original goal of the 0EO—ending poverty. That

is why it has been so painful for us to witness the attempt to change 0E0, by
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prematurely removing from its responsibility programs that work, eliminating programs

before they have a chance to work, and becoming involved in programs that can never

work--all in the name of ending poverty.

We believe that a larger issue than the voucher system is involved. The

attempt of executive offices to distort, bypass, or thwart the will of Congress is

becoming increasingly a matter of concern, not only in the withholding of appropri-
,-

ated funds, but also in the initiation of programs which Congress has not authorized.

Under the guise of research and development, such Congressional mandates as the

"poverty" program are being ignored. The original purpose of 0E0—assistance to the

poor--has been redirected into an ill-conceived attempt to "reprivatize" our

social services.

We believe that programs approved by Cong,ess should be carried out. We

believe that no so-called experiments which are directly or indirectly aimed at alter-

ing or possibly destroying basic American institutions such as the public schools

should be undertaken without clear directive from the Congress as representative of

the American people.

The groups for which we speak here today and other organizations have met

with 0E0 officials several times over the last eight months and sought answers to

many questions we have about the intent and possible effects of the voucher plan.

The press release attached to this testimony indicates some of our continuing concerns.

We appreciate the opportunity to bring our views to the attention of this

Subcommittee.
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Newly Formed Coalition Asks Congress
To Investigate 0E0 School Voucher Plan

WASHINGTON, D.C., Oct. 20--A coalition of education-interest groups today

asked Congress to investigate a controversial "voucher plan" the Office of Economic

.Opportunity expects to launch next fall. The plan would put tuition grants directly

into the hands of parents who could send their children to public or private schools

of their choice.

In telegrams to Rep. Carl Perkins; chairman of .the House Education and Labor

Committee, and Sen. Ralph Yarborough, chairman of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare

Committee, the group said the voucher plan is open to serious challenge.

One thing is clear, the group stressed in its cable: " . . .an educational

voucher plan of the type under consideration by the Office of Economic Opportunity

could have broad social,educational, and political implications, and could adversely

affect the American public educational system. We therefore call for Congressional

hearings to evaluate the voucher proposal before any such experiment is implemented."

"All we want is the opportunity to question the voucher plan," said Dr. John M.

Lumley and Carl Megel, co-chairmen of a.17-member alliance of national educational and

religious groups. Lumley is assistant executive secretary for government relations and

citizenship of the National Education Association. Hegel is director of the Legislation

Department of the American Federation of Teachers.

(More) 10-20-70
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.Newly Formed Coalition Asks Congress
To Investigate 0E0 School Voucher Plan 

The co-chairmen point to the fear felt by some educators that parents might use

their ticket/voucher--equal in value to the cost of educating one pupil in the local .

school system--to create schools segregated by race or wealth.

They note that some members of the alliance believe the principle of separation of

church and state would be violated if parents were to take advantage of their oi,tion to use

the voucher to pay for a parochial school education for their children. Further, there

is some concern that the voucher system: (1) could place an even greater burden on the

already meager treasury for public schools, (2) could result in administrative disaster

because there would be no way to determine how many children would end up in each school

and therefore no way for authorities to plan, and (3) could lead to "hucksterism" by

those profit-making firms that would use high-powered advertising to recruit student

applicants.

In view of these questions and others, the alliance feels that the program under

consideration by the 0E0 deserves the serious attention of Congress before it is adopted

and before public funds are spent to implement it.

Coalition members stress they are not opposed to innovative experimentation, but

seriously question that a voucher experiment would improve public education.

The experimental program is expected to involve at least 12,000 elementary school

pupils and run from five to eight years at an annual cost of from $6 million to $8 million.

The program's designer, the Center for the Study of Public Policy, Cambridge, .

Mass., has outlined counterarguments, but Lumley and Megel said many coalition members

feel these answers are inadequate and need closer scrutiny. They said that members

of their group recently met with 0E0 Director Donald Rumsfeld to discuss their concerns

and request clarification of the voucher plan. Despite that meeting, the co-Chairmen

said, the group is still unclear about 0E0 plans and feels that public hearings are

necessary.

(More) 10/20/70
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. Newly Formed Coalition Asks Congress
To Investigate 0E0 School Voucher Plan 

Organizations calling for Congressional investigation on the voucher plan are: '

American Association of School Administrators, American Association of University Women,

American Federation of Teachers, American Jewish. Committee, American Jewish Congress,

Americans United for Separation of Church and State, Baptist Joint Committee On Public

Affairs; Council of Chief State School Officers, Jewish Welfare Board, National

Association of Elementary School Principals, National Congress of Parents and Teachers,

National Council of Jewish Women, National Education Association, National School

, Boards Association, and the Joint Washington Office for Social Concern representing the

American Ethical Union, American Humanist Association, and Unitarian Universalist

Association. # # 10/20/70
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Mr. MEGEL. Now in furtherance, may I present my statement,
which is the statement of the American Federation of Teachers? As
briefly as possible, let me summarize.
The American Federation of Teachers rejects the voucher pro-

posal as theoretical rather than practical. It holds potential dangers
and arouses pandora like false hopes. We formally believe that quality
education is possible only through adequately financed and properly
staffed public school systems.

Accordingly we are convinced that educational vouchers would
undermine quality education in the public schools of our Nation.
Under the voucher plan, a parent is given a ticket, called a voucher,

which ostensibly he can use to send his children to any school he
wishes.
Now, we have been told that if we are opposed to vouchers we are

exposed to experimentation. Our total interest is in maintaining and
improving public education in our Nation. We reject outright the
premise that education has failed.
The American education system by and large has served Amer-

icans well. We do not deny that there are some. deficiencies. The
voucher program will not solve those deficiencies, At a time when
public education needs unified efforts of all segments of our society,
the educational voucher would generate devisiveness with the public
school system in America in the following manner: These are listed
on page 3, of my formal statement. I will not repeat them here, in
the interests of time. However, I do want to point out that each
time on these objections has been brought forth, the proponents of
the voucher plan have offered perfunctory safeguards and devices
to answer these objectives.
The major question, how will the plan improve public education.

Has never been answered. Over and over and over again, we have
asked this question of the sponsors. One of the answers, given by
the sponsors—and we had that answer this morning—is compe-
tition. Now, competition may be the essence of the free enterprise
system, but competition in an academic situation would be detri-
mental to better education.
Teachers competing for ratings for their school may be tempted to

resort to ostentatious teaching. In such a system teachers would
continue to live and work in an atmosphere of limitations. The
school administration would be fearful of losing students, and
teachers would hesitate to try new ideas or give full expressions to
their opinions lest they incur the wrath of the school administration.
The educational voucher, would disperse already meager educa-

tional funds, and yet nowhere do the sponsors of educational
vouchers propose more money for operation of public education. Here
in lies the reason why no satisfactory answer has been given to the
basic question of how the educational voucher would improve
public education?
We have stated that educational deficiences exist. A hungry boy

or girl from a disadvantaged home is not going to be a good student.
Public education is one of the few ways to relieve the many
conflicting pressures that are dividing our society, pressures of
race, or religion, of poverty, and of urban areas.
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The voucher system would create further divisiveness, as indicated
in my statement from the personal experience I had in Kansas
City, Mo.
The voucher proposal has invested broad discontent. The Executive

Council of the AFL—CIO stated that this is the most bizarre pro-
posal that has yet come from the Nixon administration.
David Selden, president of the American Federation of Teachers,

in his address to the 1970 AFT Convention stated that the voucher
proposal would lead to "hucksterism," by nonpublic operators to
recruit students.

Since that time President Selden has written an article for the
Columbia University Teachers College Record entitled "Vouchers,
Education or Sop"; I would ask that this article be included in the
record.

Senator NELSON. It will be included.
(The information referred to follows:)
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by

DAVID SELDEN

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS
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One of today's most controversial educational issues is the voucher plan—a
scheme designed to give students choice of school rather than requiring them
to attend schools to which they are assigned. Parents would be given certificates
equal to the cost of educating their children and could then spend these certifi-
cates in any public or private school with room to accommodate their children.
Opponents of the voucher plan are divided into two camps: those who be-

lieve that it will not work and those who believe it will. Those who oppose the
voucher plan on grounds of impracticality have found themselves at a serious
disadvantage because, as each new detailed objection has been registered, pro-
ponents of the plan have added new qualifications and safeguards designed to
eliminate the objection. Those who oppose the plan as a matter of principle are
raising more fundamental objections. They hold that the voucher plan is a danger-
ous and divisive proposal which could even destroy the public school system.

Innocence Abroad Actually, there is no single
voucher plan. One of the first to use the term was conservative economist Mil-
ton Friedman who was trying to find a way to turn the schools over to private
enterprise. Later, Christopher Jencks and his associates at the Harvard Grad-
uate School of Education saw vouchers as a way to bring about educational
changes. They were and still are deeply concerned about the failure of Ameri-
can schools to educate underclass students, particularly those who live in the
black slums and ghettos of our big cities. Jencks and others observed that while
schools in nearby Boston and in other cities are overcrowded and run-down,
many middle-class suburbs of those cities have underutilized school facilities.
Furthermore, the voucher advocates took heed of the central finding of the

Coleman Report to the effect that the most influential element in a child's edu-
cation is his social milieu. If such children could be helped to leapfrog out of

the city and into suburban schools, they would thus be receiving intrinsically
better educational service on the one hand and a more learning-supporting en-

vironment on the other.
Jencks and his associates further observed that throughout the nation there

are a number of small, highly innovative private schools which are apparently

achieving spectacular results. Yet many of these experimental schools live a

hand-to-mouth existence. If a way could be found to give such schools financial

David Selden is president of the American Federation of Teachers.
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security, the probability of developing useful, new educational techniques
would be increased.
Hence, vouchers. What has happened to the original pure-hearted voucher

concept, however, is a classic example of good intentions gone bad.

Mechanical Problems One of the early prob-
lems encountered in making the voucher scheme viable was the obvious fact
that putting an urban educational price tag on a poor kid would still leave him
unable to afford a suburban school. Therefore, one of the first elements that
was added to the concept was that children from poverty slum families would
be given added educational green stamps, so that they could afford a more ex-
pensive education than they would get if they stayed in their urban attendance
districts. This voucher override caveat introduces a vital cop-out right at the

• outset.
Although educational arguers concede that suburban education is better and

that it costs more, they do not concede that urban education could be improved
if more money were to be spent in the cities. The more vociferous critics of our
public schools proceed from the premise that we could educate children if we,
(1) really wanted to do a job, and (2) had the right idea about how to teach.
They vigorously dispute assertions by teachers and their organizations that
well-qualified and well-paid teachers with small classes, reasonable classroom-
hour loads, ample remedial assistance, and good physical surroundings have
much to do with the quality of instruction. Yet many of these same critics sup-
port the voucher plan, despite its initial concession that good education will
cost more than we are now spending in slum schools.
Money alone is not an absolute determinant of educational quality. A study

by the NAACP in 1969 showed that a large proportion—although not the ma-
jority by any means—of so-called compensatory education programs financed
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act proved to be
educationally worthless. On the other hand, it is impossible to effect any large-
scale improvement in education without having more money to hire teachers and
other personnel and to invest in new schools and equipment. And if more money
can be made available for education, it should be spent to improve the public
schools in the areas of greatest need.
The voucher bounty idea would introduce incentives for operators of pri-

vate schools and, of course, for suburban school boards. Supporters of the plan
pooh-pooh the possibility that the profit motive would stimulate added
hucksterism in education. However, unless safeguards against profiteering
were carefully drawn and enforced, voucher money would most certainly
tempt unscrupulous educational entrepreneurs in the same way that the GI
Bill stimulated the growth of all those electronics, watchmaking, and key
punch "schools." Most of the victims of those enterprises were ex-servicemen
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from the underclass who were looking for educational shortcuts. The greater
educational need of underclass children and their parents makes them more
vulnerable to the blandishments of fly-by-night school operators.

Open Enrollment The term voucher plan is so
catchy that one almost takes for granted that this is something new, but it is
not. In the early, liberal, integrationist days following the U.S. Supreme Court's
1954 school desegregation decision, many school districts adopted so-called
open enrollment plans. Black children who otherwise would have been attend-
ing all-black slum schools were permitted to transfer to other schools if those
schools had space to receive them. Many of these plans also provided free bus-
ing, again on a voluntary basis. While most of the open enrollment plans were
theoretically "two way," it was inevitably black children who rode the bus—
a segregating activity in itself.
Most open enrollment plans have been abandoned or have dwindled to in-

significance. As a matter of fact, they never did enlist masses of students, and
for the most part, the children who rode the bus were those with strong pa-
rental support and high motivation. These were the very children who were
more likely to succeed regardless of the school they attended. They were also
the very children whose presence could have provided stimulation for less
striving children in their ghetto schools.
Most observers of the open enrollment plans quickly came to the conclu-

sion that the programs were ineffective in combatting racial segregation and

that very little, if any, educational gain resulted.
As an aside, the open enrollment plans, confined mostly to Northern cities,

simply proved that a little busing would accomplish nothing; the much more
extensive busing program now being followed in many Southern cities bears

educational promise through its significant effect upon the social mix in

schools.

Racism and Politics Another scheme very close

to the voucher idea is "freedom-of-choice," now outlawed by many court de-

cisions. The freedom-of-choice plans were designed to promote racial segrega-

tion. They were based upon outright subsidies, very similar to vouchers, given

to parents to trade in at the "school of their choice." Of course, black parents

were not permitted to use their vouchers at white schools.

The original proponents of vouchers abhor racial discrimination, and they

have again proposed mechanical regulations which would supposedly guard

against use of the vouchers to promote freedom-of-choice academies. For in-

stance, they would require that at least 25 percent of the student population be

of a minority ethnic group before a school would be eligible to receive voucher

students.
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The proposed 25 percent safeguard illustrates another basic problem of the
voucher idea. Since the plan's success seems to depend, in part at least, on fed-
eral aid, one can readily see the shape of the future. The percentage figure
would loom as a major proving ground over which pro and con lobbyists
would clash, just as they now struggle to influence percentages in taxes, tariffs,
and oil depletion allowances.
Even if Congress passed a proper percentage, however, it still would have to

be enforced. Ironically, some of those who purport to fear the specter of fed-
eral intervention in local affairs are also advocating the use of vouchers, not
recognizing, presumably, the massive federal regulatory apparatus which
would be necessary to prevent abuse.

European Experience School finance systems
very similar to vouchers have been in use in a number of European countries
for many decades. In Belgium, Holland, and Denmark, for instance, chil-
dren receive equal subsidies, regardless of the sponsorship of the school they
attend—public, private, nonsectarian, or religious. Contrary to the objections
usually raised, the effects of government subsidies have been far from cata-
strophic. While the percentage of students at religious-sponsored schools has
increased somewhat, the proportion now seems to be stabilized. Furthermore,
apparently the religious schools are becoming less and less sectarian and more
and more like the public schools. It is predicted that there will be very little
difference between the two types of schools in five to ten years.
The European system, however, couples close supervision by the state with

certain standard requirements—in staffing and equipment, for instance—which
all schools must meet. Of course, all schools must teach a standard curriculum
prescribed by the state, and there are single national teacher-salary schedules
and pension systems.

It cannot be said that public subsidy of private schools creates illiberal, di-
vided, and strife-torn societies, since the three countries under discussion are
among the most liberal and peaceful in the world. But it must be noted that
economic and social conditions in those countries differ greatly from those in
the United States. First, there is no large economically deprived underclass in
Belgium, Holland, or Denmark. Second, there is no large racially isolated group.
Third, government is much simpler and more centralized. What seems to have
become acceptable in small, middle-class, ethnically homogeneous countries under
strong centralized control or supervision would not necessarily be applicable
to the United States with its huge problems and deep unresolved racial, sec-
tional, and religious antagonisms.

Incidentally, France does not subsidize private schools.
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Religious Warfare The dynamite which lies
ready for detonation just below the surface of the voucher controversy is the
growing issue of public support for religious-related schools. At several meet-
ings called by the sponsors of the voucher plan in an effort to "clarify" the situ-
ation, the line-up of religious teams was as apparent as if they had worn colored
jerseys. On the one side were those Jewish and Protestant organizations tra-
ditionally zealous in maintaining the principle of separation of church and
state. On the other side were the Catholic organizations and a scattering of
other denominations trying desperately to save their church-related school sys-
tems. Even though Jencks and company say that vouchers would not be used
to any great extent to solve the financial plight of the church schools, spokes-
men for those institutions quite obviously think otherwise.
Jencks thinks that the church schools would have a hard time meeting his

25 percent minority race qualification. Church spokesmen, however, feel that
with federal support tuition for such schools could be reduced and the number
of "free" students could be greatly increased, thus helping to improve racial
integration in such schools and at the same time preventing their possible col-
lapse. The religious advocates of vouchers point out that church-related schools
now enroll hundreds of thousands of children who otherwise would be the re-
sponsibility of the public system. Unless these schools receive financial aid,
they will be forced to curtail operations and send students flooding into already
overcrowded public facilities. Vouchers seem to offer a way out.
The tuition subsidy plan now in use in New York state, which provides state

funds for college students to attend institutions of their choice, whether public
or private, seems to be in conformity with constitutional requirements. Other
scholarship plans using federal funds have also been in existence for many
years without arousing successful legal objection. Even so, introduction of the
voucher plan is almost certain to result in speedy legal challenge by its oppo-
nents on grounds of separation of church and state.

Several cases now in the judicial works will have a bearing on the legal status
of vouchers. One of these is Flask v. Gardner, which challenges the use of fed-
eral funds to pay for educational services conducted in religious-sponsored
schools under Title I of ESEA. If the courts should decide that the use of
funds in this way is unconstitutional, the legality of the voucher concept so far
as the religious-related schools are concerned would be dubious indeed.

The other test case is Lemon v. Kurtzman. Pennsylvania now provides state
aid directly to private schools—most of them church-connected. A number
of organizations have filed amicus briefs in opposition to the use of funds for
such a purpose, but U.S. Attorney General John Mitchell announced in Sep-
tember, 1970, that his department would file an amicus brief on the side of the
state, thus declaring in favor of such subsidies.
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Polarizer The Nixon Administration has not
been slow to realize the political potentialities in the voucher controversy.
Donald Rumsfeld, who was appointed by the President to become Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity (presumably on the basis that since he
voted against every bill which created 0E0 he could not be accused of fa-
voritism), started down the Spiro Agnew polarization trail in 1970. Rumsfeld was
seeking quite obviously to exploit another of those neat splitters which have
become the hallmark of the current administration's political style.
By pushing the voucher plan, Rumsfeld attacked teachers, who are almost uni-

versally opposed, and the "liberal elements" who favor strict separation of
church and state. At the same time, he declared himself in support of people
who, according to cynical political analysis, are thought to be in the hard-hat
category. He also gave aid and comfort to people who secretly hope vouchers
will lead to a revival of the Southern freedom-of-choice plans.
In promoting the voucher plan, Rumsfeld displayed a flair for half-truths.

In a speech given September 23, 1970, before the San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce "Urban Roundtable," he first detailed the all too obvious defects
and shortcomings of our current system of education. Then he totaled up all
the money spent by all levels of government on education. In the same para-
graph he threw in an observation—unsupported—that "the pupil-teacher ratio
is lower today than ever in the nation's history."
What Rumsfeld left out was that the percentage of gross national product

for education remained practically constant for decades and that "pupil-
teacher ratio" is an almost meaningless figure. Furthermore, if the ratio has
gone down, how much has it decreased? A page later in the same speech, he re-
jected the idea that the amount of money spent on education has much to
do with the quality of education. What we need, he said, are new ideas, and he
charged that the American Federation of Teachers and other teacher organiza-
tions don't want any new ideas, since they are against the voucher plan and
have been against other "experiments" launched under the aegis of the 0E0.
Quoting directly from the Rumsfeld remarks, he stated: "They [teacher in-

terest groups] charge that money, not new approaches, is the answer to im-
proving educational skills." He then went on to quote President Nixon, "When
we get more education for the dollar, we'll start asking for more dollars for
education."
As a matter of fact, the voucher plan does not add a single new educational

technique, nor can it guarantee that giving pupils more mobility will result
in the development of new techniques.

Lizard or Dragon? One of the chief objections
which can be leveled fairly at the voucher idea is that it, like so many catchy
educational schemes, tends to divert attention from the real and basic needs of
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children and the schools. Whether education is carried on by people—teachers
and paraprofessionals—or by machines watched over by people, there is a re-
lationship between cost and educational effort.
No one would deny that it is possible to waste school money, but all other

things being equal—the educability of students, the intelligence of teachers and
administrators, the social milieu in which the school must operate—the more
money you spend on education, the more education is produced. It is silly, if
not malicious, to suggest that money-starved school systems will have "to do
better" before the great white fathers in Washington will give them more
support.

Like a bright, shiny, quick-moving lizard running over a rotting log, the
voucher scheme diverts our attention from the decay underneath. But what
will we do if Mr. Jencks' entertaining little lizard grows up to be a fire-breath-
ing dragon?

Reprinted with permission from
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Mr. MEGEL. Instead of vouchers, the AFT has advanced a proven
program, to promote excellence in education known as the more
effective schools plan (MES). In our MES program there are three
classes. (a) class size limit of 22 with reading specialists in every
school, (B) clusters of teachers (c) restructering ghetto schools.
Now, such programs cost a little more money, up to $600 in New

York. There are about 35 school systems which now conduct an
MES program in their school systems.
Senator NELSON. How many?
Mr. MEGEL. Thirty-five systems.
Senator NELSON. Where?
Mr. MEGEL. In Baltimore 
Senator NELSON. You are talking nationally?
Mr. MEGEL. Yes; Chicago, Baltimore, Philadelphia, Detroit, Cleve-

land and so on and so forth.
The disadvantaged children, Black, Puerto Rican, and white—

whose good fortune it is to attend a more effective school attest to
its advantages and give prima facie evidence of our contention that
adequately financed public education can continue to serve our nation
effectively and well.
In like manner, the AFT rejects performance contracting plans.

Dr. Robert Bhaerman, research director of the AFT, has written a,
statement on performance contracting which appeared in the Febru-
ary 1971 issue of Compact, and I respectfully request that this article
be included in the record.
Senator NELSON. It will be included in the record
Mr. MEGEL. As in our opposition to vouchers, we oppose the pro-

gram as educational unsound but specifically, we oppose the use of
0E0 funds to promote these projects.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present this state-

ment an dexpress my thanks for the courtesy extended to me.
I ask that my complete statement be included in the record, Mr.

Chairman.
Senator NELSON. It will be included in the record.
(The article referred to follows:)

[From COMPACT, FEBRUARY 1971]

PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING
(By Robert D. Bhaerman)

Performance Contracting is a plan which sounds remarkably simple: A pri-
vate firm takes charge of some students promising to raise their reading achieve-
ment by two grade levels within 180 days. If it succeeds, it gets paid a pre-
arranged fee. If the project fails, the contracting company refunds specified
amounts to the school board.
Performance Contracting--as this concept is known—is being adopted by

some school districts. The recent ill-fated experiment in Texarkana was followed
by contracts between school boards and private businesses in Gary, Philadelphia
and elsewhere. As of this date, the Office of Economic Opportunity has made
"performance contracts" with 21 school districts and allocated more than $6
million to promote these projects.

BASIS OF UNION POSITION

What is wrong with the idea of "performance contracting" and why does the
union object?

First of all, the advocates of performance contracting claim that the public
has lost confidence in the public schools. Test scores in reading and math skills
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may reveal deterioration for many impoverished urban and rural youth. While
dollar costs per student almost doubled in the past decade, it is argued that there
has been no commensurate increase in productivity. Yet the point is that one-
half of the money increase was simply inflation: the real increase in expendi-
tures averaged little more than $15 per student per year.
Advocates of performance contracting point out the precarious support of

public education as demonstrated by the increasing rate of school bond issue de-
feats. Yet the fact is that increasing local school taxes is attempted through
highly inequitable property tax structures. Federal income tax dollars are paid
with the possibility that only two cents of each dollar might flow back into the
local education effort.

Nevertehless, these are the economic circumstances which give impetus to the
notion of performance contracting. The idea neatly fits the Nixon policy of
encouraging profit-seeking corporations to become involved in public education.

It is significant to note that, as Nixon scales down military expenditures,
public services, such as schools, do not benefit. Instead, the focus is diverted
for enterprises which find their war chests have been emptied. So they have
entered a new zone: It is called the public schools.
Furthermore, President Nixon theorizes that increased federal education ex-

penditures are unjustified until we discover the strategy that will maximize the
"results" from the education dollar. We are told to wait until the schools adopt
industry's procedures and jargon.
Of course, private industry was quick to act on these new opportunities. Under

a guaranteed contract, firms offer to take over the "training" aspects of educa-
tion ( not the "education" aspect of education) and they promise to get the job
done faster, better and more cheaply.
What are the major specific reasons for our objection to "performance con-

tracting"? There are several. At the American Federation of Teachers convention
in August 1970, delegates unanimously approved a resolution noting the fallacies
of performance contracting, which "is predicated on the false assumption that
educational achievement can be improved in the vaccum of a machine-oriented
classroom, without changing the wider environment of the poverty-stricken
child." The resolution notes six other areas of objection:
Whereas: the concept of performance contracting threatens to become a com-

mon practice in U.S. education, and. . .
Whereas: performance contracting incorporates such dubious educational

practices as merit-pay incentives to teachers, over-reliance upon standardized
testing and the utilization of teaching machines and such doubtful incentives as
"green stamps" and transistor radios to children, be it therefore,

Resolved: that the AFT go on record as opposing any plan, such as per-
formance contracting, which:
(1) wil take the determination of educational policy out of the hands of the

public and place it in the hands of private industrial entrepreneurs.
(2) threatens to establish a monoply of education by big business.
(3) threatens to dehumanize the learning process,
(4) would sow distrust among teachers through a structured incentive

program,
(5) promotes "teaching to the (standardized) test,"
(6) subverts the collective-bargaining process and reduces teacher input.
The AFT is not alone in raising these objections. The American School Board

Journal of November, 1970 reported a survey to school board members in which
this question was raised: "Does the concept of performance contracting have
validity for education?" One-third thought it might; one-third had reservations;
one-third opposed it outright. The latter group offered two reasons:
(1) It threatens to "dehumanize" schools at a time when a humane approach

to education is more crucial that it has ever been.
(2) Performance contracting is a naive idea—nobody can "guarantee' learn-

ing as though it were a new automobile.
To which we would add: Industry can't even guarantee that their automobiles

won't be called back.
The official of one company, who views the motion of perforance contracting

with considerable doubt, as we do, has written in Nation's Schools: "I wouldn't
be surprised if by next year the whole idea of performance contracting will have
passed into the history books."
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There are other reasons for AFT opposition to performance contracting. In
an address to a meeting of McGraw-Hill's Educational Development Laboratories
executives on October 27, Albert Shanker, president of the UFT in New York
City, presented five reasons: (1) The contractors' lack of responsibility to live
up to the terms of any collective bargaining agreement negotiated by the Board
of Education and the Union ; (2) charlatanism inherent in guarantees of per-
formance; (3) the overselling of technology; (4) dangers in the contractors'
motivation of students through ginimicks : and (5) the anti-teacher political
maneuvering behind much of the contracting.
If industry is recruited into the anti-teacher camp, it will have to face the

consequences of a strong teacher and union response. Mr. Shanker said, "We
are not about to fight with a Board of Education for wages, working condi-
tions and other benefits, and win them, and then see the board turn the schools
over to a private contractor who has no obligation to us."

THE GARY, INDIANA PROGRAM

To better understand the insidiousness of the program, consider the sig-
nificant financial arrangement made in Gary, Indiana. One-third of the regular
teachers were replaced with paraprofessionals at a pay rate of $2.00 or less
per hour, thereby providing some $80,000 extra for the firm. The Board of
Education allowed the Laboratory $800 per child, which was the Gary total
school average since high school costs are higher. Since Gary elementary costs
were only $669 per child, the firm gained another $105.000. The Laboratory will,
in addition, receive all federal funds prorated for the school.
With such additional expenditures, the Gary school administration could

have done an outstanding job. It should be pointed out that all other elementary
schools in Gary are required to operate under a $669 per child per budget. With
such profits in the offing—no wonder the industrial complex is so eagerly seek-
ing these performance contracts.
More serious is the deep seated discontent which has already developed among

the employees of the project school. Recent articles in the Gary Post Tribune
report that the paraprofessionals threatened a walk-out because they were
being used as substitute teachers in jobs for which they were not qualified.
Through intercession by the Gary Teachers Union with the Gary Board of Edu-
cation, the grievance was resolved.
However, a custodian who voiced his support of the paraprofessionals was

immediately transferred by the Gary Board of Education to another Gary school,
in compliance with an article in the contract which specifies that the Board of
Education must trasfer within 15 days, any employee whom the project admin-
istrators wish to transfer. Accordingly, teacher discontent is widespread not only
because of the insenstive and dictatorial program administration, but also be-
cause the needs of the children are neglected.

INSTANT ALERT

For these reasons, the AFT has established an "Instant Alert" system for
parents, teachers, and communities. As part of this system, we have established
three IEC (Industrial Educational Complex) "monitoring posts" in Washington,
D.C., Los Angeles and Gary, Indiana. The posts will be staffed with personnel to
evaluate proposed contracts and to alert commonities to the implications of per-
formance contracting' In addition, the posts will examine proposed performance
contracts to determine among other things: (1) The duration of commitment of
outside funds to a school district; (2) who will set policy in all of the school
districts or in the segment covered by the proposed performance contract; (3)
the pupil-teacher ratio under the contract; (4) an evaluation of the physical
setting in which learning takes place compared with the physical setting in an
average classroom in the district; and (5) the handling of disruptive or mentally
disadvantaged children, under the contract.
Henry Dyer, vice-president of the Educational Testing Service, writing in the

United Teacher, summarizes the opposition to performance contracting in these
terms, to which we subscribe:

It must be constantly kept in mind that the educational process is not on all
fours with a manufacturing or industrial process; it is a social process in which
human beings are continually interacting with other human beings in ways that
are perfectly measureable or predictable.
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Education does not deal with inert raw materials, but with living minds that
are instinctively concerned, first, with preserving their own integrity and, second,
with reaching a meaningful accommodation with the world around them.
The outpost of the educatioinal process is never a "finished product" whose

characteristics can be rigorously specified in advance; it is an individual who
is sufficiently aware of his own incompleteness to make him want to keep on
growing and learning and trying to solve the riddle of his own existence in a
world that neither he nor anyone else can fully understand or predict.
In short, we would agree that performance contracting provides an agent for

change, but we maintain that the change will not be constructive. Lives of child-
ren are at stake, not boxes of soapsuds. Let us stop shopping for bargains in the
educational marketplace for our children.

Mr. MEGEL. I would like to defer to my colleague, Mr. McFarland.
Senator NELSON. Mr. McFarland.
Mr. MCFARLAND. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to submit our pre-

pared statements for the record, and then to summarize and make
some additional comments.
(The prepared statements of Mr. McFarland and Mr. Megel

follows:)
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Statement on behalf of
The National Education Association

Presented by
Stanley J. McFarland

on
The Office of Economic Opportunity and

Educational Vouchers
to the

Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
April 27, 1971

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

The .National Education Association has been a consistent supporter of

the efforts of the Congress to eradicate poverty in this land. We have supported

programs of the Office of Economic Opportunity and appropriations to make these pro-

grams function. Our members have worked in Job Corps centers, Head Start programs,

adult and migrant education programs, VISTA, and Follow Through. We do not contend

that all of these programs have been 1001 successful, but we do believe thy have

had some impact on the problem. Much more needs to be done.

In recent years, however, we have noted--at first with regret, and now

with alarm--that the thrust of the 0E0 services has been phased away from direct

services to individuals in poverty and toward what the present officials of 0E0

seem to consider a more exciting role of experimental research.

The latest venture of this so-called research and development function

of 0E0 is the promotion of educational voucher plans. The theory seems to be that

the public school system, under the control of school boards elected by the com-

munities they serve, is not competent to design educational programs to meet the

needs of all children.

We fear that vouchers are an unconstitutional support for nonpublic

schools, that they will lead to social and racial resegregation, and that they will

result in the enrichment of private sector hucksters who see this system as a bonanza.

Delegates to the 1970 NEA convention adopted the following resolution:
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"70-13. Voucher Plans 

"The National Education Association believes that the so-
called "voucher plan" under which education is financed by
federal or state grants to parents could lead to racial, eco-
nomic, and social isolation of children and weaken or destroy
the public school system.

"The Association urges the enactment of federal and state
.legislation prohibiting the establishment of such plans and
ca1ls upon its affiliates to seek from members of Congress and
state legislatures support for this legislation."

0E0 has announced its intent to sink $6 to $8 million per year for the

next five to eight years into a so-called "voucher plan" for education. The objec-

tive is to induce local public schohls to pay sums of money, equal to the school

district's per-pupil cost, to parents, with the provision that the parent would

select the school--public or private--which his child is to attend. The 0E0 plan-

ners expect the money, except for administration and transportation costs, to be

contributed from local and state public school funds. The 0E0 planners expect the

voucher stipends to be deducted from the local school district's funds. According

to 0E0 Pamphlet 3400-1 for January 1971 (page 15) 0E0 "would pay the additional

costs of educating students not now in the public schools." Thus, the proposal

constitutes federal aid to private schools., but not to public schools. In fact,

it will reduce funds available for public education.

While the 0E0 -)lan includes what the planners consider to be adequate

safeguards to prohibit racial segregation or support for religious instruction, we

are fearful that such safeguards will not be characteristic of other voucher plans

which will be devised in the wake of the 0E0 experiment. We also have strong res-

ervations about the element of selling which nonpublic schools, especially those

operated for profit, may pursue to induce parents to patronize their schools.

We are not opposed to innovation and experimentation designed to improve

the quality of American education. Indeed, a major program of NEA, under its Center
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for the Study of Instruction, is to promote and evaluate innovative programs and

to disseminate the findings of experimental research to the school systems through-

out the land. But we are opposed to ventures in the guise of experimentation which

are designed, despite disclaimers to the contrary, to destroy the system of public

education.

We 'also fear that the promoters of the voucher plans in 0E0 have designed

this as a straw to break the backs of those of us who, with the Committee, hope that

if we keep 0E0 alivelong enough it would, with proper management, come again to

serve its true constituency, the poor. 0E0 was never intended to become a sort of

in-house Rand Corporation for the systems-happy bureaucrats of any Administration.

We are not opposed to 0E0 or to continuing authorization for 0E0 if it is to once

again be made the servant of the poor.

We also have grave reservations concerning 0E0's so-called experiments

with performance contracting. Attached to the statement is the official position

of the NEA Executive Committee on performance contracting. Briefly, the position

is that schools should proceed, if at all, with extreme caution in this area--and

then only if teachers are involved in every phase of the program from development

to evaluation.

Our point on performance contracting today, however, is that we believe

0E0 is invading the field of education, which is the proper prerogative of the Office

of Education. Experimentation by 0E0 with performance contracting is a duplication

of an Office of Education project. Also, an estimated 150 or so performance con-

tracts, locally developed without federal involvement, have appeared around the

country. We see no justification for 0E0 to divert funds designed for programs for

the poor into duplication of ongoing programs--in the guise of experimentation.
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We wish to call the Subcommittee's attention to Section 244(5) of Title

II of PL 88-452, as amended. This subsection, listed under the subtitle of "Special

Limitations" states:

"(5) No financial assistance shall be extended under this Title to

provide general aid to elementary and secondary education in any school

or schoq_system; but this shall not prohibit the provision of special,

remedial and other noncurricular educational assistance."

Clearly, the ventures of 0E0 into voucher and performance contract pro-

grams is a direct violation of the law. The 0E0 officials claim authority for their

research and development programs under Title II of the Act, the same title of

which Section 244(5) is a part. This alleged authority is carried under Section 232

of the Act. We contend that the language of Section 244(5) overrides any latitude

the Director may have in research and development, clearly precluding experiments by

0E0 in the field of curricular offerings of the schools or in providing, as the

voucher plan does, general aid to education.

Therefore, we urge this Committee to earmark authorizations for 0E0 pro-

grams of direct service to the poor, to restrict the 0E0 Act authorizations for re-

search and development to specific areas, and to include clear and unequivocal

language in the Act which specifically prohibits 0E0 from conducting programs--ex-

perimental or otherwise--related to education of children in grades K through 12.
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POLICY STATEMENT BY THE NEA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ON PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING

December 5, 1970

The National Education Association supports a systematic approach

to education. Such an approach includes: identification of goals and

objectives, planning and carrying out processes for their attainment, moni-

toring and reporting results, and a continuing effort to refine the total

endeavor. Such an orderly, thoughtful approach promises to provide the

necessary safeguards and controls to insure the systematic application of

change and appropriate processes that use technology to achieve the humane

requirements of students in ways that will meet the needs of society and the

interests of the united teaching profession.

Implicit in this approach is the premise that accountability for public

education takes many forms and extends in varying degrees to all segments

.of the educational enterprise and the society that supports it. Although a

systematic approach to education is a way of organizing thought and action in

all areas, it will tend to make educational accountability in all of its forms

more visible, more specific, and more measurable. The system, of course, must

serve the purpose,rather than the purpose serve the system.

Present varieties of experimentation with the performance contract

in schools represent one approach to accountability in the area of instruc-

tion. Typically the performance contract of today is a formal agreement

62-792 0 - 71 - pt. 2 - 7
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between a local board of education and a private business organization,

'oc a group of teachers already employed by the board of education, to

achieve certain specified gains in student performance most frequently

measured by standardized achievement tests. Contracting agencies are

most often paid only when measurable student achievement has

reached or exceeded specified performance levels.

It is recognized that the performance contract may be a vehicle to

introduce instructional and managerial changes into schools. However,

the contracts presently in effect are subject to potentially serious abuses

that are clearly not in the best interest of students, teachers, and society.

The NEA, therefore, urges its affiliate organizations not to become parties

to a performance contract without careful prior planning and consultation.

Individual teachers are cautioned about their involvement in such contracts

without adequate understanding of the purposes of the contract and their

role in its implementation. Improper involvement of teachers in such

contracts may well jeopardize their present instructional responsibilities,

and raise important ethical and legal questions.

The NEA believes that no performance contract ,hould be undertaken unless

the following conditions are met:

1. Teachers must be involved through their local associations as a basic

Condition of the contract. This involvement must extend from the

planning of the contract objectives through the evaluation of the

performance of the contract.

2 Other measurements in addition to the so-called standardized achievement

tests must be used as measures of student learning.

3. Learning objectives must be developed with community and professional

involvement and must be the basis for the requests for bids on the contract
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4. All contracts must include the provision,—the so—called "turnkey

approach",--that will make it possible for all innovative aspects of

the contract to revert to the regular staff and program of the school.

5. The contract must provide for the maximum use of school personnel

who must be given adequate preparation in the processes related to the

contractual objectives.

6. All pupils must be under the close supervision of professionally

trained and certificated personnel.

7. Contracts must be limited to genuinely innovative approaches that are

neither likely nor possible withi, the school's program.

8. Contracts must not be in conflict with negotiated agreements between

school boards and local associations and must not violate the established

legal rights of teachers.

9. Contracts must assure that no performance contractor may profit by

virtue of any privileges given to nonprofit educational institutions

or agencies under copyright law in order that there be no conflict with

NEA's basic position on copyright law revision.

The NEA opposes any contract that does not meet these conditions.



428

Statement Before
The Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty

(Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare)

April 27, 1971

By
Carl J. Megel

Legislative Director
American Federation of Teachers

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Carl J. Megel. I am the Legislative Director of the

American Federation of Teachers. I am privileged to present to this Committee

the view of the American Federation of Teachers with reference to appropriations

and funding for the Office of Economic Opportunity.

The AFT, fully aware of the educational and cultural disadvantages which

existed throughout our nation, supported the creation and furtherance of the Office

of Economic Opportunity. We did so with the belief that the legislation passed

by the Congress directed the 0E0 to concentrate its efforts on the eradication

of poverty as its sole function. Instead, the 0E0 has proliferated and expanded

its efforts into many areas for which it has no legal authorization. Among these

are the expenditure of appropriated funds for voucher feasibility studies and

performance contracting plans.

The American Federation of Teachers rejects the voucher proposal as

theoretical rather than practical. It holds potential dangers and arouses Pandora-

like false hopes. We firmly believe that quality education is possible only

through adequately financed and properly staffed public school systems.
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Accordingly, we are convinced that educational vouchers would undermine quality

education in the public schools of our nation.

The pages of any history of American education are filled with innova-

tions which were hailed as "miracle drugs" but which are now discredited. The

latest of these safaris into educational fairyland is now being proposed and

partially financed through the Office of Economic Opportunity under the euphemistic

title of "educational vouchers." This proposal is being advanced as an innovation,

with the assumption that anyone opposed to an innovation is opposed to experi-

mentation. The common denominator for this and other innovations is the false

premise that: (a) the schools have failed, and that (b) money is not the answer.

Under the voucher plan, a parent would be given a ticket called an

"educational voucher" for each of his children. Each ticket would be in the amount

equal to the cost of educating one pupil in the local school system. The parent

could then enroll his children in any school--public or nonpublic--and use the

voucher to pay the tuition. The school would exchange these tuition vouchers

for cash from the local government agency.

Our concern is not centered on any opposition to valid experimentation.

Our total interest is in maintaining and improving public education in our nation.

We reject outright the premise that education has failed. By and large, the

American public schools are in the hands of underpaid, overworked school

teachers serving in overcrowded classrooms. Nevertheless, they have done the

finest job of any school system in the world. Our scientific progress, our jet
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and supersonic supersonic planes, our rockets that placed a man on the moon, our engineering,

our technical, our financial and cultural achievements found their basis in the

public schools of our nation. Furthermore, all of these unbelievable advances

were granted finances of astronomical proportions while, at the same time, our

educational system was financially hobbled with a study, stall and starve philosophy.

Senator Mansfield recently observed, "It is so easy to vote the billions for ABM, s

and then to reject money for the ABC's."

At a time when public education needs the unified efforts of all segments

of our society, the educational voucher would generate divisiveness within the

public school system in America in the following manner:

a. The voucher system could easily be used to maintain segregated

schools.

b. The voucher system would cause public schools to become "dumping

grounds" for children expelled from other schools.

c. The voucher system would stimulate the growth of private schools

supported by public funds.

d. The voucher system could lead to direct public support of church-

related schools possibly violating the constitutional principle of

church-state separation.

Even though proponents of the voucher plan have offered perfunctory

safeguards and devices to answer some of these objections, the major question

remains: How will the plan improve public education?

Over and over again we have asked this question of sponsors of the

/MINI
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voucher plan. We have yet to receive a satisfactory answer except that, "Vouchers

will produce competition between the various school systems which sponsor the

plan." This false premise assumes that competition of itself is a panacea sup-

plying instant quality education.

Competition may be the essence of the free enterprise system, but

competition in an academic situation would be detrimental to better education

for children. Teachers competing for favorable ratings for their school would be

tempted to resort to ostentatious teaching rather than professional teaching. In

the process, the student would be exploited. In such a school system, teachers

would continually live and work in an atmosphere of limitation. Since the school

administration would be continuously fearful of losing students, teachers would

hesitate to try new ideas or give full expression to their opinions lest they incur

the wrath of the school administration.

It is frighteningly clear that the educational voucher would disperse already

meager educational funds; yet, nowhere do the sponsors of educational vouchers

propose more money for operation of public education. Herein lies the reason

they have no satisfactory answer to the basic question of how educational vouchers

would improve public education.

We stated previously that we categorically refute the contention that

public education in America has failed. This is not to deny that deficiencies do

exist. Hungry boys and girls in the disadvantaged areas of our cities have been

shortchanged in their educational opportunities. But the deficiencies must be

laid at the door of a society which, in spite of growing, unsolved problems, has
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failed to provide the funds necessary for a truly effective school system. Public

education is one of the few ways of relieving the many conflicting pressures that

are dividing our society--presures of race, of religion, of poverty, of urban

self-interest.

The voucher system would encourage further divisions within our society

while offering no new teaching methods or facilities. On September 10, 1970 I

spoke at an open public hearing of the Kansas City, Missouri Board of Education,

which was considering a proposed Office of Economic Opportunity grant to explore

the use of the voucher plan. Here I saw at firsthand the divisive nature of this

scheme. The false promise of the voucher plan became an inviting mirage to

impoverished parents honestly seeking better educational opportunities for their

disadvantaged children.

At this time when national unity of all groups is sorely needed, the voucher

proposal has elicited broad discontent. Early in June the Executive Council of the

AFL-CIO voiced its opposition to the voucher plan as ". . .the most bizarre

proposal that has yet to come from the Nixon administration."

In his address to the American Federation of Teachers Convention meeting

in Pittsburgh in August 1970, AFT President David Selden stated that, "Educational

vouchers and a half dozen other schemes have been put forth as ways to get more

education without spending more money. The fact is we cannot have better

schools without spending more money; yet, there are many people who still do

not accept this truth. Instead, they propose an educational voucher plan which would
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lead to 'hucksterism' by non-public operators to recruit students."

Since that time President Selden has written an article which appeared

in the Columbia University Teacher College Record in February 1971, entitled

"Vouchers--Solution or Sop?" I respectfully request that this article be

included in the record. The American Federation of Teachers, at its 1970

Convention unanimously passed a resolution, ". . . of active opposition to any

proposed voucher plan."

A proven program advanced by the AFT to promote excellence in

education is known as "The More Effective Schools" (MES) plan. Si Beagle, AFT

National Director for MES states that "The AFT is offering the MES program as

an educationally sound alternative which will keep public education where it

belongs--in our public schools, conducted and controlled by public agencies and

by the duly licensed educational professionals."

The MES plan was established in 1964 by the joint action of the AFT's

New York City affiliate, the United Federation of Teachers and the New York

City Board of Education. It calls for a restructuring of ghetto area schools to

provide clusters of four teachers for each three classes; class-size limits of 22,

with reading specialists in every school. Although such programs cost up to $600

more in annual per-pupil expense in New York City, the documented results have

been above all expectations. The disadvantaged children--black, Puerto Rican,

and white--whose good fortune it is to attend a More Effective School attest to

its advantages and give prima facie evidence of our contention that adequately

financed public education can continue to serve our nation effectively and well.
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In like manner, the AFT rejects performance contracting plans. Dr.

Robert Bhaerman, Research Director of the AFT, has written a statement on

performance contracting which appeared in the February 1971 issue of Compact.

I respectfully request that this article be included in the record. As in our

opposition to vouchers, we oppose the program as educationally unsound and

specifically, we oppose the use of 0E0 funds to promote these projects.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present this statement

and express my thanks for the courtesy extended to me.

#
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Mr. MCFARLAND. The NEA has been a consistent supporter of the
efforts of Congress to eradicate poverty in this land. We have sup-
ported programs of the Office of Economic Opportunity and appro-
priations to make these programs function.
Our members have worked in the Job Corps centers, adult and

migrant education programs. I'Ve do not contend that all these pro-
grams have been 100 percent successful, but we do believe they have
had an impact on the problem.
In recent years, however, we have noticed with regret and now with

alarm that the thrust of the 0E0 service has been phased away from
direct services to individuals in poverty and toward what the present
officials of 0E0 seem to consider a more exciting role of experimental
research.
The latest venture, of course, is the so-called voucher system. I

have heard more answers here today in listening to th testimony of
Mr. Carlucci and Dr. Wilson about what is visualized as a voucher
program then we have ever before heard from 0E0 officials. In past
meetings with 0E0 people, including Mr. Rumsfeld, the past director,
we were told very flatly that there is no voucher program. We were
told that there have been research studies, such as the Jencks study
which put forth a proposal. They have indicated that several planning
grants were let to several school systems to develop a voucher
program.
We are not quite sure, frankly, what a voucher program would be.

We are not sure, therefore, whether the purposes and the so-called
safeguards of a voucher program would in fact meet the needs of
education, whether a voucher program would improve the education
of children.
I think this is a basic question that confronts this committee. In

fact, the NEA would flatly make a request that, before any voucher
plan was authorized under the supposed research functions of 0E0,
this committee hold broad and extensive hearings on the whole ques-
tion of the voucher system. The purpose of such hearings would be to
insure that the issues and questions could be brought forth and, hope-
fully, answered. We would hope that many people would have a
chance to raise questions in this committee in a day or so of public
hearings.
I'm not convinced that would be enough. I think there are questions

that need to be answered, and issues which must be brought forth and
discussed. There is a constitutional question of separation of church
and State. Furthermore, I would raise a question whether it is proper
for 0E0 to be involved in the voucher program based upon section
244, part 5, of title II of Public Law 88-452. This section, listed under
the subtitle "special limitations," states, "No financial assistance shall
be extended under this title to provide general aid to elementary and
secondary education in any school or school system; but this shall not
prohibit the provision of special, remedial, and other noncurricular
educational assistance."
We contend that the language of section 245, part 5, overrides any

latitude that the director may have in research and development,
clearly precluding experiments by 0E0 in the field of curriculum
offerings of the school and providing, as the voucher plan does, gen-
eral aid to education. •
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As I said before, it has been very difficult to get answers. For the
first time, we heard a public commitment that additional funds would
be allocated for the voucher payments for the disadvantaged child to
provide compensatory education.
I would like to bring back to mind the part in the last reauthoriza-

tion of ESEA that provides comparability across the country for the
programs in title I. The title I funds must be supplenmentary to, and
may not supplant, local and State money. There has to be broad
appropriation of local and State funds throughout the school district
so that the disadvantaged schools would therefore have the advantage
of additional funds.
I would also like to ask a question on an expenditure of 6 to 8

million dollars. Why not put this money into bilingual education, or
into dropout prevention, or into the Teacher Corps programs that
have been of assistance in helping the disadvantaged?
The voucher program is an administrative device to allow Parents to

choose any school to which he wants his child sent. It is not in any
way an instructional device.
Senator NELSON. I would suggest that any questions you feel have

not been adequately discussed, or answered, or responded to by Mr.
Carlucci or Mr. Wilson, that you submit them to the committee and
we will submit those questions to the 0E0 and ask for a response to be
printed in the record so that at least the questions that you feel have
not been asked or satisfactorily answered, will be responded to as
part of the record.
Mr. MCFARLAND. I would like to just make one final comment, Mr.

