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September 1966
Number One

- trators, the Executive Committee of the' American Assoclatl n:of Scho
‘Administrators authorized: the preparauon of nine essays,.one:to’ appear in
“each issue of THE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR for: the- ‘schiool: year 196667

-Schools.” Each essay focuses ona- set of critical questions and i issues: -around:

- .basis for study and understanding of the problems and issues mherent Jin
’the changmg relatlonshlps amonb levels of government“" S

: for the Federal Government in Educatwn.” It~ has beeh reparod
B 'Calnforma. o
- them with his colleagues, his board of educatxon, his congres:

sentatives, and interested citizens to the end that American public;
tion ‘will become an even more effective mstrtutlon through"w

v e e e - - b e e = e = e pr— Lo T et T
. s . .\ .

The past few years have been excxtmg ones-—perhaps the most eventful;’:_,,
in the entire history of American education. - Schools -have. been ‘swept. -
into a whirling vortex of cultural change that has made them & more vital ' .-
part of the culture and more. v.n.slble on the. local state, and nauonal seenes
than ever before. « e

As education has become more clearly 1dentrned thh the natxon s:well«
being, the schools have become more visible in the political arena, Perhaps &
at no other time in our histors; has education occupied such a. promment
place on the agenda of the United States Congress, The growing awareness
of the federal government’s responsrblhty for: educauon reflects 'a new’ and
evolving: national posture. This deeper involvement in- eommumty, _state,
and national life has brought to the schools new challenges, but_ it has
brought, too, perplexing- problems and - nssues that must be vrewed ‘and"
treated with new perspective. - S

Increasmg amounts of federal funds are producmg profound changes in
the historical roles of the local, state, and national governments, and.eacl
level of .government is attempting to find. its unique -Tole”in. mprovmg
American public education. The. partnership that has served Amenca 50,
well must now be re-exammed in the light of changmg condruons.

- Sensitive to the growing importar.ce of educatlon, as well a5 to “the per-
sistent and emerging problems and pressures impinging on school admr is;

All"are concerned with the general topic; “Federal Pohcy and the’”Pubh
which national policy evolves. The series is intended to provxde a thoughtful

o 0

'Lindman, rotessor of educatron, Umve tv of Callforma,

© We urge each mnmber of AASA to stud the essays carefull to dise

Amen..an people seek to reach their destmy




;  The American public school partner-
>~ ship is a natural outgrowth of our
federal system. For it to function ef-
fectively, cach of the three partners,
> the local school system, the state, and
" - the federal govermment, must pursue
: policies which are mutually supportive
and which contribute to the common
2 purpose——better education. With the
= . recent expausion of federai programs in
- education and the aggressive leadership
.. exerted by the United States Office of
- Education, a reappraisal of the part-
if—-: nership, especrally the role of the fed-
eral government, is essential.

..Only a'few short years ago the ac-
eepted goal of nearly all advocates of
(- . federal aid for education could he sum-
7 manzed succinctly in these words: fed-

fgf};eral aid without federal control.
:» This concept.of the federal role was
based upon a historic distrust of the
- . concentration-of power, whether politi-
- cal, relrgnous, /O €CONOMIC POWEL, Of
,the ‘power.. to determine how our
;chrldren should be educated. National
control _ of educatron is expected in
those countries where the government
;has a soclal program 10 sell toits youth,
But’in' Amenca, where dtversrty and .
tlle free marketplace of ideas are the
: ;lommant mgredrents of our. ‘educational
" system, national controls seemed wholly
2 "f‘«‘?mappropnate T
27 'Moreover, under local eontrol of
- educatron many communities developed
—~ excellent school systems. Distinguished
cmzens accepted positions on. local
5 : “school boards, and-local property tax-
;. payers contributed toward. the increas-
.=mg school - budget with remarkable
" generosity. New. types ‘of educational
.. programs were pioneered in American
. . cities. All this happened under state
. rand local. contzol of education.
.2 There wexe, to be sure, madequate
S schools in. many communities. In most
.. cases _these . inadequacics could be

. traced to deﬁerencres in the local school
“tax: base. The assessed valuation of tax-
f ,ble property per pupil: was so low
. .in somie communitics that school tax
.rates, far, above the average, failed

mlmmum program. ' _
To remedy this deﬁcrency, the states

provided greater amounts of state sup-
port per pupil to the low-wealth dis-
tricts. Along with the effort to improve
the financial support for public schools
came incrsased state supervision and
efforts to consolidate schools into
larger and more efficient school ad-
ministrative units.

But progress was spdtty Some states
niade grcat progicss; othicis mssvi’: far
behind. Comparisons among the states
revealed shocking differences in the
level of education of its citizens. Dur-
ing World War II and during the
Korean War, the number of young men
who were unacceptable for military
service because of educational deficien-
cies wes intolerably great in some
states.

Again, a careful exammatlon of the
facts revealed that most of the states
with: inadequate schools were also the
states in which the per capita income
was substantially below the national
average. In general, the people in those
states were making as great an effort to
finance their schools as were people in
other states. They were devotmg as
large a percentage of their income to
the support of schools. But the funds

.available to the schools were grossly

madequate.

General Federal Aid Ind'icat_e'd'

These facts indicated an appropriate
role for the federal government: it
should provide general support for pub-
lic schools without federal control,
granting larger amounts to low-wealth
states, precisely as siate governments
had done for local school districts.
The assignment of this role to the fed-
eral government was based upon the
assumption that the causes of inade-
quate schools are basically fiscal and
that state and local school leadership
exists or can be found that will make

‘wise choices in the use of additional

funds.

This view of the basic federal Tole
in the support of public schools was
shared by many national leaders ir {he
past, including the late President John
F. Kemnedy.  The recent widely dis-
cussed plan to return to the states for
general state purposes a portion of the

~ for its approval,

-aids so that the parochral schools re-

federal income tax collecnon is based
upon the same concept of the federal
role in the support of state services. '
Despite the strong appeal -of the con<. '
cept of federal general-purpose aid for = 4
education without federal’ control, the S
recent trend has beer toward increased . .
federal control of public school pro-- .
grams through the enactment of nu-
meIous bpwuu'yux PoSC grant ysusrcuw
Hundreds of pages of guidelines have:
been written in the U. S, Office.of -
Education spellmg out the condrtrons _
under which a school may be’ elrgible S
for a grant for this purpose or for. . -.;
that purpose. For some of the grants, o A
proposed innovative projects must be |
submitted to the Oﬂice of Educatlon

-

TR
i1

This zbrupt shift in federal school N |
policy was accepted by scme as an ex- < &
pediency—hopefully temporary -in na-~ fj,”f(y,, ;
ture—to get needed federal school A |
dollars started. Despite wgorous cam-
paigns by the American Assoclatron of
School Admmrstrators, the Natronal
Education Assoclatlon, the Counc:l oi
Chief State School Oﬂieers, and alhed
groups, general federal support for
public schools has not been approved
by Congress, pnmanly because of the' .. %
church-school controversy -and.- the
school segregatron issue. While it is’
possible to design’ federal categoncal

ceive some beneﬁt, general support
funds are necessarily confined to pub-
lic schools under the Amencan Constr-
tution. ‘ e g
To others, the new emphasrs upon
categorical aids for education is ‘not a
device for gettmg around hnstoncal
roadblocks to general federal support
funds. Instead, they are part of the .’ 3
“necessary revolutronmAmencan edu- | j :z::
cation.” This view is expressed clearly o
by the U. S. Commlssroner of Educa-"
tion, Harold Howe 1I, who, ina pubh-
cation entitled Educatzon 1965 A Re-
port-to the: Professzon, declared
“The 88th and 89th. Congresses
tesponding to the desires of the peo-'
ple, enacted laws enablmg the Federa_l
Government to take its place in the.
local-State-Natronal educatronal part
nerslup. . . Toward thls end, th
Congress has enacted 24 malor tnecets
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of education jegislation in the past 3
years. These new laws are channels
threcugh which billions of Federal
tax dollars will go into our elemen-
tary schools, high schools, vocational
'schools, colleges, and universities.
> “But this money is not simply handed
Out in the pious hope that it will be
put to good use. Each of the educa-
‘tion laws . . . i qulte specr.ﬁc Cate-

PP

Oiics anid conditions of aid have been
established to insure that these funds
are spent in an efficient and prudent
manner »

Bemg Brutally Fr. ok

. This description of the federal role
is brutally frank. The U. S. Commis-
'sioner of Education declares that it is
only a “pious hope” that state and
Tocal school leaders would put addi-
tional funds to good use and spend
‘them in an efficient and prudent man-
ner without categories and conditions
vclearly spelled out by ff,deral authon-
‘tres
% This new reaerahsm in educatron
resis upoa four rather clear premises.
Frrst, it assumes that state and local
school leaders, including state legisla-
tures and local boards of education, will
E%not spend federal funds prudently and
‘in the national interest thhout specific
federal direction.
. Second, jt assumes.that a series of
federal categorical aids for selected
-services Or programs, with accompany-
ing guldelmes, audits, and reports, will
%result in better local school manage-
o Thrrd, it assumes. that pubhc schools
throughout. the nation have uniform
-strengths and weaknesses which can be
 remedied by categorical aids applied
-uniformly throughout the nation.
: - Fourth, it assumes that state and
Jocal tax sources will provide in the re-
‘maining 90 pexcent of the school budget
‘the funds necded to improve existing
wfprograms and services.
*  The sharp distinction between the
‘basic philosophy of those who favor
federal aid without federal control and
’;those who favor the new, highly con-

% Www i

and years ahead this issue will be
sharply debated as Congress .considers
expansion of the categorical-aid system
or shifts toward “block® grants.

So far we have discussed the ques-
tion: How can the federal government
best aid public schools in discharging
their responsibilities? Equally important
to an effective local-state-federal part-
nership is the question: How can the
public schiools aid ihe federal goveri-
ment in discharging its responsibilities?

For many years the public schools
have carried out educational activities
which were intended primarily to sup-
port programs and responsibilities of
the federal - government. Perhaps the
most obvious example is the ROTC
program, which clearly supports na-
tional defense, a responsibility of the
federal government. Payments made to
schools and colleges for such programs
are more properly considered to be
payments for services rendered rather
than federal aid to education.

Since national defensec has been a

_responsibility of the federal government

since the founding of the Republic,
classification of federal payments to
schools for ROTC programs as pay-
ments for services rendered to the fed-
eral government instead of aid to edu-
cation is quite readily accepted

Exactly the same principles apply,
however, to-more recently accepted re-
sponsibilities of the federal government.
For example, Congress has accepted
the responsibility for full employment.
In the Manpower Development and
Training Act, it concluded that “it ic
in the naticnal interest that current
and prospective manpower shortages be
identified and that persons who can be
qualified for these positions through
education and training be sought out

and trained, in order that the Nation

may meet the staffing requirements _<
the struggle for freedom. . . .” In the
preamble to the Act, Congress goes
on to say that it is the responsibility
of the federal government ““to develop
and apply the information and methods
needed to deal with the problems of un-
employment resulting from automation
and technological changes and other
types of persistent unemployment.” Ac-
ceptance of this responslbnhty by the

federal government requires it to sup-
port the development of vocatronal edu- .
cation. o
With such responsibility clearly ae-'

cepted by the federal government, much
of the vocational education in' public
schools can be mterpreted as aid to the
federal government in discharging. its
newly accepted res,:onsnbnhty for full

employment. Federal payments to Pub-' Rt

lic schools for such vocationai educa-
tion may quite properly be mterpreted
as payments for services ' rendered

rather than federal axd 'to pubhc\:‘ . 4
schools. Similarly, ‘with acceptance of . v |
the federal role in the War on Poverty; < . 7P
much of the expanded pubhc school - -

.....

can be classified as servrces rendered h :
to the federal government in support,‘_ﬂ ’
of a responsibility accepted by the—r', AN ¢

federal government.

When the problem is viewed ‘this

way, it is not always clear under the
various categoncal-ard programs who
is aiding whom. :

 For example; this aspect of the com- -

plex interrelationship between the pub—
lic schools and the federal government

becomes embarrassingly clear when the

federal govemment threateus to cut off

federal school aids because of mom-
compliance under the Civil Rrghts Act,’ Rk
If, under most of the cstegoncal-ard,' .

programs the public school is actiaily

aiding in the aceomphshment of ac-f’i

cepted goals of the federal government,ﬁ

cutting off the aid penalizes the in- =~ = "
tended beneficiaries of the federal pro- =~ = ..
gram and does not penalize the school . ::::
district per se. Perhaps we need to give * - "3

more thought as to who is aiding whom
in this interrelationship so that we will
not mistakenly depnve children of .
needed school services. : e

Through Others’ Eyes -

With so much confusron m the fed-, B
eral-state-local relationship with respect‘ e
a*fundamental re-exam- - . .8

to education, ; (
ination is urgently needed. . For this

examination each partner should look .

at the problem through the eyes of the

other partner. It is tempting for federal .. e
officers to look at the state and local -
admmrstrators and say to them “You\ i




E are the problem. If you were competent
= and cooperative, the necessary revolu-
. tion in American education would
proceed quickly and efficiently accord-
ing to a national plan.”

: Likewise, state and local school lead-
- ers, struggling to implement new cate-
 gorical-aid programs, might be tempted
- to say tothe U. 8. Office of Education:
" “On the contrary, you are the probiem.
,f 'You have burdened the schools with
"~ mountains of red tape and distoried
2 educational emphases through a multi-
- tude of categorical 2i

- *. Hopefully the rhssussron will not
reach such an vnpasse Yet the issues
oo are fundamenzal and they reflect deep-
. - seated -copvictions based upon widely
“different personal experrenoes with edu-
'eatron. o

Some Important Questzons

e Instead of indulging in the kind of
... name-calling that could casily result in
. this discussion, we need to ask-and to
7 . amswer a series of questrons concerning
.' .the federal role in education. Here -are
’:isome of them.
" -Is some. form of federal general-
. purpose ‘aid or sharing of federal taxes
- with “states needed to strengthen the
‘ongomg publrc school program ia low-
.. imcome ‘states? In all states? Is there
@ danger that without federal general-
- puIpose. funds, grants for special pro-
grams. such as vocational education,
i:'hbrarres or ‘compensatory education
-will ‘draw ; limited local funds from
j.;equally ‘essential nonaided programs
f,and weaken the total education of
"young people in the United States?
©x -, Should federal tax funds be used to
guarantee in each state a level of school
ssupport per pupil sufficient to finance
.« @ satisfactory basic school program, to-
: ward which each state would be re-
to eontnbnte a prescnbed per-
;:-_ oentage .of its total personal income,
«, with-the. federal government contribut-
. mg the remamder? Tlus is essentrally

the approzch many states have used
to guarautee an adequate basic school
program in local school districts.

How can federal contributions to the
public schools be so made that school
' oards will know during the budget-
making period how much federal
money they will have during the en-
suing year? Only by such an arrange-
ment can federally financed programs
be planned eﬁectlvely ,

In discharging iis ncWry assumcl
obligations fer full employment, shouid
the federa! government provide con-
tinuisg support for vocational educa-
tion? If so, should the various iaws and
appropriations for vocational education
be consolidated into a single program,
giving greater discretion to state voca-
tional education planning groups?

Should the federal government, as-
part of its War on Poverty, provide con-
tinuing suppor¢ for special education
programs for disadvantaged students?
If so, shouid the various laws and ap-
propnatrons be combined into a smgle
program, giving greater discretion in
the use of those funds to local boards
of education?

Is it possible to provide for pubhc
schools and parochial schools in sepa-
rate laws so that different methods and
procedures, appropriate to each, can be
used? If public schools should be
granted federal - general-purpose sup-
port and if parochial schools should
have some benefits for their pupiis, is
it possible to enact such legislation sep-
arately so that each bill will be de-

signed for its special purpose? Much_

confusion results when an attempt is
made to provide for both types of
schools in the same legislation.
Should the federal government in-
crease its payments-in-lieu-of-taxes to
pubhc schools by reducing the eligibility
requirement of Section 3 of Public Law
8747 The public schools derive about
half of their revenues from property
taxation. The federal government is
the largest property owner in the United

“major gap in the local school revenaeda

‘available in .ar-oau lots. -

‘ments with local school systems. Is it

'Pethaps if we try we can s-"

States If the fed'ml govemment're-‘
fuses to’ pay its local school taxes; ‘s

is inevitable. Should the federal pattner RREEN |
meet this bligation? - SAPNE
" Should the federal @vernment dr- S
rect its vesources toward the eontmuons R
suppert of educition, leaving to pnvatai."‘ ~
fonudations the functron of ;n'ovrdrng B
“seed money” for the dévelopment of - -
innovations? Mazs sive support: for. ine ", ¢

uuvuuu.r b7 ““‘ ‘ede"‘ g’“’“"“‘"“"f‘j‘

seems to assume that 1""0'vmons are - y

Should the fedetal government: usef
the threat of wrthholdmg school funds .~
to enforce compliance ‘with national:
policies? Such threats tend to rrake it
impossible’ to stabihze federally su_p-
ported programs and--enter-ifito. longﬂ
tefm contracts \vrth emplovees, creatmg»
confusion and meﬂicrency ,m,tﬁhe very:
programs ~ the. federal governmen‘
wishes to encourage &

“Should the various federal ucatr \
programs whrch are. scattered among
several ‘agencies of the federal govern-
ment be concentratedm ) smgle agency

Much time is wasted as dlﬁerent& agen-
cies seck to enter into’ separate agree-';“j

possible t6 do some streamlining of: the -
federal govemment to avord thrs sonrce
of eonfusron? R g

Agreement Not Easy

These are but a few ci the many';j“
questions whrch must be answered if .
the 'ocal-state-federal pubhc schoo'
partnershrp is to become full/ o
fective. Agreement ! wrll niot come easrly -
With respect. to educatron, we are all‘j
provincial, basing our convxctrons upon_‘;
limited personal expeﬁence. For th'*f
reason, we are all part of the g

v o
A e

part of rts solutro
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“imply that there should be s
boundaries defined for the nation’s
:schools—-that limits be nnposed on

e

B R e N

It is ¢comparatively easy for school
administrators and school board mem-
bers to become disenchanted with the
extended and severe expectations which
are held for the educational enterprise
these days. Schesis in America, righily
or wrongly, are expccted to produce
persons capable of passing selective
service exams and fighting a war to

which the nation has less than a full ’

commitment; to provide raw material
to satisfy the active appetites of insti-
tutiens of higher education; to develop
human capital sufficient to meet the
sometimes' ambiguous and fuzzy de-
mands of an industrial and business-
based economy; to produce human or-
ganisms that are sensitive, tolerant, re-
spectful, forgiving, and understanding
of their fellowmen; and to prepare
“cmzens” a sustained flow of men

: and women committed to the: Ameri-

can way of life and the perfection. of
the processes of democracy

What does a nation, especially thls ‘

nation, have a right to expect of its
school" system? What national goals
can and should be realized either di-
rectly or mdlrectlv through education?
Is it wise'to  impose rcsponsxbllmes o
an ‘educational - -system for the attain-
ment of natlonal goals that are clearly
not educational -goals? Should schools
be the only major institution beld :e-
sponsible for the achlcvement of na-
tlonal objectives?

