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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

A United States Office of Education Study, prepared by the 

National Center for Educational Statistics, says that the nation's 

educational costs will increase four times as fast as the school popu-

lation during the next decade. They project the nation to spend 76 

billion dollars in 1977-78 to educate 63 million students. This repre-

sents a forty per cent increase in expenditures over the 1967-68 school 

1 year. 

Consequently, now, more than ever before, ,:educational leaders 

across the nation are infinitely concerned about the financing of our 

nation I s schools. One as pee t of this concern is the role th,fa\ federal 

government should play in the financing of our schools, 

To ask whether the federal government should or should not provide 

financial assistance to education would be a moot question. It is fact 

that the federal government has been subsidizing education since the 

Land Ordinance of 1785 and this trend ha.s greatly increased during the 

past quarter century. Since 1945 federal appropriations for the 

1Education U.S.A. {Washington, D.C.: National School Public 
Relations Association, May 5, 1969), p. 99. 

1 
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support of education has increased thirty-fold. It would be difficult 

to evaluate whether federal involvement in education has increased 

proportionally during this same period. The literature does substanti-

ate that this involvement has greatly increased. 

The issue of federal aid to education has been debated since the 

beginning of public education. There have always been those who favor 

federal aid and those who oppose federal aid to education. The basic 

fear expressed by the opponents of federal aid has been that of federal 

control. Sidney Tiedt, writing in his book The Role of the Federal 

Government in Education, has said that "control inevitably goes with 

the purse strings. 113 The literature reveals that many educators are 

fearful that federal funds will sooner or later mean federal standards 

for curriculum, teaching methods, teacher salaries, and other areas of 

education. 

Charles Mosher, U. S. Congressman from Ohio, does not fear federal 

regulation or control but ju.st "plain federal politics." He believes 

political manipulation of education will prove most dangerous to our 

nation I s well being. 4 It seems logical that the more money the federal 

government expends on education the greater the possibility of govern-

ment intervention. 

Elaine Exton, writing in the A._merican School _Board Journal, fears 

that the government is moving toward making education the tool of an 

2Galen Saylor, "The Federal Colossus in Education--Threat or 
Promise," Educational Leadershi:e,, 23 (October, 1965), p. 8. 

3Sidney W. Tiedt, The Role.of the Federal Government in Education 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 73 . 

. 4 
Charles. Mosher, "A Milestone of Progress in American Edu.cation," 

OhioSchools, 43 (September, 1965L pp. 9-10. 
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increasingly planned society in which freedom for diversity will gradu­

ally diminish. 5 .If this transpires local school boards, instead of 

initiating educational policy, will become primarily compliers with 

decisions reached elsewhere. 

that 

Dawson Hales, author of Federal Control of Public Education, says 

.•• out of our early system of educational control and the 
prevailing political and philosophical beliefs, the princi­
ples that a locally controlled system of6public schools is 
both desirable and democratic developed. 

·Despite sweeping economic and political change, the principle is today 

still generally accepted by many. Hales also points out that propo-

nents of local control fear that increased federal control will result 

in a huge bureaucratic machine. They believe the bureaucrats would 

direct from Washington educational programs of local communities 

throughout the nation and would eventually control pub!ic education 

from the "mother's knee" to graduation. 7 This was written by Hales 

more than fourteen years ago, and those who oppose federal involvement 

believe their fears are very close to becoming a reality as a result 

of recent federal aid programs such as The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965. 

There are also many proponents of federal aid that have no fear of 

federal control. The late Adlai Stevenson once said, 

5Elaine Exton, "Will Increased Federal Planning Decrease Local 
Control?", American School Board Journal, 150 (January, 1965). p. 38. 

6Dawson Hales, Federal Control of Public Education (New York: 
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1954), 
p. 9. 

7 Ibid., p. 10. 



We hear those who push aside federal action with the usual 
cries of socialism and regimentation. But there has been 
federal help for education ever since 1785 ... and we 
are not closer to federal control of our schools than we 
were then.8 

During the more recent expansion of federal assistance programs, 

educational leaders have supported proposed legislation which would 

4 

provide general financial assistance to public schools rath,e.r than that 

directed to the support of specific purposes in education. The need 

for relief from increasing taxation at state and local levels has 

become critical for those responsible for providing revenue for public 

school purposes, and educators generally recognize the federal govern-

ment as a source of revenue for such relief. However, educational 

leaders have viewed general federal aid as providing financial assist-

ance without the possible controls which specific purpose programs 

entailed. It may very well be a naive educator who believes that gen-

eral grant-in-aid would not also involve some controls. 

The implications of specific purpose federal aid for control of 

education are apparent. First, Congress determines a priority in edu-

cation when establishing a specific educational purpose for proposed 

legislation. Second, the federal government is then obligated to 

determine how effectively the purposes of the legislation are being 

fulfilled in the use of federal funds allocated. '.rhird, federal audit-

ing of federal funds used by states must be assumed. These implica-

tions are factors which involve the federal government in local educa-

. 1 9 t1ona programs. 

8Tiedt, p. 34. 

9 . Exton, pp. 38-39. 
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The acceptance of federal financial assistance by states and local 

commuqities for specific purposes in public education implie$ a re-

evaluation of state and local :programs, Philosophies of education, 

curricula, personnel services, financial pianning, and other areas of 

educationai policy are affected, and adjustments are necessitated by 

participation in such federal programs. During the process of such 

adjustments in state and local policy, the question ari,ses as to the 

degree to which the national government is in~olved in these various 

10 areas. 

Following the National Defense Education Act of 1958, evidence is 

present in the literature of the concern for the effect of specific-

purpose federal aid on certain phases of local educational programs. 

Several such phases were identified by McKnight in a study at Ohio 

S U . • 11 tate m.vers1 ty. McKnight's first list included thirteen problem 

areas. Through reviewing a questionnaire sent to a group ot education-

al administrators, McKnight reduced the list by eliminating overlapping 

areas and those least directly affecting the local educational pro-

grams. fhe problem areas used by McKnight in his study were curricu-

lum develo:pment, curriculum balance, administration of federal fu.ndsii 

local response to federal aid programs, teaching materials, teacher 

improvement, educational services, and fiscal policy. 12 

Because of the extensive scope and an,alysis of this studyii only 

five of the problem areas identified by McKnight wi.11 be considered. 

lOJohn Allen McKnight, "Perceptions of Ohio State Educational 
Administrators Regarding the Use of Fec;ler,al Funds for Education" 
(unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio State University, 1965), p. 5. 

11Ibid., p. 53. 

12Ibid., p. 54. 
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These are curriculum developme~~' curriculum balance, administration of 1 

federal funds, local response to federal aid programs, and fiscal poli-

cy. This does not imply that these areas are necessarily more impor-

tant than the others. It did seem, to this writer, that there was a 

definite relationship between teaching materials and curriculum bal-

ance. Teacher improvement and educational services are important 

aspects of some federal programs, and may provide material for future 

studies. 

Following is a discussion of the identified problem areas and 

rationale for being chosen. 

Identified Problem Areas 

Curriculum Development 

Congressional committee hearings are lengthy testimony to the fact 

that justification for federal legislation has been established on some 

inadequacy in the nature of the local educational programs. The pas-

sage of each federal aid act assumes a specific need. to be met at the 

local level. When such legislation results in changes in the curricu-

lum, it follows that the federal government has joined the state and 

local educational governments in curriculum development. 

Although discussion of a national curriculum for all schools is 

limited and openly supported only by a few national leaders, its pro-

ponents argue that: 

Movements and influence on the schools come too fast, 
require too much research, and are too costly in staff and 
personnel to get the job done on a local, state or regional 
basis. Furthermore, curriculum change and emphasis, whether 
we like it or not, will be increasingly national rather 



than local in scope. 13 

.James B. Conant, in his book Shaping Educational Policy, suggests 

that the state enter into a compact for the creation of an Interstate 

Commission for Planning a Nationwide,Educational Policy. 14 

The challenges to the adequacy of local curriculum programs to 

meet the needs of individual and society and the proposal of some that 

7 

the need is now apparent for a national curriculum are reasons for this 

being identified as a problem area. 

Curriculum Balance 

Curriculum planning for balance takes full account of the fund-

mental American ideal that every child is entitled to the full develop­

ment of his talent through education. 15 

From the earliest days of public education in the United States,. a 

lack of complete balance has been recognized. Imbalance in education 

was the justification for the establishment of the land grant for high-

er institutions of learning in 1862, and for initiating federal voca-

tional programs in 1917. In fact, almost every federal aid program to 

the public schools is justified on the basis of state and local fail-

ures to provide adequately balanced educational opportunities. 

Many educational leaders believe that specific purpose federal 

13Paul R. Hanna, "Design for a National Curriculum," The Nation's 
Schools, 62 (September, 1958), p. 43. 

14 
Exton, p. 39. 

15william D. Ragan, ModernElementary Curriculum (New York: The 
Dryden.Press, 195~), pp. 53, 77~ · 
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assistance creates imbalances in the local curriculum. 16 The appropri-

ation of federal funds for the stimulation of science education ad-

versely affects the study of the humanities, some assert. Arthur H. 

Rice, writing in the Nation's_Schools, says, 

. whatever may be said in favor of the N.D .• E.A. of 1958 
and other acts that have followed it ••• and a good deal 
can be said ••. the Congress has neither expressed any 
interest of its own in a well balanced curriculum, nor been 
disposed to help local or state authorities to strengthen 
the balance at their levei.17 

These leaders hold that each such grant leads to further grants 

for other specific purposes. 

As this concern rose in level following the success of the Russian 

launching of the first space satellite in 1957, and the prompt enact-

ment of N.D.E.A. of 1958, some apprehension developed that our educa-

tional goals might become directed to the service of the state, thus 

disregarding the personal inclination of the individuai. 18 

One method for counteracting possible imbalance created by federal 

programs is through budgetary redistribution at the local level. In 

long-range budgetary planning, participation in federal programs c1m be 

anticipated and funds distributed to maintain the degree of balance 

desired by local educational officials. This method of counteracting 

possible adverse effects may become more difficult if the federal 

government becomes more insistent that a change in balance take place 

16 
Robert I. Sperber, "Federal Aid and Federal Control of Educa-

tion," Teachers College Record, 61 (March, 1960), p. 338. 

17Arthur H. Rice, "Are Federal Funds Leading Schools the Wrong 
Way?", Nation's Schools, 76 (October, 1965), p. 28. 

18Elaine Exton, "Congress Looks at the Curriculum," American 
School Board Journal, 137 (July, 1958), p. 36. 



9 

in the use of federal funds. 

Dr. Norman Kurland, Director of Center on Innovation, New. York 

State. Education Department, indicates thatE.S.E.A. funds can improve 

teacher working conditions and salaries •. According to Kurland, you can 

determine what parts of your program can be properly supported by fed-

eral funds, then use new local or state funds that the federal funds 

1 f 1 . 19 · rep ace . or sa ary increases. 

Curriculum balance is justified as a problem area on the basis of 

the conflicting goals for education which various levels of government 

tend to emphasize and the effect of federal aid on specific curriculum 

areas. 

Administration of Federal Funds 

The administration of specific purpose federal assistance programs 

requires assurance that the purpose of the legislation providing these 

programs is properly fulfilled by the participating state and local 

school systems. The history of the administration of this type of 

federal funds has raised the question of how much governmental regula-

tion is necessary to guarantee the fulfillment of such purposes. 

In responding to N .• D.E .A. of 1958, Dr •. Allen, then Commissioner 

of Education of the State of New York and now.United States.Commission-

er of Education, wrote: 

. My. colleagues have been somewhat overwhelmed with the mass 
of specifications, regulations, and detail concerned with 
the preparation of our state plans •..• we wonder whether 
the provisions of the Act itself and the volume of regula­
tions are not tending to establish a type of federal control 

19 Norman D. Kurland, "How Federal Funds Can Free.Dollars For 
Teacher Salaries," Nation's Schools, 79 (January, 1967), p. 72. 



. :which was the very thing all of us, including Congress, 
hoped to avoid.20 

Should all programs be administered through state departments of 

10 

education? Should auditing procedures permit federal determination of 

the state and local policy in effecting federal programs? These ques-

tions and the concern of educators that the accounting, auditing, and 

purchase order procedures of the federal programs are burdensome and 

possibly irrelevant give rise to this being identified as a problem 

area. 

Local Respons~ to Federal Aid Programs 

An assumption has existed for several years now, that the local 

effort has reached a maximum and that as the cost of financing educa-

tional programs continues to rise, other sources of tax income must be 

found. This concern is more prevalent in some states than in others. 

In Oklahoma the feeling seems to become more dominant each year. 

State education leaders have devoted much time and effort to se-

cure additional income at the state level, with little success to date. 

The other basic source of revenue is the federal government. Local 

districts in_ Oklahoma have for many.years voluntarily accepted federal 

funds for certain phases of the local school program. 

Has local acceptance of federal funds led to less control of our 

public schools? Has local community concern for education been reduced 

with increasedfinancial assistance from outside the local district? 

The need for additional revenue for our schools and th~ question of 

local control are rationale for this being identified as a problem area. 

20 Exton, p. 47. 
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Fiscal Policy 

One justification for federal aid has been the inequality of edu-

cational opportunity between the various states. Should the federal 

government distribute federal funds on an equalization formula? Should 

federal aid programs attempt to equalize educational opportunities 

within each stat~? 

Pierce, writing in Fede:taL_ State and Local Governments inEduca-

tion; takes the position that the only authority for achieving general 

equality of educational opportunity resides with the federal govern-

ment. He cites the argument that herein lies the true role of the 

federal government in education. 'I'he whole nation, according to 

•· Pierce, should be taxed to support education, and through the distribu-

tion of federal funds a minimum level of educational opportunity should 

be provided for all within the fifty states. 21 

In a study done by Weidenbaum and Swenson, it was found that Title 

I of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 does serve as a regional 

income equalizer to a considerable degree. They found that it is a 

highly progressive program with respect to. its tendency of yielding 

more than proportional amounts to low income areas and less that pro-

portional amounts to high income are.as, thus tending to lessen regional 

. d"ff . l 22 income i · erentia s. 

The ideal of equal educational opportunity for every child in the 

21Truman Mo. Pierce, Federal, State . .fil:!4.Local Governments in 
Education (Washington, Do Co: The Center for Applied Research in 
tducation, 1964), p. 110. 

22 Murray L. Weidenbaum and Norman. Po Swenson, "Federal Aid to 
Education and Low Income Areas~" Educational Administration Quarterly, 
2 (Autumn 3 1966), ppo 225-233. 



United States is the basis for fiscal policy being selected as a 

problem area. 

12 

In the use of specific purpose funds local educational leaders 

may, or may not, perceive the implied shift of responsibility for edu­

cation from local and state government to the federal government. A 

change in the relative responsibilities of the three levels of govern­

ment for education may be in the process. What are the perceptions of 

local educational administrators and school board members of the re­

spective responsibilities of these three levels of government for the 

education of our youth? It has been said that one of the interesting 

attributes of human beings is the capacity to look at the same thing 

and see different things. Thus, with the trend toward more and more 

federal aid to education it seems appropriate that we investigate the 

perceptions of local educational leaders in Oklahoma relative to 

federal involvement in education. 

Statement of the Problem 

The basic assumption of this study was that federal aid to public 

education implies federal involvement in public education. 

Federal aid tends to be directed toward certain areas of phases of 

the educational program. From a study of the literature and from an 

analysis of the federal programs themselves, five problem areas were 

selected. 

Oklahoma school law indicates that the local boards of education 

determine local educational policy. In reality this is usually accom­

plished through the assistance and guidance of the superintendent of 

schools in independent school districts and principals in dependent 



school districts. Hence~ the educational administrators a.nd school 

board members work as a team in determining local school policy. 

13 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of 

Oklahoma's local educational leaders, administrators and school board 

members, relative to federal involvement in local education. The study 

attempted to: 

1. Determine how these educational leaders perceive the present 

federal involvement in local education relative to the identified 

problem areas. 

2. Determine what these educational leaders perceive to be the. 

optimum involvement of the federal government in local education rela­

tive to the identified problem areas. 

3. Determine these educational leaders' preference for general 

. federal.aid versus specific~purpose federal aid • 

. 4. Determine which federal aid programs these educational leaders 

perceive to be the most important to their district. 

Hypotheses 

Following are the hypotheses that were presented, tested, and 

analyzed in this study. 

1. There will be no significant differe.nce in educational a.dmin­

is trators I and school board members' perceptions of the present situa­

tion relative to the identified problem areas. 

· 2. There will be no significant difference in educational admin­

istrators1 and school board membe.rsg perceptions of the optimum policy 

relative to the identified problem areas" 

3. The amount of federal support the district receives, the 



14 

wealth of the district, the local millage effort of the district, and 

the type of district will not significantly affect the administrators' 

and school board members' perceptions of the present situation or the 

optimum policy relative to the identified problem areas. 

4. The age, education, and tenure of the respondents will not 

significantly affect their perceptions of the present situation or the 

optimum policy relative to the identified problem areas. 

5. There will be no significant difference.in educational admin­

istrators' and school board members' preference for general federal 

aid. 

6. The amount of federal support the district receives, the 

wealth of the district, the local millage effort of the district, and 

the type of district will not significantly affect the administrators' 

and board members' preference for general federal aid. 

7. The age, education, and tenure of the respondents will not 

significantly affect their preference for general federal aid . 

. 8. There will be no significant difference in educational admin~· 

istrators' and school board members' perceptions of the federal aid 

programs most important to their district. 

Definitions 

. Educational administrators. This refers to principals of depend­

ent school districts and superintendent of independent school districts. 

School board members. In Oklahoma these are the elected repre­

sentatives of the community who serve as members of the local board of 

education. 

Local educational leaders. In this study this refers to the 
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educational administrators and school board members. 

Problem areas. Phases of public education that are affected by 

federal aid. Those selected for this study were (1) curriculum <level-

opment, (2) curriculum balance, (3) administration of federal funds, 

(4) local response to federal aid programs, and (5) fiscal policy. 

Dependent school districts. Districts that do not have a high 

school. 

Independent school districts. Districts that have a high school. 

Federal support. The ratio of federal aid received during 1968-69 

to the general fund budget of 1968-69. 

Wealth of district. The ratio of assessed valuation of the dis-

trict to the enrollment of the district. This gives valuation per 

student. 

Size of district. Enrollment of district, grades one through 

twelve, for the 1968-69 school year. 

