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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

In 1976, Congress amended the Vocational Education Act of
1963 to include, among other things, categorical funding for
consumer and homemaking education. While the idea of cate-
gorical funding was neither new nor unique, consumer and
homemaking education was the only vocational service area to
receive this type of funding in either the 1976 Vocational
Education Amendments or the earlier 1968 Vocational Educa-
tion Amendments. This action was controversial and the rea-
sons for the categorical appropriations were not clear. 'The
purpose of this study was to investigate the events preced-
ing the passage of the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments
in order to discover why consumer and homemaking education

received categorical funding in tuat legislation.



Background of the Problem

Home economics education first received federal funding
in the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917. This Act offered narrowly
defined limits of categorical funding for agriculture,
trades and industry, and home economics. Appropriations for
home economics were to be used to pay for the preparation
and salaries of teachers, tc provide for common wage earner
employment in home economics as part of trade and industrial
education, and to meet the needs of persons who had entered
or who were preparing to enter the farm home (East, 1980;
Hawkins, Prosser, & Wright, 1966). However, this limited
definition of home economics programs which were eligible
for Smith-Hughes funding was expanded in the accompanying
regulations.

Home economics education includes instruction in
those subjects which relate to home making and its
coordinate activity, housekeeping . . . . Home
economics, therefore, finds its place in the
school curricula because it furnishes wvocational
training in that occupation in which 83 percent of
all American women ultimately engage, because it
gives pre-vocational training leading to the in-
dustries in which the majority of all women wage
earners enter, and because it contributes to that
training which develops mind through sense devel-
opment and awakens intelligent interest in prob-

lems relating to good citizenship. (Calvin, 1918,
p. €)

As enrollments in home economics classes grew, so did the
federal appropriations. During the 30 years from 1917 to

1947 there was only one Congress during which no new or sup-



plementary legislative proposals relating to vocational edu-
cation were introduced (Hawkins, Prosser, & Wright, 1966).
Four of these pbills directly aifected hcme economics educa-
tion. The George-Reed Act of 1929, the George-Ellzey Act of
1934, the George-Deen Act of 1936, and the George-Barden Act
of 1946 all expanded the funding available for home econom-
ics programs but retained traditional categorical provi-
sions. In each bill, funds were directed to be spent in es-
sentially the same manner as was indicated in the
Smith-Hughes Act (Barlow, 1976).

The major change in legislation affecting vocational edu-
cation came in 1963. In a messége to Congress about Ameri-
can education, President John F. Kennedy said:

The national Vocational Education Acts, first
enacted by the Congress of 1517 and subsequently
amended, have provided a program of training for
industry, agriculture, and other occupational ar-
eas. The basic purpose of our vocational educa-
tion effort is sound and sufficiently broad to
provide a basis for meeting future needs. Howev-
er, the technological changes which have occurred
in all occupations call for a review and re-evalu-
ation of these acts, with a view toward their mod-
ernization. (Barlow, 1976, p. 77)

With this directive, categorical funding was eliminated
and the definition of vocational education was expanded to
include all recognized occupations. The definition of home

economics education was also expanded to include work beyond

the scope of the home. At least 10% of the funds provided



for home economics in previous acts were to be allocated to
training for gainful employment in occupations involving
knowledge and skills in home economics subjects (Hawkins,
Prosser, & Wright, 1966).

In the Vocational Amendments of 1968, consumer and home-
making education again received categorical funding. Con-
gress authorized $25 million for fiscal year 1970, $35 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1971, and $50 million for fiscal year
1972 specifically to help meet the costs of consumer and
homemaking programs. It was designated that these programs
must be carried out under state plans that:

Encouraged home economic programs to give greater con-
sideration to social and cultural conditions;

Prepared youths and adults to become effective homemak-
ers;

Instilled healthy attitudes toward work and family
life;

Provided consumer education;

Encouraged preparation for professional leadership; and

Provided supportive services to insure gquality in home-

making education. (The Vocational Amendments of 1968,

1968, p. 4153)

The trend of categorically funding consumer and homemak-

ing education was continued in the Vocational Education Am-
endments of 1976. Appropriated monies were to be used sole-

ly for:

Educational programs in consumer and homemaking
education at all educational levels for the occu-



pations of homemaking, including, but not limited
to, consumer education, nutrition and foods, pa-
renthood education and family living, child devel-
opment and guidance, housing, living environments
and home management {including resource manage-
ment, and clothing and textiles). (U.S. Con-
gress, 1976, p. 2196)

Further provisions of the Act encouraged:
Promotion of the development of interpersonal living;
Promotion of energy conservation education and manage-
ment of individual, family, and environmental resourc-

es;

Promotion of nutrition education to meet family and in-
dividual needs;

Participation of both males and females in preparation
for combining the roles of homemakers and wage earners;

Integration of FHA into consumer and homemaking pro-
grams;

Consideration of economics, social, and cultural condi-
tions and needs;

Expansion of consumer and homemaking programs, servic-
es, and activities to children, youth, and adults;

Preparation of males and females who have entered or
are preparing to enter the work of the home; and

Emphasis upon ancillary services, activities, and other
means of assuring gquality in homemaking education pro-
grams. (U.S. Congress, 1976, p. 2196)

Again, as in 1968, consumer and homemaking education was tne

only vocational service area to receive categorical funding.



Statement of the Problem

Until 1963, all vocational appropriations received from
the United States government were made in the form of cate-
gorical grants for the individual vocational service areas.
This categorical funding was eliminated in the Vocational
Education Act of 1963 in order to provide monies for train-
ing in all recognized occupations. However, in 1968 and
1976, the Congrgss of the United States restored categorical
funding to one vocational service area--consumer and home-
making education. Through this funding, state departments
of education were provided with incentives to shape consumer
and homemaking programs in accordance with federal guide-
lines.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the categor-
ical funding for consumer and homemaking education as speci-
fied in Title I, Part.A, Subpart 5, Section 150 of the Voca-
tional Education Amendments of 1976 (U.S. Congress, 1976)!
Specifically, it sought to identify historical precedents,:
environmental and political factors, congressional opinions,
and positions held by key individuals and interest groups
which prompted the categorical funding.

The problem this study sought to resolve was: Why did
consumer and homemaking education receive categorical fund-

ing in the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments? In resolv-



ing this problem, answers to the following questions were

sought:

1.

What were the historical precedents for categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education?

What environmental and political factors influenced
the proposed 1976 provisions for categorical funding
of consumer and homemaking education?

What were the positions of the American Vocational
Association (AVA), the American Home Economics Asso-
ciation (AHEA), the Home Economics Education Associa-
tion (HEEA), and other key interest groups regarding
categorical funding of consumer and homemaking educa-
tion?

What were the positions of key legislative and pro-
fessional individuals regarding categorical funding
of consumer and homemaking education?

How were the provisions of the final legislation det-
ermined?

What was the congressional intent of the finél legis-

lation?

This study contributes to the body of scholarly litera-

ture on interest groups, the legislative process, and educa-

tional

policymaking by providing an in-depth analysis of one

educational policy. The information regarding categorical



funding for consumer and homemaking education was fragment-
ed. Some information was located in office files. Other
information was in public documents or in the minds c¢f indi-
viduals who were closely associated with the legislation.
In the words of Barlow (1977, p. 81):
Although the basic facts about vocational educa-
tion legislation will reach most vocational educa-
tors, the essential background behind the legisla-
tions--the part that really made the legislation
finally work--seldom gets to more than a few peo-
ple.

The unigueness of the categorical position held by con-
sumer and homemaking education indicated that a study of the
historical, environmental, and political factors which im-
pacted upon it should be conducted. The investigation and
analysis will be helpful in the area of educational policy-
making. It can be used as a reference for future decisions
related to the continuation or abolishment of categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education and other vo-
cational service areas as well. As Lakoff stated: "What has
been practiced in the past will supply greater understanding
of the present and may have implications for the future"
(Lakoff & Rich, 1973, p. 2).

This study serves as a guideline for the development of
new policies for consumer and homemaking education. It pro-
vides information about what was done in the past in the

area of categorical funding and also provides an analysis of

why those actions were taken.



Theoretical Basis

The formulation of public policy has often been viewed as
a cyclical process based upon General Systems Theory (Bal-
dridge, 1971; Dror, 1968; Katz & Kahn, 1966; May & Wildai-
sky, 1978; Poister, 1980; Wergin, 1973). General Systems
Theory was developed in the early 1950's under the tutelage
of Ludwig von Bertalanffy. Bertalanffy began formualting
his ideas in an attempt to provide some organization to the
biological sciences. His approach viewed the organism as a
recognizable whole or system (Bertalanffy, 1968).
Eventually, applications of this theory expanded beyond

biology to include the other natural and social sciences.
Buckley (1967) applied systems theory to the social sciences
by stating that social systems should be viewed as interact-
ing with their environmental sectors rather than being mere
reactors. This view was further expanded by French and Bell
(1973, p. 76):

Systems exist in interdependent exchange relation-

ships with their environments. The more effec-

tively these exchange relationships are managed in

terms of utilizing inputs, the less the system is

subject to entropy, that is, running down, becom-

ing marginal or obsolete, or going out of exis-

tence.
Thus, system effectiveness is viewed not as the degree to

which the system responds to the environment, but rather the

degree to which it is able to effectively manage its ex-
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change relationships with the environment. A system is most
effective when decisions are based upon input from the envi-
ronment and when the decisions thus made affect the environ-
ment in a positive manner.

The insights of the General Systems Theory have been ap-
plied to policy formulation and implementation by Katz and
Kahp (1966) as modified by Wergin (1973). This application
of systems theory portrays the formulation of public policy
as an output of a political system in which inputs take the
form of environmental support of public demands. The poli-
- tical system transforms environmental support or demands
into public policies. Information concerning the effect of
such policies 1s returned to the political system as feed-
back through voting or other political behavior (Wergin,
1973). Thérefbre, policymaking regquires that the political
forces impending on a policy decision be identified, that
these factors be consolidated into an acceptable policy,
that the policy be implemented according to plan, and that
information concerning the impact of the policy be available
to the political zrena for use in future policy choices
(Wergin, 1973). The phases in this system are labeled poli-
cy inputs, transformation, implementation, impact, feedback,
and information storage. The cyclical process is represent-

ed in Figure 1.
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Policy------------ > Transformation---------- >Implementation
Inputs

Information<------- Feedback<-=-=-=-==vceee--- Impact

Storage

Figure 1 The policy cycle
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Policy inputs identify the persons and groups involved in
the formation of a policy and define many of the issues to
be addressed by the policy. In order to create acceptable
polices, policymakers must identify the persons and issues
entering into policymaking processes and should also deter-
mine how such elements are likely to interact.

A study of policy input determines the actors in the po-
licymaking process and their qualitative political strength.
Analysis of transformation determines how these 'political
forces are consolidated into .a single course of action.
Transformation 1s the process through which the needs of
different actors are incorporated into one policy.

Implementation represents the enactment and enforcement
of the policy developed in the transformation state. Impact
represents the effect of the policy implementation upon the
environment for which it was meant.

Information storage and feedback are the mechanisms that
allow for improvement of pclicies. The storage and feedback
of information represents a buffer against entropy as it al-
lows strategies to be formulated in anticipation of environ-
mental stimuli rather than in reaction to the stimuli.

The events leading up to the passage of a piece of legis-
lation are embodied in the input and transformation stages

of the policy cycle. In their examination of the legisla-
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tive process, Dodd and Schott (1979) offer a comprehensive
overview of these two stages as they are a part of congres-
sional legislation. In the early 1900's, the United States
Congress moved from a position of party government to one of
committee government. This move dispersed power from the
ruling party to the various committees allowing policymaking
to be conducted in the cqmmittee'rooms rather than princi-
pally on the floor of Congress.

At this same time, Congress voted to open its subcommit-
tees and committees to public purview. In effect, Congress
dispersed its power and also became less insulated from the
public (Leonard, 1981). This trend allowed the public more
participation in the policymaking process. Interest groups
could attend and participate in legislative hearings, make
their opinions known, and thus have their positions consid-
ered in the policy transformation process.

This study involved an examination of the events involved
in the input and transformation stages ocf the 1976 policy to
categorically fund consumer and homemaking education. Re-
search questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 provided information about
the inputs involved in the formation of the policy. Re-
search questions 5 and 6 provided information about how the

inputs were shaped into the final legislation.
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Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations

This study was based on the assumption that policy forma-
tion is a cyclical process based upon compromises among in-
puts from many sources. Furthermore, it was assumed that
the final form of legislation is the primary basis for in-
terpreting the congressional intent of the legislation.

An exhaustive analysis of all participants in the legis-
lative process associated with the categorical funding of
consumer and homemaking education was not attempted. The
study focused upon the input of the AVA, AHEA, and HEEA, key
legislative and professional figures. This research focused
on the 1976 legislation which authorized categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education. An analysis of any
preceeding or adjoining legislation was studied for its ef-
fect upon Title I, Part A, Subpart 5, Section 150 of the
1976 Vocational Education Amendments. The data collected
for the study were not rated. One interview or document was
not initially regarded as more or less credible than others.
Finally, it must be realized that the researcher is a home
economics educator and may have had unrecognizable biases

because of her professional experiences.
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Definition of Terms

Categorical funding--funding authorization which is list-
ed as a separate line item in a piece of legislation rather
than as part of a block grant.