Chairman, and this follows something Mr. Megel indicated. The edu-
cational system has provided a very fine service to this country, and
I think in many ways it is a reflection of society. Society is changing.,
and so are the public schools. Many new and exciting things are hap-
pening, being promoted by Mr. Megel's organization, and mine, and
things that are being done in the U.S. Office of Education, like their
performance contracting.
However, one of the problems we all face is funding. Under title

I of ESE1, which is the largest Federal program for compensatory
education, proportionately few children are being served to-day than
were being served in 1966. This is because of inflation.
I would like to give von ail rwpmnle of what's happening because

of the restrictions on funds. In Kentucky, a very rural State, schools
that have percentages of 70 and 80 percent disadvantaged children
are receiving funding under title I. However, schools with 40 and 50
percent disadvantaged are not getting title I money, simply because
of the limitations.
Many times expectations of Federal programs are held forth and

then never realized. Frankly, it was not realized under the poverty
program, and certainly they have not been realized under most—
or probably all—of the present Federal programs.
The Federal share of the $43 million spent for schools, from local,

State, and Federal sources, is only approximately 7 percent—actually
6.9 percent—in the present school year. •
Again, I repeat, what is the basic purpose of the voucher program?

Is it going to serve a definite purpose? Is it a good experiment? Is it
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going to improve the education of the children where the experiment
is conducted?
Thank you very much.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much, gentlemen; we appreciate

your coming before the committee today.
Senator NELSON. The next witness is Mr. August Steinhilber, direc-

tor of Congressional and Federal Relations National School Boards
Association.

STATEMENT OF AUGUST W. STEINHILBER, DIRECTOR OF CONGRES-
SIONAL & FEDERAL RELATIONS NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. STEINHILBER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be printed in full in the

record at the end of your testimony. If you could summarize it, it
would be helpful.
Mr. STEINHILDER. I will be pleased to summarize it. The National

School Board Association is concerned with the myriad of programs
and agencies which have education components. Indeed, the era of
grantsmanship is upon us. School districts are forced to hire staffs
whose sole functions are to ferret out Federal agencies and draft
proposals. There is little coordination among agencies, indeed often
there is competition among agencies for broader grant authority
regardless of what exists elsewhere.
You heard this morning that 0E0 has 20 grants, and the Office of

Education has 25 similar proposals that it is funding.
This particular problem is seriously even more severe when one

considers that Government agencies are now becoming adept at going
out in the field and actually eliciting proposals and then turning
around to congressional committees and explaining how there is a
wellspring of support.
I can speak of specifically what happened in several situations

with respect to the voucher program where all of a sudden articles
started appearing in local newspapers.
NSBA would be very happy sometimes to bring in board members

from a few of the cities which were mention this morning to explain
some of the things that do occur.
What we are basically asking for, and the tenet which we are put-

ting forth is that all Federal education programs, including those
currently or proposed to be by the 0E0, should be transferred to the
Office of Education.
While the jurisdiction of 0E0 can be flexible enough to accommo-

date incidental overlaps of poverty programs into education, that
agency should not be directly involved in education, particularly in
the majority education program, just because some economically dis-
advantaged group can be tangentially affected here.
Mr. Chairman, we would go a step further in supporting legisla-

tion which would make the Office of Education the Department
of Education.
The National School Board Association supports 0E0 in its at-

tempts to eliminate poverty and deprivation. We do believe, however,
that the operation is spending beyond its original poverty, concept.
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On a peripheral but related point, our organization supports the
Administration's legislative proposal to form a national institution
of education. Yet, such support also carries with it the caveat that
we again ask for consolidation of education research including that
done through the auspices of 0130.
Our association's position on performance contracting is best set

out in resolution 27, which was adopted earlier this year by our dele-
gate assembly in Philadelphia.
What we are as an organization saying, sir, is that that experimen-

tation is necessary, and we are urging our members to look at various
approaches such as performance budgeting, performance measure-
ments, differentiated staffing, and performance contracting. We are
asking as a matter of policy for each of our school districts to put
aside approximately 2 percent of its funds so that it can perform
research; it can set up its own demonstrations which become an inte-
gral part of that school system. Even though we support experimen-
tation in performance contracting we believe the Federal funding
responsibility should reside in the Office of Education.
We have a different position with respect to vouchers. We may be in

favor of experimentation, but we do not believe the voucher system
is a true experiment, particularly since no answers have been given
to a number of questions which we have put in our statement. I
gather from your questions and comments to previous witnesses that
you will have 0E0 provide answers to these questions.
Senator NELSON. Yes.
Mr. STETI•THILBER. Another question I would like to put in relates

to S. 1557. In reality, the voucher appears to us to be another way of
freedom of choice, and the civil rights implications of such a
proposal is severe.
Quite frankly, when we were talking with 0E0 officials about

the voucher program, they said the only time that the vstern of a
lottery would be into effect was after those already enrolled in that
school had the opportunity to say in that school.
So this means that in your instance of 1000 white youngsters in a

particular school, the only black that could come in would be those
who applied and there were vacancies available.
Senator NELSON. That is not what they say in the guidelines.
Mr. STEINHILDER. As I say, this is a little different from what has

been said before the hearing, and what has come out today. I think
this is a crucial issue, because if school districts are going to be
required to desgregate under the law of the land, and this must occur,
then the same criteria should be applied to all, and no method should
be devised to go around such Supreme Court rulings.
The National School Board Association also questions if the 0E0

voucher experiment is being conducted in a scientific manner. A true
experiment must exist in a climate which is typical of its normal
environs.

Its chances for success or failure should be the same as in that
environment, and its operation should proceed in an objective
manner.
From the material 0E0 has developed to date, it appears that

that agency has predetermined the success of the experiment and is
now looking for pilot projects designed to prove its point.
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One further point on experimentation. Any research in a potential-
ly volatile area should proceed with caution. We usually assume this
position in the area of the physical sciences and for example, experi-
ments on the developmnt of a new wonder drug process very care-
fully, and their side effects are noted.
We should also proceed with similar caution in the social sciences.

The church-state compromises in the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 were developed at much negotiation.
The education community and the public has lived with these

compromises. However, voucher experiments represent a radical de-
parture from them and can lead to a situation where tax funds of
one person ar used to support a religion and abhorrent to his personal
convictions.
It should be recognized that at some point, if not a majority, at

least a sizable minority of the public will be incensed, indeed t erhaps
militated, against the flow of their funds to religious institutions.
Perhaps the loan of textbooks as a student service does not reach

the point of church-state involvement, and we have supported that, we
have to refer only to recent events in Michigan and Nebraska.
This issue shows signs of erupting between and among communi-

ties. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of appearing.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much. If you have any questions

you want to have responded to, we would be glad to submit them to
0E0.
Thank you for your appearance.
Mr. STEINHAMER. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
(The prepared statment of Mr. Steinhilber follows:)
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OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY'S INVOLVEMENT IN EDUCATION

Overview 

The National School Boards Association is concerned with a myriad of over-

lapping programs and agencies which have education components. Indeed, the era

of grantsmanship is upon us. School districts are forced to hire staff whose sole

function is to ferret out federal agencies and draft proposals. There is little

coordination among agencies, indeed, often there is competition among agencies

for broader grant authority regardless of what exists elsewhere.

A total of ten cabinet departments and more than fifteen other agencies

support or conduct education, training, and related programs as an integral part

of their agency's mission. For example, the Office of Economic Opportunity operates

the numerous adult and youth work training type programs; the Department of Labor

operates numerous components of the Manpower Development and Training Program; the

Department of the Interior provides elementary, secondary and college level education

and vocational training for Indians and Alaskan natives; and the National Science

Foundation's programs has as its objective the strengthening of basic research and

education in the sciences.

For the practical reasons, all Federal education programs, including those

currently or proposed to be administered by the Office of Economic Opportunity, should

be transferred to the Office of Education. While the jurisdiction of 0E0 can be

flexible enough to accomodate incidental overlaps of poverty programs into education,

that agency should not be directly involved in education -- particularly in major

education programs -- just because the economically disadvantaged will, in some way,

be affected thereby. Specifically, proposed programs such as performance contracting

should be evaluated and administered by experts within the Office of Education as

a part of the whole Federal education framework.

The National School Boards Association supports 0E0 in its quest to eliminate
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poverty and deprivation and have so testified in the past. We do believe that

its operation is spreading beyond its original concept.

On a periferal but related point, National School Boards Associatio
n supports

the administration's legislative proposal to form a National Institue o
f Education.

Yet, such support also carries with it the caveat that we again ask
 for consolidation

of educational research including that done through the auspice
s of the Office of

Economic Opportunity.

Performance Contracting

Our association's position on performance contracting is best s
et out in

OUT resolution No. 27 which was adopted early this month:

Program Effectiveness

The National School Boards Association endorses the concept

that school boards, in order to 'manage their school more effec-

tively, must devise measurable relationships between dollars

spent and educational results obtained. To these ends, the Na-

tional School Boards Association urges local boards to consi
der,

and if appropriate, experiment in such areas as:

A. Performance Budgeting -- a budgeting system which in-

cludes establishment of goals and objectives with pro-

jected resources and provides for periodic reviews de-

signed to assist boards in policy planning and bildgeting;

B. Performance Measurements -- development of criteria and

standards by which to measure the results of the educa-

tional process;

C. Differentiated Staffing -- a utilization of school per-

sonnel in an optimal manner so that each teacher or

classroom manager may better allocate his or her time and

resources to achieve increased student performance and

allow recognition for excellence in teaching;

D. Performance Contracting -- contract with teacher groups

or private industries to provide programs designed to

accomplish certain pre-determined results, limited to

those areas where objectives can be determined and criteria

agreed upon; and

E. Research -- budget at least 2 percent of local operating

budgets for educational research and evaluation programs,

accelerate implementation of such programs and exchange

the information gained.
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Even though we support experimentation in performance contracting, we 

believe the federal funding responsibility should reside in the Office of Ed-

ucation. 

Vouchers 

While the National School Boards Association is in favor of experimenta-

tion and innovation, it does not believe that the voucher system can accom-

plish the above stated purposes, particularly since there is not evidence to

favorable answer the following practical and legal questions:

1. Would the depletion of public school enrollments at some point di-

minish those existing special and extracurricular programs which

give depth to the educational experience of children choosing to

remain at public schools?

2. If the public school systems are weakened, and given the fact that

(at least in the early years) private schools would not compete

directly with each other because their market is public school chil-

ren -- hence making public schools the comparative standard -- should

the general level of education in the district be expected to improve?

3. Can larger school districts effectively administer tens of thousands

of applications to enroll children at scores of schools -- especially

when applications will tend to be made to a limited number of the dis-

trict's better schools? What are the administrative costs?

4. Since substandard education can result in irreparable damage to chil-

dren, private schools would have to be under frequent review to sift

out hucksterism and incompetence. As a result, would private schools

become examination oriented rather than instruction or innovation

oriented? If classroom monitoring is the answer, are the costs in-

volved prohibitive?

5. Will private schools be large enough to provide special and extracurri-

cular programs which are more easily afforded through economics of scale?
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6. Do all parents have the time and information necessary to evaluate

the quality of school instruction and make rational choices as to

their children's education?

7. If proponents of the voucher system are correct that the problems

of public education are not financial, is there a sufficient abun-

dance of capital presently within the average school system to cope

with the extra costs outlined above? (If the Federal government

helps to pay the cost, will it reduce appropriations in other pro-

grams?)

Our Delegate Assembly considered this issue carefully and adopted the

following resolution in opposition to vouchers:

Educational Vouchers

The National School Boards Association is strongly op-

posed to the education voucher plan. This plan would

give parents vouchers equal in value to local public

schools current per pupil expenditure, which would en-

able the parents to enroll their children in any public

or nonpublic school either within or outside of the

school district.

The National School Boards Association is gravely con-

cerned that such an education voucher plan will en-

courage the proliferation and growth of nonpublic

schools and a corresponding erosion of the American

public school system, which is a basic foundation of

our democratic society. The National School Boards

Association is convinced that such a plan will, by

design or otherwise, lead to the segregation of many

children, now in public schools, in private schools

according to race, religious denomination, ability, or

educational philosophy, leaving in the public schools

the handicapped, disadvantaged, and minority groups

unable to meet the qualifications of the private schools.

The National School Boards Association doubts that so-

called safeguards can overcome the critical adverse

effects of an education voucher plan on the American

public school system and therefore expresses its

strongest opposition to the plan, the proposed pilot

programs, and suggested experimentation.
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The National School Boards Association also questions if the Office

of Economic Opportunity voucher experimentation is being conducted in a scien-

tific manner. A true experiment must exist in a climate which is typical of

its normal environs. Its chances for success or failure should be the same

as in that environment and its operation should proceed in an objective manner.

From the material 0E0 has developed to date, it appears that agency has pre-

determined the success of the experiment and is now looking for pilot projects

designed to prove its point.

One further point on experimentation, any research in a potentially vola-

tile area should proceed with caution. We usually assume this posture in the

physical sciences. For example, experiments on the development of new wonder

drugs proceeds very carefully with their side effects noted. We should also

proceed with similar caution in the social sciences. The church/state compro-

mises in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 were developed after

much negotiation. The education community and the public has lived with these

compromises. However, Voucher experiments represent a radical departure from

them and can lead to a situation where tax funds of one person are used to sup-

port a religion abhorent to his personal convictions. It should be recognized

that at some point, if not a majority, at least a sizable minority of the

public will become incensed -- indeed perhaps militated -- at the flow of their

funds to religious institutions. While perhaps the loan of textbooks as a stu-

dent service does reach that point of church/state involvement, we need only

refer to recent events in Michigan or Nebraska where, during referendum elec-

tions, this potentially inflamatory issue showed signs of eruption among and

between communities.
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Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Mrs. Bernice Frider, member,
national board, National Council of Jewish Women.

STATEMENT OF MRS. BERNICE FRIEDER, MEMBER, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN; ACCOMPANIED BY MRS.
DONALD L. BROWN

Senator NELSON. Mrs. Frieder, the committee is very pleased to have
you here this morning. Your statement will be printed in full in the
record, and if you could summarize it, it would be helpful to the
committee.
Mrs. FRIEDER. Thank you, Senator Nelson. With me this morning

is Mrs. Donald Brown, also of the National Board, who will serve
as a resource in case there are additional questions here.
As you know, our organization, which was founded in 1893, num-

bers some hundred thousand people located in 181 cities and towns
across the land. In addition to my service on the national board
of the National Council of Jewish Women, I serve as a member
of the Colorado State Board of Education, and I am past president•
of the National Association of State Boards of Education.
We appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing before

your committee to express our support of the extension of the
Economic Opportunity Act, our concern about the administration
of that act, and our reservations about a specific experimental pro-
gram of the 0E0.
We believe that a healthy community, sound family life, and indi-

vidual welfare can flourish when the barriers of poverty and dis-
crimination are removed. We have consistently supported the con-
tinued extension of the office of Economic Opportunity as the only
identifiable agency for the poor offering them reassurance of the
Federal Government commitment to the allevation and elmination
of poverty, and providing them with a voice with which to express
their concerns and needs for assistance.
The involvement of the poor in the planning and the execution of

their own programs is in our minds of paramount importance. We
have emphatically deplored the gradual fragmentation and subsequent
phasing out of this agency resulting from the elegation of most of
its programs to other Federal agencies.
The 0E0 has been reduced to the status of a research organiza-

tion and administration plans would further disperse any remaining
operational programs in the future.
The National Council of Jewish Women has genuine fears that

this virtual obliteration of the Office of Economic Opportunity will be
interpreted by the very poor it was intended to serve, as a clear be-
trayal of the administration's often repeated assurance that great
emphasis would be placed on innovative programs to meet the needs
of the disadvantaged, and that the war on poverty would continue to
be a major national priority.
For the above reasons, we would urge the extension of the Economic

Opportunity Act for 2 years and that necessary measures be taken
to restore to the agency its original strength and vitality.
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We further recommend that congressional approval be a prerequi-
site to the transfer or elimination of any Office of Economic Op-
portunity programs and that the severe cuts in funds for these
programs reflected in the fiscal 1972 budget be restored.
We urge the strengthening and expanding of the legal services

program within the Economic Opportunity Act and the continuation
of such programs as VISTA and the community action programs
within the agency.
Our strong support of the Office of Economic Opportunity, how-

ever, does not extend to every aspect of the present 0E() program.
We must continue to voice opposition to the experimental education
voucher plan currently under study in at least three school districts,
as we have heard this morning.
Our opposition to the voucher plan rests on two basic council

resolutions: 1. "The National Council of Jewish Women believes that
American democracy depends upon a strong system of public edu-
cation to develop the highest potential of the individual, and 2, we
resolve to protect the principle of separation of church and State
which is basic to our system of public education.
As we have studied the proposed voucher plan, several serious flaws

have become apparent to us. Because a primary objective of the
plan. as stated by the 0E0 pamphlet 3400-1 A Proposed Experiment
In Education Vouchers, revised plan January 1971, page 7, is to pro-
vide educational choice to parents and children, it is anticipated that
"small new schools of all types would come into operation," and fur-
ther, "that schools could appeal to a particular group " * reflect a
particular school of thought on educational methods * *. Schools
could emphasize music, arts, science, discipline and/or basic skills—
as we heard Mr. Carlucci say this morning—and "parents not pleased
with the emphasis of one school could choose another."
The remaining places would be alloted to applicants by a lottery

system. A new agency, the Education Voucher Authority, would be
created in each community to administer the funds (0E0 dollars,
plus other already existent Federal State, and local funds), and all
other aspects of the program.
In our opinion the proposed experiment might well result in the

following developments:
1. The public school system which has been a great unifying agent

in our democratic society, would be seriously weakened if not com-
pletely destroyed. Under the plan, the public schools must be pre-
pared to educate those students not chosen or placed in an alternative
school.
We can therefore, expect to see the public school become the

"school of last resort." I am wondering if we will also see the growth
of another category of "disadvantaged :" those children who are the
last to be chosen by a school.

2. The 0E0 has not set standards to be met by the new schools.
And earlier version of pamphlet 1.3400 did state that standards should
be comparable to those established by each State for private schools.
No such reference is contained in the January 1971 version

' 
but

perhaps there is a reference to it in a later version. We have not seen
it.
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3. The realities of the situation suggest that the most apparent
alternatives to public education is the parochial school. Under the pro-
posed plan, all school age children will receive the education vouchers,
so we may .expect to see a massive infusion of public moneys into the
present private schools, which are of course largely parochial.
Indeed we have observed that legislators in several States (Mary-

land, Indiana, Colorado, among others) have already employed the
voucher plan idea in their attempts to secure State funds for non-
public schools. Some have been successful, some have not.
The National Council of Jewish Women is committed to improved

educational opportunities for all. We support programs of innova-
tion and experimentation in education. We believe that schools should
be held accountable for their performance.
However, in our opinion, the voucher plan, which presented as an

experimental education plan, is in fact, a method of distributing tax
dollars for education, and has very little if any thing, to do with
innovation or experimentation in education.
The plan is simplistic in its approach, and seems based on the

premise that competition for education dollars will automatically lead
to better education for children.

Because we are convinced that the education voucher plan violates
the basic doctrine of the separation of church and State, and further,
that it could well bring about disintegration of the public school sys-
tem and create division and separation in a community, we strongly
urge that further experimentation with the voucher plan be suspended
until such time as full and complete hearings are held by the Congrss.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much for your presentation. We

appreciate your taking the time to come his morning.
(The prepared statement of Mrs. Frieder follows:)
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National Council of Jewish Women, Inc.
1 West 47th Street, New York, N.Y. 10036

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE EXTENSION OF THE ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT AND WITH CONCERN ABOUT THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF THAT ACT, PRESENTED BY MRS. PHILIP FRIEDER,
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND
POVERTY OF THE OaAMI1TEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,
U. S. SENATE   April 27, 3971

I am Mrs. Philip Frieder of Denver, and I am a national board member and

chairman of the Education Task Force of the National Council of Jewish Women.

Our organization, which was founded in 1893, now numbers some 100,000 members

located in 181 cities and towns across the land. In my home state I also serve

as a member of the Colorado State Board of Education (since 1959), and I am a past

president of the National Association of State Boards of Education. I appreciate

the opportunity of appearing before your Committee on behalf of the National Council

of Jewish Women to express our support of the extension of the Economic Opportunity

Act and our concern about the administration of that Act.

The National Council of Jewish Women believes that a healthy community, sound

family life and individual welfare are interdependent and flourish when the barri-

ers of poverty and discrimination are removed. To this end, we have for many years

supported a resolution which states: "To support the development of programs that

will provide adequate financial aid and appropriate services to all families and

individuals in need, utilizing resources on federal, state and local levels, without

eligibility requirements unrelated to need . . . ."

The National Council of Jewish Women has consistently supported the continued

extension of the Office of Economic Opportunity as the only identifiable advocate

agency for the poor, offering them reassurance of the Federal government's commit-

ment to the alleviation and elimination of poverty, and providing them with a voice

with which to express their concerns and needs for assistance. We have also

emphatically deplored the gradual fragmentation and subsequent phasing out of this
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agency, resulting from the relegation of most of its programs to other feder
al

agencies. The Office of Economic Opportunity has already been reduced to being

virtually a research and evaluation organization and administration plans wo
uld

further disperse any remaining operational programs in the future. In addition,

the diminished concerns about poverty as reflected in the FY 1972 Budget would s
o

weaken the agency's remaining functions that its very survival would be in jeopa
rdy.

The National Council of Jewish Women has genuine fears that this virtual

obliteration of the Office of Economic Opportunity will be interpreted by the very

poor it was intended to serve, as a clear betrayal of the Administration's often

repeated assurances that great emphasis would be placed on innovative programs to

meet the needs of the disadvantaged, and that the war on poverty would continue

to be a major national priority.

For the above reasons, we would urge the extension of the Economic Opportunity

Act for two years and that necessary measures be taken to restore to the agency its

original strength and validity.

We further recommend that Congressional approval be a prerequisite to the

transfer or elimination of any Office of Economic Opportunity programs and that

the severe cuts in funds for these programs reflected in the 1972 Budget be

restored. We urge the strengthening and expanding of the legal services program

within the Economic Opportunity Act and the continuation of such programs as VISTA

and the community action programs within the agency.

Our strong support of the Office of Economic Opportunity does not, however,

extend to every aspect of the present 0E0 program. The National Council of Jewish

Women must continue to voice opposition to the experimental education voucher plan

currently under study in at least three school districts: Gary, Indiana; Seattle,

Washington; and Alum Rock District, San Jose, California. Our opposition to the

voucher plan rests on two basic Council Resolutions: (1) "The National Council of

Jewish Women believes that American democracy depends upon a strong system of public
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education to develop the highest potential of the individual", and (2) "We resolve

to protect the principle of separation of church and state which is basic to our

system of public education."

As we have studied the proposed voucher plan, several serious flaws have become

apparent to us. Because a primary objective of the plan, as stated, is to provide

educational choices to parents and children, it is anticipated that "small new

schools of all types would come into operation", and further, that schools could

"appeal to a particular group or ... reflect a particular school of thought on

educational methods.... Schools could emphasize music, arts, science, discipline

or basic skills. Parents not pleased with the emphasis of one school could choose

another." (0E0 pamphlet 3400-1, A Proposed Experiment in Education Vouchers,

Revised, January 1971, page 7). On page 11 of the same publication we read,

"When more students apply (to a school) than can be accepted,
some proportion of the students may be selected by any cri-
teria, except race, that the school wishes. Some ... may ...
give preference to siblings of children already enrolled, to
children of a particular neighborhood, to children with certain
interests or (talents), or to children of particular religious
faiths."

The remaining places would be alloted to applicants by a lottery system. A new

agency, the Education Voucher Authority, would be created in each community to

administer the funds (0E0 dollars, plus other already existent federal, state,

and local funds) and all other aspects of the program.

In our opinion the proposed experiment might well result in the following

developments:

1. The public school system, which has been a great unifying agent in our

democratic society, would be seriously weakened if not completely destroyed.

Under the plan, the public schools must be prepared to educate those students not

chosen or placed in an alternative school. We can, therefore, expect to see the 

public school become the "school of last resort". Will we also see the growth of

another category of "disadvantaged": - those children who are the last to be
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chosen by a school?

2. The 0E0 has not set standards to be met by the new schools. (An earlier

version of pamphlet 1-3400 did state that standards should be comparable to those

established by each state for private schools. No such reference is contained in

the January 1971 version.) We may expect to see a tremendous upsurge of "fly-by-

night" schools, with a "hard sell" approach to parents, and consequent disillusion-

ment of both parents and children. There is also the very real possibility that

schools will cater to very narrow interest groups, thus becoming exclusionist

institutions.

3. The realities of the situation suggest that the most apparent alternative 

to public education is the parochial school. Under the proposed plan, all school

age children will receive the education vouchers, so we may expect to see a massive

infusion of public moneys into the present private schools, which are, of course,

largely parochial. Indeed, we have observed that legislators in several states

(Maryland, Indiana, Colorado, among others) have already employed the voucher plan

idea to request state funds for non-public schools. The National Council of Jewish

Women believes that the separation of church and state is essential to the con-

tinued political and social health of this country. We deplore the trend, apparent

in education and elsewhere, to breach the wall of separation between church and

state. We reaffirm our stand that public funds should not be used for church-

related schools.

The National Council of Jewish Wcmen is committed to improved educational

opportunities for all; we support programs of innovation and experimentation in

education; we believe that schools should be held accountable for their performance.

However, in our opinion, the voucher plan, while presented as an experimental educa-

tion plan, is, in fact, a method of distributing tax dollars for education, and has

very little, if anything, to do with innovation or experimentation in education.

The plan is simplistic in its approach, and seems based on the premise that
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competition for education dollars will automatically lead to better education for

children.

Because we are convinced that the education voucher plan violates the basic

doctrine of the separation of church and state, and further, that it could well

bring about the disintegration of the public school system and create division

and separation in a community, we strongly urge that further experimentation with

the voucher plan be suspended until such time as full and complete hearings are

held by the Congress.
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Senator NELSON. The next witness is Mr. Gaston D. Cogdell, Direc-
tor of Organization, Americans United for Separation of Church and
State.
Senator Javits?
Senator JAVITS. I thank the Chair very much. I apologize for being

so late. I was testifying on the National Health Insurance.
Senator NELSON. Thank you, Senator.
I must leave in about ten minutes, if we can get a summary of

this testimony, we can complete in ten minutes. If not, I will fix
another time in my schedule when we can complete the hearings.

STATEMENT OF GASTON D. COGDELL, DIRECTOR OF ORGANIZATION,
AMERICANS UNITED FOR SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE

Mr.. COGDELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wish to thank this
committee and you as chairman for this opportunity to present our
reasons for oposing any extension of voucher plan experiments by
the Office of Economic Opportunity.
I will hasten 
Senator NELSON. Do you have a prepared statement?

. It will be printed in full in the record, so if you could summarize
lt. it would be helpful. We have two more or three more witnesses.
Mr. COGDELL. In our written statement, we have pointed out a

number of fallacies in the voucher experiment. I won't read those.
However, I will state here, that the plan is ostensibly for the benefit
of the poor and voucher experiments are being conducted and funded
by the 0E0, an agency which has been specifically designated to
aleviate poverty in this country, not to transform and change and
alter our system of education. According to Christopher Jenks, co-
director of the Center for Study of Public Policy at Cambridge
and principal drafter of the 0E0 plan, the voucher plan is de-
signed to bring about "a radical and possibly irrevisible change in
both the governing philosophy and institutional structure of Amer-
ican education." (Jenck's speech of March 24, 1970.)
The Office of Economic Opportunity has not been mandated by the

Congress to engage inexperiments of this far-reaching nature in the
field of education, and if it is allowed to continue these excursions,
then certainly the boundaries between the various department of
Government have really ceased to exist in any meaningful sense. The
U.S. Office of Education is the legitimate agency to conduct any
such experiments as these, but even it should not do so without a
mandate from the Congress.
There is something strange about the 0E0 taking money, public

funds earmarked for the elimination of poverty, and using them to
overturn the educational system of this country. The wierd nature
of this operation is exposed further when one considers that the 10
percent of the children who are impoverished are enrolled in the
public schools, and the 10 percent of students enrolled in the private
schools come from the most affluent homes in the nation, and yet
this program is designed to aid those attending private schools, who
are the least impoverished of all the children in the nation.
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It seems obvious that the noble rhetoric of the war on poverty isreally being used to camouflage what is really a war on church-stateseparation, and the public schools. Under the guise of helping thepoor, powerful sectarian and political special interests are proposing
programs that will harm everyone, but most of all will harm thepoor.
It is being alleged that this program will stimulate competition

between schools. This is a fallacy on the face of it, but it becomeseven more apparently so as one examines the plan. It proposes tobring all the schools which participate in the voucher plan underan Educational Voucher Authority—(EVA)--which will replaceall existing private and public school boards. In other words, whereas
there are actually separate and competing entities in the educational
field at the present time, these will be wiped out at the managerial
level, and all schools, public and private, which participate in this
program will be under the same authority, the same management.
This, of course, will destroy what competition now exists between
public and private education, by making all education quasi-public
(or quasi-private, if one would prefer the term), which is funded
under the voucher system. The result would be the very monolithic
educational system against which 0E0 experimenters claim they
want to protect us.
So the voucher plan would actually be destroying competition

rather than stimulating it, in the final analysis. But there is a fal-
lacy in saying that private schools compete with public schools
anyway.
Most private schools are religious. Parents do not send their

children to these schools because of the quality of education they
give, but because of the religious doctrines with which the schools
are permeated, and because of the religious homogeniety of the stu-
dent body and teaching staff. So there would be no competition be-
tween the public and the private schools on that level, because the
public schools still won't be teaching the religious doctrines taught
by the sectarian schools and which doctrines motivate the parents to
choose those schools. Parents choose those particular denominational
schools for their children precisely because of those doctrines, and
not because of any superior quality of secular education which they
offer.
So, there is no competition there, any more than there is between

apples and strawberries, or bananas and celery. They are two dif-
ferent categories of schools. So the whole fundamental premise under-
lying the 0E0 voucher program is false.

Finally, there is this matter of public funding of segregated
schools which is so much on the consciousness of the Senate, so that
this body, and I believe all the members of this committee, just yes-
terday voted a billion and a half dollars to stimulate integration,
racial integration, within the public schools. And just last week, the
Supreme Court in effect, again ruled, as it has in the past, unani-
mously, that racial segregation in publicly supported schools is un-
constitutional, illegal, in this country.
But most of the schools, 90 percent of the schools receiving funds

under the voucher proposal, practice religious discrimination. I have
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here the guidelines which were given to you in the statement by Dr.
John Wilson of the 0E0. The very first statement of the third chart,
is, "No school may discriminate on the basis of race."
Well, what about religion?
Racial discrimination is only one of the forms of injustice which

may not be practiced legitimately in a public institution. Religious
bias and discrimination, segregation and preference, is quite as vicious
a thing to fund, with public money drawn from all citizens of all
faiths, as is racial segregation. And religious persecution and op-
pression is just as prevalent, just as much a cause of conflict and
controversy as racial preference and discrimination is. In fact, most
of the unrest in the world today are the result of religious-political
conflict and not racial conflict.
We point to northern Ireland, to the Middle East, to India, and

Pakistan, and to Vietnam, for that matter. We are at a loss to note
why the framers of this act completely omitted, and apparently in-
tentionally and consciously, omitted any prohibition against religious
or political discrimination in schools funded by the public money
through the voucher program.
In the Office of Economic Opportunity revised and amended act

of 1964, it states in section 118, under the Job Corps, that: "No
discrimination shall be exercised, threatened or promised against
or in favor of any enrollee or applicant, officer or employer in regard
to political considerations."
We urgently request, Mr. Chairman, that these 0E0 voucher ex-

periments with our liberties be stopped. James Madison, the author
of the first amendment, to our Constitution, said:

It is proper to take alarm at the first experiment on our liberties. We hold
this prudent jealously to be the first duty of citizens and one of the noblest
characteristics of the late Revolution; the free men of America did not wait
until usurped power had strengthened itself by exercise and entangled the
question in precedents. They saw all the consequences in the principle and they
avoided the consequences by avoiding the principle. We revere this lesson too
much, soon to forget it.
We call on this committee to see, like our founding fathers, all the

consequences in the principle, and to recommend that the 0E0
voucher experiment with our liberties, with the wall of separation
between church and state and with the financial basis of our free,
democratically operated American system of public education be
discontinued at once.
Thank you, sir.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Cogdell follows:)
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Statement to the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee (Sub-

committee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty), April 27, 1971,

by Gaston D. Cogdell, Director of Organization, Americans United

for Separation of Church and State

Subject: Office of Economic Opportunity Educational Voucher Plan

I am Gaston D. Cogdell, Director of Organization of Americans

United for Separation of Church and State. This Committee and

the Congress is considering the question of whether the life of the

Office of Economic Opportunity should be extended. Our only request

in this matter is that if the 0E0 is continued, it shall be required

to cease its experiments with the voucher plan for financing privately

owned and operated schools. Since most of these schools exist as

the educational-indoctrinational arms of certain churches, such financ-

ing is a violation of our traditional and constitutionally guaranteed

arrangement of separation of church and state. It is also a violation

of the religious freedom of all citizens, inasmuch as it constitutes the

taxation of all citizens for the support of those church enterprises

which receive the public funds.

The voucher plan, or plans, for there are as many variations of

it as Hydra had heads, all have but one objective -- namely, the

channeling of funds from the public treasury, funds which because

they are taken from all the people and which therefore legitimately

belong to schools which are owned and operated by all the people ( i.e.,

to the public schools) -- into schools, most of which belong to none

of the people, but rather to the clergy of certain religious denomina-

tions.

The Office of Economic Opportunity is sponsoring the Center for

the Study of Public Policy of Cambridge, Massachusetts, in a series

of experiments with the voucher method of financing education. Accord-

ing to the 0E0 Publication, No. 31+00-1 (A Proposed Experiment in

Education Vouchers, revised January, 1971), "large planning grants

would finance more detailed, intensive, full-scale planning for the dem-

onstration." It is reported that the Federal government plans to invest

$20 to $29 million per year for at least five years in this experiment.

(Contact, February, 1971, p. 5)

According to Christopher Jencks, co-director of the Center for

the Study of Public Policy in Cambridge and principle drafter of the

0E0 plan, the voucher plan is designed to bring about "a radical and

possibly irreversible change in both the governing philosophy and the

institutional structure of American education."* We wish to point out

to this Subcommittee and to the United States Senate that the Of-

fice of Economic Opportunity has no mandate from the Congress or

from the people to engage in experiments in the field of education

which looked toward a "radical and possibly irreversible change in both

the governing philosophy and the institutional structure of American

62-792 0-71 - pt. 2 -9
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education." *( Washington Speech of March 24, 1970, to the National

Committee for the Support of Public Schools) If such radical ex-

periments in the field of education are to be conducted, they should

be conducted by the U. S. Office of Education, that arm of our

government which has education as its legitimate field of purview and

investigation, and not by a department which has been brought into

being and given the sole task of carrying out programs for the alle-

viation of poverty in this country.

There is something strange indeed about the 0E0 taking public

funds earmarked for the alleviation of poverty and using*I'or pro-

grams aimed at overturning the entire educational system of the

United States in regard to both its governing philosophy and institu-

tional structure. The weird nature of this whole operation is ex-

posed still further when one considers that the children of that 10

percent of our people who are impoverished are, almost all of them,

a part of the 90 percent of our people whose children are enrolled

in the public schools, and that the approximately 10 or 11 percent of

our children who attend private schools are broadly speaking, from

the most affluent homes in the nation. Yet this entire CEO pro-

gram is designed to aid those who attend private schools, who are

the least impoverished of all the children in the nation. So, for the

alleged benefit of the 10 percent of our population which is impover-

ished, a system is being proposed, and financed with money earmarked

for the impoverished, which will benefit to begin with, only the 10

percent who are in the private schools and who are, by and large,

on the exactly opposite end of the economic scale. It is proposed

that the educational system serving 90 percent of our population shall

be turned upside down and robbed of its present means of financing

for the benefit of the 10 percent of our children who need it the

least. It seems apparent that the noble rhetoric of the war on pov-

erty is being used to camouflage what is really a war on church-state

separation in America, and under the guise of helping the poor, power-

ful sectarian and political interests are proposing programs which will

harm everyone, but most of all, the poor.

In other words, the plan here is to rob the people's schools, the

public schools, and give the money to the special interest schools,

which are not owned by the public at all and which are not answerable

to the people, not even to those who send their children to them.

If this irresponsible excursion of the 0E0 into the realm of

education is tacitly sanctioned by the Congress through its extension

of the Economic Opportunity Act, without a specific stipulation that

the 0E0 should withdraw from its adventure into the domain set apart

for another agency of the government entirely, then the boundaries be-

tween the various departments of government have really ceased to

exist in any meaningful sense. If the 0E0, on the pretext that there

is a relationship between education and poverty, can invade the domain
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of the U. S. Office of Education, then the 0E0 can likewise invade

the domain of the Department of Agriculture, since an abundance of

food is certainly directly connected to the needs of the impoverished;

it can invade the field of the U. S. Department of Health, since poor

health, malnutrition, and physical disability are certainly major causes

of poverty; it can invade the domain of the Department of Commerce,

since the affairs of trade and commerce certainly bear directly upon

the availability of jobs and the general prosperity of the country and

therefore the welfare of the impoverished; it can invade the domain

of the Treasury Department, because what is poverty except a lack

of money, and a really quick solution to the problem would be just to

give every impoverished person enough money to raise him above the

level of economic deprivation. We believe, in fact, that all of these

excursions on the part of the 0E0 into areas set aside for specific

governmental departments would be more justifiable in the final ana-

lysis than its excursion into the realm of education to bring about "a

radical and irreversible change in both the governing philosophy and in-

stitutional structure of American education." It is fantastic that

this department should be allowed to do this, with impunity, and to

spend funds earmarked for the impoverished for programs which do

not have the impoverished as their real target or beneficiaries at

all, but rather the affluent, and in fact, which aim to radically and

irreversibly upset the whole educational system of this country for

100 percent of the people, not just the 10 percent which are impov-

erished. In fact, the impoverished will quite obviously receive the most

darnzgrg results of the program of anybody, since the schools which now

serve them, almost totally, will be robbed of funds which will be given

to schools which serve the affluent, almost altogether. The Office

of Economic Opportunity would not have the right to experiment with

educational vouchers even if those experiments were limited to the

poor only. But, they are experimenting for all classes of society

and proposing a radical change in the structure and philosophy of edu-

cation in this country for all people on the grounds that it might some-

how help that 10 percent of the people who are impoverished who ac-

tually will be the most harmed by the experiment.

The first fallacy upon which the 0E0 tuition voucher program is

based is that the 0E0 has any right or business whatsoever in med-

dling in the realm of education. The second fallacy is that even if it

did have that right, even if the 0E0 was the U. S.Office of Educa-

tion, it should MD undertake a program aimed at "radically and irre-

versibly changing the governing philosophy and institutional structure of

American education" without a specific mandate from Congress. This

is much too dangerous, far-reaching and portentous a proposal to be

experimented witht without extensive hearings by Congress and in the

various states and at which educators could speak, at which parents

could speak,poor parents, as well as others,—even if it were the pro-

per agency of government to engage in such experiments.
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The third fallacy is that this program, if successful, could do

other than undermine the public schools, which are the people's schools,

the community schools, the schools of the poor, in giving public funds

properly belonging to the public schools to private special interest,

mostly ecclesiastical schools operated by various religious sects, poli-

tically partisan groups and profit seeking entrepreneurs.

The fourth fallacy of the tuition voucher proposal is that poor

parents would have more choice under the voucher plan of funding edu-

cation than they now have. Through busing programs, if parents feel

that they are discriminated against, and can show that they are, they

can choose public schools in other parts of the city. In regard to pri-

vate schools, very few of the church schools charge any substantial

tuition on the elementary level, in fact, almost half of them charge

none at all. This voucher program is concerned only with elementary

schools. So where will the freedom of choice be that doesn't pre-

sently exist for poor parents? For those who are not impoverished,

there are adequate alternatives to the public schools in the private

sector of society.

The fifth fallacy is that there is something new and innovative in

the concept of public funding of private education. This is precisely

the method of funding education which has ruined the public school sys-

tem in Holland and has divided Holland into sectarian enclaves. It is

the method which has destroyed public harmony in Ireland, and which

has made an educational hodgepodge out of Canada. In fact, it is

the principle of "public funds for publicly-owned schools only" and the

denial of tax support to schools operated by religious sects, which is

new and innovative. It is this practice and the principle of church-

state separation underlying this practice, which are new in the world,

and which have given us freedom, education and progress, which are

the envy of the rest of mankind.

A sixth fallacy is that private schools somehow compete with

public schools and that the alleged competition between them would re-

sult in parents choosing the school that gave their children the best

education. The public and private schools operate in different cate-

gories, and the educational factor is not the primary factor in most

parents choosing private schools for their children. Repeated studies

have shown that the factors that make parents choose nonpublic

schools is the social or religious homogeneity, the religiems doctrines

which are taught, or the status attached to sending children to such

schools, and not the educational factor.

The seventh fallacy is that private schools are doing a superior

job of educating children and the public schools are doing a poor job.

Actually, the bulk of the _evidence proves just the opposite. Let me

read you some excerpts from a most recent study done of this mat-

ter within the Roman Catholic Church. I am quoting from Catholic 

Education in the Western World, edited by Dr. James Michael Lee,
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head of the education department of the University of Notre Dame

(University of Notre Dame Press, 1967) .

"Notwithstanding the fact that there are no formal research

investigations on this subject, broadly considered, government

schools are typically superior to Catholic schools at every level

-- with, of course, many notable exceptions. Administrators,

teachers, and guidance workers in government schools are typi-

cally better prepared professionally than their Catholic school
counterparts." p. 263

"As a general rule, Catholic schools traditionally have at first
been opposed to and, at best, reluctant to introduce pedagogi-
cal reforms." p. 290

"The overwhelming evidence of research has indicated that gen-

erally, though by no means invariably, government schools as a
group at every level perform a total educative function superior
to that of Catholic schools... Studies indicated that graduates
from Catholic secondary schools have not performed academi-
cally as well as graduates from government secondary schools

Lee; Koos; Hill) . More abundant evidence has been uncovered
to indicate that Catholic schools are not having their commensu-
rate impact upon American society at large. Catholic schools

are producing far less than their proportionate share of scien-
tists, intellectuals, and cultural leaders (Ellis). Graduates of
Catholic universities seem to prefer to enter the lucrative pro-

fessions of medicine, law, and politics, rather than to pursue
financially less rewarding but more influential intellectual careers
(O'Dea)." p. 295

"The previous sections of this essay have shown that not only
is the Catholic school typically not performing its total educa-
tive function better than or even equal to that of the govern-
ment schools, but even more, it is deficient in teaching the
students a high degree of religious knowledge, attitudes, and
overt behavior." p. 306

"The majority of Catholic schoolpeople, particularly the nuns,
do not seem fully to perceive education as a profession. Ra-
ther, education is viewed solely as an apostolic concern, some-
thing which requires chiefly dedication, with some degree of
knowledge of what one is teaching. But piety, or dedication,
for that matter, is no substitute for competence and tech-
nique." p. 308

An eighthfallacy of the voucher plan is that a private citizen,

the parent of a child enrolled in a sectarian private school, can do
what a government agency itself cannot do -- namely, authorize the

giving of public funds to church institutions. By some magical and
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mystical process, the moral and constitutional strictures against the

government using tax money for sectarian enterprises is supposed to

vanish when a piece of paper is given to a private citizen, a voucher

certificate or coupon, that he then gives to a church educational ac-

tivity, which then presents it to the public treasury and presto! re-

ceives the public money. If it is wrong for the government itself to

give tax money, taken by coercion from all citizens of all faiths, to

enterprises owned and operated by the clergy and by the churches,

then it is doubly wrong for a private citizen to assume this preroga-

tive.

A ninth fallacy is that the voucher plan can somehow improve

education for the poor and for all others. Actually, the voucher plan

has nothing whatsoever to do with education, but with the financing

of education Neither Mr. Jencks or the Center for the Study of

Public Policy of Cambridge, Massachusetts, or the Office of Econo-

mic Opportunity has suggested one small innovation or new idea in

teaching techniques, in pedagogy, or in methods of education that

would improve education or even change it, for that matter. These

people are assuming that they are changing education, but what they're

actually changing is the financing of education, which has nothing to

do with the improvement of education itself. It is inexcusable that

an agency committed to doing something for the poor should give funds

given to it for the alleviation of poverty, and use those funds in highly

speculative educational adventures jeopardizing the most basic values

and institutions of our society.
that

Fallacy number ten is / the private schools are more responsive

to their patrons than are public schools. The truth is that parents

have virtually no voice in the operation of most private schools. They

have every voice in the operation of public schools. As one lady said

to me the other day, a member of a religious group that operates

most of the private schools in this country -- "The public schools be-

long to us more than the schools of our church do. We can elect our

public school boards, but we cannot elect our pastor and bishop, and

they're the ones who own and operate our schools. They pay only as

much attention to us as they want to pay. I am deeply opposed to any

use of tax money for parish schools, either for my church or for any

other, because they are not democratically operated."

To quote again from the thorough-going study, Catholic Educa-

tion in the Western World, by Dr. James Michael Lee, "American

Catholic schools at all levels give the parents virtually no voice in the

determination of school policy." p. 304

The inadequacies of our public school system will not be solved by

the voucher plan but will be aggravated, and in fact, the public school

system itself will be destroyed. The voucher plan actually is aimed at

the very heart of our whole democratic system here in America and

represents an abandonment of the whole concept of free, non-denomina-

tional universal public education. This voucher plan, or plans, as set
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forth by the 0E0, actually propose that public schools shall charge

what amounts to tuition, although to begin with, at least, this tui-

tion or charge shall be paid in full by the vouchers.

One of America's unique and most valuable contributions to the

ongoing progress of mankind is the tuition-free, non-denominational

common or community school. In the development of such -schools we

have pioneered among the nations. While it is impossible to fully assess

the total debt that we owe to our public schools, it is not too much

to call them the very cornerstone of our whole democratic structure,

the melting pot of the many religious and ethnic elements comprising

our pluralistic society, the primary source of that general diffusion

of knowledge among us, which has made us the most enlightened, pro-

gressive and prosperous nation in the history of the world. Now, the

0E0 is conducting experiments looking toward the abandonment of the

free public school altogether and envisioning our return to the old

European concept of schools, levying a charge upon every student.

Perhaps the greatest and most distinctive single characteristic

of the free schools of America, in addition to their being free, is

that they belong equally to all citizens and exercise no discrimination

or bias in the employment of teachers and administrators, in the se-

lection of students, in the appointment of the members of their gov-

erning bodies, or in any other way. The voucher plan envisions the

replacement of this truly public school system which we now have, with

a system which will wear the name, "public," but which will actually be

largely privately owned, controlled and operated. The new voucher

plan "public" schools will really be public only in regard to their finan-

cing. All citizens will indeed be compelled to support them. But

they will be able to practice the most rigid denominational selectivity

and exclusivism in their governing bodies, in faculty employment, and

in every other way.

The 0E0 booklet, 32+00-1, issued January, 1971, sets forth

the conditions for participation by a school in the voucher program.

It says: "The Office of Economic Opportunity, having reviewed the

potential merits of a regulated voucher system, has decided to test

a system that would include regulation as follows: no school may dis-

criminate against pupils or teachers on the basis of race or econom-

ic status, and all schools must demonstrate that the proportion of

minority students enrolled is at least as large as the proportion of

minority applicants."

Please note the conspicuous omission of any restriction against

the practice of religious discrimination, or of political discrimination

in this regulation. It is implicitly within the plans for the voucher

program that schools can be publicly funded which do practice reli-

gious and political discrimination against pupils, against teachers, and

in the selection of the administrators and governors of the school

system. We request that this Committee require that schools which
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receive any public funds at all, under this or any future proposal,

must not practice any religious or political bias, discrimination, pre-
ference, or segregation in regard to pupils, teachers, administrative
staff, employment opportunities, the purchasing of goods or ser-

vices, the selection of its governing body, or otherwise. It would
be interesting to know why the strict and detailed provisions against
political discrimination of any kind ( "No discrimination shall be exer-

cised, threatened, or promised ... against or in favor of any en-
rollee or applicant, officer, or employer.. .1') contained in Section 118

of the Amended Economic Opportunity Act as it pertained to the

Job Corps, has not been included in the voucher plan regulations.

The voucher proposal forbids discrimination on the basis of race
or economic status, but not on the basis of religion or politics. Yet,
religious and political preference in publicly supported institutions is

just as abhorrent and unjust as inequities based on race or economic
status.

Just a week ago ( April 20, 1971) the Supreme Court ruled
unanimously against the maintenance of dual tax-supported, racially
segregated school systems. Yesterday ( April 27, 1971) the Senate

passed a bill authorizing the expenditure of $1.5 billion in federal aid

over the next two years to help end racial segregation. Most of the
members of this Committee voted for that bill. How then can this
Committee approve the voucher experimentation with public funding

of religiously and politically segregated, religiously and politically se-
lective, religiously and politically discriminatory schools?

As we have stated earlier, almost all the private schools which

will receive public support under the voucher plan are parochial
schools. The very latest 1971 statistics of the National Catholic

Educational Association show that 97.3 of the students enrolled in
Catholic parochial schools are Catholic. Catholic Canon Law 1374
states: "Catholic children shall not attend non-Catholic, neutral,

or mixed schools, that is those which are open also to non-Catho-
lics." So one of the main purposes of Roman Catholic parochial
schools, and no doubt also of those of the several smaller religious
groups that operate such schools, is to segregate and isolate the
children of those churches from all other children.