Local support. The number of permissive mills voted by the 

district. 

Federal involvement. Involvement as a result of federal aid pro-

grams to local districts. 

Need for the Study 

N.D.E.A. of 1958, the Vocational Act of 1963, E.S.E.A. of 1965, 

and other recent federal aid programs have caused great concern over 

federal involvement in public education. E.S.E.A. of 1965 has affected 

nearly every public school in Oklahoma and the nation. Title I of the 

Act involves over ninety per cent of the country's school districts. 23 

23T. d . ie t, p. 19 3. 
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It could be hypothesized that E.S.E.A. alone has affected the percep-

tions of educational administrators and board members relative to 

federal involvement in education. 

Much has been written about the involvement of the federal govern-

ment in public education, but review of the literature finds very little 

research done on the perceptions of local educational leaders relative 

to this involvement. 

A similar study was done in Ohio in 1965, but it considered the 

')4 
perceptions of only educational administrators in the State of Ohio.'" 

It seems very significant to consider the perceptions of school board 

members as they are by law the local educational policy makers. Also, 

they may more nearly represent the perceptions of the local community 

as they are the community's legally elected representatives. 

The Ohio study was done prior to the passage of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 and, as mentioned above, this Act has 

possibly affected perceptions of local educational leaders relative to 

federal involvement in public school education • 

. Peter Drucker, writing in Harperus, says that it is going to be 

impossible to avoid large scale federal support of education. 25 Thus, 

if programs of federal aid continue to increase in the future, a con-

flict between the respective responsibilities of local, state, and 

federal government for various phases of education seems inevitable. 

To assess these responsibilities in terms of the perceptions of local 

educational leaders who must advise state educational officials and 

24 . 
McKm.ght 

25Peter F. Drucker, "American Directions: A Forecast," Harper's, 
230 (February, 1965), pp. 19-45. 
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state government officials on the use of federal aid would appear to be 

a contribution to the administration of Oklahoma public schools. 

The Design of the Study 

Scope 

The samples for this study were drawn from all school districts in 

Oklahoma. From the population of 445 superintendents in the state of 

Oklahoma, a random sample of 255 was drawn. From the population of 

226 principals in the state, a random sample of 117 was drawn. The 

board president of each of the above randomly selected school districts 

was chosen. This gave a random sample of 372 administrators and 372 

board members. A questionnaire was developed and sent to each of the 

randomly selected educational leaders. 

The Questionnaire 

Through this questionnaire, educational administrators and school 

board members indicated their perceptions of federal involvement in 

local education. 

The first part of the questionnaire consisted of some character~ 

istics of the school district and biographical information about the 

respondent. These data were type of district, enrollment of district, 

assessed valuation of district, general fund budget for 1968-69, fed­

eral support during 1968-69, local millage voted for 1968-69, and age, 

formal education, and tenure of the respondent. 

The questionnaire also included two questions which involved the 

respondent's perception relative to federal aid. One, they were asked 

to answer yes or no to the following question: Would you prefer one 
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general federal aid law to be distributed to the states in preference 

to the several specific-purpose laws? Two, the respondents were asked 

to rank in order of importance to their district a list of federa,l pro­

grams. These included vocational education, federal affected Public 

Law 815, N.D.E.A. Title III, E.S.E.A. Title I, E.S.E.A. Title II, and a 

blank was left for other preferences. 

The second part of the questionnaire involved statements relating 

to the five problem areas selected for this study. Each problem area 

consisted of two sets of statements. In the first set the respondent 

was asked to select one statement which he perceived represented the 

present situation relative to the problem area. In the second set of 

statements the respondent was asked to select one statement which he 

perceived represented the optimum policy relative to the problem area. 

The Statistical Analysis 

The statistical test chi square was selected for the analysis of 

the data. This test is used to test the hypothesis that two groups 

differ with respect to some characteristic. Thus, it is an appropriate 

test to use in testing the stated hypotheses of this study. The .05 

level of significance was used in testing for significant differences. 

Scope and Limitations 

Federal involvement in public education is a concern of education­

al leaders in all fifty states, but this study will only include a ran­

dom sample of educational leaders in Oklahoma. 

The study does not include problems relating to federal aid for 

private schools or higher education. 



Areas of educational programs identified as phases of education 

affected by federal aid have not been validated statistically. 
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Perceptions of respondents will be determined by a questionnaire. 

Weaknesses of the questionnaire or other personal biases could possibly 

prevent the respondent from indicating his true feelings" 

Representativeness of responses was not statistically tested, but 

an analysis of this is given in Chapter III. 

Summary 

Paralleling increased federal aid to public schools pas been an 

increase in federal involvement. Some areas of the school program are 

affected more than others by this federal intervention. For this study 

the areas of curriculum development, curriculum balance, administration 

of federal funds, local response to federal aid programs, and fiscal 

policy were identified as problem areas. 

Through the use of a questionnaire, the perceptions of Oklahoma 

administrators and school board members relative to federal involvement 

were obtained" These data are analyzed and presented in Chapter IV of 

this studyo 

Chapter II of this study reviews the literature concerning federal 

aid and federal involvement in education. Chapter III contains the 

design and methodology of the study. Summary and conclusions are 

presented in Chapter V. 



-Cl4\PTER II 

REVIEW_OF THE LITERATURE 

The Legal Role of the Local, State, 
and Federal Governments 

Public schools in Youngstown, Ohio were closed from Thanksgiving 

holidays 1968 until January 1969, because of a lack of operating funds. 

Other schools across the nation are feeling the same financial bind or, 

as some call it, the taxpayer revolt. Who is responsible for providing 

financial support for public school education? This is one of the most 

crucial issues in government relations to education. There is and has 

been at no time a generally accepted policy which clearly identifies 

the extent of government responsibility for financial support of 

schools or the appropriate sharing of such responsibility by the three 

levels of government: 1 local, state, and federal. 

In 1968 the Detroit Board of Education sued the State of Michigan 

for more operating funds because it said the state has a constitutional 

obligation to provide equal educational opportunity for all children. 

The suit, the first of its kind in the nation, centers on the meaning 

of "state responsibility for education. 112 

-lTruman M. Pierce, Federal, State and Local Governments in 
Education (Washington, D. C.: -The Center for Applied Research in 
Education, 1964), p. 109. 

2Education U.S.A. (Washington, D. C.: .. National; School Public 
Relations Association, January 29, 1968), p. 116. 

20 
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The notion that education is a.necessary and proper concern of 

government is as ancient as classical political theory. Aristotle 

wrote that "the education of youth ought to form the principal part of 

the legislators' attention •.• since education first molds, and 

afterward sustains the various modes of government." He went on to 

note that "the better and more perfect the system of education, the 

better and more perfect the plan of government it is intended to intro-

duce and uphold." For this reason, Aristotle deduced that" ••. edu-

cation ought to be regulated by the general consent, and not abandoned 

to the blind decisions of chanc;e, or to idle caprice. 113 

.While there are no policies determining financial support from the 

three levels of government, the legal responsibilities are very clear. 

Since the Constitution of the United States makes no direct reference 

to education, under the provision of the Tenth Amendment the basic 

4 responsibility for education has been allocated to the states. 

Theoretically, it would seem a state might have chosen not to provide 

schools. Historically, however, each state has assumed the responsi-

bility for establishing and maintaining a public school system. It 

should be noted that all states after Ohio had to have provision for 

education in their constitution. 

The people of the state may make any provisions for the establish-

ment and support of the public schools they consider desirable, sub-

ject, of course, to limitations imposed and implied by the Federal 

3 Quoted in U.S. Department of Education, Report of~ Commis-
sioner£!: Education (Washington, D. C.: . U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1868), p. 331. 

4 R. L. Johns and. Edgar L. Morphet, Financing~ Public Schools 
(Englewood Cliffs, New.Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960), p. 171. 
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Constitution. 

A structure for the public school system is set forth for each 

state either by its constitutional provisions or legislative enactment. 

From the beginning there was a need for a plan of organizing and admin;-

istering the public schools from the state level. From this need the 

local school district has been invented. The local district is in 

essence an arm of the state reaching into the local community. 5 

No local school system in any state has any inherent right or 

authority to levy taxes or expend funds for schools. Legally all 

rights, duties, and responsibilities for local officials in any state 

6 must be authorized or prescribed by law. 

Although the Constitution of the United States makes no direct 

reference to education, there seems to be no doubt that Congress has 

the necessary authority to make any reasonable appropriation for the 

support of education. This is pointed out by Edwards: 

it seems clear that the national government may tax and 
spend in the support of education, it may enter i,nto volun­
tary agreement with the state for the mutual support of edu­
cation, it may not spend funds for the primary purpose of 
regulating the educational policies of the states, and it 
may enforce whatever control measures are incidental but 
essential in the accomplishment of the purposes for which 
Federal funds are appropriated and spent.7 

Americans have viewed education as being of paramount importance 

in providing for the welfare of the people. It seems safe to say that 

historically America has not felt that the welfare of her people could 

SP. . 1.erce, pp. 14-15. 

6 
.. Johns and Morphet, p. 168. 

7 Newton Edwards, The Courts and the Public School (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, rev. ed., 1955), p. 5. 
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be adequately safeguarded and assured without a system of education. 

The General Welfare Clause as it has been interpreted, authorizes the 

United States government to levy and collect revenues which can be used 

8 for the support of education. 

States have accepted responsibility for financing schools in their 

constitutions. Local school districts are given certain responsibili-

ties by the state for financing schools. These responsibilities may be 

both mandatory and permissive. The federal government, though, has had 

complete freedom to determine whether or not it chose to support educa~ 

tion financially and, if so, for what ends. The government early 

established the precedent for such support and has steadily strengthened 

this precedent. 

Federal Aid 

Major Issues 

The participation of the federal government in the financing of 

public education is the most important controversial issue concerning 

school financing in the United. States. 9 Controversy exists over the 

question of federal support, the extent of state support, and the 

degree of financial support provided at the local level. Points of 

view range from strong convictions that the federal government should 

provide no support for schools and that local communities should pro-

vide their own school support to the belief that the federal government 

and state governments should provide the total support and the local 

8 Edwards, p. 2. 
9 -
Johns and Morphet, p. 361. 
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districts none. 

Peter F. Drucker has said that "our society is becoming school-

centered; at least one third of the American people will be in school 

all of the time contrasted with one fourth who are there now." He goes 

on to say: 

Total expenditures will exceed our present defense budget by 
a substantial amount, and at the same time the structure of 
American education, its purposes, values, content, and 
direction will become issues in which more and more people 
will beco~e involved openly and emotionally. 

10 
He labels the new circumstance "the knowledge state." 

There seems to be little doubt but what federal aid to education 

is going to continue to increase. It likewise seems clear that the 

controversy relative to federal aid will contint,1e. The literature 

reveals some basic arguments for and against federal aid to public 

education. First some of the arguments for federal aid to education 

will be reviewed. 

Equality of educational opportunity is an objective to which 

practically every citizen has subscribed in theory for many years. But 

practical application is a different matter. There exists a wide range 

of per pupil expenditure among states. These differ by a ratio of 

11 approximately three to one between states of high and low support. 

Frances Keppel, while Assistant Secretary for Education of the 

United States, stated: 

We must find ways to eliminate the inequality of educational 
opportunity. · There are rural slums, backward areas in which 

10 
Peter F. Drucker, "American Direction: A Forecast," Har_per is, 

230 (February, 1965), pp. 19-45. 

11 Charles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), p. 252. 



children donut have a fair chance to learn. There are 
growing, high density areas where the schools don't keep 
up.12 

Proponents of federal aid point out that the social benefits of 
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education are not confined within the borders of a state. Hence, resi-

dents of all parts of the country are affected adversely by the exist.-

ence of inadequate school programs anywhere. 

Those in favor of federal aid cite the magnitude of needs that 

exist in the public schools. It is argued that we need increased 

school buildings, equipment, and personnel to meet the increase in 

school enrollment. It is pointed out that local districts, with their 

heavy reliance upon the property tax as their major source of securing 

funds, are finding that they. do not have enough money to support public 

schools properly. It is indicated that progress of state and local 

governments in raising the support level is too slow and only through 

liberal federal aid can the needs be met, 

The support of education by Americans has found justification 

primarily in the duty of the country to promote the general welfare and 

to protect itself from the consequences of an ignorant and incompetent 

citizenry. 13 Thus proponents of federal aid argue that education is of 

national concern. New forces which threaten national survival, which 

have cast this nation into a grim interDrational struggle, and which 

have overwhelmed us with social, economic, and technological problems 

necessitate large amounts of federal aid for education. Because, say 

these proponents of federal aid, it is only through education that 

. 12Sidney W. Tiedt, The Role of the Federal Government in Education 
(New York: Oxford University Pre~,.1966), p. 34. 

13 
Edwards, p. 147. 
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Throughout our history men have recognized the importance of edu-

cation to our society. Horace Mann, in his famous report of 1848 to 

the Massachusetts, State Board of Education, said, "Education is the 

great equalizer of men, the balance wheel of the social machinery." 15 

James Bryant Conant expressed similar sentiments in a 1952 address to 

school administrators. 

If we so desire it, secondary education can be used to re-
. store fluidity to our social and economic life each genera­
tion, and in so doing make available for the nation's welfare 
resources of potential ta.lent: now untapped.16 

It is further maintained that the majority of the people are in 

favor of federal aid to education. The Louis Harris Poll in 1963 

revealed that seventy per cent of voters favored federal aid to 

d . 17 e ucat1.on. · It is certainly true that most educators favor federal 

aid to education. The National Education Association has led this 

fight for many years. 

Equalization of educational opportunity, need for assistance, and 

national interest have historically been the basic arguments for feder-

al aid to public education. Paralleling these arguments have been the 

arguments opposing federal aid to public education. 

Opponents of federal aid to education maintain that any attempt 

14Franklin Parker, "Federal Influences on the Futµre of American 
.Education," School .and Society (October 28, 1967), p. 383. 

15v. T. Thayer, The Role of the School in American Society (New 
York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1960), p. 9. 

16Ibid., p. 9. 

1711voters Favor Federal Aid," Nation's Schools, 75 (September, 
1963), p. 9. 
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to equalize educational opportunity on a national level would fail. 

Those who oppose federal aid say that this effort would have the effect 

not of bettering national education, but rather that of dragging the 

educational standards down to the average or mediocre level. The ones 

against federal aid argue that schools have always reflected society 

and it is only natural that these schools should differ somewhat from 

each other. This diversity, according to the opponents of federal aid, 

18 has been one of the strengths of the American educational system. 

Those opposed to federal aid to education say that there is lack 

of need for federal assistance, that the basic issue is not of quantity 

but quality. According to these critics, we need to eliminate the 

frills, to tighten up the present curriculum, and to use existing fa-

cilities to better advantage. It is maintained that state governments 

are in a better fiscal position to finance education than is the feder-

al government •. Also, according to this group, there is evidence to 

demonstrate that we are making real progress at the state and local 

level in meeting the educational needs of our nation. 19 

The weapon that has been used most successfully by the opposition 

in their fight against federal aid to education has been the issue of 

control. The issue of control is one that both the advocates and the 

opponents of federal aid agree. Neither wants the federal government 

to control education. They differ in that one believes you can have 

the aid without control and the other believes the two are inseparable. 

Because of the historic belief in local control and its significance in 

18Midwest Debate Bureau, What Should Be the Role o:£ the Federal 
Government in Education (Nor:maUllinois ,1961), ~ 215-226. 

19 Ibid., pp. 191-194. 
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educational decisions, a closer view will be given to this issue. 

The Issue of Control 

One of the unique features of education in this country is a high 

degree of community autonomy. In the vast majority of instances the 

school board is elected directly by the people of the school district. 

This board selects the administrative and instructional staff; prepares 

the budget; writes the rules and regulations governing the functions of 

the administrative staff, the teachers, and students; approves the 

curricula; and in many other respects acts as the governing body of 

the schools. But all the functions are delegated functions and are 

subject to the will of the state. 20 

How then do we explain the fact that school systems which are both 

created by state and subject to its control and regulations are, never-

theless, thought of as essentially local in authority and responsibili-

ty? According to Pierce, the answer is found, in part, in the American 

tradition of local self govermnent. Also, another reason is that the 

earlier public schools had their authorizations from the local communi-

21 ty rather than from the state. 

Although disagreement is pronounced over the amount of control to 

be exercised by local, state, and federal bodies, there is agreement, 

at least among members of the educational profession, about the 

desirability of a continued measure of educational autonomy and 

20 Thayer, p. 47. 

2lp. 1.erce, p. 16. 
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22 freedom. Adaptability to community needs, fostering of democratic 

processes, protection against totalitarianism, and freedom from bureau-

cratic administration are only a few of the argu.ments given in favor of 

local control of education. 

Although the principle of local control of education is still 

prevalent, in reality the states have .increased their control over 

local education many fold during the last fifty years. This change in 

control has taken place but most lay people are not aware that the 

local district is an agent of the state. 

State control by the end of the nineteenth century had been ex-

tended to include some regulations and supervision of courses of study, 

textbooks, educational materials, and qualifications and selections of 

teachers, as well as some control over grading, sanitation, and disci-

1 . 23 p 1.ne. From 1923 to 1930 approximately one hundred thirty-one new 

curricular prescrptions were written into the statutes of the various 

states. 

We note that despite traditional devotion to the principle of 

local control,, the increase in the number of legislative requirements 

has centered a considerable degree of education control in the states. 

It is important to note that increased control paralleled in-

creased state aid and industrial development. It was also concurrent 

with a growing belief that an educated citizenry is essential to de-

mocracy. Hales, writing in his book Federal Control of _Public 

22Dawson Hales, Federal_Control.of Public Education (New York: 
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1954), 
p. 4. . 

23Ibid., p. 45. 



Education, says the following concerning state and federal participa-

tion in education: 

The increased educational obligations created by the use of 
industrialism and the demands of Jacksonian democracy could 
not be met by local communities. It was consequently natu­
ral, in a period dominated by the doctrine and practice of 
State "rights," for the states to increase their participa­
tion in education. It is just as natural, under a combina~ 
tion of forces and trends more national than ever before, for 
educational control to become increasingly centralized in a 
period dominated by the activities and power of the federal 
government. 24 
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This change in the distribution of control from the local to the state 

level seems to be widely accepted today. The speculation of federal 

control of education is not so widely accepted. 