Congressional intent--the purposes for which members of
Congress intended a particular piece of legislation to be
used.

Consumer and homemaking education--courses of study de-
signed to prepare males and females for the occupation of
homemaking.

Department of Education--the United States Department of
Education--established in 1980.

Home economics--the theory and practice of homemaking and
of occupations based upon homemaking skills.

Office of Education--the United States Office of Educa-
tion--a division of the United States Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. Existed until the formation of the
Department of Education.

Policy--a public issue in which a course or method of ac-
tion is selected to guide and determine present and future
decisions.

Policy analysis--the use of applied research methods to
study the determinants, characteristics, or implications of

public policies or programs.



16

Vocational education--training given in schools or class-
es under public supervision and control or under contract
with a state board or local educational agency and is con-
ducted as part of a program to prepare individuals for an

occupation (United States Office cf Education, 1968}.

Summary

Although categorical funding for vocational education was
the norm from 1917 until 1963, consumer and homemaking edu-
cation is currently the only vocational service area which
receives categorical funding from the United States govern-
ment. This study investigated the environmental factors and
public demands which resulted in this funding for consumer
and homemaking education as mandated in Title I, Fart A,
Subpart 5, Section 150 of the Vocational Education Amend-
ments of 1976. It examined the process that was used to
transform the positions of various individuals and groups
into one policy and analyzed the congressional intent for

the final legislation.



CHAPTER I1I

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Federal Legislation for Home Economics Education

Home economics education has been a part of federal voca-
tional education legislation since its beginnings. However,
as the nature of the home and family changed over the years
so did the nature of the legislative directives for home
economics education. The provisions of the 1976 Vocational
Amendments bear little resemblance to the provisions of the

Smith-Hughes Act of 1917.

1900-1917

The educational policy of the early 1900's was character-
ized by a push for the inclusion of more vocational courses
in the public schools. Reformers argued that schools should
accept the corporate” state and work to inculcate the skills,
attitudes, and yalues that would allow individuals to fill
their predetermined role (Wels, 1979). The majority of the
women of that era assumed the role of homemaker and to pro-
vide training for that role, it was argued that courses in

home economics should be taught in the public schools.

17
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The 1906 Massachusetts Commission on Industrial and
Technical Education, otherwise known as the .Douglas Commis-
sion, precipitated the acceptance of the home economics cur-
riculum. By stating that the schools must prepare students
for life and thus future vocational destinations, the report
prepared by the Douglas Commission sanctioned special cours-
es of study for girls preparing to be housewives. Given the
drive for relevancy that existed at the time, educators also
advocated the inclusion of home economics in the high
schools. As one observer stated, "the sudden and widespread
demand for industrial and domestic science [home economics]
courses in schools was a mental epidemic, much like the
free-silver crusade and the Klondike gold rush" (Krug &
Spring, 1972, p. 163).

Between 1900 and 1917, several bills supporting funding
for vocational education were introduced in Congress. None
of these bills became law but members of Congress became
aware of the suppcrt that existed for the funding of such
programs.

In 1914, the Commission on Vocational Education was ap-
pointed by Congress to study the gquestion of vocational edu-
cation. The commission left little doubt about the impor-
tance of home economics.

This commission is strongly of the opinion that

preparation for the varied duties of the home
should be regarded as a legitimate and integral
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part of the education of every girl; and it should
be given throughout the entire school course, both
in elementary and in high schools; and that it
should be considered a necessary part of a girls'
general preparation for life, no matter what her
particular calling might be. (Hawkins, Prosser, &
Wright, 1951, .pp. 557-558)

The Smith-Hughes Act

The Smith-Hughes Act, an Act to provide for the prcmotion
of education in agriculture and the trades and industries,
was enacted by the United States Congress in 1917. While
Senator Smith and Congressman Hughes were drafting the leg-
islation, Mrs. Hughes pointed out to her husband that the
rill said nothing about training in areas which were tradi-
tionally of interest to women. Promptly thereafter the re-
ference to agriculture and the trades and industries was
broadened to include home economics (Rumpf, 1975).

Funding in the Smith-BEughes Act was categorically divid-
ed. However, the only federal aid provided exclusively for
home economics was for the training of teachers. Funding
for salaries and home economics programs was subject to the
trades and industry and agriculture provisions of the act.
For example, not more than 209% of the money appropr%ated for
the payment of salaries_éf trade, home economics, and indus-
trial subjects was to be expended for salaries of home eco-

nomics teachers (East, 1980) or training for the occupations
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connected with the farm home were to be funded through agri-
cultural authorizafions (Hawkins, Prosser, & Wright, 1951).

Specific restrictions were placed upon the monies that were

available for home economics education. The trades and in-

dustry provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act stated that:

The controlling purpose of such education [in home
economics] shall be to fit for useful employment

persons . . . preparing for a trade or indus-
trial pursuit. (Hawkins, Prosser, & Wright, 1951,
p. 602)

When home economics was related to agriculture another res-
triction was applied:

The controlling purpose of such education shall be

to fit for useful employment; . . . designed to

meet the needs of persons . . . who have entered

upon or who are preparing to enter upon the work

of the farm or of the farm home. (East, 1980, p.

32)

Home economists argued that specific appropriations
should be provided for more than teacher training and that
the use of funds only under the auspices of trades and in-
dustry or agriculture was unduly restrictive. Programs au-
thorized under the provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act were
just being implemented when a movement was initiated by home
economics leaders to amend the act. The mcvement started as
early as 1920, but gained little support in Congress. In
the mid-1920's, persons in vocational agriculture also began

to advocate an update of the Smith-Hughes Act (Ellis, 1970;

McCarthy, 1952). The two groups, home economics and agri-
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culture, joined forces to push for amendments to the Smith-

Hughes Act and were successful in their efforts in 1929 when

Congress enacted the George-Reed Act.

The George-Reed Act and the George-Ellzey Act

The George-Reed Act of 1929 consisted of legislation de-
signed to promote the further development of agriculture,
industry, and home economics throughout the United States
(Ellis, 1970). Categorical funding for the three vocational
service areas was expanded as home economics appropriations
were separated from the appropriations for trades and indus-
try and agriculture education. Annual funding for home eco-
nomics programs was increased but no additional funds were
made available for teacher education.

Thé George-Reed Act was a supplementary law providing ad-
ditional funding and increasing annual appropriations for
only five years (Barlow, 1976). In 1934, a second supple-
mentary law, the George-Ellzey Act was enacted in order to
continue the funding for vocational education. This bill
authorized annual appropriations of one million dollars for
each of the three service area categories of home economics,

agriculture, and trades and industry.
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The George-Deen Act

In order to eliminate the necessity of enacting supple-
mentary funding legisliation every few years, the George-Deen
Act was adopted by Congress in 1936. This legislation, un-
like the George-Reed and George-Ellzey Acts, authorized ap-
propriations for teacher education and salary reimbursement
along with an annual continuing appropriation of 14 million
dollars for each of the fields of home economics, agricul-
ture, trades and industry, and distributive education. The
George-Deen Act did not provide a grant in perpetuity but
merely authorized Congress to appropriate an amount of money
not to exceed the total authorization of the Act.‘ The am-
ount actually to be appropriated was determined anew for

each year's budget (Barlow, 1976).

The George-Barden Act

The George-Barden Act of 1946 amended and superseded the
George-Deen Act. Authorizations for appropriations were in-
creased to 29 million dollars annually--10 million dollars
for agriculture, 8 million dollars for home economics, 8

million dollars for trades and industries, 2.5 million dol-

h

lars for distrikutive education, and 350 thousand dollars

t

for the United States Office of Education (Barlow, 1976).
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Women were returning to the home after being emploved in
lesé traditional occupations during World War II and re-
vamped occupational fields in industries were providing new
and different types of employment. Vocational education was
perceived to be necessary to meet the needs of these new and
returning workers and homemakers. The George-Barden Act was
designed to provide a way to encourage the needed increased
vocational training by providing additional appropriations
for the vocational service areas and also by authorizing
funds for salaries and travel of teachers, teacher educa-
tors, vocational counselors, supervisors, and directors éf
vocational education and guidance. Furthermore, funding was
provided for securing necessary information for development
of vocational education and guidance, training and work ex-
perience for out-of-school youth, training of apprentices,
and for rent or purchase of equipment and supplies (Swanson,

1962).

The Vocational Education Act of 1963

For 45 years, federal legislation for vocational educa-
tion remained basically unchanged. Gradually, new vocation-
al service areas were added and the scope and amounts cf ap-
propriations were increased, but the basic structure of the

vocational acts remained the same. Funds were categorically
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allocated to individual service areas and to specific set-a-
side categories of support activities. A maximum appropria-
tion for each service area category was stipulated in the
law with annual appropriations determined as each year's
budget was developed.

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 brought a major
change in this structure of vocational education legisla-
tion. The purpose of the act was to redirect and expand
federal financial assistance to vocational education so as
to assure that vocational education opportunitieé for all
citizens would be of high quality and realistic in terms of
the Nation's actual manpower needs and job opportunities
(The Vocational Education Act of 1963, 1963).

In their 1963 report, Education for a Changing World of

Work, the Panel of Consultants on Vocational Education stat-
ed that federal monies were used primarily for reimbursement
of teachers' salaries and that funds were limited or unavai-
lable for needed categories such as building new facilities
or instruction for emerging occupations. However, the panel
was convinced that vocational education was effective in its
training. Vocational graduates were found less likely to be
unemployved than other high school graduates. The graduates
did work in occupations for which they had prepared and vo-
cational training increased the graduates' subsequent earn-

ing power.
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The panel therefore recommended that vocational education
be expanded to provide training programs that would be con-
sistent with ever-changing employment possibilities and na-
tional economic needs. They encouraged support for:

Non-college graduates who were entering the labor mark-
et; '

High school students who were preparing to enter the
labor market or to become homemakers;

Youth with special needs;
Youth and adults who had completed or left high school
and were full-time students preparing to enter the la-

bor market;

Youth and adults who were unemployed or needed retrain-
ing to achieve employment stability;

Training to meet the need for skilled craftsmen and
technicians; and

Adeqguate services and facilities to assure quality in

all vocational educational programs. (Barlow, 1976, p.
7S; The Vocational Education Act of 1963, 1963, p.
1293)

The recommendations of the panel were embodied in the
proposed 1963 vocational education legislation. Incorpora-
tion of this expanded definition of the scope of vocational
programs maant that the Vocational Education Act of 1963 was
to be structured much differently than its predecessors.
Appropriations were to be no longer earmarked for the spe-
cific vocational service areas. The Act specified that

funds were to be expended for state and local vocational
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educaticn programs without categorical limitation Furth-
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ermore, all previous categorical funding would be eliminated
as the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts would be repealed
in favor of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (The Voca-
tional Education Act of 1963, 1963).

These changes were not readily accepted by the leaders in
vocational education. AVA opposed the removal of the occu-
pational categories because it was felt that the existing
administrative structure of vocational education would be
destroyed. Home economists also opposed the bill because
Section 10(c) (2) specified that:

At least 25 per centum of any amount so allotted

(or appropriated) to a state (for home economics

education) for each fiscal year beginning after

June 30, 1965 may be used only for vocational edu-

cation to fit persons for gainful employment in

occupations involving knowledge and skills in home

economics subjects. (U.S. Congress, 1963, p. 3)
This led one legislator to retort "The House has legislated
against the institution of motherhood and the home" (Kliev-
er, 1965, p. 31). Even though federal appropriations ac-
counted for only 7% of the home economics expenditures, the
proposed provision did emphasize that the purpose of the
program included training youth for paid employment and not
just for homemaking.

To provide an alternative to the contested bill, the AVA

developed its own bill and had it introduced to Congress by
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Represantative Carl Perkins. This bill retained the struc-
ture of the George-Barden Act with additional funding that
could be used for new occupational categories cr for the ex-
pansion of training in the existing categories (Kliever,
1965).

After hearings were held by the House General Subcommit-
tee on Education, the original bill (HR 4955) was modified
through a Civil Rights proposal prepared by President Kenne-
dy. The modifications included much of what AVA had wanted.
Vocational programs would be expanded and strengthened by
the appropriation of additional funds. Occupatidnal catego-
ries would be eliminated but the Smith-Hughes and George-
Barden Acts would not be repealed. Funds that were still
available under the provisions of these acts could be trans-
ferred from one category to another as long as the expendi-
tures were consistent with the purpose of the Vocational
Education Act of 18963.

Consequently, the AVA attempted only to pursuade the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Education to make certain small changes
in the proposal rather than to defeat it. The new position
cf the organization was: "We are not opposed to certain mi-
nor amendments to the George-Barden Act nor to the Smith-
Hughes Act" (U.S. Congress, 1963). In fact, Dr. M. D. Mob-

ley, Executive Secretary of AVA, testified that:
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It is the hope and cpinion of vocaticnal education
leaders that any new legislation would not earmark
money for the several occupational fields. (U.S.
Congress, 1963, p. 330)

AVA witnesses unanimously agreed that funds authorized by

Hy

the Act should not be earmarked by occupational fields.