These and similar questlons are be-

" ing raised these days by school admin-

istrators. They are hard, disturbing
questxons .because they challenge the
thesis accepted by many American ed-
ucators: that American schools serve

,pubhc interests, as defined by the pub-

lic through the mechanisms for expres-
s.on availzble to it.. Such questlons
2rvice

expectations. .
In 1960, John W. Gardner, now
U. S.: Sccretary of Health, Education,

* - and Welfare, set down the general re-

sponsibility for education in Goals for
Americans: “Education is essential not

. only to individual fulfillment but to the

vitality. of our-national life. The v1gor

) . ,of our free mstltutlons depends upon

e ramray raea nr e € s g o s 4 - e

educated men and women ai. every -
level of thie society. And of ‘this mo-
ment in history, free. institutions are
on trial.” Few would quarre]. with
Gardner’s basic thesis, for it expresses :
rather succitictly the primary aspiration
of laymen ‘and professionals for ‘the -
nation’s schools vis-3-vis the soclety
that has spawned them. One can like-
wise remark at the restraint with
whnch he treated the nhnht of our free
institutions. At the same time, how-~ -
ever, there is the implication that-the
commonweal rests quite- dlrr,ctly -on
our school systems.’ ‘ /

Much of today’s admmastrator un-} PRI
easiness s linked to the fact:that prom-
inent’ Americans : seem to' see .thé .
schools as the key to: achlevmg Ta-

cially integrated howusing, ‘removal’ of

dizcrimination in employment, reduc- - -

tion " of delinquency, - stopping . the

flight of the middle class to the sub-

urbs, 1mproved metal health -and- a
halt to -the- deterioration of moral
standards ‘It is clear- that the perform- g
ance of a nation’s school system is re-
lated to social problems such as these. -
If schools were more successful w;tb _
their - cliéntele, there would not-be-as

. many dropouts. or “deviant personah-

ties ﬂagrantly explomng the social con= -

science of the society; nor would thére

be the severe problems - of mentalu

health evoked by difficult adjustments RU

to changmg envuonments

Schools and Natxonal Goal:B

Most thoughtful observers would ap—-i .
ply so.ie rough criterion of reason- .

ablencss -in_establishing expectations g
for any smgle social -institution in re-
gard to national ‘problems - or the

achievement of national goals in re- B

'l'hi! article, “Education ‘a8 an' |

Instrament for- Realizing National
Goals,” was prepared for The

School Administrator by Luvern L.,

Cmmmgham, director . of the Mid-
west Adminisiration Center, Univcr-‘ .

. sity of Chicago. It is the second ina -
series of nine essays on the general -
subject, “Federal Policy and the -
(Pnblic Schools.” e ‘
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spect to those problems. The appro-
priate question is: What can a sdciety
reasonably expect schopls to ‘contrib-
ute to the achievement of national
purposes? The schools cannot igncre
important national cbjectives to which
they can contribute; nor can they as-
sume complete responsibility for solv-
ing the social ills of the times.

To assess our professional posture
on education as an instrument for the
realization of national ooaLs, it seems
useful to apply the criterion of reason-
ableness to several national goals that
have been identified as salient for ed-
ucation.

National Defense

The schools’ role in defense was
made quite clear in 1958 with the
passage of the National Defense Edu-
cation Aci. The Congress, in a some-
what alarmist posture, rushed through
legislation designed to strengthen
schools in special ways. These ways
were selected s responses to short-
comings, particularly in science and
mathematics, which American political
leaders diagnosed as most threatening
to our international competitive posi-
tion. Even carter, u. arge-scale pro-
grams of the National Science Founda-
tion likewise gained congressional
support on the assumpiion that such
efforts would contribute to a stronger
scientific capability for the country,
permitting us to keep pace with other
nations in a wide range of interna-
tional scientific and technological com-
petitions.

The most recent reminder that edu-
cators received of their defense obli-
gation was the highly publicized criti-
cism of the schools emanating from
the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
Defense Secretary Robert McNamara
chastised teachers for their failure to
impart knowledge and for sending stu-
dents into a mental fog of boredom,
confusion, and noncomprehension.
The Defense Department has devel-
oped schools to repair the loss and
make several hundred thousand young
men capable of military service who
would ordinarily unot have been ac-
cepted because of low pexformance on

T

“armed forces aptltude tests

The implications of McNamara’s
statcments are clear: School oificials
had better go about getting their
houses in order immediately.

The national goal, generally stated,
is to maintain an adequate defense.
The expectations for the schools ap-
peas to be at two levels. The first of
these is to provide an adequate flow of
brain power sufficient to meet the de-
mands of scientific progress in such
areas as weapons development, mili-
tary strategy, and space exploration.
The second of these is to ensure a sus-
tained flow of basic muscle power,
prepared sufficiently well academically
to meet minimum military standards.

Is either of these unreasonable? They .

do not seem to be. The nation is de-
pendent upon brain power and muscle
power to protect itself, and the schools
arc implicitly involved in the supply
Process. ‘

The schools have not been asked to
assume a Spartan posture; most siu-
dents are not required to learn to
march, handle weapons, learn individ-
ual defense tactics, develop sucrvival
skills. or operate military vehicles. Stu-
dents could be required to do such
things, obvicusly; courses could be
incorporated into the curriculum which
would lead directly to strengtheped
national defense, especiaily at the
muscle level. Such measures have not
been seen as necessary or reasonable,
but they are available if world condi-
tions dictate.

Serving the defense purpose, then,

does not appear to be particularly ob-.

jectionable. The expectations are
rather modest after all and in fact in-
tegrate well with other purposes which
the schools seek to serve, such as
national physical fitness, general cog-
nitive development, and a minimum
level of national literacy. The fact that
large numbers of young men cannot
pass modest military service aptitude
examinations should be a concern to
teachers and administrators across the
nation, for these exams serve as a
crude external measure of our school
system’s performance.

Earlier this year AASA released a
book entitled Imperatives in Educa-

‘tion, wh.ch spelled ‘out. niné seriou:
responsibilities for the natlon s schools

Although labeled :mperatwes, they are
in effect goals for schools natxonal in.

scope. “The authors of. ‘the volume i

urged Amencan educators to redesngn
the curriculum m keepmg thh these
imperztives. .
Some of the 1mperat1ves sound very _ f
much like weil-known ob]ectlves of
American education. “To prepare peo- -
ple for the world of 'work,” “To ‘make "
the best use of lelsur.. tIme,” and “To

make intelligent use of ‘natural ‘re-

sources” have a tather faxmhar and

time-Honored ring | about them Others

do not. “To make: aurban Tife: Teward--
ing and. satlsfymg,”n “To ‘deal - con-
structively. -with . psychoxoglcal ten-

sions,” and “To. keep democracy work-

ing” are of a dlﬁerent flavor. And 1f
we ar> to take- ourselves senously in-
gard to these three, we are. mdeed
assuming a frightening but-at the same
time magnificent. mponsiblhty -
The three are. obviously mterrelated

_ 'The task of making urban life reward- " ©
ing and satlsfymg will be’ partlally s

achieved if we are successful through
education in providing a basis for each
individuai to deal with psychologlcal
tensions. And the only way ‘we. will -
achicve a rewtahzauoh of hfe in urban
complexes will be through a genuine, .
grass-roofs, democratic- efiurt. . Ay~

thing short of that will be inadequate ',.__f,:
and casts doubts on whether the other .

objectives are achievable or indeed
worth achieving at .all. :

Keeping Democracy Workmg B

As a nation we have had neatly two s 3

centuries of experience with a republi-

can form of government. Despite a”
seeming comfort with democratic proc- 3

esses, we continue to struggle to make

the system functional. The stresses im-
posed on all levels of government have "
been substantial, but the most visible - - 2
deterioration in capacity to manage.
problems has been at the local level i

especially in urban surroundmgs.

There are hosts of reasons why local
government is in tiouble, Part of the - .-
difficulties can be atributed to ‘struc-' 7 %
ture—cities seemingly are too large to
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treat the range of housing, police pro-
tection, education, employment, sani-
tation, and other matters that plague
them daily. There is not enough flexi-
bility in the system; it has become un-
wieldy -and nonresponsive; political
access is denied tc large segments of
the population. Suburbs are frequently
suffering from another kind of struc-
tural diﬂiculty In many cases govern-

(U | |- SR

micnital units arc (o0 small, uupuvcx-

- ished, rapidly growing, experiencing

shifts in their populations, and with-
out a responsible leadership structure.
The cities are too large and central-
ized, and their suburban fringes are

. often too fragmented and diffuse.

When local govemment fails o solve

L - Jocal problems, it appeals in despera-
. tion to state and federal sources for

help. Even in the absence of such ap-

‘peals, state and federal governments

increasingly are defining local prob-
lems as among the most serious facing
the nation and are taking steps to rem-
edy them, Urban rencwal, rapid trans-

it, community health, policing, hous-
ing, urban planning, and education are
a few among dozens of local prob]em
areas that have been entered in the

- national interest.

What then is the responsibility of

“the schools in regard to this impera-

tive? How can they help keep demec-

- racy working?

The quick and easy answer is to
improve our teaching of the structure
and processes of government. That has

' been our response for years when we

" have concerned ourselves with voter

apathy to school bond issues, tax ref-
erenda, and other public matters bear-
ing directly on the schools. We have
had confidence that if individuals had

~ knowledge of their government, they

would be interested and able to make

. it work. As important as strengthened

teaching about government may be,
that will not be enough.

The best contributicn the schools
can make is to providc: genuine expe-
riences in the processes of democracy

~ within schools themselves. And this is

. by no means a new observation. John

" Dewey appealed to educators to make

of schools locations for the exercise of

* reflective thinking on the part of indi-

B T L T

viduals and groups. He called for

schools to be open societies where
problems are encountered and solved
through the exercise of freedom of
thought and expression and ma]onty
decision.

It the need for better partlclpatlon
in democracy skills were nct pro-
nounced enough within the society at
large to cause school leaders to pause,

naboslaler Anslocen eclilla dlen ad.
Coladiny aCulss Wil wa cducation

community itself should be sufficient
to attract our attention. Two bits of
evidence arc compelling: One is the
large-scale unrest among siudent
groups, particularly in higher educa-
tion but also present in elementary and
secondary schocls; the other is the rest-
lessness of teachers, manifest in so-
called militancy and power-seekmg
behaviors.

Both of these movements are in part

due to the “closed” nature of many
local school systems. In most cases no
one has deliberately designed them to
be closed, and probably the adminis-
trators in such situations do not per-
ceive them to be so. But students do
and teachers do. They do not see them
as places where they have a genuine
participatory role in the decisions of
the enterprise. Students have a feeling
of being acted upon and not with.
Teachers have a feeling of being left
out or cverlooked when important is-
sues are up for consideration—issues
which extend far beyond salary and
fringe benefit matters and are at the
heart of the teaching function.

* Administrators need to locate within
themsclves their feelings about partici-
pation on the part of large numbers of
persons in the central affairs of schools.
If their feelings are that such involve-

ment is not warranted, is troublesome,-

is awkward, or that there is not time
for it, they are in for difficulty from
this point forward. If, on the other
hand, their feelings are: that real par-
ticipation is important, that there exist
extraordinary resources within student
and faculty ranks for improving deci-
sions affecting the onterprise, then
there is promise for them.

One of the problems of administra-
tors is that they themselves are prod-
ucts of the culture for whick they are

now’ assummg responsihihty. lIf« thcy

. Gemociacy wurnug, pmudmy

themselvcs have not had expenence in
the proceeses of democracy it is more
understandable why they. ‘have : siot”
been able to establish the condntrons
within- which open- mvolvement in the
central decrslons of the. orgamzatron =
can be extended to Targer munbers of B
teachers ‘and students, -

If our natronal objectlve 1s to keep
mechanism for its achievement is. the -
perfection of the school as a labora- e
tory for developmg the. slnlls cssenttal
to participation in the processes of
democracy

e

Psychologwal Tensmns

Expectmg the schools to deal wrth
the tensions of a nation is. a large or-
der, since the condxtrons producmg

tension in the society are not-under.-- =
the direct control of the natlons edu--
cational system. Even if they. were, it

would be a staggenng assignment. for
any institutional sector_ of the: socrety
to assume. But this is not fo say that.
schools do not have a respons'bilrty or
a part to play in the mprovement of
society’s tenslon-copmg ability. - _
Schools and classrooms. are them-
selves miniature societies. They have

within them reflections of all the ten-- L

sron-producmg -agents - in _ the larger
community. Classrooms in upper-in- j
come suburbs as well as inner-city. -
ghetto areas are populated with young- .

sters experiencing -all sorts of emo- j;*‘
tional upsets. Likewise, the profes—. =

sional staffs of the nation’s schools
contain persons with their own partlc-
ular sets of stresses. The parent con-
stituencies of most classtooms have
their share of members who are strug-
gling to manage their own brand of .
tensions. Thus the school, as a pattlc-
ular life environment for a large per-:-
centage. of the total population, is a-

superb laboratory for the study of the

impact of external forces on human
beings. At the same time the school
has the best opportunity of any insti--

tutional sector to focus on developmg RS
emotional strengtiis which will enable .-
persons to deal effectively. with amblg o

gmty and sustained change

(TN
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1 School people have wrtnesscd a pro-
3 gressron of boys and girls whose school
““experience has mads little or no con-
- tribution” to ‘their capacity for living
productxve and satisfying lives. In
" many cases we have stood by help-
lessly as’ puplls ‘withdrew, regressed,
evrdenccd hostility, or manifested one
or more of many forms of alienation
from the ‘schiool soclety as well as the
broader commuiiity. We have observed
thcse occurrenm “knowing that for
5 _most of these: persons their life chances
_i -~ are zero.. We :know, too, the cost to the
'f?",’-’natlon of assuming ‘the social burden
.. of such persons for the balance of therr
nonproductrve lives.

“There ‘can be no escape: from rc-
‘sponsibihty here. If the society is to
~'survive, the - schools must assume a
“* heavier’ -responsibility for preparmg
: - - persons to live satisfactorily in settings
=~ that ‘will become increasingly nonsatis-

w7 fymg despite affluence and a reduction
- - in abject poveity. We are on the thresh-

‘old'of an era of purposelessness as a
- nation; we seem t0 have no clear sense
Zof drrectlon, we have no challenges
_ : which are enlisting emotional support
from 1arge ‘numbers ;of people. We
“Seem - t0- be mdderless and drifting.

_,_,adnlt community as Well as the pre-
" adult community.
- “Obviously*such : an arena of respon-
- sibility may require large-scale rethink-

. system itself if we are to approach the
':? "objective at "all. We 'may need to re-
: 7 conoeptuahze the school and consider

Z‘_,; it-more- as a center for human devel-
" opment rather than as an institution to
- serve essentially cognitive purposes. In
- a center for human development, the
total needs of the human organism
- could be addressed in a common set-
. ting. The psychological, physical, bio-
loglcal, and cognitive growth paiterns
could be directed simultaneously, with
- . . & new mix of professlonal talents in-
2 corporated into the process.

And _these circnmstances mark ‘the

. ing and ‘redesigning of the educational

Making Urban Life Rewardmg

Modern urbanization pOssesses com-
ponents which may lead to grossly un-
satisfactory living for more and more
people. Unless we can develop useful
strategies to deal with such compo-
aents, we can hardly look forward to
satisfying and rewarding lives for many
urban dweilers. On the other hand, ur-
ban hvmg is by nic means- dlsappomt-

- \

ing io large n’dmocrb of pecnie. ‘They

find the large ciiy or a metropolitan
area filled with vitality and richness
not available anywhere else.

The responsibility of the school is to

. enhance opportunities for students to
know the positive features in urban
living and to expose them to the excit-

ing and satisfying potentials of such
life settings. The large-scale problems
confronting most megalopolitan cen-
ters are so awesome that we permit
them to overshadow the positive quali-
ties which can and do exist there.
Taking a cue from Dewey once
again, the understandmgs necessary for
satisfactory living in urban settings
may be available only through experi-
encing the vrban environment in ways
developed through the schools them-
selves. Dewey believed that the school
was obligated to acquaint students with
the data which would surround them
in their adult lives and to expect that
students wouid have some responsibil-
ity for dealing with such data as stu-
dents. Support for such a position can
be drawn frcm the enthusiasms of
teachers’ aides, volunteer teerage
workers in inner-city projects, retarn-
ing Peace Ccrps volunteers, and the
hosts of other young persons now in-
volved intensively in urban programs.
Such young men and women are treat-
ing the realities of urban living. They
have learned to examine contemporary
urban life styles with all of their varia-
tions. They have developed new skills
which permit them to intervene posi-
tively into the fabric of urban exist-

learn- to read,’ cope  with: anxrety, par-:-

. work- performing community - services

which_ are far -afield from'.the normal:;
adrmmstratrve ‘and - teachmg expecta‘
tions and whrch frequently involve stu- * "
dents in bold new acquamtances thh
urban living. . -
Again, it appears that such an ex- :
pectation for the natlons schools is _-J_’",—;"j?"";'
reasonable - . \ ok

PR " -

Summatmn

Much of contemporary socral actron )
is directed toward, changmg enviton-"
ments. The 1mphc1t assumptron is that
changes in environments, educanonal
or otherwise, will lead: to desu'able 3
changes in individual human bemgs. e
This is- probably a partlally faulty as-- f;;’r -

sumption and an over-expectation for- - 4
the power- of environment. The indi--
vidual must somehow be retained as--
the pnncrpal target . for ‘the eﬁorts of
the schools. It is the- child who must

ticipate usefully in - democratic.-proc- -
esses, and apprecizte the potentrals for }Zi:
life - in  intense surroundmgs To be . -
mindful of mdependent perscnages is. -
by no means a new caution, bnt T€- _j_-L:i_
mains a worthy ome.

The nation has a right to expect a - is
great deal of its -school. system. The--.
public schools belong to the: - people
and exist to serve individual and pub- - - 3
lic interests. A criterion of reasonable--- - -9?
ness is in order to govern speclﬁc €x--
pectatrons for schools in relation- to
their serving national purposes. Precise -
specification of the boundaries of the
schools’ responsibilities would not ap- .. .-
pear desirable, and school admiristra- 3
tors ought to resist such attempts. With
social conditions unstable, there is.
danger in schools becoming overly re-
sponsive to poorly defined public ob-
jectives. At the same time, there is -
disadvantage i in freezing the schools to
purposes that are mappropnate and
obsolete.
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‘bates-and establishes the £

’I‘heCongressoftbeUmtedStates

makes federal educational policy. In

the long rum, of course, those -who cl
clect the Congress can, if they. wish, -
‘make the federal policy in education, as
in all other matters of publnc concern. -

Depending on his depth of concern and-

degree of influence, politica! and other-
wise, the President may bave a substan-

tial effect on educational policy made -

by the Congress. But, in the final analy-
sis, the popularly elected: Congress de-
, dezai policy
for education. It may well be that, on

mary occasions, the Congress does not

perceive: and appreciate the- conse-
quences on educational pohcy of a
particular congressxonal decision. This
unawareness, however, does not mod-
ify the ultnnate effect of the declsmns
taken.