The most vicious conflicts, the deepest and most destructive

controversies within our society and within the world, both today

and in all previous times and in the foreseeable future, are not
those of race, but are those of religion -- and we point to north-

ern Ireland, to the Middle East, to Viet Nam, to India and Pakis-

tan as current cases in point. It is then of the utmost impor-

tance that religious discrimination in all public activities and insti-

tutions be strictly forbidden in the interests of justice, fairness,

equality, national unity and community and interfaith harmony.
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Mr. Chairman, there is much more, so very much more, that
can be said, that should be said, and that must be said about the
destructive effects of this dangerous voucher plan experiment with
our liberties and with circumventing the wall of separation between

church and state, being conducted by the Office of Economic Oppor-

tunity. We request fuller hearings by the Senate and by the Con-
gress on this matter in order that all of its ramifications may be
exposed.

James Madison, the author of the First Amendment to our
Constitution, in his Memorial and Remonstrance Against Religious As-
sessments in Virginia, written in 1785, said - "It is proper to take
alarm at the first experiment on our liberties. We hold this prudent
jealousy to be the first duty of citizens, and one of the noblest char-
acteristics of the late Revolution. The freemen of America did not
wait till usurped power had strengthened itself by exercise, and en-
tangled the question in precedents. They saw all the consequences
in the principle, and they avoided the consequences by denying the
principle. We revere this lesson too much, soon to forget

We call upon the members of this committee to see, like our
founding fathers, "all the consequences in the principle, and to avoid
the consequences by denying the principle" through recommending that
the 0E0 voucher plan experiments with our liberties be stopped at
once.

Thank you.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
I have an appointment I have to go to. We will resume the hearings

at 1 :15 if there is anybody who wishes to put his statement in the
record without appearing, he may do so. Otherwise, we will adjourn
now.
From the floor. Dr. Baker is not able to be here this morning, and

I would like to have his testimony put in the record.
Senator NELSON. All right. Dr. John W. Baker, of the Baptist

Joint Committee on Public Affairs will have his statement printed
in the record along with others at the end of the hearing today.
Mr. JONES. I am Robetr ,Tones. I will waive my opportunity to

testify orally, and hope you wil put my statement in the record.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be put into the record. I sus-

pect that it is likely that there may be further hearings on this issue
in any event, so that, those who did not get a chance to appear per-
sonally will have an oportunity then.

Senator NELSON. Thank you. Mr. Lalloue?
Mr. LANouE. I am George Lalloue.
I will be representing ''the American Civil Liberties Union, and

without in any sense wishing to inconvenience you, you raised a
number of questions this morning that I would like to try to answer
this afternoon if that is possible.

Senator NELSON. All right, we will resume at 1 :15.
(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene

at 1 :15 p.m.)

AFTER RECESS

(The subcommittee reconvened at 1 :40 p.m., Senator Gaylord
Nelson, presiding.)
Senator NELSON. The next witness is Mr. George Lalloue, repre-

senting the American Civil Liberties Union.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE R. LaNOUE, ON BEHALF OF THE
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION

Mr. LANouE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Do you have a prepared statement?
Mr. LANouE. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. It will be printed in full in the record at the end

of your testimony. I appreciate your coming back.
Mr. LANouE. This has been a rather difficult issue for the Amer-

ican Civil Liberties Union. We have not responded in a careless way
and have put a good deal of study into our position on vouchers.
I think some of the issues that we are going to raise are new issues.
Secondly, I am a professor at Teachers College, Columbia University,
and I would like to speak to some of the educational issues that you
raised this morning.
The American Civil Liberties Union asked me to write a position

paper on vouchers, which I did. The paper I have submitted is that
document.
As I said, this was a hard position for us to take.
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We are not used to opposing educational experimentation. We are
not opposed to educational diversity, and we generally have supported
the Office of Economic Opportunity.
The ACLU believe, however, that despite 0E0's good intentions

with regard to racial integration and equality of opportunity, that
in the long run vouchers would undermine these particular goals
and equally important, would jeopardize certain first and 14th amend-
ments civil liberties as well. Voucher schools are not bound by any
rules of academic freedom or student rights. Vouchers would also
violate the principle of separation of church and state, and create
the proliferation of parochial schools.
Mr. Chairman, I think you are aware of the fact that everybody

who studied this issue will concede that vouchers are very risky.
The history of vouchers does not lead anybody to think that they
are easy solutions to our educational problems.
For example, we have had a number of Southern States turn to

vouchers as the solution in avoiding school integration. The courts
have had to strike vouchers plans down in Virginia and Louisiana.
The State of Vermont turned to vouchers as a way to finance paroch-
ial schools, and the Vermont State Supreme Court struck down
vouchers. So vouchers have a rather unsavory constitutional history.
Vouchers were the plan that the white citizens councils proposed

in the South. That was their plan. Now, what 0E0 has done is to
try to create a benign voucher that does not have the problems of
the segregationsit or the laissez faire economic voucher. But the
Jencks report, which is the 0E0 voucher report, says that if you
are not able to regulate vouchers that vouchers would be the greatest
setback (for disadvantaged children) in the history of the American
education system.
It concedes that at the beginning. So the issue is, if you are going

to have vouchers with all these risks, what are the guarantees
that you have that are not going to create all these bad things?
0E0 attempts to mitigate the dangers in two ways. One is a sys-

tem of ad hoc regulations which they have created. We think that
the intent of those regulations, the lotteries and the compensatory
payments and the other things, are laudable, but that the regulations
themselves are not adequate.
For example, the regulations don't rule against discrimination in

the hiring of teachers. If you discriminate in a certain way in the
hiring of teachers in a voucher school you can effectively deter par-
ents from ever wanting to send their children to that school in the
first place. There is no provision for academic freedom for teachers.
There is no provision for student rights.
But even if the 0E0 regulations would guard against the dangers

of vouchers, how are they going to be enforced? In the experiments,
the enforcing agency would be the Office of Economic Opportunity
itself, but eventually the regulations would have to be enforced by a
local agency. 0E0 has suggested the creation of an educational
group voucher authority as the local agency.
Although the Jencks report is now more than a year old and al-

though this proposal has been discussed more than a year, if you
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look at 0E0's publications and if you look at its Jencks report, thedevelopment of the educational voucher authority, this new layer of
administrative systems, is not further along than it was a year ago.What is an educational voucher authority?
Sometimes they say it might just be the old local school board.

Sometimes it might be a consortium of private and public schoolsand they suggest that there may even be other ways to create it.
Obviously if enforcement is going to be in the hands of these new

agencies, the way it is constituted, whether it is the old local school
board or some consortium of the participant schools or whether it is
some other kind of device, whether it is elected or appointed, makes
an enormous amount of difference.
The social justice of the vouchers will depend on the character of

the educational voucher authority. I am a political scientist, and I
think I know some of the history of regulatory agencies. To propose
that the interest of poor children and disadvantaged children will be
protected by some new kind of local regulatory agency seems to me to
be rather naive.
If anything, the protection of poor children has come from the

Federal Government itself and from higher governmental bodies
and from the Federal court system.
What about the Federal court system, what is the role of the

Federal court system in these voucher schools, or to put the question
in a different way, are voucher schools public or private schools?
Let's say we have a traditional private school and it begins to get
funding through the voucher program. That is, the majority or all
of the students come to school with vouchers. Say there is a catholic
school, or a nonsectarian prep school, or whatever. What is the legal
character of that school? Is it still a private school? This is the ques-
tion of State action and whether von have a school that is financed
through the voucher program and is regulated through educational
voucher authorities, whether that school is legally affected by State
action. In othen words, is it a school that is bound by constitutional
principles, or is it still a traditional private school free to engage in
the kinds of practices that would be unconstitutional in a public
school. If you read the voucher report and if you do as I have done,
question 0E0 people on this matter. I think it is fair to say that
they are evasive and that they will not commit themselves as to
whether these schools are bound by constitutional principles.
This is a priority question. If they are not, then the whole effort

to secure social justice for poor children is dependent on these ad hoc
egrulations and the Federal court system will not be able to make
the kinds of rules that it has been making in the educational field
apply to voucher schools.
I am certain your committee is familiar with the enormous growth

in the last two decades of judicial decisiontnakina in education; strik-
ing down loyalty oaths, protecting the rights of teachers to participate
in school politics, protecting students rights, protecting equality of
opportunity, questioning such devices as the track school, and ap-
plying one man-one vote to the schools. You can see that the courts
have been one of the principal forces in making certain that public
schools are free and democratic and equal.
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Now, we have a proposal that says we should change that system.
We should have a new class of schools and the voucher people will
not concede that the first and 14th amendments will apply to those
schools.
So what I am urging that this committee consider and do, is to

make certain that the voucher plan is used to finance experiments
outside the constitutional framework. Congress should indicate that
from their point of view voucher schools are affected by State action.
From their beginning voucher schools should be bound by the judi-
cial principles in education that come from application of the first
and 14th amendments.
If that condition exists, then a whole set of problems is really re-

moved, because these schools are bound by rules that can be enforced
by the Federal judiciary, just like any other schools.
It is one thing to experiment.It is another thing to experiment with

the first and 14th amendments and I am afraid that what 0E0 is
now proposing is really that kind of experimentation.
I would like to say a few words now as an educator. The American

Civil Liberties Union, which is concerned with the constitutional
questions, does not have, really, a position on these educational
questions.
You, Mr. Chairman, raised some very valid points about the edu-

cational implications of vouchers. I am a professor at Teachers
College, and I am aware in my work with school administrators of
the burden that they are now under in the proliferation of Federal
programs. They are oftentimes begun but are very poorly funded, so
that you set up this administrative machinery and go through all
the work to establish a program and then the next year there is no
money for it.
That affects colleges as well as public schools. So we have a lot

of experiments, some of which have worked and are not being. funded.
But furthermore what 0E0 is proposing is not a real experiment in
any scientific sense of the word. I think if you ask other social scien-
tists and said, "If you do this, would you find out the kinds of things
0E0 says it is going to find out?", the answer would be no.

It won't work as an experiment. For one thing, 0E0's vouchers will
operate in a very highly selective number of school systems. These
were systems that were self-selected, because in the hearings across
the country on vouchers most school systems have turned it down.
They had hearings in Kansas City, Milwakee, and in other cities,
and they have said no, that they don't want to participate.
You have a few systems 
Senator NELSON. Who conducted the hearings?
Mr. LANOTTE. 0E0 representatives went around the country to try

to get local school boards to participate, and they had public hear-
ings. At least I know for certain hearings were held in Minneapolis,
Milwaukee, Kansas City, and there were others.
In some cities it did not get to the hearing stage but in those

cities you had hearings, and those cities all turned it down.
There were discussions with most of the nonsouthern big city school

boards in the country about vouchers and either formally or in-
formally they decided no.
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So we have three districts that have applied for planning grants.
I happen to be from Gary, Ind., and I was very surprised that Gary
should be one of the experimental cities, because Gary has no non-
sectarian private schools. There are only two kinds of schools in
Gary, public schools and parochial schools.
I was talking to a reporter from Gary earlier today; he tells me

that in the proposed target area that there will be 12 schools, 10 pub-
lic and two parochial. This is in an area of highly deprived children,
and the idea that by somehow circulating those deprived children in
the 10 public and two private schools that you are going to learn
much about educational competition on about the effects of vouchers
seems to be ludicrous.

Secondly with regard to the experiment 0E0 is going to be on top
of it and watching it. Nothing bad can really happen. Also, the news
media will be watching it. So after 5 years, suppose 0E0 comes back
to the committee and says, "We have tried this, and the white citizens
councils did not start any schools."
What does that mean if they did not start them in Gary, or Seattle.

It does not mean the Councils would not if the plan becomes nation-
wide. Suppose 0E0 comes back and says, we did not have any
profit seeking companies come in and try to make a quick buck.
Of course, they did not, because 0E0 would not let it happen

in the first place, but that does not even mean it would not happen
so because of very small samples and because of the fact that on a
larger scale, you will get a degree of public monitoring that is not
possible if the plan were implemented widely, as an experiment it is
simply not meaningful.
I think, howver, that it is a dangerous kind of experiment. As a

professor I am very loath to come before you and say not to try
something, because it is our style to try things.
But it is dangerous in two respects. One, I think the experiment is

set up so that the conclusions will mislead the public. Secondly, there
is a context to this problem of vouchers that 0E0 has not been quite
willing to admit. We have two powerful social forces in this country
at this time, both interested in vouchers.
One is resistance to desegregation-in the South, and the other in the

parochial movement in the North, which is winning victories in
some States.
Now, both of those groups are really interested in vonchers, and to

experiment with vouchers, with either of these groups being, so to
speak, willing to pounce on vouchers as a solution is, I think, very
dangerous.
It could unite those two groups as it did in Louisiana. We have

an instance of a law like that which the Louisiana State court struck
down.
So that it is a little bit like experimentation with seeding clouds

when the weatherman has already warned you of the approach
of a hurrican, to experiment with vouchers at this time when we may
have such enormous pressures on public schools from these two
forces.
If you want to find out about the consequences of vouchers, I
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think there is a way to do it that does not run constitutional risks,
that would give you a much more accurate appraisal of what would
happen if you really moved large parts of this country into a voucher
system. That is by using the device of market research, market surveys,
that companies use all the time when they want to introduce a new
product.
You could do surveys, go to people and say, here are four different

voucher models, some regulated, some compensatory, some non-
rgulated, some noncompensatory. If you had your choice, if these
were available to you, which would you want?
We could go to the people who run schools, or people who think

they might want to start vonchers schools and say, would you be
willing to accept this kind of voucher, or this kind of voucher?
I think the reality is, as you suggested this morning, that the non-

sectarian private schools probably won't accept vouchers. They just
would not get into it, because of their tuition structure, and if you are
really serious about the lottery feature and other features, most paro-
chial schools are not going to get into it, either, until they think they
can modify that regulation.
So I think if you did those kinds of surveys, you would find out two

two kinds of things. One is that the overwhelming public preference
is not for 0E0's voucher, not for a voucher that is compensatory and
regulated. It is for a middle class voucher that is not regulated and
noncompensatory.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much. We may have hearings

further on this. We appreciate your taking time to come.
Mr. LANot-E. Thank you for your time.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Lalloue follows:)



472

Statement of George R. La Noue
on behalf of the

American Civil Liberties Union

on
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before the

Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

United States Senate

April 27, 1971

I am George R. La Noue. I am an Associate Professor of Politics
and Education at Teachers College, Columbia University. I am here
today on behalf of the American Civil Liberties Union to outline our
position with regard to education vouchers. */

After considerable study and discussion, the American Civil
Liberties Union has decided that it must oppose the Office of Economic
Opportunity's attempt to launch field experiments with educational
vouchers.

In February, 1971, the ACLU Board of Directors debated and
adopted the following statement of policy:

The ACLU opposes the 0E0 Voucher Plan because it
violates the principle of separation of church
and state, will tend to re-establish racially
segregated schools in the South, encourage the
flight of middle-class children inthe North and
inevitably weaken the public school system as a
whole.

Although the Union supports the concept of educational diversity
and recognizes 0E0's good intentions with regard to racial integration
and equality of opportunity, the Union has concluded that in the long-
run vouchers would undermine these particular goals and, equally
important,would jeopardize certain First and Fourteenth Amendment civil
liberties as well. Furthermore, as a social scientist, I believe that
the proposed "experiments" will prove nothing aboutthe true impact of
vouchers on education and will only serve to delude the public.

Voucher Background 

Vouchers are not a new idea. In 1958 Father Virgil C. Blum
advocated vouchers as a device for aiding parochial schools in a book
called Freedom of Choice in Education. He later founded Citizens for
Educational Freedom,a pro-voucher lobbying group. Milton Friedman,
in his book, Capitalism and Freedom (1962), proposed vouchers as a
part of his general philosophy of dismantling public institutions in
favor of private enterprise.

*/ This statement is based on a position paper which I prepared
— for the ACLU entitled "Vouchers: The End of Public Education?",

a copy of which has been submitted to this Subcommittee with my
testimony.
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In the Sixties several states also tried vouchers. Virginia
and Louisiana attempted to use them, but the courts ruled that the
purpose and effect of these vouchers was to preserve segregation
and that they were therefore unconstitutional. Vermont made vouchers
available to students in districts with no high schools, but when
they were used in parochial schools, the State Supreme Court found
them to be a violation of the First Amendment.

It is surprising, therefore, to find the Office of Economic
Opportunity opening up at the federal level the question of vouchers.

Attempting to reconcile the inherent legal problems in vouchers
and the policy consequences of the unregulated non-compensatory
models advocated by Blum and Friedman, 0E0 granted $500,000 to the
Center for the Study of Public Policy at Harvard to create a "benign"
voucher model. With Christopher Jencks as the chief author, the
Center produced an extensive report which discusses the assets and
liabilities of eleven different voucher proposals. Jencks recommended
a tightly-regulated, compensatory voucher, but he also noted that if
vouchers were implemented without these provisions they would be "the
most serious setback for the education of disadvantaged children in
the history of the United States."

OFO's Proposal 

Following the recommendation of the Jencks report. 0E0 has tried
to avoid the dangers of vouchers by creating a series of regulations
designed principally to insure fair treatment of deprived children
in voucher schools. There are provisions barring social and economic
discrimination, requiring lotteries and disclosure of information,
and providing extra funds for the disadvantaged. This is a laudable
attempt, but serious problems remain. For example, there are no
regulations against religious, ideological or sexual discrimination
in the hiring of teachers. Not only is this a practical problem in
the coming era of teacher surplus, but it is obvious that if a school
discriminates rigorously enough in selecting its staff, it can dis-
courage "undesirable" students from even applying. Under those
circumstances, the careful lottery and dismissal procedures are mean-
ingless. Nor is there any decision about the use of academic qualifi-
cations or dress codes (an expensive school uniform, for example) to
restrict enrollment. The alternatives available to a private school
that wanted to restrict its enrollment are almost limitless, and
perhaps no voucher system can fully cope with them.

A more important question is whether the regulations 0E0 has
created could be impaired in the long run . In the experiments,
the federal government can act directly to enforce them, but what
happens if vouchers are adopted independently by states and locali-
ties? Which of the various regulatory models -- the federal agencies,
state department of education, private accrediting associations or
local school boards -- leads to a reasonable belief that they could
monitor this development? Which of the regulations would or could
be enforced? Which would be dropped altogether? Pinning the reform
of American schools on a series of ad hoc regulations to be enforced
by a yet-to-be-defined Educational Voucher Authority seems to be an
enormous risk.

Legal Restraints on Voucher Schools 

Furthermore the voucher approach appears to strip from educa-
tion the series of judicially enforced constitutional liberties that
have been developed over the last two decades. The federal courts
have applied four principles to the education field non-discrimina-
tion, academic freedom, equality of opportunity and political
accountability. Judicial rulings forbiding racial discrimination

62-792 0 - 71 - pt.2 - 10
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have been the most important governmental force in protecting minority
rights in the last two decades. In the area of academic freedom,
courts have struck down loyalty oaths and protected the right of
teachers to comment on school policy without retaliation. They have
given students dramatic new substantive and procedural rights. They
have prohibited the use of public schools for sectarian or political
indoctrination purposes. Courts have also been concerned with the
quality of education provided poor children and with such devices as
invidious tracking systems. In the area of accountability, the courts
have applied the one-man-one-vote rule to school board elections and
have intervened to see that rules for community consultation and
adequate disclosure are followed.

This sketch serves only to outline the broad constitutional
framework within which public schools must legally operate. Of
course, some public schools attempt to avoid their constitutional
obligations, but the federal judiciary in cooperation with other
federal agencies stands as a powerful enforcement mechanism. The
courts are able to apply constitutional standards to public schools
because their schools are considered to be extensions of state gov-
ernment and involve "state action.' Would voucher supported schools
involve "state action" to the extent that they would be bound by
constitutional principles? Are they legally public or private? The
architects of the 0E0 voucher seem indicisive. When racial questions
are involved they argue voucher schools must follow the Fourteeth
Amendment. But when religious or academic freedom issues are involved,
they suggest the First Amendment might not be applicable. Analogies

to social security or welfare funds are drawn where constitutional
restrictions do not follow the individual use of public funds.

Although the 0E0 proposal avoids the question the legal
character of voucher schools is a central issue. If voucher schools
are considered to be free from state action and constitutional
restrictions, then their character can only be influenced through
and have regulations enforced by the politically vulnerable Educa-
tional Voucher Authorities. On the other hand, if voucher schools
must operate within the constitutional framework, the values like
academic freedom, student rights and religious liberty will be
judicially protected.

This is a question that should be decided now. Although some

"private" schools may choose not to participate if they know they
have to follow constitutional principles as well as the ad hoc
regulations, they should be told the full implications of participa-

tion. Vouchers will surely be litigated and it seems unlikely that
the courts will consider schools as dependent on public support and
as publicly regulated as voucher schools to be free from state
action. If that happens, constitutional standards would be applied

to the formerly private school on an ex post facto basis. Further-
more a decision now that voucher schools are bound by constitutional

principles would remove the temptation from those who might see
vouchers as a way to use public funds to finance schools in defiance

of judicial orders. Finally no agency of government should ever be
permitted to experiment with the liberties guaranteed by the First

and Fourteenth Amendments. Although the ultimate decision is

judicial, declaration by Congress and 0E0 that they consider voucher

schools to be bound by the Constitution would help to clear up the
issue.

Alternative to the 0E0 "Experiment"

Finally let me speak as an educator about vouchers.

I think, if you ask any social scientist. he would tell you

that what 0E0 is proposing is not a valid experiment. What does

giving vouchers to parents in one or two carefully selected cities
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prove about the ultimate effects of vouchers in American education.
The "experiment" will be closely monitored by 0E0 and the news media
and everyone will be on their good behavior. But such intense
monitoring cannot be maintained if vouchers are adopted by whole
states or regions. It is then that the severe problems of racial,
class and religious discrimination will occur; that schools that
provide neither academic freedom for teachers nor due process for
students will spring up and that profit-seeking agencies will become
a major force in the education field. Only then will we see whether
the 0E0 type regulations are really enforceable, but it may be too
late to turn back.

If 0E0 wants to learn about the probable effects of vouchers,
there is a cheaper and much more scientific method then creating a
few "hot house' experiments. Vouchers could be evaluated through
survey techniques similar to those used by market research agencies
when new products are introduced. By presenting the various voucher
models to properly selected samples, reasonable forecasts could be
made about what different groups of parents would do if they had
vouchers. In addition, private school leaders and others who might
be interested in starting schools could be surveyed to see which kind
of vouchers would be acceptable to them and what kinds of new schools
would be stimulated.

Two findings might emerge from such a survey. First, only a
tiny percentage of the traditional private or parochial schools would
be willing to participate in the regulated voucher approach 0E0 is
proposing. Some schools would find the ceiling on their tuition
income intolerable, while few schools would find the lottery features
acceptable. Entrepreneurs with the kind of organization and capital
needed to offer new private educational alternatives would not find
the 0E0 regulations very attractive either. Some liberal, equalitarian,
integration-minded parents would support the 0E0 voucher model, but a
much larger number of parents would probably opt for an unregulated.
non-compensatory voucher that was free from constitutional restraints.

In any widespread implementation of vouchers, the preferences
of these schools and these parents might soon overwhelm 0E0's
attempt to pursue social justice through regulations and compensatory
spending. Such information is vital, however, if 0E0 is not to
inadvertently create the "most serious setback for the education of
disadvantaged children in the history of the United States."
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Union. March, 1971.
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In his essay in the Tenth Anniversary issue of the Saturday Review's

educational supplement, Peter Schrag formulates a question that has been

lurking on the edges of much of the contemporary debate about schools.

Have we, he asks, reached the "end of the impossible dream" of public

education?1

Schrag thinks that we have. The time has come, he argues, to admit

that the educational reforms of the Sixties have been of little consequence

and the public school system itself has failed. How do we know public schools

have failed? For Schrag, like other educational romantics, the question need

not be taken seriously in quantitative terms. He writes:

Evidence? Is it necessary again to cite statistics,
dropout rates, figures on black and white children who
go to college (or finish high school), comparisons of
academic success between rich and poor kids, college
attendance figures for slums and suburbs72

Actually, of course, the statistics are not all that one-sided. For

example, college board scores and other empirical measures show that the

public schools in the Sixties did accomplish their post-Sputnik mandate of

producing students with higher mathematical, scientific and technological

skills. There has even been some progress regarding the more intractable

problems of racial equality of opportunity. In 1960, the median school year

completed by non-whites in the United States was 10.8; for whites, 12.3.

By 1968 the gap had closed to 12.2 for non-whites and 12.6 for whites.3
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The number of black students in colleges doubled between 1964 and 1969,

and black youngstel's are now more likely to be enrolled in pre-school pro-

grams than are whites.4

It is currently fashionable to dismiss thee gains and the other kinds

of tangible advances public schools have made in recent years as too slow or

even irrelevant. None of the very real problems that exist in public schools

should be minimized. But if we become so cavalier in our criticisms that we

do not notice the achievements that have been made, the probability of a

successful diagnosis for further reform is diminished. Nsavertheless, after

a decade of intense social science concern about schools, it is still

almost impossible to document the patterns of strength and weakness in scool

systems in terms that are policy relevant. We have neither the data nor

the conceptual models that would permit conclusions about relative achieve-

ment of school systems. If one takes into account their val-ious Eocio-

economic and political contexts, who can say that the New York public school

system is better or worse than those in Chicago, Los Angeles, or Atlanta.

A part of the problem is poor information. The public school estab-

lishment has been enormously successful in resisting pressures to gather and

distribute data that could be used to challenge it. On the other hand,

neither 11,.s the educational research establishment, with its built-in incen-

tive to discover failure which justifies ever more research, done much to

develop the comparative models which could add objectivity to the evaluation.

Consequently, the debate has been dominated by the educational romantics

whose rhetoric seems to fit a current intellectual mood of condemning. all

American institutions as failures. Their list is impressive: the 1,...esi-

dency, the Congress, the judiciary, state and local governments, the mili-
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tary, medicine, business, unions, universities, etc., etc.--all failures.

Such an undiscriminating mood may be personally cathartic, and many of us

indulge in it at times, but no rational public policy can be based on it.

Both the achievements and the problems of public education should be recog-

nized. Any real world strategy for educational reform must be prepared to

deal with both, but there is also a more subtle problem.

Schrag argues that culture is changing so rapidly that Americans may no

longer be able to define educational success. In losing our consensus about

educational goals, we also inevitably undermine the basis of a public or

common school system. Schrag believes that the problem with public schools

is not, as others have suggested, that they are politically unaccountable,

but that to the contrary, they do "precisely what most Americans expect."

He insists:

Any single, universal public institution--and especially one
as sensitive as the public school--is the product of a social
quotient verdict. It elevates the lowest common denominator of
desires, pressures, and demands into the highest public virtue.
It cannot afford to offend any sizable community group, be it the
American Legion, the B'nai B'rith, or the NAACP. Nor can it
become a subversive enterprise that is designed to encourage
children to ask real questions about race or sex or social justice
or the emptiness and joys of life.5

Based on an implicit acceptance of a currently fashionable definition

of pluralism that borders on advocating cultural segregation as an ideal,

Schrag concludes that public education is no longer possible or desirable.

The solution Schrag proposes is a dismantling of the public school

system by adopting a voucher system. The fundamental question in the

politics of education today, then, is not curriculum reform or community

control, but whether the public school system itself should
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be abandoned or modified in favor of some new kind of relationship between

parent, government and school. Schrag would substitute consUmer accounta-

bility between parents and schools for the existing political accountability.

He wiites: "Separate schools, accountable not to public vote and citizen

support but only to their clients, may be immune to such 5onformist7 pres-

sures; they will have to make their way on the basis of performance."5aThe

implications of such a change for publ c schools are enormous. Az. Chris-

topher Jencks expressed it in his early writing on vouchers before he became

the more cautious political manager of the concept:

Either tuition grants or management contracts to private organiza-
tions would, of course, "destroy the public school system as we
'mow it". When one thinks of the remarkable past achievements of
public education in &.lerica, this may seem a foolish step. But we
must not allow the memory of past achievements to blind us to present
failures. Nor should we allow the rhetoric of public school men
to obscure the issue. It is natural for public servants to com-
plain about private competition. But if the terms of the competition
are reasonable, there is every reason to suppose that it is healthy.
Without it, both public and private enterprises have a way of ossi-
fying. And if, as some fear, the-pUblic schools could not survive
in open comutition with private ones, then perhaps they should
not survive.°



481

5

Like most of the other voucher writers,7 Schrag does not define the

difference between public and private schools very precisely. The imagery

is clear, however. Public schools are monolithic, while private schools

are more flexible and innovative. Establishing definitions and the facts

of the matter are critical elements in the policy decision.

To consider private schools first, about 5,600,000 children, or about

11% of the total elementary and secondary population, .attend schools tra-

ditionally classified as private. Almost 90% of these children are in

Catholic schools; another 5% are in Protestant and Jewish schools; while

the remaining 5% attend secular private or prep schools. Although it may be

difficult for a Bostonian or a New Yorker to believe, the kind of "flexible,

innovative" private school they envision is now only a tiny minority of

exisitng private schools and is quite insignificant statistically (about 1%)

in terms of national school enrollments.

Given these facts, whether private schools when compared school for

school with public schools are more flexible and innovative remains to be

proven. I suspect other variables are more important.

The public school monolith turns out to be divided into more than

16,000 local governing districts. Although public schools reflect a gener-

ally similar curriculum (most of the state laws establishing curricular

requirements cover private schools too), it is difficult to think of other

national generalizations about the functional characteristics of public

schools. Their governing and taxing patterns, size, constituencies, employ-

ment practices, quality, and innovativeness vary according to the variety

,±1. American life itself.
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Indeed, there is only one common bond between the public schnols of -

Jackson, Michigan and Jackson, Mississippi, of Portland, 0-2egon and Port-

land, Maine. Public schools are all bound by judicial interpretations of

the Federal Constitution, while private schools have been exempt. While

public schools may generally be larger, more bureaucratic, and more- union-

ized than private schools, none of these characteristics are inherent or

even uniform. The legal obligation to obey the freedom of religion, speech,

petition and assembly clauses of the First Amemdment and the due process and

equal protection clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment, however, is now -uni-

versally binding.

Before the 1940s, the legal distinction between, public and private

schools mode little functional difference, because the Supreme Court

studiously avoided becoming involved in what were considered local educa-

tional matters. But in 1943, in a dramatic reversal of an earlier opinion,.
not

the Court decided that public school authorities could/force children of -

Jehovah's Witnesses to salute the flag.8 The modern era of judicial edu-

cational policy making had begun.

Five years later, Edward Corwin, the then dean of kaerican constitu-

tional scholars, wrote a satirical essay entitled The Supreme Court as a --

National School.Doare to express his distaste-about the trend.9 The Court'

itself has shown some hesitation about its new role, but it has acted never—

theless. While striking down a state prohibition against teaching evolui- •

tion, the Court declared:

Judicial interposition in the operation of the public -school

systems of the N,:,tion raises problems requiring care and restraint.

Our courts, however, have not failed to apply the First kendment's

mandate in our educational system where essential to safeguard the

fundamental values of freedom of speech and inquiry and of belief.
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By and large, public education in our NAtion is committed to the
control of state and local authorities. Courts do not and cannot
intervene in the resolution of conflicts vhich arise in the daily
operation of school systems and which do not directly and sharply
implicate basic constitutional values. On the other hand, -The
vigilant protection of constitutional values is nowhere more
vital than in the community of the American Bchools4:1°

Professor Corwin's title has turned out to be prophetic. In case

after case in the last thirty years, the federal courts have established

themselves as a major determiner of public school policy. Today all public

schools are bound by four kinds of principles which the courts have

extracted from the First and Fourteenth kaendments: non-discrimination,

academic freedom, equality of opportunity, and public accountability. The

courts are still developing their interpretations of the-se doctrines, and

some have met with widespread resistance, but these principles may be

viewed as the constitutional framework within which all public schools

will eventually have to operate.

political
accountability

non-discrimination

equality of opportunity

academic
freedom

Although the full impact of judicial intervention has yet to be felt,

the principles already established are of considerable consequence. In

1954, the Court struck down the doctrine of racially-separate but equal

schools that was the controlling public policy for over 40% of the nation's

school children in 17 states and the District of Columbia.11 Enforcement
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of that decision has been slow and painful, but de jure segregation is now

dead and the cou,As are whittling away at the boundaries of de facto

segregation. In addition to attacking racial discrimination in the public

nchools, the courts have challenged ::exual discrimination and stand as

guardians against religious discrimination.12

In the area of academic freedom the courts have moved to protect

teachers from invidious loyalty oaths13 and have given them the right to

criticize official school policy without retaliation.14 They have prohi-

15
bited public schools from engaging in in overt indoctrination and have

defined them as neither the "partisan (n)or the enemy of any class, creed,

party or faction. 16 Most dramatic has been the judicial expansion of

student rights. Only a few years ago, in loco parentis, a doctrine which

arbitrary
permitted public schools to be as/families in dealing with children, was

the acknowledged rule. Today the courts are establishing a whole new set

of procedural due process rights for students in disciplinary cases and

17
have even moved toward some substantive due process. In decisions like

Tinker v. Des Moines18 which ruled that public school students had the right

to wear armbands protesting war if they did not otherwise disrupt the school,

the Supreme Court has altered the conception of the right of student ex-

pression all over the country. One consequence in New York is the Board

of Education's new student handbook which, if enforced, will give public

school students more rights than most private college students can now

claim.

Protecting equality of educational opportunity has proved more difficult

for the Court. This ho.s been caused not by a lack of constitutional justi-

fication or judicial commitment, but rather by the difficulty of creating
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a workable and enforceable definition of the concept.
19 

So far the Supreme

Court has avoided the simplistic and rigid interpretation that the equal

protection clause requires equal per student spending,2° but in Hobson v

HJnson,21 a federal court has ordered the Washington, P.C. school board to

shuffle its resources to improve the facilities available to poor children.

The recent decision by a federal court of appeals requiring the town of

Shaw, Mississippi to provide equal public services to different section: of

the town surely has implications for education.22

Judicial articulation of political accountability is the least devel-

oped of the four principles. The courts have, however, applied the one-man-

one-vote rule to school board elections and have intervened to see that

rules for community consultation and adequate disclosure be followed?3 P3r-

ticularly, as urban schools develop new decentralized or federalized patterns

of government, we can expect to see courts intervene to protect public

access and information.

This brief summary is barely adequate to describe the scope and import

of judicial intervention into educational policy, but it does serve to

indicate the constitutional framework within which public schools must

legally operate. Public schools are bound by this framework because the

Fourteenth Amendment declares that no state "shall make or enforce any law

which shall abiidge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United

States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property,

without due process of law; nor deny to any person within it: jurisdiction

the equal protection of the laWs. Public schools are considered to be

extensions of state governments or to involve "state action' and are there-

fore affected by tivi Fourteenth A-endment. ?rivate institutions, if they
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are really private, are not considered to involve "state action and are

legally exempt from constitutional restrictions. For example, a church need

not follow one-man-one-vote in electing it: leaders or due process in dis-

ciplining its members. D3termining the legal elements of a private consti-

tutionally exempt institution, however, turns out to be quite complicated.

When the southern states began to devise legal maneuvers to confirm

'private status ot..previou5ly public instituAons, or began to channel pub-

lic functions through traditionally private institutions, the federal courts

expanded the concept of -state action" to prohibit further discrimination.

Whether a particular private institution may involve state action is still

subject to case-by-case litigation. Put in general, a "private" institution

may involve state action and thus be subject to constitutional sanctions if it

is substantially regulated by the state or if it accepts substantial amounts

of state funds. In addition, a private institution that substantially

affects interstate commerce may be subject to legislation based on that

constitutional clause.

These legal rules raise a complicated problem for vouchey. advocates.

Are sthools that participate in tax-supported voucher plans involved in

"state actions"? If so, wouldn't that mean that parochial schools would

have to give up sectarian courses in religion (M(Collum v. Illinois)2Itind

prayer and Bible-reading (Abington Township v  Schempp)qs public schools

26
have had to do? Would a military academy be bound by the Tinker v aas Moines

armband rule? Or would private schools be involved in rulings like Hobson

V Hanson's
27 
against racial imbalance and expenditure inequalities?

If the answer. is "yes" to these questions, then most private schools

would refuse to participate in a voucher plan. If the answer is "no', then

substantial numbers of parents might use vouchers to buy education outside

the constitutional framework. The questions are critical in understanding

the effect vouchers might have on JVaerican education. The answers turn on

the type of voucher being considered.
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There is no one voucher plan. Vouchers have been proposed in about as

many sizes and shapes as there are educational ideologies.

The first of the modern voucher concepts was created by Father Virgil

C B um, a Jesuit political scientist at Marquette University. In his book

Freedom of Choice in Education(1953),28 he used the traditional Catholic

social philosophy of subsidiarity to develop the doctrine that the values

in the schools' curriculum and culture should be totally determined by

parents. To promote this doctrine, Blum had earlier founded Citizens for

Educational Freedom, a predominantly lay-Catholic organization which has

attracted adherents from some other conservative religious groups.

CEF has consistently supported vouchers as the device that vould pro-

vide the most tax funds for parochial schools with the least amount of pub-

lic controls. It was FAher Blum who first developed the analogy between

education vouchers and the GI Bill or social security payments that is still

used by contemporary voucher proponents. The analogy is not completely

accurate, since, unlike most governmental programs, the beneficiaries in

these programs have established their individual claim by prior service

(GI Bill) or by prepayment of insurance premiums,(Social Security). The

money thus 'belongs to them and they can spend it without constitutional

restriction. Veterans, for example, used GI payments to attend seminaries,

and nobody even knows how social security payments are spent. Even if the

sources and rationale of these two government programs are not analogous,

CEF has found them to be a convenient model for the bind of educational

voucher it advocates. The Ca voucher is unregulated--the recipient school

need met no additional statutory or constitutional standards--and non-compen-

satory--a parent's income would not affect the size of the voucher.
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CEF has operated as a pressure group in the states for about fifteen

years. It has not had much success in obtaining vouchers, although some

textbook and bus transportation battles have been won. Ironically, its

greatest victory, a purchase-of-services law obtained through a'coalition

with the White Citizens Councils in Louisiana, was its most short-lived.

The Louisiana State Supreme Court struck down the law before it could be

implemented on the grounds that that kind of aid to private schools violated

separation of church and state.29

Another contribution to the development of vouchers was made by nilton

Friedman, the University of Chicago economist, in his book Capitalism and

Freedom ( 962) (3 In that general exposition of the virtues of marketplace

competition as a device for creating choice and diversity, education is

treated as just one of the public services (hospitals, libraries, parks,

etc.) that might be better rendered by private enterprise. Lyter, in maga-

zine articles, Professor Friedman focused onthe educational voucher idea,

but his original commitment to the unregulated -free enterprise voucher

remained.

In contrast, the mo.:t recent proponents of vouchers, Christopher

Jencks and his colleagues at the Harvard Center for the Study of Public Poli-

cy31 and John B. Coons, William H C une II, and Stephen D Sugarman in

their book Private Wraith and Public Education(.970)31 advocate only regulated

vouchers. Indeed, Jencks concedes that "an unregulated voucher system could

be the most serious setback for the education of disadvantaged children in

the history of the United States. "3

The Coons et al. proposal is a. sophisticated and sensitive attempt to

give families a choice, not only about the style of education they prefer,
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but also about the amount of family resources they wish to commit to educa-

tion. Schools charging different levels of tuition would be established.

The amount of the voucher would depend on the family income and the cost of

the school. A high income family choosing a high cost school would receive

a relatively much smaller voucher than a poor family choosing a low cost

school.

The moat publicized proposal, however, comes from the Harvard Center's

report that was the result of an 0E0 grant of *193,000 to study vouchers.

Since Christopher Jencks, the principal author, had already committed him-

self in print to vouchers, the final report might have seemed anti-climactic.

But the Jencks volume performs a very useful purpose in outlining alterna-

tive voucher models(some eleven versions are discussed) and by confronting

in a generally candid manner the possible inequalitarian and anti-civil

libertarian results of vouchers. Jencks and company clearly reject the un-

regulated voucher concept and develop instead a highly sophisticated set of

regulations that recipient schools would have to follow.

The major restrictions on a voUcher schoolwould be -that it:

I. accept a voucher as full payment of tuition;

2. accept any applicant so long as it had vacant places;

3. if it had more applicants than places, fill at least half these
places by picking applicants randomly and fill the other half in such
a way as not to discriminate against ethnic minorities;

4. accely_t, uniform standards estaglished by the EVA :Educational Vouch-
er Agency/ regarding suspension and expulsion of students;

5. agree to make a wide 'variety of information about its facilities,
teachers, program, and students available to he EVA and to the public;

6. maintain accounts of money received and disbursed in a form that
would allow both parents and the EVA to determine whether a school
operated by a board of education was getting the resources to which it
was entitled on the basis of its vouchers, whether a school operated

62-792 0 - 71 - pt. 2 - 11
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by a church was being used to subsidize other church activities, and
whether a school operated by a profit-making corporation was siphoning
off excessive amounts to the parent corporation;

7. meet existing state requirements, for private schools regarding

curriculum, staffing, and the like.33

The Office of Economic Opportunity in its competition with the Office

of Education for educational influence has responded favorably to the

Jencks report and has announced its intention to fund several five- to

eight-year experiments. The effort has not gone well. A'though federal

money is usually a desirable commodity, school systems have been turning 0E0

down at an unprecedented rate. Indeed, the difficulty of fitting vouchers

into local and state laws and the size of the political opposition may mean

that widespread experiments will prove impossible.34

On the intellectual circuit, however, vouchers are the hottest thing

going, and the idea must be taken seriously. Much of the debate has been

dominated by considerations of ideology and vested interest, but there is

the beginning of a careful critique of the plan on its own terms. Most of

that attention has been focused on the adequacy of the specific regulations

on voucher schools. For example, neither Jencks nor Coons would prohibit

voucher schools from discrimination in the hiring of teachers. Not only

is this a practical problem in the coming era of teacher surplus, but it is

obvious th_t if a school discriminates rigorously enough in selecting its

staff, it can discourage "undesirable students from even applying. Under

those circumstances, the careful lottery and dismissal procedures are mean-

ingless. Nor is there any decision about the use of academic quafifications

or dress codes (an expensive school uniform, for example) to restrict enroll-

ment. The alternatives available to a private school that wanted to restrict

its enrollment are al.mo:,.t limitless, and perhap no voucher system can fully

cope with them.
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A,suming for the moment the adequacy and good faith of the Jencks regu-

lations, can they be enforced? For most of the voucher writers, the market-

place's ability to regulate competition and to produce consumer sovereignty

is axiomatic. Adam Smith, not Ralph Nader, is their prOphet, and their

faith in the virtues of the market is in today's terms almost singular.

But which of the great A,Ierican industries would be a suitable model for the

educational marketplace? The "free enterprise" transportation industry?

Lockheed or Penn Central? How about the medical industry, which is now

financed in part by Medicare vouchers. T:11e, it does not seem to have done

much for the overall health of Americans or even for the fiscal solvency of

hospitals, but some doctors are doing very well, thank you. Or perhaps

that sector of education most based on free enterprise--correspondence and

trade schools--is the model?

Marketplace analogies do not fit well in the educational world. In the

first place, public schools are not a non-competitive monopoly in the sense

that the postal service is. Public schools are highly decentralized and they

do compete. In most cities, they compete with private schools which enroll

15% to 35 of the students. (There is, incidentally, no research which

shows that public schools are "better' in cities where the greatest com-

petition with private schools exists. Because of the "drain-off" of the

middle class in these cities, I suspect the reverse is more likely true.)

Furthermore, public schools compete with each other at many levels. City

schools compete against suburban schools and with each other for appropria-

ions, teachers, special projects, status and in extra-curricular activities.

Competition in the private school sector does not correspond with market

theory either. With the possible exception of the housing industry, most
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profit-making firm will salt their to anyone with cash or credit

regardless of his race, religl:aa, social bankground, manners, intelligence

or skills. P:ivate schools, however, generally prefer to be exclusive

based on one or more of the above factors. They do not view increasing

their share of the market in. the same vay corporations do. This severely

limits the possiblity of cons1=er accountability. Although there is no

research cn the matter, the mcst plausible generalization is that the more

desirable the private school, the less the parent accountability.

The Ihrvard study is aware 01.7 the limitations of the market as regulator,

however, and it proposes several devices to skew the marlzet in :Liberal

directions.

First, the preferred voucher would be compensatory, providing perhaps

twice as many dollars for disadvantaged children. One can make a case that

it costs more to educate these nhildroand since 0E0 will control the exper-

iments, one can imagine that the vouchers will actually be compensatory.

But eventually vouchers will have to be funded by state and local legisla-

tures. Nothing in their history (cextainly not their distribution of Title

I ESEA. money) warrants optimism about their compensatory proclivities. A7.-

moat all of the:Noucher sehaman that have been taken seriously by the

states thus far have provided nearly equal per student grants.

Secondly, voucher schools would be forbidden to charge amounts in addi-

tion to the voucher aid and, if oversubscribed, would have to choose at

least half of their students through lottery. These • rules reflect a

genuine attempt to overcome the impulse toward selectivity in private

schools that might discriminate against, disadvantsged students. *Furthermore,

the eligible schools would have to disclose enough information about them-
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selves to permit informed conumer choices. The difficulties of forcing

schools, even public schools, to release this kind of information in the

past gives this requirement a certain utopian character. There are more

tyan 100,000 different schools in the United States, and the voucher system

could be expected to increase that number. At the very least, the inter-

pretation and enforcement of the voucher rules will create some enormously

difficult problems.

The key to the regulated voucher obviously is the regulatory mechanisms.

The Harvard study offers alternatives but is not very definitive about the

problem. The report states:

An Educational Voucher Agency (EVA) uould be established to
administer the vouchers. Its governing board might be elected or
appointed, buj in either case it should be structured so as to repre-
sent minority as v.?ell as majority interests. The EVA might be an
existing local board of education, or it might be a nay agency with a
larger or smaller gAegraphic tirisdiction. The EVA ould receive all
federal, state and local education funds for which children in the
area were eligible. It mould pay this money to schools only in
return for vouchers.'")

the report spells out alternatives for establishing the EVA in

demonstration projects:

I. The .xisting public school board could set itself up as the EVA.

2. The public school board could appoint a separate board as the EVA.

3. An entirely independent board including representatiiyes of parents
and staff of the participating schools could be set up. -)1

Elected or appointed, public or consortiums of participating schools,

local, state, or regional? If the difference between the regulated vouchers

and unregulated vouchers is social justice or social disaster, then decisions

about the structure of the EVA are of paramount importance.

In the demonstration projects, the principal regulator mill obviously

be 0E0 itself, but what will happen if vouchers are adopted independently by
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states and localities? Which of the various regulatory models--the federal

agencies, state departments of education,pprivate accrediting associations

or local school boards--leads to a reasonable belief that they could moni-

tor this development? Which of the regulations would or could be enforced?

Which would be dropped altogether? Pinning the reform of k"erican schools

on a series of ad hoc regulations to be enforced by a yet-to be-defined EVA

seems to be an enormous risk.

In reply, Jencks would insist tl-rt the current system of :,•egulations

doesn't work very well either, and EVA s wouldn't be any worse. But it

Night be worse. As was pointed out in section III, the federal courts have

become one of the principal regulators of social injustice in public educa-

tion. They have accomplished this by applying the First and Fourteenth

A:;iendmentsto public schools. Would voucher schools involve state action and

be subject to the constitutional rules the courts have established for pub-

lic schools? If the ahsver is yes, then the ad hoc nature of Jencka'

regulations and the fuzzy nature of the EVA becomes less dangerous, because

the federal courts would continue to act as regulators. On the other hand,

the concept of state action could substantially reduce the autonomy of

traditionally private schools.

On this critical question the Harvard report appears to be of two

minds. The two legal sections in the study are devoted primarily to dis-

cussions of the eligibility of racially segregated and parochial schools in

voucher programs" The authors concludethat the federal courts would pro-

hibit the participation of any school that clearly discriminated racially,

but that the participation of parochial schools awaits further court deci-

sions. This seems to be a fair appraisal of the current state of the law
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but the report is less perceptive about the effect of state action on parti-

cipating voucher achools. The section of the report dealing with racial

discrimination concludes tht voucher schools do involve state action, but

the parochial school section is quite indecisive.

In addition to being a complicated problem of law, the issue presents

a tricky political situation for voucher advocates. Ninety-five per centj

of all private school enrollment is in parochial schools. Obviously, the

support of that constituency is necessary if vouchers are to become a

serious national option. Consequently, the report resuscitates the GI Bill

and social security analo-r, to plead hopefully for the eligibility of paro-

chial schools. But that analogy was for unregulated vouchers and it provides

a legal rationale that voucher schools do not involve state action and are

39
thus free from constitutional restraints. To concretize the issue, could a

voucher school avoid judicial standards of academic freedom or discriminate

religiously in the hiring of teachers? When I asked the latter question at

the recent AERA Conference, neither John Coons nor Christopher Jencks would

commit themselves on it.

While not every past or future federal court decision on civil liber-

ties and education may be the most appropriate policy for every one of the

16,000 schpol districts in the United States, a system of financing that

runs the risk of undermining all constitutional rules in education in favor

of ad hoc regulations seems to me to be too great a price to pay. Neither

is it fair to private schools to be ambiguous about this point. Courts can

declare that past behavior on the part of an institution requires it meet

constitutional standards from then on. In the long run, it seems doubtful

that the courts would regard schools funded by tax-supported vouchers and

intensively regulated by public or quasi-public IWA's as free from state
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action. Far better to decide that question now and to give private schools

a choice. Certainly, a declaration by the responsible legislative and ad-

ministrative agencies that they intended voucher schools to involve state

action would constitute a proper warning and would assist courts in deciding

the matter.

Such a declaration would not necessarily eliminate all private schools

whose current practices did not meet constitutional tests. Just as some

formerly sectarian universities in New York (Fordham, for example) have

altered some of their religious practices in order to receive state*funds,

so private rchools could change to meet constitutional tests as well as

ad hoc rules to become eligible for vouchers.
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V.