They stated that this would give flexibility to the states
and also give more latitude in meeting changing occupational
training reguirements (Ellis, 1970).

Despite this general agreement, home economics groups
were still fighting the House proposal for gainful employ-
ment in home economics occupations. After hearing testimony
emphasizing the importance of training girls for home and
motherhood as well as for a job, Senator Wayne Morse (whose
wife was a former home economics teacher) promised:

We will meet with the House in conference on the
point (of twenty-five percent funding for occupa-
tional home economics) if they make the bad mis-
take of passing legislation in that form. (U.s.
Congress, 1963, p. 2130)

The requirement that 259% of the hcme economics -funds be

used for job-related training was deleted by the Senate and

was later modified in conference to only 10Y%.



The Vocational Amendments of 1968

While the Vocational Education Act of 1963 eliminated ca-
tegorical funding for all vocational service areas, homemak-
ing programs still received categorical monies through pro-
visions of the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts. In
order to continue this funding, in one of the provisions of
the Vocational Amendments of 1968, Congress allocated 15
million dollars per year to carry out education programs de-
signed to meet the needs of persons who had entered or were
preparing td enter the work of the home. These programs
were to be called consumer and homemaking education.

The National Advisory Council for Vocational Education
and the Congress felt that the separate authorization for
consumer and homemaking programs protected the continuance
of a tradition which had been highly successful in training
young women to be the successful wives and mothers of the
past. Yet, it was believed that the regular homemaking
courses had not been able to reach those persons living in
povefty-striken areas where women and young girls desperate-
ly needed training in health, nutrition, and pasic homemak-
ing. Therefore, a major reguirement of the Amendments was
that at least one-third of the annual allocation in each
state be used for programs in economically depressed areas
or in areas with high rates of unemployment (The Vocaticnal

Amendments of 1968, 1968).
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egislators hoped that consumer and homemaking
teachers and supervisors across the country would continue
the challenge of the Great Society by making the new set-a-
side for programs in economically depressed areas a success.
In order to provide an incentive to enccurage such prcecgrams,
all federal funds for this purpose regquired only a 10% match
from state and local educational agencies (Separate Authori-
zation, 1968).

The legislative mandate for consumer and homemaking edu-
cation went beyond just encouraging programs in economically
depressed areas. Consumer and homemaking courses were also
to be designed to encourage consumer education, preparation
of students for professional leadership, and preparation of
youths and adults for the role of homemaker or the dual rule
of homemaker/wage earner.

Consumer education was to be a common thread that would
run through all consumer and homemaker programs. The chief
concern was in helping consumers solve problems in the areas
of feeding, ciothing, and housing the individual and the fa-
mily.

Professional leadership was to be encouraged through par-
ticipation in the Future Homemakers of America and by stimu-
lating interest in home economics related professions.

Youths who were interested in professional employment, par-
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ticularly in home economics
such a career.

The focus of homemaking legisiation was no longer upon
simply preparing girls for the occupation of homemaker. Now
consumer and homemaking tesachers were asked to focus upon
the disadvantaged, the dual role and upon employability.
Congress encouraged home economics teachers and supervisors
to depart from some traditions and to make consumer and
homemaking programs more responsive to the needs of the mo-

dern era (U.S. Office of Education, 1969).

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1976

Advocates of consumer and homemaking education faced a
congressional challenge in 1976. As the 1976 vocational
education legislation was being prepared, several amendments
concerning consumer and homemaking education were offered.
One amendment, proposed by Congressman George Miller, sought
authorization for a study to determine the effects of con-
sumer and homemaking education programs. Another amendment,
introduced jcintly by Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm and
Congressman Michael Blouin proposed some comprehensive
changes. They wanted to change the name of "Consumer and
Homemaking" to "Home Economics for Consumer Education, Fami-

ly Resource Management, and Life Skills," to change the pur-
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pose of federal funding for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion to emphasize male and female joint responsibility as
wage earners and family members, and to insure that consumer
and homemaking education programs would be linked to commu-
nity institutions and groups providing support to youth and
adults (Leonard, 1981).

Both of the amendments appeared to originate within the
profession of home economics. It was apparently believed by
some individuals that the purposes and effectiveness of con-
sumer and homemaking programs needed to be studied and that
consumer and homemaking education was general education, not
vocational education (Leonard, 1981).

The Chisholm-Blouin Amendment caused an immediate reac-
tion among home economists. Leaders of the profession met
and agreed that the provisions of the amendment would lead
consumer and homemaking education toward a general education
thrust, would eliminate the concept that homemaking was an
occupation, and would mandate that school-based programs
form a strong linkage with community institutions.‘ A publ-
icity strategy.was formulated and AVA Home Economics Divi-
sion members were urged to contact their Representatives be-
fore the House voted on the legislation containing the

Chisholm-Blouin Amendment.
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Their lobbying effort was effective and consumer and
homemaking education received special attention on the floor
of the House of Representatives. Congresswoman Chisholm
responded to concerns of the home economics profession and
introduced a second amendment. The provisions of this am-
endment retained the title of the program "Consumer and
Homemaking Education," provided consumer and homemaking edu-
cation funds for instructional programs, provided services
and activities at all education levels for preparation of
males and females for the occupation of homemaker and wage
earner, and set aside one-third of consumer and homemaking
education funding for use in economically depressed areas
(U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976, pp. 13393-13394).

Before final adoption of the new Chisholm amendment, Con-
gressman Carl Perkins commented:

This (consumer and homemaking education) has been

one of the landmark provisions in the Act and I am
delighted to support the substitute amendment of-

fered by the gentlewoman from New York. (U.S. Go-
vernment Printing Office, 1976, p. 13394)

The vocational education bill which was being considered
by the Senate was not as controversial as the House version.
In it the purposés and funding procsdures for ccnsumer and
homemaking education were identical to the 1968 Amendments.

After the Senate bill was passed, the House-Senate Confer-

ence Committee met, the differences between the House and
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Senate bills were resolved, and the current provisions for
consumer and homemaking education were incorporated into

law.

Summary

From 1917 until 1963, home economics education, along
with the other vocational service areas, received categori-
cal funding from the federal government. Despite initial
AVA opposition, this funding was eliminated in 1963 in order
to allow increased instruction in all occupations.

However, home economics education still received some ca-
tegorical monies through some existing provisions of the
Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts. The 1968 Vocational
Education Amendments expanded these appropriations, changed
the name of homemaking education to consumer and homemaking
education, and encouraged a new type of home economics pro-
gram which would focus upon education of the disadvantaged,
consumer education, dual role families, and employment op-
portunities.

In 1976, l=agislators gquestioned how well consumer and
homemaking education had met the 1968 mandates and sought to
redesign the program. A massive lobbying effort by home
economics educators seemed to be the only thing that saved

the service area from these proposed legislative changes.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Policy Analysis

Policy analysis is a field of research which seeks to
systematically apply social science theories and methods to
political questions. However, policy analysis consists of
neither a single method nor a collection of methods and
techniques.

Because policy analyses derive their character largely
from the problems they address, they cften bear little re-
semblance to each other. Also, the specific tools and ana-
lytical techniques used may differ from study to study be-
cause the problems addressed and the questions asked about
various policies are different (Burt, 1974; Dye, 1976).

Poclicy analysis studies may have either a descriptive or
projective focus. Descriptive studies are basic fact-find-
ing research efforts which are designed to explain the cause
and effect relationships of a policy, whereas studies con-
cerned with projecting seek to forecast program-related va-

riables into the future (Poister, 1980).

35
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ither policy analysis focus mav occur anvwhere within
the policy cycle. Policy formulation studies involve inves-
Tigation of events occurring within the input and transfor-
-mation stages of the cycle. They may be done as part of the
initial planning process for new policies or as a continuing
planning or evaluation function leading to the modification
of ongoing programs. Policy formulation studies seek to an-
alyze the reasons behind the establishment of a particular
policy. They are directed toward identifying the existence
and characteristics of the needs and demands for the policy.

Policy operation studies involve an analysis of events
occurring within the implementation stage of the policy cy-
cle. They concentrate on the internal operation of a pro-
gram. They are not concerned directly with the needs or de-
mands for a program but rather with the process of how the
program will be carried out.

Policy impact studies analyze the events occurring with
the impact stage of the policy cycle. They are directed to-
ward studying of the results of an ongoing or completed pro-
gram. Policy impact studies attempt to measure the effect

of

prcgrams upon the problems they are designed to alleviate
(Poister, 1980). sStudies of each of these stages provide

feedback and information to be used in revising the policy.
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Methodology

This study of the categorical funding of consumer and
homemaking education was a descriptive policy formulation
study. The procedures of policy formulation studies are
based upon historical research. They strive to analyze
events within the initial stages of the policy cycle in a
systematic and objective manner by collecting, evaluating,
verifying, and synthesizing evidence in order to establish
facts and to analyze reasons about why a policy was estab-
lished (Issac & Michaels, 1971). This type of research is
characterized by the evaluation of data observed by persons
involved in the actual policy process. The data comes from
either primary sources, in which the author was a direct ob-
server of the event, or from secondary sources, in which the
author reports the observations of others.

These data must be evaluated and synthesized by the re-
searcher. First, external criticism is used to verify the
accuracy and relevancy of the data. This is accomplished by
confirming the authenticity of sources of data and by deter-
mining the seniantic and hermeneutic meaning of documents and
statements. Secondly, the motives, tiases, and limitations
of the author are internally criticized in order to insure
that the data are not distorted (Gottschalk, 1969; Issac &

Michaels, 1971; Kerlinger, 1973). Internal criticism is ac-
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of information, investi-
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gating the credibility of sources, approaching the written

or verbal data with a predetermined range of questions,

and

cross referencing facts to seek independent corroboration of

information.

Because any causal schemes applied to historical data are

apt to contain an element of personal bias and because the

understanding of a historical event is viewed through a mind

that is conditioned by the present culture, care must be

taken to insure that events are accurately reported in the

context of the time in which they occurred.

This was accom-

plished by:

1.

IS

Collecting all relevant data‘about categorical fund-
ing for consumer and homemaking education that could
be found.

As conscientiously as possible, giving each piece of
data its full, and no more than its full weight.
Making an effort to suppress personal, professional
and other biases.

Avoiding making gratuitous assumptions or inferences
but rather striving to present only such conclusions
as logically proceeded from the evidence. (Gottsch-

alk, 1969; Kent, 1941)
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While the study of policy formulation was based upon his-
torical research, it must be noted that this study did not
seek tc document a history cf the Vocatonal Education Amend-
ments of 1976 but rather investigated the formation of the
policy of categorical funding for consumer and homemaking
education as mandated in the Amendments.

The study involved an analysis of events which occurred
~within the input and transformation stages of the policy cy-
cle. A critical investigation was made of the historical
precedents, events, developments, and experiences leading to
the final form of Title I, Part A, Subpart 5, Section 150 of
the Vocational Amendments of 1976.

In the first stage of the study transcripts of congres-
sional meetings which focused upon home economics legisla-
tion were reviewed. They included:

1. The United States House of Representatives General

Subcommittee on Education--June 9, 14, 15, 16, 24,
1966.

2. The United States House of Representatives General
Subcommittee on Education-- April 12, 22, 28, 29,
1967.

3. The United States Senate Subcommittee on Education--

-April 2, 3, 4, 5, 1968.
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The United States House of Representatives General
Subcommittee on Education-- May 1, 2, 10, 11, 14, 15,
16, 1968.

The United States Senate Subcommittee on Education--
-March 3, 1971 and April 22, 23, 27, 1971.

The United States Senate Subcommittee on Education,
Arts, and Humanities--March 3, 1975.

The United States House of Representatives Subcommit-
tee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Educa-
tion-~February 18, 25, 1975, February 9, 1976, March
11, 1976.

The United States House of Representatives (floor de-
bate)--May 11, 1976.

The United States Senate (floor debate)--August 27,
1976.

Senate-House Conference Committee--September 27,

1976.

Publications and position papers of key interest groups were

also reviewed for statements and positions on home economics

education legisiation. They included:

1.

2.

3.

VocEd.

The Journal of Home Economics.

Legislative Information.
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ition papers of the American Vocatiocnal Associa-
tion, the American Home Economics Association and the
Eome Economics Education Association (AVA, AHEA &
HEEA) .

Finally, historical accounts of pre-1976 legislation for ca-

tegorical funding of consumer and homemaking education were

reviewed.

The second stage of the study involved the development of
interview questionnaires. The items included in the questi-
onnaires were based upon information obtained in stage one
and were designed to answer gquestions raised and to expand
upon information obtained from reviewing the transcripts,
publications, and position papers.

In the third stage of the study interviews were conducted
with key persons involved in the federal legislation for ca-
tegorical funding for consumer and homemaking education.
These key persons were iaentified in stage one. They, their
positions, and the reasons they were interviewed were:

1. Dr. Henry David--Project Director, Vocational Educa-
tion Study, National Institute of Education (Con-
ducted a congressionally mandated study to determine
how well consumer and homemaking education programs

were aligned with the 1976 provisions).
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Miss Bertha King--Vocational Home Economics Education
Specialist, Division of Vocational-Technical Educa-
tion, United States Department of Education {(Advised
members of Congress and home economics educators on
the 1976 provisions for consumer and homemaking edu-
cation).