As was previously mentioned, the bugaboo of federal control is 

very real. Most educators advocate increased federal subsidies for 

education; with but few exceptions, they oppose an extension of federal 

control. The record of educational history, however, indicates that 

25 
with state aid came a measure of state control. 

The Council of Chief State School Officials has shown a great deal 

of concern over the. issue of federal control. The American Association 

of School Administrators has taken a similar position. Both organiza-

tions have criticized the "control features" of N.D .• E.A. type programs 

and the "guidelines" of E.S.E.A. 

There are those who have absolutely no fear of federal control 

of education. The following is a quote from Sidrtey Suffrin's book, 

Administering the National Defense Education Act. 

24 Hales, p. 50. 

25Ibid., p. 53. 



The fear that the federal government Will dominate public 
education is completely unfounded and is based upon a con~ 
ception of government which, in fact, does not exist in the 
United States. The federal government is not despotic. It 
is as sensitive to local and state powers as it is to the 
political and economic power of any other group in the 
society. 26 
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Realistically, federal control might be considered to describe any 

kind of federally induced limitation on the free choice among policy 

alternatives by the state or local school district. In practice, how-

ever, this is not the case. 11 Unc;lesirable" limitations on st.ate or 

local choice are 11 federal controls," while "desirable" limitations on 

local choice are usually described as "federal regulations. 1127 

When discussing federal control three sources of a;uthori ty should 

be identified: federal, state, and local. The Council of Chief School 

Officials may see no sign of federal control in a particular federal 

aid bill, the local district may predict much, and both may be right. 

For the result of the federal grant may be to increase the power of the 

State School Office acting as disbursing officer for the federal gov= 

ernment and permit the state department of education to control more 

effectively the local district. 

All this suggests that federal control means different things to 

different people. Whatever the nature of the concern, however, it 

seems clear that federal control constitutes a real issue in the sense 

that it has served to separate out the support of some who have been 

willing to spend federal money for education but are genuinely fearful 

26sidney Co Suffrin, Administering the National Defense Education 
Act (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1963), p. xii. 

27 
Frank J, Munger and Richard F. Fenno, Jr., National Politics 

and Federal Aid to Education (Syracuse: •Syracuse University Press, 
1962), p. 49. 



of the possibility of federal control implicit within some specific 

28 programs. 
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- Elaine. Exton, writing in the American School Board Journal, indi-

cates that the federal partnership system in educational affairs is 

reducing the range of choices and, hence, the prerogative of state and 

local boards of education which accept the federal programs. 29 

Contending that "the national level is becoming the more powerful, 

at the expense of the local and state levels," in a paper presented at 

the 1966 Cubberley Conference at; Stanford University, Roald F. Campbell, 

Dean of the University of Chicago's Graduate School of Education, said 

that 

..• recent federal activity in education has created a 
dis-equilibrium for many school boards, and that a new 
equilibrium is being established in which the role of 
school boards will be somewhat more restricted than it has 
been.30 

The real threat, ac~ording to Galen_ Saylor, comes from control by 

federal officials over the educational aspects of the plans developed 

for carrying out some of the federal aid acts. The Elementary and 

Secondary Act of 1965 gives the United States Commissioner of Education 

authority to approve plans for carrying out the act and hence the con-

ditions within provisions of the law under which the grants will be 

31 made. 

28 Munger and Fenno, pp. 52-53. 

29Elaine, Exton, "The_ Emerging Federal Partnership," American 
School Board Journal, GXV (May, 196?), p. 8. 

3olbid., p. 9. 

31 Galen Saylor, "The Federal Colossus in Education ••. Threat or 
Promise," Educational Leadership, 23 (October, 1965), p. 10. 
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With federal, state~ and local relations in education at a cross-

roads, school boards and administrators have the opportunity to play a 

vital part in determining the course to be followed in future years. 

There are many questions to be answered. What is the significance of 

the current federal programs with regard to the way in which our educa-

tional system is organized? What are the appropriate areas for deci-

sion making and which of these areas should respectively belong to 

federal, state, or local authorities? .In the future. how and to what 

extent should the federal government participate in the financing of 

schools? 

The battle for and against federal aid is historic, but the fact 

remains that we have had federal aid to public education for many years 

and the trend seems to be for greater amounts in the future. It now 

seems appropriate to review the development of !;:he major federal aid 

laws. 

Major Federal Aid Laws and Their Significance 

According to the twenty-seventh annual report by the Research 

Division of the National Education Association, the federal government 

will provide approximately 2.5 billion dollars for public school educa­

tion during 1968-69~32 This is a staggering sum when compared to 

approximately 1. 7 million it spent in 1917 as a result of the Smith-

Hughes Act. 

The federal govern.ment is deeply involved in American education. 

From nursery schools to university campuses, it would be hard to find a 

32Education U.S.A. (Washington, D. C.: National School Public: 
Relations Association, January 13, 1969), p. 103. 
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single pupil, teacher, or classroom in the nation not in some way 

affected by the government's expanding interest and assistance. 

Land. Ordinance of 1785 

The first example of legislation specifically involving the na-

tional government in education is the Land Ordinance of 1785. The 

Ordinance included the provision "there shall be reserved the lot num-

ber sixteen of every township for the maintenance of public schools in 

each township. 1133 Land grants were continued under the Statehood Acts, 

beginning wi.th the Ohio Enabling Act of 1802 and continuing through the 

more recent statehood acts of Alaska and Hawaii. 

Two characteristics of these early grants were of significance. 

First, they were for general public school purposes. Second, the fed-

eral government exercised no control whatsoever over education as a 

condition for receiving the grants. 

The Morrill Act of 1862 

This act provided for a grant of 30,000 acres to each state for 

each representative and senator then in Congress. This Act did not 

directly affect public school education, but is significant a.i;; it is 

the first instance of the federal government providing a grant for 

specific educational purposes. It is also significant because it again 

d d h ' 1 . . d ' 34 emonstrate t e nationa interest in e ucat1on. 

33 Morphet and Johns 9 p. 371. 

341bid., p. 3 74. 
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The Smith-Lever Act 

In 1914, Congress created the Agricultural Extension. Service 

through the Smith-Lever Act, which was set up to aid i.n diffusing 

among the people of the United States useful and practical information 

b . . . ' lt d h , . 35 on su Jects pertaining to agricu ure an ome economics. 

The extension services provided under this Act are not an integral 

part of the system of public education. The significance of the Act is 

that it was far more specific in detailing the purposes for which the 

grant could be spent than the grants provided by the Morrill Act. 

Hence, the trend toward more governmental regulations. 

The Smith-Hughes Act 

The purpose of this 1917 Act was to foster vocational education 

and home economics training for high school students. This Act pro-

vided the first specific-purpose grants made available to public 

36 schools by Congress. It also involved the federal government in the 

payment of teacher salaries and included the principle of matching 

funds. 

The Impact Laws 

In 1950, Congress enacted two laws, Public Law 815 for school 

cons true tion and Pub lie Law 8 74. which provided funds to meet opera ting 

costs of the districts. The purpose of these laws was to alleviate 

hardships in communities where certain federal activities had been or 

35Tiedt, p. 22. 

36 Morphet and Johns, p. 376. 
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were being carried on. The Impact Laws, as they are called~ are popu-

lar with school administrators that receive them because they serve to 

lighten the financi.al difficulties of fast growing districts and they 

are also free from any control or influence by the. federal government. 

Public Law 874 exemplifies the first granting of federal funds to 

a school district for general operating costs. The funds issued under 

this law are not earmarked for any specific purpose or area of the 

curriculum. They may be spent for teachers' salaries, or any of the 

operating cost incurred by a school district. 37 

The National Defense Edu.cation Act of 1958 

By far the largest federal commitment to the national general edu-

cation level up to 1958 was embodied in the National Defense Education 

Act of 1958. This was a one billion dollar program designed to improve 

the teaching of science, mathematics, and foreign languages. It was 

passed in reaction to Russian achievement in space technology, symbol­

ized by the 1957 orbiting of the first. Earth satellite. 38 

This program has been expanded and now includes ten subject areas. 

The Act clearly was a specific-purpose grant and has involved the fed·-

eral government in almost all areas of curriculum in the public schools. 

Since this Act the literature indicates educators' concern over the 

government's involvement in curriculum development and curriculum 

balance in the public schools. 

37..,,, d .n.e t, p. 27 0 

38congressional Quarterly Service, Federal~ in Education 
(Washington, D. C., 1965), p, 8. 
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Vocational Education Act of l.963 

In 1963, Congress enacted a law.which established new and expanded 

existing vocational educational programs. This bill has led to the 

establishing of several area vocational schools in the state of Oklahoma 

and across the nation. Congress has been convinced that there is a 

need in this area and they have been almost unanimous in their sup-

39 port. 

The Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 

O~January 12, 1965, President Johnson presented to the 89th 

Congress his proposals for aid to education. In this presentation he 

said, "I think it is time now, I think it is time past, for a new reve-

l · · d · · Am · 1140 0 A · 1 9 1965 h El ution in e ucation in. erica. . n pri , , t e ementary 

and Secondary Act of 1965 was passed by the United States Senate in the 

same form as it had earlier been passed by the United States House of 

Representatives. President Johnson had this to say: 

I am very proud of your House of Representatives and your 
United States Senate, and I know everyone is applauding the 
historic action that the Congress has just taken. Since 
1870, almost a hundred years ago, we have been trying. to do 
what we have just done ••• ~ass an elementary school bill 
for all children of America.4 

As enacted, PL 89-10 authorized (1) al billion dollar, three-year 

program to aid pupils from low-income families, (2) a five-year 

39Ibid., p. 11. 

4oTiedt, p. 189. 

41Philip Meranto, The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in 
1965: ~.Study !!!:Polit~l Innovati~ (Syracuse":-"New York: Syracuse 

. UniversitY· Press, 1st ed., 1967), p. 1. 
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program of grants for the purchase.of textbooks and library materials~ 

(3) establishment of centers to provide cultural and remedial programs 

that individual schools could not afford, (4) a five-year program of 

grants for improving educational research, and (5) a five-year program 

to strengthen state departments of education. 42 

This Act represents the largest single commitment by the federal 

government to strengthen and improve educational quality and opportuni­

ty in elementary and secondary schools across the nation. 43 

E.S.E.A. of 1965 must be considered a specific-purpose grant, as 

it has many restrictions and regulations placed on its use. Even 

though it has a specialized and impacted area characteristic, it has 

some traits of general aid. The major part of the Act, Title I, in­

volves ninety per cent of the country's school districts. 44 Title II 

grants provide for a program to enable school libraries to purchase 

textbooks and other instructional materials for use by children and 

teachers in all public and private e.lementary and secondary schools. 

Although the Act does not clearly represent general federal aid, it 

very well may be considered a major breakthrough in the direction of 

general federal aid to education. The Act almost tripled the federal 

45 commitment to primary and secondary education of the previous year. 

Review of the literature reveals that the Elementary and Secondary 

42united States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Profile of the Elementau and Seconda!:_Y Education Act of 1965 (Washing­
ton, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 1. 

43 Meranto, p. ix. 

44Tiedt, p. 193. 

45 
Meranto, p. 5. 
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Act of 1965 has greatly increased the furor over the question of feder-

al control. Many educational leaders feel that the many rules,. regula-

tions, guidelines, and red tape created by the Act have brought us ever 

nearer to federal control of public education. 

On the brighter side, there are those who think that the paceset-

ging of E.S.E.A. may let our schools realize what Jefferson hoped for 

in his day. He desired that the school would enable the state to 

avail itself "of those talents which nature has sown as liberally among 

the poor as the rich, but which perish without use, if not sought for 

and cultivated. 1146 

The Future 

Year by year the nation's problems become more varied and complex. 

One estimate of the vast range of Americ.a' s problems is the report of 

the President's Commission on National Goals which classifies the goals 

under such headings as these: the individual, the democratic process, 

science, defense, culture, the economy, governmental organization, 

urban society, farm policy, human needs, and foreign relations. In 

every field the Commission mentions, education plays an essential 

47 part. 

What does the future hold for the local, state, and federal gov-

ernments in education if education is to meet the challenge of these 

many and varied problems? 

46 Thayer, p. 16. 

47cubberly Conference Stanford University, 1961. Education: An 
Instrument of Nati.anal Goals;.Papers presented at 1961 Cubberly 
Conference. Edited by Paul R. Hanna (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1962), 
p. 193. 
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Of significance at the federal level is the new.Nixon administra-

tion which will be setting national education policy for the next four 

years. President Nixon has stressed less federal influence at the 

local level. "We want no rigid blueprint or inflexible guidelines, 1148 

he says. The President has also suggested federal !'block grants" to 

the states to replace some of the categorical aid now going from Wash-

ington to the states . 

. Elaine Exton, a regular writer for the American School Board 

Journal, has the following statement relative to block grants: 

• a block grant approach to federal assistance would 
leave state and community development of education processes 
in the hands of state and local boards of education. This 
possibility requires a reversal of the present categorical 
system of financing federal school aid. Although not easy 
to attain, it is a goal worth working for. But to achieve 
it school board members through the nation will have to take 
an active part in fully informing their congressmen and the 
general pub lie how American education is being res true tured 
by recent federal laws.49 

James.E. Allen, Jr. is the new United States Commissioner of 

-Education. Some important changes in emphasis are anticipated by some 

observers. More sympathy to problems facing the states and local dis-

tricts and greater willingness to give more voice and authority to 

state and local officials in developing and implementing federal aid 

50 programs are two significant changes • 

. President Nixon 1 s task force on education has urged him to spend 

at least 1 billion more on education, maybe even 2 billion. It also 

48washington Monitos_ Supplement to Education U.S.A. (Washington: 
National School Public Relations Assoc~tion, October 28, 1968), p. 53. 

49 Exton, p. 8. 

50washington Monitor, February 10, · 1969, p. 131. 
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recommends that the administration make early childhood education a 

"PresidentialPriority," equalize per-pupil expenditures among states, 

reorganize federal legislation to simplify fund application and in-

crease federal efficiency, and consider creating a separate department 

51 of education, headed by an officer of Cabinet rank. 

If these potentialities develop we could predict more federal 

money with fewer federal guidelines. Generally this is what educators 

would prefer, but they have learned from past history not to be overly 

optimistic. 

A significant shift is occurring in the relationship between state 

educational agencies and the United States Office of Education. A new 

spirit of cooperation is replacing a climate of acrimony. and suspicion 

that has so often marred relations between the two groups in recent 

years. This change has been brought about by recent success in efforts 

to bring the states into a partnership relationship with the United 

52 
States Office of Education at points critical to the states. 

The state governments across the nation are continuing to make an 

increasing financial effort in the support of their public schools. 

The National Education Research Division shows that state support in-

creased 12. 2 per cent during the 1968-69 school year. The N .E .,A. Study 

shows that local sources still provide more than half of the revenues 

for public schools, but the amount is steadily dwindling. The local 

burden this year is 52 per cent compared. to 57.l per cent six years 

51w h' M . F b 10 1969 43 .. as 1.ngton on1. tor, e ruary , , p. . 

52Education U.S.A. (Washington, D, C.: .National School Public 
Relations Association, December 2, 1968), p. 79. 
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In Oklahoma the local dist:i;icts are still making by far the great-

est effort of the three levels of government. Local effort is 62.1 per 

cent, state 25.1 per cent, and. federal 12.8 per cent for the 1967=68 

54 school year. 

In looking to the future, the James Bryant Conant plan of complete 

state financing for the public schools should be mentioned. Dr. Conant 

said that his formula would end. "gross inequalities" in district 

55 support schools. 

Commenting on Dr. Conant's plan, Calvin Grieder, writing in 

Nation's Schools, says that a question that needs attention is the 

determination of whether or not complete state support would result in 

a loss of freedom for the exercise of local initiative, and in the 

sloughing of local responsibility. In order to safeguard opportunity 

for assumption of partial responsibility for education, Mr. Grieder 

suggests that for the nation as a whole the three levels of government 

support education in the following proportions. The support would be 

50 per cent from state, 30 per cent from local districts, and 20 per 

. 56 
cent from federal funds. 

The immediate task, in a society in which a degree of federal 

5?Education U.S.A. (Washington, D. C.: National School Public 
Relations Association, January 13, 1969), p. 103. 

5411 New Conant Plan Shakes Up 500 at Compact," Education.~ 
(July 8, 1968), p. 25. 

55FinanceDivision, Oklahoma State Department of Education, 
''Sources of Revenue and the Amount Col.lee ted From Each Source by the 
Common Schools of Oklahoma for the Fiscal Year 1967-68." 

56calvin Grieder, "New Conant Plan Raises Some Searching Ques­
tions," Nation's Schools~ 82 (November, 1968), p. 6. 



participation appears to be essential and inevitable, is to formulate 

desirable policies for effecting this participation. The content of 

statutes to be enacted; the extent of the authority national, state, 

and local governments should possess; the methods and techniques or 

administration are all significant problems. 

Summary 

43 

the legal roles of the local, state, and federal governments in 

education have been reviewed. There is no direct mention of education 

in the United States Constitution; hence, by the Tenth Amendme.nt the 

responsibility of education has been allocated to the states. The 

states in turn have delegated certain responsibilit.ie.s to local commu­

nities and we have a history of local control of ou.r schools. 

The General Welfare Clause provides the federal government with 

legal basis for becoming involved in education. The federal government 

has increased its interest and financial support significantly during 

the past twenty years. 

The fight. for federal aid has been a long and sometimes bitter 

struggle. The basic issue against federal aid has been th1:1t of federal. 

control. . As the amount of federal aid increases the fears of federal. 

control seem to follow. The local. control concept has its roots deep 

in our political, economic, and social background. It was indicated, 

however, that in reality, the local district is an arm of the state, 

but the perception of local control still remains. 

The major federal aid laws were reviewed and their significance 

given. The Land Ordinance was constituted general a.id with. no strings 

attached. The Smith-Hughes Act was the first specific-purpose grant 
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for public education. It had some regulations and guidelines that had 

to be followed. The Impact Laws of 1950 were specific-purpose grants 

in the sense that they were in lieu of tax grants. PL 874 was general 

in the sense that the money could be used for any operating purpose. 

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 was the first massive 

federal aid program to public education. It involved the federal gov­

ernment, at least indirectly, in many areas of the school curriculum. 

The most significant federal aid act has been the Elementary and 

. Secondary Education Act of 1965. It involves most of the public school 

children in the nation and has some characteristics of a general aid 

bill. The guidelines that must be followed in order to participate in 

the program also indicate a trend toward stronger federal control of 

education. 