Even if the questions about the constitutional obligation of voucher

schools were cleared up, other importemt reservations about vouchers remain.

Still, shouldn't the voucher scheme be subject to experimentation? It is

difficult for any scholar or educational reformer to object to an experiment,

but one may be very skeptical about whether what 0E0 is proposing will consti-

tute a real experiment. In the first place, Southern cities were ruled out,

although a voucher system must be workable in Columbus, Georgia as well as

Columbus, Ohio. Secondly, the experiments will take place in such a few

places (only three cities, Seattle, Gary, and Alum Rock, California have

applied for planning grants) that the amount of official and media attention

given to these programs will eliminate the abuses vouchers might create in

less scrutinized circumstances. Finally, 0E0 has announced that the experi-

ments will run five to eight years, but the uncertainty of program funding

(vouchers have not yet been subject to Congressional Hearings) may cause

many of the corporations and agencies otherwise interested in the educational

market to hold back.

Probably a quicker, cheaper and more accurate method of evaluating

vouchers would be to test the idea through surveys. Marketing agencies do

this kind of research all the time. By presenting the various voucher models

to properly selected samples, reasonable forecasts could be made about what

different groups of parents would do if they had vouchers. In addition,

private school leaders and cthers who might be interested in starting schools

could be surveyed to see which kind of vouchers would be acceptable to them

and what kinds of new schools would be stimulated.
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I suspect two findings would emerge from such a survey. First, only a

tiny percentage of the traditional private or parochial schools would be

willing to participate in the regulated voucher approach Jencks is proposing.

Some schools would find the ceiling on their tuition income intolerable,

while few schools would find the lottery features acceptable. Entrepreneurs

with the kind of organization and capital needed to offer new private educa-

tional alternatives would not find the Jencks regulations very attractive

either. Some liberal, equalitarian, integration-minded parents would support

the Jencks' voucher model, but I suspect a much larger number of parents

would opt for an unregulated, non-compensatory voucher that 'as free from

constitutional restraints.

Those who advocate ideal or model vouchers don't seem to fully recognize

the true nature of the voucher constituency. There is a latent coalition

prepared to support vouchers and it won't be led by the gentlemen scholars

from Cambridge and Berkeley. The coalition is the one Kevin Phillips proposed

in The Emerging Republican Majorityll° It is composed mainly of Southern

Protestant nativists and Northern Catholic ethnics-- plus I would add a

touch of the far right and the far left political extremes. Aid to private

schools was one of the ways Phillips suggested that coalitions might be

brought together. The danger is, then, that while the debate focuses on

ideal vouchers, the true voucher coalition will rise up to take command of

the idea. Once united, that coalition might be able to bring about the kind

of unregulated, non-compensatory, constitution-free vouchers that would lead

to the social disaster Jencks h5mself warns about.

The preceding discussion may have sounded like a plea for the status

quo, but that was not the intention. Instead, I merely want to assert that
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the prescription for educational reform should relate more carefully to the

diagnosis of the problem than do voucher proposals and that their unintended

consequences may be far-reaching and quite damaging. As a vehicle for

reform, vouchers are a very inefficient device. They would prove costly by

adding to existing state and local budgets the expense of (1) all private

school tuitions, (2) the EVA administrative bureaucracy, (3) new buildings

and inefficient use of existing structures, (4) inefficient use of existing

tenured personnel, and (5) greatly increased transportation costs. Since

non-parents mould be partially disenfranchised from school politics by

vouchers, they might be less inclined to support educational budgets, so that

the total financial pie may be reduced. Furthermore, to wait five to eight

years for the results of the voucher experiments and then to wait until new

schools are built which can provide choices is an inordinate delay of neces-

sary educational reform. Depending on the goals chosen, there are more

effective and less dangerous reform models.

If the problem is diagnosed as fundamentally one of the quality of

public schools, then the experiments with performance contracting and teacher

accountability should be given a chance. Each of these concepts raise diffi-

cult problems of implementation, but they contain fewer risks than do vouchers.

Furthermore, we might experiment with developing for the academic activities

of public schools the kind of competition and rewards that already exist for

extra-curricular activities.

If the problem is diagnosed as basically a problem of ideological con-

formity, then the spread of dual enrollment (shared time) and decentralization

cffer alternatives. Dual enrollment permits a student to select his curricu-

lum from two or more learning centers. In addition to giving individuals
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more choice, it allows groups which have particular religious or ideological

concerns to focus on those areas rather than undertaking comprehensive school-

ing. Many groups can find private funding for selected courses, while man-

aging a whole school leads to public funding and public controls. Dual

enrollment in some form currently exists in almost every state, and consi-

deration should be given to the type of law recently passed in Vermont which

permits the dual enrollment option in every community.

The trend toward decentralizing our large city school systems is also

growing. Again, a lot of problems exist, but eventually urban public schools

can be expected to offer more durricular alternatives and to be more respon-

sive to parents than before.

We can go further. In pamphlet called The Reform of the Urban Schools",

Mario Fantini suggests a concept called "public schools of choice." Fantini

and his colleagues are currently writing a book on the subject and so the

concept has not been fully spelled out. Essentially, however, the thesis is

that we can have a lot more choices of school culture and style in urban

public schools if we want them. Rather than turning to vouchers, individual

choice could be enforced by developing the petition rights of parents and

students. For example, a state legislature and/or local school board could

establish that whenever a certain percentage of parents wanted a particular

school style (British Infant model, for example) or a percentage of students

wanted a particular curriculum alternative, public school authorities would

be required by law to provide for it. If the school were set up on house

plans as is Richard C. Lee High School in New Haven, the alternatives might

exist within the same school. The only limitations would be constitutional

and in some cases financial. Furthermore, within constitutional boundaries,
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there is a lot of room for experimentation with alternatives to the

traditional school board as a management system.

Although these concepts are new enough to require much development,

I believe they will eventually contribute more toward solving our educa-

tional problems than will vouchers. Substituting consumer accountability

for political accountability is not in the long run a good bargain for

either parents or society. Our majoritarianism should be tempered witr

the respect for minority differences and public education should offer many

alternatives, but deciding educational policy forces a society to confront

the ultimate questions about its future. These decisions are better made

through the democratic process than the marketplace.
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Senator NELSON. At this point I order printed all statements of
those who could not be heard this morning. Also other pertinent
material that may be submitted for the record.
(The material referred to follows:)

62-792 0-71--pt. 2-12
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I am John W. Baker, Acting Executive Director of the Baptist Joint Committee on

Public Affairs. This Committee is composed of representatives from eight cooperating

Baptist conventions with over twenty-three million members:

American Baptist Convention
Baptist General Conference
National Baptist Convention of America

National Baptist Convention, U. S. A., Inc.

North American Baptist General Conference

Progressive National Baptist Convention, Inc.

Seventh Day Baptist General Conference
Southern Baptist Convention

The Committee seeks to apply the traditional Baptist concerns for religious liberty

and proper church-state relations to the circumstances of our modern age. Because of

the democratic organization of individual Baptist churches and their conventions the Bap-

tist Joint Committee on Public Affairs does not purport to speak for all Baptists. Our

testimony today is based on a position taken by the Baptist Joint Committee on Public

Affairs in October, 1970, and a resolution passed by the Executive Committee of the

Southern Baptist Convention in September, 1970, which specifically oppose the Office of

Economic Opportunity's proposed educational voucher experiment, and a resolution of

the American Baptist Convention adopted in May, 1965, on "Poverty and Education"

which expresses support for a system of public education. These resolutions are

appended to this statement.

Baptists have a tradition of concern for people and for a public education system

which is properly financed and which is geared to meet the needs of a dynamic society.

This tradition leads us to recognize that there are problems with the public schools as

they exist in many of our communities. These schools are usually underfinanced and they

often have not been willing or able to make the changes which are necessary to meet the

needs of the times. A reexamination of public schools as we know them today is essential
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if the United States is to achieve a quality education, relevant to the times in which we

live, for all Americans who want an education.

Baptist concern for people comprehends the needs the poor have for a sound educa-

tion and for viable alternatives to the type of education many of them are receiving in

their neighborhood schools. Some stimulus is necessary to move these and other public

schools to meet the needs of all the people.

However, even though some severe shortcomings in the public school system are

recognized, it is our firm position that the voucher system presently proposed by the

Office of Economic Opportunity creates problems and difficult situations rather than pro-

viding solutions to existing deficiencies and inequities in the education of American youth.

The Congress should make extensive examination of the ramifications of this administra-

tive agency's decision to experiment with public education. Some of the issues involved

in such an experiment are (1) the issue of church-state relations, (2) the impact these

proposed programs could have on American society, and (3) the question of sound public

policy.

Church-state relations: The program as proposed by the Office of Economic Oppor-

tunity would provide that educational vouchers, representing a share of public tax moneys

raised for educational purposes, could be spent in existing public schools or in private

schools, many of which are integral parts of religious institutions.

Historically, a major contribution of the Baptist faith to the world is that a genuine

religious experience is a voluntary, uncoerced response to God. To a gratifying extent

this concept has been and is being received throughout society as a basic principle of

religious liberty. The American people by adding the First Amendment to the Constitution

have recognized voluntarism in religion as a right not to be abridged by the state.



509

- 3 -

It is our viewpoint that when the state raises money through its powers of taxation

and then appropriates that money to support religious schools, the taxpayer is coerced

into religious participation.

Therefore, we view legislation that provides tax funds for pupils.in religious

schools, through either direct or indirect channels, as an unwarranted and unconsti-

tutional attack by the state on the religious liberty of its people.

Let it be clear that we are not protesting the right of people to send their children

to religious schools. We approve pluralism in educational opportunity. We defend the

right of people to provide for their children the schools that satisfy the demands of their

own consciences. However, if these schools are religious institutions, we believe that

they must be supported by means other than public funds.

Public schools should be supported by all the people and their doors should be open

to all pupils. Church schools are not the responsibility of the state, and taxpayers

should not be coerced into religious participation by the use of public funds for religious

schools.

We view with some alarm the potential disruptions in public education and in inter -

faith relations which could be triggered by the channeling of public funds into religious

institutions by the Office of Economic Opportunity's educational voucher proposal.

Impact on society: We do not believe that we are producing a "parade of imaginary

horribles" when we say that we are concerned that the proposed educational voucher

system will lead to further polarization and fragmentation in the nation.

The public school system has long played a vital role in the "melting pot" of Ameri-

can society. To make financially advantageous the use of private schools which parents

may choose as giving the type of education they want for their child is to invite the creation
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o f a multiplicity of divisive school experiences for our children. "Hard hat," White

Citizens Council, Black Panther, John Birch, Socialist Workers, etc., schools are not

hard to anticipate. They would provide alternatives. They would divide and weaken

Our nation.

It is not possible to control the emergence of these schools if public funds are

available to make them economically feasible. To say that every school approved must

be open to all people who apply becomes meaninglesS if the curriculum of any given school

is so constructed and the instruction so skewed toward a particular point of view that

those who disagree with that orientation will either not apply or will not stay after they

have been admitted.

It is our contention that public funds, even ignoring the church-state issues, should

not be used in any program which even potentially might shred the fabric of the American

society.

Following from this is a concern for the public school system. Although the Office

of Economic Opportunity's proposal is envisioned as an experimental program, we believe

that it, like many other programs, will have a plural constituency of its own which will

work for continuation even if the experiment is not successful. The effects on public

education would probably be irreversible.

Public policy: In addition to reasons of conscience in relation to public support of

religious institutions, we feel that it is poor public policy to divide limited resources for

education between two competing systems of education—One which is responsible and

accountable to the public and the other with overwhelming responsibility and accountability

only to private interests.
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For these reasons we respectfully urge that this Committee:

1. Continue to support education for democracy by aiding the state to provide

quality education for every child through publicly supported and publicly responsible

schools, for traditional ongoing educational programs directed either toward upgrading

the quality of general education or meeting the specific needs of a particular locale or

population segment.

2. Conduct extensive hearings on the advisability of experimenting with a voucher

system by any agency of the federal government, and,

3. Withhold authorization of funds for such experimentation, until hearings are

completed and the Committee has determined the nature of federal involvement in such

projects.

Respectfully submitted,

John W. Baker
Acting Executive Director
Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs
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FINANCING EDUCATION BY GRANTS TO PARENTS

We, the Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs, meeting in semi-annual
session, October 5-7, 1970, have examined the proposed Educational Voucher Program
as envisioned in the report, Financing Education by Grants to Parents, released by the
Office of Economic Opportunity. We wish to make the following observations.

1. We commend the Office of Economic Opportunity for its concern to strengthen
the quality of education, and experiment with a diversity of educational approaches to
meet specific local needs and seek greater involvement of parents in the educational
processes. We express deep concern that the educational voucher program is not the
best means to accomplish this objective.

2. We express our hope that experimental programs directed toward these ends
will be carried out within the framework of public schools, as we have traditionally
known them.

3. We express our basic confidence in the principle of public education, voicing
our concern over the proposed redefinition of public and private schools which would
channel public support into schools which are essentially private schools except for an
arbitrary redefinition.

4. We urge that public funds for elementary and secondary education be invested
only in school systems which are publicly owned, whether for traditional ongoing educa-
tional programs or for experimental programs directed either toward upgrading the
quality of general education or in meeting the specific needs of a particular locale or
population segment.

5. We believe that the proposed voucher system will weaken rather than strengthen
public education through the proliferation of inferior special interest schools which are
essentially private schools. Although envisioned as an experimental program, we believe
it will tend to become a continuing program, whether successful or not, since its effects
on public education will tend to be irreversible. We also express our concern that such
a program will lead toward further polarization and fragmentation in the nation.

6. We point out that there is a dangerous blurring of the separation between
church and state as public funds are channeled into religiously owned and operated schools
even though there is a deliberate and unwarranted redefinition of what constitutes public
and private schools.
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EDUCATION VOUCIIERS

WHEREAS, the Southern Baptist Convention meeting in Denver,
Colorado, on June 4, 1970, adopted a resolution supporting the public
schools and opposing the use of "tax money to support private church-
related elementary and secondary schools," and

WHEREAS, the Office of Economic Opportunity is seeking to
implement a pilot program of Education Vouchers which will be given
to children to purchase their education in either public or church-related

- elementary and secondary schools, and

WHEREAS, the Office of Economic Opportunity seeks to redefine
the term "public schools" to include church-related elementary and
secondary schools, and

WHEREAS, such a program is potentially contrary to historic
principles of proper church-state relations which guarantee religious
liberty in this country,

Therefore, be it Resolved by the Executive Committee of the
Southern Baptist Convention that they:

(1) Voice their opposition to the implementation of any educa-
tional voucher system which would permit the use of public
funds either directly or indirectly by private church-related
elementary and secondary schools, and

(2) Recommend to Southern Baptists that they write to their
elected representatives requesting that they oppose funding
of the program, and

(3) Request the staff of the Baptist Joint Committee on Public
Affairs to convey to the President, the Congress, and the
Office of Economic Opportunity the opposition of Southern
Baptists to this proposed program.

----Adopted by the Executive Committee
of the Southern Baptist Convention,
Nashville, Tennessee, Sept. 22, 1970
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rovERTY AND EDUCATION

The American economy is the most highly productive in the world. It affords the
highest average level of real income and this real income is growing year by year. While
it is true that in an absolute sense poverty has declined substantially since the end of
World War II, there still exist millions of families and individuals who have less income
than should be acceptable to those of us who are more fortunate, and less income than
the resources and ingenuity of our labor, management and government could provide.

The reduction of poverty involves an increase of education and training. In order
to maintain the expanding economy necessary to create more jobs, more highly trained
persons are required at all levels. Therefore, our educational programs must take into
account especially both those who drop out of college and those who drop out of high
school, those who are underemployed as well as those who are unemployed. In order to
maintain high levels of employment, the quality of our working force must be improved.
Increased investment in our human resources is imperative.

To this end we recommend the following to our churches, to groups of churches
working together, and to individual members in places of responsible leadership:

a. Work for the improvement of public education and increased financial support
on all levels—local, state, and national—with particular emphasis on aid for the poorer
school districts and with continued regard for our historic principle of separation of
church and state.

b. Establish and/or support pre-school programs specifically designed for the pur-
pose of counteracting the cultural and educational deprivation resulting from poverty
situations.

c. Establish and/or support tutorial services to students who are falling behind in
their studies. As a prevention of future drop-outs, continue to work with students through
consultative services, guidance, and special programs designed to assist them in efforts
to find work or to reenter an educational program.

d. Establish and support adult literacy programs and fundamental education to
enable adults to participate more actively in society and to secure employment.

e. Urge cooperation among churches, schools and industries to develop the above
recommended programs. '

f. Cooperate with community agencies and educators in efforts to promote the purpose
of•the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 as they relate to educational provisions of the bill,
especially the effective implementation of the community action program.

g. Support programs, both public and private, designed to make college education
financially available to those who qualify and need financial aid.

h. Undertake the study of the major general goals of economic growth; high rates
of employment, stable price levels and a strong international position for the dollar.

--Adopted by the American Baptist Convention,
San Francisco, California, May 22, 1965 '
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PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING

By

Robert D. Bhaerman
Research Director

American Federation of Teachers

Performance Contracting is a plan which sounds remarkably
simple: A private firm takes charge of some students promising
to raise their reading achievement by two grade levels within
180 days. If it succeeds, it gets paid a prearranged fee. If
the project fails, the contracting company refunds specific amounts
to the school board.

Performance Contracting -- as this concept is known -- is
being adopted by some school districts. The recent illfated ex-
periment in Texarkana was followed by contracts between school
boards and private businesses in Gary, Philadelphia and elsewhere.
As of this date, the Office of Economic Opportunity has made
"performance contracts" with 21 school districts and allocated
more than $6 million to promote these projects.

Basis of Union Position

What is wrong with the idea of "performance contracting" and
why does the union object?

First of all, the advocates of performance contracting claim
that the public has lost confidence in the public schools. Test
scores in reading and math skills may reveal deterioration for
many impoverished urban and rural youth. While dollar costs per
student almost doubled in the past decade, it is argued that there
has been no commensurate increase in productivity. Yet the point
is that one-half of the money increase was simply inflation; the
real increase in expenditures averaged little more than $15 per
student per year.

Advocates of performance contracting point out the precarious
support of public education as demonstrated by the increasing rate
of school bond issue defeats. Yet the fact is that increasing
local school taxes is attempted through highly inequitable property
tax structures. Federal income tax dollars are paid with the possi-
bility that only two cents of each dollar might flow back into the
local education effort.

Nevertheless, these are the economic circumstances which give
impetus to the notion of performance contracting. The idea neatly
fits the Nixon policy of encouraging profit-seeking corporations
to become involved in public education.

It is significant to note that, as Nixon scales down military

expenditures, public services, such as schools, do not benefit.



516

- 2 -

instead, the focus is diverted for enterprises which find their
war chests have been emptied. So they have entered a new zone:
It is called the public schools.

Furthermore, President Nixon theorizes that increased federal
education expenditures are unjustified until we discover the
strategy that will maximize the "results" from the education dol-
lar. We are told to wait until the schools adopt industry's pro-
cedures and jargon.

Of course, private industry was quick to act on these new
opportunities. Under a guaranteed contract, firms offer to take
over the "training" aspects of education (not the "education" as-
pect of education) and they promise to get the job done faster,
better and more cheaply.

What are major specific reasons for our objection to "per-
formance contracting"? There are several. At the American
Federation of Teachers convention in August 1970, delegates unani-
mously approved a resolution noting the fallacies of performance
contracting, which "is predicated on the false assumption that
educational achievement can be improved in the vacuum of a machine-
oriented classroom, without changing the wider environment of the
poverty-stricken child." The resolution notes six other areas of
objection:

Whereas: the concept of performance contracting threatens
to become a common practice in U.S. education, and...

Whereas: performance contracting incorporates such du-
bious educational practices as merit-pay incentives to teachers,
over-reliance upon standardized testing and the utilization of
teaching machines and such doubtful incentives as "green stamps"
and transistor radios to children, be it therefore,

Resolved: that the AFT go on record as opposing any plan,
such as performance contacting, which:

(1) will take the determination of educational policy out
of the hands of the public and place it in the hands of private
industrial entrepreneurs,

(2) threatens to establish a monopoly of education by big
business,

(3) threatens to dehumanize the learning process,
(4) would sow distrust among teachers through a structured

incentive program,
(5) promotes "teaching to the (standardized) test,"
(6) subverts the collective-bargaining process and reduces

teacher input.
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The AFT is not alone in raising these objections. The American
School Board Journal of November, 1970 reported a survey to school
board members in which this question was raised: "Does the concept
of performance contracting have validity for education?" One-third
thought it might; one-third had reservations; one-third opposed it
outright. The latter group offered two reasons:

(1) It threatens to "dehumanize" schools at a time when
a humane approach to education is more crucial than it has ever
been.

(-2) Performance contracting is a naive idea -- nobody can
"guarantee" learning as though it were a new automobile.

To which we would add: Industry can't even guarantee that their
automobiles won't be called back.

The official of one company, who views the motion of performance
contracting with considerable doubt, as we do, has written in Nation's
Schools: "I wouldn't be surprised if by next year the whole idea of
performance contracting will have passed into the history books."

There are other reasons for AFT opposition to performance con-
tracting. In an address to a meeting of McGraw-Hill's Educational
Development Laboratories executives on October 27, Albert Shanker,
president of the UFT in New York City, presented five reasons: (I)
The contractors' lack of responsibility to live up to the terms of
any collective bargaining agreement negotiated by the Board of Educa-
tion and the Union; (2) charlatanism inherent in guarantees of per-
formance; (3) the overselling of technology; (4) dangers in the con-
tractors' motivation of students through gimmicks; and (5) the anti-
teacher political maneuvering behind much of the contracting.

If industry is recruited into the anti -teacher camp, it will
have to face the consequences of a strong teacher and union response.
Mr. Shanker said, "We are not about to fight with a Board of Educa-
tion for wages, working conditions and other benefits, and win them,
and then see the board turn the schools over to a private contractor
who has no obligation to us."

The Gary, Indiana Program 

To better understand the insidiousness of the program, consider
the significant financial arrangement made in Gary, Indiana. One-
third of the regular teachers were replaced with paraprofessionals
at a pay rate of $2.00 or less per hour, thereby providing some
$80,000 extra dollars for the firm. The Board of Education allowed
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the Laboratory $800 per child, which was the Gary total school aver-
age since high school costs are higher. Since Gary elementary costs
were only $669 per child, the firm gained another $105,000. The
Laboratory will, in addition, receive all federal funds prorated for
the school.

With such additional expenditures, the Gary school administra-
tion could have done an outstanding job. It should be pointed out
that all other elementary schools in Gary are required to operate
under a $669 per child per budget. With such profits in the offing
-- no wonder the industrial complex is so eagerly seeking these per-
formance contracts.

More serious is the deep seated discontent which has already
developed among the employees of the project school. Recent articles
in the Gary Post Tribune report that paraprofessionals threatened a
walk-out because they were being used as substitute teachers in jobs
for which they were not qualified. Through intercession by the Gary
Teachers Union with the Gary Board of Education, the grievance was
resolved.

However, a custodian who voiced his support of the paraprofes-
sionals was immediately transferred by the Gary Board of Education
to another Gary school, in compliance with an article in the con-
tract which specifies that the Board of Education must transfer
within 15 days, any employee whom the project administrators wish
to transfer. Accordingly, teacher discontent is widespread not
only because of the insensitive and dictatorial program administra-
tion, but also because the needs of the children are neglected.

Instant Alert

For these reasons, the AFT has established an "Instant Alert"
system for parents, teachers, and communities. As part of this
system, we have established three IEC (Industrial Educational Com-
plex) "monitoring posts" in Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, and Gary,
Indiana. The posts will be staffed with personnel to evaluate pro-
posed contracts and to alert communities to the implications of per-
formance contracting. In addition, the posts will examine proposed
performance contracts to determine among other things: (I) The
duration of commitment of outside funds to a school district; (2)
who will set policy in all of the school districts or in the segment
covered by the proposed performance contract; (3) the pupil-teacher
ratio under the contract; (4) an evaluation of the physical setting
in which learning takes place compared with the physical setting in
an average classroom in the district; and (5) the handling of dis-
ruptive or mentally disadvantaged children under the contract.



519

- 5 -

Henry Dyer, vice-president of the Educational Testing Service,

writing in the United Teacher, summarizes the opposition to per-
formance contracting in these terms, to which we subscribe:

It must be constantly kept in mind that the educational

process is not on all fours with a manufacturing or industrial
process; it is a social process in which human beings are con-
tinually interacting with other human beings in ways that are

imperfectly measureable or predictable.

Education does not deal with inert raw materials, but

with living minds that are instinctively concerned, first,
with preserving their own integrity and, second, with reach-

ing a meaningful accommodation with the world around them.

The outpost of the educational process is never a "finished

product" whose characteristics can be rigorously specified in

advance; it is an individual who is sufficiently aware of his

own incompleteness to make him want to keep on growing and

learning and trying to solve the riddle of his own existence

in a world that neither he nor anyone else can fully understand

or predict.

In short, we would agree that performance contracting provides

an agent for change, but we maintain that the change will not be

constructive. Lives of children are at stake, not boxes of soap-

suds. Let us stop shopping for bargains in the educational market-

place for our children.
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Statement on the Tuition Voucher Plan

For the Joint Washington Office for Social Concern
representing:

THE AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION
THE AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION

THE UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION

by Robert E. Jones

Submitted to the Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
April 27, 1971

Mr. Chairmen:

Because most of the essential points have been made by the previous witnesses

in criticism of the Tuition Voucher Plan of the Office of Economic Opportunity, I

will confine myself to a few salient points expressing the position of the three

organizations represented in the Joint Washington Office for Social Concern.

Our three groups are best described as embracing the liberal religious

tradition in America. Though we are separate in our corporate structures, we share

many religious ideals and practices. One of the tenets common to all three groups

is a sturdy allegiance to the concept of the separation of church and state,

believing that religion in America has flourished and been an important influence

in our society because it has not relied unduly on support of the state. Both

church and state have enjoyed healthy relations and been the better for this

necessary and desirable separation.

Our first concern with the tuition voucher plan is that it threatens to

further erode this tradition of separation of church and state. Let there be no

mistake. The Education Voucher experiment is an attempt to circumvent the First

Amendment prohibition against Establishment of Religion. The authors of the

experiment admit they are pusT'ing the limits of the Constitution. Thus, Mr.

Thomas K. Glennan, Jr., Director of the 0E0 Office of Research and Evaluation, has

written to the chairman of the Public Affairs Committee of the American Ethical

Union, "The question is not whether government may support the public and secular
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activities of otherwise religious bodies, but to what extent it may do so. This

is a matter that we must leave for the courts to decide."

The courts have not given a final definitive answer to this problem, but in

the meantime, those who care about Constitutional limits have an obligation to call

attention to the dangers of encroachment and a responsibility to define the limits.

No matter how the issue is couched, the tuition voucher plan is a means of

sluicing federal money into church schools, It amounts to a diversion of moneys

badly needed by our public schools, into the privately operated sectarian schools.

It is not even indirect aid. Payments for vouchers would be made directly to the

elementary and secondary schools involved, not the parents. -If the purpose is

federal aid to church schools, why not call it that and not engage in this sleight

of hand?

Secondly, the tuition voucher plan, we believe, has ominous implications for

the future good health of the public school system. America has a unique

educational system. We have long prided ourselves on the fact that we, in this

country, pioneered the ideal of free public education.

We all recognize the tremendous burdens placed on the public schools in this

era of rapid social and technological change. Many of our public school systems

have not been capable of meeting the challenge - particularly in the center city

and in the rural areas.

But is the answer to the inadequacies of our public schools, the injection

of the element of competition from private schools? Is it really a fair competi-

tion? Who will be the loser?

We submit that given the choice, most responsible, enterprising parents will

choose the private school education for their children, abandoning the public

schools to the children of the parents who either do not care, or are unaware of

educational opportunities. The public schools will be drained of the brightest,

most promising youngsters. All the value of the public school - where ideally

62-792 0-71 - pt. - 13
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the children of 60' clasaes land-ethnic and religious groups and aptitudes meet -

will be subverted.

The voucher experiment, then, will lead to the further debilitation and

deterioration of the public schools in the urban ghetto, relegating those schools

to glorified babysitting and day care centers.

It is important that we preserve in our public schools a healthy mix of

children from various ethnic, religious, and social class backgrounds, and of

differing aptitudes, wherever possible.

In spite of formulas for 25% minority representation and other devices, the

end result of these experiments, we fear, would be to contribute to further

separatism and polarization of the diverse elements of our society.

Experimentation in education is valuable. Title III of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended promised such experimentation. We

think the authors of the tuition voucher plan ought to reexamine Title III and sue

if enough has been done to enrich our public schools with the tools at hand.

And let us further work to obtain massive federal funding for our public

schools to promote better teachers, smaller classes, ample remedial programs,

innovative learning methods; and let us replace antiquated schools with modern

facilities.

Lastly, the large turnout of the witnesses this afternoon, and the limited

time in which to hear them, dictate that further hearings on the voucher

experiment are necessary if we are to have a thorough airing of the problems

involved. We therefore urge that this committee or a subcommittee conduct further

hearings and investigations into this matter so that all ramifications may be

carefully examined. We are dealing here with a radical departure from customary

educational financing and to move hastily might well cause irreparable harm.
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STATEMENT BY JOSEPH B. ROBISON

On Behalf of American Jewish Congress

At Hearings on the Voucher Plan

Before the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

The American Jewish Congress welcomes this opportunity to express its
views on the voucher plan at these hearings on the bill to authorize continua-
tion of the programs of the Office of Economic Opportunity. We understand
that the hearing today is devoted specifically to the question of sponsor-
ship by the O.E.O. of a particular form of the voucher plan for the financing
of education.

Under voucher plans generally, a state or other governmental agency
gives to parents one voucher for a specified sum of money for each school-
aged child. The parents apply to any school of their choice -- public or
private -- denominational or nondenominational -- and the school which
accepts the child is paid the sum specified in the voucher. .

The American Jewish Congress opposes institution of voucher plans be-

cause we believe that any such plan would impair two vital aspects of our
system of democracy -- publicly financed and publicly controlled schools
and the separation of church and state.

The voucher plan is designed to deal with serious problems facing the
public schools, the foremost being their failure to meet the educational
needs of the disadvantaged. However, we do not believe that the voucher
plan, in any form, would deal effectively with that problem. In practice

and effect, the only nonpublic schools receiving voucher funds would be
those already in existence (predominantly church affiliated) and those that

would be established to cater to the upper classes.

The O.E.O. has been sponsoring a particular form of the voucher plan

developed by the Center for the Study of Public Policy. Because of the
central role played in the development of this plan by Professor Christopher
Jencks of the Harvard University Grade School of Education, it is commonly

known as the "Jencks Plan." The plan is described in a report entitled,
"Education Vouchers" published by the Center.

We are well aware that the Jencks version of the voucher plain contains
an elaborate structure of safeguards designed to prevent it from being used
to foster racial segregation and to increase the likelihood that the schools
financed by the plan will deal effectively with the grave shortocings in
the education now being supplied to the children of underprivileged families.
We do not think those safeguards would work.
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A great deal of the sunport for the Jencks voucher plan rests on the

argument that the public schools of this country are in a state of collapse

and can only be rescued by the competition of school systems financed by

vouchers. In fact however, with one tragic exception, the public schools of

America have performed well over the years in providing quality education to

our children on an equal basis. They have also served as a vital point of

contact between the social classes and between racial, ethnic and religious

groups.

The exception, of course, and the chief failure of the public schools

has been their wretched treatment of certain minorities, primarily blacks

and Indians. For those groups, the public schools have meant neither quality

nor equality. But, since that is nothing new, one must look elsewhere for

the present concern about education.

What do people have in mind when they talk about a "public school

crisis"? Failure to do the basic job of education, as witnessed by educa-

tional retardation and a high drop-out rate; disorder, disruption and violence

in the classroom; the unattractive image of the school as a deteriorating

building ruled by a rigid, grim formalism; a teaching system that convinces

many pupils of their own inadequacy; and lack of responsiveness to parents

and others in the community. With the possible exception of the last of

these items, these alTIIIL.prob3cms of the large metropolitan schools. They

result from a number of factors 1,hich boil down to one thing -- the unwill
ing-

ness of our society, in the past and now, to do the educational job th
at needs

to be done for the underprivileged -- usually black -- child.

The suburban and rural schools, not plagued by the problem of h
igh

concentrations of minority grove children, are still functioning we
ll. Even

on the thorny issue of responsiveness to parents, they are less sub
ject to

criticism than the massive city systems. As a result, tha,:e is less criticism

of undue rigidity and reluctance to change. In other words, the rural and

suburban schools are still, by and large, doing the fundame
ntal job for

democracy that the public schools have done right along. The problem is in

the cities, and it is due to the refusal of the great, 
satisfied, white

majority to do the right thing by the minority that needs h
elp.

The voucher plan would not deal effectively with this problem. The only

thing one can say for sure is that a voucher plan 
would benefit existing

nonpublic schools, most of which are church-affiliat
ed. However, that is

not the stated aim of the princpal voucher backe
rs. It is rather to gene-

rate a complex:of new nonpublic schools, cat,;ring 
to those who are dis-

satisfied with the public schools. The theory is that, with financing avail-

able, private entrepreneuers and groups of parent
s will enter the education

business and produce competing systems offering w
hat the public schools lack.

However, any voucher plan likely to be adopted would
 do nothing for

those who need it most. As the Center which has sponsored the J2ncks 
plan

recognizes, it would be necessary in any voucher 
plan to retain the present

minimum standards for curriculuJa, teacher training, adequacy of
 faci:dties

and so forth and to limit the amount of t
uition to be charged. It would

-2-
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also be necessary, in our democracy, to require fair selection procedures.
As such safeguards were imposed, however, the ardor of would-be school
builders would cool. At the level of complexity of the Jencks plan, it would
drop below freezing.

To take but one example, the Jencks plan incorporates a lottery system
as the most promising device for preventing discrimination." (Considering
that it would apply to only half the admissions and that various preferences
would be given to such groups as children of founders and brothers and sisters
of attending pupils, this device is not very "promising.") Yet, the Report
recognizes that operators of private schools "would consider the diminution
of their control over entry undesirable" (p. 73). It goes on to say, "We have
no doubt that lottery requirements would discourage some people from starting
voucher schools." Indeed it would.

It must be remembered that, at least for the "business enterprises"
that are supposed to be attracted to education by the voucher plan, there will
be a strong incentive to keep expenses low. One cannot do this if one accepts
a high proportion of "difficult" children. There will therefore be a strong
tendency to select the easily educated child. The incentives to accept the
difficult children proposed in the Jencks plan are not likely to be adopted
by any state legislature and are even less likely to be enforced, if adopted.
In fact, this is recognized in the Center's report which notes that 'Voucher
schools are likely to recruit selectively if they can" (I). 62) and that
"many are likely to encourage students they do not want to withdraw" (p. 85).
It says further (p. 62): "No system can eliminate these practices entirely
or avoid all their undesirable consequences. Some system of public regulation
can, however, help."

Experience with government programs involving the spending of money
strongly suggests that public regulation would help very little. One may
lay down as a law of public administration that safeguards in such programs
do not safeguard. The pressure to get the program going, to spend the money,
is overwhelming. Any statutory limitations that retard that process tend to
be ignored. What this means in the case of voucher plans is that the only
schools promoted would be those designed to serve, and in fact serving, the
economically and educationally advantaged child.

The effect of this on the public schools would be devastating. It must
be recognized that, on the day that a voucher plan goes into effect, the
public schools are automatically "marked lousy." Under any voucher plan --
even the Jencks plan with all its safeguards -- the public school will be
the place that you go if you do not get into a nonpublic school. And under
any voucher plan, there will always be a certain proportion of children who
go to a public school solely because they failed to get into a nonpublic
school. It may be true that, at the beginning, there would be a substantial
number of children going to public schools as a result of their parents'
choice. The fact that the public school is also the place for "rejects" would
rapidly reduce the number of parents making that choice.

-3-
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This factor also answers those who say that vouchers would shake the
public schools out of their lethargy and cause them to compete with the new
voucher-financed private schools. State agencies rarely compete with private
agencies and then only when they have vigorous support from politically effec-
tive elements in the population. Once a public school system was branded as a
dumping ground, it would lose all chance of that kind of support.

In sum, it is illusory to hope that vouchers would induce independent
entrepreneurs to build any significant number of schools for disadvantaged
children. Neither could they be compelled or induced to do so either by
statutory safeguards against discrimination -- racial, economic or educa-
tional -- or incentive payments to encourage acceptance of underprivileged
children, such as those proposed in the Jencks Plan. True, a few militant
minority organizations and parent groups might undertake establishing inde-
pendent schools. Such a movement, however, would not make more than a small
dent in the massive educational deficit in deprived areas. Meanwhile, the bulk
of the private schools brought into existence by the voucher program, at least
aside from church-affiliated schools, would be selective and, in effect, discri-
minatory. Their existence would accelerate the flight from the public schools
of favorably placed families.

Meanwhile, the plight of the public schools would worsen. Acceptance
of the voucher plan, even on an experimental basis, would deflect the atten-
tion of the public and of public officials from what should be their primary
concern in education, overhauling the public school system so that public
schools work for all students.

The threat to separation of church and state is no less grave. While
it is doubtful that the voucher plan would significantly increase the number
of nonsectarian nonpublic schools, there is no question that it would give
massive aid to the existing system of sectarian schools. Regardless of techni-
cal formulas designed to evade constitutional problems, the simple fact is
that voucher plans would make possible the creation and continuance of religious
schools -- that is schools established for the purpose of fostering specific
religious tenets. That would be a plain violation of the principle of separa-
tion of church and state, under which religion has prospered in this country.

There is one aspect of this issue to which I wish to call this Com-
mittee's particular attention. The Center report, which embodies the Jencks
Plan, is very vague on one critical matter -- whether religiously affiliated
schools participating in the voucher plan will be permitted to discriminate
in admissions on the basis of religion and whether they will be permitted to
require that students accept instruction in the religion of the sponsoring
church. (Schools that admit without regard to religion but which require all
students to take instruction in a particular sectarian dogma must obviously
be treated as discriminating.) There are a number of statements in the report
that "discrimination" will not be permitted but it is not clear that they
apply to discrimination based on religion.

This creats a dilemma. If the schools are permitted to discriminate,
problems are raised not only under the constitutional requirement of separa-
tion of church and state but also under the constitutional guarantees of

-14-
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equality. It would certainly be wrong, and we believe the courts would hold
it unconstitutional, for educational institutions discriminating on the basis
of religion to receive substantial government funds. on the other hand,
if the participating schools are not permitted to discriminate, large numbers
would be excluded from the voucher plans. It seems unlikely that, with such
an exclusion, the voucher plan would be accepted as a solution to our educa-
tional problems.

The American Jewish Congress has fully supported the program for corn,
batting poverty entrusted to the Office of Economic Opportunity and we support
continuation of that agency. However, we urge this Committee to insure that
any legislation it recommends for the continuance of the O.E.O. contains pro-
visions barring further O.E.O. support for any version of the voucher plan.

JOSEPH B. ROBISON
General Counsel
American Jewish Congress
15 East 84 Street
New York, N. Y. 10028

April 27, 1971
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NATIONAL CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS

700 North Rush Street, Chicago, Illinois 60611

STATaiuNT ON rAPULiihsiiTATION IN SIAJCATIONAL PeOGAAMS UNDSR
ThS r.:CONukiIC OPPUATUNITY ACT

Submitted to the Subcommittee on Seoployment, Manpower and Poverty
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

by Mrs. Ldward P. Ayan, National PTA Chairman for Legislation

April 27, 1971

On behalf of National PTA, we appreciate very much this opportunity to express

some of our concerns with educational experimentation in the use of tuition vouchers

and of performance contracting. Our comments here do not extend to other 0s0

prograes. Very many PTa's work with head Start programs and with community action

groups. We have a high respect for the leadership these programs have given oppor-

tunity to develop. In regard to the current proposals for educational experimenta-

tion, however, long-standing PTA policy adopted by our 52 state branches requires

our opposition to any program which would tend to place public funding in support

of nonpublic schools, which is not precluded in any proposed voucher plan known to

us, or to channeling public funds through other than public agencies. We should,

however, like to add other obeervations which may be of service to those who hold

otner views in respect to the use of public funds.

Tuition Voucher Plans

It is hard to see what promise there might be in the voucher plan to erase present

dissatisfactions with echools. Granted that toe voucher controversy has helped to

highlight and emphasize the overwhelming need to review present educational priori-

ties. Sven so, we seriously question the spending of millions of dollars in a time

of scarce dollars on a program that, even if successful, does not in itself insure

better education for a single child.

If the voucher ueans the pos,ibility of alternative schools to which a disappointed

parent might transfer his child, could there be enough alternative schools to serve

all needs? And whilt is the effect on the child of such transfers?

e think it considerably more pertinent to the actual need to develop alternative

schools within the present public school system and alternative programs within

those schools. We see nothing in a voucher plan to bring about such altern,-.tives

by any means other than the same explorations, trials, and comeon efforts any such

intensive change requires. No voucher plan, to our knowledge, specifies those

elements we believe essential to constructive chance: parent participation as well

as student and teacher involvement in goal-setting, curriculum planning, and evalu-

ation; inservice teacher education with more sharing of good practices; student to

student teaching; and more openness of school governance. Many of these practices

are already going on and need support for dissemination. None of them is in any

degree guaranteed by shifting sc000l enrcliment to a voucher plan. We regerd such

a plan, therefore, as an unnecessary indirection to these ends, and urge in its

stead increased funding to alternative public school programs and improved teacher

education.
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Performance Contracting

It is difficult to avoid a recognition that performance contracting bespeaks a
default of initiative and flexibility in public education. We do recognize the
utility of some programs in helping low-achieving students and agree with the
imperative necessity of meeting that need. We are also concerned with the likely
outcomes over the longer range.

Performance contracts are all keyed to incentives, some highly material in nature,
for both teachers and students. Others appear to recognize the temporary value of
such incentives and plan toward intrinsic incentives. In either case we question
the value system that is taught students in the process, and models set by the
teachers who are also rewarded. In the light of research indicating the high value
generally set by teachers on the satisfactions of seeing student accomplishment,
we question the effect on teachers' own educational values of such rewards.

The necessity of showing results for payment of the contractor, _moreover, tends to
force program emphasis on short-range goals such as skill development in reading
and computation rather than exploration of science and of the arts, and rather than
the long-range values of human relations, problem-solving, identification and use
of resources.

Finally, we are concerned for the strength that may be lost to the public schools
for becoming dependent on other agencies for working out solutions to their problems.
Enlightened advocates of performance contracting emphasize the necessity of involving
the community with the schools in determining educational goals to be met through
the program; we submit this is a basic necessity in any case. But if the teachers
are not directly involved in working out the curriculum which is the means of
addressing those goals, but only follow others' directions, they lose the beneficial
effect of the human contacts involved and of the process itself for improving the
quality of their teaching. Further, if profit-making agencies rather than teacher-
educating institutions are called upon to assist these teachers, such is lost for
the strengthening of such institutions in educating all teachers in the concept
that all children can learn and must be enabled to learn, herein, we believe, lies
one of the most crucial points, if not the crucial point, of needed change in the
public schools.

Performance contracting may well be teaching some school systems to accept such a
commitment. Even if its good effects are of the Hawthorne variety, attention to
every student as an individual is a basic necessity in good education. Nevertheless
we urge public school people to embrace this commitment and undertake the necessary
hard work through the public schools; to supporting and encouraging this process we
would urge that federal funds be directed.

Thank you very much for receiving these views.
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Council of

CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS
An Independent Corporation

1201 SIXTEENTH STREET, NORTHWEST
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

Area Code 202-833-4194

April 21, 1971

Honorable Gaylord Nelson, Chairman
Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower & Poverty
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
359 Old Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

APR 4 2 1911

DON M. DAFOE
Executive Secretary

The Council of Chief State School Officers has taken note of the fact
that a coalition of educational organizations intends to submit to the
Subcommittee which you chair a general statement opposing the experiment
in Educational Vouchers to be undertaken by the Office of Economic Opportunity,
and that representatives of a number of these organizations will present
testimony to the Subcommittee on April 27, 1971, opposing the Voucher System.

The Council of Chief State School Officers did not sign the general
statement to be presented by the coalition nor will the Council present oral
testimony to your Subcommittee on April 27. Instead, the Council is submitting
to the Subcommittee its policy statement on Educational Vouchers adopted at
the last Annual Business Meeting held in Miami Beach November 18, 1970,
with the request that the statement be included in the Hearing Record. The
statement follows:

The Voucher System is viewed by its supporters as a vehicle
to finance educational innovation on a broad scale. Its promoters
hope through it to improve the education of disadvantaged children;
to integrate the school system economically, socially, and
racially; to increase community involvement; and to provide more
alternatives than are now available.

It is difficult to know how the Voucher System would actually
affect education if put into operation, but there is serious
question as to whether the system would accomplish tho hoped
for objectives. Such objections as the following demand careful
consideration:
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Honorable Gaylord Nelson
April 21, 1971
Page 2

1. Excessive commercialism and exploitation of children for
profit could occur; parents would need "consumer protection."

2. Public schools could tend to become chiefly places for
disadvantaged children.

3. The proposed system could markedly increase the costs of
public education.

4. The proposed system could support denominational schools with
public funds.

5. The competition emphasis of the system would not be sufficient
to ensure quality.

6. The proposed system would not guarantee more equal educational
opportunity and may actually open the way to less equal
educational opportunity.

7. The proposed system would make accountability difficult.

THE COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS BELIEVES THAT
THE VOUCHER SYSTEM COULD INCREASE RACIAL SEGREGATION,
PROVIDE PUBLIC FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS,
ENCOURAGE EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN FOR PROFIT, AND
INCREASE OPERATIONAL COSTS FOR SCHOOLS AND, THEREFORE,
IT SHOULD NOT BE SUPPORTED AT THIS TIME.

THE COUNCIL UNDERSTANDS THAT THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATIONAL FINANCE WILL INCLUDE A THOROUGH STUDY OF
THE VOUCHER SYSTEM. THE COUNCIL WILL RE-EXAMINE ITS
POSITION ON THIS MATTER WHEN THIS STUDY IS COMPLETED. IN
THE MEANTIME EXPERIMENTATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PROCEDURES GEARED TO PROVIDING INCREASED FLEXIBILITY IN
IN THE INTEREST OF INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED
BY STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES.

The Council appreciates the opportunity to present this statement.

Sincerely yours,

t

B. Alden Lillywhi
Federal Liaison Assistant
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN,
Washington, D.C., April 27, 1971

SENATOR GAYLORD NELSON,
Chairman, Senate Cubcommittee, on Employment, Manpower and Poverty,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR NELSON: The American Association of University Women is op-

posed to the dismantling of the Office of Economic Opportunity and supports
extension of its authorization with provision for enough funds to achieve the
goals for which the 0E0 was enacted.
In our oppinion a great deal has been accomplished under the 0E0 which

would not have been achieved as readily under traditional agency programming.
We believe that that situation has not altered perceptibly and that substantial
work must be done before we can abandon 0E0_
We speak particularly to community action programs which are tailored to

and vary according to the needs of individual communities. In illustration of
our point, which of us would accept as fitting into a permanent program some
of the store-front day care centers with which we are all familiar? On the
other hand, until a program is enacted and until adequate day care facilities
are constructed and personnel has been trained, aren't they serving a laudable
purpose ?
We in AAUW have been very much concerned over voucher propsals that are

tied to some 0E0 programs.
We have taken a position against these various voucher proposals as a threat

to implementation of civil rights acts which we have supported, on the grounds
that the desired goals can be achieved by other means, and as a dilution of
already scarce monies available to the nation's public as a dilution of already
scarce monies available to the nation's public schools. This position is not in
conflict with the Association's support for research and innovation in educational
and other social programs.

Sincerely yours,

Senator NELSON.
for coming.
(Whereupon, it

April 28 at 10 a.m.

( S ) Deborah Wolfe
Dr. DEBORAH WOLFE,
Area Representative, Education.
(S) Jean Ross.
(Mrs.) SHERMAN Ross,
Chairman, Legislative Program Committee.

This concludes the hearing for today. Thank you

2 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 28, 1971

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER,

AND POVERTY OF THE COMMIrrEE
ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE,

-147 adangton, D.0 .
The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m. pursuant to call, in room 457,

Senate Office Building, Senator Gaylord Nelson (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Staff members present: William R. Bechtel, professional staff
member; Richard Johnson, counsel to subcommittee; Robert R.
Humphreys, special counsel; and John K. Scales, minority counsel to
the subcommittee.
Senator NELSON. The Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Man-

power, and Poverty will open its hearings on youth poverty and
unemployment in connection with bills S. 397 and 1290.
Our first witness this morning is the distinguished Senator from

Minnesota, Mr. Humphrey. Senator Humphrey, we are very pleased
to have you here this morning, and your statement will be printed in
full in the record and you may present it however you desire.
The Chair notes that Senator Humphrey was the former chairman

of the President's Council on Youth Opportunity and comes to the
committee with a long and distinguished record of understanding and
effort in this particular field.

Senator Humphrey, we are pleased to have you here this morning.