Mr. H. Dean Griffin--Director of Government Rela-
tions, AVA (Helped prepare the 1976 provisions for
consumer and homemaking education).

Dr. Camille Bell--Former Vice President of the Home
Economics Section of the AVA (Helped write the final
version of the 1976 legislation--Organized the mass
lobbyving campaign in 1976).

Dr. Aleene Cross--Professor of Home Economics Educa-
tion, The University of Georgia (A home economist
who was active in AVA and AHEA legislative activi-
ties).

Mr. Charles Radcliffe-~Former Minority Counsel of the
U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on Elemen-
tary, Secondary, and Vocational Education (Worked
with both the 1968 and 1576 vocaticnal education leg-
islation).

Mr. Lowell Burkett--Former Executive Director of AVA
(Helped prepare both the 1968 and 1976 vocational

education legislation).
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12.

13.

14.
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Pr. Kinsey Green--Executive Director of the AHEA
(Helped prepare the 1976 legislation).

Ms Billie Chapman--Director, Vocational Home Econom-
ics Teachers of Texas (Helped write the final version
of fhe 1976 vocational education legislation).

Ms. Mary Allen Jolley--Former Director of Government
Relations, AHEA and American Vocational Association
(Helped prepare the 1968 and 1976 vocational educa-
tion legislation).

Dr. Elizabeth Simpson--Dean of Home Economics, The
University of Wisconsin (Servea as an advisor to the
House of Representatives Committee on Education and
Labor in 1968).

Dr. Ruth Hughes--Distinguished Professor of Home Eco-
nomics, Iowa State University (A home economist who
was active the AVA and AHEA legislative activities).
Mr. Jack Jennings--Majority Counsel of the U.S. House
of Representatives Committee on Education and Labor
(Worked with both the 1968 and 1976 vocational educa-
tion legislation).

Dr. Robert Worthington--Assistant Secretary of Voca-
tional and Adult Education, U.S. Department of Educa-
tion (A vocational educator who was involved in the
drafting of the 1968 vocational education legisla-

tion).
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15. Miss Nancy Kober--Legislative Aide, U.S.
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presentatives Subcommittee on Elememtary, Secondary,

Al

nd Vocational Education (Helped drafzt

ct

he 1976 voca-
tional education legislation).

16. Dr. Melvin Barlow--Professor Emeritus, University of
California, Los Angeles and Historian of the American
Vocational Association (Served on the National Voca-
tional Education Advisory Council).

17. The Honorable Shirley Chisholm--United States Con-
gresswoman from New York (Introduced the amendment
which caused the controversy in 1978).

This stage also included a study of personal papers, unpub-
lished documents, and transcripts of closed meetings relat-
ing to federal funding for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion.

Throughout all stages of the study supporting secondary
sources of information such as materials digested and filed
in the offices of AVA, AHEA, and the Department of Education
were reviewed. The use of primary sources provided a more
.accurate view of the policy process than would the exclusive
use of secondary sources. Materials and data were not as
subject to the change or distortion that often occurs as
events are recorded by persons other than the actual obser-

ver.
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However, some secondary sources of information were used
for historical data and supporting evidence. These sources
were carefully studied and compared in order to insure that
they were accurate and presented an unbiased view of occur-
rences.

While the sources of data used in this study were not
rated according to accuracy and usefulness, they were inter-
nally criticized. Interviews and statements were cross-
checked with related data in order to assure accurate repre-
sentation of facts.

All interviews were designed in advance. This facilitat-
ed the cross-checking of facts among the interviews and also
provided a framework of questions which allowed for comment
and expansion.

The outcome of this study was an in-depth analysis of why
consumer and homemaking education received categorical fund-
ing in 1976. This information could. be used by persons in
drafting the upcoming federal legislation for vocational
education. It will provide them with a basis for determin-
ing if the reasons for categorically funding consumer and
homemaking education were valid and if this practice should

be continued.
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Summary

This research was a descriptive policy formulation study.
In it precedents, events, developments and experiences which
.influenced the enactment of the policy of categorical fund-
ing for consumer an& homemaking education in the Vocational
Education Amendments of 1976 were analyzed.

The study was divided into three stages. In stage one,
transcripts of congressional meetings were reviewed, publi-
cations of key interest groups were studied, and historical
accounts of pre-1976 consumer and homemaking education leg-
islation were analyzed.

The second stage of the study involved the development of
interview questionnaires. Items included in the question-
naires were based upon information obtained in stage one and
were designed to answer questions raised and to expand upon
information obtained from reviewing the transcripts and pu-
blications.

in the third stage of the study, interviews were conduct-
ed with key persons involved in the federal legislation for
categorical funding for consumer and homemaking education.
This stage also included a study of personal papers, unpub-
lished documents, and transcripts of closed meetings relat-
ing to federal funding for consumer and homemaking‘educa-

tion.
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Throughout all stages o
sources of information were reviewed. Those sources were

carefully studied and compared in order to insure theilr ac-

curacy and objectivity.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

In 1976, Congress amended the Vocational Education Act of
1963 to include, among other things, categorical funding for
consumer and homemaking education. The purpose of this stu-
dy was to investigate the events preceding the passage of
the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments in order to discov-
er why consumer and homemaking education received categori-
cal funding in that legislation.

This chapter presents the results obtained in achieving
the goals and purposes of the study. The data are presented
in two sections. Section one traces the input stage of the
development of the policy of categorical funding for consum-
er and homemaking education. Findings presented in this
section answer research questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. Section
two summarizes the process in which all inputs were trans-
formed into a single policy. Research questions 5 and 6 are
answered in this secticn. The six research guestions were:

1. What were the historical precedents for categorical

funding for consumer and homemaking education?

48
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2. What environmental and political factors influsnced
the proposed 1976 provisions for categorical funding
of consumer and homemaking education?

3. What were the positions of the American Vocational
Association, the American Home Economics Association,
the Home Economics Education Association (AVA, AHEA,
& HEEA), and other key interest groups regarding ca-
tegorical funding of consumer and homemaking educa-
tion?

4. What were the positions of key legislative and pro-
fessional individuals regarding categorical funding
of consumer and homemaking education?

5. How were the provisions of the final legislation det-
ermined?

6. What was the congressional intent of the final legis-

lation?

Input Stage

This is a study of the overlapping input and transforma-
tion stages in the development of the policy of categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education in 1976. HMany
factors input information into the policy cycle. Some of
these factors were persons representing a certain point of

view. Other factors were historical, environmental, and
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po events. During the input stage of the cyclie, all
factors exerted their views and influences upon those per-
sons who were formulating the policy. In the transformation
stage, the influences of the input factors were analyzed,

evaluated, and finally consolidated into one policy.

Historical Precedents

Federal funding for home economics education has a contr-
oversial history. Debates surrounding the Smith-Hughes Act
reflected two opposing schools of thought on the issue.
During early consideration of the bill in 1916, support for
federal funding for home economics was evident. Congressman

Horace Towner stated:

Under present ccnditions the girls' education is
more directed to the making of school-teachers or
shopgirls than to the making of home makers.
.The greatest of all vocations is that of home
making and motherhood. The American home is our
surest safeguard, as it is our surest source of
happiness. Our home makers are our real nation
builders. Everyv girl should be fitted for home
making and for motherhood. No matter what may be
- the intermediate means of livelihood, it is as a
wife and mother that she will attain her fullest
development and fulfill her manifest destiny. It
may be well £for her to prepare to earn her own
living, but it will be unfortunate for her and un-
fortunate for the nation if she be not prepared as
well for home making and motherhood. This is why
the subject of home economics is of so great, so
supreme importance (U.S. Government Printing Off-
ice, 1916, p. 717).
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His views were shared bv Congressman Caleb Powers whe stated
"home-economics subjects ought to be a part of the curricu-
Ilum in all our public schools and their teaching made com-
pulsory" (U.S. Government Printing Office, 1916, p. 775).
However, by 1917, several members of Congress were ex-

pressing doubts about thé appropriateness of a federal role
in home economics education. The legislators accepted the
value of home economics education but felt that it was not a
proper part of the new federal vocational education legisla-
tion. This V;ew was expressed by Congfessman Edmund Platt.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to no one in appreciation of

the importance of home economics, but home econom-

ics is an endless subject, more or less taught and

generally pretty well taught in every school in

the country, even the district schools, and its
inclusion in this bill offers an opportunity to

dissipate this whole fund in trifles. It does not
belong in this bill at all. This is a vocational
education bill, and home economics is not, strict-
ly speaking, vocational education. I think we
would greatly improve the bill if we took the
question of home economics out of it. (U.S. Go-

vernment Printing Office, 1917, p. 757)

In the end, the Smith-Hughes Act did not include a sepa-
rate category_for home economics education as it did for
agriculture and trade and industrial education. Instead,
federal monies for the training of home =conomics teachers,
for the domestic education of farm wives, and for home eco-
nomics training for gainful employment were prowvided within
the provisions for agriculture and trade and industrial edu-

cation.
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Home economists worked throucghout the 1920's to have
their field recognized as an equal partner in federal voca-
tional education legisiation. Their efforts were rewarded
in 1929‘with the passage of the George-Deen Act and from
then until 1963 home economics was categorically funded in
all federal vocational education acts.

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 brought with it a
radical change in the distribution of federal dollars for
vocational education. High unemployment, migration of Amer-
icans from rural to urban localities, and inadequate educa-
tional opportunities, particularly in vocational education,
prompted the enactment of legislation that would removex
traditional categorical limitations from vocational educa-
tion monies. No longer was federal funding limited tc spe-
cific categories of occupations. It was available for
training to fit individuals for gainful employment in any
recognized vocational occupation (Kliever, 1965; The Voca-
tional Education Act of 1963, 1963).

The term "gainful" presented problems for home econo-
misté. It was felt by many persons that this one term would
make it impossible to spend Vocational Education Act monies
for homemaking education. Furthermore, even though home
economics education funding was still available from the?

still-functioning Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts, a
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c;ause in the Vocational Education Act of 1963 reguired that
1C% of the monies appropriated for home economics education
under those Acts be spent on occupational home economics
(Ellis, 1970; Kliever, 1965).

Vocational educators feared that these changes would lead
to reduced funding for homemaking programs and to a belief
that the program was no longer a priority for federal,
state, or local funds. These fears appeared to be well-
foundéd because between 1963 and 1968 home economists in
several states reported having trouble getting adequate
funding for homemaking education programs (L. Burkett, per-
sonal communication, April 23, 1982; B. King, personal com-
munication, March 15, 1982).

As the time approached for the reauthorization of the Vo-
cational Education Act in 1968, concern was growing for the
future of funding for homemaking education because several
members of Congress were pushing for the repeal of the
Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts. If funding from these
acts was abolished and the definition of vocational educa-
tion was not modifisd to include homemaking education, no
federal funding Qould be available for nonoccupationz=l hcme
economics programs.

Therefore, a campaign was launched to guarantee a strong

position for homemaking education in the 1968 Vocational
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Education Amendments. Responding tc rressure from the field
to home economics education, the National Advisory Council
on Vocational Education recommended that "Vocational home-
making should be included in a separate section of the Act
with specific funding authorization" (M. Barlow, personal
communication, March 10, 1982; Vocational Education, 1968,
p. 152).

Additionally, the House of Delegates of AVA included spe-
cific mention of homemaking education funding in their De-

cember 8, 1967 Policy Resolutions.

Whereas, vocational home economics is a field
of study and service concerned with the develop-
ment of the human being and the home that nurtures
him, and provides education of individuals for em-
ployment in the world of work in occupations in-
volving home economics knowledge and skills; and

Whereas the two major aspects of home economics
education have a core of common knowledge and
skills; and

Whereas the home is a basic unit in society and
the quality of family life influences the health,
happiness, security, and motivation of each indi-
vidual citizen and affects workers in every voca-
tion; and

Whereas home economics is the field of study
that provides education for home and family living
and vocational home economics is ths only course
offered in the public schools which is designed to
prepare youth and adults for the universal occupa-
tion of homemaking; and

Whereas it is essential to the welfare of the
nation that the task of homemaking and the task of
rearing children be fortified with competencies;
and
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Whereas a strengthened program of vocational
home economics will provide a preventative as w=2li
as remedial approach to the improvement of the
econcmic status of low income groups and to the
reduction of juvenile delingquency, illegitimacy,
school dropouts, and divorce; and

Whereas funds for the homemaking aspect of home
economics education are limited to appropriations
from the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden laws, and
funds for occupational home economics are limited
to the provisions of the Vocational Education Act
of 1963; and

Whereas there is an increasing need for the ex-
pansion of both aspects of home economics educa-
tion;

Therefore Be It Resolved that the American Vo-
cational Association request of the Congress leg-
islation to strengthen the homemaking and occupa-
tional aspects of home economics education
including homemaking education and education for
employment in occupations involving home economics
knowledge and skills. (U.S. Congress, 1968, p.