It can be observed that it has been the emergence of some national 

crisis that has caused action concerning federal aid to education. 

Impacted legislation followed one national crisis, while N.D.E.A. of 

1958 was called into existence by the cold war crisis that followed the 

launching of the Soviet sputnik. 57 E~S .• E.A. of 1965 followed as a 

weapon in the war on poverty. 

It seems safe to forecast that in the future elementary and sec­

ondary education will be served by local, state, and federal agencies 

all joining together to improve education in the light of the need and 

circumstances in each state, community, or region involved. A quote 

from Hales, writing in Federal Control of Education, vividly pie tures 

the significance of such a relationship: 

57 Munger and Fenno, p. 17. 



A program based on federal, state, and local cooperation, 
with the educational profession actively involved at all 
levels ••. a program in which most activities are 
administered by officials of the local school districts • 
could adapt itself to local needs and free communities from 
the delusion of a freedom that in effect has left them 
powerless to solve many problems. Under such a program 
competent leadership would become more accessible, additional 
protection and security for the profession would result, and 
an increase in efficiency with a corresponding decrease in 
cost should occur. Finally, the glaring :i,nequali ty of educa­
tional services and opportunities would be reduced. There 
would be dangers and difficulties, it is true. But in it 58 
there is also promise for the future of American e.ducation. 

58 Hales, p. 123. 
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CHAPTER III 

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Assuming federal aid to public education will continue, what are 

the implications in the use of such funds for education at the local 

level? Do educational leaders in Oklahoma perceive a trend toward 

more federal involvement? What do these educational leaders believe 

should be the involvement of the three levels o:J; government in public 

education? 

Oklahoma has a history of local autonomy in its public schools. 

As was noted in Chapter Two, the local financial. support in Oklahoma is 

considerably higher than the national average of local support. But 

the recent federal aid laws are having definite effects on public 

schools in Oklahoma, Studies made by the Oklahoma State Department of 

Education show that schools across the state have greatly increased 

their expenditures and programs since N .• D.E.A. of 1958 and E.S.E.A. of 

1965. There has been an expansion of vocational programs in the high 

schools since the Vocational Education Act of 1963. Also, several 

vocational area schools have been formed and more are in the process. 

Oklahoma received approximately 38 million dollars from the feder­

al government for public education during 1967-68. Although t.he local 

support is above the national average, the federal support of 12.8 per 

46 
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cent for Oklahoma is above the national ave.rage of 7.3 per cent. In 

47 

Oklahoma, as in the nation, there is probably not a school system that 

is not somehow affected by federal financial support, 

The following is a quote from School Laws of Oklahoma relative to 

the function of local school boards. 

The Board of Education of each school district shall have the 
power to elect its own officers; to make rules and regula­
tions, not inconsistent with the law or rule and regulations 
of the State Board of Education, governing the board and the 
school system of the district; to maintain and operate a 
complete public school system of such character as the board 
of education shall deem best suited to the needs of the school 
d . . 2 

1. s tr 1. ct ; . . . 

The Annual Bulletin for Elementary and Secondary Schools published 

by the Oklahoma Department of Education says that "the board of educa­

tion is responsible for the general policies of the school. 113 It goes 

on to say that the board of education, upon the recommendation of the 

administrator, shall adopt general policies, 

The superintendent is the executive officer of the board of educa-

tion and the chief administrator of the district in independent dis-

tricts in Oklahoma. In dependent districts the principal serves as the 

chief administrator although by Oklahoma School Law the County Superin-

tendent is the executive officer of the board of education. 

These three groups--superintendents, boards of education, and 

principals--are the primary educational leaders at the grass roots 

1Finance Division, Oklahoma State Department of Education, 
''Sources of Revenue and the A.mount Collected From Each Source by the 
Common Schools of Oklahoma for the Fiscal Year 1967-68," 

2 School Laws of Oklahoma., 1967. Article IV, Section 58, p. 43. 

3 Annual Bulletin j:or Elementar_y and Secondary Schools, State of 
Oklahoma Department of Education, Bulletin No. 113 (July, 1968), p. 13. 
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of our pubHc school system in the state of Oklahoma. Their concern 

for present and future problems of the local school systems is ration-

ale to study their perceptions of federal involvement in Oklahoma 

public schools. 

Scope of Study 

Population 

The population of this study was all school districts in Oklahoma. 

The population included all superintendents of independent districts, 

principals of dependent districts, and the school board president of 

all school districts in Oklahoma. 

Sample 

The first step in obtaining the samples was the coding of all the 

school districts listed in the Oklahoma. 'Educational Directory by 

counties. The independent and dependent districts of e.ach county were 

separated, and approximately one-half of the dependent districts and 

one-half of the independent districts from each county were drawn. 

This is a stratified sampling technique. Acc.o:rding to Popham, 

stratified random samples are particularly good representatives of the 

1 . 4 popu at1.on. 

From the 445 independent districts in the population, a random 

sample of 255 was drawn. From the 226 dependent districts, a random 

sample of 117 was drawn. The samples of supe.rintendents, principals, 

4w. James Pophm:n, Educational Stati.s tics (New York: Harper and 
Row, Publishers, 1967)~ p. 47. 
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and board members were taken from these districts. The board president 

for the year 1968-69 was chosen from each of the randomly selected 

schools because of the availability of the names and addresses in the 

Oklahoma Educational Directory. 

This gave a random sample of 255 superintendents, 117 principals, 

and 372 board members, or a total of 372 educational administrators and 

372 board members. Table I lists the groups that make up the popula-

tion, the number of random samples, and the percentage of the sample to 

the population. 

TABLE I 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS AND THE NUMBER 
OF RANDOM SAMPLES FOR EACH GROUP 

Respondents Totals Sample 

Superintendents 445 255 

Principals 226 117 

Total Administrators 671 372 

Independent Board Members 445 255 

Dependent Board Members 226 117 

Total Board Members 671 372 

Per Cent of 
Total 

5 7. 2 

51.8 

55.4 

57.2 

51.8 

55.4 
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Development of the Questionnaire 

The basic purpose of this study was to determine how local educa-

tional leaders in Oklahoma perceived the federal involvement in public 

education. To accomplish this purpose, a questionnaire was developed, 

A questionnaire used by McKnight in a study at Ohio State University 

d "d 1· S was use as a gui e ine. There were several changes made in the 

instrument that was used by McKnight. 

The McKnight questionnaire allowed multiple responses for each set 

of statements in the problem areas. According to McKnight this pro-

6 hibited him from using a statistical test in his analysis of the data. 

The rationale in developing the questionnaire for this study was to 

devise statements in such a way as to allow the respondents to logical-

ly choose only one statement in each set of the problem areas. This 

allowed a statistical test.to be used in analyzing the data. 

This writer made several attempts in developing the questionnaire 

before the final draft was made. Assistance was sought and received 

from the writer's graduate faculty committee, Dr. Robert Br'own of the 

Oklahoma State University, and professional colleagues of the Still-

water public schools. 

Part I of the Questionnaire 

The first part of the questionnaire consisted of some characteris-

tics of the school district of the respondent and biographical 

5John Allen McKnight, "Perceptions of Ohio State Educational 
Administrators Regarding the Use of Federal Funds for Education" (unpub. 
Ph.D, dissertation, The Ohio State University, 1964), p. 242. 

6Ibid., p. 68. 
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information about the respondent. These data were respondent's posi­

tion; type of district; enrollment of district; assessed valuation of 

district; general fund budget for 1968-69; federal aid received during 

1968-69; local millage voted for 1968-69; and age, formal education, 

and tenure of the respondent. 

Part. l of the questionnaire also included two questions whi,ch 

involved the respondent's perception relative to federal aid. They 

were asked to answer yes or no to the following question: Would you 

prefer one general federal aid law to be distributed to the states in 

preference to the several specific-purpose laws? 

The respondents were also asked to rank, in order of importance to 

their district, a list of federal aid programs. These included voca­

tional education, federally effected Public Law 815, N.D.E.A. Title III, 

E.S.E.A. Title I, E.S.E.A. Title II, and a blank was left for other 

preferences. 

Part One contained a space for the address of the respondent if 

they desired a copy of the analyzed data. This, of course, was 

included in an effort to encourage more returns. 

Part II of the Questionnaire 

This part of the questionnaire involved statements relating to the 

five problem areas chosen for this study. Each problem area was iden­

tified as one phase of education which is affected by the use of 

specific-purposefederal aid. The five problem areas, as given in 

Chapter I, are curriculum development, curriculum balance, administra­

tion of federal funds, local response to federal aid programs, and 

fiscal policy. 
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Each problem area was headed by an introduction to the area and 

instruction for responding. Each problem area consisted of two sets of 

statements. In the first set the respondent was asked to select one 

statement which he perceived best represented the present situation 

relative to the problem area. In the second set of statements th,e 

respondent was asked to select one statement which he perceived best 

represented the optimum policy relative to the problem area. 

The Problem Areas 

Curriculum development involves what should be taught and how it 

should be taught. As changes in our society produce new concerns, new 

emphases in the curriculum are reflected. The statements in this 

problem area were designed to determine the respondent 1 s perception of 

present federal involvement in curriculum development and his percep­

tion of the role this level of government should be playing in curric­

ulum development. 

The statements provided the respondent with the choice of local, 

state, federal, or a combination of these. This allowed the re.searcher 

not only to determine the respondent 1 s perception of the role of the 

federal government but also his perception of the role of the local and 

state govern_ments in curriculum development • 

. curriculum balance implies an effort to meet several goals at one 

time. The development of educational programs which meet the needs of 

all the youth of our society has been an accepted goal of our educa­

tional leaders. Failure to adjust the curriculum to new concerns, as 

well as special attempts to meet these needs~ may result in curriculum 

imbalance. 
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The statements in.set one of this problem area were designed to 

determine if the respondent perceived the specific purpose programs as 

having created a curriculum imbalance or if he thought the local dis­

trict had compensated for possible imbalance. The statements in the 

second set of this problem area were designed to determine how the 

respondent thought the districts should respond to federal aid relative 

to the problem of curriculum balance. 

The administration of federal assistance programs for specific 

purposes requires assurance that the purposes of the legislation pro­

viding these programs are fulfilled by participating states and local 

school systems. 

The statements for this problem area were designed to indicate how 

educational leaders in Oklahoma believe the federal funds are being 

administered and how they should be administered. The responses 

offered choices of local, state, federal, or a combination of these. 

Again the responses indicated the role of the state and local educa­

tional agencies as well as that of the federal government relative to 

this problem area. 

The problem area of local response to federal aid programs was 

specifically dealing with the issue of local versus federal control. 

Local communities have been charged by state laws with the responsibil­

ity of educating their youth. The long history of local control of 

education in Oklahoma has created a pattern of decision making. 

The statements in this problem area were developed to determine 

the educational leaders' perceptions of the present situation and the 

optimum situation relative to the acceptance of federal aid and the 

issue of local control. 
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Fiscal policyrefers to the distribution of federal funds. Based 

solely on local tax revenue, the ideal of equal opportunity for every 

child in the United States is impossible. States and the federal 

government are providing more and more of the necessary revenues to 

meet the cost of an adequate education for all youth. The statements 

in this problem area specifically sought the. perceptions of the re­

spondents relative to the role the federal government is playing and 

should play in providing equal educational opportunity for every child 

in the United States. 

Cover Letters 

A cover letter was -written by the researcher briefly explaining 

the study and asking for responses. Also, for the board members a 

short letter was prepared by John P. Weilmuenster, pa.st president of 

the Oklahoma School Board Association. He introduced the researcher 

to the board members and asked for their cooperation in contributing 

to the study. This letter was on an Oklahoma School Board Association 

letterhead. A self-addressed and stamped envelope was prepared for the 

return of the questionnaire. 

Analyses of Data 

The study consisted of the independent variables of educational 

administrators and school board members. It also involved the inter­

vening variables of enrollment~ wealth, type of district, federal sup­

port, local support, age of respondent, formal education of respondent, 

and tenure of respondent. The dependent variables were the two ques-

·tions in Part I of the questionnaire and the statements in each problem 
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area of Part II of the questionnaire. 

The problem was to test if there was any significant difference 

in the way administrators and school board members responded to the 

dependent variables. Also a problem was to determine if the interven-

ing variables had any significant effect on how these respondents 

answered the dependent variables. Thus an appropriate statistical test 

was needed. 

The Statistic 

In the choice of a statistical test the researcher must consider 

the manner in which the sample scores were drawn~ the nature of the 

population from which the samples were qrawn, and the kind of measure­

ment or scaling which was employed in the scores. 7 

A parametric and nonparametric statistical test differ in that the 

former specifies certain conditions about the parameter of the popula-

tion and-the latter does not. Moreover, parametric tests do not re-

quire measurement so strong as that required for the nonparametric test. 

Most nonparametric tests apply to data in an ordinal scale, and some 

apply to data in a nominal scale. 8 

Since norll!al distribution of the population could not be assumed 

and the data was nominal in nature, a nonparametric test was chosen, 

When the data of research consist of frequencies in discrete categor-

ies, the chi square test may be used to determine the significance 

7sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral 
Sciences (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, Inc., 1956), p. 18. 

8Ibid., p. 31. 
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differences between two or more independent groups; 9 

. When using the chi square test the hypothesis is usually that two 

groups differ with respect to the relative frequency with which group 

members fall in several categories. The primary characteristics of chi 

square are that it applies easily to any. sample size and it utilizes 

nominal data. The data are generally presented in a contingency table 

·which shows the observed frequencies. 

The requirements for chi square are (1) that as many categories 

as possible will be used in order to make the test more sensitive, 

(2) no more than twenty per cent of the cells will have an expected 

frequency less than 5 and none will have an expected frequency less 

than one, and(~) all observations can be considered as independent. 

The third requirement means that when one sample is placed in a partic-

ular category, this has no effect on whe.re any other s.1mple will be 

10 placed. 

The observations for the statements relative to the problem areas 

and the question of general aid versus specific purpose aid were inde-

pendent. The data for the two areas were nominal, therefore the chi 

square test was selected for the statistical analysis. Appropriate 

contingency tables were programmed to present the data in the manner by 

which the hypotheses were to be statistically tested. 

The question concerning the importance of federal aid programs to 

the school district was not statistically tested. Because of the 

nature of the data, the requirement that all observations can be 

9siegel, p. 104. 

lOibid. , p. 179. 
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considered as independent was not met and the chi square test could not 

be used. The data were nominal in nature, thus appropriate rank test 

could not be found. This limitation in analyzing this question was a 

result of the researcher's design of the question. 

The data relative to this question were analyzed by programming 

tables showing the percentage that each federal program was chosen as 

first and second in importance by the respondents. 

In testing to determine if the intervening variables had a signif­

icant effect on the responses of the educational leaders, the data for 

each intervening variable were grouped into three categories. The 

categories were low, medium, and high, and the extremities were tested 

for significant differences. 

In considering the intervening variable of enrollment, only i.nde­

pendent districts were used, as most dependent districts are small as 

compared to independent districts. 

Collection of Data 

The 744 questionnaires were mailed March 10, 1969. The first ten 

days found a regular return of several questionnaires a day from super­

intendents but a smaller return from principals and board members. At 

the end of three weeks 8 questionnaires had been received from board 

members from dependent districts,. 54 from board members of independent 

districts, 36 from principals, and 150 from superintendents. This 

represented a return of 8 per cent, 21 per cent, 30 per cent, and 58 

per cent, respectively. 

The decision was made to send another questionnaire to board 

members. Sixty-five board members that had not returned the first 
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questionnaire were sent a second one. Once again a random sample 

technique was used. From the board members of independent districts 

that had not returned the first questionnaire 20 were drawn and mailed 

another questionnaire. From the board members of dependent districts 

that had not returned the first questionnaire a sample of 45 was drawn 

and mailed another questionnaire. 

The cover letter enclosed in this second mailing indicated that it 

would not be necessary for them to complete the first seven questions 

on Part I of the questionnaire. The researcher could obtain these data 

at the State Department ofEducation. It was hoped that this would 

increase the number of responses. Of this second mailing only 12 were 

returned and used in the analysis. 

The decision was made, at the time of the second mailing, to wait 

two weeks for further returns and then proceed with the analysis. No 

.data were used that were received .after April 22, 1969. Table II shows 

the number of questionnaires sent and the number and percentage of 

returns. 

Of the sample of superintendents 76 per cent returned their ques­

tionnaire, while only 37.6 per cent of principals returned the ques­

tionnaire. This gave a total return of 63.9 per cent from administra­

tors. 

Board members of independent districts returned 28.3 per cent of 

the questionnaires, while those from dependent districts returned only 

17.1 per cent. The total return of 24.7 per cent for board members was 

far below the return of the administrators. 

There obviously must be some reasons for this differentiation in 

the number of returned questionnaires. lime, availability of data, and 
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involvement are probably three factors in explaining this difference. 

TABLE II 

THE NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES SENT AND RETURNED 

Respondents Sent Returned Per Cent 

Superintendents 255 194 76.0 

Principals 177 44 37.6 

Total Administration 372 238 63.9 

Independent Dist. Board Member 255 72 28 .3 

Dependent District Board Member 117 20 17.1 

Total Board Members 372 92 24.7 

Superintendents have more clerical help, usually, then do princi­

pals and board members .. P·rincipals of dependent schools usually are 

part-time teacher; hence time could have prevented them from completing 

the questionnaire. Board members receiving the questionnaire at their 

home may have put it aside until they found time to complete it and 

never found the time. 

Board of education members in Oklahoma serve without compensation, 

and this is a secondary role for them. Their basic interest must be 

with their own businesses. Therefore, they are not as totally involved 

in the local educational program as are educational administrators. 
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Consequently, they may not have the interest, as do the administrators, 

:i,.n such studies as this one. 

Dependent districts do not have a high school; therefore, they 

would not be as extensiveiy :i,.nvolved in as many federal programs as 

independent districts. This may account for the small per cent of 

returns from this group of respondents. 

The information relative to the school district that was asked for 

on the questionnaire was readily available to the administrators. The 

board members would not have this data available, thus had to make a 

special effort to contact the administrator to obtain it. This could 

have resulted in this group returning fewer questionnaires. 

The:t;'e may have been other reasons, but surely time, availability 

of data, and interest were contributing factors. Representativeness of 

the returned samples is more important than the number of samples. 