STATEMENT OF HON: HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA, AND FORMER CHAIRMAN,
THE PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL ON YOUTH OPPORTUNITY

Senator HUMPHREY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I feel
it is a special privilege and honor to testify before this subcommittee
and in your presence as chairman I wish to commend you for the lead-
ership that you have exemplified and demonstrated in the fields of
employment, manpower, and poverty, and in this particular area of
youth unemployment.
Mr. Chairman, youth unemployment in this Nation, as this com-

mittee knows, has reached extremely serious proportions. Of the
10,400,000 young Americans now in the labor force between the ages
of 16 and 21, 1,600,000, or 15.4 percent: were unemployed in March,
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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For black youth, 16 to 19 years of age the unemployment rate in
March was 32.3 percent. For black youth in poverty neighbor-
hoods of the Nation's 100 largest cities, it is an unbelievable 44.9 per-
cent, almost 45 percent.
The problem is not new, as this subcommittee knows. It was to meet

the problems of youth joblessness and poor preparation for the job
market that I proposed the Youth Conservation Corps back in 1957
in the 85th Congress.
In testifying before the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commit-

tee in 1963 on the Youth Employment Act, known as S. 1 of the 88th
Congress, which I had introduced, I stated:
Recent unemployment figures relating to young people show that the problem is

about to get totally out of hand. There are now between 800,000 and 1 million
school dropouts unemployed in the United States between the ages of 16 and
21 years.

In the 8 years since I testified on S. 1, the problem has about doubled
from 800,000 to 1,600,000.
Robert F. Kennedy, then Attorney General, testified at the same

time, and I quote him:
We have found the problem of juvenile delinquency far more serious than we

had thought. It is no exaggeration to say that we are racing the clock against
disaster. There are 700,000 out-of-school unemployed youth in the country now
and the number is growing every day.
Many of them feel, with some cause, that the wheel of fortune is rigged

against them. Is it any wonder that more and more of these young people are
turning to crime in a hopeless effort to catch up?
We must give the members of this new lost generation some hope in order

to prevent a shattering explosion of social problems in the years to come.

Mr. Chairman, S. 1 of the 88th Congress, the Youth Employment
Act, proposed two programs—a youth conservation corps and a local
area youth employment program sometimes referred to as the "home-
town youth corps."
Although the legislation passed the Senate on April 10, 1963 on a

rollcall vote of 50 to 34, it died, regrettably, in the House Rules Com-
mittee. But the next year, 1964, both programs were included in the
Economic Opportunity Act under the names of the Job Corps and
the Neighborhood Youth Corps.
During recent years, that is, the years of the Nixon administration,

youth unemployment has increased steadily. According ,to the 1971
Manpower Report of the President, the figures are:
Unemployed youth 16-19 years old:

1968  830,000.
1969  853,000.
1970  1,105,000.
1971  1,330,000 (seasonally adjusted rate in March 1971).

In the face of this rapid rise in the already catastrophic rate of
youth unemployment, what has been the response of the
administration?

Let's look at some of the specific programs. First, the Job Corps:
The Job Corps, with its urban and rural conservation residential
centers, is our most comprehensive manpower program for youth and
the one manpower program which is best able to weather a recession.
Soon after taking (Ace in April 1969, the administration slashed
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the Job Corps budget by $100 million, closing 59 Job Corps camps
or centers despite nationwide protests.
At the time they promised to open 30 new "inner city job corps

camps" and to carry out a tremendous expansion of the private sector
program known as JOBS—Job Opportunities in the Business Sector.
They assured us there two steps would more ,than make up for the
17,000 training slots lost in the Job Corps cutbacks.
Today, 2 years later, only nine of the proposed 30 inner city Job

Corps centers have been opened. The Job Corps budget has dropped
from $282.3 million and 37,000 corpsmen in 1968, to $170 million and
only 23,000 corpsmen in 1971.
Now, Mr. Chairman, these figures take on added significance when

we stop to think of the rate of national unemployment, and of the
fact that the total aggregate number of unemployed among the young
has rapidly increased.
It has almost doubled. And while the unemployment rate and the

unemployment numbers are practically doubling, the funds for the
Job Corps have been slashed.
In other words, the administration is going to one way while the

problem is going the other.
In the April 1969 Senate hearings on cuts in the Job Corps pro-

gram, the then Labor Secretary George Shultz pledged $420 million
for the JOBS program for fiscal year 1970, including 140,000 jobs;
but neither the funds nor the jobs developed or materialized.
The General Accounting Office in its March 24, 1971 audit on the

JOBS program, reported that in fiscal year 1970 only a total of $21.7
million was spent by the Federal Government in the JOBS program.
And from the beginning of the program in 1968 through June 30,
1970, only 48,351 trainees were on board.
Now the JOBS program, Mr. Chairman, is of course, the one con-

ducted in cooperation with private enterprise.
The administration failed in its announced plans to open 30 new

inner city Job Corps centers because it underestimated the difficulties
involved in starting up new programs.
Finding acceptable sites has been difficult. Finding qualified spon-

sors has been difficult. Startup costs have been higher than expected.
But these are facts anyone would have known after a number of years
in operating manpower programs.
I warned the administration about this, Mr. Chairman, and during

the 1968 elections I took a very strong stand about closing these Job
Corps centers. I have visited most of them, helped inaugurate many
of them, and found them to be one of the most valuable training pro-
grams and job placement programs that. the Government ever designed.

Senator. NEL,SON. As the Senator knows, those Job Corps camps
came within the jurisdiction of this committee. I just want to comment
that, at that time as the Senator knows, most of the members of this
committee opposed the closing of the Jo), Corps camps.
One of the bothersome things is that the administration went ahead

and closed them without coming to the Congress, just by issuing an
executive order. They stated, as you recalled in your statement, that
they were going to take up all the slack, open 30 new urban Job Corps
centers. And one of the problems that developed in the administration
is that they don't keep their word.
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They made a public commitment. before this committee. Although I
did not want to see the 59 Job Corps camps closed, I at least believed
they would do what they said they would do to ease the problem. We
are having this kind of a problem of getting public commitments
from spokesmen for the administration, and then they just proceed
not to keep the public commitment at all.
This is one of the problems in the relationships between the Congress

and the executive branch. I would hope the administration would
address itself to this if it expects to have cooperation between the
Congress and the executive branch.
We should be able to rely on them.
Senator HUMPHREY. Mr. Chairman, I think you are so right. At the

time the 59 Job Corps centers were closed, the administration pledged
and made quite a case for the fact that they would open 30 new inner
city Job Corps centers that would take up all the slack.
In other words, the case appeared rather cogent and logical, that if

you could open up these centers in the inner city, you might have better
attendance, and your administrative costs would be less.
I think that when the administration closed the 59 Job Corps camps.

many people were led to believe that even though we had had our hearts
set on the continuation and expansion of those camps it might not be a
bad idea to try out the so-called 30 new inner city centers.
Now, what happened was that only nine inner city centers were

opened—with 59 camps that were closed. Now, the administration
found that acceptable sites for the inner city camps were very difficult,
finding qualified sponsors has been difficult.

Start-up costs had been higher than expected. These are facts that
anyone would have known after a number of years in operating
manpower programs. You don't shut down operating programs and
throw over successful new programs in their place overnight. Not even
in 2 years as our experience has shown.
The administration, in other words, failed in its announced plans

to spend $420 million on the private sector JOBS program, to provide
140,000 jobs, because it tragically underestimated the effect which the
recession would have:on this program.
Many of the private sector employers—conscientious as they were—

could not go on hiring disadvantaged JOBS trainees when they were
being forced to lay off veteran employees with high developed skills
and seniority.
Now, the public, Mr. Chairman, needs to understand that the JOBS

program created in the late sixties was designed to help the private
employer take aboard disadvantaged youth and other disadvantaged
youth and other disadvantaged persons to give them training until
they developed skills. During the training period of time, the Federal
Government would pay the training costs. The employer had a re-
sponsibility to employ the trainee.
When the recession came with the administration's economic pol-

icies, the employer found himself with a situation not only of not
being able to bring in any trainees, not only not being able to give any
on-die-job training but because his business was down he was laying
off thousands and thousands of his regular employees.
So here the administration was telling you and telling the Congress
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that we are going to spend $420 million in the private sector in the
JOBS program even as we cut back Job Corps camps, when the truth
is that they spent $21,700,000.
Many JOBS contracts had 100-percent layoffs. Some contracts had

to be cancelled soon after they were signed.
Again, isn't this something which should have been considered be-

fore we closed 59 Jobs Corps camps—camps which would have been
considered able to serve these young men during the difficult recession
pesriod ?
Now the administration proposes to abolish the entire Job Corps as

a national program, and to distribute the Job Corps money to Gover-
nors and mayors as ,a part of special revenue sharing. Special revenue
sharing is an attractive concept. The cities and the States are desperate
for revenue. The Federal tax structure, though flawed, is the most
progressive we have, far better than the sales and property taxes
which States and municipalities again often must rely on for revenue.
But special revenue sharing requires very close examination. What

revenues are there to be shared? In this case it is that small amount
of money that is still left to the Job Corps and the other programs
like it.
To my mind that is not revenue sharing, nor is it reorganization, it

is the surrender of the Federal responsibility for the young people
who need the kind of help we offered in the Job Corps program.
Mr. Chairman, the Job Corps program offered on this long-term,

in-service training in camps, in residence with a placement record that
was really one of the finest in the country.
Senator NELSON. May I interrupt there?
Senator HUMPHREY. Yes.
Senator NELSON. The title on that copy of the paragraph of yours

is "Job Corps Threatened by Revenue Sharing."
Senator HUMPHREY. Yes.
Senator NELSON. Maybe I am incorrect, but I don't think so.

Shouldn't that really be "Revenue Sharing Destroys the Job Corps?"
In other words, is there any way to interpret this revenue sharing,

when they say all the moneys should go back to the States, and the
States may spend the money as they see fit?
In my State there is a Job Corps camp. The last time I was there, J

think there were 3 young men from Wisconsin in that camp. Is the
Governor of my State or any other State going to take this revenue
sharing money and share his State's revenue to handle a very im-
portant problem of say, 200 young men coming from other States?
Senator HUMPHREY. No, I think you are right.
Senator NELSON. Doesn't this mean the administration proposes to

abolish the Job Corps camps in a very indirect way with the excuse
that "Well, that is up to the Governors, and you ought to let the States
make their own arrangements"?
Senator HUMPHREY. I am afraid that will be the result. The Job

Corps camp is a national program, it has national objectives, it recog-
nizes a national problem, and if you destroy the direct contacts between
the Federal Government and the local camp, if you take away the
funding for that, you can kiss it goodby. It will be gone.

Senator NELSON. I don't see how you are going to expect a State with

62,-792 0-71—pt. 2 14
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desperate problems, to spend its share of revenue voluntarily on a
camp that is serving young men coming from other States.
As laudable as that may be, the pressing needs are there. So I think

we ought to publicly and openly recognize that the administration is
proposing the abolition of the Job Corps camps. I would wager that
6 months after you passed the administration bill, there would not be
a Job Corps camp open in America.

Senator HUMPHREY. I think you are right. I think this is the end of
the Job Corps program on what you might call a sort of a delayed
operation. It is the finish for the Job Corps program.
Senator NELSON. Are you aware of any alternative program that

the administrAtion has for dealing with the problem of the most dis-
advantaged young people in this country, those who come from the
poorest families, the highest incidence of school dropout and so forth 2
Is there any program in this administration, any proposal for a

program to meet the problems of these young people that you know
of
Senator HUMPHREY. Mr. Chairman, I think the tragedy of this

administration is that the one war it seems to be ending rather rapidly
is the war on poverty. It is a murder of the Economic Opportunity
Act program on the installment plan, just clip at this a little bit each
time.

It is losing its momentum, it is losing its personnel, it is losing its
contact, and just as you have indicated by the nature of your question,
thousands and thousands of young people and other disadvantaged in
this country have suffered grievous injuries and injustices.
But they are not going to be forgotten by this committee, I know,

and they are not going to be forgotten by this Congress.
If there is any one thing on which this Congress ought to do battle

with this administration, it is on the subject of how we help and work
with and treat the disadvantaged, the deprived, and the unem-
ployed and the victims of poverty in this country and, I submit, in this
is both a moral and an economic issue as well as a political issue on
which we ought to draw the line. I know of no better place to do it
than with young people.
I think it is imperative that the elected officials of the people in

Congress make it very clear to the President and the administration—
we don't intend to stand idly by and permit people to rot in unemploy-
ment. The country needs these young men, and others—I am not only
speaking of the youth. The country needs the work of the people of this
land and the people need to know that they are wanted.
I said to a group of students here the other day one statement which

I found most impressive was the statement of John Stuart Mills,
from his essay "On Liberty," when he said, "Let a man have nothing to
do for his country and he shall have no love for it."
We are insisting by some of the actions of this Government that

people have nothing to do for this country, and then we expect them
to love it.
I submit that if you want people to be patriotic, if you want them to

love their country, if you want. them to feel that the country is theirs,
that they must have a share in it, and that is what we are talking about
when we talk about jobs and when we talk about work, and when we
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talk about education and health and when we talk about the things
that make life rich and meaningful.
That is when you give people a chance to have something to do for

their country.
The simple fact is, the administration has a penny ante program

to meet a massive problem, and we have got to do something about it.
One of the reasons I wanted to come back here to the Congress is

to get something done about it. Because we can do something. We
don't have to take the suggestion of the executive branch of Govern-
ment. We should receive them, and we can give them a pretty respect-
ful hearing, but I intend to prove in the few pages I have left here
that what is presented is totally inadequate, and I have often said in
my training as a pharmacist that it does not do any good to give a
man half the dosage he needs.
You have to have the dosage of sufficient therapeutic value to meet

the needs or the disease, and what this administration is doing is giv-
ing a patient that has serious problems cough drops, Life Savers, ex-
cept that they are just made out of peppermint and sugar.
That won't cure very much. [Applause.]
The Job Corps is a proven and sound program, and as the chairman

has indicated, it will see its final days if the administration's program
goes through.
The money which finances it ought not to be sown to the winds as

revenue sharing. The program ought to be expanded and improved to
meet our national responsibility.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that a lot of this revenue sharing is a lot
of just plain dismantling, and I don't intend to turn over to the people
who never were for these programs the right to dismantle them, not
a bit. We have fought too long around here to get these things.
While unemployment of out-of-school youngsters age 16-19 has

climbed from 839,000 in 1968 to 1,105,000 in 1970, and up now to
1,300,000 in 1971, the administration has reduced the enrollment in the
Neighborhood Youth Corps (out of school) from 62,700 to 45,400.
Now, how wrong can you get?
As the unemployment numbers go up, the administration says, "We

can't have too large sets of figures, "so they let the unemployment fig-
ures go up and reduce the employment figures. That is what we are
talking about here today.
It now proposes a further reduction in its fiscal year 1972 request

to 37,000.
In fiscal year 1967—the last full fiscal year of the Johnson admin-

istration—$147.8 million was spent to provide work experience op-
portunities to 79,300 young people in the Neighborhood Youth Corps
out-of-school programs.
In 1970, with youth unemployment going through the roof due to

recession, only $97.9 million was budgeted for the program.
In other words, a cut of $50 million, while the unemployment is

going up.
You know, Mr. Chairman, I hear a lot about we should not give

people this kind of help, what they ought to have are jobs."
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I agree they ought to have jobs, but the fact is that the jobs are
not out there in the private sector today. When I hear the administra-
tion spokesman say "We have to get people off welfare and get them
jobs," I agree.
But where are the jobs? .
They are just not there, and the administration still has 11 and a

half million dollars worth of funds tied up that they won't spend,
that this Congress, that you, Mr. Chairman, and others appropriated.
I was not here in the last ,Congress, but those funds were appropri-

ated, and they are needed to give young people jobs, and the admin-
istration says, "no."
It is estimated that 1.8 million poverty youth will seek jobs this

summer in the worst job market of a decade. As I said earlier, 1.6
million young people, 16 to 21 years of age, are unemployed as of right
now. Come the summer, when school lets out, there will be hundreds
of thousands more seeking work.
What will they find? The matter is of utmost urgency. How can

they be employed?
For the past several years the Conference of Mayors and the League

of Cities have conducted a careful survey of their more than 600 mem-
ber cities to determine their need for additional Neighborhood Youth
Corps summer job opportunities.
This year their figure is 641,639 full-time jobs, divided about evenly

between the 50 largest cities and the others.
Last year? in response to the concern of mayors, Members of Con-

gress, and citizens all over the Nation, the administration requested a
supplemental appropriation in the first week of June that when finally
really enacted in mid-July providing funds for 414,000 summer jobs
of 10 weeks' duration each.
Mr. Chairman, when you get an apropriation in July for summer

youth jobs, it is too late. You have to have the appropriation early, and
that is why these hearings are so important at this time, in April.

This year a similar number of jobs are budgeted, despite the dem-
onstrably greater need, and the duration of the jobs was cut to 8
weeks.
You see what they do, Mr. Chairman?
First of all, they limit the dimensions of the problem. We really

are talking about 16 to 21 age groups. The administration says, "One
way to make this problem manageable is to cut the age back to 16 and
17, and then you can forget the 18-, 19-, and 20-year-olds.
They don't come into the calculation. Then you look like you are

hiring more people for 8 weeks instead of 10. But the simple fact is
that there are 2 more weeks of unemployment, and the fact is that
the 18-, 19-, and 20-year-olds are not in the calculations at all.
I mean, who do they think they are kidding?
I know they are not fooling this subcommittee or this committee.
Then on April 2, the administration announced the abolition of the

President's Council on Youth Opportunity. I will not take time to vent
my feelings on that. I will say this: The Council, which was estab-
lished in 1967, had as its principal fund, the job to stand guard over
youth activities, to insist that the departments do their jobs to co-
ordinate the activities of the Federal Government. I was chairman



541

of that, Mr. Chairman, and I was able to get out of the regular de-
partmental budgets over $600 million for youth employment programs.
We made other departments share for youth employment over and

above the Neighborhood Youth Corps. Unless you have a council
that really rides herd on the Government, unless you have somebody
to speak up for the kids or somebody to be working for the mayors and
Governors day in and day out, and have people in the field generating
jobs, working with corporations and industry, bringing to the atten-
tion of the Nation the importance of youth employment, it is not
going to get done. So in the process of reorganization, the adminis-
tration abolishes the President's Council on Youth Opportunity.
I think that is a big mistake, and it is one I think which time will

prove was a serious error. They abolished the Job Corps program
which worked, they abolished the President's Council on Youth Op-
portunity, which worked.
We got 817,000 jobs in 1 year, Mr. Chairman. That is not bad, with

the Youth Opportunity program. I think that was the best work I
ever did as Vice President of the United States. .
Now, it is done—finished—and they are going to put these programs

into the regular departments and they are going to get lost. I have
been there, Mr. Chairman. I know. I know that unless you have
somebody riding herd on these things, somebody to see that the Com-
merce Department, the Labor Department, the Justice Department,
the Department of Agriculture, the Civil Service Commission, some-
body working with the national alliance of businessmen, the joie won't
get done.
I think the young people of this country ought to know what is

happening to them. They know they are without jobs, but it is a pity
that they have to learn that they are without concern. That is what
bothers me. It is one thing for a man to be without a job. It is another
thing for him to find out that nobody seems to care.
We have got to care, and we ought to care enough this Congress to

legislate it, and let's see if they dare veto it. I don't think they will.
I have said here that I had this chance to serve. I know well the

crucial role it played in persuading bureaucrats in Washington to
make summer employment funds available, and to provide funds,
technical assistance, and vital information to cities all around the
Nation who sought to cope with their responsibilities to the Nation's
young people. The council had played a crucial role both as a practi-
cal source of help and as a symbolic rallying point for those who
sought to arouse the Nation to the needs of youth.
I believe its abolition, in this time of the highest youth unemploy-

ment rate in our memory, is kind of symbolic, too, of the priorities of
the current administration.
Perhaps the outcry against their abolition has had some effect. For

on April 9, the administration announced that it would seek a supple-
mental appropriation of $64.3 million to bring the total funding for
summer jobs requested by the administration to $217.2 million, enough
for 514,000 job opportunities, each 9 weeks long (or 462,000 job slots
on a full-time basis). While that is clearly inadequate, at least the
administration announced its position earlier than it did in past years.
You remember last year I said it was in July.
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It is my view that the President's Council on Youth Opportunity
played an indispensable role in Washington. I hope its demise proves
temporary. I commend the administration for moving promptly if
inadequately to meet part of the problem of this summer's youth
employment. If its unwise action in abolishing the council led in any
way to the decision now on additional funding, then its death was
not entirely in vain.
The administration's supplemental budget request is still woefully

inadequate.
I wish the administration would be as hot for this youth program

as it was for the SST and a couple of other things.
The full amount requested by the mayors of our cities for funds for

641,000 jobs is a minimum.
That is what the mayors of the cities say we need as a minimum.
I have joined the ranking minority member of the Senate Labor

and Public Welfare Committee, the distinguished senior Senator
from New York, Mr. Javits, and the chairman of this subcommittee,
Senator Nelson, and a number of other Senators, in cosponsoring
an amendment to the supplemental appropriations bill to provide
$144,628,359 in supplemental funding to bring the total for summer
youth jobs to the $309,628,359 needed to provide those 641,000 jobs
on a 10-week basis.
I believe we should also make an even greater effort this summer

to provide additional funds from within the existing budgets of the
Federal agencies to hire young people in Federal programs.
Now Mr. Chairman, I can tell this committee that with some work

at the White House you can raise another $300 million out of existing
budgets, pick it up here, and a little there and a little there, dire,cted
toward youth employment. I raised $600 million. That is a factual
record.
It is there to be used, but they will not give it up until the President

says, "loosen up." I remember my first meeting with the Cabinet when
President Johnson said, "Mr. Vice President, you go ahead and get
some money tor the youth program." I met with them, and I came
out with zero.
They all said they could not spare a dime. I went to the President.

I said have had no luck."
Vice Presidents don't have much authority, Mr. President. They

have a lot of responsibility, but absolutely no authority. The only
power they have then is that which the President has and he who
gives it can take it away. I went to see the President, and the President
said, "we will have another Cabinet meeting," and we had another
meeting. The President said, "The Vice President will call on you,
and I expect you to loosen up on some of that money."
In 1 week we had $600 million. It is there. With a little extra effort,

it can be gotten.
Mr. Chairman, with youth employment at truly catastrophic levels,

I believe it is high time to move beyond the efforts to preserve our
existing youth manpower programs. It is time to expand those pro-
grams so that we do in fact meet the need.
This is no time to pass responsibility for underfunded programs

to overburdened local officials.
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It is time for us as a nation, and us as the elected representatives
of our Nation, to meet the national responsibility to American youth
and fund a youth employment program of sufficient size to do the job.

Existing youth training programs are now undermined by the fact
that for many youth no real job opportunity follows his training
opportunity.
This subcommittee was told by Seggie Collins, a 24-year-old Watts

resident, at hearings last year in Los Angeles that he had been in three
different training programs and had never been able to land a decent
job. Others testified that Seggie Collins' experience was typical.
Mr. Chairman, back in 1957, now nearly 14 years ago, I proposed

a program to put unemployed youth to work on conservation and
other public service projects. In fact, Mr. Chairman, you were one
of the proponents of that program.
We are in much better shape to Mount such a program now than

in 1957. [Applause.]
We have had several years of experience with the Neighborhood

Youth Corps on which to build.
From 1965 through 1970, over 2.8 million youngsters have been

helped by the. Neighborhood Youth Corps, counting all three of its
programs—summer, in school, and out of school.
The year-round, out-of-school program. has provided nearly 400,000

youngsters with meaningful work experience over a. 5-year period.
I believe we have enough experience to mount a really serious

program, and I believe we should do it.
First, it needs to be large enough to do the job. Only serving 45,000

young people in the out-of-school program, as the administration
did in 1970, is not enough. With 1.1 million youngsters, age 16 to 19,
unemployed on the average during that year, a 45,000-member pro-
gram was only a drop in the bucket.
I would propose a program for at least 250,000 youngsters each

year. In extending the Economic Opportunity Act, I hope this com-
mittee will authorize a program of that scope.
Second, the program must provide real jobs, jobs that everyone

in the community knows need doing; young people know when they
are being fooled, when it is hypocrisy, and when it is meaningful
and real.
I would suggest that. helping to provide a more livable environ-

ment for our Nation's communities is the No. 1 priority, especially
the development of community recreation facilities and of parks and
playgrounds in our inner city neighborhoods that have the very worst
day-to-day living environments in the Nation.
I want to commend Chairman Nelson for proposing a community

environment service last year. The legislative authorization for a
community environment service was included asa special program in
the Employment and Manpower Act which Congress passed last De-
cember. As described in that bill, which the President unfortunately
vetoed, the. community environment service would have provided:

• . . . employment on a full-time or part-time basis for persons to help restore
a livable environment in urban and rural areas, including restoration of hous-
ing and neighborhoods, the planning, development and maintenance of parks and
recreation areas, and facilities in inner cities as well as roadside recreation
projects, and sanitation and cleanup projects, including solid waste removal.
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Support may also be provided for the employment of environmental health aides
in community health care facilities, and water and air pollution control pro-
grams. Community environment service programs shall be encouraged to involve
volunteers from the community in environmental planning and action campaigns.

Mr. Chairman, what I am saying is, there are a lot of things to do.
The city of Washington, D.C., could use 50;000 young men and women
now to clean up this city, to make it a clean and livable city. Instead
of that, we have people lecturing people about being no good, calling
them names and lecturing the people on welfare, telling them they
don't want to work.
I submit if the private economy is or cannot provide the jobs, as

you have said, Mr. Chairman, then the Federal Government and local
government must organize to see that every American who wants
to work has the right to work and can work at a fair and decent wage,
and work that means something to him and to his country.
We have to do this, and we have got to get with it. It is too late to

fuss around any longer with the band aid approaches we have real
problems.

Finally, I would suggest that the expanded Neighborhood Youth
Corps program I am proposing must include a strong educational ele-
ment. It must be flexible, for those who have dropped out of school
and are shy of the classroom atmosphere, an atmosphere in which
many have only learned to regard themselves as hopeless failures.
I would suggest close ties with community colleges. In one experi-

mental program over the last 3 years, over 1,000 summer youth corps
young people worked successfully at community colleges in San Fran-
cisco, New York, St. Louis, and other cities.
Existing Neighborhood Youth Corps legislation is .broadly enough

written to allow such a program.
Funds spent to employ youth in public service jobs are moneys

saved from welfare payments in many cases. Money spent accomplish-
ing desperately needed work is in every way money better spent than
money spent in welfare payments.
For most of us, for most of our young people, this is now indeed the

land of opportilnity. But for millions—the realities of their daily
lives gives the lie to that great promise.
They barely eke out an existence that is part welfare, part casual

jobs, part hustling and crime, with large parts of idleness and empty
despair.
Now this is a pretty accurate picture, Mr. Chairman, of what

happens to some of our people.
We must do better for them. We can do better for them ourselves.
Therefore, I propose a fivefold expansion of the Neighborhood

Youth Corps, not some little tidbit, but let's go to town
' 
do it like we

ought to do it, a fivefold expansion of the Neighborhood Youth Corps
program to put unemployed youth to work on environmental projects
and other public service employment projects while being given an
opportunity to continue their education at community colleges and
other institutions.
As President Kennedy said in his 1963 message on our Nation's -

youth:
"The future prospects of any nation can be directly measured by the

present prospects of its youth."
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I hope everybody will ponder that, when you see the rate of unem-
ployment, 28 percent of our young people ages 16 to 21.
They were but beginnings and we knew that, they were just little

beginnings to be built on.
Let's get on with the job here and now of providing truly adequate

programs.
When we decided as a nation to go to the moon, we did not pro-

vide 10 percent of the money necessary to get there and then criticize
the bureaucrats for not doing the job.
We would not have even got off the pad at Cape Kennedy, if we

had done that.
What we did was provide the cash needed and the organization

needed and we got the job done.
It is time we took a similar hard-nosed and realistic look at youth

programs and provide the cash and the organization needed to do
the job.
I submit that if we will but make the investment, and the returns

to this Nation will be invaluable, in terms of both a strengthened
economy and the hope and promise given to another generation of our
people.
Mr. Chairman, that is my testimony, that is my view, and I know

that this subcommittee is going to take favorable action upon a broad
program, and at least I hope and pray it will.
Senator NELSON. I want to thank the Senator from Minnesota for

a very fine statement and a very perceptive evaluation of the youth job
situation. I wish to assure him that at least this Senator agrees with
him that this is a very important problem. Instead of winding down
the job opportunities, as the administration is doing for youth, we
ought to be expanding the opportunities. This subcommittee, at least,
will do everything within its power to assist in that direction.
I thank the Senator from Minnesota for his statement.
Senator HUMPHREY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am

very .grateful to you, and I want to compliment you for your initiative
in this. I hope the subcommittee will act promptly. [Applause.]
Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Mayor Gribbs of Detroit, who

has a statement in behalf of the National League of Cities and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors.
We are pleased to have you here this morning, and we appreciate

your taking the time to come here and present a statement to us on
behalf of the League of Cities.

STATEMENT OF MAYOR ROMAN S. GRIBBS, DETROIT, MICH. ; ACCOM-
PANIED BY STAFF, NORMAN L. MILLER AND WILLIAM M.
NUGENT

Mayor GRIBBS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am Roman S. Gribbs, mayor of Detroit, Mich. Here with me today

are two of my staff assistants, Norman L. Miller and William M.
Nugent.
For generations Detroit has been the city at the end of the rainbow

for hundreds of thousands of persons from diverse ethnic backgrounds.
They came from every continent as well as from less fortunate areas of
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our own Nation; their immediate immigration in search of a better
life has made Detroit what it is today, a thriving city of 1.5 million
people, the fifth largest in the Nation.
The key to the future for these children and these people, as, indeed

for the Nation are their children, the youth of Detroit, the youth of
America.
I am here today, speaking for my city, the National League of Cities,

and the U.S. Conference of Mayors; and to review with you the role
of youth programs, in the development of the Nation's youth, the
development of the Nation itself.
I will try to speak to national problems and solutions, but if I

repeatedly refer to specifics within Detroit, you will understand that
it is because I know my city best.
In Detroit there are 422,555 young people from 6 to 21 years of age.

Of the city's 300,000 poor more than 83,000 are youth 6-21. These facts
alone give me a vital interest in the subject of today's discussions.
And the subject of the legislation proposed. Three vital areas

require governmental attention, if we are to fill our commitment to
the development of our youth. They are education, employment and
recreation, and yet as mayor, the governmental leader of my com-
munity and the man to whom Detroit has looked for leadership in
these areas, I can be of only partial help.
The primary responsibility, Mr. Chairman, for education, for exam-

ple, rests with a separately elected and apolitically autonomous school
system and school officials.
When resources are available, they can be effective in employment

programs, and while a good education is the single most important
element in assuring an individual's future employment and equal
opportunities, the role of jobs should not be minimized. Employment
provides young people more than pocket money. After school and
summer jobs afford young men and women:

Vocational exposure on which they may rationally base their
future career choices;
The opportunity to relate closely with mature stable adults.
The chance to develop work habits and skills which will enhance

their future employability and
For some, sadly enough, income which puts food in their

mouths, shoes on their feet, and the possibility of remaining in
or then returning to school.

Tragically millions of young people will be denied these worthwhile
benefits this summer. My staff has conservatively estimated that more
than 3.5 million youth, 16 to 21 years of age, will be unable to find
work this summer. Of these, nearly 600,000 will be poor youth.
This is an increase of more than a half million over last summer

and nearly 1 million over the summer of 1969.
In the face of these appalling prospects, the administration has only

recently asked the Congress to provide funds sufficient to maintain the
national youth jobs effort equal to last year's inadequate level. In fact,
if one views this year's Federal effort in light of the need, there will
be proportionately fewer jobs available.
All of the Federal assistance provided 557,000 jobs.
This summer, with nearly 13.8 million youngsters looking for job,
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and a national unemployment rate a third higher than last year, the
President has just asked for the equivalent of only 463,000 10-week
jobs.
Meanwhile reliable reports suggest that the NAB, confronting a

sharply worsened economy, will be hard pressed to develop even
100,000 jobs this summer. This 100,000 and the administration's request
equal only 563,000 jobs in summer 1971, a negligible increase over last
summer's 557,000.
Last November the National League of Cities—U.S. Conference of

Mayors canvassed the Nation's 50 largest cities and several representa-
tive smaller cities, asking how many summer NYC slots they could
effectively use.
To which the Senator preceding me, Senator Humphrey, had ref-

erence, and they asked how many summer NYC sloth they could effec-
tively use.
The total, Mr. Chairman, was 614,639 10-week positions.
As staff of this committee has pointed out the cost of 641,639 jobs

is approximately $310.3 million. In light of the $154.7 million provided
in the administration's original budget and the administration's request
for $12.8 million for recreation support, my fellow mayors and I
strongly urge you to provide a supplemental NYC appropriation of
$157.4 million.
Senator NELSON. That would employ how many additional for 10

weeks?
Mayor GRIBBS. That would provide for the 641,000 10-week jobs

that was the goal in the statement as provided by the survey.
Our community action agency director, whose agency is one of

Detroit's two NYC prime sponsors, tells me that the Federal Govern-
ment, provides enough funds for us to hire one supervisor for every
150 NYC enrollees.
Even the military, whose men are mature and trained to take orders,

has one officer for every eight enlisted men. Thus, in a gross sense, the
Federal Government, which says on the one hand that trained soldiers
need a supervision ratio of 1 to 8 on the other hand provides the
cities one supervisor for every 150 untrained youngsters.
The cities do not have excess managerial talent which they might

assign to supervising young people. Precisely the opposite is the case;
with Detroit facing a $21 million deficit this year, I have been forced
to fire nearly 600 city employees and have directed that 2,000 other
budgeted positions not be filled.
Given this dearth of provided supervisory staff, those of us who have

assumed the responsibility of providing NYC work experience to poor
youth, are forced to scour the cities' public and private nonprofit agen-
cies for work stations. But these agencies too are strapped for super-
visory personnel.
I might add that even private nonprofit agencies or other public

agencies are also strapped for supervisory personnel. For this reason
we, in Detroit, have asked for only 12,000 10-week jobs this summer,
even though there are more than 31,000 poor youth in Detroit, and
truly if we had the supervisory personnel, if we had the money for the
additional jobs, we could put them to use, assuming they come to us
in time, and I seek the comments of Senator Humphrey, I second them,
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and I will comment later on 'about the fact that they must be provided
for us and to us in time so that we can utilize the funds.
The NYC is further handicapped in two ways. First, there are vir-

tually no funds and hence no staff to find and develop work stations,
the job at which an enrollee is to work.
Such work station development is essential to find the job, help a

host employer redefine existing jobs, to identify those tasks that might
be done by unskilled youth, and effect a change in attitudes so that the
host agency's first line supervisor will be supportive and not destruc-
tively critical of the young enrollee. This is a most difficult selling job
and an overwhelming task when, as in our case, the city has to find
12,000 such jobs.
By hard work and long hours, local NYC administrators are usually

able to develop sufficient job stations by opening day.
Mr. Chairman, if one were to review the entire range of Federal

Government programs, I suspect he could find none with more po-
tential for aiding poor youth which was simultaneously as effectively
destroyed by the poor management practices I have outlined today.
This money provided more than mere fun and games it provided

scores of thousands of culturally deprived youngsters their first look
at planetariums, art museums, zoos, symphony orchestras, and other
cultural attractions of their cities. Thousands more were able to com-
pete in athletics or receive instruction in theater or performing arts.
After having recognized and met this need for several summers, the

Federal Government last year redirected its community action youth
money into employment and employment-related activities. It was only
after vigorous and sustained protest by the mayors that the administra-
tion asked and received of the Congress a supplemental appropriation
to support innercity recreation programs.
As I mentioned earlier, the President has again asked the Congress

to include $12.8 million for this purpose in this year's NYC supple-
mental appropriations. I support this request.
In Detroit and elsewhere around the country this money will be used

to provide supervisors for the additional NYC enrollees. The teams
thus formed Will be used to expand recreation opportunities for
younger poor children, 6 to 16 years of age.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, I am submitting to you a list of 13 detailed

recommendations regarding the Federal Government's participation in
all.
Included are suggestions that the Neighborhood Youth Corps be

-greatly expanded and revamped, that the Federal Government pro-
mote a four quarter school plan, and that the Federal Government ex-
pand its own program of hiring young people during the summer and
after school.
In closing, I again urge you to consider favorably the President's

request for supplemental NYC funds, increase the amount to $157.4
million—$144.6 for NYC slots and $12.8 for recreation and pass it.
Thank you.
(The information referred to follows:)



549

ADDITIONAL DETAILED RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT YOUTH PROGRAMS

SUBMITTED BY
THE HONORABLE ROMAN S. GRIBBS

MAYOR OF DETROIT
TO THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY

28 APRIL 1971

1. The Federal Government should sharply increase the
available number of training and work-experience slots (such
as the NYC).

2. Whether or not the program is expanded, each summer
and out-of-school slot should be for 40 hours a week, at least
10 of which should be devoted to actual skills, training or basic
education to enhance the future employability of the enrollee.

3. Enrollees should be paid the minimum wage prevailing
in this area, at least for the hours during which work is performed.

4. Local program operators should be notified of funding
levels at least four months prior to the beginning of proposed
programs.

5. The Federal Government, through its aids to education
and other assistance, should encourage local school systems to
convert to the four-quarter system, so that work-experience quar-
ters (i.e., summers) could be scheduled evenly throughout the
year so as to use supervisory and training cadre most effectively.

6. Administrators of local work experience programs should
be intensively and thoroughly trained so as to radically improve
the Quality of programs.

7. The work-experience program should be an integral part
of a broader program of manpower development so that as enrollees
progress they may be moved to more relevant training programs.

8. The Federal Government should continue its program of
summer transportation grants, consider such assistance on a year-
round basis in support of youth-employment programs for youth to
21 years of age, and review the requirements for sign-off by local
labor organizations.

9. To symbolize the Federal Government's concern for poor
youth as well as to utilize the substantial work-experience oppor-
tunities within the Federal system, the Government should expand
(by budgeted appropriations, if necessary) its Federal Summer
Employment Program for Youth and the Stay-in-School Campaign.
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10. Federal departments and agencies should assure (even

to the point of transferring funds among installations) that

Federal youth hiring is equitably distributed throughout the

Nation according to the distribution of Federal employment.

11. The Departments of Labor and HEW should collaborate

with the private sector to develop a high school work-study pro-

gram in which work stations and training would be in the private

sector.

12. The Department of Labor should encourage States to

develop a definition of "poor youth," to provide them with summer

and part-time employment opportunities, and to devise a central

reporting system to account for such youth hires.

13. The Department of Justice should review existing

Federal child labor laws and insurance regulations to determine

what changes, if any, are necessary to permit the enployment and

training of poor youth in the widest possible number of job

categories.
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Mayor GRIBBS. I urge you to pass it quickly.
Summer, sir, is at hand.
(Applause.)
Senator NELSON. Thank you for your very fine statement. The com-

mittee appreciates your appearance here on behalf of the mayors and
the league of cities, and we assure you and the other mayors that this
committee is concerned about this program. As far as this Senator is
concerned, I agree with your position and the position of the confer-
ence of mayors, and I hope we can get some legislation enacted in time
to be of value this summer.
Thank you very much.
Mr. GRIBBS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Dr. Zelma George, director,

Cleveland Women's Job Corps Center. We are pleased to have you here
this morning, Dr. George.
Dr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. Your statement will be printed in full in the

record, or you may present it as you wish.

STATEMENT OF DR. ZELMA GEORGE, DIRECTOR, CLEVELAND
WOMEN'S JOB CORPS CENTER; ACCOMPANIED BY STAFF MEM-
BERS BEVERLY L. SMITH, EVELYN J. EDELEN, PAULETTE PREN-
TICE, MARY CHIPMAN, AND MARIA GARZES

Dr. GEORGE. Mr.. Chairman, and members of the committee
' 
I wel-

come this opportunity to appear today before you in support of H.R. 40
and related Senate bills which are designed to extend the provisions of
the Economic Opportunity Act. I wish my remarks to address the title
of the hearing: Employment, Youth and Poverty.
My name is Zelma George, and I speak as the executive director of

the Cleveland Job Corps Center for Women. This is the oldest of the
women's centers. The first corps women came to us 6 years ago tomor-
row.
The contractor for the Cleveland Job Corps Center is the Alpha

Kappa Alpha Sorority, Inc. This is a 64-year-old international non-
profit, women's service organization with upwards of 40,000 members,
a majority of whom have expertise and leadership roles in educational
and social welfare programs all over this United States.

• The sorority, a private organization, is the only predominantly black
organization in partnership with the U.S. Government addressing it-
self to a common government problem of poverty without respect to
racial, ethnic, or religious identification.
This sorority in this unique partnership of the U.S. Government

considers itself to be a vital part of what has become a vast new educa-
tional institution, with many implications for the traditional school
system.
The Job Corps is a 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week operation. Alpha

Kappa Alpha Sorority has responsibility for the center's entire opera-
tion: Administrative, technical, managerial, clerical, and maintenance,
and with a staff of 150, it provides human and technical resources that
are needed to help 380 young women define and achieve their goals.
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So for 6 years now the Alpha Kappa Sorority has been organizing
a staff of some of the Nation's best trained and creative minds avail-
able in the fields of social reform, education, and management to work
on the forward edge of their disciplines in this brand new unique
partnership with government, with academic, civic, social, business,
religious, cultural, and service agencies of the community.

All of this to the end of equalizing the spread and the quality of
opportunity in our society.
Today, whether it be Latin America, or Asia or Harlem, or Hough,

or Chicago or Washington, D.C., whether it be El Paso, the migrant
farm, the Indian reservations, Spanish Harlem, Alcatraz—no matter
where it be today, one thing is certain, poverty is no longer tolerated
as a meekly inherited state.
People know they are no longer condemned to live lives that are

ugly, brutish, and short.
They know that there is more to living than disease and hunger,

indignity and prejudice, and they mean to have their fair share of
earth's bounties and to have it now.
There is no security for anybody in a world of injustice and resent-

ment. For a long time, people did not reason it. Somehow or other
they thought it was their lot. But today we live in a world where so
many have so newly discovered that rights are natural, God-given
and often constitutional, and they are not negotiable to them.
No constitutional provision, no statute, gives any part of the con-

stituency the right to dispense or to withhold. More and more people
are coming into society, and as claimants, are making effective demands
on it. In the diffusion of existing goods and privileges in our society,
whether they are tangible goods or whether they are social claims on
the community, one thing is obvious: Crucial alterations are taking
place in the mood of man. He recognizes that this upheaval in con-
sciousness is literally worldwide, and he gets a new sense of power and
hope from this fact.
Men and women and youth everywhere are looking for and often

inventing ways to fight against the hopelessness and the despair that
have been in their lives. The ferment of today is deep and intense.
The activist minority of young people is growing larger and more

vocal than ever before with a tenacity that was lacking before.
Young people do not seem to be merely getting something out of

their systems any more. They are discovering common denominators
of discontent which they shift to produce power, to devise techniques
and strategies in functional partnerships against the system, the
establishment, all along the line. From affluence to poverty they are
finding these common denominators of discontent, and they are being
joined by other minority groups.
Now there is much to irritate and to disturb older generations, and

I do not ignore these elements in the youth revolt. There are the far-
left extremists who say that society must be destroyed. There are the
truly alienated, the loners, the "drop-outs" of society. There are those
who use dangerous drugs, and there is the dangerous use of drugs—
and there is a distinction.
Too often while fighting for their beliefs, young people disregard

the basic human values and rights which they are espousing. They
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frequently lack compassion. They are often contemptuous of those
who do not fully agree with them, and while crying out to be heard,
they will shout down a speaker and in this there is much that is irritat-
ing and disturbing to many, even some among that same generation.
But I submit that we have let ourselves be distracted by the colorful

fringes to the point where we miss the central meaning of today's
youthful protest.
I am convinced that not only is there tremendous vitality here, but

that there is also great potential for good, if we can only understand
and respond positively.
The nature of our response is crucial, for it has everything to do

with whether or not there will continue to be violence, or whether
violence pays. For years my husband, Clayborne George and I knocked
at the doors of the decisionmakers in the city of Cleveland to be heard
regarding the discontent we felt as members and residents of the negro
community and which we shared with our neighbors. For years they
would listen politely because this was Clayborne George whom they
respected, but they did very little about it until there was violence—
until there was "Hough." Then we got invitations to dinner so often
we could not keep them. "Come and join this committee" or "would
you come to this meeting"—all from many of the same people at whose
doors we had been knocking.

Violence does pay, and youngsters have discovered this fact. Until
we prove that we can get results without it, we shall continue to have
it.
[Applause.]
And we must understand that social protests has an honorable his-

tory in this country and has a rightful place in our enlightened society.
It was social protest that brought this Nation into being. At the

same time we must recognize that respect for law and the maintenance
of order are essential for the protection of everyone in our society.
I do not mean "law and order" as we see it defined by policy and ac-

tion today, but consistent and democratic implementation of the
principle of law and order for all.
Young people—well, anyone—who break the law as a form of

protest must be prepared to pay the penalty and hope for ultimate
vindication. This concept was a major contribution of the freedom
revolution symbolized by Martin Luther King, who often went pre-
pared and dressed for jail, knowing that he was going to break a
law.
What I am saying, I guess, is that the concept of law and order is

meaningless without justice, and we do have to think about it when
we think about violence.
We must be ready to reexamine our assumptions and our laws. To

do so we must open channels of communications and we must have
dialog, and if we do not, if we think the only answer is to suppress
dissent, then the responsibility for violence hangs as heavily on us
as it does on those who protest. I think there are creative tensions
within this complex of human relations I have been trying to describe.
It has been written that "History proceeds very often by jumps.

These jumps in which tremendous distances may be covered, are called
generations."

62-792 0-71-pt. 2 15
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"A generation in form in shape, can achieve what centuries have
failed to achieve without form."
We now have something like a reforming generation. What matters

is that our institutions should not hinder that generation, but enable
it to find form. This will require an act of humility on the part of
the older generations. We are then going to have to turn our hearing
devices back on and actively listen, and the youth are going to have
to listen, too.
The crucial issue then is not the revolt of youth, but the nature of

our response to them. Broadly speaking there are three possible re-
sponses. One is a backlash and a kind of a suppression, and many
youth want this because they want to feed their movement on the fact
of being misunderstood.
We know how much sympathy a husband can get in the office when

he says his wife does not understand him. Well, youngsters get it also
when they feel the older generation does not understand them. Sup-
pression and backlash give them the kind of material to work on.
A much more likely response is apathy, a muted hostility. We are

resentful over the ingratitude and brashness of the young. The great
tragedy is that time is running out on the great problems the world
faces.
It seems to me we have another device, and that is that we respond

in positive ways so that the energy and idealism of youth, can be
a constructive force in helping to solve the world's great problems.
The third response then, is to be responsive, to listen to our young

people, to understand them, to let them know that we care deeply
about them. Instead of worrying about how to suppress the youth
revolution, we should be worrying about how to sustain it.
These activists are shaking us out of our complacency. We badly

need their ability and fervor in these troubled times and we do not
need them as opponents, as "them" or the "others." We need them as
partners.
The key to sustaining the energy and idealism of youth today is

more direct and effective action on the problems about which these
young people are concerned: the problems of our cities, of our en-
vironment, of racial injustice, of irrelevant and outmoded teaching,
of overpopulation, of war, and of poverty.

Because the need for hope among youth is so great, the promise
becomes all the more vivid. But as the promise and the hope fail to
be achieved—to materialize—and the situation does not change for
the great majority of them—broken down into groups of blacks.
Puerto Ricans, Mexican Americans, Indians, migrant farmers, Ap-
palachians, and other poor—and, as affluent youth who have recently
described themselves as the "new poor" become more aware, con-
cerned, and involved with social problems and are joining the ranks
with their own brand of discontent and alienation, our society is in
trouble—real trouble.
Let me complicate all this considerably with the addition of an-

other consideration that gives me great concern and not a little fear.
All of us look forward to the ending of the war in Southeast Asia and
the return of our young men—and women—from the various services.
Many sets of figures have been used to indicate how many of these
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returning youth have been involved seriously with drugs while in the
service of their country. We know that whatever the drug, it is more
easily and cheaply obtained there than here. A returned veteran can
find that within a few days he has spent every cent he had available,
and that to support his habit he will have to resort to stealing, rob-
bery, burglary, and/or other illegal activities.
Before he has completed a well-earned vacation and has begun to

look for that hard-to-find job, he is likely to have a police record or is
in jail and, because of this record he could not get the job even if he
found it.
If he escapes the police, he is still likely to be unable to get or keep

a job and will soon start verbalizing his discontent and anger in anti-
social attitudes and behavior and he will be ready for membership in
the most angry activist group he can find. He can be an extremely
dangerous addition, especially if he feels that his condition is the
result of his Vietnam experience.
A few days ago, on a plane from Atlanta, Ga., my seat mate was ayoung man returning to Cleveland after 2 years in .Vietnam. He had

served in the Navy patrolling the rivers and streams and scouting the
land immediately adjacent thereto. He talked about the great strain on
the men and how it had affected everybody he knows. He said the
officers understood this too and every night as they returned to their
boat, the officer on duty stood near the entrance and passed out
marihuana cigarettes to calm them down for the night. Other drugs
were also readily available.
It is equally important—maybe more important--for us to con-

sider the skills in violence which these youth bring back to their local
communities—skills built into the kind of military training this war
in Southeast Asia has made necessary. Moreover he has had experience
in using these skills in guerrilla warfare with sanctions and encourage-
ment, even rewards from "the system," he now finds a strong structure
of activists inviting him to join them in fighting.
It is immoral to return these youth to their respective communities

and hold them responsible for the consequences of this war experience.
It is too dangerous a risk, for society to permit it.
The military has found it necessary to take dogs that have been

trained for the same kind of war, through a demilitarization process
before they are allowed to function in this country even as a police
dog. Some of the highly developed skills in violence have to be trained
out of the dog before he can be permitted to function.
But, we bring our boys back with the same kinds of skills and ex-

periences and with the attitudes essential to support their behavior,
and we put them right back into their communities without providing
them with the psychiatric help they need in making the transition to
civilian life.