26)

This push for a secure legislative position for homemak-
ing education resulted in two important revisions in the
proposed 1968 Vocational Education Amendments. First, the
definition of vocational education was changed from "prepa-
ration for gainful employment" to "preparation for an occu-
pation." Secondly, a section was included in the proposed
amendments which would provide funds for programs in home
economics education designed to prepare students for the
dual role of homemaker and wage earner. Upon reviewing the

proposed amendments, Lowell Burkett, Executive Director of

AVA, endorsed them wholeheartedly by stating that:
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We agree with a separate authorization for

homemaking education. . . . Vocational home eco-

nemics had its beginning as preparation for em-

ployment in the vocation of homemaking, which is

the vocation the majority of girls enter and con-

tinue for the greater portion of their lives,

either on a full-time of part-time basis. (U.S.

Congress, 1968, p. 65)
His views were echoed by Senator Ralph Yarborough who stated
that "We need more courses in home economics in this coun-
try" (U.S. Congress, 1968, p. 1962).
However, despite favorable testimony advocating a sepa-
rate item for homemaking education and despite the support .
of such powerful legislators as Senator Yarborough and Con-
gressman Roman Pucinski, Chairman of the House General Sub-
committee on Education, support for categorical funding for

homemaking education was not universal. Some members of the

Senate and House committees felt that no federal dellar

n

should be spent on homemaking education. Others feared that
the cost of the category would weaken cther provisions of
the Act. Still others wanted to encourage programs that ex-
tended beyond traditional homemaking instruction (E. Simp-
son, personal communication: May 4, 1982; J. Jennings, per-
sonal communication, April 7, 1982).

Two issues precipitated these opinions. As unemployment
had been a major concern affecting the Vocational Education
Act in 1963, the topics to be addressed in 1968 were service

to the disadvantaged and consumer rights. The civil rights
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movement and President Johnson's War on Poverty had in-
creased legislaters' sensitivities to the need for attention
to disadvantaged populations, and the work of Raiph Nader
and other consumer advocates had emphasized the need for
consumer education.

When the House Education and Labor Committee marked up
its bill on July 7, 1968, important discussions were held on
these topics. A group of Representatives led by Congressman
William Steiger and Congressman Albert Quie did not feel
that homemaking education adequately addressed the social
needs of the era. They wanted provisions included in the
Act which would encourage the education of consumers and the
teaching of living skills to the disadvantaged.

Congressman Quie introduced an amendment to change the
name of the program from homemaking education to consumer
and homemaking education and Congressman Claude Pepper pro-
posed that a portion of all allocations in the category be
used for homemaking education in depressed areas. The mem-
bers of the committee felt that these changes would encour-
age home economics programs to give greater consideration to
prevailing social and cultural conditions and that important
homemaking, nutrition, and consumer skills would be taught
to families in low-income areas (U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1968, p. 2162%). Therefore, the amendments were
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passed by the Committee. They were subsequently approved on
the floor of the chamber by a unanimous vote.

The vocational education bill passed by the 3enate did
not include the House of Representatives' modifications.
When members of the two bodies met in conference to deter-
mine the final drafting of the law, the House amendments
were retained and consumer and homemaking education became a
separate category in the 1968 Vocational Education Amend-
ments.

Few objections to categorical funding for consumer and
homemaking education were stated in either the Senate or

House. Those objections that were voiced were

arcely ovar-

[

ruled because in 1968, congressional power lay with the sen-
ior members. Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House Education
and Labor Committee, Wayne Morse, Chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Education, and Roman Pucinski each wanted a
separate category for consumer and homemaking education.
Therefore, such legislation was passed by their committees
(J. Jennings, personal communication, April 7,1982; C. Rad-

cliffe, personal communication, April 13,1982).
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Environmental and Political Factors

Even though categorical'funding for consumer and homemak-
ing education became a part of the Vocational Educaticn Am-
endments of 1968, not everyone agreed with its app;opriate—
ness. The times had changed and some legislators felt that
perhaps home economics education legislation should change
also.

The influential world events of the mid-1970's were vast-
ly different from those of the 1960's. Energy, inflation,
and equality of the sexes were issues of prominence. As a
result of the o0il crisis, the economic balance of world pow-
er changed early in the decade. After 1973, the price of.
0il climbed upward. The resulting inflation brought fears
that the world was heading toward another depression. Young
peoble could not look forward to an almost certain future of
prosperity and full employment. Families faced new stresses
as thev dealt with inflation, expensive energy products,
less certain employment, and the changing status of women
and family roles.

However, the expanded consciousness of the 1960's re-
mained. Concern about improved opportunities for women, mi-
norities, the handicapped, and other groups that had previ-
ously been denied equal access remained an issue in the

1870's. These issues--energy, inflation, and particularly
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equal opportunities--would all influence the 1976 legisla-
tion for consumer and homemaking education.

, 1T

wm

When reauthorization began to be considered in 197
became apparent that all pefsons involved in the legislation
did not feel the same way about the categorical status of
the program. Early in the year, when AVA first began to
draft its legislative position, it was recommended that con-
sumer and homemaking education become part of the basic
state grant' rather than remain a category. AVA legislative
advisors felt that, as a category, congressional critics
could easily remove the program from the legislation. Home
economics education leaders and Congressman Perkins took ex-
ception to this concern. They pointed out that, since there
was still a question about the inclusion of consumer and
homemaking education within the definition of vocational
education, the category was needed for protection at the
state level;w‘

The issue of consumer and homemaking education was not
even mentioned when the Senate Subcommittee on Education re-
viewed federal vocational education program assistance 1n
March, 1875. The hearings were designed to explore needed
changes in the 1968 law. The Senators and the persons who
testified were content to retain the 1968 provisiéns for
consumer and homemaking education. They saw no need to

change them, therefore the program was not discussed (J.
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Jennings, persqnal communication, April 7, 1982; L. Burkett,
personal communication, April 23, 1982)

Things were different in the House of Representatives.
Even though Carl Perkins, Chairman of both the Subcommittee
on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education and the
Committee on Education and Labor, strongly supported main-
taining the 1968 consumer and homemaking education provi-
sions, his view was not shared by others on the committees.
While Chairman Perkins' views were respected by committee
members, his positidn of committee chairman did not give him
the power it did in 1968. The make-up of the Congress had
changed during the ensuing eight years. Many former senior
members were no longer members of Congress and power in the
House of Representatives could no longer be equated with
longevity (J. Jennings, personal communication, April
7,1982; C. Bell, personal communication, March 28, 1982).

During subcommittee hearings on sex discrimination and
sexX stereotyping in vocational education, Representatives
Shirley Chisholm, Albert Quie, and William Lehman expressed
concern about consumer and homemaking enrolliments. The re-
‘presentatives were appalled to learn that almost one-half of
the females enrolled in vocational education were taking
comsumer and homemaking courses and that over 90% of the en-

rollment in these courses was female. These enrollment fig-



62

ures, they felt, indicated consumer and homemaking education
was promoting the stereotyped image that homemaking was just
for women and that women were only suited for homemaking,
not other occupations. Therefore, they questioned the ap-
propriateness of fiscally protecting such a program through
categorical funding (U.S. Congress, 1975).

At approximately the same time, another more subtle chal-
lenge was being administered to the 1968 provisions for con-
sumer and homemaking education. The Senate Subcommittee on
Children and Youth, chaired by Walter Mondale, was preparing
the Child and Family Services Act. Testimony for this mea-
sure was presented by AHEA. When asked by Ellen Hoffman,
Senator Mondale's legislative aide, what modifications could
be made in the Vocational Education Act so that families
might be better served, Mary Allen Jolley, Director of Publ-
ic Affairs for AHEA recommended that:

Part F should be retitled as "Home Economics
Programs in Family Life Educationw"

Authorization should be $75 million in the
first fiscal year of the new act, $100 million for
the second fiscal yeas, and for each of the suc-
ceeding fiscal years. This, of course makes the
authorization a permanent one and would be consis-
tent with Part B of the Vocational Education Am-
endments of 1968--Part B being, of course, the ma-
jor program for vocational education.

Home economics programs in family life educa-
tion should be available to elementary, secondary,

post-secondary, and adult levels for both male and
female.
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Ten percent of the funds authorized and
appropriated should be set aside for the U.S.
Office of Education to fund demonstration and me-
del programs in family life education. Such pro-
grams may be in the area of teacher education or
in ways to cooperatively structure education pro-
grams that will utilize other community services
and agencies, etc.

The remaining funds should be allocated to
State Departments of Eucation on a formula which
is based on population in certain age categories
and per capita income.

Funds granted to State Departments of Education
should be expended on the basis of a comprehensive
state plan for home economics programs in family
life education. Such a plan should (1) set forth
policies and procedures for implementing the con-
cepts of family life education at elementary, sec-
ondary, post-secondary, and adult levels for both
males and females including procedures and poli-
cies for promoting Future Homemakers of America as
an integral part of the curriculum of home econom-
ics education in family life, (2) programs should
be designed to prepare vouth and adults {(male and
female) for the role or homemaker of to contribute
to the employability of such youth and adults in
the dual role of homemaker and wage earner, (3)
provide for outreach programs that link school-
based family life programs with community institu-
tions that provide for the care and nurturing of
youth and adults, such as programs for the aging,
child care, hospitals and health delivery systems,
food and nutrition, rehabilitation of the handi-
capped, and services to correctional institutions
(juveniles and adults). Such linkages may include
cooperative agreements with other state agencies,
i.e. Ccocoperative Extension, Human Resource Depart-
ments, Public Health Services, Juvenile Justice
and Correctional Agencies, rehabilitation, consum-
er protection, mental health, etc, (4) provide
for ancillary services and activities and other
means of assuring quality in all family life edu-
cation programs such as teacher education (both
pre-service and in-service), supervision, curricu-
lum development and research, program evaluation,
special demonstration and experimental programs,
development of instructional materials and state
administration and leadership.
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Definition of terms: The term home economics
education in family life means instructional pro-
grams, services, and activities at all educational
levels for (a) the occupation of homemaking in-
cluded but not limited to consumer education; food
and nutrition; preparation for marriage; family
living and parent education; child development,
care, and guidance; housing and home furnishings;
home management; clothing and textiles; and (b)
employment in home economics related occupations
in the above areas. Such programs, services, and
activities should be designed to help individuals
and families improve home environments, quality of
personal and family life and to prepare youth and
adults for employment in home economics related
occupations. (M. A. Jolley, personal communica-
tion, June 17, 1975)

No action was taken on Mrs. Jolley's suggestions by the sub-
committee. However, the recommendations would later be used
as a basis for an amendment to the House of Representatives'

Vocational Education Bill.

Key Positions Held by Individuals and Organizations

Later in 1975, representatives from AVA, AHEA & HEEA pre-
pared a unified statement of legislative specifications for
consumer and homemaking education. These specifications
paralleled the 1968 provisions for the program. They were
incorporated in the AVA draft bill which was carried in the
House by Congressman Perkins and in the Senate by Senator
Clayborne Pell, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Education.

No further hearings were held in the Senate. The Pell

bill was sent from the Subcommittee to the Committee on La-



65

bor and Public Welfare. Few changes were made in the con-
sumer and homemaking provisions of the bill. It was then
sent from the committee to the floor of the Senate where it
was passed on August 27, 1976.

The House of Representatives Subcommittee on Elementary,
Secondary, and Vocational Education did hold a series of
hearings on the bill. Testimony in support of consumer and
homemaking education was presepted at several different
times. Dr. Bessie Hackett, coordinator of home economics
teacher education at Illinois State University, Dr.‘Ann
Fults, coordinator of home economics and education at South-
ern Illinois University, and Ms. Alma Hicks, president of
the Omaha Home Economics Teachers Association, spoke at
hearings held in Springfield, Illinois, on September 15,
1975. Ms. Mary Cannon, home economics teacher and Dr. Ruth
Hughes, home economics teacher educator at Iowa State Univ-
ersity testified in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, on September 16,
1975. Other supportihg statements were given and guestions
were answered by Lowell Burkett in Washington, D.C., on
March 11, 1876.

During these hearings, some members of the Subcommittee
again expressed concerns about consumer and homemaking edu-
cation. At one point, Congressman Michael Blouin of Iowa

brought up the issue of sex stereotyping by noting that the
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two women and 27 men who were presenting testimony probably
represented more sexual equality than was shown by employ-
ment data from consumer and homemaking education and and
other vocational education graduates (U.S. Congress, 1975,
p. 105). At another point, Congressman Quie methodically
questioned a witness about the necessity of categorical

funding.

Mr. Quie. Ms. Hicks, you are doing so well
with this funding, better than all of the other
segments, why do you need that protection?

Ms. Hicks. In the schools in southern Illinois
we would not be able to offer consumer education
as a course with separate funding.

Mr. Quie. I am not talking about dropping the
Federal funding, but I am saying you compete for
the funds with everybody else in vocational educa-
tion, that is, competing with agriculture and so
forth, instead ci getting them directly.

Ms. Hicks. We do to some degree.

Mr. Quie. You were, but couldn't vou cocmpete
very well?

Ms. Hicks. Yes.