Tt should be moted that Congress
makes educational policy -not only by

* affirmative action, but also by failing-

to act. Furthermore, the congressional

-action or inaction-does not have to be

dmgnated -explicitly as “educational”
in order to exért profound effects.

Legislation on the begmmng age of

required military service, for example, -

or legislation about the “war on pov-
erty” or legislation in the area of civil

-rights may actiially have more effect on

educational policy than legislation
which i is ulled “educational.” '

Opposlte Eﬁects

Congressxonal action sometimes has
policy results that are contrary to the
proclaimied purposes of the Congress
in its oft-repeated standard clause
against federal control. For example,
while clearly the way to avoid federai
control is through general federal aid
to education, the Congress for years
failed to =nact such legislation. Instead,
special aids for various levels and types
have been forthcoming. In actuality,
therefore, while proclanmng opposition
to federal intervention in locsl and state
educational programs, the Congress
has held out incentives, in the form of
special grants, which have induced local
school and college authorities to give
special attention to those phases of edu-
cation which the Congress, presumably
in response to public opinion, deems

-casions in the pastsubm:ttullyf
'trollededueattonalpohcybythevery_.
-same legislation whichi- produmed i

. which conld 5

“in the: Administfation, can affect edu-

cation apparently -indepéndently . of

lish federal-policy through'its interpre-"-

-obvious -next question,. 'of: course, s, ..

Thus Congness has on nnmerom oe--

its- preamble that: federal ‘interference:
would -be “strictly - forbidden. ‘At : t - the
same time, by refusing to- “Thake grants
nsed to meetlocal needs
as defined ‘by. 1oca1 authoritiés,  Con=:
gress failed for years to: stnengthenftbe
local role in poltcy mahng. P e

. From titne to time, execntnveiact:on,
cither: by the President: ‘or-his agent:

Congress. However, the: Congms, 1fxt
chooses, - can- etfecttvely eancel or
amend such execnttve action.”:

- The. Supreme Couit-also- can ectab-

tation of the Constitution: This branch’ v
of the federal government- has been ins -7
creasingly -concerned w1th educat:onal o7
policy in recent years. S

The foregoing. statements may- seem}.}fl :
to be overslmphﬁed. They are, The‘:_‘;‘

Who influences Congress in its role of -
establishing federal educational pohcy"ij—f
Here, the subject becomes more “com- -
plex. The forces that mﬂuenee the Con--
gress are as varied as the men- and;i,lg‘
women of whom the Congress
composed, - S
The members of Congms who be-, E L
long to the same political party as-the. - .=
occupant of the White House tend on- -~ - =
the -whole to follow_ the - Presidential - -
lead unless sectional mores are violated. ~ * -
Those of the other party tend, wnth o e

This article, “Who Makes Educa = -7 3
tional Policy at the Federal Level?” - - 3
was prepared for The School. Ad- R
ministrator by Wiilliam G. Cair,'ex- = -4
ecutive secretary of the National Ed-. "~ "' %
ucation Associztion, - Wubinglou, SRR
D. C. It is_the third in a series of
nine essays on the general subject, - 4
“Federal Policy and the Publicf-jj_f
Schools.” ' i e
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ceptlons to be sure, to oppose Presiden-
& tial policies or to propose alternatives
=10 thern, Basically, political affiliation
"inﬂuences congressional response.

f‘ Speeml Interests
4 Speclal-mterest groups such as in-
* dustry, labor, and religious groups, as
r.well as educational organizatioss, in-
- fluence Congress in the establishment
of federal policy affecting education.
- The strength of such influence is
 greaily increased when the members
¢ of the group are individuaily and per-
. sonally in support of the organization’s
= stated objectives. Few members of Con-
. gress are influenced exclusively by per-
~ somal contacts with Washington-based
. “lobbyists, - especially on broad policy
? questions. Congressmen often turn to
. _such professionals for information, but
;1.' they respond, when the chips are down,
3 to_the “folks back home.” More than
- _one ecucational biii has failed of pas-
sage because of the silence of constitu-
% ents from whom the senators or repre-
. _semtatives have not heard. Conversely,
-~ thoughitful, specific exchanges of cor-
= _respondenice or conversations beiween
- trusted constituents and members of
= Congress have more than once been the
- - decisive factor in important legislative
. accomplishment.
.- The public press makes much ado
. lately about the “mew establishment”
. which, it is said, is now taking charge
= of American e¢ducation. The noun
- “establishment” infiltrated the language
.~ of educational policy making in 1962,
¥ when Dr. James Conant wrsie Chapter
.- Two of his bock, The Education of
“ American Teachers. He considered in
- this chapter the charge that “a national
- _conspiracy” exists to use the processes
= of teacker education and certification to
- maintain a teaching corps which “will
- dependably follow the NEA party
= Although he reports that this indict-
- ment is widely accepted and often
: reiterated, Dr. Conant also tells us that
. he regarded it at the outset of his study

with

coisiderzbie Goubi. Then, after
E visiting 16 state capitals, he concludes
~ that his initial doubts were well-
- founded, althoagh he quickly adds,
- somewhat obscurely, “I have seen evi-

denice that one could use, with some
distortion and considerable oversimpli-
fication, to support the charge.”

Thus, Dr. Conant brings in a verdict

of “suspicious but not guilty” on the -

charge of comspiracy. He does, how-
ever, detect a “loose alilancs™ of groups
concerned with public school educa-
tion. Some people, he says, have called
this alliance an Establishment. From
this point on, in his book and in subse-
quent addresses and articles, Dr. Co-
nant makes the phrase “education estab-
lishment” his very own by frequent
repetition. It is clear also that he does
not use the term as one of endearment
or endorsement.

A Changing Establishment

There is, in my opinion, an Estab-

lishment in education now, although

not in the sinister sense in which the
word is used by the minority who
would like to become the majority.
There always has besn an Establish-
mcnt, The Establishment has changed

repeatedly in the past, and it is chang-
ing toaay.

There is no new Establishmest in
American education. There are some

new forces which are giving the old

Establishment a new look. Let me sug-
gest some of these new forces.

One of them is the growing militancy
of the education profession. This mili-
tancy is exhibited by superintendents,
principals, and supervisors, and espe-
cially by classroom teachers.

A second force in the changing pat-
tern of the education Establishment is
urbanization. Moreover, the great
urban centers are today only beginning
their ascendancy in American life and
American education. During the next
generation, two-thirds of America’s
population growth will occur in about
50 large metropolitan areas; density of
population in the central cities will in-
crease; suburhan areas will spread
until they meet the growing suburbs of
nearby cities. Thus, the Los Angeles,
San Francisco, Chicago, Detroit, and
Washington metropolitan areas will
grow until they are at least as big as
New York City is now. Such urban
areas are sure to have an increasing
share in the political, social, and edu-

_Ivbl. Ul.u N AR

catlonal hfe of the Amencan" states
The Supreme Court decmon on legula- ’
Iative reappomonment “did- not create :
this trend, but it will expedlte it

‘In educatnonal orgamzatxons, the in
ﬂuence of the bigcities ‘has: been indi-

‘.“" A"l"

among us look back wistfully to a time

when everything was more - ~simple;, 7§ 3
when the process of moving from policy -~ "1 3
to action was more direct. The younger - ] 3
ones, who do not have the sawe feeling -~} -
about the “good old days”—nof yet, - { 3
anyway—-nevertheless tend to be impa- = ¢ o
tient with the complexities of the. demo-’v R I

cratic process today

Foundzation- Administrators SR

Another new ‘element has been mtro- na g
duced into the Establishment—the new .| 2
type of foundation admmwtrator The - - {:
ability to dispose of substantial sums of .13
money is always a source of potential - - %
power. The foundation administrator, - .. |3
old style, had his own self-lmposed re- - .13
straints on the use of this power. He was =~
requu'ed by his job to decide ‘whether to IR ¥
give or to withhold funds. That heavy =~

responsibility he could not escape. But
he stopped, as a rulé, at that point.

The foundation administrator, new ~ .~ }:
style, has seen his responsibility in a <3
different light. He not only has given - - {3
and withheld; he also has supervised, - |3
reviewed, evaluated, suggested, and - << }3
urged. He has been inclined to be im- .
patient of the status quo and to equate . |

novelty with wisdom. His test of the

value of an idea, an expenment, ora W
project has often seemed to be whether - ©
or not it is “exciting.” In his pursuit of ..}
excitement, he has not paused to ask -
whether some good reeult may be thus' o

l'Trhsm teachers SRS

" have formed orgamzatlons to formulatej"{_‘ o
policy and to secure jts adoption by the ~ x4 -
public and by the O'gamzeﬂ profession. .~ > {
A third new element in the educa- - {
tion Establiskment is the growing activ- =~ gas
ity in the federa! govérnment. Govem- .
ment has become far-farger and more - 3§
complex than it was even a quarter of . Tk
a century ago. This is true not only of "4 4
the federal government, but'alsoof the ™= : “{ 3
public education system itself; it is true i §
also of instittions like organized labor, "< - %
organized business, and the organized - -
teaching profession. "The: older ones -




> lost or some unfortunate result
. achieved. if you take him at his word,
. he has been chiefly concerned with es-
. caping from boredom. He has been apt
- to conclude that a policy which has
. been operating for several years must
- be part of the “conventional wizdom,”
: and to see in its longevity proof cestain
 that it is an error. He has given little
g attention to the vaiues of estabiished
. procedures, and has been highly skep-
. tical—sometimes with justice—of any
¢ attempt to bring about change within
;- the framework of existing institutions.
R If he found himself unable to trust any-
. one to spend acceptably the resources
- he controls, he has employed a staff and
k- carried on the operation under his own
¥ direct supervision; or if this seemed
¢ like too great a departure from tradi-
- tion, he has set up and generously fi-
- nanced subsidiary corporations, with
- _directors and staff of his selection, to

carry s policies into effect. The forces
thus creaied have been potent and re-
main potent indeed—although, I hasten
to add, not necessarily harmful.

Teacher Education

Still another effort tc exercise edu-
cational controi seeks new controls over
teachers. An exceiient exampie is, af-
forded by the proposal put forth by;Dr.
Conant in 1963 to entrust control of
teacher education to the colleges And
universities. At the same time, he would
remove, or greatly curtail, the influence
of publlc agencies responsible to pubhc
opinion. The states, under this p

would continue to certify teachers, b&n

only in a legal and almost automratic
manner, on the basis of requirements
prescribed by each college and univer-
These are some of the factors which

can exerta major mﬂuence on the Con-
gress and on the 42 federal admmxstra

tion agencies that are now mvolved m
one way or another, in educatxon. Then'
influence on the formation' of federal

policy ‘depends “in -part on_ their mﬂu_ o
. ence on each other—and on the pubhc

Little purpose is served in mpugmng
the motives of those who seek power .

within the Estabhsnment and who thus

exert major influence on the Congress
Proposals affecting educatxonal ‘policy, .

whether from withiz or without: the =
Establishinent, should be judged on_ - .
their merits rather than on their origins, .'

g“heu' promise of success rather than
1 Qmwvelty Education can, in fact,
" strepgthened by continuous and
open dialogue among those who. move
in and out of the Establishment. The
orgamzed education profession has a.
major mponsibihty to-see that- snch
dlalogue contmm to ﬂounsh -




Smccboardsofeducat:onuetech—
nically state officials, school board
membeﬁshouldadvuestatelegnshbve
; ‘bodies.of the schools’ needs and of the
" state’s responn‘bihty for-financial - sup-
.. port and for providing laws which pro-
motebetterschool:
= A"scbool ‘board member loses his

hinrdor)forpubllc schools. -

vndualshouldbepmerved.
"A"'Bourdsofeducatlonhavethenght
andtheresponsibihtytobemformed
tinuously- of the conditions which
_ exutmtbeschoolsmdthedegreeto
-, ‘which the goals are being met.

Boardsofeducatxonshouldusemry

explmntheworthofeducatwntothc ment

public and to give dignity and prestige v:dual emp
to teaching. - SR

We Believe This
About the Professional Staff

We believe the school administrator
and his colleagues should be profes- mcompetents ahould lped, mo-

g I SO | AI.._---.". amie. CatlT

sionaily prepared and possessed of Wvuuruummmugu
leadership qualities and the power and cedures. . - .
courage to make wise decisions. Rela- 'lheprofemonhua

PR

tionships between the educational staff bihtytognveobjectlv'e in
and the board of education should be boardsofedmﬁonand
charactenzedby mntualrespectand xelamtothedegree_towhlcb

y\.

A1

o

ﬁedandcomplextash but continuous \
study, expenmentanon, and inservice snpportedtothcdegree
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| Cnuses of Centralnzauon

Shortly after mld-twentxeth centuty,
two’ dramatic events generated power--
ful thiast toward reallocation-of pcwer -
_ over~public education. When Russia
- . preceded this nation in the exploration -

R N P T PRV ‘.A P

- Alexis’ de Tocqumlle, the utute
French poht:cal scientist who ~visited -
-our- young republic in 1831, reported
hls observations of -Ametican :1ifé -in:

brilliant treatise, . Democracy ‘in-

Amenca\ Few things struck- him more.
forcibly -than the decentralization: of -

political power in America. Although - cel
he spoke-of certain “disgraceful blem- -

mU’ z-un"ﬂuma WIIV? l.lUl.ll ulﬁﬂ. (v

Tocqueville marveled--at the Amen

“can’s sense of ‘personal responsibihty,e ,

interest, - pnde, and - enlightenment -in

oentrahmd government. -

“In" no’ other public affair has the"‘ T2
~ American faith "in Tocal control been
more notable than in education.’ ‘Today

the powet of decision over public edu-

" cation is shifting rapidly from- the
- state ‘and the local level to the federal

levél ‘and from the old edumuonal

" jshes” arising from this, he concluded - sct
that “the: poht:cal advantags ‘which- prt
*- centralized system  would: induce -me - pr
to prefer it to the contrary plan.” De -

- the affairs of his nation-and attributed - % 0]
this to popular Pattlclpatxon i de- : ; .

establishment to -a- new, more - hlg‘lﬂy_. .

_ centralized one. It is essential that we_

reﬂect on the causes” and - the con-

- >equenoes of these centrahzmg tenden-_ X
. cxes m educatlon. e

of* outer-space, we looked to .our

schools as-buth the cause of our em- -
" barrassment and:the salvation .of our
K .pnde (Curiously, when: our:own space
- effort later -surpassed ‘the Soviets’, no

one insisted that.our schools take the
credxt) The butcher, the “baker, and
the submarine maker quickly 1dent1-

‘readily ‘at hand. Few bothered to note

that -as late as 1949 Conant Lad ex- -

pressed his “fear that we may educate
more doctors, lawyers, ' engineérs,
scientists, and college professors than
our economy can support.

A few years later the civil nghts

movement called attention to the prob- Sche

“fied. the “villains and had" surprisin risingly -
-~ simple - “and - unequivocal remedies

nine essays. s on:the g :
“Federal Poliey -and the. Public




L has ransed the level of mﬂuenoe of state
" agencies over local school districts.
. Title V funds of the Elementary and
. Secondary Education Act are strength-
. ening_state_departments of education
. ..and giving them a heretofore unknown
"7 affluence as well as greater independ-
;;;}ﬁ’enoe from the state treasury and
- ,.,—,stronger bargarmng power with other
. state_agencies. The old systems of
- checks_and_balances. within state in-
trastructures may soon become obso-

::Ceremomal Intermedmnes?

6n %the other hand, some local
school drstncts ‘have developed a
“tendency. to* deal drrectly ‘with Wash-

'-mgton through ‘their congressmen in
the politics of grantsmanshrp This con-

“state’departments have been sluggish
-and. when federal ald programs permit
“unilateral relations  between the local
:drstnct and the federal -agency ad-
rmmstermg the money - Many state

“their structure; acttvrtres and relation-
slnps with Washmgton, as well as with
'ocal_drstncts,‘,or become ceremonial
termediaries in - the Iocal drstnct-
aShmgton’anS‘: ,1 -7 -,ff, PR
Although it is- far too early to assess
Aimpact of the-Compact for Educa-
trond -upori federal-state-local ‘refations,
2 th Compact appears to ‘have great
g ;Aappeal partrcularly to governors and
" legisltors, both as a coalition against
the. centrallzmg mﬂuence of the federal
 government and'as a hedge against the
‘old"eduicationial “establishment. Despite
‘epeated official disclaimers to the con-
-trary, it is qmte possrble that the
“Compact for- Education may ifself
~wield ” the - centralizing - influences - to
vhich it is: ostens1b1y opposed. It may
pose-a. direct threzt to-existing local-
state-federal policy-making - mecha-
“nisms. At the other. extreme, it may be
 redwced to “helplessness by the internal
gbtckermg of its. constrtuents. The. re-
“turns’are not. yet in: :
i This: writer’s: prescience " does not
;5permrt conﬁdent judgment of the im-
.pact that the research and development
centers and the regronal educational
'laboratones wrll have upon the power

_sequence is _particularly evident where

”‘departments will ‘have-to redevelop

structure in education. These centers

and Iaboratories may become centrif~ pr

ugal forces by disseminating a variety
of innovations and alternatives upon

‘which school systems may reach de-

cisions. It is important to ask, but too,
carly to answer, the questron of the
extent to which the regionai educa-
tional laboratories and research and
development centers will bypass state
departments of education and therzoy
aiter iocai district-state reiaticnships. -
The
tendencies in education are clearly at

the national level. This centralization
appears to be an inevitable conse- -

quence of several forces: the growing
incapability of state and local govern-
ment in dealing with pervasive social
problems that often transcend state
and local ]lll‘lSdlCthllS' the far greater
yield of the federal tax structure and
the readiness of the Great Socicty to

finance social services from the public

sector of the economy; ‘wondrous
advances in technology and communi-
cation which permit more efficient
programing, but through fewer loci of
control; and of course the growing
recognition that education can become
a powerful instrument of natronal

_pohcy and purpose.

A 'Wédth of Agencies

These forces have created a per-
vasive ‘but not pemicious array of
public and private agencies: agencies

“of the federal government, education

associations, philanthropic foundations,

"national curriculum programs, national

testing programs, accrediting associa-
tions, and industrial combines engaged
in the production of educational hard-
ware,

~ Campbell and Bunnel mthelr mono-
graph, - Nationalizing Influences on
Secondary Education, concluded that
the National Defense Education Act,
the College Entrance FExaminations,
the National Merit Scholarship Pro-
gram, and the National Science Foun-
dation, among others, have had a
standardizing influence upon secondary
curriculums and have precipitated a
shift in decision making from the local-
state to the national level. This shift
results, not from mew legal arrange-

‘educatronal pohcy makrng has. resulted f

most powerful centralizing |

local ]unsdrctrons Their specral-pur-—

, specrﬁcatrons (“mnovatr

- and -other. federal agencres prooessmg

gressmen and bureaucrats'in Washing- -

classroom teache' shll enjoys a ,hlgh :
degree of amonomy in determmmg the
scope of his instruction and his method.