Society has a moral responsibility to these youths, and to their
respective communities, to make this debooting or demilitarization
training as essential a part of their military experience as was the
original training designed to get them ready to fight.
This would also provide an opportunity for expert observation of

each youth to determine whether or not he has need for drug .educa-
tion and help—and to see that he gets it, whether or not he wants it—the
same as when he came into the service.
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Consider seriously and long some of the alternatives to doing this.With a high rate of unemployment among the total population, aneven higher rate for white youth and an enormously high rate of un-employment among black youth, we have a powerful ingredient ofdiscontent and anger and activism. These men have been lighting for,and have seen their buddies lose their lives for, some not-too-clearrights of people in another country and they return to find their ownfamilies and friends living in conditions worse than when they left,including the closing of many of the Job Corps centers to which theiryounger sisters and brothers might have gone. Even the progress thatis present gets lost in the spiral of failure and despair that they see
their families in.
There is talk about a hot summer in some quarters, but if we do not

do something about this problem—and soon, we might find the new
skills in violence complicated with the drug problem, motivated by
what they rationalize as a righteous discontent—we might find this
powerful combination generating a guerrilla warfare on the streets
of our cities the like of which we have never seen before.
The unique opportunity before us is to bring together our age and

experience, our money and organization with the energy and idealism
and social consciousness of the young. 

organization,
together almost any-

thing is possible.
This is going to mean new organizational and corporate structures.

They are essential to serve this emerging postindustrial society. ,
Job Corps is just an attempt to provide a new partnership that is

trying to find innovative, relevant, and effective education for each as
well as for all. Job Corps gets the casualties of our school system, of the
home, the church, and all of society. If they had been doing their jobs
right for these youth, there would be no need for Job Corps. But it
takes time and money to undo what society has already had one failure
in doing. These young women are asking for a second chance, and we
must remind ourselves that it is also a second chance for society— and
it may be a last chance for society with many of these youth. Look to
the costs of the alternatives. I find it difficult to put a price tag on a
rehabilitated individual.
These young women are not problem girls but they are young

women with problems. Job Corps is a place for young women with
problems and for some people to expect us to solve almost overnight
the problems nobody else has been able to solve before she came, or to
constantly spotlight the problems and use their presence as an indica-
tion that there must be something wrong with the center, is like saying
there is something wrong with a hospital because there are so many
sick people in it. A hospital is a place for sick people. You have no
business there unless you are sick and it takes a longer time for some
to get well enough to leave than for others.
The Corpswoman's problem may be that her community has no re-

sources for her to get a vocation and she wants one. It can be that
simple, and it is that simple often. But most of the time it is not that
uncomplex. Some come with so many problems of attitudes, habits,
and behaviors that often they cannot get to work on the vocational
training until we have had time to work on some of her other needs.
One young lady said to me one day, "I can't work on but one problem
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at a time, Dr. George" and when some of the staff was impatient and
wanted her to be sent home because she was not working on all of
them, I asked them, "Can you give up your cocktail, stop smoking,
get on a crash diet, and learn the Russian language all at once?"
There wasn't a single staff member that felt they could do it, but

this is what we expect of the young people when they come into Job
Corps, all four things at once because learning the English language
is almost as bad as learning Russian to some, the way they have been
taught.
To meet these needs realistically, Job Corps has to be different and

new in philosophy, techniques, and program. These new structures are
inevitable because youth themselves I sense, are increasingly taking
charge of building them and they will not be what we would have them
be without our being in partnership. While we are busy describing
their unrest, they are already beyond us into a new sociology, and we
are again on the remedial end. It is absolutely essential that we see
the mission of Job Corps as an important facet of the answer. Anyone
who tries to look at Job Corps except in this context is fooling
themselves.
Now., let us take a look at the population of our Cleveland Job

Corps Center. It is made up of young women then between 16 and 22
who are permanent residents of the United States, out of school, un-
able to make an adequate living, and from the lower income of our
society.
They are in the Job Corps by choice and this fact alone presents a

problem no other educational agency in the country has.
Even a university provides some sense of compulsion to the youth

because their parents have paid tuition. They may not come back
next year, but they have to work that money out.
In Job Corps, we cannot have that incentive. The Corps women

could not pay their way there, and we are expected to provide them
with everything they resisted in the public schools so attractively
that they will never get homesick, or dissatisfied enough to want to go
home.
She has come asking for help. She says she wants to become some-

thing, somebody, a particular kind of somebody, and at the time of
her entrance, she is not what she says she wants to be. She wants to
expand her skills and change her behavior. She will become what she
wants by doing with others in the larger community and in the center,
in school, in certain sequences and times and in specified places, prede-
termined things in prescribed sets of modes.
This sounds like it is limiting, but it is not and there is a great deal

of freedom within the student and staff relationship.
She, almost without exception, needs to experience order, plan, dis-

ciplined thinking, and follow-through. She will be with us for a maxi-
mum of 2 years. Congress has issued a mandate that we transform her
from a tax consumer to a taxpayer.
They did not use those terms, but that is what I read between the

lines. Employability is what we are concerned about, and it requires
more than a vocational skill. A girl can write shorthand with accuracy
and transcribe it with great speed and still be unemployed, and it is a
great privilege that we in Job Corps have, to try to help her to get
this other part of her life developed.
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Human behavior is learned behavior, and if she gets the help she
needs, as she realistically refines her own life and goals, we will find
that she will be getting a renewal of human life and hope, and some of
the reasons for some of the problems will be removed.
A hostile, bitter, and antisocial but well-trained keypunch operator

is not what we are looking for.
Yet, the emphasis on job skill would make you think that they do

not care very much about the rest of her.
So the primary task of the Job Corps is to effect changes believed

to be impossible 30 years ago. We know today that conditions can be
understood, predicted, and controlled, so that specific kinds of learning
change can take place, and there are resources that are available to us.
The first is the girl herself. The potential, often undiscovered, cer-

tainly underused, which she brings to us to develop through her own
efforts. Our function is to help her discover them and produce the
motivation that will make her work on her own steam.
Another recourse is constructed by the staff from the buildings, the

facilities and materials of the physical environment, and the third and
perhaps most important ingredient is the staff itself, a staff that really
cares for and believes in these young women, and will use their many
technical and social skills to enable the Corpswomen to believe, too, and
to try.
Sammie Davis has a book entitled "I Can" and it took him a long

time to discover that he could. Many young people have to be told this
over and over, and shown this.
This staff must make inspiring demands on them. They have to help

them meet the often complex challenge that they have honestly and
plainly defined together as they have talked it over, what is really the
problem, not what you say, but what is it, really.
The staff must also spark the whole Job Corps community with

hope, with expectations of improvement, and a sense of knowing what
to do and how to do it. Here is where Congress again can be enor-
mously helpfill if they could just find the way to give the centers
enough life expectancy that would enable us to bargain for staff that
cannot afford. to put their families in jeopardy by giving up a position
that offers a contract and assurance of being on the job long enough to
do a good job.

Job Corps problems and program demand more than average
professional staff and a sense of dedication alone cannot be expected to
last forever. Some projects need a guaranteed life of at least 5 years
in order to make a valid evaluation. We cannot give contracts at all
and unless you happen to be hiring right on the date of the beginning
of the fiscal year, you cannot assure even a full year's employment.
One of our important responsibilities to the youth who come to us is

to help develop some sense of personal stability. A recent study,
"Children of Mentally Ill Parents," the result of a 5-year National
Institute of Mental Health-supported study, documents the need for
this kind of assurance to children who have been exposed to severe
and disruptive experiences resulting often in separation and frequent
shift in substitute care; or if they remain home with a mentally ill
parent, they experience a home of turmoil, friction and incompetent
and inconsistent care and are sometimes physically abused or neg-
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lected. This is an exact description of many of our corpswomen and
it is next to impossible to give the kind of stability she needs to an
individual youth in a center experiencing an almost continuous state
of uncertainty because of the political circumstances under which
Congress operates.
Another aspect of the same problem of uncertainty and short-term

funding for a long-term treatment center is illustrated by an experi-
ence this center is going through right now—and has been through
with three possible sites. It is unanimously recognized that we need
a larger and better facility. We have found three sites that have been
through the necessary and expensive routine of investigation, to have
two of them thwarted by political considerations: an election year and
the uncertainty of the future of 0E0.
We now have another excellent site, owned and used at present

by the Case-Western Reserve University, in an acceptable and
improved location from our present site. For several years I have had
a mentor's group made up of outstanding and important businessmen
in this community. They have been to the center, all of them several
times, and a few of them many times. They are concerned, informed,
and involved in the Cleveland center and feel so strongly that we
should have a better facility that when this building went up for
sale because the university invested in a much larger and different
kind of housing facility for their graduate students and couples, and
they were unwilling to lease because they needed the cash, several of
the mentors got together a consortium that is willing to purchase the
building in order to make it available to the Department of Labor,
which says it cannot buy. The building will cost these men something
in the neighborhood of $2 million but the uncertainty of funding now
before Congress makes it impossible for the Job Corps office to act.
This office has recommended that we be provided a better facility and
have fully implemented their share of the procedure to date. Even if
the money is available, it will be for the rest of our contract only,
and that ends on June 30, 1972. A 12-month lease for a $2 million
Investment seems an unfair expectation from even the dedicated and
involved. Their only interest in the property is to make it available
to the Cleveland center. They are not interested in property as an
investment in this part of the city.
I have gone into a bit of detail on this point because I think it is

so very basic to a realistic appraisal of the Cleveland Job Corps Center
program. Our three major resources described in the foregoing depend
greatly on the way Congress implements this idea: The corpswoman
and her needs, the facility as an implementer of program, and the staff.
Before I made this special reference to the need for some feeling

of permanence in a bit more detail than I had planned but not more
than it needs, I was describing for you some aspects of the problem
we are attempting to meet by describing the corpswoman herself.
Let me say something about poverty itself. It is infinitely plural.

There are at least as many kinds of poverty as there are middle
class. There is much difference between urban-ghetto poverty, migrant
poverty, Indian reservation poverty, small town poverty, rural pov-
erty, and Appalachian poverty, and it is extremely important that
we have staff that is acquainted with the set of social facts, value
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systems, and community achievement levels that is the milieu out of
which each corpswoman has come. Job Corps has pioneered in this
kind of forward thinking and we have had to explore and define our
needs and then develop the staff to meet them. This is why we need
to be able to compete with the other agencies in the community in keep-
ing them. Their experience in the Job Corp:. makes them very attrac-
tive to inner-city school systems.
The multi-ethnic composition of our populations presents problems

imposed by a segregated society, but it is working here and we think
the byproduct of learning to live with people of diverse cultural back-
grounds is a solid contribution to a democratic society.
The one common denominator we do find is that they can't read

or write or spell to anything like the degree they should be able to
do for the number of years they have spent in school.
But we give them basic, we give them occupational and we give

them social information and it is important that we help the corps-
woman see how important personal skills are: Clinically necessary
and proper dress, the social graces, and behavior patterns that will be
acceptable on the job they want, proper language, even a hearty laugh
in "the right key."
Now some people say, "You are making middle-class people out

of these young women. You are forcing middle-class norms on them."
My answer is, No; we are not. They knocked on the door for admis-
sion to a middle-class job. They did not come here asking for a
lower class job. They asked for a middle-class job, and our job is to
tell them what the rules of the game are. We did not make the rules.
The job does not belong to me. It belongs to Mr. X out there, and
Mr. X says these are the conditions under which he will want to have
you work for him_
They are middle class norms, yes. If you don't want that job, then

okay, that is your decision, but if you do, I have got to tell you what
the real rules of the game are.
So they make that choice and we try to help them learn to live with

middle class.
The program, then has to be a systematic, planned, organized, actu-

ated, controlled set of experiences which modify behavior. It has to be
relevant to the primary objective and it takes time.
It takes time and we have to have the privilege of making and cor-

recting mistakes. We do not know all the answers. Nobody does. We
did not even know the right questions to ask in the beginning, and you
don't ever get right answers to wrong questions.
We know many right questions now, and we are asking them and it

would seem to me to be unwise, moneywise to change the game before
you even get a chance to really evaluate what you have got for your
money.
Now it is irrelevant and meaningless to talk about good and bad corps

women; our approach is compared to that of the physician. If a given
therapy does not work, one does not blame the patient, he looks for
another cure. Instead of labeling corps women as failures, as dumb, as
bad, "not Job Corps material," in the Cleveland Job Corps Center some
times they accuse us of being permissive, because we ask, what did we
do? Did we do everything we could? Have we a right to say that girl
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failed when maybe we failed her, maybe we need to try another com-
bination of staff to work with her. In what ways can instructions and
counseling be improved and what new techniques can be developed,
and what other disciplines can we bring into it?
Now, we talk about the problem, and when you talk about, especially

deprived adolescence we have a real complication because adolescence
itself is a very important period for us to help young people go
through.
Most of us sort of wish we could sleep through it, or we tell our-

selves that "they will get over it," or, it is something they have to pass
through. Very few people use any positives at all in trying to describe
adolescence. It is all negatives. We start off with negatives, and nobody
can work with a negative.
You have got to try to find some of the good qualities these young

people have, and they do have them.
So we are working for a renewal of human hope, and I hope we get

a chance to continue to do it.
We are put together in this country, as Oppenheimer says, "In mul-

tiple, intense, changing, overlapping communities, very close to one
another."
This is a peculiarly U.S. phenomenon, intermingling classes and

intermingling individuals of all kinds, and our youths today are
outdoing us in it, outdoing the past, and this is why the Job Corps
population and its structure and its program and its philosophy can
only be adequately viewed in this context because they are one. It is a
"youth culture" of which they are a part, much of which is interna-
tional scope, and we cannot treat these problems as peculiar to Job
Corps.
Now we have had some miserable failures, because we don't know

all the answers. We don't have all the adequate resources to do what
we know to do, and bring the desired results, and we are just beginning
to see how to make fuller use of psychiatry and some other of the
disciplines more effectively. What kind of input do we need to give to
them, what kind of understanding can we get from them? And, what
can we do to get Washington to understand it enough to give us the
money we need to do the job they have assigned.
I hope we will be able to continue to do this. I would like for a

moment to call your attention to some of our successes. I have brought
a few with me.
I have not had any discussion with them at all. I just asked yesterday

if they would get a few of them together, and I came up last night to
write these things what I have said to you this morning.
They came up on the morning plane and met me here in this room.

I have in my hand a whole sheaf of cards that were pulled: names of
Corps women who have had good job placement in the last few
months from the Cleveland Job Corps Center.
It is amazing. The first one on here is probably one of the highest.

I am sure that is why they put her on top. But she is a young lady who
passed her GET) with us and became a licensed practical nurse from
Muskegon, Mich. She passed the State board and got a job at
the Cleveland Clinic Hospital where she did her on-the-job training.
They started her off at $7,644 a year, which is, by the way, more than
we are able to pay her teacher.
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Now to my left here sits a young lady, and by the way they did not
come here on Government money 
[Laughter.]
Dr. GEORGE. It did not come out of my contract either—even my

own fare. There are in Cleveland and elsewhere some friends who be-
lieve in me, and they make me custodian and administrator of a fund
that is called the Zelma George incentive fund, and I thank the Lord
I don't have to account to anybody how I spend it, and that is how
they got here. I use it for many program items for both corpswomen
and staff—not allowable under the contract.
Beverly Smith came to Cleveland Job Corps Center when it opened

its doors April 29, 1965. Tomorrow we will be 6 years old. She came
from Clairton, Pa., and she learned to be a keypunch operator, and
decided she wanted to go to college. She used her keypunch skill to
finance her college education, with a little scholarship help from the
Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority each year.
She graduated from the Central State University, did her prac-

tice teaching in Dayton and is now teaching in the South High School
of the city of Cleveland—a graduate of the Cleveland Job Corps
Center.
When she was there she was a member of the choir, and secretary

of the student council.
Is there anything you want to say, Miss Smith?
Miss SMITH. Mr. Chairman, first of all it is indeed a pleasure to be

here today to speak in defense of a very effective program. When I
first received Dr. George's telegram requesting that I accompany her
to this hearing, I could not help but wonder, "What's wrong? Why
do they feel that the Job Corps program needs support, period. Do
they feel it has been unsuccessful ?"
The only conclusion that I could come to is that there are a few

flaws. It has not been 100 percent successful. Well, in this case, if
this be true, we should fold up our entire system, because our entirc
system has not been 100 percent successful.
I am not going to try to speak with the eloquence that Dr. George

has, but I would like for you to think on these questions. I would like
for you to make these comparisons if you can.
Now I am not speaking against our space program at all. I am all

for scientific and technological advancement, but as I mentioned be-
fore, try to make this comparison if you can, if you will.
All right, we have invested millions and millions of dollars in our

space program. We did not know whether our astronauts would reach
their destinations, but we hoped that they would. All right, we have
invested millions of dollars in our Job Corps program and the same
thing applies.

Please, just as you have made this investment in this space program,
why not let's make investments, or human investments, in our youth?
Thank you.
Dr. GEORGE. Thank you very much.
Senator NELSON. Thank you.
[Applause.]
Dr. GEORGE. Beverly, you go back and let Paulette come here;

Paulette Prentice.
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Paulette was in the first enrolled group of the women in the center.
She came from Pittsburgh. She advanced very rapidly and partici-
pated in all phases of the program, she was presiding judge of the
student court, president of the student council, and got a little incre-
ment of $10 more than most of the other corpswomen because of her
leadership.
She was graduated in October of 1966 as a data processor and ac-

cepted employment with Standard Oil Company, where she had done
her on-the-job training.
Today, 41/2 years later, she still has that job. Now what are you doing,

Miss Prentice?
Miss PRENTICE. I am a senior machine operator, and I also do pro-

graming and expediting as well, Dr. George.
Dr. GEORGE. Is there anything you want to say right quick?
Miss PRENTICE. I would like to say I hope you all consider this

program, because it is important to all of us. It has helped me in many
ways to get along with people. Prior to coming to Cleveland Job
Corps, I was not able to do this. I hope it will help those following
me as well.
Dr. GEORGE. Thank you, Paulette.
This is Mary Chippman.
Mary Chippman came from Kentwood, Mich. She finished 9th grade

at home, but she has taken advantage of everything Job Corps had
to offer. She enrolled in the histology program at the Institute of
Pathology, Western Reserve University, where she was described here
by her supervisors to be cooperative, personable, and a very good plan-
ner, and the quality and quantity of her work was so good that upon
graduation, the university employed her. She is presently working in
the research department of the university hospital.
While in the Job Corps she passed GED, although she had only a

9th grade education when she came to us.
She benefited from the medical services, she could not go into a

vocation without several bone operations in her wrist, which we had
to do before she could go into it. We had the money then. We would
not be able to do that medical service now.
She graduated as a histologist, and she just told me something is

happening on the first of June.
Miss CHIPPMAN. I am being promoted to supervisor of the ortho-

pedic research laboratory of the research hospital.
I make a plea for thousands and thousands of young men and women

today, "Don't close the Job Corps centers," because if it was not for
Job Corps, I would not be here today.
Thank you.
[Applause.]
Dr. GEORGE. Come on up here. Evelyn Edelen graduates next Mon-

day night. She is from Rockford, Ill., and she is a skilled guitar player
she also passed her GED examination while she was there. But some-
thing else has happened to her in the last few days. She is a part of a
growing group in the center that I am encouraging and hoping will
grow.
Do you want to tell us very quickly a little bit about it?
Miss EDELEN. Praise the Lord. You know exactly what I mean.
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There is a big Jesus movement going on, and one of the things I found
is that no matter how bad a person is, once God touches their lives, it is
like they don't care for the things they did before. Because it does not
make any sense for them to do this.
When I first got to the center, I think there were only a few girls

that even thought of going to church. Now, there are quite a few more
girls and this whole thing, I can just see it all expanding and it just
seems like God has touched it. This center is going places, and I am
telling you, I just pray that you don't close it. There are too many
people that need it.
Dr. GEORGE. OK. She is going to college, and she is going to

take a job in Cleveland as a secretary with this movement. You know
about the teen challenge, and when she says only a few girls were
going to church, you mean to that particular church, because we have
plenty more going to church every Sunday.
We have many that go to Catholic and Protestant churches, but she

means to her particular Pentacostal church.
Now I am hoping that she is going to be able to continue to work

with this group and we are giving them all the help we can. Certainly
one aspect of their development is going to church—the church of your
choice—but we feel everyone needs some spiritual development and
experiences.
Marie Garzes.
Marie by the way, has on a uniform, which indicates her member-

ship in the Community Relations Corps Women Advisory Committee.
She made it herself out of Air Force surplus materials. The Corps-
women make a lot of their things out of surplus materials from the
Armed Forces.
Marie came in March 1969 from Grand Ledge, Mich. She comes

from a large Mexican-American family, and she had only completed
the sixth grade because her family did not stay put. As a matter of
fact, we are having trouble finding where her family is now. But
Marie haa determined she is not going to be a migrant farmer, although
her family history has been that for several generations. She came
with a language barrier, and now she speaks excellent English, as
you will hear.
We put her into a school where she could get special help with her

English, with other Spanish-speaking people, learning English. She
is going to high school, taking regular high school work in addition
to her Job Corps work and hopes to graduate with a skill that she can
use, as bookkeeper, to help herself go through college.
Is there anything, Marie, you could say right quick?
Miss GARZES. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I would like to say to please help

us in any way. A lot of young ladies are looking for a place to go so
they can look forward to the future.
Dr. GEORGE. Thank you very much, Marie. [Applause.]
Let me wind this up. Let me say that I don't need to

call to your attention the special costs of poverty. They ask me, "What
does it cost to help them move themselves out of it?"

Well, I don't know how to put a price tag on a rehabilitated human
being. But we do know what the costs of some of the alternatives are.
The extra payment we make for public services and police costs and
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jails, prisons, reform schools, and long-term custodial care, and the very
high cost of our courts.
We know what the welfare costs are, we know what health services

cost. Even an emergency ambulance and its attendants have a cost,
and the precautions that have to be taken to prevent epidemics, the
diseases of poverty, such as tuberculosis and others.
We know what the fire losses are and the property losses in areas of

poverty, Also, we have to add, when we try to count the gains to what
these young women are making, what is was costing the Government
before they were making anything, to take care of them. They are no
longer tax consumers; they are now taxpayers.
In contrast, for the negative figure we have to add up how much it

was costing the Government, plus how much money society was not
getting because they were not producing.
I am here in support of the residential program of Job Corps, but

it is not for me either/or. It is both, and we need residential centers,
and for the kinds of youth needs I am most familiar with, I don't see
any way to handle them except in a residential program.
I would like to see it go back to our original plan, where they came

from homes not so close to the center that they can get home easily
when they are upset. Boyfriends can come pick them up in any old
car, or their parents can even come and get them. When they are so
close they do not get a chance to sever the relationships, the friend-
ships, and the contacts of places to go, and so forth, before they can
explore the new life style they have defined as a goal.
Under the present plan we are getting more and more from the

Great Lakes region and this limits my ethnic balance. I can't get
Hawaiians in that area, and not many Indians, and not as many
Spanish as we used to have.
I feel that a national program is essential to promote a feeling of

belonging to a federal society, to combat the divisiveness that is already
in our society, and not create groups that are so homogeneous.
As I get into my more restricted area of Great Lakes region, I am

getting more and more to be black and white, and I think one of the
great contributions to democracy is the opportunity young people get
to know people of different cultures and to find individuals within
each that they like or dislike as persons and to make their human
relations on an individual basis and not an ethnic or racial one.
I think it is important that this kind of experience be continued on

a national basis to develop citizenship for the multiethnic world which
is a part of the reality of our lives.
The conceptualization of the kind of world we live in will not

come from homogeniety, from a limited exposure to different kinds of
people.
We all live in a world community. We don't have the ideology or the

political machinery for it, but we are actually in it, and we have the
responsibility to give these young people as much of an opportunity
to know and to develop skills in human relations with people who are
different from them, to help them develop skills on empathy and
understanding of the differences in their cultures and their foods and
their other kind of experiences. And to also recognize that people are
more alike than different.
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I think when we finally evaluate Job Corps it is going to be abso-
lutely imperative that we look at not only what has happened to the
girl, and that is, of course, the primary reason we exist, but some very
important things are happening to other people also.
Big corporations, who are the contractors for many of these centers

are for the first time hearing an annual report, about their corpora-
tion's involvement with Job Corps centers, and are having to be con-
cerned with their roles in the solution of a wonderfully important
social problem of poverty.
Through the network of volunteers, notably the WICK's and others,

we have middle- and upper-class women with their first eyeball con-
tact with poverty. It had been for them an academic concept before
Job Corps.
What is this doing for democracy in addition to what it is doing

for the girls? Tremendous things are happening through this experi-
ence, through the girls, and the academic institutions themselves are
being very much helped by this experience.
I have made it part of my homework to see that the administrators,

the presidents get to the Cleveland center, and I have said to them,
"You should be knocking one another down trying to get there to find
out what you are doing wrong, because if you are doing it right, there
would not be any need for Job Corps. It is because you are failing
that there is a need for it, so come and find out what is wrong."
I can't find teachers, counselors that are ready for Job Corps. They

are all trained to counsel for college. We have to train these people, SO
now we are getting colleges who are giving courses and in Cleveland
we are working closely with the Cleveland State University. Just
yesterday a professor came to my office and brought a letter explaining
what this experience at Job Corps means to the Cleveland State Uni-
versity.
She is now teaching a course on the "Sociology of Poverty," because

we let her do her doctorate research in our center working in the area
of motivation. She also has been working with the student teachers and
her teaching staff at the university in an effort to try to give them in-
sights into what it is the young people are getting experience in doing.
We now certify teachers for inner city teaching in this Cleveland Job
Corps center.
So in this very interesting letter which any of you are welcome to

read, she is saying that the impact of the Cleveland Job Corps center
on the Cleveland State University in the philosophy and curriculum
and teacher training program is tremendous, and two of their students
have entered a national essay contest. One of them won national recog-
nition or first place in this essay contest with her writing about how
her Job Corps experience had enriched her.
My staff, administrative staff, sent me a telegram this morning, and

it says:
Our thoughts and prayers are with you as you verbalize for us the hopes

dreams, and opportunities which Job Corps offers, not only to its corps women
but to its staff as well.

I close asking a question posed by Langston Hughes in a poem 30 
years ago, the poem is:
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"What happens to a dream deferred?
Does it dry up like a raisin in the sun,
Or fester like a sore and then run?
Does it stink like rotten meat,
Or crust and sugar over like a syrupy sweet?
Maybe it sags like a heavy load,
Or does it explode?"

I think the answer to that lies very much in our own hands, and I
am greateful to you for permitting me to share the Cleveland Job
Corps center for women with you in this hearing.

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
[Applause.]
The committee appreciates your coming here and this committee is

a strong supporter of the Job Corps.
We hope we can expand our efforts.
Dr. GEORGE. You mean I am preaching to the converted?
Senator NELSON. Yes.
Dr. GEORGE. Thank you very much.
Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Mr. Leo Gable, United

Brotherhood of Carpenters, Washington, D.C.

STATEMENT OF LEO GABLE, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR OF THE APPREN-
TICESHIP AND TRAINING DEPARTMENT, UNITED BROTHERHOOD
OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA

Mr. GABLE. Mr. Chairman, in the interests of conserving time, both
yours and mine, I should like to be brief. I would like to submit the
statement of our position which you have in your possession for the
record.
Mr. GABLE. But I would like to add, if I might, for emphasis that

with the closure of the Job Corps centers in 1969, we were told then
that the States and our local governments could pick up the option
of opening those centers for framing programs.
I see little evidence that they have done so to this point. Therefore,

I can see no reason for them to pick up the option now if this present
legislation is allowed to go through. Another thing, we are operating
on a national contract with 26 of the Job Corps centers. We have 885
slots for these young men to enter into our training programs, and our
apprenticeship programs.
Under the national program, we have organized a placement service

with our 2,436 local unions, and 184 district councils, whereby we can
call any one of them and say, "Joe Doaks from Timbuktoo is ready for
placement. He wants to come into your area. Help him."
And we can be assured of that help. If it even goes under a State

plan, our placement service is going to be destroyed. We have no way
of operating within the State. We would have to have contracts with
every location, and we cannot do it.
There are other things that are going to affect this overall program,

even though it does remain on a national basis and those are the
current codes of Federal legislation that have been passed in the last
few months, namely title V, and other sections, which imposes quotas,
timetables, and selection procedures, et cetera.
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Particularly detrimental to the overall Job Corps program is one
provision of the 29-30 that has to do with the selection of apprentices
for programs. If they put into effect, if they implement those provi-
sions that would say that we have to throw the names into a hat and on
a lottery system select the apprentices for those programs, then we
have no way of giving these young people coming from Job Corps
preference.
At the present moment, our committees all do give them preference.

There is no way we could do it under a lottery system. Thank you, sir.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much for taking time to appear.

Your statement will be printed in full in the record.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Gable follows:)
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STATEMENT OF LEO GABLE, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR OF THE
APPRENTICESHIP AND TRAINING DEPARTMENT OF THE UNITED
BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA,
BEFORE THE SENATE SUB-COMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MAN-
POWER AND POVERTY, APRIL 28, 1971

My name is Leo Gable: I am the Technical Director of the Apprenticeship

and Training Department of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners

of America.

On behalf of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America

I make the following statement:

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America have long

recognized and been concerned with the problem of youth unemployment which

confronts our country today.

We further realize that many young men from hard cord or poverty areas

have not been provided with training opportunities which would prepare them

to enter into an occupation of their choice that would assure them of an

income commensurate with their skills and thus improve their living standards.

Although the policy of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners

of America has always been that no man would be denied entry into our Brother-

hood because of race, color or creed, each would be judged on qualifications

alone.

In an effort to provide meaningful training for these disadvantaged and

underprepared youth and placement in our regular apprenticeship programs, we

became involved in the Manpower Training Programs under the United States

Department of Labor in 1966 and then in 1968, in cooperation with the United

States Department of Agriculture, Forestry Service, we entered carpentry

training programs in certain selected Job Corps Centers and then expanded

in 1969 to include Centers operated under the Department of Interior.

We believe that well organized programs of carpentry in the Job Corps

Centers would provide the necessary trade preparatory training essential for

the young men to enter into the construction industry.

62-792 0 - 71 - pt.2 - 16
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We are all aware of the crippling effect that the cut back in the

Job Corps Programs had in 1969 and the resultant loss of training opportunities.

The young men who have graduated from these Job Crops training programs

and have entered our industry are being carefully guided toward the completion

of an apprenticeship program which leads to journeyman status.

The success of the organized carpentry training programs is certainly

dependent upon proper training and placement. This we have been able to

accomplish through an organized placement effort with our 2,436 Local Unions

and 184 District Councils.

Secondly, our central control of all training center programs rather

than a haphazard relationship that would develop if we are required to deal

with each of the states separately.

Attached as a part of this report is our placement record for the

Heber Job Corps Center, in Arizona and the Wolfcreek Center in Oregon.

It is to be noted that each individual enrolled in the carpentry classes

at these centers are listed together with the starting dates; their home state

and City, the State and City where they were placed and the Local Union

into which they were accepted with the beginning wage rate.

It is to be further noted that most of these young men chose to relocate

in areas other than their home state thus removing themselves from the atmosphere

and environment that had contributed to their original difficulties.

In our opinion the provisions of the manpower revenue sharing bill

(S- 1243) which would abolish the manpower programs, including the Job Corps,

and place them under the state or local areas, subject to the options of the

Mayors and Governors would be detrimental to the overall objectives of the

Job Corps Program and certainly would make it impossible for us to continue

with the placement of these young men in an organized way in that 'instead of

one controlling contract, we would be forced to develop programs through

each of the states that elected to continue the centers.

Therefore, we would recommend that these existing manpower programs

be continued as they now exist.



571

lititifebt 71:BrollIrrIloo of(Tarpenfrrs anb e'-'egoirters of ,...Alittrita

WILLIAM SWELL

FIRST GEN. VICE-PRES.

DIRECTOR

APPRENTICESHIP AND TRAINING DEPARTMENT

101 CONSTITUTION AVENUE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20001

-44riao,"

April 27, 1971

RECAPITULATION OF JOB PLACEMENTS FOR

HEBER AND WOLF CREEK JOB CORPS CENTERS

LEO GABLE

TECHNICAL DIRECTOR

HEBER WOLF CREEK TOTAL

Enrollment 73 99 172
Placed on Job 30 29 59
Resignations 18 38 56
Discharged on A. W. O. L. (etc.) 10 5 15
Entered Armed Services 0 2 2
Transfers 1 1 2
Graduated (Not Placed) 1 0 1
Medical Discharge 1 0 1
Returned to High School or College 0 1 1
Corpsmen Presently in Program 12 23 35
Number Corpsmen (in Probationary Period) 11

Average Starting Wage $3.25 $3.40

JOB PLACEMENTS BY STATES

Arizona 3
California 18
D. C. 5
Georgia 11
Hawaii 5
Indiana 1
Missouri 2
Oklahoma 1
Tennessee 2
Texas 11

TOTAL 59
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Senator NELSON. Our next witness is Mr. Clarence Hodges, St. Louis
Council of Black People.
Mr. HODGES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NELSON. You may proceed as you wish.
Thank you.
Mr. HODGES. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE E. HODGES, ST. LOUIS COUNCIL OF
BLACK PEOPLE

Mr. HODGES. Mr. Chairman and honorable committeemen, it is with
great delight that I respond to this awesome opportunity to address
this committee today. A great delight because it gives me and the
powerless people I represent an opportunity to be heard on the very
issues that make us powerless in a society with extreme inequality in
it's distribution of power.
An awesome opportunity it is because I cannot tell the whole story,

I cannot present all the evidence, I cannot penetrate every wall of
prejudice

' 
unconcern, and hatred.

I shall limit my statistical analysis of the problem to avoid dupli-
cation of what has already been presented or researched by your staff.
During the first quarter of 1970, in the St. Louis area, which has a

population in excess of 2,000,000, we felt an economic pinch with
unemployment well above 5 percent. We thought that was bad because
an economic pinch for the general community means a recession for
the black community. •
But the number of jobless workers for the first quarter of 1971

showed a 29-percent increase over the same period for 1970. If that
isn't cause for alarm and immediate action, it doesn't snow in
Minneapolis.
We have 15,000 black boys between the ages of 15 and 19 that have

no summer jobs to look forward to. Picture, if you can, that many
black boys at the edge of manhood, from 15 to 19, with almost no
opportunity to prove they are men, strong, and brave. Some ideas
have been advanced but I urge a counter plan for their energies. Show
them it's not necessary to burn a house down to get rid of termites.

Because of the organization I represent and my firsthand knowledge
of the black community and its over abundance of economic problems,
I must look at this problem of poverty and manpower through black
eyes, but also through poor eyes, through eyes that have been hungry,
through eyes that have been unemployed and through eyes that have
been the victims of discrimination.
The need in the black community is not for unemployment to be

reduced, from 6 percent to 5 or 4 percent. We would be extremely
gratified at a first step that would reduce black employment from
the conservative estimate of 15 percent down to 6 percent. More
realistic estimates of black unemployment indicate over 25 percent.
The wall that separates black from economic opportunities contains

blacks of inadequate education, lack of skills police records, health
problems, lack of child care, lack of transportation, lack of experi-
ence in the world of work, and racial discrimination.
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Racial discrimination is seen throughout this wall of economic
depravation and may well be considered the agent that holds all
the blocks firmly in place preventing any breakthrough for the masses.
These blocks must be replaced with doors of relevant education,

free skill training, the destruction of misleading or meaningless
police records, health services, child care services, and adequate
transportation.

Racial discrimination must carry deterrent penalties if it is to be
deterred. Slaps on the wrist and -appeal to consciences have proved
to have little effect on the increasing covert acts of racism. Not only
must funds and contracts be withheld but persons responsible must
be brought before courts of justice for effective sentencing when
charges of discrimination are founded.

Legislation prohibiting phrases in labor agreements that provided
for discriminanatory practices is urgently needed.
Programs such as CEP (concentrated employment program), New

Careers. Neighborhood Youth Corps, Job Corps, Mainstream and
the total community action package of 0E0 must be expanded to
reasonably meet the obviously expanded need.
More services must be available for those entering such programs

(especially unemployment programs) and better jobs for those
existing.
The value of these underfunded programs in St. Louis can never

be measured as they have not only meant a meaningful life and self
support for scores of thousands that otherwise would still be on the
merry-go-round but for many they have actually preserved life.
In addition they have prodded other established agencies to respond

to human needs in a humane manner. This prodding should never
be devalued and at this crucial time in history must not be diminished.

Politics has its place as benefits are thereby produced for all. But
the heart of the antipoverty movement cannot survive the deadly
fallout of additional political control.

Political staff appointments and consistent preferential service to
political referents to the detriment of those who have only one vote
each would lead to increased frustration and rejection of the high
moral principles exalted by this country.
The jobless would often be caught between a would-be employer

of one political philosophy or party and an elected official on the
opposite side. The jobless would be punished by the would-be-
employer's unwillingness to "reward" the elected official.
These problems exist in the best of the Revenue Manpower Sharing

Act. Only the limits of one's imagination could limit the probable
abuses in the "non-best" situations.
The tooling up time alone involved in major changes at this time

would possibly spell disaster. A prime example of the probleth in
miniature is the proposed Job Corps Center for St. Louis. It is pres-
ently the political football but the kids are being kicked.
I urge action now because when summer comes it will be their turn.
We need neighborhood career development of skill centers for

youth that will pay a stipend to the in-school and out-of-school cou-
pling the out-of-school with OJT. We need youth casual labor centers
to help meet the parttime and temporary employment needs of youth.
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Counseling, transportation and other supportive services would
help stabilize the individual and lead to success. Public works projects,
which would include removing pollution from our environment would
solve several problems (health, employment, appearance, food, etc.) ,
for almost the cost of one.
Public service careers could make possible quality governmental

services, which would lead to an increased willingness to pay taxes
and support government in general.
All such employment would increase taxes and decrease welfare.

The removal, repair, and sale of derelict automobiles and parts could
provide training and employment.
With the increased opportunities to make a living lawfully, certain

crimes would automatically decrease. The problem of crime could
further be reduced by creating job opportunities for the paraprofes-
sional in law, law enforcement, security, probation, parole, and so
forth. The present system can deliver, if required, with streamlining,
delegation of some flexibility, some coordination, and some control
at the local CAP agency.
To stand still now will be taking a giant step backwards. We call

for our leaders to lead us forward responding to today's challenges
today with solutions that will preserve our world society for our
young tomorrow.
America has long sought to maintain an image of high Christian

principles. If I may quote one of my favorite authors who states:
If you would walk in the steps of Christ, you need not walk the dusty roads of

Palestine. You need only give your time and energies by the sickbed in the hovels
of the poor and with the downtrodden.

I say it is time for America to live up to these high principles and
to enter the humanities field and leave the battlefield.

Senator NELSON. Thank you very much. [Applause.]
Our next witness is a group appearing as a panel representing the

National Association of Neighborhood Youth programs directors,
Edward Wightman of Troy, N.Y.; Milton Morris of Cleveland, Ohio;
James ChaviS of Baltimore, Md. ; Richard Riggs of Camden, N.J.;
and Malcom Blue of Cleveland, Ohio.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD WIGHTMAN, TROY, N.Y.; MILTON MORRIS,
CLEVELAND, OHIO; JAMES CHAVIS, BALTIMORE, MD.; RICHARD
RIGGS, CAMDEN, N.J.; PAUL KURZMAN, NEW YORK N.Y.; AND
MALCOLM BLUE OF CLEVELAND, OHIO; COMPRISING A PANEL
REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD
YOUTH CORPS DIRECTORS

Mr. WIGHTMAN. With the exception of Mr. Smith, Mr. Chairman,
we are present. He was in an automobile accident and is badly banged
up. Mr. Richard Riggs from Camden, N.J., is here in his stead.
Mr. MORRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to recognize to

my left Mr. Malcom Blue, city of Cleveland, Neighborhood Youth
Corps, Mr. James Chavis, city of Baltimore, Neighborhood Youth
Corps, to my right Mr. Richard Riggs, Director, Camden County
NYC, Camden County, N.J., and Mr. Paul Kurzman, Director, NYC,
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New York City, and Mr. Edward Wightman, Director, NYC, Troy,
N.Y.
There will be two brief presentations, Mr. Chairman, one by the

enrollee, Mr. Malcolm Blue, followed by a brief presentation by myself.
There will be a summary of a prepared test I delivered to the

committee yesterday.
At this time I would like to recognize Mr. Blue.
Senator NELSON. Mr. Blue?

STATEMENT OF MALCOLM BLUE, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE CLEVE-
LAND NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS ENROLI551 ADVISORY
BOARD

Mr. BLUE. This speech has been composed by three officers of the
Cleveland Neighborhood Youth Corps Enrollee Advisory Board—
myself, Malcom Blue, Director of the Advisory Board; Louise Taylor,
Deputy Director of the Advisory Board; and Charles St. Clair, editor
of our newspaper, the New Youth Communicator.
We are all former high school dropouts and all fall within the

economic standards set by the Government as the poverty level. We
intend to show the following needs: an organization in which adults
and young people can get information and establish some contact with
each other; good vocational and college prep schools available to
inner-city youths with no tuition or travel restrictions; guaranteed jobs
for all people; and effective investigation and punishment of all drug
pushers and dealers with an end to the drug traffic.
Lack of effective communication is one of the most common problems

between the older generation and the young people today. The young
people of today and the older people of yesterday cause great confusion
at home and in the schools because of the generation gap.
At school a youth tries to express the ideal he has on his mind.
Instead of a teacher listening and trying to see where he comes from,

the teacher tells him that he's•not talking about the subject and to go do
his thing somewhere else.
When it comes to his home, the youth's parents argue with him.

They tell him he shouldn't think his own individual radical thoughts,
and if he keeps on he will be put out.
When parents are • confronted with problems of their children

which they have ignored, such as dealing with sex and drugs, instead
of trying to help their child by trying to find out more about the situa-
tion, they turn them off by directing them to find help somewhere else.
But what happens when an older person doesn't understand an

expression of a youngster or a member of the hip generation—where
should we tell them to go?
We need an organization in which adults and young people can get

information and estabish some contact.
One of the major problems that youth faces is education. When the

average youth enters school, it's usually the school in his district and
not the school that best suits the individual. A student with a high
aptitude many times is forced by present restrictions to go to a school
in his district that does not best fit his educational needs. Just because
a youth comes from a poverty stricken area doesn't mean that he
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shouldn't be given a chance to obtain the education which is best for
him.
A youth from a prosperous community can attend any school of his

choosing because he can afford to cross district lines and pay tuition.
The poverty stricken youth should have the same privileges. We need
good vocational and college prep schools available to inner-city youths
with no tuition or travel restrictions.
Employment is another one of the major problems that a youth

faces. There just aren't enough jobs available to him before and after
completing his education. After completing his education he has every-
thing going for himself except experience. He's young; he has the
eagerness to learn; he has the energy. This is why I say that jobs must
be made available to the youth, in order to crush the poverty which
exists in such a prosperous nation.
There are a lot of people with an education and experience who have

more going for them than a high school graduate, and they are unem-
ployed. Unemployment is so high and opportunities are so limited,
what chance does a high school graduate have?
There should be guaranteed jobs for all people.
Most young people use drugs to escape these and other problems of

every day life. Overpopulation, the draft, unemployment, hunger, in-
flation, the war, and a tremendous dropout rate, are some of the prob-
lems. They feel that the system is slowly, but surely destroying itself,
and by taking a little acid or speed or any other type of drugs they are
escaping this overpopulated, destructive, inevitable ball of confusion.

I, as a youth would like to see the drug traffic end, and the only way
this can be done is to get rid of these problems. The Government
should have ex-addicts as well as teachers teach about drugs in the
public school system and in other institutions. Thus the students will
get first hand information from the junkie or ex-addict and practical
evaluation from the teachers.
While all this is being brought about the Government must recruit

young adults into an investigative program whose sole purpose is to
stop the ever increasing drug rate. If pushers and dealers were effec-
tively investigated and punished, if there were no profit in the drug
business, the drug traffic would end.
Your consideration of the above problems and your actions in bring-

ing about solutions to them would be a major step in conquering the
problems of youth.
I will conclude my speech with a quote:
Standing here on the boardwalk
One black soul in a world of millions
Hesitantly looking out at the blue-green waves of the sea,
And all the while wondering, "should I jump in
And escape this incurable disease that man calls life?"

Thank you.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Blue follows:)
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STATEMENT OF THE CLEVELAND NE:CHBORHCOD YOUTH CORPS 

ENROLLEE ADVISORY BOARD 

BEFCRE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE

ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER AND POVERTY 

SENATOR GAYLORD NELSON, CHAIRMAN 

This speech has been composed by three officers of the Cleveland Neighborhood

Youth Corps Enrollee Advisory Board--myself, Malcolm Blue, Director of

the Advisory Board; Louise Taylor, Deputy Director of the Advisory Board;

and Charles St. Clair, editor of our newspaper, The New youth Communicator".

We are all former high school dropouts and all fall within the economic

standards set by the government as the poverty level. We intend to show

the following needs: An organization in which adults and young people

can get information and establish some contact with each other; good

vocational and college prep schools available to inner-city youths with

no tuition or travel restrictions; guaranteed jobs for all people; and

effective investigation and punishment of all drug pushers and dealers

with an end to the drug traffic.

Lack of effective communication is one of the most common problems between

the older generation and the young people of today. The young people

of today and the older people of yesterday cause great confusion at home

and in the schools because of the generation gap. At school a youth

tries to express the ideas he has on his mind. Instead of a teacher

listening and trying to see where he comes from, the teacher tells him

that he's not talking about the subject and to go do his thing somewhere

else. •
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tell him he shouldn't think his own inc:ividual radical thoughts, and

if he keeps on he will be put out. When parents are confronted with

problems of their children which they have ignored, such as dealing

with sex and drugs, instead of trying to help their child by trying to

find out more about the situation, they turn them off by directing them

to find help somewhere else. But what happens when an older person doesn't

understand an expression of a youngster or a member of the hip generation--

where should we tell them to go? We need an organization in which adults

and young people can get information and establish some contact.

One of the major problems that youth faces is education. When the average

youth enters school, it's usually the school in his district and not

the school that best suits the individual. A student with a high apti-

tude many times is forced by present restrictions to go to a school in

his district that does not best fit his educational needs. Just because

a youth comes from a poverty stricken area doesn't mean that he shouldn't

be given a chance to obtain the education which is best for him. A youth

from a prosperous community can attend any school of his choosing because

he can afford to cross district lines and pay tuition. The poverty

stricken youth shOuld have the same privileges. We need good vocational

and college prep schools available to inner-city youths with no tuition

or travel restrictions.

Employment is another one of the major problems that a youth faces. There

just aren't enough jobs available to him before and after completing his

education. After completing his education he has everything going for

himself except experience. He's young; he has the eagerness to learn;

he has the energy. This is why I say that jobs must be made available

to the youth, in order to crush the poverty which exists in such a

prosperous nation.

-2-
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There are a lot of people with an education and experience who have more

going for them than a high school graduate, and they are unemployed. Unemploy-

ment is so high and opportunities are so limited, what chance does a high

school graduate have? There should be guaranteed jobs for all people.

Most young people use drugs to escape these and other problems of everyday

life. Overpopulation, the draft, unemployment, hunger, inflation, the war

and a tremendous droupout rate are some of the problems. They feel that

the system is slowly, but surely destroying itself, and by taking a little

acid or speed to any other type of drugs they are escaping this overpopulated,

destructive, inevitable ball of confusion.

I, as a youth would like to see the drug traffic end, and the only way

this can be done is to get rid of these problems. The government should

have ex-addicts as well as teachers teach about drugs in the public school

system and in other institutions. Thus the students will get first hand,

information from the junkie or ex-addict and practical evaluation from

the teachers. While all this is being brought about the government must

recruit young adults into an investigative program whose sole purpose

is to stop the ever increasing drug rate, If pushers and dealers were

effectively investigated and punished--if there • was no profit in the drug

business, the drug traffic would end.

Your consideration of the above problems and your actions in bringing

about solutions to them would be a major step in conquering the problems

-'

of youth.

6-7 -
,Thank you.
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Mr. MORRIS. The panel will express problems of different areas. Iwill present the problems of Cleveland, which are also present in 100large cities across the country. In March, the Bureau of Labor Statisticsreported there was 15.4 percent unemployment among teenagers 16 to21. In the inner city among nonwhites, in the city of Cleveland, the
unemployment rate is at 49 percent.
School is letting out in June, there will be college students home,and people have asked us as operators to take care of the problem.