Mr. Quie. From what I have seen happening in
the States and school districts, you have no trou-
ble competing at all.. You don't need a category.
I would agree with you if anybody proposed to take
away the Federal funding because it (consumer and
homemaking education) supposedly does not lead to
gainful employment like the others. But we went
through this whole thing in 1963 with vocational
agriculture, and I remember they just fought like
anvthing because they thought it was the end of
that area. But I thought we would compromise. In
the new money you would compete for, but you would
be protected under the old money. Then in 1968,
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we changed it for everybody else but
consumer-homemaking and I don't find anybody disa-
greeing. With all of the programs, I find they
are much stronger because it is a healthy thing
when you are competing, and your programs advance
better. That is the same thing I think that could
cccur here. (U.S. Congress, 13976, p. 100)

Legislative advisors of AVA and AHEA responded different-
ly to the questions that were being raised about consumer
and homemaking education. It was generally accepted that
home economics education was not in a powerful position at
the state level and therefore the program required categori-
‘cal funding for fiscal survival. However, each association
viewed the national power situation differently. Kinsey
Green, executive director of AHEA, felt that unless the spe-
cifications of the category were changed to address the ex-
isting concerns as expressed by the members of Congress the
entire program would be lost in committee (K. Green, person-
al communication, May 28,1982). Lowell Burkett, on the oth-
er hand, felt that the opposition to the proposed specifica-
tions was not strongly supported and that, if the consumer
and homemaking education provisions were changed in the com-
mittee mark-up, the change could be easily defeated on the

floor of the House of Representatives (L. Burkett, personal

communication, April 23, 1982).



Transformation Stage

The intensity of the oppositioﬁyobserved by the executive ~
directors became apparent when the Subcommittee on Elementa-
ry, Secondary, and Vocational Education marked up the Voca—
tional Education Amendments during the last week of March,
1976.‘ Members of the subcommittee were divided into three
groups--those who opposed any federal vocational funding for
consumer and homemaking education, those who wanted to re-
tain federal funding but with revised specificationsyfor its
use, and those who Wanted to retain federal funding with the

specifications which were proposed in the unified statement.

Drafting of Provisions

Congressman William Lehman was active and outspoken in
his opposition to federal vocational funding for consumer
and homemaking education. Early in the mark-up session, he
stated that

Home economics courses belong in social studies

and consumer education and in the general curricu-

lum of the public school programs at this time and

not in the vocational education programs as they

are now earmarked. (U.S. Buuse of Representa-

tives, 1976, p. 24)
Later in the session, he introduced an amendment that would
limit the use of a home economics category to strictly occu-

pational skills and thus prohibit the use of any of the

funding for nonsalable skill education.
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This amendment was discussed at length but was finally
defeated because Representatives Chisholm, Blouin, Quie,
and.George Miller presented more moderate views about revis-
ing consumer and homemaking education. Mr. Quie wanted to
retain consumer and homemaking education but favored conso-
lidating funding for the program into the basic state grant.
Mrs. Chisholm{ Mr. Blouin, and Mr. Miller modified Mr.
Quie's suggestion by proposing to retain the categorical
status of consumer and homemaking education but in a form
that would put tough language in the legislation so the ex-
isting legislative framework could be used to initiate pro-
grammatic changes.

In order to reach that goal, the three Representatives
and their staffs worked with AHEA to draft an amendment that
would change the program so that it met the needs of the
time and also be a compromise between the Lehman proposal
and the provision of the bill introduced by Congressman Per-
kins.

The amendment was écheduled to be presented to the Sub-
committee on April 1, but was not because Mrs. Chisholm was
absent. Therefore, Mr. Perkins' bill was passed by the
Subcommittee with no changes in the consumer and homemaking

education provisions.
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On April &, the bill was marked up by the Committee on Edu-

cation and Labor. At this time, Congressman Blouin offered

the following amendment for Mrs. Chisholm and himself:

Strike out the name "Consumer and Homemaking
Education" and insert in lieu thereof "Home Eco-
nomics for Consumer Education, Family Resource
Management, and Life Skills".

These courses (to be available at the elementa-
ry, secondary, post-secondary, and adult educa-
tional levels) are to (A) encourage participation
of both male and female students and are designed
to emphasize the joint responsibilities of men and
women as wage earners and family members, and to
that purpose involve (i) the examamination of pro-
grams funded under this part (including elements
such as recruitment and guidance counseling) for
the purpose of eliminating sex bias therein and
(ii) the development of special curriculum materi-
als which deal with (I) increased numbers of women
working outside the home, and the assuming by men
of increased homemaking responsibilities with
changing career patterns for women, and (II) with
appropriate Federal and State law relating to
equal opportunity in education and employment, (B)
encourage consumer education, family resource man-
agement, and life skills courses to give greater
consideration to social and cultural conditions,
especially in economically depressed areas, and
such courses may include, where appropriate, bil-
ingual instruction, (C) include, but are not lim-
ited to such areas as consumer education, food and
nutrition, child development, parenting, care of
the aging, interpersonal relationships within the
family, problems relating to the dissolution of
marriage, financial, managerial, and economic ana-
lyses of tasks performed in running a home, and
(D) provide for outreach programs tc l1ink school-
based programs for the aging, child care programs,
programs connected with health care delivery sys-
tems, food and nutrition programs, programs for
rehabilitation of the handicapped, and programs
providing services for courts and correctional in-
stitutions, and (E) are designed for persons who
have entered, or are preparing to enter the work
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of the home, and (2) ancillary serices,
activities, and other means of assuring gquality in
all homemaking education programs, such as teacher
training and supervision, curriculum development
research, program evaluation, special demonstra-
tion and experimental programs, development of in-
structional materials, provision of egquipment, and
State administration and leadership. (U.S. House
of Representatives, 1976, p. 36)

After a brief debate, the amendment passed the committee by

a voice vote.

The Chisholm-Blouin Amendment stunned the home economics
education community. It soon became apparent that despite
their intentions of saving the category of consumer and
homemaking education and their desire to help the program
deal with contemporary issues, Dr. Green and Mrs. Jolley had
naively chosen to work on their own without closely consult-
ing the other leaders in the field. State supervisors of
home economics were distressed bécause, if the amendment be-
came law, they would be responsible for administering speci-
fications such as elementary programs, which were not compa-
tible with existing state funding patterns. Others felt
that the amendment would push consumer and homemaking educa-
tion away from the vocational education classroom toward
community-based institutions and general education. Still
others were concerned because AHEA had helped prepare legis-

lation which differed from the AVA-AHEA-HEEA unified state-

ment.



72

The Chisholm-Blouin Amendment was hotly debated at the
annual National Conference on Vocational Home Economics Edu-
cation in Kansas City, Misscuri, on April 27-30, 1976. Se-
parate presentations on the effects on the amendment were
made by Dr. Green, John Snyder, State Director of Vocafional
Education in Kansas, and by various state supervisors of
home economics education.

Following the presentations, the 300 conference partici-
pants met in group sessions to discuss the amendment. The
state supervisors passed a vote of no confidence against Dr.
Green and Mrs. Jolley and furthermore unanimously voted to
support the original consumer and homemaking education prc-
visions of the House bill. The local supervisors, classroom
teachers, teacher educators, and university subject matter
professors also stated 1009 support for the original provi-
sions.

The meeting spurred home economists into action. Dr. Ca-
mille Bell, AVA Home Economics Division Vice President,
sent a memo to all AVA home economics division members urg-
ing them to contact their representatives. Soon hundreds of
letters and phone calls urging defeat of the Chisholm-Blouin
Amendment were sent to members of Congress.

In early May, home economics education leaders visited

Washington to meet individually with legislatcrs before the
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Vocational Education Bill reached the House floor. From
these meetings, they soon realized that simply requesting a
return to the original provisions for consmer and homemaking
education would not be enough. They perceived that Mrs.
Chisholm had enough support for her amendment so that some
change from the earlier provisions was inevitable. There-
fore, they felt if the home economists were to defeat the
Chisholm-Blouin Amendment, they would need to prepare
another amendment which would be a compromise between the
orginal provisions and the Chisholm-Blouin Amendment.

Dr. Bell and Mrs. Billie Chapman, Executive Director of
the Vocational Homemaking Teachers Association of Temas,
prepared the new amendment. They analyzed the Chisholm-
Blouin Amendment, changed as much as they felt would be ac-
ceptable to the sponsors, and consulted with supervisors of
home economics to determine the administrative feasibility
of various clauses. Then they met with Shirley Downs, leg-
islative aide to Mrs. Chisholm.

Ms. Downs studied the proposed amendment and closely
questicned the authors about the changes they had made. She
made no commitment but shortly after she read their proposal
the aides of the Education and Labor Committee requested a
meeting among themselves, representatives of AVA, and repre-

sentatives of AHEA.
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The meeting was held on May 10, 1976. The amendment
written by Dr. Bell and Mrs. Chapman was discussed paragraph
by paragraph. Modifications were proposed and a compromise
amendment was prepared.

The next day the vocational education bill was presented
on the floor of the House. At this time Mrs. Chisholm of-
fered the new consumer and homemaking education amendment

with these words:

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an amend-
ment to the home economics section of the bill in
the form of a substitute amendment.

I know that a number of Members may have re-
ceived cards and letters plus phone calls from
constituents on this matter. However, I would
just like to clarify a few points which have been
cleared up as a result of meetings with the Ameri-
can Vocational Association and the American Home
Econcmics group.

This amendment incorporates the concept ad-
dressed in the committee bill and additional
points which the American Vocational Association
felt needed to be addressed more pointedly.

The committee was not trying to eliminate the
occupation of homemaking. Indeed, all of us feel
that the home and family life are terribly impor-
tant in terms of the impact upon and the shaping
of the individual and in terms of economic value
of this work.

Mr. Chairman, the amsndment reiterates the
joint responsibility of men and women in the home
and clearly spells out that the committee recog-
nizes the importance of homemaking. It also reit-
erates a point made in the original committee
bill; that is, that the two-parent working family
is now the national norm and that many, many men
and women will be filling two roles, one at a job
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outside of the home and the other within the
family.

Needless to say, our approach seemed acceptable
to the committee as it was passed almost unani-
mously.

Since that time my office--like most of yours I
suppose--has been swarmed with telegrams and tele-
phone calls from the profession wanting the Chish-
olm-Blouin amendment scratched and then go on to
urge a return to the present language of the 19568
amendments.

I truly respect the organizations representing
the profession and I have tried to be more than
understanding to their concerns. Their concern
basically rests in a fear that new language and a
new name will detract from their program. That,
by broadening it, it may take away their identity
as a vocation and place it in the realm of general
education. I respect their feelings and I commend
them for their spirit--what good would a profes-
sion be, if it did not stand on its hind legs and
fight when it felt threatened.

It was never our intention to take the voca-
tional educational dimension away from home eco~*
nomics--only to broaden its scope. However, I am
realistic enough to know that accommodation and
compromise sometimes reap the better harvest.
During the past few days we have sat down with the
profession and have worked out what I consider to
be the best of both possible worlds. (U.S. Go-
vernment Printing Office, 1976, pp. 13393-13394)

Chairman Perkins further endorsed the substitute amend-
ment calling home economics education one of ﬁhebféggmirk
provisions of the [Vocational Education]?Act. (U.sS. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1976, p. 13394). The Representatives

agreed to the amendment. The Vocational Education Amend-

ments passed the House and on September 8, 1976, House and
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Senate confrees met to resolve differences between the dif-
fering Qersions of the bill passed by the two chambers. At
this time the consumer and homemaking education provisions
which were included in the House of Representatives version

were accepted as part of the new law.

Congressional Intent

The 1976 consumer and homemaking provisions were not the
exact specifications sought by any of the influencing groups
or individuals. However, they represented _a.compromise
among the various parties. Members of Congress intended for
the Vocational Educational Amendments of 1876 to preserve
categorical..funding for consumer and homemakingvqucation
while, at the same time, encouraging the program.to become
more respgggiygyto the changing times. They wanted consumer
and“homemaking education to be more accessable to both males
and females, to be sensitive to the needs of the disadvan-

taged, and to skills needed for modern liVing.

Summary
Although categorical funding for wveocational education was
the norm from 1917 until 1963, consumer and homemaking edu-
cation is currently the only service area which receives ca-

tegorical funding. This status was not easily obtained.
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When categorical limitations were removed in the 1963 Voca-
tional Education Act, the definition c¢f vocatiocnal education
was such that money would be available for training to fit
individuals for gainful employment in any recognized voca-
tional occupation.

Many persons felt that unless tha term "gainful" was re-
moved from the legislation and unless homemaking education
was specifically recognized as a part of vocational educa-
tion, funding for the program would be greatly reduced.

Some leaders, sharing this opinion, began pressing to re-
store categorical funding to hcmemaking education in the
1968 Vocational Education Amendments.

Their efforts were successful. The category was restored
and the name of the program was changed to consumer and
homemaking education.