The most profound oentralwatron in -

oonsrderatrons and untelated 0. oon
siderations of broad natlonal pohcy m
educatlon e PN

The ob]ectrves are often poorly re-
lated to those. educatronal pntposes \
valid or otherwise, held by state 213

pose character permxts state and local ;-
authorities to. view them as'a coms. -
g.omeratron of pro;ects xather than L
fundamental pazts ofa coherent total -
educational pr ogram L ;

This view is remforced by the o
> and “ex-
emplary” are especrally fashronable)
established by the Ofiice of Educatlon

project applrcatlona, by gurdehnes
governing the - admnustratron “of--the".
projects, and by criteria- by. whrch e~
sults are -evaluated. These specrﬁca-
tions, guidelines, .and criteria, however l:ﬁ
well-intentioned, -are frequently Testric--
tive-and antagonizing to state and- local
authorities. Although- ‘the 1031813..1011
prominently disavows -federal _control -
of education and U. §. Commrssroners B
of Education speak of the - -federal .
government’s “jumor partnershrp” in'
the educational enterprise; the mdlteot :
control manifest in the specrﬁcatrons
and guidelines is compel]mg RS
" Indeed, specral-purpose aid,’ whxch
provides massive Iargess for specral
sectors of schoolmg, is in” 1tself a form‘
of federal ‘control over the develop
ment of educatron. “This - is not to
suggest that federal ﬁnanclal support
for education has been nefanous or
inefective; it does suggest that con
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assoclauons could do much to strrnu-‘
Jate improvement and innovation in

been overestlmated by many observers.
f"I'he education. _profession, unlike the
“other professions; is characterized by a
'plethora of voluntary associations that
‘often hold opposing views on impor-
f tant matters of pohcy and strategy

a1 )

Welfare Issues M

Although the assocrauons make
-;jrequent pronouncements on educa-

- tional policy, their lobbying energies
care. more easily, and more effectively
-arcused over matters. of professional
~«:r1ghts and eondrtlons of employment.

They tackle such i issues as professional
negohatron, nnmmum salaries,” and
-tenure with far ‘more determination
;,and smgle-mmdedness than they do
- state-church relations and desegrega-
ftlon. »Therr.constrtuencles are large and
-often divided -on -matters of broad
policy,” “making it “difficult ‘for’ thelr
:Jeaders to speak with conviction.

5 Edueanon by the new  establishment
~has severed the old lmkage between
- that agency and_the National Educa-
.. tion _ Association and rednced the
I mﬂuence of the iafter. Althcugh Pic-
; fessronal educators still €XeICise . srg-
mﬁcant influence upon educatronal_
:__polrcy and. praciice, they exert their
: power more. through their state affil-
j ctatron and through their professronal
" practice at the local level -
E ‘Regional and national, assoe1 uORS
¢ that accredit teacher ucatlon institu-
E tions have been crruclzed for placing
E; unjustified power in_ the hands of a
. few. The Mayor study for the Natronal
: ;Commxssron on Accrediting gave little
gcomfort to the tedcher education
x accredmng assocrauons critics. Al-
- though the stuc; made several recom-
,;,fmendatrons ‘or tue improvement of
- the. structure and operation of these
_ assocmtrons, it reported no concern
“ over, centralization of power in these
" bodies. and cexpressed . faith that the
eNattonal Councll for Accredrtatxon of

The invasion of the U. S: Office of

e e Al

teacher education,

Mgy obscrvers have: expressed
concern over the centralizing tend
cies manifested by philanthropic foun-
dations active in the support of school
improvement. Others have insisted that.
the foundations, by virtue of their
number and the diversity of their
commitraents, have had an opposrte
effect. In either case, it seems reason-
able to conclude ‘that the advent of

" many regional ‘educational laboratories

and research and deVelopment centers

- and other agencies active in educational

improvement will tend to dilute and
supersede the influence of the founda-
tions and relieve whatever centralm
tion of influence the foundations may
once Lave enjoyed. :
‘The. most powerful potential force
tov,ard centralization of power over
educational practice and policy rests
with the huge industrial producers of

_educatronal hardware and “software”

now entering the ﬁeld of eclucatlonal
technology.

These mighty mdustnal combines
are well-staffed, well-financed, well-
organized, and unencumbered by in-
articulate or modest salesmen. Their

‘market hus been stimulated by a

substantial infusion of federai money
for the purchase of the hardware and
by the U. S. Office of Education’s
.authorization to contract with private
industry for research and ultimately
probably for the training of researchers.

| Dangerous Partnerslup

Although schools should use the
new technology ‘that holds promise for
better instruction, the potentlal danger e
of industry and government controlling
education is formidable, particularly
if the systems a proach with its con-
centration of power in the hands of a
few is used.

Foriune Editor Charles Silberman
cautions that “rarely have U. S. cor-
porations assumed a role so fraught
with danger for the society, as well

as for themselves, or so filled with

responsibility and opportunity. For
over the long run, the new business-
government thrust is likely to trans-

~as an mterlockmg drrectorate compns-‘

socrety melf < ~

Many critics of Anterrcan educatlon 3
have mvexrhed agarnst the conoentra—- i
tion of power over education” in the
hands of a professronal “educatlonal )
establishment,” ‘a term often’ used in_
a pejorative sense. The professronal”
educational establishment is described

ing professors of educatron, state and
local: school administrators, oﬂieers ‘of
teachers assoclattons, and “the rest “of
the public school crowd.” It is vrew
by its critics as a conservattve,
gant, self-servmg, exclusrve, and un-
official club that is’ unresponsrve to
the needs of our ume. ] ~

charges, it is apparent that a new lay
(some call it “amateur”) educatronalu.
establishment has deftly and" swrftly
displaced 7the nrofessxonal estabhsh -
ment in many seats of power. Thisnew
establishment, far smaller in member-z
ship than - the old; is" Eastern, vy~
League, and, as Broudy sees-if, glven
to “an ill-conceived spirit of “elitism, - -
intellectual snobbery, ‘and mpat:ence
with the limitationis of the:common
mau.” Its members are. ‘more “at; ‘home
in the chambers of the philanthroplc
foundations, college boards of trustees;:
and the Council of Forergn Relations
than in Krwams, Rotary, or the Na- ’
tional l‘ducatton Assocratron. oo
They have rarely held local or state_
administrative " positions  -in-* publlc"
‘school systems and" seldom heldde=
grees in education. They- insist: tha_
‘education is too important to be Teft to -
the educators. They speak more of
excellence than of democracy in edu- f_‘
cation, or, at best, of a Hamrltoman ’
rather than a Jacksoman view ot'
democracy. They urge a program ©
national assessment of educatron, a
revolutron in educatlon, ‘and’ give" the
1mpressron that all respectable thought
in education has taken place ‘within the
lasi decade and by academrcrans rather
than educatxomsts ' They appéar to
have givén up on local districts and
perhaps even states as viable and effec-’ '\ B
tive units of pohcy makmg and plan-
ning.




-;They turn for adwee, not to the
people, but to. the: academician. “They
- look to the Ivy League colleges for
- “their model of excellence and to the
:: science-based  technology for their
‘model , of procedure. Their style of
*,eadershrp -8 charismatic and oligar-
chical rather than populist. Their
literary, style is exhortative rather than
‘conceptuzi. They have ready access ¢
the largess. of the foundatrons, the polit-
ical ;pover:of the federal government,
‘and the technologrcal .capacity of the
:educatron mdustry They enlist on
occasion: . .the - sérvices. of - the - abler
'_embers of the profesaronal educa-
onal estabhshment to strengthen their
, power structure and weaken the

‘by. ,eonstrtuencres, and they seldom
occupy positions in which they are held
foaﬂv .accountable.: to-. the citizenry.

.power: ise substantral growmg,"

\, purpose They have made a. snbstantral
eontrrbutron toward the rmprovement

,.ttahzatron of mfluenee in- the con-
temporary educatronal scene, _certain
ﬁrndamental questrons are inescapable.
There: is” the evident question, Who
“shall." decide? Should _education be
“under the control of all of the people

‘,t'hrough de jure federal, state, and local

i, extralegal bodres in substantial

,.;;,,Clearly, vanous voluntary associa-
-tions and specral-mterest groups, such
as. the N ational Education Association,
the Carnegre Corporatron, the National
:,Academy for . Education,, and the
~National Council for-Accreditation of
.7Teacher: Bducatron, have made and
wrll .continue..to_ ‘make contnbutrons
towatd the improvement of education.
: Bit. then' role should be in the realm
of: study, contemplatron, stimulation,
and counsel.. Political power, however

rrrdirect and well-mtentroned should

' boards, -or should ‘control be vested

not be vested in agencre., not aeeonnt-
able to the people.

Like de Tocqueville, this writer be-‘, )

lieves that control of the governmexnt
of educatior; must be held by all of the

people if it is to serve and enhghten ,

them in a manner essential to 2 free
scciety. We have often spoken of
popular control of education as the
laboratory of democracy. Pethaps the
surrender of the citizens to the national
pianner in so many rcaims of public
affairs is a more disturbing trend than

the centralization of political ‘power.

If our people are to continue that
sense of personal responslhili , ine

terest, pride, and ealightenment which

so impressed de. Tocqueville, their
voice in .public aﬁarrs, especrally An

_education, must not be, denied.
~ How should public control of edn- :
. cation be distributed among the various

levels of government? Hopefully, we
are movmg toward .a national federal-

- ism m -which federal, state, and local

> e

agencies share.. .
It seems indisputable. that state and

_federal governments will and should

participate increasingly in the educa-

‘tional enterprise. It will accomplish

little co spend our energies trying to
maintain an obsolete drstnbutron of

_power. _
But if federal control is to be

avoided, thz state and local educational
agencies must be improved and their
ieadership strengthened to render un-
necessary federal incursions designed
to ameliorate educational neglect. A

. well-defined national policy on educa-

tion is long overdue. Spasmodic, crisis-
oriented federal legislation, with  its
often - unantrcrpated and sometimes
unfortunate dlslocatlons of federal-
state-local * relations, * must be sup-
planted by a coherent, rational,
long-range plan for the general
improvement of the nation’s schools.

The p’roliferation of federal agen-

cies engaged in, the administration of
educational programs should be re-
‘duced. Categorical federal subventions
with their stultifying specifications and
guidelines must be supplanted by
general-purpose aid for use by the
states at their discretion to meet not

only national problems but to solve pt

’professronal and the lay edncatronal:,

) wrsely and forthnghtly 1o- the qnestron

,central issue in educatron ‘in “our-time,

ttranced with the technology ‘at the'r

Can a rapﬁrochement hc’rween' the

hoth have a umque and essentral eon-
tribution to make toward the’ rmprove- o
meiit of cuucauuu. “But - ot i‘ri’v’ﬁ .

failed to reach a eompreheneive 50!1‘

trmes. Their valuable energres :shoul
not be drssrpated m polemrcs

Educatron for What? ’

Fmally, can we ddress o.rrselves

£ purpose in- “education? ‘The’ most“’

as it was in Spencer’s trme, is educa- -
tion for what? Contemporary ednca- T
tional -dévelopment - ‘is " preo o

with programs and pro;ects rather than
with purposés;” ~with:form rather’ than‘{
substance, wath methodology rather‘,

expense of the philosophy -
We have built almost a holy crusade

around the word “mnovatro .” But
innovation can be for the worse as
well as for the better. We must; 'learn
te speak of- “mprovemen » 'ath'_
than -“innovation™ - because improve- -
ment ,p‘laees upon-fthe' fanovator_ th

responsrbility for making exphcrt the.
criteria of* goodness, the purpose, and'
the supenorlty of the change over’ the—
practice or the: program whrch 1t drs«"

of purposeS"is ‘exar‘n‘inedf The eéééﬁii ;
question in education’ is not th
centralrzatron of power, but how
power can be allocated and exercrsed'
for the greatest fnlﬁllment of socrety'
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'I’he control roi nnbhc educatron m
the Umted States is 80 broadly drﬁused
that. serlous attempts to:study the phe-

5 nomeron may be-uaprofitable. To be-
. ginthe study is to: desparr that anytbmg'

useful. or sensible can-.come: of the:-

. effort. Much of what I ﬁnd wntten on

the subject, and most. of- what T hear
said, generates much: heat, but llttle
light. -I. therefore assume that whrle

- there is little - hkehhood that I can- re-

duce the heat or mcrease the light, cer-
tainly there is no chance at all if I stay -

. wrthln the limits of eonventronal thmk
n.g about the sub,ect FOOLER

“control” is loaded bya pervasrve value -

o ]udgment that government. control of
- . education_is- bad,“and that if left to..
E -fthemselves, wrthout government ‘inter- -
“ference, the people will - keep - good
-~ schools, in spite of all. the evidence to -
| the contrary. ‘As long as people hold
. to these beliefs, . they react blindly and

’negatrvely to any suggestion of govern-

R ment control of educatiosn, at any. level :

anypurposeatals,; LT
To suggest that such a reactron 1s

" irrational because- it runs”contraty to -
_-our general behef in-ihe desirability of -
" - representative- govemment and- social

~ order, or fo point out that the _View=

pomt is essentially anarchrstrc, or even -

-to, suggest that the processes by whrch

caer

) schools often exemphfy the essence of

representative’ govemment srmply
serves to intensify 1 the argument.

One useful and sensrble -question to -
‘ fask if one seeks to increase the light

on the sub]eet of control, is: To what
ends do those who would control edu-
cational processes seek to guide those

‘ processes? Useful insights emerge when ;
. our history- of education is revrewed in
‘a search for answers to such a question,

It wrll perhaps. also be useful to
make a distinction between education
and schoohng, for many of the aims
we deal with are achieved, not by edu-
catmg the child through increasing hrs
knowledge, broadening ~his mterests
,sharpenmg his perceptrons, encourag-
ing his cunosrty, and urging him to -
seek new expenence, but by schoolmg

the chrld to pattems “of - beliefs and
“behaviors designed to make him' exactly
like -his’ parents, or exactly like somi¢:-
miodel: built: out - of :the: consensus ot a-
leglslature 1he Congress Aans estab-
hshed ehurch a eomrn.ttee *of teach
ers, .or some: other group bent on:per-
petuatmg a set of beliefs and behavrors*

.Schools: in -our’ Amencan socrety
were estabhshed through local. agree- -
ment . and consensus long before state -
school’ _systems. -were orbamzed and
before the ‘emergence- of - -any :fede ral }
mterest in - educatlon. -Schools - were
estahhshed inour. small® caily “com-
munities t0.” transrmt the culture,sto
preserve the 800181 values tha,m deﬁned

.....

estabhshment of those comml(mtles. o
A Later, sehool ystems developed in -
the “young ‘and. miore: heterogeneous
cities in response:to: the slmple convic-
tion that childre" _should be kept out
of t the way of city husmess, and -away-
from the: evrl [influences” of ;the city
siregis. Schools _were also encouraged
by those leaders: urgingus toward self-
government because. if the néw-nation -
-was t0 prosper, then the cmzenry munt
be.educated to-the- means and

~f self-government. S I '“-*

. Local - s¢hools - senerally were well
estabhshed hctore state" governments
became mvolved in their -administra-
 tion. - The concerns. state ° leglslatures
- most frequently expressed ‘werze for -

: standardrzatron of- educatlonal servzces

‘and for equalrzatron of educatronal
opportunities.  These concerns led to’
- elaborate systemis “for- certification of -

teachers, to standardization: of curricu-

2 SRR ST

Tlns article, “Emergmg Patterns*
of Federal, State, and Local ‘Jon-
trol. of .Education,” was. prepnred
for The School Admmutrmor by
H. Thomae James, dean, School of
Educetion, Stanford Umvereity,
Stamord, Califomia. It is the fifth
in ‘a geries of nine .essays. on the -
general ml)ject, “Federal Policy
and the Pul)lic Schoole.” ‘
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lum, and to attempts to equalize the fi-
nancial resources available for the sup-
port of education in different localities.

The federal government was a late-
comer to educational policy making,
but its purpose is perhaps more con-
sistent, and easier to trace over the
past century, than either state or local
purposes. That consistent purpose has
been to increase productivity, first
through land grants to colieges of agri-
culture and mechanics, then to voca-
tional schools, and more recently
through encouragement for improve-
ment of the courses essential tc techno-
logical advances, such as mathematics
and science.

It is perhaps too great an oversimpli-
fication to say that locally formulated
definitions of the task of the school are
heavily oriented toward stability and
transmission of traditional culture; that
the states are concerned with standardi-
zation of schools and with equalization
of educational benefits and the tax
burdens that support them; and that
federal jconcerns 2r~ with manpower

ing,. national productivily, and
technological innovatioa.

Illuminating the Boundaries
Yet by attempting such an over-
simplification, one can illuminate
boundaries, not othsrwise so readily
discernible, that separate the aims of
education defined in one homogeneous
commiunity from those of ancther com-
munity, between state legislatures and
local communities, among states, be-
tween states and the federal govern-
ment, and indeed between the federsi
government and local communities.
For instance, one need give only a
little thought to the matter to conclude
that neighborhood € “mentary schools
would serve quite dift. .ent expectations
in £2a upper-middle-class suburb of San
Francisco, a predominantly Rcman
Catholic village in the Fox River Val-
ley ~f Wisconsin, an all-Negre suburb
of Los Angeles, a middle-class Jewish
caburb of Boston, a predominantly Nor-
wegian farm community of northeast-
ern Yowa, a Baptist settlement in a
remote valley of the southern Appala-
chian region, a predominantly Negro
commnnity in the Missiscippi delta, a

Polish suburb of Chicago, a Mexlcan d

community along the Rio Grande, a
Pueblo Indian community in the South-
west, an Athabascan community in
Alaska, and a Hawaiian Homes com-
munity on Oahu. ]

To argue that a teacher could move
freely across schools serving such di-

verse expectations is to concede that’

such a teacher 5 expenence and mode

to the purposes the local people ex-

pected the school to serve in many if

not most of the communities such a

teacher would work in. Furthermore,

the school that pleased one community
would, if transported bodily with build-
ing, teachers, and materials of instruc-
tion intact, almost certainly outrage
virtually every other community; the
surest way to increase the outrage
would be to include half the pupil pop-
ulation from one community when the
school was moved to another. ‘

Thus we can see by such ar illustra-
tion how relative is the term “good
school.” The school that is viewed as
good by the criteria of one commu-
nity may be an outrage to public de-
cency when judged by the criteria -of
another community.

When populations as diverse as
those in the communities just illus-
trated are mixed together in heteroge-
necus communities, several things may
happen. If different groups are reason-
ably equal, transactional agreements
are worked out, and though the inter-
ests of some may be advanced at the
expense of others, some community of
interest emerges with respect to the
basic goals of education. The schools
may become less attentive to the trans-
mission of a totality of cultural charac-
teristics, in that the specifics of sectar-
ian religions, ethnic traditions, and
moral training may give way to greater
emphasis on the tools of communica-
tion and the general values and history
of the nation and of Western civiliza-
tion. Groups especially aggrieved be-
cause their views are not giver: effect

in the public school arrangements may

establish private schools.