Although representativeness could not be statistically tested, it is 

analyzed later in this chapter. 

Use of the Computer Center 

As the data were received they were transferred to a coding form 

for J?Unching IBM cards provided by the Oklahoma State University comput­

er center. This form wa1;i designed to conform to that of th';:! IBM cards. 

When all the data had been transferred to the coding form, they 

were taken to the computer center. One of the card punchers of the 

computer center transferred these data to the IBM cards, thus producing 

a master set of 330 cards, each of which contained all the data for a 

particular questionnaire. 

The. computer progl;'ammer assigned tor this project programmed the 
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transformation to give the intervening variables of wealth and federal 

support. The ratio of assessed valuation to enrollment of district was 

computed for each district to determine the wealth of the district. 

The ratio of federal aid received during the school year 1968-69 to the 

total general fund budget for 1968-69 was computed for each district to 

determine the federal support of each district. 

The researcher requested. a print-out giving the rank order of each 

group, superintendents, principals, board members of dependent dis­

tricts, and board members of independent districts~ relative to each 

of the intervening variables of size, wealth, federal support, and 

local support. 

By analyzing these print-outs three categories for each of the 

intervening variables were determined. The questionnaire was designed 

so that the data relative to each of the intervening variables of age, 

education, and tenure were received in three categories. After the 

categories of low, medium, and high :fo:r each intervening variable were 

established, this information was given to the programmer, and he 

proceeded with the computing of the statistical test. A discussion and 

tables relative to these intervening variables follow. 

Responses by Enrollment 

The enrollment of the districts represented by the respondents 

ranged from 28 pupils to 71, 000 pupils. It is easily seen from Table 

III that dependent districts are small in enrollment when compared with 

independent districts. The range of enrollment in the dependent dis­

tricts was from 28 to 437, while the range in independent districts was 

from 151 to 71,000. 
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TABLE III 

RESPONSES BY ENROLLMENT 

Board Member Board Member 
.Dependent . Independent 

. Enrollment ·. Superintendent Principal District District 

0-30 0 .1 0 0 

. 31-40 0 0 2 0 

41-50 0 2 1 0 

. 51-60 0 5 2 0 

61-70 0 4 3 0 

. 71-80 0 5 3 0 

81-90 0 4 4 0 

91-100 0 3 0 .0 

101-300 22 18 3 5 

301-500 46 2 2 13 

501-700 . 34 0 0 15 

701-900 20 0 0 7 

901-1100 18 0 0 5 

1101-1300 11 0 0 7 

1301-1500 5 0 0 1 

1501-1700 9 0 0 0 

1701-2000 3 0 0 1 

2001-2500 7 0 0 4 

2501-3500 4 0 0 2 

3501-5000 6 0 0 5 

5001-7000 2 0 0 1 

7001-9000 3 0 0 2 

9001-20000 4 0 0 3 

20000-higher 0 0 0 1 

Totals 194 44 20 72 
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In the analysis of the effects of the intervening variable enroll­

ment done in the next chapter only superintendents and board members 

from independent districts were consiqered. 

Although representativeness of responses was not statistically 

tested, a study of Table III shows that a larger number of responses 

was received from smaller districts than from larger districts. In 

Oklahoma there are many more small districts than lar~e ones. Small 

and large are used here in terms of student enrollment. It would seem, 

therefore, that the responses are proportional to the population. 

Hence, it appears that there is r~presentativeness in the responses 

relative to. enrollment. 

For testing purposes the districts represented by the superintend­

ents and board members from independent districts were grouped into 

three categories according to enrollment. By analyzing Table III the 

categories selected were low, 101-700; medium, 701-1400; and high, 

greater than 1400. l'h.ese categories are shown in Table IV with the 

number of respondents in each group. 

Responses by Wealth 

The range in the wealth of the districts represented by the re­

spondents was from $540 per pupil to $132, 211 per pupil. Table V 

shows the number of responses relative to some intervals of wealth. 

Of interest is the observation that respondents from districts having 

more than $40,000 valuation per pupil are from dependent districts. 

These districts have a small number of students and a large assessed 

valuation. 
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GROUPING BY ENROLLMENT 
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Group Enrollment Superintendent Board Member 

Low 101-700 102 33 

Medium 701-1400 50 20 

F!igh 1401-higher 42 19 

Totals 294 72 

Again, in analyzing Table V it can be assumed that there is a 

representative response. The majority of school districts in Oklahoma 

are of average or lower wealth. The majority of the responses are from 

districts with $7000 or less valuation per student. 

A rule of thumb is that districts in Oklahoma of wealth less than 

$4000 are considered below average, and those above $7000 are consid­

ered above average. Using these rationale and an analysis of Table V, 

the respondents were grouped i.nto three categories of wealth. These 

data are presented in Table VI. 

Responses by Local Support 

The local school districts in Oklahoma can vote a 10 mill local 

support levy, a five mill emergency levy, and a five mill building 

levy. The range of the local support of the districts represented by 

the respondents was from O through 20. Table VII verifies the claim 

of educational leaders that the majority of the districts in Oklahoma 



65 

are making the maximum ~ffort in supporting their schools. 

T.I\BLE V 

RESfONSES BY WEALTH 

Board Member Board Member 
. Dependent Independent 

Wealth Superintendent Principal D:i,strict Dis tric. t 

$500-1000 4 2 0 0 

1001-1500 6 1 0 4 

1501-2000 4 4 4 i+ 

2001-2500 13 3 1 0 

2~01-3000 18 1 0 6 

3901 .. 3500 21 3 1 10 

3501-4000 17 1 0 3 

4001-4500 19 2 1 7 

4501-5000 15 0 0 7 

5001-6000 12 2 1 8 

6001-7000 12 5 1 7 

7001-8000 9 2 2. 5 

8001-10000 13 1 2 5 

10001-.12000 7 2 2 3 

1.2001-15000 9 5 1 3 

15001-20000 8 7 1 2 

20001-30000 ~ 3 1 l 

30001-40000 2 0 1 0 

40001-high1:r 0 3 4 0 

Totals 194 44 2- 72 
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TABL~ VJ. 

GROUPING ai WEALTij 

Group Wealth Administrator Board Member 

Low $500-4000 95 27 

Mediu:rn 4001-7000 ~7 32 

High . 7001-hi.gher 76 33 -
Totals 238 92 

TABLE VII 

RESfONSes BY LOCAL SUPPORT 

Local Board M~mber Board Member 
·· Support Dependent Independent 

(Mills) Superintenclent l;'rincipal .. District District 

0-4 0 1 1 0 

5 7 1 3 0 

6 ... 8 4 4 1 ·o 

9-10 20 4 4 7 

U-1.5 30 7 4 11 

16-19 13 0 .0 6 

20 120 27 9 48 

TOtiilS 194 44 20 72 
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The respondents were. grouped int,o three <::ategortes of local 

support. The groups selected were (> ... 10 m:Uls, low; 11-15 riiills, 

medium; and 16-20 mills, high. This would.appec:1,r to give a representa-
' 

tive response in each group. This breakdown i,s presented in l'able. VIII. 

Group 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Totals 

TABLE vui 

G~OUPJNG ijY LOCAL SUPPORT 

Mills Ad:minis trator 

0-10 41 

l;J.-15 37 

16-20 160 

.· 238 

Responses by Federal Support 

Board Member 

14 

15 

63 

92 

Table IX shows that the range of.federal support is somewhat 

evenly distributed in the responses and that the;re is a representative 

sampling. 

The average for federal support in. Oklahq:ma is approximately 12%. 

Considering this and Table IX,· tb,e respondents wer~ grouped into three 

categories. The intervals detet':mined wel;'e :f;roxn Oto 7 per cent, low; 

from 7 to 14 per cent, medium; and from 14 and more, high. These 

groupings and the number of r~spons~s in each are shown in Table X. 



Fedetal 
· Support 
(Per Cent) 

0-1.9 

2-3.9 

4-5.9 

6-6.9 

7-7.9 

8-9,9 

10-13.9 

14-19.9 

20-24.9 

25-29.9 

30-49.9 

SO-higher 

'rota ls 

Group 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Totals 

TABLE IX 

· RESPO~SES Bi fEDE~L SUP~ORT 

Boa:r;"d M~mber 
.Dependent 

Superintendent Principal . Dist-,;ict: 

11 

22 

23 

15 

10 

18 

26 

39 

1.5 

5 

6 

4 

194 

7 .7 

4 1 

8 2 

3 1 

2 1 

2 \ 

i J 
4 0 

8 z 
2 0 

1 2 

'~ 0 

·- ......--.. 
44 20 

'!ABLE·.· X 

GR,Ol,JJ;>INGBY FEDJ;i;ML SUP:PO~T 

_ Per (Jent• A4ministrator 

O t~ 7 93 

7 to 14 59 

. "1,4 and higher 86 

238 

68 

Boa.rc:l Member 
Independent 
District 

3 

14 

12 

11 

0 

4 

8 

16 

1 

16 

1 

1 

72 

Board Member 

51 

17 

24 

92 



69 

Responses by Age and Tenure 

The questionnaire W£!.S dedgned SQ t;:hat tbe respondent had to 

choc;,se one of three categories of less than 35 years, from 35 to 45 

years, and greater than 4? years. Table XI shQWS that there were only 

three responses from boa;d members who were les;; than.35 years old. 

Consequently a chi-square st!~tistic was not obtained relat:i,ve to the 

low and high a$e groups of board membeu. 

Group Age 

Low Less than. 35 

Medium 35~45 

High Over 45 

Totals 

'rABLE·XI 

GROUPING :SY AGE 

Administrat;:ors 

years 25 

90 

119 

234 

Board Members 

3 

28 

41 

72 

The questionnaire provided thre~ c;hoices for tenure: less than 

10 years, 10-20 years, or more than 20 years. Table XII shows that 

data were only rec;e:i,ved from 4 board mE!;mbers who had served on the 

board of education for more than 20 years. A~ain, a statistic was not 

obtained for the high and low gro~ps of board members relative to this 

intervening variable. 
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Gt'ou,p Tenure Administ;rators l;\oard Membets 

Low · ·Less .tlli!n 10 years 121 '62 

Medi.um 10 .. 2Q 64 25 

High More than 20 49 4 -
To\:als 234 9:1. 

Responses b;rEdu,cation 

Thi,s interveningvat'iable was only'cb,ec~ed to see if it signiti-
. . . . 

cantly affected board members' ~esponses to the dependent var:i,ables. 

All supertntendents in Oklaqoma must, have at leai;t a ~ste:r' s degree~ 

and the majority of t;:he principals must have o:ne~ Hence, t:µe edu~a­

tionat level of these administrators cannot be clearly differeTitiated, 

As Table XIII shows~ the board 111embers were divided into catego-

ries of less than a h:f,.gh schgol edui;:at;:ion, those with a h:l.gh scp.ool 

educ~t:f,.on, · 11,nd those with at least a Bacq.elor' s l;leg:ree. 

Summa;ry 

Ra.ndomly selected sam~les of twc;> groups of edµcationa,l le.aders i,n 

Okla.homa, eduQa,tiQDai. administ,;atc;>rs an4 scllool boarc;l members, were 

sent quest;ionnaires.in ~n attempt to 4etermine J:;qeir pei-ceptions of 

fede~al involvement in public schools. 
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TABLE.XIlI 

GROVPI~G·Br EDUCATION 

Group E'duca t;ion Board Members 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Total 

.. · Less than 'high school 

High school 

At ie·ast a BacheJ,.or 1 1:1 degree 

14 

51 

16. 

81 

It was observed that the nu~ber of returned questionnaires varied 

significantly between the tw9 groups. It was hypothesized that board 

members did not have the ~J'i.terest that administrators do in th:f,.s type 

of Situdy, the basic rea1;1on being t®t they are nc;>t as involved in the 

educational process as are the administrators • 

. Rationale was given for chc;:,osing the .statistic;: chi square for the 

testing of the hypotheses~ The limitation on testing the hypotheses 

relating to the ranking of feqeral programs was given. 

The limitation of representativeness was discussed relative to 

each of the intervening variables, It was noted that this was not 

statistically tested and the rea~er s~ould be aware of this while 

reading the presentation of the findings in Chapter IV. 



CN!PTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF·.l)ATA 

The Oklahoma State University computer center has a program for 

the chi square statistic that was selecteq for this study. A chi 

square statistic for each of the fQllowing was obtaip~d relative to 

both sets in each problem area and the quest;ion concerning preference 

for general federal aid. These stati~tics w~re checked for signifi-

cance at the .05 level. 

1. Total boa;r;d members and adminiatrators •. 

2. Administrators by type of district; dependent and independent. 

3. Board members by, type of district; depe:pdent and independent. 

4. Administrat<;>rs b;Y enrollment of district; low and high 

groups. 

5. Board members by. enrollment of district; low and high groups. 

6 •. Administrators by wealth of district; low and high gro~ps. 

7. Board members by wealth of district; low and high groups. 

8. Administrators by federal support; ~ow and high groups. 

9. Board Members by federal support; low and high groups. 

10. Administrators by loc.al support~ \ow and high groups, 

11. Board members by. lo~al support; low and high groups. 

12. Administrators by age; low an<;l higJ;i groups. 

13 .. Administrators by tenure; low an<;l high groups. 

14. Bo.;1.rd members by education; low and high groups. 
. . 

72 



In this cb4pter the above data will be presented and analyzed. 

Per~entagesof th~ total respo"Qses of t:he administrators and bc;,ard 

mel!l~ers fpr each of the proQlem areas 1;1.nd the prefefence for general 

aid question will be presentec;l in contingency t~bles. 
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Tables of the intervening variable~ tl\at s;LgnificanJ:lyaffect the 

per~eption, of the ac4ninistrators or boai;d members a:re presentec;l ill the 

te~t of thi~ chapter, wh;i.Je those !:bat do not are presented in the 

Appendi~. The statistical test for the intervening yari~bles was 

progra;mmed on the low an4 high group~, but the medium grou.p is also 

presented in the tables. 

I~ this discussion, significant difference means that the groups 

being c~nsidered dif~er ~tatisti~ally with respect to the ~elative fre-

quencywith which gro\,ip members re1,1pon.ded to the dependent vari;;i.ble1;1. 

'l'he de.,endent vat'iabl,es are the state111en.ts :l,.n each problem a.rea and 

the question relative to educat:l,onal leade;rs' preference for. general 

£,deral "'°id. The1;1e differences are verbally desct';i.bec;l. 

Tht1!. ran~ings of the :l;ederal programs flCcording to their impo1;tance 

by tpe respondents ~re presented and anaiyzed. 

Cur1;ic1,1},um Developmep.t-­
Present Situation 

Total Admi?iatraton artd aoflrd Mempers ~1Table XIV) 

Tliere was a signif;Lcqnt difference in the administrators' and 

board members I perceptic;m of the piesent situat;l.Qn relative tQ cr.utricu .. 

1~ development.· Of the admin:i,~t;a.tor;;, 13 pe~ cent thought thai 

. develop:f.,ng adequat;e cur~icula is bei,.ng done at t;he J.Qcal level. Of ~he 

board i:nembers, 22 per cent respon.ded, this way. Thirty-seven, per c~nt 
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of the administrators believe the local, state~ and federal educational 

agencies are jointly developing the curricula Qt° our schools •. Twenty~ 

one per cent of the boi;irdmembers perceived this. 

Of interest is the fact that only 5 per cent of the administrators 

and board !l)embers perceived the federal government as presently devel-

oping c~rriculum for the local sc~ools. 

An l;lnalysis of Table XIV shows that administrators as a group 

differ in their perception o;f who is devel<;>ping the curricula for the 

public schools. Thirty-seven pe:r cent believe it is presently a tot;3.l 

state and federal partnership while 36 per cent perceive only the local 

and state as presently developing curricula. A majority of the re-

spondents saw curricula as being developed by a combination of educa-

tiond agencies. 

Type of District (Tabl~ XlV) 
, I . . . ,. 

The type of district;: di,.d have a s:ignificant effect on the board 

members' percept;i.on of the pre$ent situation relative to curriculum 

dev1:;.lopment, Of the board members from. independent districts, 14 per 

c~nt perceived tl).e state as playing the major role :i.n developing 

cµrricula~ whqe 37 per cent of the boa.rd members from dependent 

district~ indicated this. 

Sixteen per cent of the bqard members t;rom dependent: districts 

perceived that the U, S. Office of Edui;:ation is determining curr:i.culum 

policies for the pub lie schools, while only 3 per cent of board 

members from independent distr:j.cts responded in this way. 

Of the independent board members, 26 per cent perceive the locai, 

state, and fede~al educational agencies as jointly developing the 
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~ur:ricula of our schools. Only 5 per cent of the board me)llber~ horn 

d~pendept ~i,stricts see this I;'elationship. 

TABJ.,E irv 

CURR.ICULl,JM DEVELOPME:NT - PRES]):NT SITUATION 
BY TOTALS AND TY.PE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

l'ype of District 
I, 

* Totals Adm. * :Sd. Mero. 

Statements Ad. Bd. , Pep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

A .. Develqpingadequate curricula to 
meet the changing needs of our 
society is being done at the 
local level . . • . • • 13 

lL The State Department of Education ii, 
playing the major role in developing 
adequate curI;"icula for our publ:i,c 
school system. • . • . . . . 11 

c. Because of Federal financial assist~ 
ance to schools, the U. S, Office of 
Ed1,1cati,c;m is determi,ning c1,1rric1,1h,1.m 
policies for the public schools • . 6 

D. The local? state, a~d federal educa­
tional agencies are jointly develop-
ing the curricula of our schools 37 

E., !he state and local educational 
agencies are developing curricula 
for the pub lie schools • . . • . . ;36 

22 

l~ 

6 

21 

frSign~ficant at the .05 level of signific.!J.nce. 

14 

12 

9 

40 

26 

21 23 

11 37 14 

4 16 

36 5 26 

35 21 35 
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Type of dj,striqt did not significantly affect the administrators' 

perception of the present situation relative to curriculum qevelopment. 

Enrqllment of District (Table XV) 
,I 

Significance w1;1.s found in the wayadministrators :Ln high, and low 

enrollment dis trio ts perceive the present si t;uation in curriculum 

development. Table XV shows that 24 per cent of the administrators in 

the larger districts, more than 1400 students, as compared to 10 per 

cent in the smaller districts, less than 701 students, perceive the 

local schools to be developing adequate curricula. 