However, in 1976, home economics educators not only had
to encourage Congress to continue categorical funding but
they also found themselves divided about how best to save
the category. When some members of Congress challenged the
suitability of a separate category for consumer and homemak-
ing education, one group of home economists felt the only
way to save it was to have it more closely meet the V£§?9§§
held by the\£§p§§§§§tgpives. Another group wanted to retain

the existing provisions by lobbying to save them. The final
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result was categorical funding which was obtained with
neither method exclusively. It was obtained'through the ef-
forts of home economists, lobbyists, and congressional aides
who analyzed proposed provisions and, through compromise,

prepared legislation that was acceptable to all parties.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary and Conclusions

In 1976, Congress amended the Vocational Education Act
of 1963 to include, among other things, categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education. The purpose of this
study was to investigate the events preceeding the passage
of the 1576 Vocational Amendments in order to discover why
consumer and homemaking education received categorical fund-
ing in that legislatiqn. The study was organized into six
specific researéh questions. The questions framed the areas
of research and connected the conceptual and analytical
frameworks. The research quéstions addressed were:

1. What were the historical precedents for categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education?
2. What env.ironmental and political factors influenced

the proposed 1976 provisions for categorical fundin

Q

of consumer and homemaking education?
3. What were the positions of the American Vocational

Association, the American Home Economics Association,

79
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the Home Economics Educatipn Associztion (AVA, AHEA &
HEEA), and other key interest groups regarding cate-
gorical funding of consumer and homemaking education?

&. What were the positions of key legislative and pro-
fessional individuals regarding categorical funding
of consumer and homemaking education?

5. How were the pro&isions of the final legislation det-
ermined?

6. What was the congressional intent of the final legis-
lation?

Data to answer the questions were obtained by utilizing
a descriptive policy formulation study. In this study,
precedents, events, developments and experiences which in-
fluenced the enactment of the policy for categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education in the Vocational Edﬁ-
cation Amendments of 1976 were analyzed.

The study was divided into three stages. In stage one,
transcripts of congressional meetings were reviewed, publi-
cations of key interest groups were studied, and historical
accounts of pre-1976 consumer and homemaking education leg-
islation were analvzed.

The second stage of the study involved the development
of interview questionnaires. Items included in the questi-

onnaires were based upon information obtained in stage one
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and were designed to answer gquestions raised and to expand
upon information obtained from reviewing the transcripts,
publications, and position papers. A copy of the study
questionnaire is found in Appendix A.

In the third stage of the study, interviews were con-
ducted with key persons involved in the federal legislation
for categorical funding for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion. Those persons were Dr. Henry David, Miss Bertha King,
Mr. Dean Griffin, Dr. Camille Bell, Dr. Aleene Cross, Mr.
Charles Radcliffe, Mr. Lowell Burkett, Dr. Kinsey Green,
Mrs. Billie Chapman, Mrs. Mary Allen Jolley, Dr. Melvin
Barlow, Mr. Jack Jennings, Mrs. Shirley Chisholm, Miss Nancy
Kober, Dr. Robert Worthington, Dr. Ruth Hughes, and Dr. Eli-
zabeth Simpson. This stage also included a study of person-
al papers, unpublished documents, and transcripts of closed
meetings relating to federal'funding for consumer and home-
making education.

Throughout all stages of the study suprporting secondary
sources of information were reviewed. Those sources were
carefully studied and compared in order to insure their ac-
curacy and objectivity. The remainder of this chapter will
(a) summarize findings from Chapter IV, (b) draw conclu-

sions, and (c) offer recommendations.
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Question One

The first research gquestion addressed was the identifi-
cation of historical precedents for categorical funding of
consumer and homemaking education in the 1878 Vocational
Education Amendments. An analysis of the background of Ti-
tle I, Part A, Subpart Five, Section 150 of those Amendments
produced the following information.

Finding one. When the provisions for the Smith-Hughes

Act, the Vocational Education Act of 1963, and the Vocation-
al Education Amendments of 1968 were written, many members
of Congress felt that federal vocational education dollars
should not be spent for the teaching of homemaking educa-
tion.

Conclusion. These representatives had not been con-
vinced that homemaking education was an essential national
vocational education program in need of federal financial
support.

Finding two. After the passage cf the Smith-Hughes

Act, home economics educators worked to receive categorical
status for their prcyram. Home economics education became a
separate category in the 1S29 vocational education legisla-
tion and it retained that status until 1963. During that

time, the only modifications made in the federal specifica-

thorized level of funding.
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Conclusions. (a) Lobbving from supporters of home eco-

nomics education prompted the establishment of the categg;y
in the 1529 CGeorge-Reed Act. (b) Home economics education as
defined in the vocational education acts was perceived to be
meeting the needs of that period of time. (c) A separate
category for home economics education within the vocational

education legislation was considered to be appropriate.

Finding three. The category for home economics educa-
tion was removed from the 1963 Vocational Education Act

along with all other categories in order to allow vocational

education funding to be used for tggiging in all vocations.

Finding four. Homemaking education was given categori-

cal status in 1968 to emphasize its place within vocational
education and to insﬁre continued funding for the program.

Conclusion. The removal of categories in the 1563 Vo-
catiénal Education Act caused more program areas to compete
for a limited amount of federal funds. If categorical fund-
ing for homemaking education had not been regestablished in
the 1968 Vocational Education Amendments, funding for the
program could have been decreased

-

Finding five. The 196

10.¢]

. provisions for homemaking edu-

(§

%

cation changed the name of the program to consumer and home-
making education and included specifications which stressed

consumer education, service to the disadvantaged, and the
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e—

%)

dual role of homemaker-wage earner for both males and

males.

h

Conciusion. An intent of the 13968 legislation was for

t

homemaking education programs to address modern national is-
sues. A separate category for consumer and homemaking edu-
cation within the vocational education legislation was con-
sidered to be an app;opriate way of deﬁig;pgwpggiprogram's

place within vocational education.

Question Two

A historical study was made of the events and political
climate of the mid-1970's. This research indicated that the
changing times and the changing power structure of the Unit-
ed States Congress influenced the 1976 legislative provi-
sions for consumer and homemaking education.

Finding six. The environmental factors influencing the

1976 provisions for consumer and homemaking education were
energy, inflation, the changing status bf women, and the ac-
companying changing family roles.

Conclusion. In the mid-1970's, Americans were facing a
combination cf issues and changes that had never existad be-
fore. Members of Congress wanted to provide education to

help individuals and families deal with those issues.
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Finding seven. Another factor influencing the 1976

consumer and homemaking education provisions was the image

[

that ccnsumer and homemaking education primarily consisted
of cooking and sewing rather than education for living in
the modern world.

Conclusion. Some legislators and home economics pro-
fessionals‘felt that stronger legislative provisions than
were written in 1968 were needed to force consumer and home-

making education to address modern concerns.

Finding eight. The political factor which influenced

the 1976 provisions for consumer and homemaking education
was the decreased power of the congressional seniority sys-
tem.

Conclusion. The junior members of the House of Repre-
sentatives Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Voca-
tional Education were free toc actively pufsue their ques-
tions and concerns about consumer and homemaking programs

with little fear of being‘overruled by Chairman Perkins.

Question Three

The third guestion explored the positions of interest
groups regarding categorical funding for consumer and home-
making education in 1976. Only two associations, AVA and

AHEA, actively lobkied on behalf of the issue. Representa-
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tives from a third group, HEEA participated in the prepara-

tion of the Unified Statement on Home Economics Education
Legislation but the association pursued nc cther legislative
activities.

Other organizations such as the American Association of
Community and Junior Colleges and the American Personnel
Guidance Association lobbied for other provisions of the vo-
cational education bill but did nothing relating to consumer

and homemaking education.

Finding nine. The position of the AVA was to lobby for

the consumer and homemaking education provisions that were

presented in the Unified Statement on Home Economics Educa-
tion Legislation. AVA's support of the unified statemenqu
was presented openly in hearing testimony and in draft leg-

islation.

Finding ten. The pgsition of thevﬁggA was that consum-
er and homemaking education legislation had to be modernized
to meet the concerns expressed by members of the Committee
on Education and Labor and unless the existingﬂg;gz£§}9ns
were modified, the category would be removed from the voca-
tional education bill. This posi;ipnmwas_lobbied;quiéfl?
and was not presented publicly until the Chisholm-Blouin Am-
endment was accepted by the House of Representatives Commit-

tee on Education and Labor.
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Conclusion. The furor raised after the adoption cf the

Chisholm-Blouin Amendment was largely due to the fact that

s

home economics educators were unaware of the AHEA activi-

ties. It was thought that the unified statement was the

only one be;ng lobbied in

M99§g£§ss. The home economists
were expecting sharp debate from committee members but felt
their lobbying efforts could retain the provisions of the
unified statement. They were shocked to learn that "their"
position had been attacked and changed by their own associa-
tion. This lack of communication créated an adversarial re-

lationship between AHEA lobbyists and the home economics

educators rather than one of negotiation and compromise.

Question Four

The fourth research guestion involved a study of the
positions held by key legislators and professionals regard-
ing categorical funding for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion. Information was obtained from reviewing meeting tran-
scripts and.from interviews with the individuals.

Finding eleven. Persons involved in the drafting of

the 1976 provisions for consumer and homemaking education

held one of three positions. Those individuals who favored

a separate category for consumer and homemaking education

with the provisions specified in the unified statement on,
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home economics education legislation were Lowell Burkett,
Bertha King, Camille Bell, Carl Perkins, and Clayborne Pell.
Those who favered elimination of the category were William
Lehman and Albert Quie. Those who favored retention of the
category withwggggges in the provisions were Shirley Chish-
olm, Michael Blouin, George Miller, Kinsey Green, and Mary
Jolley.

Conclusion. The position of "keep the category but mo-
dify the provisions within it" was considered a compromise
between the two more extreme positions. Therefore, the
Chisholm-Blouin proposal wés viewed by the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor as an amendment which was acceptable’be—
cause it incorporated portions of all three positions.
Likewise, the final amendment was accepted, in part, because
‘it addressed issues raised by those who would eliminate the
category and also contained some provisions from the unified
statement along with others from the Chisholm-Blouin Amend-

ment.

Question Five

After all points of view regarding categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education were presented, the
task of preparing the legislation remained. The fifth re-

search gquestion explored how the legislation was drafted.
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inding twelve. The final provisiocons for ths 1975 leag-

£ ]

islation for consumer and homemaking education were drafted
in a meeting between legislative aides and :ep;esentatives
of AVA and AHEA. At this meeting, various viewpoints were
debated and a compromise proposal containing provisions from
all groups was written.

Conclusion. The final provisions were accepted by all

parties, in part, because they were drafted through communi-

cation, discussion, and compromise.

Question Six

The sixth research question involved the identification
of the congressional intent of the 1976 provisions for con-
sumer and homemaking education.

Finding thirteen. The retention of a separate category-

for consumer and homemaking education was intended to insure
continued federal funding for the program.

Finding fourteen. The updated provisicns for the cate-

gory were intended to make consumer and homemaking education
reponsive to national issues and to the changing nature of
the family.

Conclusion. Consumer and homemaking education was as-
sured of authorization for federal funding within the 1976

vocational education legislation. However, an implied warn-
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ing stressed that, unless the program becams more responsive
to change and to national interests, authorization would be

more difficult to receive in future years.

General Finding

In 1976, home economics educators faced a dual chal-
lenge. Not only did they have to encourage Congress to con-
tinue categorical funding for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion, they also found themselves d%yéggd about how best to
save the cggfgory.

When some members of Congress challenged the suitabili-
ty of a separate category for consumer and homemaking educa-
tion, home economics educators reacted in differing ways.
One group felt that the only way to save the category was to
change it to more closely meet the visions held by the re-l‘
presentatives. The other group wanted to retain the exist-
ing provisions by lobbying to save them. The final result
was categorical funding which was obtained with neither
method exclusively. It was obtained through the efforts of
horm~ economics professionals, lobbyists, and congressional
aides who analyzed each of the prcposed provisions and who,
throuch compromise, prepared legislation that was acceptable

to all parties.
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Recommendations

The final section of this study is the presentation of

reccmmendations. These recommendaticns evolved from the ag-

gregation of the findings and the conclusions.

1.

The home economics education community must improve
the image policy makers have of consumer and homemak-
ing education. Widespread publicity should be given
to ways in which the program is teaching individuals
and families to deal with contemporary issues.
Furthermore, this image should be communicated to
federal, state, and local elected officials.

Home economics educators should develop a strong
state-level power structure. If consumer and home-
making education is to effectively compete for funds
at the state level, those persons distributing the
funds must understand the needs and importance of the
program. Efforts should be made to increase offi-
cials' knowledge about consumer and homemaking educa-
tion and to have home economics educators on state
and local boards of education, state boards of voca-
tional education, in upper level state education ad-
ministration positions and in all aspects of local

administration.
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It is reccmmended that home economics educators be
present and actively involved when professional asso-
clations draft bills and other legislative positions”
on home economics education. These representatives
should be familiar with both congressional attitudes
toward home economics education and the needs and de-
sires of the profession. Thev would then assist in
preparation of a bill or statement that would be ac-
ceptable to Congress and to home economists as well.
Home economics educators should develop an extensive
and active legislative network. Constituents need to
constantly work with their representatives on a local
level. Federal, state, and local officials should be
visited regularly in their home offices. They should
be brought into classrooms whenever possible and they
should be personally presented with EE?;;;;Eywreports
about consumer and homemaking education. Washington
lobbying should be pursued primarily by professionals
who are guided by the wishes of the field. Local
home economics educators should receive regular leg-
islative reports in order that they may effectively

design their local activities.
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Summary

In summary, it is recommended that home economics edu-
cators become more influential in the process through which
their programs are funded. The experiences of the past show
that often national congressional leaders have viewed cod;
sumer and homemaking education as a weak program that was
unresponsive to changg. Home economists must work tc dispel
that image. An ongoing extensive lobbying effort directed
toward strengthening the perceptions of home economics edu-
cation at the local, state, and national levels is needed.
Furthermore, more home economics educators need to be in po-

sitions which involve the formation and administration of

policies affecting the program.
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QUESTIONNAIRES

General Questions

(These Questions Were Asked to All Interviewees)

1. Name

2. Current position

3. Address

4. Phone number

5. Position held in 1968.

6. Position held in 1976.

~3

Role played in establishing the categorical funding

of consumer and homemaking education.
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'1968'

1. What was the American Home Economics Association's
position regarding categorical funding for consumer
and homemaking education in the 1968 Amendments?