The state legislature may powerfully
reinforce one or another of the social
groups competing to control the Jefini-
tion of the task of the school, and

" school housmg, it matenals of instruc-

" ting educatronal benefits: and costs: is the\:;

eral, however, the prmcrpal functlon -of
the state appears to have been m_the’

......

txon, and in quahﬁcatlons of teachers.»,. -
The most sensitive point of local con=
trol, and the last that parents patromz-
mg a glven school wxll gtve up, is theg;
ngm. {0 wwu. ur ae waat ev vcw wuu’ i
shall teach “Yet the first and most pers "
vasive power assumed by the states. as
the state school systems’ developed-was -
the power to limit Jocal freedom by re-“ ’
quiring the systems tor choose teache S
certlﬁedby the state; > .50, %
States also have extended two kmds
of fiscal controls, oneset’ deslgned ‘to:
assure prudennal handhng of ‘school
funds, and the -other to’ assure: eqmta-
ble sharmg of the beneﬁts and ‘costs of
education. - The ° p‘udentlal controls
rarely are cited by’ those who- deplore‘ :
stafe control; even federal prudentral
controls are generally accepted though™
the “red tape™ involved ‘at both state -
ard federal levels isa constant source
of irritation and protest.
The set of ‘controls’ anned at equahz-

most. persistent -focus .‘of - conﬂlct and_ﬁ';
poliical action in -the. eritire”field ‘of
education. The conﬂ'ct arises becaise
the commumtres most m need of edu»
least able to aﬁord them, and may also
be the most apathetic and Teast able to -
orgamze the pohtrcal power necessary
to obtain state action to aid them. Con- -

versely, those communities most able: -
to support educatronal services are-also.:
most able to-organize and use- polrt1cal~.
power to protect their. resoureesu for "
their own use. - ‘

Invoking the Slubholeth

The result is that enormous dxﬁicul
ties are encountered in shapmg broadly« fige
beneficial social policy for education, - -
and that the shibboleth of local control
is invoked to perpetuate ‘great dxspan-,,‘ 5
ties in the quality of educationial’serv- "~
ices, and great disparities, too,’ in the -~
tax burdens necessary fc snpport thoself
services. - S
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" One of the réasons these imquities
,are 50 persistent in the United States is
that so many legislatures have granted
local agencies the power to tax prop-
erty for school purposes in terms of
tax rates, and thereby have made
grants of power which are unequal be-
F:  cause they are proportional to the per

;. _capita valuation of property. Through
M. much of this century we have devised

. formulas for distributing unequal pro-
. portions of sales and income tax re-
i ceipts to local districts to equalize the
. ' great inequities resulting from these
g unequal grants of power to levy local
g taxes

?;Resrstrng Taxes

Smce these ,meqmtres tend to dis-
.,"appear as  the size' of the district in-
E-" ‘creases, the reorganizaticn of school
B districts also has been pursued vigor-
ously i fmany states. Much of the bit-

-effoits can be -ascribed to resentment
‘over threats 1o privileged tax positions;
- districts most privileged under existing
e arrangements invariably resist reorgan-
.~ ization most vigorously and, because
‘the’ résources - they possess are gener-
- ally effective in generating political

" “'reorganization. Part of their success is

certainly due tc the value attached to
‘3 ~"dec.ntralized school systems by people

> - generally, but much of \he discussion

b of “local control ‘of schools” is really
v ;f~«about local Tesistance to taxation.

f " A more rational and effective meth-
k- od for reducing these inequities than
k- - gither the state aid formulas or the
3 ,."“reorgamzanon of - districts would be
b réassertion by the state of its authority
£ to tax property This would leave un-
. disturbed what remains of the highly
" valued local -control of school policy.
- . Legislatures- would simply reclim a

':;, - part.of the taxing power they delegated .

i to local districts, - by estabhshmg a
. state-wide rate to be levied on all prop-
% . erty for the support of schools. The
o . vield would be_drawn into the state
o treasury. .and, after being combined

¥ with revenues from income, sales, and

. " perhaps other tax sources, would be

temess generated ‘by . zeorganization

. ‘power and influence, - they are more
- often than not successful in resisting

msmbuted to accomphsh educational .

purposes stipulated by the legislature.

If additional purposes were to be
defined locally, the lccal agency would
still have iocal taxing power to finance
them; whether or not to make the addi-
tional tax effort would be decided by
the local voters. The general effect
would be to equalize among districts
the tax burden for those school pur-
poses defined by the legislature and to
put in the hands of the legislature the
decision as to what mix of income,
sales, and property taxes is desirable
for the support of schools. A valuable
side effect would be better state super-
vision of the chronically bad and fre-

- quently scandalous Iocal administra-

tion of property taxes.
Reductions of inequities in the way
the costs of education are shared

among districts would leave untouched

great inequities among states. Most of
us who have studied the ficld of school
finance in this century have continued
to hope that the federal government
would attend eventually to these kinds
of inequities, but to date it has not
done so in any systematic way.
Furthermore, some very substantial
inequalities in educational services per-
sist within large school Gistricts. This is
one of the more disturbing findings of
many recert studies, notably Hauser’s
and Havighurst’s in Chicago, Odell’s in
Philadelphia, Coleman’s (Equality of
Educational Opportunity, U. S. Office
of Education, 1966}, and my own
study in the 14 largest ciiies (Defer-
minants of Educational Expenditures
in Large Cities of the United States,
Cooperative Research Project 2389,
U. 8. Office of Education, 1966), as
well as another soon to be released by
the U. S. Commission on Civil Ri
The degree to which quality of ed'a-
cational setvices may vary even within
a large schooi district is indeed shock-
ing. If eventually we are fo get at the
great inequities that concern a large
part of our population, we will need to
deal more rationally with the phenomze-
non of local control, for the notion of
local control, in some instances power-
fully reinforced by state government,
is a potent force supporting the status
quo. Schools mirror their commusi-
ties; and until the social values that

derenmne what the commumtrea ant‘*

. virtually none on clementary. schools, - e

in most communities wrthout s1gnrﬁ

for.their schools can change, it is’ tin-
realistic to expect the local schools 10°;
change, for if they do, they lose theu'
clientele. .

The federal presence in educatlonal
polrcy has until recently made " lrttle
impression on local schools, for: the
vocational interest, the concern for ;;:
manpower training . hlstorrcallv - B
pressed by that presence, had httle
impact on the secondary schools and -

Even the efforts to improve mstructron .
in science and mathematics. supported
by the Natioral- Science - Foundation
and later by the National Defense ‘Edu--
cation. Act have done little to drsturb‘
the status quo, smce the mmor changes
in materials of i mstructlon and the even’
less perceptible changes-in- teachmg
methods were readily accommodated

cant negatlve reactrons e

~ The federal presence hecame drsmp-
tive to comfortable ‘Tocal- arrangements
for educatron however, wrth the- decr-=
the public schosls a condltron of fed-
eral financial support.. At this- wntmg,
my impression is that since” that deci- -
sio: was made, the numbser of children
in classrooms segregaicd hv ‘race: has
increased, not aione: because ‘of the in< >
crease in segregated populatlons, hut
because the . proportion -of children m
segregated classrooms is mcreaemg e
The federal presence is also evidert.
in the assistance given. to Amencan
irdustry to open up rew. markets by
expanding a technology for educatlon. ,
I find it awesome to contemprate th(- .
number of geiiuses now at work try:
ing to find some educational uses for
hardware invented for other purposes :
It is perhaps instructive to note that.a
high U. S. Office of Education. ofﬁcral
was reported in a recent Washington™ .
Monitor (November 24, 1966) as hst-
ing four attributes of good hardware;::_.
for education; “reliable,” “srmpie to - i
operate,” “economrcally feasible,” and. )
(in iast but hopefully not least posr?;;
txon) “offers a useful functron o




] 350 Billion To Spend

The word seems to_be going out to
““the schools that they are expected to
- buy $50 billion. worth of hardware in
<“the next decade, and that they should
» get busy and figure out how they are
: gomg to use it. I have no doubt that
2 $50 billion worth of equipment wouid
2 help mprove education in this coun-
% try; my plea is that we put the geniuses

-+ “to work. studymg the education process,
3 as:t some few of them are doing, and
: askmg, not;; “What can this piece of
. equipment X happen fo have too much
of-do for: education?” but, “Given
present- needs- and opportunities in
eduication, - -what kind of equipment
: mght I mvent that would be useful?”

Wgnted Blgger Storerooms ‘

_’}Unless the latter questlon gets at-
tended to, we vn]l have to build even
larger storage Tooms for unused hard-
ware than we- already have (and one
Bas to see what we have to beheve 1t!)

or invent some new kmd of dxsposal

unit to gring it. . -

The more general conceis about the
federal presence in educational poiicy
is not so much that it may emgphasize
the training of manpower at the ex-
pense of the eCucation of man, or that
it may disrupt traditional relations
among ethnic and religious groups, or
that it will inundate the schools with a
dehumanizing technology, though cer-
tainly such concems are abundantly in
evidence; rather, the general concern
is that the federal power, cnce made
uniformly eifective over education, will

“be used to propagandize for a political

ideology and to condition everyone to
a particular way of life, to thought con-
trol, and to preparatlon for the totah-
tarian state.

With so awesome a devil to eonjure
with, it is not surprising that he gets
invoked whenever a tradition or a vest-
ed interest is threatened, or whenever
even the most minor state or federal
bureaucrat visits some petty insolence
on the populace.

' One. can take e phﬂosophlc posi-:

tior that though we: may deplore ; the.

degree to which thie notion of Jocal con-~ -
trol impedes ‘innovation: and’ myrovc- -

ment, we may. also "deplore” those ‘who
puscue innovation and- change as an

end. Clearly, we have those among us

who urge us to leap- around sharp cor- -

ners to positions we cannot see, and
such people need to be urged to dis-

cuss fully the pu:pcfse" “they . persue N

rather than imposing them ecither on
easily petsuaded mdmduals or on the
society.

Perhaps the extended dlscussmns re-
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quired to gam some improvement in '; o

education in the face of entrenched
proponents of local control are not foo

great a burden to impose on those Who' ]

now manipalate the billzon-dollar le-

vers aimed at changing our economic, '

social, and polntlcal an'angements
throu ch cha.‘ge in our education sys-
tem. Some fairly extended sessions -of

sitting down and reasoning - ‘together .

seem justified in ths light of such sub-

stantial purposes
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The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 has led to an
intervention of the federal government
in the direct managemert of public
schools i an unprecedented extent,
resulting in extensive confusion and
disuxity throughout the educaticnal
system. The approach %o massive
federal support through categorical
aids is proving what most leaders and
students of ecducation predicted: a
cumbérsome meéthed thai does vio-
lence to long-established principles of
administration by an enlightened pro-
fession.

The root of the problem lies in the
method of distributing federal funds
for specific purposes with concomitant
controls. More than 80 types of grants
are in force, a scale of operation that
has produced an unbelievable amount
of frenetic activity throughout the edu-
cational system. The proven methods
of evaluating, weighing alternatives,
and establishing critsria for balancing
related programs and services, have
been turned upside down. There has
been a disturbing shift of dzcision
making from the state and local levels
o the federal level of government.

It is time to examine the fruits of
recent experience, to place the posi-
tive results in proper perspective, and
{0 offer constructive alternatives to the
present approach to federal financing
of education.

Why?

What were the conditions that led
to the present state of federal pariici-
pation in financing education? To
name the chief ones will help one to
understand the present dilemyma and
to see the logic of the alternative to be
described later.

The most fundamental fact to con-
sider is the progressive income tax
system: which the federal government
has developed. This is perhaps the
most powerful fiscal system that any
nationa! government has ever devised.
The powcr of Congress under the
Tenth Amendment te the Coastitution
to levy taxes for any purpose deemed
in the national weifare, coupled with
the power tc budget expenditures and

to contro! the supply of mhoney : and
credit, gives the federal government -

the essential tools for tesponsible .

leadership in the mamtcnance of a.
healthy economy. —

The states have p'.a:zvely weak tax
systems. They rely mainly on sales anG -

p’npcxty taxcs, both of which are re~

gressive in character. In theory they
could utilize a progressive income tax .
to go far toward balancmg the eqmty

of the toial sysicm. While iwo-inirds .~
of the states have a state income tax,

none uses this form extensively for two -
logical reasons. First, no state wants to
get very far out ahead of othérs for

fear of adverse business effects. Sec-

ond, the concentration and complexity
of economic activity would make a

large amount of tax avoidance possible -~ > %

unless all states levied a uniform tax. -

Thus, the states have the respon- L

sibility for education and the expendi- -
ture need but inadequate tax systems.
The federal government has the only -
tax system which can tap tire national -
economy as equitably as can be de-
vised. This gap between the fiscal
power to raise revenue on the one

hand and the expenditure need on the

other constitutes the basis for federal
participation ir financing education, -
A number-of forces gained momen-

tum in recent years to increase the 5

costs of education faster than revenue .

potemiial. For a time the birth rate ii :
increased faster than state and local -

tax bases. The farm revolution sent -
millions of persons to the cities. This.
movement accelerated the flight of big-

.city dwellers to the subusbs. These

ckanges occurred at a time when most

This acticle, “Financing Educa-
tion at the Federal Level,” was pre-
pared for The School Administra-

sor by Willium P. McLure, director, - 08

Bureau of Educational Research,
and proiessor of educational ad-
wminisiration, University of Qlinois,
Urbsna, Hlinoia. It iz the sixth in 5
series of nine essays on the general

subject, “Federal Policy and the - PEY

Public Scliools.”
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% states failcd to make coinmensurate
E- changes in the organizational structure
¢ of their school systems, their local tax
£ systems, county governments, and
" other agencies of government. Thus,
¥ states have not put their houses in
¢ . order to administer adequately and
- cconomically the modern needs of
. government.
E-  These needs have not gone un-
% noticed by.educators, students of gov-
> ernment, and economists. The shelves
= of libraries are heavy with reports of
f:-  studies on all of these problems. Many
¥ members and . groups of the educa-
E- tional profession, for example, have
f  proclaimed repeatedly the needs of
g.  various educational improvements to
~ the publlc at large, to state legislatares,
= and to the Congress of the United
E - States.
g Sputnik should have come as no
' surprise to any student of Asnerican
- education. It caused panic among some
- leaders in education and government.
- It precipitated federal fiscal policies
Y. which under other circumstances might
have beens different. The long, delibera-
tive route of pursuing general aid, with
roadblocks of opposition from private
and parochial schools and other
sources, wac abandoned. Instead the
action was based on categorical aid, an
-approach which some of the ardent
opponexnts finally accepted in the hope
¢hat this method would be followed
only temporarily.

Categorical Aids

There are some gains from the re-
cently expanded program of special
aids. Perbzps most important of ail,
the program is higblighting the com-
pheaity of meeds of the schools, It
should bz amply clear by now that
there bas been a tendency in rceent
years to oversimplify education. There
has been too much tepdency to find
simple answers te very complex prob-
lems. Kecent events may have arcuset
a public awareness of the size of the
educational task facing this nation.
There is evidence coming to indicate
that citizens are beginning to under-
stand the inadequacies in tax struc-
tures, local schoo! districts, archaic
intermediate districts, the multiplicity

of educational agencies at the state
level, lack of highly talented teachers,
and shortages of facilities as they take
advantage of federal funds.

There are dangers of continuing
these procedures with myriads of cat-
egorical aids beyond a temporary
period of stimulation and exploration
that also are becoming apparent. The
dangers are very real and deep. Some
of the most scrious ones are as fol-
Iows:

e Categorical aids have a divisive
effect on the profession. They arbi-
trarily elevate particular instructional
fields and services and thus directly
downgrade other fields of equal valid-
ity and value. They proliferate pro-
grams and build structures tha: are
difficult to change. Staff members are
divided into special-interest groups
which inevitably develop insular tend-
encies.

e They reduce the rigor of chcice
among alternatives. Surpius equipment
from special grants is all too fre-
quently fousrd because of “making the
most of the opportunity while it is
available.”

e An inordinate amount of profes-
sional time is required to prepare pro-
posals and evaluations to meet the
guidelines of decision makers outside
the system.

® They restrict the freedom of coop-
eration within school systems. For
example, the teachers of langnage arts
may contribute as much, if not more,
to the vocational competence of a high
school graduate than the teacners of
“vocational” courses. To put the latter
on special salary schedules with other
perquisites and to demy these to the
former is difficuit to justify to the per-
sons intimately involvegd.

¢ They cversizaplify by spurions def-
initions programs and services in the
“national interest.” Just what values
are therz in educ'*tond programs aud
services that contribute ¢o the dsvelop-
ment of cvery individual that are net
in the natiopal interest?

» They hinder the development of
rationz2! emphases in education. Edu-
cational purposes have to be defined in
functional components known as in-
structional fields and services. Changes
and adaptations shouid resuit from

mdngenous needs and reqmrements;
based upon the best and widest use of © -
human intelligence in socxety rather - .
than from decisions of a-few admmls-‘f Lo

trative agents of government.

* By their nawre they reqmre a"” ]
system of external control that is anti- "
thetic to American values of govern-

ment and to psychological principles
of effective human bebavior. - -

e These disadvantages likawise
overshadow advaniages of categoricai

aids to institutions of higher education. -

General Aids

General #ids have far more aﬂvan- E

tages than caiegorical aids as a mezns

for distributing federally coliected
revenues to school sysiems. Some of -

the chief advantages are:

*-They promote a more defensible e

system of control and administrative
responsibility to pursue educatlonal
objectives worthy of a free society.

* They promotz an intellectual dis-

position of creativity rather tha.ﬂ com-
plance.

* They strengthen the capaclty of
local school systems to study, to plan,
to take responsible action, and to
evaluate.

* Certainty and stability of support . g

are more easily assured than is pos-
sible to establish for special aids,

* General funds are more sitable -
to tic school support to the economiic -

capacity of the nation. School systems
need ‘he fiscai capacity that permits

flexibility to cope with fluciuations in

the composition of the scliool popula-
tion and the attendant educational rs-
quirements.

* School systems are respensive, if
not arbitrarily handicapped, to the
basic drive of the American people for
excellence. The oft-repeated question
of political leaders, “Can we be sure
that the funds will yield the best edu-
cational resvits?” is certsinly legiti-
raate. But it deserves to be answered
adequately rather than to be used
rhetorically.

The Alteraative

There are responsible scholars and - S
leaders in education, as in other fields = 358
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of endeavor, who believe that there is
overwhelming evidence in the experi-
ence of public education in America
to favor the superiority =i general
federal funds over categorical aids for
education. This idea is an old one,
dating back at least a half century. The
first classic statement of basic theory
and operational structure to describe
this idea was made by the late Profes-
sor Paul R. Mort in 1936 in Federal
Support jor Pubiic Education. Since
that time there have been any number
of proposals embodying the same basic
idea with variations in structural de-
tail. A recent advocate with national
recognition is Walter W. Heller,
former chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers to the late Presi-
dent Kennedy and during one year of
President Johnson’s administration. He
has championed general funds in, the
form of shared revenues rather than
genera! grants-in-aid.