In the largei- distr:Lcts 45 per cent of the administrators believe 

that the local, state, and federal educational agencies are jointly 

developing the curricula of our schools. This compares with 35 per 

cent of the administrators froJIJ small districts. 

Only 2'pel,'.' cent of th,e administrators in the largei- schools per-

ceive the State Department of Education to be playing the J,\laj or role in 

~eveloping curricula for our schools. Th;i.s compared to 11 per cent o.f 

the administrators from small districts. 

Enrollment did not significantly affect board members' perception 

of the present ~dtuation relative to curriculum development. 

Other Intervening Variables 
I 

The intervening var;i.ables of wealth, federal support, local sup-

port, education, age, and tenure did not significantly affect adminis-

trators' or board members' perception of the present situatio:n relative 

to the problem atea of curriculum deve~opment:. These data are pre· 

sented in Appendi~ B. 
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CURRICULUM DEVELOPME~T - PRES~NT 
SITUAT!ON BYENROLLMEN'J; 

(Data in Percentages) 
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* Administrators Bo~rd Member~ 

.. Statements L M H; 

A. Developing adequate curricula .to meet 
the changing needs of our society is 
being done a~ the local level •• , • 10 8 24 

B. The State Department of Education is 
playing the major role in developing 
adequate curricula for our public 
school system • • • • • • • • , . , . 11 18 2 

C. Because of federal financial assist­
ance to schools, the U, S. Office of 
Education is determining curriculum 
policies for the p\lblic schools • • • 8 0 2 

D. The local, state, and federal educa­
tional agencies are jointly develop~ 
ing the curricula of our schools 35 34 45 

E. The state and local educational 
agencies are developing curricula 
for the public schools •. , • . 36 40 26 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 1401-higher. 

* ·significant at the .05 level of significance, 

L M I,I 

11 29 33 

22 14 0 

4 0 6 

19 29 33 

44 29 28 



Curriculum Development-­
As Should Be 

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XVI) 

7'8 

There was no signifi.cant difference in board members' and adminis-

trators' perception of the optimum policy relative to this problem 

area. An analysis of Table XV:t: reveals that there are some variations 

in responses. 

There were 17 per cent of the administrators who thought that 

curriculum development should be a local responsibility, while there 

were 29 per cent of the board members who perceive this to be the best 

policy. There was complete agreement in that nei.ther group wants the 

federal educational agency developing curricula for the local scho9ls. 

More administrators, 31 per cent, than board members, 23 per cent, 

think the development of curricula for our schools should be a joint 

responsibility of the local, state, and federal educational agencies. 

Almost half of each group perceive that development of curricula should 

be a joint responsibility of the local and state educational agencies. 

Although there was not a statistical difference~ from Table XVI 

it appears that board members favor local responsibility in developing 

curricula more strongly than do administrators. 

Type of District. (Table XVI) 

Type of di.strict had a signifi~ant effect on administrators' per-

ception of the optimum policy relative to curriculum development. From 

Table XVI may be seen that 32 per cent of the administrators from de-

pendent districts believe curriculum development is a local responsi~ 

bility, while only 14 per cent of the administrators from independent 



districts perceive this. 

TABLE XVI 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE 
BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

T:ree 
Totals Adm. 

of 

* 
Statements Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. 

A. Developing adequate curricula to 
meet the changing needs of our 
society is a local responsibility 17 29 32 14 

B. Curriculum development is a state 
responsibility; the State Department 
of Education should establish cur-
riculum for our public schools 2 2 2 2 

c. As new national concerns are identi-
fied, the u. s. Office of Education 
should play the major role in 
curriculum development . . . . . 1 0 0 1 

D. The development of curricula for our 
schools should be a joint responsi-
biHty of the local and state edu-
cational agencies . . . . . 50 46 46 51 

E. 'I'he development of curricula for our 
schools should be a joint responsi-
bility of the local, state, and fed,., 
eral educational agencies . . 31 23 21 33 

,'<: 
Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

79 

District 

Bd. Mem. 

Dep. Ind. 

50 24 

5 1 

0 0 

35 49 

10 26 
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Of the administrators from dependEmt districts, only 21 per cent 

perceive that development of curr:icula should be a joint responsibility 

of the local, state, and federal educational agencies. This compared 

with 33 per cent of administrators from independent districts. 

Type of district did not significantly affect board members' per­

ceptions of the optimum policy relative to this problem area. It is 

of interest to note that 50 per cent of the board members from depend­

ent districts think that curriculum development is a local respoi;isibil­

ity. 

Other. Intervening Variables 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect board 

members' or administrators' perception of the optimum policy relative 

to. curriculum development. These data are presented in Appendix B. 

Curriculum Development--Summary 

There was a significant difference in administrators' and board 

members 1 perception of the present situation relative to curriculum 

development. But these educational leaders were in agreement concern­

ing the optimum policy relative to this problem area. Both groups 

indicated that the U. S. Office of Education should not play the major 

role in curriculum development and that the development of curricula is 

a local and state responsibility. 

The intervening variable of type of district had a significant 

effect on the way board members perceived the present situation and the 

way administrators perceive the optimum policy. 
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The enrollment of the district significantly affected the percep­

tion of administrators relative to the present situation in this 

problem area. 

Curriculum Balance--Present Situation 

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XVIO_ 

There was no significant difference in board members' and adminis­

trators' perception of the present situation relative to this problem 

area. Of the administrators~ 28 per cent definitely feel the use of 

federal funds has created an imbalance in the curriculum. Twenty per 

cent of the board members perceive this. More of the boa.rd members, 

33 per cent~ than the administrators, 25 per cent, perceive that 

federal funds have not created an imbalance. 

The largest per cent of the administrators, 47 per cent, and 

board members, 46 per cent, perceive that through redistribution of. 

local funds~ districts compensate for possible imbalance resulting from 

use of federal funds for selected curriculum areas. This would indi­

cate that the.se educational le.a.ders do perceive curriculum balance a.s 

a potential problem. 

Other Intervening Variables 

None of the intervening variables had a significant effect on 

administrators' and board members' perception of the present situation 

relative to curriculum balance. These data are presented in Appendix 

B. 



. TABLE XVII 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - l'RESENT 
SITUATION BY TOTALS 

(Data in Percentages) 
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Statements Adm. Bd. 

A. The use of federal funds to stimulate certain curriculum 
areas, such as mathematics and science, has created an 
imbalance in the curriculum. • • • . • • 28 21 

B. Specific-purpose federal aid as now effective ~as not 
created an imbalance in the curri~ulum 25 33 

C. Through redistribution of local funds, districts com­
pensate for possible imbalance resulting from use of 
federal funds for selected curriculum areas . • • • • 47 46 

Curriculum Balance--As Should Be 

.. 
Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XVIII) 

There was .no significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the best policy relative to this problem area. 

Table XVIII shows that only 12 per cent of the administrators and 9 per 

cent of the board members feel·you should refuse federal aid because of 

the problem of curriculum balance. 

The majority of these educational leaders perceive that the local 

district should redistribute funds at the local level to compensate for 

possible imbalance caused by federal assistance. Sixty-nine per cent of 

the administrators. and 67 per cent of the board members responded this 

way. 



TABLE XVIII 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE 
BY TOTALS AND TYPE OFDISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 
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Type of District 

Adm. * Bd. Mem. 

Statements 

Totals 

Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

A. Local districts should oppose the 
use of federal assistance for spe­
cific areas of the curriculum be­
cause of t:he curriculum·imbalance 
it has created • • • . . . l2 

B. Local districts should accept fed­
eral fun,ds for specific-purpose 
programs with the assumption that 
they have not created an imbalance 
in the curriculum •.•••.•.• 20 

C. Local districts should redistribute 
funds at the local level to compen­
sate for possible imbalance caused 
by use of federal assistance to 
specific curriculum areas •.•.• 69 

9 

24 

67 

*significant at the .05 level of significance. 

9 12 10 3 

26 18 45 18 

65 70 45 74 
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Type of District (Table XVIII) 

There was a significant difference in board members' from depend­

ent districts and board members' from independent districts perception 

of the best policy relative to curriculum balance. Of the board mem­

bers from dependent districts, 45 per cent indicated we should accept 

federal funds with the assumption that they had created an imbalance, 

while only 18 per cent of the board members fr.om independent districts 

responded this way. 

Forty-five per cent of the board members from dependent districts 

and 74 per cent from independent districts indicated that the local 

district should redistribute the local funds to compensate for possible 

imbalance. 

Possibly the two groups perceive the problem of curriculum balance 

differently because dependent districts do not have a high school. The 

problem of curriculum balance may be more pronounced in high schQols 

than in elementary schools. 

Type of district did not significantly affect administrators' 

perception of the best policy relative to curriculum balance. 

Other Intervening Variables 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect the 

administrators' or board members' perception of the best policy rela­

tive to curriculum balance. These data are presented in Appendix B. 
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Curriculum Balance--Summary 

It was fourid that there was no significant difference· in the 

perception of administrators and board members relative to curriculum 

balance. These educational leaders agree that local districts are and 

should redist~ibute local funds to compensate for possible curriculum 

imbalance. 

The type of district was the only intervening variable that 

significantly affected the board members' or administrators' perception 

relative to curric~lum balance. More boa:i:d members from dependent 

districts thought you should accept federal aid with the assumption 

that it has not created an imbalance in the curriculum. 

Administration of Federal Funds-­
Present Situation 

Total Administrators and Board Members {Table X!Xl 

There was a significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the present situation relative to this problem 

area. Of the administrators, 69 per cent perceive that most federal 

programs are supervised by the State Department of Education, while 

53 per cent of the hoard members so indicated. Another difference is 

that only 3 per cent of the administrators think the federal education~ 

al agency directly administers the federal. programs, while 13 per cent 

of the board members perceive this • 

. Seven per cent of the board members believe the federal programs 

are administered primarily by the local districts, while less than 

one-half of one per cent of the administrators perceive this. 
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TABLE XIX 

ADMINISTRAl'ION OF l<'EDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT 
SITUATION BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF OISTRICT 

(Data in Percentage$) 

* Totals 

Statements Ad. Bd. 

A. Most federal programs of assistance 
are supervised by the State Depart­
ment of Education, local districts 
being responsible to the State 
Department of Education. , • 69 

B. The federal educational agency 
guarantees that the purposes of ;its 
program are fulfilled, an4 secures 
evidence of such fulfillment direct-
ly from the local level • . 3 

C. The administration of federal assist­
ance programs is handled prima.ri.ly 
by the local school district O 

D. The administration of federal assist­
ance programs is being jointly super­
vised by the state and federal 
educational agencies . . ..• 29 

,'<: 

53 

13 

8 

26 

Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

Type of .. District (Tab le XIX) 

Type of District 
•k 

Adm. Bd. Mem. 

Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

58 71 40 56 

9 1 25 10 

2 0 10 7 

31 28 25 27 

This intervening variable had a significant effect on the adminis-

trators' perception of the present situation relative to this problem 

area. The major difference was that 58 per cent of the administrators 
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in dependent districts and 71 per cent of the administrators in inde-

pendent districts perceive that federal programs are being administered 

by the State Department of Education. 

Nine per cent of the administrators in dependent districts and 

only 1 per cent of administrators in independent districts perceived 

the federal programs being administered by the federc;1.l educational 

agency. 

Type of district did not signi:l;icantly affect the board members 1 

perception of the present situation relative to the administration of 

federal funds. 

Other Intervening Variables 

None of the other intervening variables had a significant effect 

on these educational leaders' perception of the present situation rela-

tive to this problem area. These data are presented in Appendix B. 

Administration of Federal Fl,mds-­
As ~hould Be 

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XX) 

There was no significant difference in the administrators' and 

board members' perception of the best policy relative to this problem 

area. The majority of each group believe federal funds should be 

supervised at the state level with the local district responsible to 

the State Department of Education only. 

There was a slight difference in board members' and administrators' 

response to the statement that the administration of federal aid pro-

grams should be handled primarily by the local school district. 
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Table XX shows that 32 per cent of the administrators and 19 per cent 

of the board members perceive this to be the best policy, 

These educational leaders were in agreement that the federal pro-

grams should not be administered by the U. S, Office of Education. 

TABLE XX 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FU~S - AS SHOULD BE 
BY TOTALS AND 'rYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Totals 

_Statements AcL Bd. 

A. All federal assistance programs 
should limit supervision ta the 
state level, responsibility of local 
districts to be to the State Depart-
ment of Education only 

B. All federal assistance programs tQ 
local schools should be administered 

67 

by the U. S. Office of Education O 

C. The administration of federal assist­
ance programs should be handled pri­
marily by the local school district, 
not being directly responsible to the 
state or federal educational agen-
cies . . . ~ . . . . ~ . 

D. The administra~ion of federal assist­
ance programs should be the joint 
responsibility of the state and 

19 

federal educational agencies 13 

'le 

54 

1 

32 

13 

Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

Type of District 

* * Adm. Bd . Mem. 

Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

43 72 30 61 

2 1 5 0 

36 15 55 25 

18 12 10 14 



Type of District (Table XX) 

This variable had a significant effect on administrators' and 

board members' perception of the best policy relative to the adminis­

tration of federal funds. 
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Of the administrators in dependent districts, 43 per cent believe 

federal funds should be administered by the state and 36 per cent be­

lieve they should be administered by t+he local district. This compares 

with 72 per cent of the administrators in independent districts who 

believe the federal funds should be administered by the state educa­

tional agency and 15 per cent who beli~ve·they should be administered 

by the local district. 

This same trend is indicated by board members in dependent and 

independent districts. Thirty per cent of the board members from 

dependent districts and 61 per cent of the board members from independ­

ent districts believe the federal funds should be administered by the 

State. Department of Education. 

The majority of the board members from dependent districts, 55 per 

cent, believe the federal funds should be administered at the local 

level, while only 25 per cent of the board members from independent 

districts indicated this. 

It is quite clear that educational leaders from dependent districts 

are more in favor of federal fuq.ds being administered by the local dis­

trict than are the education leaders from independent districts. 

Other Intervening Variables 

The other intervening variable did not significc;1.ntly affect 

administrators' or board members' perception of the best policy 
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relative to administration of fed~ral funds. These data are presented 

in Appendix B. 

Administration of Federal Funds-­
Summar;y-

Board members.and administrators differ significantly in the way 

they perceive the present situation but are in agreement in what should 

be the policy relative to administtation of federal funds. 

Type of district affected administrators' perception of the pres­

ent situation and their perception of the best policy. It affected the 

board members' perception of what; should be the best policy. 

Educational leaders from the indep~ndent di,stricts strongly favor 

federal funds being administered by the State Department of.Education. 

Educational leaders from the dependent districts lean toward the 

federal programs being admini.stered by the local districts. 

Local Response to. Federal Aid Programs-­
.PresentSituation 

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XX!) 

No significant difference was found in board members' and adminis-

trators' perception of th,e pi;:esent situation relative to local response 

to federal aid programs. 

Of the administrators>· 39 per cent perceive that the local tax 

burden is so heavy that federal aid for education has been inevitable • 

. Also, 18 per cent indicated federal E;t.id has not led to less local 

control, while c;miy 6 per cent perce:ive that federal aid has reduced 

community concern for education. 



'!'ABLE XX! 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS· PRESENT 
SITUATION BY TO'l'ALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 
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Type of District 

Totals 

Ad. Bd. 

* Adm. Bd. Mem. 

Statements Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

A. The local tax burden is so heavy 
that federal assistance for educa· 
tion has been inevitable • . • . . 39 

B. Local general acceptance of federal 
assistance has not led to.less 
local control of our schools 18 

C. Local resistance to federal assist­
ance programs has been essential to 
continued local control of our 
schools . , • , 7 

D. A. and B. . . . 
E. Local community concern for educa­

tion has been reducedwithincreased 
financial assistance fro111 outside 
the local district • , . 

F. A. and F. 

* . 

23 

6 

7 

29 

30 

10 

18 

5 

8 

Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

29 42 30 

13 19 25 

18 4 25 

24 22 10 

7 6 10 

9 7 0 

Of the board members, 30 per cent perceive federal aid as not 

leading to less local control, while only 5 per cent perceive that 

29 

32 

6 

20 

3 

10 

federal aid has reduced community concern {or education. Twenty-nine 

per cent of the board members and 39 per cent of the administrators 

indicated that the local tax burden had made federal aid inevitable. 
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Type of District (Table XXI) 

This variable had a significant effect on administrators' percep-

tion of the present situation relative to this problem area. Forty-two 

per cent of the administratc;>rs from independent districts and only 29 

per cent of t]le administrators from dependent districts perce;ive the 
. . 

local tax burden as being so heavy that :f;ederal aid is inevitable. 

Another differencets in t;:he response to the statement that local 
. . . 

resistance to federal programs has been essential to continued local 

control of our schools. Eighteen per cent of the administrators from 

dependent districts selected this statement, while only 4 per cent of 

the administrators from independent districts selected it. 

Type of dis t;ric t did not af feet board meml;>ers' perception of the 

present situation relative· to this problem c;,.rea. The;re is one varia-

tion that should be noted as it corresponds to the responses of the ad-

ministrators. Twenty-five percent of the board members from dependent 

and only 6 per cent of the board members from independent districts 

perceive that local resistance to federal assistance prog~ams has been 

essential to continued local control of our schools. 

Other Intervening Variables 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect the 

administrators' or board members' perception of the present situation 

relative to this problem area. Jhese data are presented in Appendix 

B. 



Local Response to Federal Aid Programs-­
As Sho1,1ld Be 

Total Administrators and Board Members (T<:!-ble XXII) 

There is a significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the best policy relative to this problem area. 
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Twenty-six per cent of the administrators and 20 per cent of the board 

members think the community should accept federal funds because of the 

local tax burden. 

Nine per cent of the administrators and 19 pev cent of the board 

members believe all federal funds belong to the people, thus the commu-

nity should accept them without fear of federl'l-1 control. 

Responses to statements. D and F indicate that 5? per cent of the 

administrators believe the community should be involved in understand-

ing the purpose of each federal assistance program, in determining the 

degree of financial aid to the loGal districts, and in assessing the 

potential loss of eontrol of the educational program at the local 

level. Forty-five per cent of the board members perceived this. 

It is of interest and significant that only 4 per cent of the 

administrators and 8 per cent of the board members thought the local 

community should refuse federal funds and make tq.e additional effort 

to provide for an equivalent program locally. 