Camille Bell
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings '
Charles Radcliffe
Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Lowell Burkett

2. Why was this position held?
Camille Bell
Elizabeth Simpson
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King

3. What was the American Vocational Association's posi-
tion regarding the categorical funding for consumer
and homemaking education in the 1968 Amendments?

Lowell Burkett
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Elizabeth Simpson
Mel Barlow

4. Why was this position held?
Lowell Burkett
Mel Barlow
Camille Bell

5. What was the Home Economics Teachers' Association's
position regarding the categorical funding for con-
sumer and homemaking education in 19687

Bertha King
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Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley

Why was this position held?
Bertha King
Kinsey Green
Camille Bell
Elizabeth Simpson

Did the positions held by AVA, AHEA and HEEA change
any throughout the time that the 1968 Amendments were
being drafted and enacted?

Camille Bell

Lowell Burkett

Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley

Bertha King

Mel Barlow

Elizabeth Simpson

Jack Jennings

Charles Radcliffe

Why did the hearing testimony for the 1968 Vocational
Education Amendments not reflect statements regarding
the categorical funding for consumer and homemaking
education?

Lowell Burkett

Robert Worthington

Bertha King

Mel Barlow

Elizabeth Simpson

Jack Jenriiigs

Charles Radcliffe

Why did the National Advisory Council on Vocational
Education recommend the inclusion of categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education?

Lowell Burkett

Kinsey Green

Robert Worthington

Bertha King

Elizabeth Simpson
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11.

13.
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Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mel Barlow

What share of the federal appropriations for voca-
tional education did consumer and homemaking educa-
tion receive between 1963 and 15687

Bertha King

Robert Worthington
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Elizabeth Simpson

How was consumer and homemaking education perceived
to fit in with the definition of vocational education
as established in 19637

Lowell Burkett
Robert Worthington
Bertha King

Mel Barlow
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe

What influence did the sex equity movement play in
the categorical funding for consumer and homemaking
education in 19687

Lowell Burkett
Elizabeth Simpson
Kinsey Green
Bertha King

Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mel Barlow

Why did home economists want categorical funding for
consumer and homemaking education?

Bertha King
Lowell Burkett
Elizabeth Simpson
Kinsey Green

Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mary Allen Jolley
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14. Why did other vocational educators want categorical
funding for consumer and homemaking education?
Lowell Burkett
Robert Worthington
Bertha King
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley

15. Why did Congress approve categorical funding for con-
sumer and homemaking education? '
Bertha King
Lowell Burkett
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mary Allen Jolley
Kinsey Green
Mel Barlow

16. How was the campaign to include categorical funding
in the 1968 Amendments conducted?
Lowell Burkett
Bertha King
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe

17. Why was the name consumer and homemaking education
chosen for this application?
Lowell Burkett
Bertha King
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mary Allen Jolley
Kinsey Green

18. What support existed for categorical funding of con-
sumer and homemaking education in 1968 (by the pro-
fession, other educators, members of Congress)?

Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Robert Worthington



106

Bertha King

Mel Barlow
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Mary Allen Jolley

19. What other factors influenced the inclusion of cate-
gorical funding for consumer and homemaking education
in the 1968 Amendments?

Lowell Burkett
Bertha King

Mary Allen Jolley
Camille Bell

Mel Barlow
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe

20. Why was categorical funding of consumer and homemak-
ing education included as part of the 1968 Vocational
Education Amendments?

Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King

Mel Barlow
Elizabeth Simpson
Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
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'1976"

1. Why was it felt that categorical funding for consumer
and homemaking education should be continued in the
1976 Vocational Education Amendments?

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David

Mel Barlow

Dean Griffin
Shirley Chisholm
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober

Ruth Hughes

2. What was the American Vocational Association's posi-
tion on categorical funding for consumer and homemak-

ing education in 19767
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Aleene Cross
Kinsey Green
Dean Griffin
Mary Allen Jolley
Shirley Chisholm
Ruth Hughes
Charles Radclifife
Jack Jennings

3. Why was this position held?
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Aleene Cross
Kinsey Green
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Dean Griffin

4. What was the American Home Economics Association's
position on categorical funding for consumer and
homemaking education in 19767

Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King

Dean Griffin

Jack Jennings
Charles Radcliffe
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

5. Why was this position held?
Kinsey Green
Maryv Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Dean Griffin
Lowell Burkett

6. What was the Home Economics Teachers Association's
position on categorical funding?

Camille Bell

Kinsey Green

Bertha King

Aleene Cross

Dean Griffin

Mary Allen Jolley

Jack Jennings

Charles Radcliffe

Nancv Kober

Shirley Chisholm

7. Why was this position held?
Camille Bell
Kinsey Green
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Dean Griffin
Lowell Burkett

8. What support was felt for categorical funding for
consumer and homemaking education by teachers and
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other professionals in vocational education and home

economists?
Charlie Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Dean Griffin
Henry David
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
Ruth Hughes

9. Why was categorical funding for consumer and homemak-
ing education given a low profile in the AVA bill?

Dean Griffin
Lowell Burkett
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Aleene Cross

10. What support and oppcsition was held for categorical
funding of consumer and homemaking education by mem-

bers of Congress?
Charles Radcliffe
Lowell Burkett
Bertha King
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Mary Allen Jolley
Jack Jennings
Shirley Chisholm
Nancy Kober
Ruth Hughes

11. Why did these people hold these positions?
Charles Radcliffe
Lowell Burkett
Bertha King
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Mary Allen Jolley
Jack Jennings
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15.
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Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

How was categorical funding for consumer and homemak-
ing education treated in the various vocational edu-
cation bills that were introduced in the 94th Con-
gress?

Charles Radcliffe

Dean Griffin

Lowell Burkett

Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley

Jack Jennings

Nancy Kober

Shirley Chisholm

Why was categorical funding for consumer and homemak-
ing education treated differently in the vocational
education bills that were introduced by various
groups?

Charles Radcliffe

Kinsey Green

Dean Griffin

Henry David

Jack Jenning

Nancy Kober

Mary Allen Jolley

What percentage of federal appropriations did consum-
er and homemaking education receive between 1968 and
19767

Bertha King

Lowell Burkett

Kinsey Green

Why was more exposure given to categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education in hearings
held by the House Elementary, Secondary and Vocation-
al Education Subcommittee than was given to the sub-
ject by the Senate Education Subcommittee?

Bertha King

Mary Allen Jolley

Lowell Burkett

Kinsey Green

Dean Griffin

Jack Jennings
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Shirley Chisholm
Nancy Kober

16. What strategy was used to have categorical funding
for consumer and homemaking education as part of the
1976 Amendments?

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David

Dean Griffin
Shirley Chisholm

17. Why did categecrical funding for consumer and homemak-
ing education suddenly become a hot issue in January
of 19767

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross

Dean Griffin

Jack Jennings
Ruth Hughes

18. Why did professionals in the field of home economics
hold meetings about the 1976 Amendments in January of
197672

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green

Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David

Dean Griffin

Jack Jennings
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Shirley Chisholm
Ruth Hughes

1S. Why was the Miller Amendment introduced?

Charles Radcliffe

Henry David

Mary Allen Jolley

Dean Griffin

Ruth Hughes

Bertha King

Jack Jennings

Nancy Kober

Shirley Chisholm

20. Why was the Chisholm-Blouin Amendment introduced?

Charles Radcliffe
Lowell Burkett
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King

Dean Griffin
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Aleene Cross

Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

21. Why were the Miller Amendments and the Chisholm Am-

endments introduced when they were?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

22. What was the congressional and professional reaction

to the Chisholm-Blouin and Miller Amendments?
Charles Radcliffe



113

Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David

Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
Dean Griffin

23. What action was taken after the Chisholm-Blouin was
introduced in order to have this amendment repealed?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Ruth Hughes
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

24. What happended to the Miller Amendment?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jenning
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
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25. How did home economists lobby for categorical funding
before the Chisholm-Blouin Amendment?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Ruth Hughes
Shirley Chisholm

26. Why did Shirley Chisholm withdraw the Chisholm-Blouin
Amendment?

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Shirley Chisholm
Nancy Kober
Ruth Hughes

27. What strategy was used to defeat the Chisholm-Blouin
Amendment?

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Shirley Chisholm
Ruth Hughes
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28. How was the floor amendment which lead to the with-
drawal of the Chisholm-Blouin Amendment orchestrated?
Charles Radcliffe
Dean Griffin
Lowell Burkett
Bertha King
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
Camille Bell
Billie Chapman
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Jack Jennings

29. What sparked the controversy among the three home
economics education groups?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Ruth Hughes

30. Why did the conflict occur between the home economics

professional groups?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Ruth Hughes
Shirley Chisholm
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31. How was the conflict that occurred among the three
home economics education groups resolved?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Carl Perkins
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Ruth Hughes

32. What was the congressional reaction to the fighting
among the home economics professional groups?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
Ruth Hughes

33. How was the final wording of the legislation drafted?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
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34. What was the congressional intent of the legislation
which authorized categorical funding for consumer and
homemaking education?

Charles Radcliffe
Lowell Burkett
Dean Griffin
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King

Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm

35. Why was categorical funding for consumer and homemak-
ing left in the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments?
Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Shirley Chisholm
Nancy Kober

36. How did the specifications attached to the legisla-
tion evolve?

Charles Radcliffe
Billie Chapman
Camille Bell
Lowell Burkett
Kinsey Green
Mary Allen Jolley
Bertha King
Aleene Cross
Henry David
Dean Griffin
Jack Jennings
Nancy Kober
Shirley Chisholm
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LEGISLATIVE PROCCESS

The federal legislative process is prescribed and ord-
erly. Controversy can be disruptive to the procedure vet
conflicts in the form of different inputs are vital because
they often provide stimulus for needed changes.

Bills are drafted by congressional staff members or by
various agencies or groups. They are introduced by members
of Congress. After a bill is introduced, it is assigned to
a committee. If the committee chair or a majority of the
committee members feel that the bill deserves'consideration,
it is further assigned to a subcommittee.

To enable members of Congress to obtain information and
opinions on the bill, the subcommittee holds public hear-
ings. At the conclusion of tne hearings, amendments may be
added or sections dsleted through a process known as the
"mark-up" of the bill. At this time, the subcommittee meets
in a closed session and carefully guestions and revises the
bill. If the subcommittee votes in favor of the bill, it is

referred back to the full committee.
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If the bill passes the entire committee it is ready for
floor action. Once on the floor any member of the chamber
can guestion, discuss, or propose an amendment to the bill.
After all amendments are made, Senators or Representatives
who are in attendance on the floor Qote on the proposed leg-
islation.

If differences exist between similar bills passed by
the House and Senate, a conference committee is convened,
changes that are acceptable to both houses are drafted and
the new bill is voted on by members of the House and Senate.
The President of the United States then signs the bill and

it becomes law.
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THE CATEGORICAL FUNDING OF CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION

by

Letitia A. Combs

(Abstract)

In 1976, Congress amended the Vocational Education Act

(o]

tc inciude, among other things, categorical funding for con-
sumef and homemaking education. The purpose of this study
was to discover why consumer and homemaking education re-
ceived categorical funding in that legislation.

This research was a policy formulation study. In order
to formalize the study, the purpose was divided into specif-
ic research questions. They formed the structure of the
study.

The study consisted of three stages. The first stage

involved a review of congressional meetings, a study of pu-

blications of interest groups and a review of historical ac--



counts of pre-1976 legislation for home economics education.
Stage two involved the development of interview question-
naires. Stage three involved interviewing key persons who
worked on federal legislation for consumer and homemaking
education. This stage also included a study of personal pa-
pers, unpublished documents and transcripts of closed meet-
ings relating to federal funding for consumer and homemaking
education.

It was found that, in 1976, home economics educators
not only had to encourage Congress to continue categorical
funding, but they were divided about how to affect the con-
tinuation. One group wanted to prepare legislation that
would closely meet the visions held by the members of Con-
gress. While another group wanted to lobby for provisions
favored by home economics educators. Categorical funding
was obtained with neither method exclusively. It was ob-
tained through the efforts of home economists, lobbyists,
and congressional aides who analyzed proposed provisions and
who, through compromise, prepared legislation that was ac-
ceptable to all parties.

It is recommended that home economists continue to work
with Congress and that they improve the image policy makers
have of their program. These professionals should develop

strong state-level power structures and extensive legisla-



tive networks. Furthermore home economics educators should
work closely with professional associations to draft accep-

table home economics legisiation.
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