We can't begin to take care of the problem. We have programs pro-grams with guidelines, programs with limited funds, and as Dr. George
spoke this morning, we have many other problems. The jobs are
needed.
I feel that we must start by introducing a national system of voca-

tional education. According to a recent study made by manpower,
planning and development commissions in the city of Cleveland work
education programs, which involve a part time employment of stu-
dents outside the school, and part-time classroom instructions have
been incorporated in the vocational programs of some schools.
Part-time cooperative education programs involve close cooperation

between the school and employing agencies.
The school assists students in finding jobs, provides work experience

and offers individualized school instructions, and offers on-the-job
training.
This type of program has proven effective in producing or finding

jobs for the unemployed. 90 percent find jobs in the area for which
they were trained.
The problem, sir, is not one which is solved or tolerated easily. It is

not a problem that we can correct by only adding a national program
of vocational education. We must solve that problem now, and I pro-
pose that there be public service jobs in such fields as health, and wel-
fare work, and conservation and recreation.
Even sir, if all these problems were solved, there still would remain

a greater problem. The lack of job opportunities in either the public
or private sector. Companies are cutting back and cities are suffering
from economic downturn. At one point, cities were able to absorb some
of those persons displaced by private industry.
In the city of Cleveland, today, there were 3,300 people laid off the

city payroll. Therefore, the Federal Government through public serv-
ice employment, must provide help in the alleviation of this problem.
You would like to now recognize Mr. James Chavis from Baltimore.
Mr. CHAVIS. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, there are two basic points that I want to address

myself to very briefly, and there are things that are very much in the
news that were spoken to this morning, particularly by the former
Vice President, Senator Humphrey.
One deals with the current proposals for revenue sharing. Our

feelings regarding revenue sharing is that, and this is a phrase used
iby some people n Baltimore, it is an attempt to get States rights

through the back door.
Those of us who grew up—and I grew up in the South—in a system

of States rights know that those minorities, the disadvantaged,
whether black or white and especially the black, will suffer under any
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such system, and we feel that the current proposed revenue sharing
proposals that we have heard will work to the disadvantage of those
who need the programs.
The other point, Mr. Chairman, is that the administration is pro-

posing what is being called the decategorization of manpower
programs.
They are proposing to eliminate NYC, eliminate Job Corps, elimi-

nate other categorical manpower programs and give the money in
bloc grants to subdivisions.
Again, we oppose this very strongly. There are specific national

needs, and therefore there must be specific national programs to meet
these needs.
My colleague from Cleveland has spoken about the problems in

Cleveland, my colleague from New York City and Troy, N.Y., here
can talk about the problems, but they are the same problems that we
have in Baltimore, and it would be a great waste of resources, of man-
power, and of money if these problems exist in all these areas and
there is not a concentrated effort nationally.
We live in a very mobile community where people constantly go

from area to area, carrying their same problems with them, and there-
fore we must have national effort geared toward solving these prob-
lems, and we hope that this committee will consider this in whatever
legislation might come out.
To very briefly summarize, Mr. Chairman, revenue sharing, I do

not know all the details of it, and I have only briefly seen in the news-
papers some proposals so I do not know in detail but that which I
have heard and that which I have learned causes a great deal of
concern, as I say, not only for the black, but for the poor and dis-
advantaged in any particular area.
Revenue sharing will serve to their detriment. Thank you very

much.
Senator NELSON. How many do you have in your program?
Mr. CHAVIS. We have about 550, and in the school we have only

about 400. We have been told for the coming summer to expect at this
point 5,000 slots. We have in the Baltimore school district approxi-
mately 98,000 young people who are going to be coming out of high
schools and junior high schools.
So I can see that Baltimore City is approximately 50 percent black.

One out of every 9 people in the city of Baltimore are on public wel-
fare. These are statistics, and they are probably higher in the 1970 cen-
sus figures. You can estimate that one out of every three or four
people in the city of Baltimore meet the 0E0 low income criteria.
Yet we only have this number of jobs for the tens of thousands of

young people who are going to be on the streets.
Senator NELSON. How many did you have last summer?
Mr. CHAVIS. Approximately 6,000.
Senator NELSON. How many the summer before?
Mr. CHAVIS. About 7,000 the summer before.
Senator NELSON. What is the most you have ever had?
Mr. CHAVIS. Around 7,000.
Senator NELSON. That was in 1969?
Mr. CHAVIS. Yes, in 1969.
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Senator NELSON. So as the problems gets worse, you get fewer
slots.
Mr. CHAVIS. Yes.
When the Senator made that statement this morning, that is ab-

solutely true. In the out-of-school program, there is a constant reduc-
tion in the slots, and yet the number of kids in the Baltimore City
community available for this is increasing, and this makes it worse.
Senator NELSON. How many job slots do you think you could handle

usefully?
Mr. CHAVIS. Constructively based upon resources in the community,

the training and educational resources, we could handle at least 1,500
in the out-of-school program and I would say approximately 15,000 in
the summer program, no less than that.
Then you would still leave a tremendous unmet need, and another

point, Mr. Chairman, one program whether it is Neighborhood Youth
Corps or Job Corps, cannot meet the total needs.
The program is too massive for that. This program has to be

strengthened, but you also have to approach it from other areas, be-
cause you are going against several hundred deprivations, neglect,
racism, and there has to be support from more than one faction.
When you cut out the programs, the few programs, that are trying

to do anything, when you maintain the same level or reduce it, it gets
worse, because a program of this nature can not maintain its same level.
To maintain its level is really to bring it down, because the prob-

lems are constantly increasing, if you understand what I am trying
to say.
So it is bad and it is getting worse.
Senator NELSON. You have supervisory people within the city to

handle this?
Mr. CHAVIS. Yes, this would not be a problem. There are many

many individuals. As the gentleman from Cleveland said, most cities
are in a financial crisis, and this is the reason many mayors have been
wavering in relation to revenue sharing.
They have_a financial crisis, and money coming from anywhere looks

good to many of them. However, what many of them fail to realize
is that this is an illusion put forth by a master magician, and it is
not really money, because they are proposing to take the little bit of
money they have coming into the cities and put it all into one plan,
and say, "Do what you can with your many problems with that little
bit of money."
They would be worse off than they were in the beginning, because

there are struggles in many localities that could possibly blow them
apart.
I will turn it back to our chairman.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Chavis follows:)
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES M. CHAVIS, DIRECTOR, BALTIMORE NEIGH-
BORHOOD YOUTH CORPS AND VICE PRESIDENT FOR REGION III
NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION

My name is James M. Chavis. I am Director of Baltimore City

Neighborhood Youth Corps and Vice President of National Association

of Neighborhood Youth Corps Directors.

Mr. Chairman, let me first express my appreciation for the

opportunity to bring the views of the staff and enrollees of the

Baltimore City Neighborhood Youth Corps Program and those of the

Baltimore City Community Action Agency. We consider this invitation

a distinct honor and hope the testimony presented today will be help-

ful to this committee as it considers what may well be a major

landmark in domestic legislation.

My testimony today will be in two parts. The first will deal

with an evaluation of the manpower needs of young people today and

the programs currently attempting to meet these needs. The second

part will deal with our current and proposed manpower legislation

as it relates to young people and directions we feel that the

programs could possibly move toward.

The youth employment problem today approaches that of a major

disaster. Unemployment throughout the nation is high for all ages

and for all races; however, in no group is the percentage and depth

of unemployment as high as it is for the young. When we consider

the problems of the young minorities, the unemployment problem

approaches a level doubled that we experienced during a national

depression. Minority youth today are in and have been in a depress-

ion for some time and things do not appear to be improving, in fact.

they appear to be getting worst.
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The problems of unemployment of all races continues today as

perhaps the major domestic unmet need.

The City of Baltimore is the 7th largest city in the nation

and the nation's number one inland seaport. There are approximately

25,000 young people between the age of 16 and 21 who are high school

dropouts and more than 50%, approximately 12,5000, are unemployed.

These figures do not include the high school graduates who are also

unemployed. The statistics kept by the local Department of Employ-

ment Security are not always totally accurate in showing the full

unemployment problem in a particular region because many people are

never counted in their statistics, they never register for work, and.

do not consider the employment service as a real resource in their

search for a job.

The unemployment problem for youth is magnified during the summer

when the 10's of thousands of high schpol students begin the annual

search for some productive summer activity. In Baltimore there are

approximately 80,000

.whom will be looking

most of whom will be

of summer employrpent

serior and junior high school students, most of

for some employment, activity during summer and

unsuccessful in their search. The major sources

for youth are the Neighborhood Youth Corps

which provides the overwhelming majority of the summer jobs for low

income youth and the NABS Jobs Program. We have been told in

Baltimore that. there will be a considerable reduction in the number

of employment opportunities offered by the NABS Jobs Program because

of the current employment situaton. In the past years the Neighbor-

hood Youth Corps im Baltimore has operated at a summer level of

approximately 7,000 :bieh is only about 7.5% of the number of junior

and senior high school students in the area
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There are only two programs in Bltimore which specialize in

the youth employment problem, the Neighborhood Youth Corps and the

Job Corps. The Job Corps because of its nature can handle only

small numbers and these have to be handled in locations that some-

times remove the youngster from his home. The Skill Centers that

are being developed in certain locations around the country provide

a wonderful addition to the current job Corps concept and we support

and encourage the production of the Job Corps Skill Centers.

The Neighborhood Youth Corps is by far the major program

attempting to meet the employment needs of the youths. The Out of

School Neighborhood Youth Corps Program in all areas, Baltimore

included, is funded at a slot level too small and too restricted to

meet the needs that a program potential could meet. The basic

concept and operational methods of the Neighborhood Youth Corps Out

of School Program, we feel, are good. However, it needs to be

expanded greatly and the local sponsors given more flexibility and

control over programming and use of resources. We strongly encourage

this distinguished committee to consider this.

An evaluation of current poverty programs, whether in manpower

or in other areas, is difficult and has to be approached very care-

fully. Most of the current evaluations of the manpower programs,

we feel, are not valid or conclusive as they usually begin with a

negative approach by individuals whose basic aim is to discredit or

take control of the program from their current sponsors. The efforts

of most of the critics and so called evaluators of our current man-

power progrit.: jr2 gaarO3 av taking control or eliminating and not

improving 17hci progr'a:ni: hu over emphasised.
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There is one point that we wish to give some special attention,

the current revenue sharing proposals and the elimination of cate-

gorical manpower programs is an area that gives us great concern.

We feel that there is a need for specific categories in manpower

legislation on a national level, as there are specific needs in the

manpower field that are national in scope. Abolition of categories

would not serve the needs of the young people. It would be to the

detriment of the localities and could possibly destroy the entire

manpower effort for many years to come. Young people have different

needs in their search for jobs from those of older people, and the

young high school drop outs have some very definite needs. There is

a need for programs such as Job Corps, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and

others of this nature to work with these specific needs. We

recognize the need for more flexibility on the local level but this

flexibility must be carried out according to federal guidelines. Some

local politicians given complete control of spending the manpower

resources would perpetuate their own existance and own power first,

and secondly, use these funds to meet the needs of the people. The

poor, the disadvantaged, the black, the Chicanos and others will

receive 1:ery'little service in most areas if they are not instrumental

in maintaining the clIrrent power structure in a particular locality.

The services give-1 them in many areas now reflect this.

We do feel the need for some centralized administration and

control of manpower programs and the efforts currently being made with

the Comprehensive Area Manpower Planning Systems (CAMPS) we feel is

a positive effort and we encourage its continuation.

Al). manpower programs geared to serve the poor and the young

must have an in put from these groups in its planning and operation.
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They musf- also be made to be administratively and programatically

responsive and to some degree responsible to them. This can only

be done through national categorical programs and will probably not

be done through Revenue Sharing. Revenue Sharing is to many people

states rights through the back door and those who are black or

members of a minority race know that in any situation comparable to

states rights they are in serious trouble and we can see this as

being no different. The federal government must insure adequate and

fair treatment of all groups and not leave groups to the descretion

of local political machines and parties.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we feel that the Sub Committee on

Employment, Manpower, and Poverty is to be commended for considering

the employment problems of youth as it is a major national problem,

and if solutions are not found, could become a national catastronhy.

We feel there is a need for more resources and a greater national

committment to deal with this problem, however, we must caution

against some of the proposals currently being made as they would be

a step backwards. There is a need for a national category and we

feel that this could be couple0 with grea'.:er control in flexibility

given to the local sponsors im the operation of programs. The

employment problems of the young people today are really the employ-

ment problems of this country and we support the efforts of this

distinguished committee to bring some relief to the hundred of

thousands of young people who need help. Mr. Chairman, let me thank

you again for the distinct privilege of appearing before your

distinguished committee and having the opportunity to present our

views on this important piece of legislation.

Thank you.
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Mr. MORRIS. I would like to recognize now Mr. Richard Riggs, from
Camden County, N.J.
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I will not be redundant, and repeat

some of the statistics that my other colleagues and the speakers prior
to us have dealt with. You can put Camden before any of those
speeches that were given today and that tells you our situation.
We dealt with something as far as our Neighborhood Youth Corps

kids are concerned, concerning the types of jobs they can go into. I will
deal with this one specific point. Our guidelines say "Nonprofit Agen-
cies and Social Service Agencies."
When you get a 16- or 17-year-old dropping out of school, who is

turned off by the system, they are telling us to place them in work ex-
perience within the system that has turned them off already.
Jobs are scarce. This is a known fact. Why not give the Neighbor-

hood Youth Corps program a free hand to get work experience and
training in whatever area we can get that youth interested in and
whatever jobs industry is willing to give us?
We are tied down by that particular guideline, and I know it has

been fought ever since I have been connected with the Labor Depart-
ment programs. Your social service agcencies are basically operated
by the city, county, or possibly State. At 16 or 17, when that enrollee
comes out of your program after 2 years, these agencies are not going
to change their age-old system and give that teenager a job, whereas in
industry or the building trades, there is a possibility of him going into
an area where he can actually earn some money.
I don't think that it has been dealt with before. You have attended

quite a few meetings and really participated in many other panel
hearings and in my experience, though I know it is much less than
yours, so have I. You have heard and dealt with a lot of rhetoric but I
say the points that have been brough before you today are real, and I
am hoping that your committee will utilize the funds which are avail-
able in this country, and will bring forth and maintain the programs
that are available now to alleviate this major situation before the
warnings that have been put forth to you today become a reality.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. How many youth do you have in your program?
Mr. RIGGS. Pardon me?
Senator NELSON. How many do you have in your program?
Mr. RIGGS. I have 35 out of school slots in a city of 100,000, and

the other part of the county has 15 municipalities which I am supposed
to serve.
Senator NELSON. Your county is what?
Mr. RIGGS. I am from the county of Camden. The city alone has a

population of 102,000. I have 35 slots and I can get that out of the
school right next door to my office.

Well, when you are talking about high school dropouts.
Senator NELSON. How many summer slots?
Mr. RIGGS. As of this year, I have been informed that I have 333,

which is twice as much as the out-of-school program has ever had.
Last year, I had 150 from the Department of Labor and the year
before that it was 150.
Senator NELSON. How many would you say will be eligible in your

community if slots were available?



597

Mr. RIGas. Would be eligible?
I would say 6,000 or more when you consider the three major high

schools in my city. You are talking about 16-and 17-year-old youth
and your summer programs are for kids going back to school in the
fall.
You have those in the 8th grade who are at that 16-year-old level,

also. Those under 16 are just out of luck, except for a few part-time
slots which I get from a grant from Campbell Soup Co. within my
city, but those under 16 are basically just out there.
There is no provision for them at all.
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to recognize Paul Kurzman

from the New York City neighborhood youth program.
Mr. •KIJRZMAN. They say that New York City's problems are very

much like the problems of other cities, just a little bit bigger and just
a little bit worse. I am sure that this is probably true. The gentleman
from Baltimore, Mr. Chavis, has indicated that the rate of people
on public assistance on Baltimore is one out of every eight.
New York is now better than one out of every seven. It is a pretty

terrifying statistic to work with.
In terms of the Neighborhood Youth Corps, I think what we are

faced with in our year-round program, especially NYC-2, is the fact
that we are deeply affected by the recession in the economy.
What we find is, no matter how good our skills training is no

matter 'how effective our remedial programs are, that we cannot place
youngsters in industry when industry itself is laying off workers who
have been with them loyally for many years.
I have had repeated contracts and agreements with industry to do

skills training, and I have always said that I won't go into skills
training unless the person doing the skills training assures that all
successful graduates of that program are guaranteed paying positions
as full-time workers once they successfully complete training.
What we are finding now is that if we go to a corporation and that

corporation says to us, yes, we will do the skills training, they will
say to us also, but how can we promise that your youngsters—now,
remember, age 16 or 17 and disadvantaged—how can we promise him
employment even if he successfully graduates when we just laid off
900 workers last week who have been with us from 5 to 26 years, who
have families to support and who have a record of loyal and committed
service?
I think their argument is a good one, and I think it is increasingly

becoming the problem of NYC-2.
But I would suggest that it is the problem of NYC-2 and perhaps

of all similar manpower training programs and that is connected
with the problem of the recession and the inflation that is taking place
in our economy, and the failure, it would appear, of the administration
to move in certain bold ways to overcome that, and I think we need bold
moves in the administration and we need some Harry Hopkinses to
come in with the administration guidelines.
We don't see this, and I would want the members of the Senate

committee to understand the effect that this has upon a program like
NYC-2, which has been put into effect in order to increase the
opportunity to place youngsters with marketable skills.
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The market is not there to receive them.
The final comment I would make is that I must say with some

candor that I have concern that with the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin's calling of this meeting, that more members of the sub-
committee have not been able to choose, or been free to attend these
particular hearings.
I think all of us here know of the Chairman's broad support and are

deeply respectful for your particular support, not only of neighbor-
hood youth programs, but the expansion and strengthening of man-
power programs in general, and I would only hope that some of your
colleagues who perhaps may be less sympathetic have the opportunity
to hear and read some of the testimony today so that they can be
converted by you and by other Senators who have taken leadership.
in this area and become more willing to fight for the type of manpower
programs from this administration that are going to make the differ-
ence between a successful neighborhood youth corps and a neighbor-
hood youth corps that is trying to place youngsters in a job market
that is not prepared to receive them.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Thank you. Let me say that Senator Javits asked

me to extend a welcome to the witnesses from New York.
I think every member of this Manpower and Poverty Subcommittee

is concerned and interested in the manpower programs we are
considering here today.
I had to schedule these hearings without regard for the schedules

of other members. I am missing from a hearing that is going on every
morning this week, a committee of which I am a member.
Some witnesses from my State were testifying yesterday while I

was conducting a hearing here, and they were wondering why I
was not there. The problem of all members is that we are members
of several committees, at least three committees, and several subcom-
mittees, and these committee hearings are for the purpose of getting
testimony, and they have to be scheduled in conflict with other sub-
committee and committee meetings.
But the record of all of the hearings, before we proceed to a mark-

up of the bill for an extension of ,0E0, all the hearings will be
printed, and then in the hands of the members of the subcommittee.
Then we will proceed after that to take up the bill, and we will

have to have a quorum on that bill. Those that don't or could not
be here will all have testimony printed in their hands before we
start meeting in executive session.
Mr. KURZMAN. Thank you.
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to recognize Mr. Wightman

of Troy, N.Y.
Mr. WIGHTMAN. Mr. Chairman, if you were to have all the NYC

directors of the country here, you would probably find one of the
most frustrated group of people in the world. You would also find
among them some of the most resourceful people you could imagine.

Their survival depends on their resourcefulness, believe me. I
would like to switch from the battery of statistical kinds of data that
you have and talk a little bit about the U.S. Department of Labor.
NYC directors, the reality of their status is that they do work in
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some ways for and certainly at the whim of the Department, which
puts us directly in a different kind of position here today than many
of the other witnesses that have been here.
Because of the lack of technical assistance, to projects because of

the lack of consistent and timely communications to projects from
the Department, because of hundreds of directors around the country
operating in an informational vacuum today to this, there has emerged
the National Association •of Neighborhood Youth Corps Directors
to solve some problems that should never have existed in the first
place, to do a job that the Department has not done.
That is, to insure that guidelines are consistently handed down, to

make every effort to plug into secondary kinds of policy decisions
what is actually hanging in the field.
When NYC-2 came down the pike the U.S. Department of Labor

officials told me some of us who were present here today, that they went
all the way down to those hard rock field recommendations.
Senator NELSON. They what?
Mr. WIGHTMAN. That they went all the way down to the hard rock

field representatives for the basis of developing NYC-2, they did not
talk with the program workers.
The association in attempt to create working relationships with the

Department has had to do some fancy tiptoeing, as you can imagine,
but we have been effective in developing some communications with
Malcolm Lovell, with John Blake, and to the point at which they at
least have promised and have assured us they are about to execute
a policy statement recognizing the professional Association of Youth
Corps Directors.
But when we talk with them, we feel, too, like we are not being told

all there is to be told. Well, when we talk with them, we, too, wonder
what has happened to the things they said they were going to do
and have not done.
We must admit, for many of the reasons you have heard today, that

the operation of a neighborhood youth corps program is very, very
difficult. It is discouraging when you start doing—we recognize you
are doing the kinds of things Mr. Kurzman mentioned, training for
the sake of training because there is nothing else.
You often feel you are spinning your wheels.
You don't even have the kinds of things that allows you to keep

staff for any length of time so you can develop. You don't get your
information or your funding level in any kind of advance fashion so
you can plan, generate, create, and do a job.
You get the word down at the regional offices what your summer

slot level is going to be, and have your contract ready tomorrow. You
end up doing many of the same tired things you did last year out
of default, and I would just speak to you that there is an awfully
lot that happens between what gets passed on the floor of the Congress
and what happens in the shop in Troy, N.Y.
There are so many levels of decision and channels and misinforma-

tion that it is a wonder, it is a sometimes miraculous that NYC would
work at all. It has the meat of an effective program.
It has a lot of handcuffs on it that keep it from being the program

it could be, and we, as your Corps Director, are working diligently
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with the Department as part of the manpower team to make these
operable.
Thank you very much. [Applause.]
Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, the National Association of Neighbor-

hood Youth Corps Directors would like to thank you for inviting us
to appear here today. We would like to ask you to consider some of the
problems, some of the thoughts, some of the ideas we brought out today,
and when you write the next manpower program, also consider the
person to be served, the enrollee, or the trainee.
That person has a mind, he has a heart, and he is human, and I think

that trainees today are becoming bored, they are becoming tired, frus-
trated, going from program to program to program looking for an
answer, and finding an answer at NYC, staying in NYC, for 2 years
and then coming out without a job—nothing.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much. [Applause.]
(The prepared statement of Mr. Morris follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MILTON C. MORRIS, PROJECT DIRECTOR, CLEVELAND YOUTH
CORPS, CLEVELAND, OHIO

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I would like to recognize Mr. Malcolm Blue, Director
of the Enrollee Advisory Board, City of Cleveland Neighborhood Youth Corps.
Mr. James Chavis, Director of the City of Baltimore Neighborhood Youth Corps.
Mr. William Smith, Director of Richmond, Virginia Neighborhood Youth Corps.
Mr. Paul A. Kurzman, Director of the New York City Neighborhood Youth Corps,
and Mr. Edward F. Wightman, Director of Troy, New York Neighborhood Youth
Corps. Mr. Richard Riggs, Director of Canden County NYC—Camden, N.J.
There will be two brief presentations, followed by a panel to answer any

questions posed by the Subcommittee.
The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that for the month of March, the youth

unemployment rate for 16 to 21 year olds was 15.4%. For the poverty neighbor-
hoods of our 100 largest cities the non-white teenage unemployment rate averaged
42%. These percentages did not include the youth in manpower training programs
or the youth in the Armed Services. A further breakdown of these figures would
undoubtedly discover that a great majority of these youth are not only unem-
ployed, but they are unemployable.
Unemployable because they have no skills. Education is the logical way by

which to attack poverty because it is the only clear path of escape from poverty.
Education is the foundation. With it, better housing, community development,
better food, child care programs, training in skills can take hold. Without educa-
tion, all these things can be done as they are done now. But too often they bring
no solid permanent solution. Education as we now know it will not eradicate or
even reduce poverty. Poverty has rescinded or been held to a lower level only
where education has been offered with a vocational purpose and without the
customary formality and requirement. Poverty will not be reduced by opening
new universities. The problem of providing education that will reduce poverty
begins long before the formal system of higher education begins. It is the problem
of building habits, values and skills that our schools now take for granted.
Only 2% of the children with a background of poverty go on to higher educa-

tion. Therefore, we must provide logical alternatives to this single escape. One
such alternative would be a national system of vocational education to include
N.Y.C. Mr. Sar Levitan and Mr. Robert Taggat, III of the George Washington
University Center for Manpower Policy Studies have suggested:

A. A shift of funds to public employment and training, since private
employers tend to recruit or retain already experienced workers.
B. Expansion of classroom training—with adequate income support, youth

are likely to stay in classroom training longer in the absence of job oppor-
tunities. This training affords them greater access to jobs above the entry
level.
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C. Emphasis on job development and placement efforts by employment
services for the recently unemployed, directing them to manpower programs.

Manpower programs such as Neighborhood Youth Corps are needed for the
now untrained, under-educated, and unemployed.
However, manpower programs with their limited fund and strict guidelines

can only add hope to the disadvantaged. Hope because there is not enough money
or training available to do a complete job. The City of Cleveland Neighborhood
Youth Corps Program has been returning youth to school, with the major em-
phasis placed on the vocational work-study program. Supportive services to these
youth appears to be a factor in keeping their retention rate above those enrollees
who return to academic education.
According to a recent study made by the Manpower Planning and Development

Commission in Cleveland, Ohio, work-education programs, which involve the
part-time employment of the student outside the school and part-time classroom
instruction, have been incorporated into the vocational programs of some schools.
"Part-time cooperative education" programs involve close cooperation between
the school and the employing firm. The school assists the student in finding the
job, provides work supervision, offers individualized in-school instruction in the
theory underlying the job, and instructs the on-the-job training in teaching
methods. This program is necessarily affected by the labor market of the city in
which it operates. Students who have participated in cooperative work-education
programs make a smoother transition from school to work than all other voca-
tional program graduates. As previously indicated, they have the best placement
records (90% find jobs in the areas for which they were trained), greater job
satisfaction and high job stability.
Even the problem of finding a job becomes difficult for the disadvantaged. The

1967 Manpower Report of the President provides a general overview of the
problems encountered by slum residents engaged in a job search. Although this
report is concerned with the problems encountered by slum residents in general,
it has special applicability to the difficulties faced by young job seekers who are
drop-out or high school graduates inadequately prepared for entry into the
labor market. This group of young labor force entrants are located in greater
proportion in slum areas. The findings of the report, which is based primarily
on data from slum areas located in several large cities indicates major job
search problems encountered by slum residents:

1. Slum residents generally lacked information which is available on job
openings and the most effective ways of looking for jobs.

2. Slum residents typically had limited access to, and faith in, traditional
job placement agencies.

3. In the slums studied, really effective ways of communicating job informa-
tion did not exist.
4. Newspaper, radio, TV ads, and placement offices failed to reach out suf-

ficiently into the slums.
5. The principal means of obtaining information about jobs was through

personal contact.
The transportation barrier is a problem since residence and transportation

also add to the difficulties of the young disadvantaged job seeker, jobs are often
located far from the ghetto residences of the disadvantaged, yet transportation
to these jobs is inadequate. The 1967 Manpower Report of the President pre-
sented information on the transportation problems facing urban slum dwellers.
Obstacles in terms of transportation and labor market information have been
created for the inner-city dweller by movement of business and industry away
from the central city toward the suburbs during the last decade. Between 1954
and 1965, almost two-thirds of all new industrial buildings and approximately
one-half of all new stores were constructed outside the central cities. Few inner-
city residents hold jobs in the suburbs. The cost of transportation to the suburbs
from central city areas is prohibitive due to the low wages of most slum
dwellers, and the transportation costs are continuing to rise rapidly.
There is also the problem of criminal offenses. Young job seekers who have

criminal offense records face great difficulties when they attempt to move into
the labor force. Many employers are hesitant to hire youthful offenders. Those
employers who are willing to hire these youth are frequently prevented from
doing so by such impediments as bonding and insurance complications.
Real and anticipated discrimination is still a problem with the youth. Man-

power programs can assist the youth in overcoming some of these problems,

62-792 0-71—pt. 2 18
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however, for an immediate relief public services jobs in such fields as health,
sanitation, welfare work, conservation and recreation are potential areas of
employment for less skilled workers. Although the Nation's needs in terms of
numbers of jobs in these areas are difficult to define, it is apparent that hundreds
of thousands of persons could be absorbed in highly productive public employ-
ment.
If all these problems were solved, there still remains a greater problem—the

lack of jobs opportunities in either the public or private sectors. Companies
are cutting back and cities are suffering from the economic downturn. At one
time cities were able to absorb some of those persons displaced by private indus-
try. However, since most urban areas are suffering financial difficulty also, this
makes it mandatory for the Federal Government, through Public Services
Employment, to help in the alleviation of this problem.

MILTON C. MORRIS,
Project Director, Cleveland Neighborhood Youth Corps.

April 28, 1971.
Bibliography:
The Labor Force Entry Process of Young Job Seekers, The Manpower Planning
and Development Commission, Cleveland, Ohio—March 1971

Manpower Information Services, The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Volume
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Senator NELSON. We will now hear from the Chicago Committee
on Urban Opportunity, Joe Kelly, director of agency relations, Frank
Bacon, manpower director, and Mrs. Irma Turner, Neighborhood
Youth Corps director.

STATEMENT OF JOE KELLY, DIRECTOR OF AGENCY RELATIONS;
FRANK BACON, MANPOWER DIRECTOR; AND MRS. IRMA TURNER,
NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS DIRECTOR, CHICAGO, ILL.; COM-
PRISING A PANEL REPRESENTING THE CHICAGO COMMITTEE ON
URBAN OPPORTUNITY

Senator NELSON. First let me say I have a note from Senator Steven-
son. He states that he regrets that an earlier commitment really pre-
vents him from being here for the testimony of Mr. Kelley, Mr. Bacon,
and Mrs. Turner.
Mr. KELLY. My name is Joe Kelly, director of the agency relations

for the Chicago Committee on Urban Opportunity. I bring you greet-
ings from our executive director, Mrs. Murrell Syler. She has asked me
to thank the chairman first for the warm and hospitable way that she
was treated when she made her presentation a few weeks ago before
the committee, and secondly, for giving myself and my colleagues this
opporunity to present these three brief statements, for your considera-
tion.
The first presentation would be made by Airs. Irma Turner, Neigh-

borhood Youth Corps, director.
Senator NELSON. We are pleased to have you here today.
Mrs. TURNER. Thank you, Senator.
Today I will try and confine my remarks to the three phases of the

Neighborhood Youth Corps. The in-school program, the out-of-school
program and the summer program.
I would like to devote most of the time I have to the out-of-school

program since it seems to be the most seriously threatened of the three.
I think the problem in the in-school program can best be summed

up in two words, "not enough." Not enough job slots. The dropout rate
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in Chicago is 14,000 each year and growing. More jobs would help.
In Chicago alone, we could triple the number of young people pres-
ently involved in the program and still not reach every young man
and woman who should be enrolled.

Chicago's in-school program is subcontracted largely to the board
of education and the Catholic archdiocese school board. In past years,
they have enjoyed an average of 97 percent of their enrollees either
continuing on to higher education, gainfully employed, in military
service, or becoming housewives and raising families of their own.
The out-of-school program accounted for another 15 million for a

grand total of $44 million earned to help abate the poverty in the
inner city of Chicago. In addition to this $44 million, we have also
provided the enrollees with such supportive services as medicals, edu-
cational counseling, vocational counseling, and cultural exposure.
The value of these supportive services cannot be expressed in terms

of dollars. The new design of the out-of-school program is a nightmare.
It is a bad dream to the enrollee, in some degree it is insomnia to the

agencies which have to live with it and no sleep at all for the agencies
in charge of making it work, and when you think that through these
two programs more than $29 million was earned and taken into the
homes of the enrollees since 1966, it becomes even more important.

First, it called for cutting back two-thirds of previous enrollment.
This was done, but at what cost?
Let me offer as evidence the following: I have attached an exhibit

to this statement. This exhibit shows the names of 23 former MYC
enrolles who are presently working for the city department of urban
renewal. Their combined annual salaries are in excess of $125,000 per
year.
Who is to say which of these young people would have been among

those dropped under the new guidelines because of the cutbacks or
other restrictions of the programs?
One cost was turning our backs on two thirds of the young people

in the program who needed it most. I say this because commonsense
tells us that the ones to go were those least likely to make a success
of any academic oriented program.

Still another cost was to the agencies which had done such a splendid
job with the original NYC. They just could not afford it and the
number of funded agencies fell from 18 to four and the number of
participating agencies was reduced by 50.
The Chicago Youth Centers previously were able to employ 60

out-of-school youth under the work training guidelines in addition
to their school contingent.
Now they are able to participate only in the in-school components.
Last Wednesday I attended a meeting at which Mrs. Jeanette

Hall, one of the directors of the Chicago Youth Centers program in
the teeming Cabrini-Green area of Chicago made what to be was an
alarming statement.
Mrs. Hall was talking of the situation existing in the ghetto like

confines of the smouldering furnace that is Cabrini-Green where two
policemen were slain by gunfire not too long ago.
She was asked what the NYC contingent consisted of and in

Cabrini and how many did she think had used—had need of the
program in her area?
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Her answer was that she had 15 young people assigned to her and
that she was sure there were at least 10,000 young people in that area
alone who would benefit from a realistic NYC program.
Chicago youth centers can afford but 15 in school slots because of

the restrictive nature of the program. This is tragic.
Unless the thinking and attitudes of those planning programs

for urban youth undergoes 1800 turnabout the cities are indeed in for
serious trouble. By trouble I don't necessarily mean riots and street
rumbles, although this is a distinct possibility.
I do mean economic, educational, and employment trouble. Unless

society begins to acknowledge realistically the presence of disadvan-
taged people and ceases to structure the world as though there were
a single, classless strata of mankind, the problems will be compounded.
Until the time comes when we admit that there are others in the

world with different needs different levels of understanding, different
levels of achievement, and yes, a completely different outlook on life
as we know it we are not going to make any difference, any significant
gains.
If we were to achieve Utopia and every school was able to offer a

complete student oriented schedule of programs leading to an ideal
house in the country, bank executive type job there would still be those
who would not or could not attend.
To know the answer why, you would first have to understand the

way of life and attitudes of the inner city young person.
What do we know of the inadequate dwelling, the alcoholic father,

and the working mother?
To add to these problems, of the pressures of the street gangs, the

pressure to try narcotics, and the need to be around to protect younger
brothers and sisters.
I think any one of these things would be enough to place school

attendance on a very low priority to say nothing at all of all of them.
Yet this is the only life known to many of the urban poor. Can we

convince the inner city young man or woman of the benefits of educa-
tion when their first concern is keeping themselves and their loved
ones alive, housed', clothed, and fed? Certainly not the way we are
going about it.
However, I would not be standing here today if I didn't think it

would successfully be done.
For one thing I have found that more can be achieved by indirection

and understanding than anything that entails compulsion, punitive
action, implied threats or saddling the individual with something he
has already or very likely will reject.
In Chicago last Monday, 7,352 ADC cases were added to the welfare

rolls. This represented a total of 35,000 people. Isn't this an alarming
rate? By comparison in 1960 and 1970, for the same period ADC
caseloads were increasing at the rate of only 1,000 a month.
In order to lower the number of ADC cases per year and break

the vicious cycle of poverty, we are going to have to educate and train
our youth so that they can become productive citizens and not spend
our tax dollars, but be producers of tax dollars.
The same young people can break the cycle of poverty without help

through programs like the Neighborhood Youth Corps.
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Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Mr. BACON. My name is Frank C. Bacon, Jr. I am the director of

manpower for the Chicago Committee on Urban Opportunity, which
is the community action agency for the city of Chicago, so employed
with the agency for the past 6 years and in the present position for
the past 3.

I, too, have asked to be here to offer what I can in support of permit-
ting local agencies to play a greater role in the programing in man-
power programs.
I have some very strong feelings about administrative agencies

modifying legislation which might alter the intent of the Congress
of the United States.
These feelings spring from something very personal which I would

like to share with you.
I, myself, am a product of the State of Mississippi. If it were not

for an act of Congress, as a matter of fact two acts of Congress, one
that permitted me to obtain an Army commission after ROTC and
the other one that I will speak to further, I suspect that I would not
be here today testifying before this committee, as a matter of fact, if
it were not for an act of Congress, I frankly don't know where I would
be today except that I would not be here but probably still on Maxwell
Street in Chicago shoveling coal and selling watermelons, not that
this is not honorable but I am a lot happier doing what I am doing.
Let me explain—there has been insurmountable controversy over the

value of Government programs. I am here to tell you, as a living
example, that they do work; many questions are often asked as to
whether or not they are worth the investment, it is my honest opinion
that an investment into the human resources of our country is the best
investment that our Government can make.
The other legislation that I speak of is Public Law 346 and Public

Law 550—the GI bill—prior to this legislation my life was quite
dismal and no hope in sight, but as a result of being able to utilize
that legislation to enhance my future, which has also enhanced the
future of my children to the extent that I have one son who will be
a junior in college this month leads me to believe that the public law's
that I mentioned did pay off rather than perpetuate poverty which
could have easily happened if their father had not received a break in
life.
This gave me the ambition to attend graduate school and hopefully

at some future date receive more education, more degrees, thereby
being better able to provide more leadership to the same community
that I grew up in and which I am working in now.
If the Veterans' Administration had the authority or had seen fit

to alter the legislation to read, let's say, that a GI had to attend school
in the State of his birth my chances of reaching whatever potential I
might have would have been considerably lessened, if not nullified.
So I hope that you will understand if my interest is advocating

that NYC be treated the same way the GI bill (Public Laws 346 and
550) and that is that people just don't make arbitrary decisions to make
it suit their own thing, so to speak.
On March 25, 1971 my supervisor, Mrs. Murrell Syler, the executive
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director of the agency CCUO, testified before this committee and
testified:
CCUO has taken the position that many public and private agencies can

mobilize a good program and for that reason have developed a comprehensive
network of agencies providing manpower services.
Many of our private agencies you just heard Mrs. Turner say a few

minutes ago, cannot participate in our current NYC 11 program be-
cause of the 'stringent guidelines and the limited funds per slot, there-
fore it has been necessary for our delegate agencies to abandon the
NYC 11 program and we have decreased from 50 cooperating agen-
cies—private—to four in the current contract.
Further comments in this committee on April 25, 1971 by Senator

Nelson was significant and I quote:
So you know, we passed legislation in the last session which came out of this

committee, the manpower development act, and the major thrust of that bill
Was to reinforce the local agencies, give them more independence in developing
and managing local manpower programs, and we thought that this was a big
step in the right direction.
For example, we were able to serve 1,750 participants in a 7-month

program compared to a goal of 1,450 that was set at the beginning
of the program. We were originally budgeted for 2.0 for the year,
and I am certain that you are aware of the problem that HUD is
having funding Chicago nowadays

' 
and it was necessary for the CDA

to recoup some of the moneys, but the program operated during the
calendar year for 1.3 compared to an original 2.0 serving an additional
300 enrollees.
Gentlemen, I say to you that this is the kind of success that you

can have when you are using versatile funds without so many stringent
guidelines and categorized moneys.
If the committee would like to have a copy of that program, I

would like to share it with you. If you would like to read it, I think
it would serve as a good prototype.
So I hope you will understand if my interest in advocating that

NYC be treated the same way the veterans bill was seems to be again
something more than just a program director trying to define his feel-
ings about a program in which he is involved.
I have asked to speak to the subject of my realistic youth programs

which are needed in the crisis.
This again is a broad topic, and I will try and be brief.
For the purposes of this report, it was necessary to use 1960 census

figures as a base since they are the only ones available. We have pro-
jected these figures to try and bring them up to date.
For instance, if a child was 6 or 7 years old in 1960, we are presum-

ing that he is 16 or 17 today. It is far from perfect but this is all we
had to work with.
These projected figures show that even if there were no inward mi-

gration in the poverty areas of Chicago, which there was, there would
be a total of 200,000 young people between the ages of 16 and 21.
The revealing thing there is that only 72,584 would be between 16

and 17. In other words, there would be almost two-thirds as many
young people barred by the NYC guidelines as there would even be
eligible by age standards.
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It means that only one out of approximately every 72 inner city
boys and girls could meet the present age standards.
This is only one of the criteria used and we have already eliminated

two-thirds of the inner city population. When we realize that more
than 177,000 young men and women have moved through NYC since
1966 in Chicago under the original design, these numbers become even
more startling.
I have often asked myself what makes NYC different than other

manpower programs? The answer I have come up with is that it has a
built-in cushion for failure because there just is not enough money
per slot to program as needed.
This is a greatly needed factor when working with young men and

women of little opportunity. In many cases they are accustomed to
taking criticism too much to heart and regarding an unfavorable com-
ment on their work as a sign they are to be fired.
Rather than let this happen they just don't show up any more.
NYC provides a response to this problem. If the situation manifests

itself while the young person is still an enrollee, there are the coun-
selors available whom he can trust. He can confide this problem to
them.
Should he later find himself out of his depth after moving up into

the world of work, he knows that while he will be given every encour-
agement to get ahead on his own, he can often return for further train-
ing or support. At least that is the way it used to be.
Chicago is not unused to administrative cutbacks. Way back in

1965, when community action was an unknown quantity, it only took
from March of 1964 to September of 1965 before an unrealistic ad-
ministrative edict was issued for NYC. This was the imposition of
what became known as standard 1-65.
It spelled out that the maximum income for a family of four had to

be under $3,130 per year if the enrollee was to stay in NYC.
This meant dropping 609 out of school youths and almost 1,500 from

the in-school program. This was from a total of 5,000 in-school and
3,000 out-of-school slot, in 1965, compared to 896 in 1971.
In 1964 there was handed down to us a law passed by the Congress

and approved by the President, which became Public Law 88-452,
and known as the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964.
Part B of this law dealt specifically with work training programs.

I am not a lawyer. But, I have lived with this law for many years and
feel that I am fairly familiar with it.
I again read it shortly before coming here in an effort to understand

some of the things which have happened since 1965.
To me this says anything but what is being inflicted on Chicago's

young people. We are being told that they must spend two-thirds of
their time in class.

First they have already rejected or been rejected by the public edu-
cational agency in that city.
They know this, the schools know it, and we know it. Apparently

this is where the knowledge stops.
The other question, that of age, seems clearly spelled out in the

Economic Opportunity Act.
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It says:
Participation in programs under this part should be limited to young men

and women who are permanent residents of the United States and who have
attained age 16 but have not attained age 22 and whose participation in such
programs will be consistent with the purposes of the act.

I think this would be clear enough to the lowest achiever in the
Chicago out-of-school NYC program to understand. That is the law,
but we still get some changes in this.
One is compelled to speculate then, on who has not read this section

of the act. And who, if they have read it and understood then what it
says, seemingly had the temerity to change the law, in spite of the fact
of its clear intent and make their own modifications or interpretations
of what seems manifestly clear.
Summing up, let me say that the promise and the future strength of

this Nation is in our youth. Many youths, particularly those in the
impoverished areas, need special help in improving their lives and
finding a place in the mainstream of our society.

Existing public services for youth need to be strengthened and im-
proved and joined with private resources.
Experience has shown that with energy, patience and finance and

determination, cities can have a major effect on the planning and opera-
tion of programs which provide jobs, education and recreation and
other activities for disadvantaged young people.
I again want to emphasize jobs. Because it is essential that every

young person experience the challenge and satisfaction of holding
a job.
We must build programs that meet the needs of our young, not do

away with them. The Nation cannot afford to squander any oppor-
tunity for preparing our young people to again lead productive and
rewarding lives.
The NYC cutback as we have constantly received only widens the

gap between the potential productive citizen and the school dropout.
The alternatives are equally difficult, either supporting the young

unemployed through welfare or ending up losing their potential in-
come sources. For the young, neither alternative is acceptable.

Life on welfare or as a seasonal employee, sir, is forbidding. Through
urban training programs many of our dropouts are able to eventually
become self-supporting as I outlined in my own case.
Reducing the number of enrollees in the program has convinced us

of the difficulty of finding employment for enrollees over 18 years of
age.

Several things appear not to have been considered. For one, the dis-
advantaged youth, whom we deal with, have been rejected by institu-
tionalized education.
They did not take into consideration that there is an acute shortage

of skilled training and apprenticeship training.
They did not take into consideration the dearth of quality MDTA

vocational programs.
And they did not take into consideration the reluctance of private

industry to accept hard core disadvantaged youth in entry level
positions.
The people who have had experience in administering this program
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at a local level have taken a dim view of what is taking place. The
inevitability of a complete phaseout of the school program seems immi-
nent unless action is taken immediately.
But if people on the national level continue to sabotage good pro-

grams because of their inexperience and inability to understand the
problems of the disadvantaged youth, then an equal share for the poor
will never be forthcoming.
So what we are being told is, feed your child into the gang structure

of your city because we have pulled the rug out from under them and
we will not help them.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear before

you. [Applause.]
Senator NELSON. Thank you very much.
Mr. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, since 1964, Chicago has totally committed

itself to the community action concept. This was not done merely to
conform to the '0E0 legislation as written but because of a conviction
that no one agency could do a job as well as many agencies.

This is especially true in the case of our city since we have many
old line agencies which have been in business for a long time and have
established an enviable record of service. Commonsense dictated that
to ignore their contribution and their ability to continue to contribute
would be both wasteful, and not in the best interest of the people being
served.
As evidence of the sincerity of the Chicago Committee on Urban

Opportunity in its belief that if a total program is to be mounted, par-
ticipation by all available qualified agencies is needed, the following
is offered:
More than half of the approximately $50 million budget is directly

administered by its delegate agencies.
A great deal of additional money is spent by CCUO for supportive

services within the agencies with which it works.
These services include medical and dental examinations for program

participants, transportation, supplies, and incidentals so often over-
looked but upon which a program often stands or falls.
In manpower programs alone, the number of participating agencies

is in the hundreds and the number of worksites in the thousands.
They range from universities to private schools, and from hospitals

and the board of health to community clinics. They are now in Fed-
eral, State, and local agencies. They are in private agencies such as
the Association of Commerce and Industry, and the junior chamber
of commerce, the Catholic Archdiocese, the Jewish Vocational Service,
the Conference on Religion and Race, as well as traditional agencies
such as the 'Welfare Council, YMCA, boys clubs, the youth centers, and
the Federation of Settlements.
I might indicate here, Mr. Chairman, that in 1964 in March, before

the poverty legislation was enacted, the delegate agencies that I have
just mentioned, the YMCA, boys clubs, the youth centers, contributed
loaned staff until January of 1965 when Chicago got its first grant to
help the development of that program.
These are but a few of the participating entities in Chicago's com-

munity action program. The point I am trying to make here is that
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these are the old line agencies in Chicago. They have deep roots in their
communities put down over a long period of time.
The roster of their boards of directors bear many distinguished

names, some of whom are known nationwide and these men are both
aware and in favor of what is being done in Chicago by means of the
grand alliance of dedicated agencies.
There is another side to this coin which I would like you to see. This

side reflects people rather than agencies.
CCUO can point with pride to the fact that more than 2,500

Chicagoans give unstintingly of their time to serve on various councils
within the CCUO family.
This would include the Urban Progress Center Councils numbering

550 people. The Headstart groups with more than a thousand, the Dele-
gate Agency Councils also number more than a thousand and the
CCUO Youth Councils with a membership of more than 200.
These councils are broken down into special committees with inden-

tifiable areas of responsibility.
I suppose the next logical question would be to ask who serves on

these committees and councils?
Who are these men and women who give of themselves unsparingly•

to plan and coordinate programs and build linkages to assure that
resources will be utilized to the fullest?
They are the program participants themselves. They are parents,

community leaders, religious leaders, labor leaders, agency executives,
corporate executives, and elected officials. All contribute what they
have and by so doing provide a cross section of expertise and knowl-
edge never before available to any program anywhere.
When we talk of linkages and marshaling of resources, the question

might be asked, "What has this to do with NYC?"
The answer is "Everything."
My colleagues today have talked about what NYC means to the

enrollee. The program has other, equally significant dimensions which •
certainly bear mention.
For instance; what do the enrollees mean to other people and pro-

grams? What crossfeed takes place between the NYC and those
enrolled in other community action programs? And what does the NYC
program mean to the agencies committed to them?
Consider, if you will, the fact that many agencies are now capable

of many more things with the help of NYC.
They act as tutors, they supervise camping programs and play-

grounds, they build playgrounds and refurbish those falling into
decay, and they supervise children attending sports and cultural events.
These are but a few of their inputs.
How do the enrollees benefit from this? Think for a moment bow

you might measure the importance of having a young boy or a girl,
never able to give of himself before suddenly able to help others? How
do you measure the usefulness of being able to visit and live on a col-
lege campus when you never completed high school?
How do you measure the importance of working beside successful

people in their field of endeavor and knowing the service you are
performing are both needed and welcome?
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I think back to 2 years ago we had a program with the district and
we had a supervisor. He loved the work he was doing. He had 15 young
men assigned to him, and after 9 months 12 of those young men were
ready to be, and he went out and found full-time employment for those
12 young men in the suburban park system districts, and I think this
is the kind of thing we have never been able to measure, and we have
not said it strongly enough.
The fact is that private agencies across the country are operating

at a deficit and are in the process of going broke. The agencies with
which we work in Chicago are $3 million in the hole. Were it not for
NYC and other Federal programs they would have been lacking $15
million.
As has been discussed earlier, many of them have been barred from

NYC participation by the stringency of the new guidelines.
These are the very agencies we talked about earlier which came in

and were instrumental in again making community action work. These
are the agencies which have spent years attaining a position of some
trust and respect in the areas they serve.
The residents of these areas have come to look to these delegate

agencies for services far beyond those they were set up to provide.
With our help they were able to respond to these needs in many

cases.
NYC was the cornerstone of the overarching bridge which was being

built to bring the underprivileged boy or girl across to an indepen-
dent life with an equal chance to move as far ahead as their potential
permitted. If they are denied this help, the agency suffers, the enrollee
suffers and society suffers in that these young men and women might
well become liabilities rather than assets.
In closing, let me just point up some of the things we believe.
We believe in our process of government. We have elected Represen-

tatives and Senators who have seen fit to support the 0E0 Act.
We believe that the same laws should apply to everyone and each

be held accountable to them.
Neither we nor the young people we work with can understand how

those who have been hired to carry out the law for all the people can
withhold funds allocated by the Congress for specific purposes.
We do understand how salaried administrators can make changes

or write guidelines that change the purposes of the law and trade off
programs through delegation agreements without the authorization of
the men and women whom we have chosen to represent us in the
Congress of the United States.
What we ask is that you give us 5 more years to undo the social

labyrinth that has been built between our young people and an
independent life.
Help us to carry out your laws without interference in the manner

which you intended they be carried out.
Thank you.
Senator NELSON. I want to thank each one of you for coming here

and giving very valuable testimony this morning.
Our next witness is Mr. David Wellington, representing the United

Planning Organization, Washington, D.C.
Welcome.
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STATEMENT OF DAVID WELLINGTON ON BEHALF OF THE DELEGA-
TION REPRESENTING YOUTH, UNITED PLANNING ORGANIZA-
TION, WASHINGTON, D.C.; ACCOMPANIED BY PETER GREEN, UPO
WORKER; MISS SHARON HARVIN, NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH
CORPS; DARYL ALLISON, STUDENT; AND MISS RENEE WILLIAMS,
NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

Senator NELSON. You may go ahead.
Mr. WELLINGTON. My name is David L. Wellington, and I am a

youth worker for the United Planning Organization. I would like to
thank you at this time, Mr. Chairman, for allowing our organization
to present our testimony here.
This is Peter Green. He will speak after me.
I think I heard Senator Humphrey say that the best way to deal

with the poverty program on the youth program is something about
enacting the war on poverty. Under the present administration, it is
very difficult for me to distinguish the differences between the poverty
program and the war on poverty and the war on the Vietnamese people.
One is designed to destroy a poor people abroad, and the other is

designed to destroy poor people at home, but they have not succeeded
abroad, nor will they succeed here at home.
I guess that might be evidenced by the presence of some of the young

people here today.
However, I represent another group of young people that unfor-

tunately are now so actively involved in the community that they
could not be here today, and you might say involved in what?
Well, they are involved in something there in smoking their lives

away with cocaine or heroin, or they are involved in planning the
next job or how to rob a liquor store, or a five and dime store, and
if they are not involved in these activities, they are sitting around
wondering how great it would be to rob one bank and get away.
These are the young men not here today.
The ones here are more fortunate, fortunate not that they are

working, but to the extent that they have hope in America and in
themselves. I say the youth program does serve a purpose, the same
as the boys club serves a purpose, in building leaders for tomorrow.
You, too, have a purpose, and your purpose is to continue the 0E0

program and programs such as ours. Because if America is going to be
a great nation tomorrow, it has to have great youth today, and I
would like to have Mr. Green to say a few words, and after Mr. Green
speaks, we still have three NYC's in the audience.