Type of District (Table XX.II) 

The type of district significantly affected administrators' per-

ception of what should be the best policy relative to local response 

to federal aid programs. Table XX.II shows the greatest variation in 



A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

~~ 

TABLE XXII 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO J;EDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD 
BE BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Type of 
.* Totals Adni. * 

Statements Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. 

Because the local tax burden is so 
great, the community should, accept 
federal assistance for the pul:>lic 
schools . . . . . . . . . 26 20 24 27 

As federal funds belong to the 
people, the local community should 
accept them for specific-purpose 
programs without concern of federal 
control . . . . . . 9 19 9 9 

The local community shoul.d refuse 
federal funds and make the additional 
effort to provide for an equivalemt 
program locally . • . . . . . 4 8 15 1 

The school officials should involve 
the community in understanding the 
purpose of each federal assistance 
program, in determining the degree 
of financial aid to the local dis-
tric ts, and in assessing the po ten-
tial loss of control of the educa-
tional program at the local level 22 23 20 22 

B. and D. . . . . 7 10 9 6 

A. and D. . . • . 33 22 24 35 

Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

94 

District ___,_ 

Bd, Mem. 

Dep. Ind. 

20 19 

30 15 

10 7 

20 24 

0 15 

20 22 
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that 15 per cent of the administrators from dependent districts and 

only 1 per cent of the administrators from independent districts per~ 

ceive the best policy to be to refuse federal funds and make the 

additional local effort to provide an equivalent pJ;ogram. 

More of the administratoJ;s from independent districts selected 

statements. D and F than did the administrators from dependent districts. 

Thes.e statements indicated that because of the heavy local ta~ burden 

the community should accept federal aid and that the school officials 

should involve the community in decisions relative to federal programs. 

Type of district did not significantly affect the board members' 

perception of the best policy relative to this problem area. 

Other Intervening Variables 

None of the other variables significantly affected the board 

members' or administrators' perception of the best policy relative to 

this problem area. These data are presented in Appendix B. 

Local Response to Federal Aid 
Programs~~summary 

While there was no significant difference in the way board members 

and administrators perceive the present situation relative to this 

problem area, there was a significant difference in their perception of 

the best policy. More administrators than board members thought the 

community should be involved in decisions regarding federal programs. 

Type of Qistrict affected administrators' percep~ion of the pres~ 

ent situation and their perception of the best policy relative to this 

problem area. 



Administrators and board members from dependent districts appear 

t;:o be more concerned with the issue of federal control than do the 

educationc;l],. leaders from independent districts. 

Fiscal Policy--Present Situation 

Total Administrators apd Board Members (Table XXIII},, 
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No significant difference was found in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the present situation relative to this problem 

area, A study of Table XXIII does indicate some interesting responses. 

It is clear from these educational leaders' responses to state­

ments A, D, and E that they p~rceive the federal aid programs as equal.­

izing educational,. opportunities between the states. But there is also 

a str<;mg feeling that these p'):'ograms have resulted in equal.izing educa­

tional opportunities within the states. 

The .number of responses to statements C and E would appear to mean 

th~t these educat;ional leaders feel that .the State Legislature and 

. State Department of Education have not enacted laws and regulations 

that provide adequate equalization of educational opportunities within 

the state. 

Enrollment of Di$tric t (Tabl.e XXIV) 

Enrollment of district significantly affected admin;istrators' per­

ception of the present s:i,tuation·relative to the problem area of fiscal 

policy. Responses to statements A, D, and E show that administrators 

from high enrollment districts, greater than 1400 students, do not 

perceive that the federal programs have resulted in equalizing 
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educational opportunities between the states to any great degree. 

These administrators feel very strongly that the federal programs have 

result;ed in equalizing educational opportunities within the state. 

TABLE XXIII 

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION BY TOTALS 

(Data in Percentages) 

Statements Adm. Bd. 

A. Federal assistance progr1;tI11S have resulted in equalizing 
educational opportunities between the states . • . • • 16 20 

B. Federal assistance programs have resulted in equalizing 
educational opportunities within each state • . .• , 36 30 

C. The State ~egislature and State Department of Education 
have enacted laws and regulations that provide adequate 
equalization of educational opportunities within the 
state •. 

D. A. and B. 

E. A. and C. 

io 

18 

20 

The administrators from low enrollment districts, less than 701 

21 

14 

14 

students, perceive that the federal programs have resulted in equaliz-

ing educational opportunities both within and between states. 
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Other Intervening.Variables 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect board 

members' or administrators' perception of the present situation rela-

tive to fiscal policy. These data are presented in Appendix );3. 

TABLE XXIV 

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY ENROLLMENT OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 

Statements L M H 

A. Federal assistance programs have re-
sulted in equalizing educational 
opportunities between the states 21 10 0 

B. Feder~l assistance programs have re-. 
sulted in equalizing educational 
opportunities within each state 27 33 61 

c. The State Legislature and State 
Department of Education have enacted 
laws and regulations that provide 
adequate equalization of educational 
oppor tun:i,. ties wi thi.n the state 11 4 13 

D. A. and B. 17 25 16 

E. A, and c. . . . . 24 27 10 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 1401-higher. 

* Significant at the .05 level of significance, 

* Board Members 

L M H 

18 16 28 

21 32 39 

25 26 6 

25 5 11 

11 21 17 
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Fiscal Policy--As Should Be 

Total Administrators artd Board Members (Table XXV) 

There was no significant difference in the administrators' and 

board members' perception of the best policy relative to this problem 

area. These two groups definitely believe the federal government 

should not be responsible for equalizing ~ducational opportunity within 

the states. A study of Table XXV clearly shows that these educational 

leaders perceive that the federal programs should result in equalizing 

educati9nal opportunity between the states and that the state legisla­

ture and State Department of Education should be responsible for equal­

ization of educationai opportunities within the state. 

Type of District (Table XXV) 

This variable did significantly affect administrators' perception 

of the best policy relative to this problem area. ~leven per cent of 

the administrators from dependent districts and only 2 per cent of the 

administrators from independent districts thought the federal govern­

ment should be responsible for equalization of educational opportunities 

within the state. 

Responses to statements A, D, and E indicate that more of the ad­

ministrators from independent districts than from dependent districts 

think the federal government should equalize educational opportunities 

between the states. 

There was no significant difference in the board members' percep­

tion of the best policy relative to fiscal policy. 
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TABLE XXV 

FISCAL .POLICY - AS.SHOUI..D.BE BY TOTALS 
AND TYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Statements 

A. Federal assistance programs should 
result in equalizing educationai 
opportunities between the st;:ites 

B. The federal govermilent shouid be 
responsible for equalization of 
educational opportunities within 
the states • • .. . ' . ... 

C. The State Legislature and State 
Department of E.ducation should be 
responsible for equalizing educa .. 
tional opportunities within the 
state • . 

D. A, and B. 

E. A. and C, 

* . 

Tot~ls 

Ad. Bd. 

19 19 

4 6 

30 33 

10 8 

37 34 

Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

Weal th of District (Tab le XXVI) 

Type. of District 
, * Adm. Bd. Mero .• 

Dep. Ind, Dep. Ind. 

13 21 21 18 

11 2 0 7 

39 28 47 30 

13 9. 5 9 

40 26 26 37 

Atthough, statistically, we.alth of the district .significantly 

affected administrators' p,erception of .the best policy relative to 

fiscal policy, an analysis of Table XXVI would indicate that both 

groups are saying the same thing. 
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TABLE XXVI 

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE 
BY WEALTH OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

* Administrators :Soard Members 

Statements L M 

A. Federal assistance programs should 
result in equalizing educational 
opportunities between the states 22 23 

B. The federal government should be 
responsible for equalization of 
educational opportuniti~s within 
the states . . 2 8 

c. The State Legislature and State 
Department of Education should be 
responsible for equalizing educa-
tional opportunities within the 
state . . . • 20 32 

D. A. and B. . . • 12 12 

E. A. and c. 44 26 

L:; $500-$4000; M:; $4001-$7000; H;::; $7001-higher. 

* Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

H L M H 

13 4 25 25 

3 15 0 3 

41 27 28 44 

7 19 3 3 

37 35 44 25 

Responses to statements A, C, and E indicate that the respondents 

believe the best policy related to fiscal policy is for the federal 

government to equalize between states and the state agencies to equal-

ize educational opportunities within the state. Of the administrators 

from low wealth districts, less than $4000 valul:ltion per student, 86 

per cent selected either statement A, C, or E. Of the administrators 

* 



102 

from high wealth districts, more than $7000 valuation per student, 9i 

per cent selected statement A, C, or E. 

Forty-one per cent of the admin:i,.strators from high wealth dis­

tricts selected the statement tQat indicated the State Legislature and 

State Department of Education should be responsible for equalization of 

educational opportunities within the state. Only 20 per cent of the 

administrators from low wealth districts responded this way. This may 

indicate that. administrators from high wealth districts are more con­

cerned with equalization within the state than educational equalization 

nationwide • 

Wealth of district also significantly affected board members' per­

ception of the optimum policy relative to this problem area. Responses 

to statements A, C, and E by board members from low wealth districts, 

65 per cent, was much lower than similar responses from board members 

f~om high wealth districts, 94 per cent, This would seem to imply that 

board members from low support dis trio ts are not as definite about the 

respective responsibilities of the state and federal governments rela­

tive to equalization of educational opportunities as are board members 

from high support districts, 

Board members from high wealth districts, like administrators from 

high wealth districts, seem to be more concerned with state equaliza­

tion t.han national equalization of educational opportuni t;i.es. 

Federal Support (Table XXV!I) 

Federal support significantly aff~cted board members' perception 

of the optimum policy relative to fiscal pqlicy. Analysis of Table 

XXVII seems to imply that board members from high federal support 



districts, greater than 14 per cent of the general fund budget, are 

more concerned that federal aid programs should result in equalizing 

educational opportunities between states than are the board members 

from low federal support districts, less than 7 per cent of general 

budget. 

TABLE XX.VII 

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 
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Administrators * Board Members 

Statements 

A .. Federal assistance programs should 
result in equalizing educational 
opportunities between the states 

B. The federal 
respqnsible 
education1;1l 
the states 

government should be 
for equ1;1lization of 
opportunities within 
. . . . . . " ' . . . . 

C. The State Legislature and State 
Department of Education should be 
responsible for equalizing educational 

L 

22 

4 

opportunities within the state 34 

D. A. and B. . . 8 

E. A. and C. 35 

L = 0 to 7'7o; M = 7 to 14ic,; H = 14% and higher. 

*significant at the .05 level of significance, 

M H L M H 

18 ;n 22 15 15 

2 5 6 5 5 

31 25 46 25 10 

10 13 6 10 10 

40 36 20 45 60 
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Forty-sh: per cent of the boa.rd members from low federal support 

districts selected the statement that said the State. Legislature and 

State Department of Education shoulq be responsible :for equalizing 

educational opportunities within the state. Only 10 per cent of the 

boai;-d members from the high federal support districts selected this 

statement. 

Other Intervening Variables 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect the 

board members' or administrators' perception of the. optimum policy 

relative to fiscal policy. These data are presented in Appendix B. 

Fiscal Policy--Summary 

There was no significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the present situation or their perception of the 

optimum policy r.elative to this problem area. 

These educational leaders perceive that the federa,l programs are 

presently resulting in equalization of educational opportunities within 

the state, but they do not think the federal government should be re~ 

sponsible for equaliZing educational opportunities within the state. 

Responses from both groups of these educational leaders indicate 

that the State Legislature and State Department of Education are not 

doing enough relative to equalization within the state. 

They ai;-e in agreement that the State Legislature and the State 

Department of Education should be responsible for equalization of 

educational opportunities within the state, and the federal government 

should be responsible for equalization between the states. 
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Enrollment of district had a significant effect on administrators' 

perception of the present situation relative to this problem area. 

Sixty-one per cent of the administrators from high enrollment districts 

perceive the present fedei,al programs as equal:i.zing educational oppor-

tunities within the state. 

Type of dhtric t and wealth of district significantly affected 

administrators' perception of the best policy relattve to this problem 

area. Wealth and federal support significantly affected board members' 

perception of the best policy relative to fiscal policy. 

Preference for General Federal Aid 

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XX.III) 

There was no significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' preference for general federal aid over specific purpoi:;e aid. 

These educational leaders very strongly favored general fed.eral aid. 

As Table XX.VIII shows, 84 per cent of the administrators and 79 per 

cent of the board members answered "yes" to the question. 

Type of Dist17ict (Tabl§- XX.VIII) 

There was a significant difference in the way administrators from 

dependent districts and administrators from independent districts 
!,~ 

responded to this question. From Table XX.VIII is seen that only 64 per 

cent of the administrators from dependent districts favored general 

federal aid, while 88 per cent of the administrators from independent 

districts favored general aid. 
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PREFERENCE FOR GENER.AL FEDERAL AID 
BY TOTAL.AND T'JTE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 
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TJ'.:Ee of District 
Question: Would you prefer general * Totals Adm. Bd. Mem. federal aid over specific-

purpo$e aid? Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind. 

Yes 84 79 64 88 65 83 

No 16 21 36 12 35 17 

* Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

Statistically there was no significant difference in the way board 

members from independent districts and board members from dependent 

districts answered this question. Again, though, the respondents from 

the independent districts favored general aid more strongly than those 

from the dependent districts. 

Federal SupEort (Table XXIX) 

There was a significant difference in the way administrators from 

low federal support districts and administrators from high federal 

support districts responded to this question. 

Both groups of administrators were strongly in favor of general 

aid, but those from low federal support districts said "yes" 87 per 

cent of the time and those from high federal support districts said 

"yes" 75 per cent of the time. 



TABLE.XX.IX 

PREfERENCE FOR GENER.AL FEDERAL AID 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT 

(Pata in Percentages) 
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* Question; Would you prefE!r general Administrators Board Members 
federal aid ovc;ar specific-

L M purpose aid? 

Yes 87 90 

No 13 10 

L = 0 to 7%; M = 7 to 14%; H = 14 and higher%. 

* Significant at the .05 level of significance, 

H L M 

75 86 70 

25 14 30 

The administrators in the high. federal support schools may be a 

little apprehensive about the amount 9f aid they would receive in 

general aid as compared to what they receive under the present 

programs • 

H 

70 

30 

. Statistically there was no significant difference in the way board 

members responded to this question; but, like the administrators, the 

board members from low federal support districts were more in favor of 

general aid than those from high federal support districts. 

Local Support {Table XXX.l 
. . 

This intervening variable affected administrators' response to the 

question of general federal aid versus specific-purpose aid. Both 

groups are in favor.of general aid, but, as Table XXX. indicates, 
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administrators from high local support districts, more than 16 mills, 

were more strongly ;in favor of general aid than we;re administrators 

from low local support districts, less than 11 mills. Low local sup-

port districts usually are those that have a high valuation and thus do 

not need to vote the maximum millage. Consequently, more of these 

administrators may perceive that they benefit from present federal 

programs than they would from general federal aid. 

Local support of the district did not significantly affect board 

members' perception relative to this question, 

TABLE XXX 

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID 
BY LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

* Question: Would you prefer general Administrators Boarc;l. Members federal aid over specific-
purpose aid? L M H L M H 

Yes 73 76 89 71 87 79 

No 28 24 12 29 13 21 

L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

* Significant at the .05 level of significance. 
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Other Intervening Variables 

The other variables did not significantly affect administrators' 

or board members' preference for general federal aid, These data are 

presented in Appendix B. 

Summary of Educational Leaders' Preference 
for General Aid 

Administrators and board members strongly favored general federal 

aid over specific-purpose aid. 

It was found that the intervening variable of type of district, 

federal support, and local support significantly affected administra-

tors' response to this question, 

Importance of Federal Programs 

Table XXXI gives the federal programs that the respondents were 

asked to rank in order of importance to their district. It gives the 

number of.administrators and board members that indicated the particu-

lar federal program did not apply to their district and the number that 

ranked the programs. Of the respondents that ranked the program, the 

per cent that ranked the program first and second is given. 

Public Law 874 was not listed on the questionnaire. As the data 

were tabulated, it was observed that this federal program was being 

placed in the blank provided for "other" programs, Since P. L. 874 was 

the only program placed in the blank that had a ranking of first or 

second, the data are presented. 

Sixteen per cent of the administrators ranked vocational education 

first and 40 per cent ranked it second. This compared with 33 per cent 
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of the board members who ranked it first and 27 per cent who ranked it 

second. Both groups obviously feel the federal vocational programs are 

important to their district. 

TABLE XXXI 

IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS: PER CENT TBAT 
EACH PROGRAM WAS SELECTED FIRST OR SECOND 

Number That Per Gent 
Programs Do Number of Ranked 
Not Affect Res Eons es First 

Federal Programs Adm. Bd.M. Adm. Bd.M. Adm. Bd.M. 

A. Vocational 
):l':ducation 61 29 177 63 16 33 

B. Pub lie Law 815 142 58 96 34 22 12 

C, NDEA Title III 43 26 195 66 3 5 

D, ESEA Title I 19 14 219 78 66 ,53 

E. ESEA Title II 35 26 203 66 2 2 

F. Pub Uc Law 8 74 182 69 56 23 52 52 

Per Cent 
Ranked 
Second 

Adm. Bd.M, 

40 27 

28 27 

16 14 

24 33 

14 17 

18 30 

Administrators and board members perceive Title I ESEA as being 

the most important federal program, Sixty-six per cent of the adminis-

trators ranked it first and 24 per cent seconq. Fifty-three per cent 

of the board members perceived it as being the most important program, 

and 33 per cent rapked it second. 



11.1 

Table XXXI shows th,at the educati,onai leaders from districts 

affected by P. L. 874 or sis tend to rank these programs high. Of the 

districts affected by P. L. 874, 52 per cent of the administrators and 

52 per cent of the board members ranked it as the most important 

federal program for their district. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The basic purpose of this study was to determine Oklc1,homa educa­

tional administrators' and school board members' perception of federal 

involvement in local education. !rt general, these two groups of educa­

tional leaders agree on what should be the best policy relative to the 

identified problem areas. They are not as consistent in their percep­

tion of the present situation relative to these problem areas. 

In the area of curriculum development, administrators and board 

members were almost; unanimous in indicating that the U. S. Office of 

Education should not play the major role. Thirty-one per cent of the 

administrators and 21 per c;ent of the board members thought the role 

of the federal government in curriculum development should be a part­

nership with t.he local and state educational agencies, 

The responses indicated that: board members are more concerned with 

local autonomy than are aclministrator~. Twenty-two per cent of the 

board membe-rs indicated that; developing curricula is a local responsi­

bility, while only 13 per cent of the administrators perceived this. 