Proponents of general aid believe
that this type of support can be de-
vised tc accomplisk the best that is
known about federal-state-local rela-
tions in the governance of education;
the soundest fiscal policy; the greatest
degree of adaptability of the school
system to future needs of every im-
dividual and scciety; the soundest
principles to promote creativity, schol-
arship, and responsibility among teach-
ers and other educational leaders; and
the safest principle to ensure the high-
est quality of education.

This idea has been expressed in two
forms: (1) general grant-in-aid, and
(2) tax or revenue sharing. The author
prefers the latter because it comes
closer to expressing the fundamental
role of the federal government; namely,
to restrict its action to purely fiscal
relationships with the states. Tax shar-
ing would serve as the means to gear
a basic support of education to the
total economy of the nation. The
states would be responsible for ad-
ministering the schools and providing
additional support from state and local
taxes. Each state would have responsi-
bility for developing a fiscal structure
with refinements to meet various ad-
justraents, including the extra costs in
cities of dense population and the most
sparse areas, equity among districts of

variable local taxable wealth, incen-
tives to improve local district struc-
ture, and other factors. The fiscal
structure of each state should encom-
pass the funds collected from all levels
of government.

The alternative proposal for federal
financing would be as follows:

¢ Definition of educational revenues
into large blocks: (1) elementary and
secondary schools, and (2) higher
education.

¢ Gradual consolidation of present
categorical aids and transfer of most
of them to general payments after a
specified date. Exceptions would be a
few special aids such as GI educa-
tional scholazships, payments in lieu
of locai property taxes in federally
impacted areas, educational programs
in the armed forces, and other similar
functions best centralized in the federal
government.

¢ Designation of a given percentage
of the total federal income tax collec-
tions to be distributed to the states for
education. The federal government
could prorate the funds between ele-
mentary and secondary schools and
higher education, or it could leave this
decision to the state legislatures.
(Heller has an excellent suggestion for
a trust account to handle these funds,
a mechanism which would take them
out of the federal budget and expedite
the flow of funds to states.)

¢ Distribution of educational reve-
nues to the states should be made as
follows:

Higher education. Since compa-
rable cost units are virtually nonexistent
in higher education, the most feasible
basis would be a given percentage of
the educational and general expendi-
tures, with a normative overage for
capital outlay.

Eiementary and secondary
schools. The basis for distribution
would be one of the following: (a) A
given percentage of school expendi-
tures, including expenses of current
operation and capital outlay. (b)
School-age population if the decision
is made to support that portion of edu-
cation which private and parochial
schools may share with the public
schools; otherwise pupil membership
(enrollment) in the public schools

would be used as the distribution unit. = -
Adjustments in distribution of = -]
federal revenues to states. Two ad- .~ -
justments are proposed for revenues to . . ]
clementary and secondary education. . . ]
The principles are applicable to higher - -~ - 3

education, and the same corrections
might be applicable to both areas of
education. (1) The first one is an ad-
justment for differences in relative
ability of the states. In this case the
writer has chosen the index, average
personal income per pupil ages 5-17.
(2) The second one is an adjustment
for extra costs necessary in sparse and
dense¢ areas. In the former areas
schools have extra costs of transporta~
tion and some low pupil-staff ratios

due to small schools. The large cities
constitute the other extreme where a

disparate school population with high 1 v

rates of retardation, emotional malad-
justment, and mobility call for extra
staff and resources tc meet individual
needs.

Estimated Adjustments

For many years advocates of general
federal aid to education argued for the
principle of equalization in relation to
the average tax ability of each state.
In recent years studies have revealed
that the costs of education in the great
cities are greater than would be neces- |
sary in smaller cities. These extra costs
have been referred to as compensatory
expenses. They result not from den-
sity per se but from fundamental
characteristics of the school population
such as just mentioned. The extent of
these deviate characteristics which cost
extra money seems to be greatest in the
large cities of greatest density. There
are some exceptions in smaller cities,
but usually these are suburbs of larger
cities. The question has been raised as
to whether the extra costs of the great
cities, most of which are in the wealth-
iest states, might not offset the justi-
fiable correction for low wealth.

The writer has explored this ques-
tion in recent years. The base of
reference for estimating extra costs is
a city with about 10,000 pupils in 12
grades, composed of a normally distrib-
uted school population. Larger size
has little if any effect on cost because




,densely populated cities when the
’ptopcmons of retardation and social
- maladjustment go up. Also, increased
.- land prices and labor rates affect costs
| of cupital outlay.

- - In some -recent studies with 15 of
¢ -the large cities the writer found a
v needed correction of 16 percent for
- identifiable programs and services, He
. estimated an gddxtmnal 17 percent for
. programhs in experimental stages, giv-
. ing .a total correction of 33 percent.
- This is about the limit which he found
10" be- fiecessary. in the most sparse
i‘-}:i_"areas in previous studies in West
- "Virginia, New - York, stsnsmppx, and
. - Hlinois. Therefore, using these limits,
- mterpolatmg in between, and aggregat-
.- ing; corrections for the school popula-
~-tion as ‘it was dispersed in 1965, a
con'ectxon was computed for each

The 1ab1e in Column 3 shows the
: denslty-sparsnty correction, the wealth

- each state. :
N While the densuy-sparsny correc-
E dtions would be substantial in some
~communities within states, the state
"averages, when spread over the total
..~ school population, are small compared
“to-the needed corrections to adjust for
dlﬁerencw in average state ability.
Accordmg to these estimates, Missis-
- sippi would reccive $2:32 of federal
_revenue for each $1 distributed to New
_;York

Ef
s -
E

.. What assurance can the federal gov-
- “ernment have that the revenues dis-
- -“tributed by this proposed procedure
" -will be spent most effectively? The
< ‘only technical assurance needed is a
"~ proper audit certifying that the funds
- -have been. spent for the general pur-
* pose as designated. In addition, states
- ‘should bé expected to publish reports
' ¢f far more evaluative rigor than they
- ' have prepared in the past. Such reports

-correction, and the net- correctlon for'

are needed not merely to justify use
of federal funds but as a matter of
public responsibility - irrespective of
sources of financial support. The state
of knowledge is reaching the point
where comprehensive ¢valuations of
deployment of input resources can be
made and related to some dependable
data on educational results (benefits),
These evaluations can go beyond the
current limited and oversimplified ap-
proaches to national assessment.
Furthermore, the techniques and re-
sults can be made a matter of public
information so that researchers are
challenged to advance the science of
evaluation,

What incentive will states have to
continue state and local effort to sup-
port education? In the past the states
of low wealth have made a greater tax
effort than states of high wealth.
There is no evidence to indicate that

* educational aspirations in any state

will decline. ‘The demands for improve-
ments of various kinds are so great

that there is no foreseeable reduction
" in educational costs. An increase -in

federal funds would permit many
communities at high tax-effort levels
to slow down the rate of increase in
local tax burden. This condition would
permit some local tax' relief in efforts
to reach educational goals, but not re-
duction except in rare instances.

What should be the limits of federal
participation? The goal should be to
establish an axiomatic level of support
that would be modified as often as
necessary to keep the states of lowest
wealth within reach of an adequate
level of expenditure after placing a
reasonable burden on state and local
tax sources.

Would this general tax-sharing plan
call for some means of communication
between the policy-making agencies of
state and federal governments? It
would seem that some means of com-
munication are needed. At present they
appear to be working independently,
if not competitively, in some instances.

. CORRECTIONS it
rou romuw-suwmwnmt
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Siste cm":a 1965 jCQu‘odlu :
Alabusnn 2% 205 1.5
Alaske 24 17 W
Arizena 19 1.66 1.58
Arkenses 17 2.00 1.85
Califernia 14 1.08 - 1.04
Colorade 18 1.40 .35
Cannestisetd 2 1.02 20
Delaware 4 1.0 .92 .
Fleride n 1.40 129
Georgla’ 12 1.75 1.60 '
Hawail 13, 1.34° .26
idake 20 “1.68. 1.6 ’
Ntinels 15 107 104
Indiane 6 .32 118
fowe .14 1.39
Kensas - 16  1.38 1.32
Kentucky "N 186 169 . .
Levisiana 13 1.4 177
Maine 13 1.63 ~1.52
Meryland $ 123 121
Massachuselts 5° 112 1.00
Michigan 12 1.27- . 1.19
Minnesete 13 1.44 -1.36
Mississippl - 14 2.58 ‘2.32
Missouri 16 1.32 127
Mentane 22 1.62 1,57
Nebraske 1 - 1.40 136
Nevade 14 1.0 - 1.01
New Hempshire 10 1.40 -1.28
New Jorsey 3 1.0 _ .92
New Mexice 1. 198 - usS
New Yerk 17 1.00 1.00
Meith Carslina 7 1.88. 1,67
Nerth Dakete 22 1.74 1.67 .
Ohie 7 1.33 120
Oklshema 17 1.57 1.49
Oregen 20 1.30 128
Penngyivania 1.29 1.09-
Rhede Island 4 1.2 1.086
Sovth Careline 7 - 2.22 1.95
Sevth Daketa 21 1.81 1.73
Tennesses 12 1.84 1.68
Texas 16 1.63 1.44
Utah 18 v.80 1.70
Verment 16 1.59 .50
Virginla 1.53 .38
Washingten 7 1.28 1.23
Waest Virginie 1.9 1.71
Wiscensin 13 1.38 1.2%
Wyoming 22 1.57 1.53
United Stutss 18 1.3% 1.29

* Ratio of average perional income per person ages
5-17 ir. wealthiest state (New York) fo the average .
in each respactive state.

Note: The author is indebted to Robert Carey, Louis
Avdi, and Jack Marcussen, research auistonts, for
their assistance in making these computations.
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March 15, 1967
-Number Seven

 The impact of federal involvement

in education.on significant social issues’ -
has been felt increasingly. in the last
decade across the United States. It has
become a key subject of dtseussxon
among all persons interested in educa-
tion and ranks high on the list in social
conversations among the general citi-
zenry. Today it appears doubtful that

such significant leglslatlon for educa- .
~have worked before atoxmc bombs

tion progress would have been possible

1 ¢ st "
had the national government not seen

the potential for impact on the signif-

icant social issues of our time.
To give a basis for evaluation, the

author is adding to the title the already

implied phrase, “in relation to the:

public schools,” and is using his own'
list of sxgmﬁcant social issues. These
limitations are in keepmg with the
knowledge and expetience of a-former
superintendent of schools who, al
though away from the heat of the
kitchen a short time, still has the odor
of the cooking from eight years’ expe-
rience i a fairly typical American city.

The old hand at school adminisira-
tion has seen his lifelong intcrest—
education—move from bland mention

“on the inside pages of newspapers to -

screaming headlines on the front page;
with - pubhc debate in nearly every

magazine and a stream of white papers -

on such new subjects as educanonal
television. '

Sputnik, the civil nghts revolutron,
and an educationally oriented series of
Presidents have made education a key
domestic political issue at national,

- state, and local levels. Morecver, pub-
lic attitudes now allow for ever-increas-
ing governmental involvement in edu-
cation; politicians at all leveis have
found a positive view on improving
education valuable at election time, In
fact, education itself has berrme a
significant social issue.

For this reason, it hzads the list
of social issues discussed here. They
are: quality of education, equality of
educational opportunity, education for
the world of work, relationships be-
tween public and parochial schools, ed-
ucation and the elimination of poverty,
state and local government structures,
schools as an instrument for social
change, and locus of educational deci-
sion making.

P e vhr b et et oy a—

g 47 i o R S e o e

have some - unusual insight wluch

~ question
Does the federal govemment DOV,

causes it to deal’ wnh -social’ dssues.
long avoided at state and local levels :
The national govemment, by its very.
functron, is sensitive to our ‘country’s.
competmve posnuon’in the ‘world. and:
the image the actions -of . its. cluzens
create. Survival. by ‘brute - force may

e © Se bl ad seacld
adsw pﬁd%i@ﬁ, muﬁcrlw, auu Vv’ﬁi’lu

opinion have a profound eﬁect on ‘our:
security.

‘In addnuon, the federal govemment
has money and distance from the’ cit
zens;  state and local politicians”have
fewer. constituents ‘and thus-are: closer
to the voters. So it is- correspondmgly
more difficult ‘for_ the state-‘and local-
pohtlclans to deal wrth dxﬂicult ‘social:
issues. FR I

‘The selectrve process no doubt gives
us more capable men and women: il
the Congress: than in- pubhe«semce at
state and local levels. As with'the: blmd
man and the elephant, state and local
politicians and educators frequently see .
only a small ‘part of - ‘social needs, but "~
xndwrduals who have" traveled \mdely
understand the- marked drﬁerences in -
our country-—the ranges in. quahty of
education—and see the: needs of the‘
future more clearly i

thty of Educauon. Most citi-
zens in the 25,000 U.S. schooldxstncts o
are satisfied with their educatlonal pIo-:
grams -or we would know about it
Yet, we know there is great. range in.
quality. Thousands of children-are not-
getting the quality education neeessary
for tomorrow’s world. How do we get -
the public in commumtxes w1th mfenor o

L g% ..mcle, “The Impact of Fed-
esal involvement in Education on .:[in.
“igmificant Social Issues,” was. pre- -
pured for The School Administra. .
tor by Wendell H, Pieree, execttive
director, Education Commission of
the States; Denver, Colorado.- It i
the seventh in a series of nine es- .
says on the general subject,’ “Fed- o
eral Policy and the Public Schools{.”‘ o
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: education to recognize the limitations
. of their schools?

The new federal education Iegisla-

f. tion, with its influence on mass media,
7 is affecting public opinion by calling

attention to the achievements and lim-
itations of specific educational pro-
grams. In requiring local community

3 development of a program to meet the

needs under Titles I and III of the

Elementary and
St AW EAAWAL ’

Secondary Education

¥ Act, the new laws force planning some-
<. times neglected.

Yet the impact of the federal govern-
ment’s program is not consistent,

- amounts of money are uncertain, and
§ ' the specific help offered may be in-
- - compatible with current needs of a

.school system.

) ‘Equality'vof Educational Oppor-

.- tunity. That the federal government

has had an impact in the area of
equality of educational opportunity

.- no one will deny. It has certainly made

the public conscious of inequities. In
terms of long-range solutions, its effec-
tiveness might well be questioned. A

. national attempt to influence thousands
- of school systems has limitations.

. Ways other than the use of the club

© . or carrot of federal aid must be found
i~ to help the local community live up -
_ to the responsibility of citizens in a

democracy. The federal government

~ will need to enlist the continuing help
- of the states, of educators, and of lo-
- cal school board members if meaning-

ful progress is to be made on this so-
cial issue.
So far, there has been less impact

. in this area than the federal govern-
_ ment, or for that matter, I personaily,

would like, But whatever faults ihere
are certainly do not lie wholly with
the federal government. School ad-

* ministrators, especially those in areas

where racial minorities are absent or
so simali as to be invisibie, have, when-
ever they felt they could, hidden their
heads in the sand. They have not yet
recogrized that equality of opportunity
is everybody’s problem.

~ Education for World of Work:
Faced with a history of education
oriented to the college-bound pupil,
America must change its view of suc-

cess. We must learn to recognize and
applaud the contributions to our so-
ciety of the non-college-trained individ-
ual. Manpower needs of the future re-
quire this as we see the vast appetite
business and industry will have for
technically qualified, but non-college-
trained, personnel.

While the Vocational Education Act
of 1963, the National Defense Educa-

tian A and tha
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tunity Act have each had a measurable
impact, the proliferation of interests
and confusion, resulting from lack of
unit control and stodginess and inepti-
tude among federal, state, and local
personnel working on this problem, is
discouraging. Knowing what to do is
not our problem. Carrying out the new
programs amidst the red tape required
makes the impact of federal legislation
in this. area less than it should be.

Relationships Between Pablic,
Parockial, and Private Schools. A
parent’s freedom to chcose public,
parochial, or private school for his
child is a requisite of our American
democracy. Such frecdom has given
strength to this nation. As the cost of
education rises, support for nonpublic
schools becomes far more difficult.

The Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation Act has forged new interrela-
tionships between public and nonpublic
schools not generally achieved hereto-
fore across the country. While the
money expended does not markedly
assist the parochial and private schools,
it does reach and serve all the chil-
dres in the proper categories. It has
encouraged public and private school
people in talking and working together
so more wholesome, cooperative rela-
tionships will evolve. The impact of
federal legislation here has been great.

Education and the Elimination of
Poverty. In identifying this problem,
federal legislation has rendered a real
service. Formerly, school systems fre-
quently were forced to grapple only
half-heartedly, or even clandestinely,
with the problem of equality in cur-
riculum offering.

Today, many educators realize that
equality implies not just the same for
all, but special compensation for the

limited backgtound brought mto thczl -9

schoolroom by .some children. The
contribution of paraprofessxonal work-

ers to the education process has been .

proved. Early childhood education,
given its deserved importance, has
served to stimulate better understand-
ing of the poor on the part of educa-
tors and the community.

While the new legislation has con-
trivuted programs, suppoited cxisting
research, and opened the door to bet-
ter understanding, it has fallen far
short of the original expectation of
eliminating poverty and has not re-
sulted in the cooperative approach
so needed. ‘

State and Local Government
Structure. State and local govemn-
ments resent the interference of the
federal government in some of these
social issues. While they recognize the
necessity for change, their progress in
restructuring for this change has been
slow. Title V of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act furnishes
funds to strengthen state departments
of education. Marked progress has

been made in many states as they have =

tried to more adequately administer
the Act.

Yet, very little of tlns reorgamzatlon
progress has helped tackle the urgent
social issues menticned above. In some
states almost 80 percent of the funds
to finance the state educatior depart-
ment is coming from the federal gov-
ernment. States must make an inde-
pendent commitment, both financially
and structurally, and they must have
the support and interest of local school
districts.

Schools as an Instrument for
Social Change. Threats and demands
on the part of the federal government
and resistance combined with iraction
on the parts of local and state educa-
tion officials have resulted in unneces-
sary conflict. Schools cannot resist
being a part of current socicty. Schools
are in a leadership position, but schoot
systems differ as communities differ.

The greatest weakness of federal
activity in dealing with change is to
assume that, since right is right, basic
alterations of school organization must
be immediate. Schools cannot get so

- - —_




;- far ahead of the community that they
¢. are no longer a part of it. Neither

g can schools use resistance to progress

. as an excuse for failing to change. The
schools have a gigantic task of educat-
f: ing their communities for change.

Locus of Educational Decision

Making. Today, local and statz educa-

tional authorities must share responsi-

f bilities for decision making with their
- junior partner, the federal government.

: Some are reluctant to do this. But the

federal government has become an ac-
tive partner in the education enterprise;

L moreover, it will have increasing in-

. fluence over education because of the

importance of education to the well-

being of our citizens and to the secu-

rity of the nation. Education officials at
both the state and local levels should

Eo ] B e

first move to define their progiams to
meet the needs of society and then in-
fluence the federal government in its
role.