Senator NELSON. Go ahead.
Mr. GREEN. I am Peter Green. I work for UPO. I am an ex-dope

fiend, ex-addict, and ex-convict. I want to emphasize all ex's.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am a youth worker. I am a youth

worker just because I wanted to be a youth worker. I am a youth
worker because there were not youth programs when I was coming up
in the District of Columbia.
At the age of 16 I came out of school, I just quit school. I did not

get dropped out. I was not learning nothing in school, and they ain't
learning nothing in there. I am opposed to the public school system.
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I don't have but an eighth-grade education, but I know right from
wrong, and it took me the wrong way to learn it right way.
I have done a lot of time in the penitentiary all over the world—

in Yokohama, Japan, and in Korea, which is a stockade. A stockade is
still a jail. I come from a broken home. My daddy did 21 years in
Alcatraz. I have a brother that was raised up in the penitentiary right
up along with me, all because there weren't any programs or any
things for us to turn to when I was a youngster.
Now that I have a chance, a chance after I done the last 10 years,

I just quit. I said, "Well, I can't beat the system," and then I had to
get out and let the system keep holding me back like they had, but this
time I did not try to buck the system.

All that time, they were giving me 3 years and 5 years.
Then when I found out the system was three-fourths con I said

I could con as well as the system. I am not saying everybody is playing
con on other people, but the people who hold the purse strings and
power are playing a lot of con on other people.
They see what the program is doing, and to cut out the programs,

you give the agitator a weapon when you cut off a program. He could
just come right on in now and say, "Look what they are doing to you,
they are doing this to you, and you get with me, and we are going to
march here2 and march there."
But heroin don't know no race, creed or color.
[Applause.]
Mr. GREEN. Heroin controls white, black, heroin controls anybody

that spike in their arm, heroin will control it.
So I say again, you people

' 
and when I say it like that, I am not

knocking you, or no one else, because I am glad you have time enough
to listen. It is like Dave said, the first time I met David he had to go
back to the penitentiary, so I wrote letters and went to see them and
said, "Don't let David die in the penitentiary because he is a young
nigger"—the word "nigger" don't bother me. One time you called me
and I would hit you in the head with a brick, and I would get a
year in jail.
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. So you see these are the types of things that young

people need to know, and these are the type of things that I get with
them in the NYC programs, voluntarily. I don't need to be a director,
because I can't get no resume together. I know I dig youno. people. I go
to the dances with them, I dress as slick with a long collar, and when
one of them tells me how bad he is, I say, "sit down and shut up."
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. He likes me for that. The thing I am trying to get on

for that, more of the adults, I dig them but I want to know how many
of these directors that is giving you the formal education and statistics,
the 4.395, they can give you that, but is it coming from their heart,
when they go back to their places with the young dudes?
I can't do what them other people did, 8 point million, Mr. Chair-

man, and you need to allocate this here.
I could not do this, but I know that on 14th and U, you have young,

pretty girls, black and white, selling their bodies, black and white,
with pimps, like I used to be—take all the resources, take all their
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money from them. I know there are young dudes 18 and 19 driving
$10,000 El Cavallero Cadillacs and selling narcotics.
But I also know there are young David Wellingtons and the ones

we have sitting here that don't want this life, and these programs are
geared and designed to keep them from them Cadillacs.
You say, "Where are your Cadillacs at?" All your Cadillacs are in

the ghetto. I know it is a matter of time before you buy a 6 months.
You have the Honorable Chief Jerry Wilson, and you can't drive
that Cadillac around the block after you finished 10 years.
Years ago, my greatest ambition was to get a Cadillac because I

could look up to Catfish Turner, the big dope dealer, who showed me a
hatbox of $1,000 bills. But you see, we are away from all this now.
Catfish is a good worker.
This is Randolph Turner. He is a manpower development specialist,

after Senator Kefauver came through here with that committee and
got him 27 years.
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. He, too, can't get a directorship because he don't have

the formal education, but he still digs kids.
All I am trying to say to you, sir, is that, you know, I wish I could

speak your language and give you words that you could understand,
you know, but the thing that bothers me is that we wonder about what
happens when I go over to St. Albans on Wisconsin Avenue, and when
Senator Charles Percy was sitting next to his son, the same thing with
some kids. Their daddies like them

' 
their daddies like them, too.

Their daddies want to sit with them, but they have to sit in the
short jobs and the construction holes. This is why we need this kind
of programs, because daddy and mommy are so tired they can't sit
down.
I watched something on television this morning. I am not hung up

on the racist thing. You do something to me, I'm going to slap you, and
if he does something to me, I'm going to slap him back.
When I get to speaking race, talking all the way, I would not pay

that no mind. I understand these people are crazy when you go getting
hung up on the race thing.
One thing you have got to remember, we all have got to survive.

You can be home and cut your shrubbery. I can go home and cut my
lawn. Years ago I could not go home and cut my lawn. I would have
had to go out there and cut your lawn.
I have an 18-month-old son and a 3-year-old daughter. The only

time they will cry is because they will fall down and hurt themselves,
not because they were hungry like their daddy was hungry.
On television they brought the black kid up there and said, asked

him "What do you know about karate?"
He said, "I don't know." They brought a 6-year-old white girl

up and said, "What do you know about karate?"
She went right into it.
Parents talking to kids might stop them from going back to crime.

My indictment paper read once, "Peter Green v. The United States of
America."
I said, "No wonder I haven't been winning."
[Laughter.]
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[Applause.]
Mr. GREEN. Then, too, then it makes me feel so good to get my point,

over to you about these young people that I know can speak for them-
selves, and can do it so humorously.
When I began to laugh at the power structure and found they

were con—let me cite these two things. When I came out of the peni-
tentiary, a parole officer, a man who was supposed to help me get a
job, he said this to me, "Peter Green, we ain't got to worry about you.
You have been going down to the penitentiary. You will be back."
I tell them to his face now. I was determined that I was tired of

living with homosexuals, tired of men kissing men, guards turning off
my television at 11 o'clock when I am looking at Alfred Hitchcock
and I want to see how it comes out.
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. I worked good, and in 1969, 1970, the Shoreham Hotel,

when they gave a testimonial dinner in my honor, and this friend of
mine sent me a telegram, and a lot of other people came and it was all
over, the same parole officer walked up to me—and here is your con—
and said to me, and shook my hand, and said, "Peter Green, I knew
you had it in you all the time."
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. But you know what I did?
Right then, I gave him the con right back. "Thank you, sir, without

you, I would never have made it."
[Laughter.]
Mr. GREEN. So you see this is con so I close up with this. They ask

me, "Why did you start your life of crime?" These are all my young-
sters. I have a program on every Sunday night, WOL between 6 and 7',
called "Rapping with Pete Green."
I am trying to get on the Andy Griffith Show and some others. Now,

I am saying this to you. "Why did you get your crime life?" Here for
the first time I thought you could commit a crime and get away with it.
I was in elementary school, and they told a story called the three

bears. Here was Goldilocks and you know what she did? You have got
three bears, the father bear come from a $1.35 job, he got his wife, he
said, "What food do you have?" The little bear was in a training
program, out of Headstart, and while they were gone, Goldilocks went
in the people's house and through the back window, broke down the
chairs, and ate up all the food, went upstairs and got drunk, went to
bed and went to sleep, and when the bears come back and caught her,
you know what they said in the book?
"She lived happily ever after."
I went in one window and thought I was going to live happily ever

after, and I got a year and a day. Thank you.
[Applause.]
Mr. WELLINGTON. Here is one of the speakers from the NYC..
Miss HARVIN. My name is Sharon Harvin, and I am in the Neigh-

borhood Youth Corps program as a clerical aid.
I have been in the Neighborhood Youth Corps program a little

over a year. So far, since I have been in there, I have learned a lot.
I have learned how to operate the Xerox machine, and I also work as
a receptionist.
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The majority of the time I classify applications and different things
like that.

Before .I came to the Neighborhood Youth Corps, I worked as a
receptionist on a permanent job, and I think that I can go into regular
employment, because I think I have the skill and the ability to work
on regular .employment, because at the present time I am going to
school at night and working in the daytime, so I have learned skills
in school and also on the job.
Mr. WELLINGTON. Next is Darryl Allison.
Mr. ALLISON. My name is Darryl Allison, I am an employee of

Youth Pride, Inc., and the school program. I would like to say that
I hope you keep all kinds of youth organizations in total existence,
because without youth organizations young kids like myself would
not have anything to do.
I am a student at Phelps Vocational High School, and the only

reason I am a student is because I got this job. If I did not have the
job, I would not, you know, have gone to school.
They say you have to go to school in order to keep this job, and

I want to keep the job, because I need it in order for me to survive.
If I did not have this job, I don't know what I would be doing now.

I know I would not be in school, I would not be sitting here. I would
probably be in the penitentiary somewhere, trying to make me some
easy money.
So I hope you all keep all organizations in total existence.
Senator NELSON. Thank you.
Miss WILLIAMS. My name is Renee Williams. I work for the NYC

out of school program, and I would like to say that the NYC program
has helped me tremendously.
Before entering the program, I had some incentive, but I had my

goals, then, which was a very small one. Because of the fact that if
you are at home with your mother with let me see, five small kids 

iand no man in the house, then you need something more n order to
help out your mother.
Now, it is not as though it was a sort of an obligation or something

like that. It goes deeper than that, much deeper, like I said, it is not
that you are obligated, it is something that you feel that you want
to do.

Therefore, I left school. My goal, then was to find employment or
something, anything to get money, and I found this in NYC pro-
gram, it has given me a very good incentive, a much larger goal, and
it would be very unfair, and in fact I would be lying to say that the
money does not help, because it does.
Senator NELSON. Thank you.
At this point we will enter the prepared statements of those unable

to attend the hearing, and other pertinent information supplied for
the record.
(The information follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JACOB K. JAVITS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE
OF NEW YORK

PREPARED FOR DELIVERY TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR-HEW OF THE SENATE
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, APRIL 21, 1971

Mr. Chairman, I appear before you this morning on behalf of myself and 16
other Senators to request substantial additional funds for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer program and related programs for the disadvantaged. In
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this request I am joined by the Chairman of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Mr. Williams, the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty, Mr. Nelson, Senators Cranston, Eagleton, Kennedy,
Mondale, Randolph and Stevenson of that Committee and Senators Bayh, Brooke,
Case, Hart, Humphrey, McGovern, Proxmire and Ribicoff.
We have at this time a nationa.1 unemployment of 6.0 per cent—which is bad

enough—and which translates into double to over four times that rate among
various segments of the teenage population. Teenage unemployment in March
was at an average rate of 17.8 per cent—the highest overall rate in seven years.
Unemployment for black teenagers in the first quarter of this year was at 31.8
per cent—approaching twice the overall rate. Except for the 32.8 per cent rate
for the last quarter of 1970, it was the highest rate since 1954.
The unemployment rate for black teenagers in poverty neighborhoods in the

first quarter of this year was 44.9 percent—compared with 42.8 percent in the
last quarter of last year. This is the highest rate since 1967—when the Bureau
of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor began compiling data on un-
employment in poverty areas.

It was the Kerner Commission—the National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders which urged this Nation, in its March 1968 report on the riots in
Newark and Detroit and other cities—to make larger fiscal commitments to
programs such as the Neighborhood Youth Corps and related programs to meet
employment needs in poverty areas and among the poor generally—thereby
diminishing the possibility of disorder.
And I think that we must soberly recognize that the current situation is very

incendiary—with almost half of the groups among whom but a spark will set
off disorders, being unemployed.
Yet at this very crucial time, we have lost one of the best means of assessing

the situations and effecting a meaningful response. The Administration, as a
part of its reorganization, announced on April 2, the disbanding of the Presi-
dent's Council on Youth Opportunity indicating that its functions would be
transferred henceforth to the Department of, Labor, the Office of Management
and Budget, and the Department of Health, V.,ducation and Welfare.
The Council was established by Executive order of President Johnson on

March 5, 1967, "to insure effective program planning for summer and other
youth programs of the Federal government."
The Administration's action is most regrettable and comes at the worst pos-

sible time.
The President's Council was established in essence as an ombudsman for

youth—particularly disadvantaged youth—within the Federal government.
Mr. Chairman, I think that in the light of the elimination of the President's

Council on Youth Opportunity we in the Congress share the obligation to act
as "advocates" for the youth of this Nation and we have a special obligation
to test the adequacy of the appropriations requested even by the Administration
for summer youth programs.
Mr. Chairman, as members know, the principal summer program is the

Neighborhood Youth Corps summer job program, administered by the Depart-
ment of Labor, which provides work experience for disadvantaged youth 14-21
in jobs in the public services, for example in anti-pollution activities, environ-
mental clean-up and health care.
The Administration requested initially and the Congress has appropriated a

total of $165.7-million for the program, of which $1.7-million will be for ad-
ministration and $164.0-million will be available for programs in the field.
This amount is some $18,600,000 below the $182,900,000 which was available

last summer as a result of both the initial appropriation of $145.7-million and
a suppleme-ntal a pnropriation for that purpose of $37,200,000 which the Adminis-
tration had requested.
The Administration had indicated that the basic appropriation would provide

414.000 opportunities—the same as last year—only by cutting the program from
the usual ten to eight weeks.
The fact is that the needs for the coming summer programs extend well beyond

even last year's level.
On February 23, joined by most of the members on whose behalf I appear

today, I wrote the Vice-President, as Chairman of the President's Council on
Youth Opportunity, urging the Council to fulfill at an early date its responsibil-
ity of assuring summer jobs and other recreational programs adequate to meet
the needs.
We specifically called upon the Administration to supplement the $164.0-million

62-792 0-71—pt. 2---19 •
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available with a supplemental appropriation of $144,628,359 in order to meet
the needs which have been certified to us in a letter dated December 4, 1970 from
the National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors—which represents
more than 600 of the Nation's cities.
The letter indicated—and a chart city by city documented—a total need of

at least 641,639 full-time opportunities nationwide, consisting of 330,666 in the
50 largest cities and 310,666 in rural and other areas—or an additional 127,639
opportunities than those contemplated by the 1971 appropriation.
Mr. Chairman, the Administration announced on April 9, 1971 that it would

seek a supplemental appropriation of $64.3-million of which $51.5-million will
be used for summer jobs. This would bring the total amount of money available
for summer jobs to $217.2-million. In that connection Secretary of Labor
Hodgson announced that the funds would be used to provide a total of 514,000
opportunities nationwide.
The Secretary indicated also that each opportunity would consist of nine weeks

at 26 hours a week, compared with the 10 week programs that have been ob-
tained in past years.
Mr. Chairman, I commend the Administration for requesting a supplemental

but even that will not provide a sufficient number of opportunities, and I do
not consider it advisable to diminish by even one week, the experience provided
through each opportunity.
Even with a ten-week program, opportunities are not provided for a period

sufficient to embrace the normal out-of-school period.
And then there is the other damaging effect of a nine-week program—it

reduces the amount of money which the recipient can earn during the summer
by approximately $50—a significant amount to those who live below the poverty
line.
The program was designed not just to occupy youths during the summer

months, but to provide them with the means to help to support their families
and contribute to the costs of their education during the entire year.
To dilute the program is to diminish also the opportunity which those con-

ducting the program have to provide disadvantaged youth with the related
educational and supportive services as well as a job.
Mr. Chairman, I accordingly, appear then both in favor of meeting the total

needs—documented at 641,639 and of providing the funds necessary to main-
tain the program as a ten-week program. Since a federal expenditure of $481
per job—compared with $442 last year—would be required to provide each
opportunity on a ten-week basis, a total of $308,628,359 would be necessary to
provide the 641,639 slots which the League of Cities has documented. Thus a sup-
plemental appropriation of $144,628,359 would be necessary to supplement the
$164.0-million now available for programs in the field.
We are dealing here with city-by-city figures specified and documented to us

by the U.S. Conference of Mayors.
I ask unanimous consent that there be included at this point in the Record

a chart showing in respect to each of the 50 major cities, the number of op-
portunities needed, the number currently allocated, the number that would be
available if the Administration's supplemental request is granted, and the addi-
tional number which would be provided if our request for a $144-million sup-
plement is granted.
But I hasten to add that this is not a matter solely of the big cities. For

example, Norfolk, Virginia is 500 slots short of its needs, Knoxville, Tennessee
also requires an additional 500 slots, Des Moines, Iowa is 325 slots short, and
Little Rock, Arkansas has a shortfall of 450 opportunities.
Mr. Chairman, this represents a substantial amount of additional funding—

much more than I requested last year—when we sought initially a $100-million
supplemental appropriation. But when I testified in favor of that supplemental
appropriation last year, on May 27, 1970, the most recently available statistics
then showed unemployment levels of 15.3 percent for teenagers. 28.7 percent for
black teenagers, and 35.9 percent for black teenagers in poverty neighborhoods,
compared with 17.8 percent, 31.8 percent, and 42.8 percent respectively at the
current time.

Moreover, when I testified then, the National Alliance of Businessmen—
which provides positions voluntarily in the private sector—had a goal of
180,000.
But just as teenage unemployment necessitates the increases in public programs

such as Neighborhood Youth Corp, so does the general unemployment situation—
then at 4.7 percent, now at 6.0 percent—make it difficult for private employers to
employ the disadvantaged.
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The National Alliance of Businessmen—despite all of its efforts—was able to
develop last summer only 143,000 private sector jobs—falling 37,000 opportuni-
ties below its goal.

Its goal for this summer is 150,000 jobs, and while I hope the private sector
will respond and I am sure the National Alliance will do the best job it can, I
think it unlikely that the goal can be met under current economic conditions.
Mr. Chairman, we are fortunate in one very important respect. The Adminis-

tration's supplemental was not requested last year until the first week in June—
actually a week before the program was to begin in most of the Nation's cities,
and the supplemental appropriation was not finally approved until the middle
of July—mid-way through the program.
The Administration's request quite commendably came on April 9 this year—

and I think that it is reasonable to expect that both Houses may act on this
matter by the middle or end of May.
This means simply that there is time to provide the additional amount which

we have requested—and time to allow the cities to program it in a meaningful
way, putting it to effective use.
Mr. Chairman, before concluding I wish to mention two other aspects of the

summer job and recreation picture that are also of great importance.
The first concerns the recreational program. This program, which is also funded

under the authority of the Neighborhood Youth Corp, provides recreation oppor-
tunities to disadvantaged children between the ages of 6 and 13. The Adminis-
tration has requested—as a part of its supplemental request—a total of $12.8-
million nationwide for these programs—the same amount as was requested by
the Administration and appropriated last year. The program will provide,
as last year, 1,900 opportunities.
Mr. Chairman, the 1,900 opportunities to be provided this summer represents

only a fraction of one percent of the 4,931.000 children ages 6-13 in families below
the poverty line. And the funds to be made available if the Administration's
supplemental request under the Neighborhood Youth Corp., if passed, together
with $3.3-million to be expended by the Office of Economic Opportunity, will
still be $.2 million short of summer recreational funds provided in 1970, $3.9-
million short of the funds provided in 1969, and $11.9-million below that pro-
vided in 1968.
Second, is the summer transportation program. The program provides funds to

Mayors, primarily for transporting disadvantaged youth to summer jobs. The
Administation hopes to provide $1.5-million for this program, the amount available
last year, again from the Department of Labor and Department of Transporta-
tion funds.
Mr. Chairman, the matter of recreational programs and transportation assist-

ance are still being discussed between the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the
Administration. I ask leave to submit for the hearing record, in time for your
executive sessions, supplementary materials on the additional needs in these two
areas so that the Subcommittee will know with specificity the exact basis for
any additional requests.
Mr. Chairman, I hope very much that the Committee will give special consid-

eration—in the light of the serious job crisis that we face—to the supplemental
appropriation for the Neighborhood Youth Corps. It is a large amount to be
sure—but we must view it in the perspective of the total need. The 600,000 oppor-
tunities will take care of less than one-third of the 1.8-million youth in the so-
called target group—those who could benefit from the program. This is not the
first time I have appeared urging a suplemental for this purpose, but I must say
that this is the most important year in recent experience, and I hope that the
Congress will respond to the situation meaningfully.
I ask that the hearing record also include the following: The letter dated

December 4, 1970 from the League of Cities—Conference of Mayors; a letter
dated April 14, 1971 from the National Alliance of Businessmen; a letter dated
April 15, 1971 from the Office of Economic Opportunity, and a Department of
Labor release dated April 9, 1971 describing the Administration's requests and
its effect in the various regions of the country.

Senator NELSON. I will place in the record at this point a number
of letters the subcommittee has received relating to proposed changes
in manpower programs authorized under the Economic Opportunity
Act—particularly the Job Corps.
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ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION OF NASSAU COUNTY, INC.
320 OLD COUNTRY ROAD, GARDEN CITY, NEW YORK 11530 • 516 741-8811

CHARLES T.WILLIAMS. CHAIRMAN

The Office of Economic Opportunity (0E0) launched the first Youth Development
Programs (YDPs) in Paril, 1970. The guidelines and programmatic objectives
were unique in design and structure. The YDPs are geared to provide disadvantaged
youth and formal voice in planning and implementing programs which effect theirr
(the youth) lives. The concept is good and far more feasible than prior programs
that were merely ideas of a few adults, and seemingly thrusted at the youth.

The young people of this new generation have highly innovative ideas, business,
education, cultural and lastly recreation. Recreation, the old method of
passifying youth is outdated and over emphasized by adults. It is no longer in
the limelight in the eyes of todays youth.

Nevertheless, 0.E.0. has been unable to meet the programmatic request and expressed
needs of the youth councils which are developed through the YDPs. A youth
council is a body of youth from local CAA target areas. The Youth Council has
democratically elected board members as well as general membership. It is the
youth councils role to decide which community problems are most pressing and
preventing progress in the youths lives. The board is also comprised of 51%
disadvantaged youngsters. 0E0 has been unable to fund the numerous proposals
submitted by the youth councils because of resource impossibilities. This creates
a feeling of defeat and anger to the youngsters who have attempted to resort
from rebellious activities of destruction to get youth programs instituted to
democratic and administrative "nothingness." The Office of Economic Opportunity
Youth Development Program Division must not only be retained. It must be budgetarily
increased in order to provide resources to meet the programmatic needs of the
youth councils. If this is not immediately provided this country will be faced
with the most destructive youth rebellion it has ever witnessed.

To localize this public announcement the Economic Opportunity Commission of
Nassau County, Incorporated (CAA) is faced with very probable youth rebellion.
The YDP a division of the CAA in Nassau County has been working in fourteen (14)
target areas dealing with white, black and Spanish-speaking youth for five (5)
years. We have witnessed two riots in that time but the magnitude and overall
coordinated effort by all the fourteen target area youth promises to show the
nation the biggest revolt ever. It is most unfortunate that the Youth Council
structure, the first concrete, constructive and democratic youth structure must
resolve to a tragic ending.

This afdrementioned statement has not been discussed at this congressional
hearing but it has been stated to the Nassau County Executive in a recent
letter. The following is an exact letter sent to the Honorable Mr. Ralph G. Caso,
Nassau Executive:



621

page 2

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION OF NASSAU COUNTY, INC.
320 OLD COUNTRY ROAD, GARDEN CITY, NEW YORK 11530 • 516 741-8811

CHARLES T.WILLIAMS, CHAIRMAN

Because of the O.E.O. cutbacks constructive measures taken by The Nassau County
target area, youth councils must resort to rebellious activities to make their
needs and request acted upon. There are no available youth oriented resources
at this time and the young people of Nassau County perceive the old method
of 'rooting to get programs.

O.E.O. cutbacks are hindering the progress of Americas 'youth. 0.E.O.'s concept
of democratic elections and youth 'doing for self' is being stepped on. The
present administration is killing the last hope for the poor youth of America
to follow the "right" way of American life.

If YDP is phased out of O.E.O. America can expect the 1965"burn baby burn" destructive
and tragic style return.

I strongly urge the Congress of these United States to act immediately upon
the possible destruction of many states across the coutry by the youth. The youth
have little faith left in this fine country of ours and it is up to the adminis-
tration and Congress of the United States of America to make it possible for this
faith and love for the country to be restored within our youth.... They are all
we have to carry on our country. I furthermore ask each Congressional member
to act on fact, insight, foresight, love for the country and moreso humanistic
instincts and not political commitment.

Resp ctfupy,

i Ct/Y,."
Youth Development Program
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Hon. Ralph G. Caso, County Executive
County Executive Building
1 West Street
Mineola, New York

Dear Mr. Case:

April 26th, 1971

On behalf of the youth population and youth oriented staff from various agencies
within the County of Nassau, I wish to inform the County Government that the
disadvantaged youth frcm the fourteen (14) target areas arc confused to the
point of rebellious activities in attempt to make _their needs noticed and
acted upon.

I have personally received a wide cross-section of statements from youth -
consultants, community r esidents end particularly from the youth themselves,
regarding the uncortainity of available summer youth program monies from the
County, And the feeling of anger circulating in the aforementioned target
areas.

Mr. Caso, I have had a pervious involvement in a rebellious activity for
which I served ainteen months of my lide in a state penal inetituation. I
know the hardships end tragedy involved in such rebellious activities, and
although I am no longnr involved in such rebellious actitriCien, I sense a
vibration and vieual perception of many youth being arrested, innocent people
getting hurt, cost Ofthe local Toms and possible tragedy.

Mr. County Executive, / respect you personally as a man and as an administrator.
Naturally, many of my opinions differ from yours, but if they didn't end I
thought the same an youm I would have possibly been elected County Enccutive
(no, it wouldn't work I'm too young). A suggestion?! Mnke a public
statement indicating positiveness concerning the summer program monies.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this urgent matter.

Res e t:u7 I

.772(.171

Michael E. Stevens
Youth Project Director

MES:bb
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* 1125 SEVENTEENTH STREET NORTHWEST * WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036

* AFFILIATED w tmt THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS

* OFFICE OF GENERAL PRESIDENT • DISTRICT 7.13560

May 4, 1971

The Honorable Gaylord Nelson
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower and Poverty
United States Senate
Washington, D. C.

My dear Senator Nelson:

As you open hearings on those aspects of national manpower
legislation affecting our nation's youth, I would like the oppor-
tunity to put the International Union of Operating Engineers,
AFL-CIO squarely on record in support of continued national fund-
ing and administration of categorical programs for the Civilian
Conservation Centers of the Job Corps and for the several programs
administered under the Neighborhood Youth Corps.

In 1966, our International Union entered into the first Job
Corps contract for a union sponsored occupational training course
in heavy equipment operation. In 1968, we extended this program
to the Anaconda Civilian Conservation Center in addition to our
original program at Jacobs Creek Civilian Conservation Center in
Tennessee. Hundreds of young men are now earning union wages
doing a man's work in a tough industry. Their record of achieve-
ment speaks louder than anything I can write or your committee can
hear.

I am sorry that prior commitments out of the city make it
impossible for me to appear before your Subcommittee, but hope that
it will be possible for our organization to appear before you and
your colleagues in the near future in order to amplify our feelings
on the important "second chance" legislation for disadvantaged youth.

S erely yours.
/

Hunter P. Wharton
General President

aml

opeiu#2

417
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN

VIRGINIA SMUT LEGISLATION CaNINIITTIT
Chairman: Yrs. Albert }'.'td 700 Pepper Ave.,Richmond 23226

April 12, 1971

V''Ak N

The Honorable Gaylord 'Nelson, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower, and Poverty
Senate Office Building, Room 359
Washington, D.C. 20510

re: S. 1243, Manpower Revenue Sharing Act

Dear Senator Nelson:

The Adlemistration's Manpower Revenue Sharing Act, S. 1743, would be a
reel disservice to the disadvantaged youth of Virginia. Our state
sends the second largest number of youth to Job Corps (second only to
California), while ranking 17th in the list of numbers of disadvantaged
youth who are eligible.

If the states take over the operation of existing Job Corps Centers and
Residential Manpower Centers, what happens to all of these young people,
the majority of whom come from rural areas? Now in operation in Virginia
are:

1) F1atwOods Conservation Center in '"ise County, for 175 males.
7) Blue Ridge Job Corps Center for "lomen in Marion, a special

center for 185 Appalachian girls. (Both in far western Virginia)
Scheduled to open in late June is the Tidewater Residential Support Cen-
ter for 30 young women from the Norfolk area, who will take training
ir existing Prog-ams.

Yet in Fiscal Tear 1968 the cent'al Virginia area alone, bv no means the
hiphes" recruitment area in the state, enrolled 944 youth for Job Cores.
(1968 is the last full year for which I have recruitment figures. F7'69
with 3/4 1-ear recruitment saw 628 enrolled from the area.) More than
half of :these young People come from economically •deprived rural areas.There are no existing manpower programs for them. Those over one 18 can-
not ^uglify for Ndighborhood Youth Corps, and almost all. being under
age 21, are ineligible for New Careers Programs. Their social skills areirr.deoulte to board in community homes while attending The Manpower
',kills Center at Crewe.

,7oone can say that Virginians have not tried to establish Centers for
these young Pecple. As an NCJ-, volunteer with Omen In Community Ser-
vice, I serve as 'ICS state coordinator and am currently chairnan of the
State Job Corps Coordinating Committee, which functions under the Vir-
ginia Division of State Planning and Community Affairs. Since May 1969

have worked for establishment of a Residential Manpower Center (JobCorps). In February 1970 the Manpower Administration agreed to add
Richmond to the list of 30 new centers, after support was expressed by
Governor Linwood' Holton and the Richmond City Council. The Virginia
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DOL to Senator Nelson, 4-12-71 - 2

'',Moloyment Commission submitted a Declaration of Intent. For six months
personnel from Job Corps New Centers Task Force searched Richmond and
environs for a site tha met all Labor Department criteria.

in October 1970, the recently closed St. Francis de Salles School
for Girls in rural Powhatan County, 40 miles from Riclamond, was found to
be adeauate for 150 residential males, even though it could not accomodate
non-residential males or females because of distance. Unfortunately, all
nlanning stooped because of lack of funds for additional new Centers in
FY 171. Documentation of this coordinated effort of state agencies, volun-
tery citizen organizations, and Job Corps occupies more than two inches in
my personal files. -e have had the continued assistance of Senator william
SponR, Tqlo has conies of much of this correspondence.

Alpparently the revenue sharing idea is not a viable concept as far as a
national program for training disadvantaged youth. ew of the 30 new type
centers have opened since 1969 -- nerhaps 10 will be open by June 1971,
with several more nearly ready. These are planned to train youth in
their home areas.

In this time of reduced employment, in Virginia our Job Corps graduates
ere being placed in jobs, although not necessarily in their home areas.
This demonstrates that jobs are available for entry-level semi-skilled
youth, although very few unskilled youth are being placed. The need for
Job Corns for Virginia youth will increase markedly in the months ahead
as the impact of the disruptions in our schools, due to Court orders,
affects the most insecure of our young People.

me hope that your sub-committee will consider carefully the needs of dis-
adv^ntaRed youths in Virginia, and similar areas across the country,
before dismantling legislatively what has become an effective program
for helping many of those young people become part of working America.

Sincerely,

12,1j7--
Mrs. Alber H. Lasday
Virginia State Legislation Chairman
National Council of Jewish women

conies to:
Virginia Congressional Delegation
Governor Linwood Holton
Charles Graves, Director, Virginia Division of State Planning end

Community Affairs
william Heartwell, Commissioner, Virginia Emnloyment Commission
NCJw Virginia State Legislation Committee
Mrs. Donald Brown, chairman, NCJW Washington Sub-Committee
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TOWN OF BLACKWELL
FOREST COUNTY

RT. 1
LAONA, WISCONSIN 54541

United States Senate
Committee on
Labor and Public •Velfare
dashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

AE5;EIVEL..

' 1
,11-1(1-

3EMIOR 41Y104110
—4-Yna4

Aoril 24, 1971

The Blackwell Job Corps Center in disconsin has been
observed by me since the time it started. There were many
unfavorable comments about the Center and Corpsmen from our
citizens in this area. Like all other Programs just starting,
there were many hurdles to overcome and the Blackwell center
did just that.

Not only is the Job Corps helping young men train for
jobs so that they may not become a burden to the state as a
relief case but it has also given employment to citizens in
our area

Forest County has been classified as a distressed county,
and very seldom receive any Federal Funds or Programs to help
in our need. Job Corns has built canning areas on just about
all of our lakes, boat landings and Picnic areas also new roads
to these camp grounds. They built and maintained Blackwells,
solid waste disposal site. They improved our streams and
ponds for fishing and rebuilt bridges over these streams. I
could go on and on about what the Job Corps has done for our
area but you probably know most of it.

Senator, I go along with you on Congress' Man Power
Revenue Sharing Bill. If this bill is Passed the big cities
of our state will benefit by the funds and Programs and small
towns such as Blackwell will again be left out of everything.

Those Senators and Congressmen who are against the JobCorps programs would benefit well by coming to the BlackwellCenter and seeing for themselves the wonderful job that isbeing done. I would personally be there to welcome themand show them around.

As a taxpayer to the State and Federal ',kwernment, Ilike to know where my tax dollar is snent and I feel my taxdollar- going to the Job Corps is a good investment.

If there is any other way in which I can help you onyour fight with The 'dal. on Poverty, Please do not hesitateto let me know.

/3incere1y yours,

1/7C- 377 73/aZ4-e
John E. Masel
Chairman Town of Blackwell
and Sun-oorter of Job Corps
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Hamilton, ..ontana
April 26, 1971

Hon. Gaylord ielson, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, _,.ancorer a Poverty
Room 359, Senate Offi:2e Bldg.,
7ashIngton D. C. 20510

Dear Senator elson:

The Trapper Creek Job Corps Citizens Advisory Comm-
ittee met this morning and was very perturbed over
the seriousness of your communication concerning the
status of youth unemployment, and, "apparent cutbacks
in number of federal programs designed to serve
youth -- job corps".

re wish to urge you to do all in your power to continue
funding the Trapper Creek Job Corps.

All youth and especially rural youth must not be for-
gotten.

1-espectful1y yours,

Trapper Creek Job Corps
Citizens Advisory Comm.

by

cc _ Sen. :Ake rA.nsfield
Sen. Lee Z,etcalf
Cong. John :,elcher
Cong. Dick Shoup

Secretary .

VAAA. 4
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idAtOit L;AYLUki) v....
April 22, 1971

Senator Gaylord Nelson, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower and Poverty
Senate Office Building, Room 359
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

We, as volunteers working with the Job Corps Training Program for
girls, are greatly concerned over the outlook for change in the

policy of the Job Corps Training Program.

Our WICS Council has worked for five years recruiting and screening

girls for this program. Our area has covered twenty-six counties.
The girls we have come in contact with have come mainly from rural

areas.

These rural girls are the ones we are concerned will be left out if

Manpower funds are paid directly to Governors and to Mayors of cities

with population of 100,000. There would be only about four cities in

North Carolina that could qualify for these funds.

The girls in these urban areas have much easier access to vocational

schools, Technical Institutes, and on-the-job training programs

offered by some local industries. These types of education are

almost Prohibited to rural girls, due to lack of transportation to,

and living quarter in, the areas where such opportunities are offered.

So here again it is the rural girl who is the loser educationally.

There are no Job Corps Centers for girls in all the Southeastern

region of the United States. This means that the girls from these

states must be sent to Centers so far from their homes that the

problem of homesickness is one of the chief causes of drop outs

from the Centers.

If the Federal funds which would be allocated to the Governors of the

states and the Mayor of the cities can be used so that all the under-

priviledged young persons in their states can benefit from these funds,

then much could be accomplished. Will the use of these funds be just

a vote-getting mechanism? This is our fear. If there can be well-

established guide lines in the use of these funds and they are admin-

istered by qualified personnel with a real concern for the under-

proviledged, then perhaps this new plan will work.
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Senator Gaylord Nelson -- 2 4/22/71

Speaking as one volunteer for Job Corps, I feel very definitely that
each state should assumed the education of its citizens, but since it
has not in the past, the Federal Job Corps Training Program has been
absolutely necessary .This program has been the only hope for many a
young woman "to be someone."

We earnestly hope and plead that if the new plan of fundire. an
educational program goes into effect, much consideration be given to
making possible opportunities for all the underpriviledged young
people, both urban and rural.

Thanking you for the opportunity . to express views of my own, and
also of some of our volunteers,

I am

Very sincerely yours,

Th(V1(1.,q.4.1, 0-Lk_i' 8
(Mrs.) Mary Belli  B. Jores

Project Director
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WOMEN IN COMMUNITY SERVICE, INCORPORATED

430 SOUTH STREET - SUITE 705

SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI 65806
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BERGEN COUNTY WICS

WOMEN'S JOB CORPS SCREENING CENTER

Office In

HACKENSACK NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

57 PINK STREET
HACKENSACK, NEW JERSEY

Kona (201) 342-6706

Aril 28, 1971

Senate Subcommittee on Employment, Manpower & Poverty
Senator Gaylord Nelson, Chairman
Senate Cffice Building, Room 359
Washington, D. C. 20510

Gentlemen:

I am a WICS Volunteer having worked in all phases of the
program at the grass roots level since the beginning. Bergen County
is one of the more affluent Counties in the tate just across the
Hudson River from New York. Even so, it has its "pockets" and its
isolated instances of poverty.

I believe it would be wrong to scrap Job Corps after all
the planning and work that has been put in on this whole new approach
to education. Wics and Job Corps are concerned about the "whole"
girl not only in provi(ling job training. Our experience here is that
most girls need to get out of their homes in order to "make" it.

We believe one of the big "plusses" to come out of our Wics
experience is the establishment of a Committee to establish a residence
in Bergen County for girls. One of our volunteers is now chairman of
that committee and the representation on it is well diversified among
agencies, organizations and outstanding individuals.

Job Corps shows it concern about the girl because of its
complete program, i.e., physical examination, dental care, personal
hygiene and appearance, upgrading reading and math skills, opportunity
for High School Equivalency, vocational traitiing, recreationsl program,
etc. etc. Anything less than this complete approach to helping our
girls would, in my opinion, not do the job needed to be done.

Very truly yours,

Mrs. Charles F. Popper

Organized By The National Councils Of:
Catholic Women • Jewish Women • Negro Women • Church Women United
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1284 Trieste Drive
San Diego, California
,pril 19, 1971

Senator Gaylord Nelson, Chairman
Senate Subcommittee on Emnloyment, Manpower and Poverty
Senate Office Building, Room 359
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson,

For the past four years I have wor'-:ed with Women in Community

Service, recruiting and screening young women for the Job

Corps. I began as a volunteer, who put in the average four
hours a week. However, I soon became so interested in this
work, that it became important for me to devote most of my
time to it. I became Project Director of San Diego and Imp-

erial Counties here in California. I functioned in that cap-

acity for fifteen months. After passing that job on to my

successor, I became Southern California State Coordinator for
WICS, and have been active there for over a year. The fact

that I have given this much of myself, is in itself quite

an indication of how I personally feel about the program.

I have seen that in the men's and women's programs, 79% of all

those from Western Region who have completed at least 90

days at the Job Corps Center have found employment. What

other vocational training program can make such a statement?

I understand that S. 1243, the Manpower Revenue Sharing Act,

would discontinue the Job Corns and other national manpower

training programs. I would not like to see that happen.

I feel that all of these programs are important.

Yes, it costs ,,5200 a year to educate a girl. But that 00,400

for the maximum two years of schooling is only a drop in the

bucket compared to what it would cost to support her and her

family on welfare for the rest of her life. Besides support-

ing herself and children with this new found vocational train-

ing, she is going to become a wage earning tax payer, who

now supports her snare of the government, rather than the

other way around. We will not really see the results of

this new way of life until this young person's chilOren be-

come adults. They will already have been raised in this

new life of ambition and self worth, which will give them a

head-start over their parents of today. We then see an ever-

widening circle of influence coming from this small amount

of $5200 a year. What a wise and profitable investment it

can become.

Many persons have said that manpower programs should not be

residential and that we could save money by making them non-

residential. Yes, it would save money. But really, does

it accomplish the same results? Many of these young people
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need to be removed from the present environment in which they
have been living. There is much more to becoming employable
than just learning a vocation. For many it means learning
a whole new way of life. If there has been no pattern of
punctuality, dependability, or incentive in the home, then
just learning a trade will not suffice. These attributes
must become the new way of life through living it out. They
must become so accustomed to this life that it becomes
spontaneous custom. For many, a whole new life in a new
community is the only answer to salvaging the person.

We have seen from the Non-residential program that has been
undertaken in connection with the Los Angeles Center, that
the home environment is not condusive to dependability,
promptness or even steady participation. Why should it be,
when no one else in the home has any of these attributes?
Many times others in the home even out more limitations on
the student rather than trying to help them to achieve.

In the student life at the Centers, these youngpeople
learn about the democratic way of life. Through their
student government, they learn to accomplish what is needed
by peaceful democratic means, rather than violence. It is
interesting to see ow many natural leaders emerge under
these circumstances who might never realize that they have
these abilities. For both young men and women this is very
important. When a young man has grown up in a household
where there is no man who is in authority, and he knows no
man in authority from his own racial or ethnic group, how
will he ever realize that within himself there is the poten-
tial for leadership? If he does not emerge from that surround-
ing and get the chance to see others who have attained that
authority he will never know that he too can become someone
of importance and worth. What hope would there be for him?

The same is true of young women. They may have seen their
mothers always as domestic workers, and never realize that
that too has a capacity for worth and dignity. Little do
they realize that the Institutional Housekeeping Supervisor
is one of the best paid jobs for a woman today. The world
of work is a complete mystery to so many until they are
given this opportunity to see it for themselves and to find
out exactly what their own abilities might be.

I would not like to see the Job Corps handled by the individ-
ual states. I think that it must necessarily be a large
operation that can really onLy be handled on the federal
level. For example, here in California we have only one
small Center for girls and one Support Service Center for
graduating boys. The boys from California go to Centers
in Oregon, Utah, Washington, Idaho and Arizona. Most of the
girls attend the Center in Astoria, Oregon since it is much
larger than our Los Angeles Center. Boys and girls from
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many states can now benefit from these well set up, organized
and producing Centers. Why set LID new operations in each
state when these are already functioning? Some states may not
even be interested in setting up Centers. Those states most
unlikely to do so are also the states whose young people are
now benefiting most from out-of-state Center living. If
S. 1243 is passed, will these states part with enough of
this new found revenue to allow these young people to continue
their education out of state?

Job Corps needs the scope and direction of a federal leader-
ship to continue to serve equally the young people from all
the states. I have no doubt that we in California would de-
mand and receive manpower programs, if this bill were to be
adopted, but I must look farther than my own state lines to
see that the fate of the whole future of our country lies
in our ability to equip all the young people of this land
for a life that will be more abundant than the life they
have known up to this time. Hopefully we can offer them a
brighter future than the past their parents have known.
Thus the whole United States will benefit and be a better
place in which to live.

Most sincerely,

•1/Cr IZ.;•c
Mrs. Blaine R. Parkin
WICS Southern California
State Coordinator



635

GREATER WASHINGTON AREA

WOMEN IN COMMUNITY SERVICE
1751 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NORTHWEST

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20009

TELEPHONE: 265-2822

April 23, 1971

Mr. William Bechtel
Senate Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower & Poverty

Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Bechtel:

Regarding the proposed Manpower Revenue Sharing Act
(S-1243), it seems most impractical to jeopardize an ongoing,
federally structured program serving youth from all the states
by including it in a revenue sharing proposal under which it may
or may not be continued by each state. Assuming that a particular
state does continue a training center located in that state, how can
it possibly accommodate boys and girls from surrounding areas as
equitably and efficiently?

I have been working with girls going into J. C. (and those
not eligible for various reasons who must try to find other training
or rehabilitation) for 5 years. We volunteers see the change and
improvement even in those girls who drop out after 6 months or more,
many of whom go back in because they realize J. C. is a unique and
valuable opportunity to make something of their lives. The statistics
we all see don't reflect these benefits, but only cost per Corpsman
per year for graduates and drop outs.

These costs must certainly be decreasing somewhat with more
and more Residential Manpower Centers, in which almost one-third of
the students do not require housing.

Perhaps the Spanish speaking communities - many of which are
not being adequately served now - can best be given training opportunities
on a local level, but I certainly hope Job Corps can be continued under
federal direction.

Very truly yours,

°

Mrs. Sheila Cohen
Project Director
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Women in Conununlly Service

2230 WITHERELL STREET DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48201 TELEPHONE 962-8933

April 23,1971

Mr. Wm. R. Bechtel, Staff Director
Senate Subcommittee on
Smployment,'4anpower & Poverty
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Bechtel:

We sincerely hope that Pres. Nixon will not close the girls

residential Job Corps Centers located all over the U. S. A.
At the present time they are the only hope for the girl who
has dropped out of school.

While it is true the local R. M. C. will satisfy the_need for

the girl who does not wish to leave the community, the limited

enrollment reduces its benefits to a selective few.

Our state finances are in a critical stage for such crucial needs

as education, libraries, welfare,we feel quite sure there world

be no funds for a Job Corps Center even if they were sympathetic

to the program.

We urge you to do all you can to continue the Job Corps program

as it is maintained at the present time.

Sincerely

- oe ec e

Regina Rambeau,(Mrs. Christopher)
',TICS. Coordinator for Michigan.

CHURCH WOMEN UNITED NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CATHOLIC WOMEN NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN
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PRATT CITY, ALA., April 20, 1971.
Mr. GAYLORD NELSON.
Writing you just a few lines to Conson Center in Pratt City. It mean a great

deal to me. I have improve very much since I have been going to the Center. I
go up there Tuesday and Friday and also Wednesday. It really help me. What
ever I do, I put my heart and mind in it.

JOHN LANG,
Pratt City, Birmingham, Ala.
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VVICS, Inc.
Women's Job Corps

1727 North Charles Street

Baltimore, Md. 21201
Phone: 752-5220

April 20, 1971

Senator laylord Nelson
Unite States Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

As volunteers in Women in Community Service we have been responsible
for the recruiting and screening of young women for Job Corps since
1965. We are deeply concerned about the threat to the Job Corps
program under the proposed Manpower Revenue Sharing Bill.

In the course of screening over 1000 girls we have been convinced
of the value and necessity for keeping this program going as a
federal project. Experience has shown that Job Corps provides a
needed change of environment in order for these disadvantaged girls
to break out of their circumscbibed ghetto life. Regional centers
have nrovided the means for these girls to learn in a sympathetic
and structured setting.

It is difficult to believe that individual states could or would
undertake this type of program. Should each state be required to
set up training programs de novo, all the improvement and refinements
gained through five years of J,b Corps experience will be lost. If
all manpower training programs are left to the discretion of local
officials, we fear that women will again be short-changed as we know
they have been in B,ltimore where there is only oneMDTAprogram
that accepts women. We strongly feel that these future mothers must
have the opportunity to move into the mainstream of community life.

We know that Job Corps has made the difference for many young women
and we strongly support its continuance as a federally operated
program.

Sincerely yours,

4w-44.4...2 741

Diane H. Markman
WICS Project Director
Baltimore
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[Telegrams]

BIRMINGHAM, ALA., April 28, 1971.
Senator GAYLORD NELSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Oppose S. 1243. Alabama does not have Job Corps centers. Would not allocate
revenue sharing.

WOMEN IN COMMUNITY SERVICE.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., April 22, 1971.
Senator GAYLORD NELSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

We strongly disapprove combined Manpower Act revenue S. 1243.
Mrs. ARNOLD RIBNICK,
National Affairs Chairman,

National Council of Jewish Women.

Re Senate till.
Senator GAYLORD NELSON,
Washington, D.C.:
Members opposed to combined Manpower Act revenue bill.

Mrs. DAVID HYMAN,
St. Paul Section, National Council of Jewish 1Vomen.

ST. PAUL MINN., April 23, 1971.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., April 22, 1971.
Senator GAYLORD NELSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Subcommittee Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, vote against Manpower
Act revenue S. 1243.

Mrs. AUGUSTINE BURNS.

LAS VEGAS, NEV., April 28, 1971.

SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
(Attention of William Bechtel).

Urge continuation of national manpower training programs. Nevada probably
will not finance such needed programs.

ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP COMMISSION
ON SOCIAL JUSTICE AND PEACE.

LAS VEGAS, NEV., April 28, 1971.
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MANPOWER, AND POVERTY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
(Attention of William Bechtel).
Urge continuation of national manpower training programs. Nevada probably

will not finance such needed programs.
FRANCISCAN CENTER.

Senator NELSON. Thank you for attending the hearing. We appreci-
ate your testimony very much. We will resume our hearings tomorrow
at 10 a.m. in room 4232.
(Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the Subcommittee on Employment, Man-

power, and Poverty adjourned, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Thursday,
April 29, 1971.)
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