Who makes the decisions regarding
the direction educatior will move is a
major social issue today. This siruggle
cannot be solved by any one level of
government. Machinery must be es-
tablished to bring about a cooperative
approach, and each level must assume
its responsibility.

The future of education in the
United States must be faced with true
humility. William Osler said, “No
human being is constituted to know the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth and even the best men must
be content with fragments, with partial
glimpses, never full fruition.”

Vil

Our limited view and understanding
necessitate courage and determination
if we are to make inroads on these sig-
nificant social issues. And we must re-
call that whether we are happy or un-
happy with the impact of the fzderal
government in education on social
issues, it is our government. We have
an obligation to see that the democratic
process works for the welfare of chil-
dren—our ultimate objective.

This obligation requirez true co-
operation between all levels of govern-
ment interested in education. It
requires that we utilize all our re-
sources in research. It requires that
we utilize all our wisdom in the de-
velopment of long-range plans. It
requires of us all our skill and patience
and knowledge and courage. It requires
total commitment. Nothing less will do.
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Y The Commission does niot represent

}- a drive for uniformity in American edu-

k* cation. It will stimulate diversified

% answers to the problems in education,
. recognizing the differences between the
¢ states. It will encourage dissent.

The Commission will not lobby in-

side the states nor in Washington. It
k- will furnish the educational and politi-

cal leadershic of the states with a

_vehicle to debate goals and answers.

The Commission does not represent

~ an effort to curtail or attack federal aid
" to education, or federal activity. In
. fact, it makes provisions for federal
~. cooperation and participation. It is an
- effort to bring to bear all the resources
" that the American people have to im-
- prove education and to encourage state
£ action for better schools and schooling.
g - The Commission will not compete
[ with, replace, or make obsolete the
j-..current voluntary associations or na-
* tional and regional organizations in the
' field of education. It will cooperate

T o L IO RN
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fully, assuring that there is a minimum
of overlap or duplication. It will seek
the frontiers, where effort is needed
and recommendations are necessary.

Membership
Membership of the Education Com-

mission of the States, in order of
adherence, as of January 1, 1967:
1. Arkansas .......... Legislation
2. VirginIslands .. ... .. Legislation
3. Hawaii ............ Legislation
4. New Jersey .. .......Legislation
5. Minnesota .. ... Erecutive Order
6. Ilinois . . . .. ...Executive Order
7. Texas ......... Executive Order
8. New Hampshire Executive Order
9. New Mexico . ....... Legislation
10. Rhode Island . ... Legislation
11. Oregon ....... Eocutxve Order
12. Chio ......... Executive Order
13. Idako . ........ Executive Order
14, Utah ......... Executive Order
15. Wyoming . .. ... Executive Order

16. Washington ., - Executwe Order B
17. Vermont .. ... ,Executxve Order ' R
18. West Virginia . .Executive Order ' &
19. Kentucky . .. ... Executive Order D §
20. Louisiana . ., .. ' .Executive Order -
21. Alaska ............ Legislation -~ 4%
22. Maryland ... .. ...~ .Legislation. - 3
23. Oklahoma ... .. Executive Order E .
24. Colorado . . . . ..Executive Order
25, Migeonri |, _Prmmve Ofder :
26. Alabama . ... .. Executive Order -
27. South Carolina . . ... .Leg:slatwn" -
28. North Dakota . .Executive Order - = 3
29. Yowa ......... Executxve Order
30. Delaware .......... Legistation
31, NewYork .......... Legisiation
32. Tennessee ... .. Executive Order
33. American Samoa Executive Order
34. Puerto Rico .....-...Legislation
35. Wisconsin .......... Legislation »
36. Arizona ....... Executive Order -
37. Celifornia .......... Legislation
38. Georgia .. ... .. . Executive Order

J—

- For further information, write Education Comxmssnon of the States, Smte 822, |
‘ Lincoln Tower, 1860 Lincoln, Denver, Colorado 8C203. -
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While few public policies are clearly
and succinctly steted, those governing
the federal financing of educational re-
search and development are more
opagqus than most. Over the past 10
years new programs have come and
gone. Some emphasize development
and othess quantitative research; some

4 emphastze subject areas while others

aim at particular characteristics of
children; some years the less sophisti-
cated researcher in local school dis-

" tricts has been appealed to, ¢he next he

has been virtually ignored. Even the
most highly productive researchers
who regularly turn to federal sources
for support often are confused about
who in the federal government is ready
to support what kind of project. It they
are baffled, how can a typical school
superintendent be expected to under-

stand these policies?

The Danger of Unawareness

Nevertheless, he must try. Research
and development will increasingly in-
fluence cur schools and at an ever-
accelerated pace. The extent to which
school administrators aze uraware of

what influences the direction of these.

events is the cxtent to which they can
expect to lose control over what is hap-
peaing in education and in their owe
schools. The only alternative is to re-
sist new developments from ignorance.

There are. five primary reasons why
federal policies for educational re-
search and development are so epaque:

1. The usual federal problem of
divided jurisdictions meens that, while
mos: of the money for educational re-
search is in the U. S. Office cf Edu-
cation, researchers, especially if they
are examining what might be termed
the more basic questions of learning,
frequently turn to other agencies. It
may come as a surprise to many ad-
ministrators that there is aimost as
much money at the present time for
curriculum development and teacher
preparation for new curricula in the
National Science Foundation as in the
U. S. Office of Education. In the 1967
fiscal year, the Office of Education is
authorized to spend $39,800,030 for
curriculum projects and teacher train-
ing, including NDEA institutes. For

umxlar puxposes, the Nauonal Sclence

- Foundation is authorized :$37,350,000.

-2, Many policies. cannot be stated
explicitly because not. enough is yet
known about the basic concepts of
educational research. There is no com-
mon agreement on a definition of edu-
cational research. For example, is

. there such a thing as basic r2search in

education, or is ali educational re-
search engineering research? More-
over, the term “development” often is
used interchangeably with “engineer-
ing,” and the developer frequently is
referred to as the designer. Until such
definitions are clarified, no discussion
about, say, the proper mix between re-
search and development will be very
productive.

The problem is not simply one of
definitions, however; there are serious
disagreements among those who now
influence research and development
policies in education at the highest
level. The chairman. of the. education
panel of the President’s Science Ad-
visory Committee, Jerrold Zacharias,
has expressed serious doubts about the
present or future value of quantitative

_ evaluations of éducational innovations.

His views run counter to those prevail-
ing among leaders in educational re-
seazch.

3. The educationai oommumty has
hardly raised its voice to demand clari-
fication of these policies. Educational
researchers have not been organized so
that they could produce reactions in
any government agency. The Ameri-
can Educational Research Association
(AERA) is considered to be “small”
(6,000 members) by Washington stand-
ards, and has not exhibited much in-

This article, “Giving Direction to
Education Throngh Reeearch and
Development,”” was prepared for
The School Administrator by Rich-
ard A. Dershimer, executive officer,
American Educational Research As-
sociation, Washington, D. C. It is
the eighth in a series of nine essays
on the gemeral subject, “Federal
Policy and the Public Schools.”
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terest in federal affairs until recently.
The power organizations like the NEA
and AASA have shown only spasmodic
interest at best.

4. Some major policy documents
are not being made public. Two of the
most significant developments in edu-
cation, the regional laboratories and
the Title I service centers and pro-
grams, were first recommended in a
report from a White House panel
chaired by Jobn W. Gardner before Le
became Secretary of the U. S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. Many ofiicials who now have the
responsibility for administering these
programs have never read a detailed
rationale for their creation. The secrecy
that stifl surrounds the White House
panei report prevents the kind of pab-
lic detate that could clarify and win
support for ite originai ideas.

There are rumors in Washington
that a later report is being prepared by
another White House panel. Some Of-
fice of Education officials would not
be surprised to be confronted, suddenly
and without public debate, by decisions
that would remove substantial parts of
the responsibility for edncational re-
search and development to another
federa! agency. Whether or not these
stories are accurate, the suspicions re-
flect a kind of conditioning to the
closeted way some previous decisions
about educational research have been
made.

5. There is a fifth reason why
R & D policies are not cicarly stated.
Until recently, the Office of Education
in general, and the Bureau of Research
in particular, has not had a policy-
generating mechanism. Many students
of education feel that the new office in
the Bureau headed by Hendrik Gide-
onse is a remarkable development for
an agency that only a few years ago
played a relatively insignificant role in
the writing of major legislation. But
the increased political value of educa-
tion, recent pressure from Congress-
woman Edith Green’s special sub-
committee, and the sprcad of the
program planuing and budgeting sys-
tem throughout the federal government
have increased conce:n for more sys-
tematic planning in the Office of Edu-

cation.

"To understand how these conditions
materialized, it is necessary to re-
examine the growth of educational re-
search and development over the past
three-quarters of a century. At this
point the two terms must be separated
because research and development
have quite different histories, another
fact that helps explain the confusion ip
tciminciogy.

The early years of educational re-
search are indistinguishable frov. the
roots of educationa! psycholog,, psy-
chometrics, and statisiics. In fact, it
is difficult to =ay precisely w'.en “edu-
cational research” emerged as a dis-
tinct field. Soon afier the . .rst World
War, however, there wars tiree major
streams of activities: testing, surveys,
and experimental studies.

The testing movement emerged out
of the early work of Bj.et, Thorndike,
and Terman, to name but a few; many
of the early leaders of educational re-
search like Courtis, Buckingham, and
Trabue are best known for their con-
tributions to the knowledge of testing.
To many sunerintendents the terms
“testing” and “research” were nearly
synonymeous and ‘research bureaus”
were actually testing and statistical
services. Even today this definition
holds in most of the research divisions
in schoo! Y“stricts.

Hurveys

School surveys were used exten-
sively even before World War I and
with increasing frequency throughout
the first half of the century. In the be-
ginning, they contributed to both sub-
stantive and metiiodological research
knowledge as in the New York City
survey of 1911 and 1912, wken
achievement tests were first used. The
movement gained such support and
favor that research bureaus in univer-
sities devoted a cons®‘erable portion of
their activities to suzveys. The prob-
lem, as Egon Guba has so eloquently
pointcd out in his paper delivered at a
recent American Educational Research
Association-Phi Delta Kappa sympo-
sium, was that the surveys became a
field service; while they may have been

of inestimable assistance to schools,
they no longer added much to knowl-

edge about education.

The third catego:y of research, €X-
perimental studies in which the re-
searcher intervenes and then attempts
to measure the resulting changes in
behavior, is often considered the most
esoteric to administrators. The expéri-
mentalists, most of them psychologists,
have had some unique probiems of

which school administrators are only .

barely aware.

Recent writings by Sam Sieber,
Allen Barton, and David Wilder point
out that education, as an intcllectual

field of study, in rccent years has not

had a tradition of reszarch. Since the
turn of the century, increased enroli-

ments have constaaily heightened the .
need for teachers. Consequently, col- - . - :

leges of education have had to give the
highest priority to producing practi-
tionezs. Until recently professors of

education had to.squeeze res~arch out -

of their own time aad funds. Accord-

ing to Wilder, in certain ficlds like .

reading, in which there have teen a
great many experimezntal studies, the
results of this malnutrition are quite
apparent. Readi’ - research is char-
acterized by small samples, scant

equipment, and manipulation of a

small number of variables over short
penods of time.

In the eyes of most administrators,

the net results of these three thrusts—

testing, surveys, and experiments— -
have been to characierize educational
research as a service of unlimited

value or as am activity by “ivory
tower” professors quite removed from
the mainstream of education.

But what about development? In |

education the term is used most fre-
quently to describe construction of a
new course or parts of a course of
study. Many of the major curriculum
changes were based on very systematic

analyses such as the eight-year study
chaired by Ralph ‘W. Tyler, and

Wrightstone's study. As responsibility .

for curricalum design was diffused to

local school districts, where fewer in- | L

dividuals were trained in evalvation, =~ 3

curricula custornarily were revised

with little or no pre- or post-cvaluation. - i




@ Many curriculum innovators have even
. become antagonistic toward anything
. except quite loose and subjective as-

B sessments. As a result, curriculum de-

i velopers and supervisors added their
f weight to the already sizable majority
B of educators whe saw little need to

push for more research. Therefore it

- is not surprising that the Association
 for Supervision and Curriculum De-
. velopizent never worked actively for

B federsl funding of rescarch; their phi-

B losophy of improving the ictal cur-
B riculum kept them guite removed

M from the specialized curriculum pro-

':, grams of the Nationai Science Founda-
B <on and the U. S. Office of Education.

" How It Begen

Regardless of the reason, the educa-
tional community did not give a high

B priority to the establishment of an edu-

'3
£

¥ cational R & D program. How then

did it happen? What brought about the

.. Cooperative Research Program of

1954, the Media Research Program
under authorization of the National

{ Defense Education Act, the Course

Content Improvement Program of the
National Science Foundation, ang Title
IV of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965? Each program
had different origins and was createC
in different ways.

“The Cooperative Research Program
can be attributed largely to former
U. S. Commissioner of Education
Sarnuei M. Brownell. He acted largely
of hiis own ccaviction that rescarch was

. good for education and not because he

was pressured by any group outside
the government.

Creation of the Media Research
Program, on the other hand, is at-
tributed to the interest of U. S. Senator
Lister Hill and Representative Carl
Eiliott and of ths National Audio-
Visual Association. The Audiovisual
Tnstructionia! Service Division (now the
Educational Technology Divisior) of
the National Education Association
supported the proposal but was handi-
capped by the ambivalent stand toward
the entire Act taken by the NEA,
which was still pressing hard at that
tirae for general federal support.

The Course Content Improvement

Program, admiuistered by the National
Science Foundation, was created as a
resuli of the concera of the advisory
board for the Education Division and of
NSF Associate Director Harry C. Kelly.
Foilowing a lead in a magazine article,
the Foundation staff sought cut Jer-
rold Zacharias and encouraged him in
his efforts to devise a new high school
physics curriculum. Keily then worked
through thez American Chemical So-
ciety to identify a group of chemists
who might sponsor similar reforms in
the teaching of chemistry in high
school. These were the beginnings of
the curriculum reforms that have since
affectzd almost all aspects of the
school program.

The several parts of Title IV of the
Elemaentary and Secondary Education
Ast have diverse origins. Actually,
this title merely amended the original
P.L. 531 of the Cooperative Research
Act to enable the federal government
(1) to train education researchers and
research-related persons, (2) to con-
tract with profit and nonprofit corpora-
tions for research and development
activities, and (3) to expand the dis-
semination of research results. But
these amendments, coupled with what
was for education a drastically in-
creased budget—from $25 million to
$60 million-—made 1965 a milestone.
The number of R & D centers doubled
from four to eight, the first nine of
twenty regional laboratories were cre-
ated, and $8 million was appropriated
for graduate, undergraduate, and post-
doctoral training.

Professional educators had little to
do with these innovations. They came,
by and large, from the Gardner task
force through the White Eouse to
Francis Keppel, at that time U. S.
Commissioner of Education, who is
repoited to have said, “We saw the
chance o get more money for re-
search, so we took it.”

Since three of these four significant
events in the federal support of educa-
tional R & D occuired with little or
ro initiative from the educational com-
munity, except for a small group
organized by Lindley Stiles, is it any
wonder that Office of Education and
Naticnal Science Foundation officials

chief lieutenant for research, Francis
A. J. lanni, decided to leave, Keppel
searched for a new assistant commis-’
sioner from industry and turned up
R. Louis Bright, a research engiaeer
from Wastinghouse with considerable
interest ir educationa! tecimology. For
lesser positions, iecruiiers were ureed

to stay away from ths “establishment.”
Advisory paneis were filieG with more
reprmntanves from the humanities,
the social and behavioral sciences,
than ever before. Informal contacts in-

creased between the Oifice of Educa-
tion and other government agenciés -
that sponsored research. Soon Bright

was announcing that the central staff-

would be moze active in determining -

priorities, and funds for project ideas
originated in the field were decreased
proportionately. '

What effect these changes in the Of—
fice of Education’s policics and pro-.

cedures have had on the fild is = o

difficult to say; more time is needed to

gain proper perspective. One result is =

quite apparent, however; educational
research has moved and still is moving
further away from the school adminis-
trator. This is not to say the school
superintendents are completely iso-
lated; there have been administrators

on many of the advisory panels, be~
ginning with Finis E. Engleman,

former ¢ _cutive secretary of AASA,
who was appointed to the first K & D

committee. As rescarch becomes more

specialized, it is inevitable that the
general administrator in education, as
in all other fields, is zoing to have a
more difficult time. keeping up with
evenss.

The Changing Scene

Both the tempo and the character -
of educational research are changing =~ .-
rapidly. In 1963 the U. S. Office of. - |
Educeztion approved 393 research eon- -
tracts which represented an cxpendi-

wre of $13,785,000; last year this fig- -

ure rose to 1,111 for an expenditure of L

$100,550,000. From his recent study,

The Organization of Educational Re- -
search, Sam Sicber pointed out that - = 4NN

proportionately more scholars and re~ . B
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~ awarded zesearch grants.

Cne of the more visible expressions
of ibe growmg independence of re-
searchers is the way the American
Educational Research Association it
self is changing. Once a satellite of
AASA and the NEA, it has moved
toward greater independerce, first by
“moving its annual mesting away from

' k. Adantic City and most tecently by a

" voic of the Association Couacil recom-
- - mending that ABRA disaffiliate from

, 3 ‘the NEA. Membership has grown from

a little over 3,000 at the end of 1964

| : G neatly 6,000, and it may be able to
g claim more non-educators as members
:‘,.I;man -any other educational organiza-

" tion. As these developments sweuld in-
. dicate, the proportion of superiztend-
. --- enis has decreased even while the pes-
3 oentage of school specialists has in-
£ creased.

¥~ Education is strongly’ influenced by
- an entire generation of administraters

- who have very limited knowledge of
I the potential of educational research
g . -and development. Even though there
BRE - have not been any dramatic “break-

throughs” in knowledge, the siereo-
types and mythe shout research no
longer apply. The tide is and
all superintendents should be aware
of it. This mean3 that on all Jevels—
national. state, and local—the re-
searcher, that is, the man responsible
for gathering and analyzing data, the
man who, by ' at apalysis, can add
appreciably to informatior and knowi-
edge, will play an ever more important
role in education.

Educatioral governments will soon
face many of the problems caused by
the rapid expansion of knowledge that
now coufront the federal government.
For example, how will they finance
inservice education programns when the
science of learning as well as the con-
tent of courscs is changing almost
yearly? Who will pay for the increased
specialization that research inevitably
produces? At what leve! will salary
schedules be set when the science of
teacking requires teachers to train for
as many years as physicians do today?

The problems of control of educa-
tion will be e¢ven more ominous.
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Imagine a lay locai board of educaﬁoa
with newspaper knowiedge Of ‘pey~

chology a few years from now trying

to compiehend 2 preseatation- by

school specialists of new strategies in

teaching that will be a2 complex to the
board as descriptions of the ckromo-
somal breakage would be tocday. ‘

No, research in educaticn and in

ihoss hranches of the sociai and be-

havioral sciences that are conceiined
with education wiil not produce mir-
acles and may not even produce “an-
swers” in the near future; but increas-
ingly researchers wili uncover valuzble

evidence that can help educators make

better decisions. It only follows that
the administrator who can understand
and use this knowledge will be farthest
ahead. Until school admxmstrators,

a group, more fully undersiand how re~
search and development will contribute
to the improvement of education, it is
highly unlikely that they will support
the increases that are necessary Zor
R& Dtohavethekmdohmpactthat
it has kad in American industry and
defense.

,,,,,,,,,
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American education has come under
new influences and is headed in new
directions, a symptom perhaps of the
country’s search for. new goals in all
areas of human endeavor. Yet any
conception of national goals and pur-
poses must embrace the goals and in-
terests of people from ali walks of life.
More specifically, national goals and
purposes in education must be related
to all levels of government as well as
to the needs of all individuals. There
is no one scale nor simple set of values
with which to measure human fulfiil-
ment. Devising a comprehensive evalu-
ation of federal education programs is
no less complex. The process involves
gathering evidence and comparing the
social utility and individual benefits. of
many interrelated education programs
with the costs of those programs.

The first step in the evaluation proc-
ess is to decide what evidence is
rieeded, and what criteria will be used
for assessing the merits of each fed-
eral program and the combined effect
of all federal programs in the field of
education. There are three basic ques-
tions that must be answered: (1) Is
the purpose of the program worthy and
appropriate to the federal government?
(2) Are the adminisirative arrange-
ments effective and conducive to sound
federal-state-local relationships? (3)
Does the combined effect of all federal
programs promote the development of
adequate public schools in all states?

Historically, there have been two
major efforts to establish criteria for
federal programs in education. In 1931
the National Advisory Committee on
Education, appointed by President
Hoover, issued a report entitled Fed-
eral Relations to Education. In this re-
port the Committee declared that the
American people are justified in using
their federal tax system to give financial
aid to education in the states, provided
they do this in a manner that does not
delegate to the federal government any
controi of the social purposes or spe-
cific processes of education. This com-~
mittee also emphasized that federal
funds should be granted to the states
to aid education as a whole and not
as special grants for the stimulation of
particular types of training, and that
the federal government should render
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large “mtcllectua! asslstancc” tc thes 5
states in matters of edumtlon through o
scientific research. Lk
This report, issued in 1931 under
a Republican Administration, suggests.: .
criteria which would be equally appli- ..
cable today. A few years later, in 1938,
a new coramittee, appointed by Presxs“-:;‘
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt; gave.its* - -
views concerning the role of the federal .
government in education.  The réport -
of the United States Advisory Commit- -
tee on Education stated - that grants
should. be made available to the states:
for “all types of current operatmg ex (
penses for public elementary and sec~”
ondary schools”; that the states should;;
be permitted to use part-of ‘their fed-§
eral funds for books, transportatlon,%
and schoiarships for children attendmg;
both public and nonpublic schools; and
that the American people would ngnﬂy:
object to any attempt to use'the , federal .
aid as a means of controlling the con-
tent or processes of education in school
Thus . the ' committee appomted by
President Roosevelt also_favored gen--
ralopurpose grants - mthont federal
contro} inr preference to categoncal a:ds .
for education. P
Despite these announced pnnc'ples :
the distrust of state and local manage-
ment of public educatlon which char-:
actcrized the past decade ushered in a-
period of prohferatmg federal categon—
cal aids for education. ‘These: specnaI
programs’ must fowW ‘be re-exammed:f
and evaluated L e

Is the Purpose ofEach Prpgram}
Worthy and Approprute to the

Federal Govemment? In dec:dmgi

This article, “Time To Evdlin-‘-ﬁ,,
ate Federal Education Programs,”.
was prepared for The School Ad:
ministrator - by George "3 Brain,l‘
dean, College o! Edncahon, Wask::
ington State University, Pnllmnn",
Washington, and Erick L. Lindman,"'
acting dean, School of Edueaﬂon,
University of Celifornia, Los Ang s
les, California. It is- the Iaat’ in ]
series of nine essays on the gc_:neral,
subject, “Federal - Polxcy and
Pnblic Schoola.’?, C el




k- what educational purposes are worthy
= and appropriate for the federal govern-
- ment, first consideration should be
e given to those educational probiems
&~ which tramscend state lines. Recent

£ events have shown that educational ne-
g glect in one state can be a factor in

lowering the quality of education in

E- another. Since educational deficiencies

¢ camnot be quarantined within state
boundaries, educational isolationism
practiced by individual states cannot be

¥ sound national policy. The federal
% government clearly has a responsibility

to act to strengthen public schools in
all states. Only by so doing can a state

= be protected against the spillover effects

£ of educational neglect in other states.

‘ Thus, one worthy and appropriate pur-

pose of federal action is to make gen-

o eral-purpose grants to states to supple-
B ment state and Jocal funds and to en-

& courage states to expend for public
L. schools the amounts needed to maintain
. an adequate basic school program for

" all children and youth who choose to

- attend the public schools.

- - The federal government also has a
b special responsibility to assist in the
g cducation of disadvantaged children.

K- This responsibility has its origins deep

in the history of our country, although

iy immediate concern arises partly from

the large mumber of educationally dis-
advantaged families that have migrated

- from one state to another in recent

years and from the fact that the great

~ cities are unable to meet the educa-

tional requirements of their large popn-
b lations of the disadvantaged without in-
+ * creased state and federal financial aid.

- Thus, a second worthy and appropri-

[ ate purpose of federal action is to pro-
g vide special-purpose graats for com-

pensatory or remedial education to as-

B sist states in educating disadvantaged
i children.

The federal government has incicas-
ingly -accepted responsibility for re-
ducing unemployment, and Congress
has enacted in recent years a number
of laws to ihis end. But unemployment
cannot be eliminated without suitable
vocational education programs in all
states. In order to meet its respon-

| - sibility for full employment, a worthy

and appropriate purpose of federal ac-
tion is to provide special grants to

states for vocational! education, includ-
ing vocational programs for adults.

The chief source of local revenues
for public schools is the property tax.
The federal government is the largest
property owner in the United States
and its property is tax exempt. This
condition obviously leaves a large gap
in the tax base of America’s public
schools. A worthy and appropriate
purpose of federal action is to remedy
this gap by making contributions to
public schools to compensate for de-
ficiencies in the school tax base re-
sulting from the tax-exempt status of
federal property.

In the past the federal government
has made contributions for the educa-
tion of individuals for whom it accepts
a special responsibility. The education
of native Indian children is a case in
point. More recently, contributions
have been made for the education of
veterans and for Cuban refugees. These
obligations have been properly ac-
cepted by the federal government. It
is, therefore, a worthy and appropri-
ate purpose of federal action to con-
tribute toward the cost of education for
veterans and for other individuals for
whom the federal government has ac-
cepted a special responsibility.

Common to all states is a need to
improve education through research
and development programs. If each
state were to finance all of its own edu-
cational research and development, ex-
cessive costs or inadequate programs,
or both, would be imevitable. There-
fore, it is a worthy and appropriate
purpose of federal action to finance re-
search and development programs de-
signed to improve the quality of educa-
tion in zll states.

If a federa! education program is
designed to accomplish one or more
of the foregoing six purposes, it should
receive a favorable rating under Ques-
tion 1.

Are the Administrative Arrange-
ments Effective and Conducive to
Sound Federal-State-Local Relation.
ships? Worthiness and appropriateness
of purpose are not enough. If the
federal-state-local partnership is to
function to maximum advantage, the
assignment of responsibilities to each

“1
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partner must utilize the special
strengths of eack while compensating
for its weaknesses. Moreover, each
partner must perform its duties with-
out interfering unnecessarily with the
esserdal contribution of the two other
partners.

Of the many criteria that should
govern relationships among and be-
tween each level of government, the
following appear to be fundamental:

» The historical philosophical basis.

® Educational philosophy—who
should determine the educational phi-
losophy and goals.

® Roles, function, and authority of
the local and state schocl boards.

® Fiscal autherity and responsibility
in relation to the tax structure at all
three levels.

® Administrative flexibility.

¢ The role of the citizen in the for-
mulation of educaticnal policies.

¢ The welfare of the nation and each
individual.

* The standards of equality of op-
portunity for educational programs and
services.

® Basic guidelines for bringing about
efficient and effective education.

¢ The declared and undeclared pri-
orities for governmental and social
efficiency.

We must start with a powerful be-
lief in the local control of educational
policy and finance. By local control is
meant the state structure, with maxi-
mum autonomy granted to local gov-
ernmental units within the state. The
federal government should be a full
partner in the education process, but
its functions should be clearly defined.
The full partnership status can be effec-
tive only if the federal government acts
and reacts in accordance with knowl-
edge of local comditions. This is pres-
ently not the case in most instances.
The federal government has certain
leadership responsibilities in education.
Its most important function lies in the
matter of equitable redistribution of
the national wealth for the support of
educational excellence in every hamlet
of the nation.

The federal government must be
moved awcy from its regulatory func-
tion to a position of general educa-
tional leadership. The regulatory func-
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tion has cxpanded primarily because
state and local school systems have not
assumed in adequate fashion the regn-
latory function at the state and local
levels. Federal leadership withiu broad
limits should be supported, but un-
reasonable federal regulations should
be opposed.

Historically and legally, the state
government occupies a central role in
the public school partnership. To ful-
fill this role effectively, the state educa-
tion system should be a strong one.
The state board of edugation should
have full authority in all matters affect-
ing education in the state and should
represent proportionately the rural
and metropolitan areas of the state.
The state department of education
should be strengthened to fulfill a
specifically defined leadership function,
and its information and research serv-
ices should be expanded and improved
so as to aliow the minimum of duplica-
tion of such services at the iocal level.
Furthermore, if the total public school
program is to function effectively, the
state must be in a position to co-
ordinate federal programs with state
and local programs and to provide
needed supervision and direction. For
this reason, federal programs should
not bypass state governments; instead,
federal grants for public schools should
be made to state departments of educa-
tion to be allocated to local schools by
them in accordance with state plans.
This arrangement not only respects the
ceniral role of state governments in the
field of education but also avoids ex-
cessive growth of the federal bureauc-
racy.

Over a period of years, states have
developed claborate plans for granting
state funds to local school systems.
More recently, the federal government
has launched a number of categorical-
aid programs. Inevitably some of the
new federal programs duplicate the
purpose of some existing state-aid pro-
grams. For example, some states have
provided aid to local school districts for
compensatory & remedial education.
With the recent entrance of the federal
government into this field, it may be in
the best interest of education for the
state to transfer some of its funds to
other equally important purposes. To

permit such flexibility in the use of state
funds, when the federal government
and a state grant funds to local school
districts for the same oz for closely re-
iated purposes the federal grant should
not be contingent upon continuation of
the state grant. Only by preserving the
right of the state to adjust its grant
program can the state discharge its
obligation to the overall education
partnership. This does not suggest that
the state should reduce its contribution
to public education, but that it should
have leeway in adapting to changing
needs at the state level.

The amounts of federal funds to
which individual states or local school
districts are entitled should be deter-
mined by objective formulas, reducing
to a2 minimum discretionary power of
federal officers in the allocation of
school funds. Any grant-in-aid pro-
gram which authorizes federal officers
to use broad discretion in allocating
school funds among states or local
school systems will encourage political
favoritism, and another by-product will
be the proliferation of expert proposal
and justification writers.

In order to promote the efficient
use of federal funds and to encourage
sound state and local planning, federal
contributions should be generally pre-
dictable for long-range planning pur-
poses and specifically predictable for
year-to-year planning. Effective use of
federal grants requires not only plan-
ning but also sufficient lead time to re-
cruit personnel and obtain facilities and
equipment. Boards of education should
know at budget-making time the
amount of federal funds they will re-
ceive during the ensuing year.

In the interest of effective adm inis-
tration and sound intergovernmental
relations, the federal government
should avoid having several depart-
ments grant funds for the same or
closely related public school purnoses.
At the present time, virtually all fed-
eral agencies have a hand in education,
and the fragmentation of effort and
control is both self-created and confus-
ing. Congress should first recognize the
problem and then reorganize and rede-
fine federal agency functions to better
coordinate the administration of educa-
tion programs. The same functional
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approach should be applied to the .s’ta/te"_ :
level as well, for here again fragmenta- - | :

tion exists, although to a lesser degree.
Similarly, the problem touches almost
every school community. Numerous

groups interested in social action and -

educational improvement have been
spawned almost overnight and are ac-

tive in reviewing and approving educa-

tion programs, often without knowl- —
edge of the local school system.
The accounting and audmng safe-

guards for federal grant funds should

utilize the procedures that the states

require to safeguard their grants. to. .

local school systems. Separate account--

ing and auditing procedures for federal

funds should be superimposed on state

requirements for local accountability
for state and local funds only if the

latter are inadequate. o

Although in the case of categoncal
grants the federal government might
specify the purpose for which the funds

are to be used, great freedom should -

be allowed to the local school sysiem
in selecting the method by which the

purpose is to be achieved. This type of

operational freedom is necessary if the
local partner is to do its job effectively.

Here again, we should underscore the

joint participation principle in the

sharing of certain responsibilities within

the clear framework of maximum Jocal
control. Of course, there must be an

underlying assumption that the leader-’ -

ship of the local school system is able"
and competent. o
A local school district must have an
adequately staffed office with very able
people giving full-time service to the
whole business of local, state, and .-
federal legislation, because the key .-
point is communication. Unless the
local districts make known clearly,

regularly, and forcefully their beliefs

and philosophy, they have no right \»
criticize federal legislation. The same
communications should operate in the

matter of guidelines. Too often the
guidelines set up to interpret legisla-
tion involve more restrictive controls
than the legislation itself. Unless they

insist on participation in the declslon

making, local school systems Wil =

simply have to accept the declsmnsf,,
made by others. Smaller school systems'
need to join forces wnth each other and'




- to utilize the resources of the state
: department of education to fulfill this
. - responsibility effectively.

- Local and state school systems also
. need able staff with thorough training
. and knowledge in the field of fiscal
. management and analysis.

©  How might federal-statelocal co-
. operation function? The federal gov-
;. ernment bas declared that every child
" shall have equal access to the highest
- quality of public school education. The
. - state department of education should
;- determine, in a close working relation-
- ship with Iocal school systems, the
- fundamental standards for the adminis-
-~ " tration of this federal policy. At the
" local level, the policy and the standards
C: must be applied, but with special rec-
. ognition of the unique situations in
- Jocal school communities. The role of
. the local school board remains basically
unchanged in this arrangement, except
= that once again able school board mem-
"j,';f;j:bershlp is assumed. Any conflict be-
- tween federal policy and state and local
: *policies should be resolved in favor of
- the state. Control of educational policy
*and adequate control of educational
. finance at the state and local levels are
- imperative.

- "To ensure that local communities
_will have a voice in the formulation of
" ‘educational policy, some procedures
: 'such as the following should be en-
: couraged:

* “. ¥ Retain the local autonomy of the
'filocal school boards, within ‘specified
ff 4+ Orgamze a broadly representative
;fcmzens advisory council under the
- sponsorship and authority of the local
'~1}school board.

;% Establish a well-organized and
:fproperly staffed school information
.service. This servics would regularly,
:systematically, and thoroughly inform
“both the staff and the community of
{‘fteducatlenal issues, problems, and
_progress.*

.+ Examine the operation of the local
school board in such matters as time of
meetmgs, locatlon of meetings, and the

4

5

%1 ,
A
3.,
¥~
it
é.‘ﬂ.
&
Rz

gpbllc
D Local citizen participation in policy
n ormulatlon is analogous to the votmg

% pmnlege It must be based on an in-

5
+ e e i SR i A BRI TP IO T

formed citizenry that recognizes the
intimate relationship between the priv-
ilege of participation, the right to par-
ticipate, and the responsibilities inher-
ent in participation. It is quite possible
that an inherent weakness of education
at the local level is the attitude of local
citizens toward education. Local school
systems and state departments of edu-
cation should and must come up with
a joint declaration of educational goals
and policies.

Does the Combined Effect of All
Federal Prograrns Promote the De-
velopment of Adequate Public
School Programs in All Siates?
Evaluation of the federal government’s
activities in the field of education can-
not be made by looking only at each
individual program; in addition, the
combined effec: of all programs must
be cousidered.

Serious questions have been raised
about the effective operation of federal
aid programs. It has been charged that
the combined effect of categorical aids
has produced confusion, instability, and
distortion of educational emphasis. Ex-
cept for legislation that identifies na-
tional problems and appropriates funds
for the solution of these problems, Con-
gress should spell out broad rather
than narrow educational policy. Poli-
cies for instructional services, auxiliary
services, and all the basic business of
teaching children should be determined
by the state in close cooperation with
local school units rather than by fed-
eral education officials.

Hopefully, the proliferation of small
federal grants for speciai programs and
projects in education has run its ccurse
and the nation is ready to consolidate
these grants into broad programs of
continuing support for education. Be-
fore this is done, it will be useful to
consider new plans for the dis-
bursement of federal funds such as
tax-sharing arrangements (the Heller
plan), as well as general federal aid
for education proposals.

The tax-sharing plan, under which

relgt:onshnp between the board and the,,.aepart of the federal income tax rev-

ennes would be returned to the states
for general governmental purposes,
has certain advantages. It places greater
responsibility upon state legislatures,

and it does not penal:ze m any way ,

the state in which a large proportion of

children attend parochial schools. Also, . .

mest tax-shazing plans are designed to
benefit, in addition to education, other
important services trad:tmnany ren- ¢
dered by state and local governments,
thus unprovmg the total operat:on of

public services.

On the other hand, the tax-sharing
plan affords no assurance that states .
will provide satisfactory programs .of
public education. To provide such as-
surance, it may be necessary for the
federal government to adopt a general
support program in which-»p‘ayments
are made to states in proportion to
their expenditures for public schools.

Under such a plan, a prescribed
percentage of state and local public
school expenditures would be. multi-
plied by state matching ratios, com-
puted by dividing the national average
per capita income by the per capita in-
come of each state. For example, if
the prescribed percentage were 10 per-
cent, then 2 state in which the ircome
per capita equals the national average
would receive a federal grant equal to
10 percent of the amount it raised for
public schools from state and local
sources. However, a “poor state,” in
which the income per capita equals
one-half of the national average, would
receive a federal grant equal to 20
percent of the amount it raised for.
public schools from state and local
tax sources. And a “rich state,” in
which the income per capita equals
twice the national average, would re- . -
ceive a federal grant equal to 5 -per-
cent of the amount it raised for public
schools from state and local scources.
This still would not recognize ade-
quately those states making great effort
but with low total expenditures,

The federal responsibility is clear.
Without a federal tax-sharing plan or
some form of general federal support
for the ongoing public school program,
there is no assurance that all states
can and will develop adequate public
school programs. And without the de-
velopment of adequate public school - :f
programs in all states, the federal gov- :
ernment falls short of discharging its .
responsibility to the, American people.