These two groups of educational leaders differ in their perception 

of the present situation relative to curriculum development. A larger 

per cent of the board members think the local district is deveJ,.oping 

adequate curricula. Also, more board members believe the State Depart­

ment of Education is playing the major role in curriculum development. 
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The responses of these educational leaders to $tatements relative 

to curriculum balance clearly indicate that they perceive federal aid 

as presenting a problem in this area. The majority of each group said 

that local districts should redistribute funds at the local level to 

compensate for possible imbalance caused by.federal aid. 

These educational leaders believe that federal aid programs should 

not be administered by the U. S. Office of Education. Only a small per 

cent of each group thinks the federal educational agency should have 

any role in the administration of such funds. 

The majority of each group perceive that :federal aid program$ 

should be administered by the State Department of Education, Again, 

board members are more local-oriented than administrators, Thirty per 

cent of the board members believe the federal programs should be 

administered primarily by the local district. 

Administrators and school board members differ in that a larger 

per cent of the latter perceive that the federal government is directly 

administering the federal programs, .A potential problem exists, as 13 

per cent of the board members think the federal agency is administering 

federal programs, while only 1 per cent think they should. 

An analysis.of these educational leaders' responses to the state­

ments relative to local response to federal aid pt;"ograms seems to indi­

cate one thing of intet;"est. lt appears that these educ,;1tional leaders 

do not perceive present federal aid programs as reducing local control 

or community concern for education. 

What should be the role of the federal government in equalization 

of educational opportunities? Both administrators and board members 

believe it should be to equalize educational opportunities between the 
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states. At the same time both groups perceive that present federal 

programs have resulted in equalizing educational opportunities within 

the state. This clearly indicates that these educational leaders feel 

that it is the responsibility of the State Legislature and State Depqrt­

ment of Education to equalize educational opportunities within the 

state, but that they have not been fulfilling this responsibility. 

Would these.educational leaders prefer one general aid law in lieu 

of the present specific-purpose programs? The response to this ques­

tion was an emphatic yes. Approximately 80 per cent of each group 

would prefer a general aid law. Probably these leaders perceive that 

general aid would reduce some of the problems associated with specific­

purpose aid. They may perceive that general aid would allow more 

flexibility in the use of funds or that it would increase the amount of 

federal monies distributed to the schools. 

Administrators and board members perceived Title I ESEA as being 

the most important federal p:i;-ogram. Administrators ranked it somewhat 

stronger than did the board members. Educational leaders in districts 

affected by l', L. 874 ranked this program as most important to their 

district. 

Of interest is the fact that only a small per cent of administra­

tors or board members ranked Title III ND:EA or Title II ESEA as first 

or second in importance to their district. These are two of the pro­

grams that the Nixon Administration cut out of theii;- recent budget 

revision. 

The only intervening vari,abl,e that consistently affected board 

members' and administrators' perceptionl:l was type of district. The 

educational leaders fromindependent districts perceive more federal 



involvement and have a slightly stronger feeling against federal 

involvement than do the educational leaders from the independent 

districts. 
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Remembering that dependent distric~s do not have high schools and 

consequently are smaller schools and located in smaller communities 

gives a hint of the possible reason for the above conclusion. In 

Oklahoma, as across .the nation, these schools are fighting for exist­

ence. Thus, educational leaders from these schools may perceive that 

involvement by any outside agency presents a threat to their existence. 

This study does seem to identify or at least verify a basic 

dilemma. Administrators and board members do not perceive the present 

federal involvement to be the same as their perception of the optimum 

federal involvement. It should be noted that this difference was not 

statistically validated. These educational leaders agree that there 

should be less federal involvement in all of the identified problem 

areas. This is very signi:f;icant because history has shown us that the 

more federal aid, the more federal involvement. Hence thi= dilemma: 

educational leaders want more federal aid and less federal involvement, 

but in the past with federal aid has come federal involvement, 

Can this dilemma be solved? Is it realistic to think that there 

can be large sums of money distributed to local schools with no strings 

attached? Will general federal aid reduce federal involvement in the 

local schools? Or, if general aid does come, will it not present 

problems other than those identified in this study? These and other 

question may give rise to future studies. 
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Analyses of the Hypotheses 

There were eight hypotheses stated for this study in Chapter I. 

These hypotheses and the findings relative to each are now presented. 

Hypothesis No. 1: There will be no significant difference in 

educational administrators' and school board members' perceptions of 

the present situation relative to the identified problem areas. 

Problem Area No. 1: Curriculum Development 

Reject the hypothesis, there was a significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 2: Curriculum Balance 

There was no significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 3i Administration of Federal Funds 

Reject the hypothesis, there was a significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 4: Local Response to Federal Aid Programs 

There was no significant difference . 

. Problem Area No. 5: Fiscal Policy 

There was no significant difference. 

Hypothesis No. 2: There will be no significant difference in 

educational administrators' and school board members' perception of the 

optimum policy relative to the identified problem areas. 

Problem Area No. 1: Curriculum Development 

There was no significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 2: Curriculum Balance 

There was no significant .difference. 



Problem Area No. 3: Administration of Federal Funds 

There was no significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 4: Local Response to Federal Aid Programs 

Reject the hypothesis, there was a significant difference. 

Problem Area No. 5: Fiscal Policy 

There was no significant difference. 
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Hypothesis No. 3: The amount of federal support the district 

receives, enrollment of the district, wealth of the district, the local 

millage effort of the district, and the type of district will not sig­

nificantly affect the administrators' or board members' perception of 

the present situation or of the best policy relative to the problem 

areas. 

Problem Area No. 1: Curriculum Development 

Type of district significantly affected board members' perception 

of the present situation and administrators' perception of the best 

policy relative to this problem area. 

Enrollment significantly affected administrators' perception of 

the present situation relative to this problem area. 

The intervening variables of wealth, local support, and federal 

support did not significantly affect administrators' or board members' 

perception relative to curriculum development. 

Problem Area No. 2: Curriculum Balance 

Type of district had a signific~mt effect on board members' percep­

tion of the best policy relative to this problem area. The other vari­

ables did not have a significant effect on the perceptions of these 
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educational leaders. 

Problem Area No. 3: Administ);'ation of.Federal Funds 

Type of districtsign;i.ficantly affected administrators' perception 

of the present situation and their perception of the best policy rela­

tive to this problem area. This var:i,able also affected board members' 

perception of the best policy. 

The other intervening variables did not significantly affect the 

perception of these educational leaders. 

Problem Area Noo 4: Local Response to Federal Aid Programs 

Type of district was· the only intervening vaJ;"iable that had a sig­

nifi6ant effecto It affected the administrators' perception of both 

the present situation and of the best policy relative to this problem 

areao 

Problem Area Noo 5: Fiscal Policy 

Type of district significantly affectedadministrators' perception 

of the best policy relative to his problem are<=!,. 

Enrollment significantly affected administrators' perception of 

the present situation relative to this area. 

Wealth of distr:i.ct signi.ficantly affected administrators' and 

board members' perception of the best policy relative to thi.s problem 

area, 

Federal support significantly affected board members' percepti.on 

of the best policy relative to this problem area. 

The intervening variable of local support did not signi.ficantly 

affect the perception of these educational leaders relative to fiscal 

policy, 
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Hypothesi,s No. 4: The age, education, and tenure of respondents 

will not significantly affect their perception of the present situation 

or of the best policy relative to the identified problem areas. 

The intervening variables tested did not significantly affect the 

responses of these educational leaders. Age and tenure of board mem­

bers were not statistically tested. Education of administrators was 

not statistically tested, 

Hypothesis No. 5: There will be no sign.ificant difference in 

educational administrator~' and school board members' preference for 

general federal aid. 

There was no signif:i,cant difference. 

Hypothesis No. 6: The amount of federal support, the wealth of the 

district, the enrollment of the district, the local millage effort of 

the district, and the type of distri,ct will not significantly affect the 

1'3,dministrators' or board membei;-s' preference for general federal aid. 

Type of district, federal support, and local support had a signif­

icant effect on administrators' preference.for general federal aid. 

Hypc;>thesis No. 7: The age, education, and tenure of the respond­

ents will not significantly affect their preference for general federal 

aid. 

The intervening variables tested did not significantly affect the 

responses of these educational leaders. Age and tenure of board mem­

bers were not statistically tested. Education of administrators was 

not statistically tested. 

Hypothesis No. 8: There will be no significant difference in 
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educational administrators' and school board members' perceptions of 

the federal aid programs most important to their district. 

Although a statistical test was not applied, it did not appear 

that there was any significant difference in administrators' and board 

members' perception of the federal ai,d programs 1r11ost important to their 

district. 

The Future 

The federal government has haclan interest in education since the 

"Old Deluder Satin" law in the colony of Massa.chusetts in 1642. Inter-

mittently at first but with increasing consistency in the twentieth 

century, public education has .become a matter of government interest 

1 and concern. 

Oklahoma educational leaders are involved daily in federal aid 

programs for our local schools. Wil\ the federal government continue 

to contribute more ancl more m\:>ney to public education? It is difficult 

to conceive otherwise, The May 5, 1969 issue of Education U.S.A. told 

of fifty organizations that have pooled their lobbying resources as the 

. Emergency Committee on Full Funding of Federal Education 
Programs. Represented on the steeripg committee are the 
National Educational Association, The National School Board 
Association, Impact Aid Superintendents, American Council on 
Education, U. S. Catholic Conference; and the AFL-Cio.2 

Will federal i;iid to public education continue to be controversial? 

The House of Reprei:ientatives just.recently passed a bill authored by 

·lStephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: · ~.Office of 
Education Administers i!:. Law (New Yo:rk: Syracuse University Press, 
1968), p. 1. 

2Education U.S.A. (Washington, D. C.; National School Public 
Relations Association, May 5, 1969), p, 200. 
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Representative Edith Green. This bill extends ESEA two years and has 

a block-grant provision. Under the block-grant provision in Mrs. 

Green's bill, two programs from ESEA and two from NPEA would be consol-

idated into one big program. ''It does not make any sense to me to have 

four separate programs with four separate sets of procedures," Mrs. 

Green told the House.~·· 

Funding this program is another matter. Ironically, the Nixon 

Administration I s budgE;t revision only a few dc1,ys before this bill was 

passed had knocked out all funds for three of the four programs. 

The National School Boards Association at their 1969 convention 

adopted a resolutionasking Congress t;o establish a program of federal 

foundation support for public education which would provide within 

five years not less than $12,000 per pupil. 'l'his reversed the NSBA 

4 policy of four years ago. 

Federal aid and the controversies relative to federal aid appar-

ently are here to stay. Local education.al leaders in Oklahoma and 

across the nation should be cognizant of the potential problem areas 

associated with federal assistance. These leaders can and should play 

a vital part in determining the direction federal aid takes, the area 

of need it feeds, the point of emphasis it makes, and the contribution 

it makes to the whole eclucationc;tl, system. 

3 "House Extends ESE,A Two Years, OK's 'Block Grant' Provision/' 
Nation's Schools, 83 (June, 1969), p. 26. 

4Phi Del ta Kappa.n, 50 (June, 1969), p. 554. 
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March 1, 1969 

Dear Education~l Leader: 

What should be the role of the :f;ederal government in education? 
. This is one Of the most controversial questions of our t:i.!lle. A specif­
ic aspect ofthis question concerns .the role of the federal government 

. in the financil}.g of our pub:J.ic scho.ols. You are aware of the different 
types of specific-purpose.financial assistance that our schools re­
ceive, the most recent: ,;1.nd familiar probably being N.D.E,A. Title III 
and E.S.E.A. Title I .. A~a result of t;his financial. assistance from 

·the federal government,many educaUonal leaders have become concerned 
about the federal ~overnment' s j.nvolve!llent in local educational policy 
making. 

As a graduate stu~ent in public school administration at Oklahoma 
State University, lam doing a study concerning the federal government's 
involvement in certain areas of the public school program. The study 
is an attempt to determine administrator.s' .ancl school board members' 
opinions of the federal governme~t's involvement :i.n the public school 
program. 

Because you are ~n educationaLJeader in your community, your 
participation is vitally heeded :for th:i,.s study. I alll aware of the im­
portance of your time, but will appreciate very. much your taking time 
to complete the enclosecl q1,1estionnaire and returning it in the enclosed 
self-addressed envelope. The questionnaire appears to be ti.me consum­
ing, but it will take less than twenty-five minutes to complete, 

The questionnaire is designed for you to indicate how you perceive 
the present conditions and what you perceive to be the best policy rela­
tive to federal i.nvolvement in local educational policy making. By 
Oklahoma school law, the local school board :ls the local educational 
policy-making body. .In practice, school boards and superintendents of 
high school districts, or principals of elementary districts, work 
together in formulating ed1,1cational policie$. Thus, it seems signfi­
cant to know the pet:'ceptions of thes1e educatioqal leaders :i:-elative to 
federal involvement in local policy making. 

If you desire a summary of the anal,yzed data after the st1,1dy is 
completed, please ind:Lcate in the. space provided on the questionnaire. 

Sincerely yours, 

John Martin 
Business Manager 

· St;i.llwater Public Schools 



OKLAHOMA STATE SCliOOL BO.ARDS ASSOCIATION, ;me. 

AffUiated with National 
School Boards Association 

J. Orville B~mpus, Executive Secretary 
1216 N, E. 23 Oklahoma City, Okla. 73111 
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Publishers of O K LA lfO MA SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL 

Dear Fellow 8oc;1.rd Mexnbe:r: 

I would like to introduce ypu to John Martin, Business Manager of 
the Stillwater Public Schools. John is a graduate student at Oklahoma 
State University and is doing a study concerning :federal involvement in 
education as part of the requirement for a doctorate of education 
degree in school· administra~i.ol). 

His study requires partic:i,pation of schooJ board presidents across 
the state. As an executive officerqf the State School Board Associa­
tion, I urge you to tak,e a few minutes of your time to complete the 
enclosed questionnaire. 

The study w;i.11 ppovide<our.Sta.te Association with some very useful 
information about your op;i.nionl'3 of federal involvement in public educa­
tion. This info:i;-mation wUl help the Association to make future 

. decisions about 01.,1.r goals aQ.d ob Jee tives concerning federal aid to 
education. 

Any information you do not have about your school can be obtained 
from your superintendent. 

Sincerely yours, 

ls l John P, Weil.mueqs ter 

Johnny.Weilmuenster 
Past·President 
State School Board Association 
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fEDERAL INVOLVEMENT!N PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

. This is a study of education,;1.l leaders' opinions of federal involvement 
in public schools. There will be absolutely no use of individual names 
or school district names:in.this study. Part !of the questionnaire 
asks for information about your school district and you as a respondent. 

PART.I; SCHOOL AND BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

(Board members may. obt,ain this i,nforma tion from the superintendent) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Your position: (c:l,rc:1e· .. one).,$up¢rJntenden.t, B¢af'd-;Member Principal 

Type of school disfrict: (circle one) · Dependent Independent 

Total enrollment of diStJ;'ict: (do not include kindergarten) __ _ 

Assessed valuation of district: 
$ _____ _ 

5. Total general fund budget for school year 1968-69: $ ______ _ 

6. Estimated federal ai,d yoµ will receive during the 
school year 1968-69: (exclude lunch program) $ ____ _ 

7. Number of mills. your school district votes fl;"om the 
following sourcis: . · ·· · · a. Emergency levy (5 mills) 

b. Local Support levy ( 10 mills) 
c. . Building Fund levy (5 mil ls) 

8. Your age: (ciircle 'one) less than 35 35r45 over 45 

9. Your formal education: (circle one) less than high school diploma 
high school diploma bachelor degree 
master's degr1;ie doctorate degree 

10. Your tenurE?;: }{ow i;nany ye.arshave you served as a member of a 
·school board or as a superintendent of schools: 
(ci,rc1e one) le.ss th1;1n 10 10-20 over 20 

11. Would you recommend. one general federal aid law providing funds to 
be distributed by the states, in preference to the several specific 
purpose.laws? . (circle one) yes no 

12. Please rank the .;l;oUowing spec:i..fi,c-purpose federal assistance pro­
grams in their importance .. to you:r district. · Put the number one to 
the left of t.he program you beUeve is the most important, the 
number two for the next,, etc •. Place the letter Oto the left of 
any program that does not apply to your district.' 

A. Vocational education B. . Federally affected :PL 815 
~ --

c. · NDEA Title III D, ESEA Title I E. __ ESEA Title II 
~ 
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13. Name. of your school district: (Opt:ional) ____________ _ 

14. County located: -----------------
15. If you desire a summary of the analyzed data, please give your 

address, 
___ .....,.. __ ...,..,., ______ ......,.___. ________ ....,.. ____________ ~ 

PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART H--
IT WILL anQUIRE LE~S THAN 15 MINU'J,'ES OF YOUR TIME 

. PART 'II: PROBLEM AREAS 

Directions for part: I! 

Part II of the questionnaire includes statements regarding five problem 
areas chosen for this stuc;ly. Ec:1ch. probleI11 area has been established as 
one phase of educationa1 policy whi:chis affected by the use of specific 
purpose federal a.id. For each problem area, two sets of statements have 
been prepared. In the first: set you are to select one statement that 
you believe best describes the present situation relative to the problem 
area. In the second set-you are to select one statement that you be­
lieve represents t:he best policy relative to the problem area, 

Problem area· No .• l: Curriculum Development: 

Curriculum development involves what should be taught and how it shol.lld 
be taught. The curriculunr of our schools is designed to meet the needs 
of each individual child, and to satisfy the concerps of our society. 
As changes in our society p~oduce new concerns, new emphases in the 
curriculum are retiected .. 

Set 1: Check one statement that you believe best describes the present 
situation relative to curriculum development. 

__ A •. Developing adequate curricula to meet the c;hanging needs of our 
society is being done at the local level, 

B. The State Department.of Education is playing the major role in 
developing adequate curricula for our public school system. 

C. Because of federal financial assistance to schools, the U. S. 
Office of Education is determining curriculum policies for the 
public schools. 

D. The local, state and federal educational agencies are jointly 
developing the curricula of our schools. 

__ E. The state and local educational agencies are developing curricula 
for the public schools. 



Set 2: Check one statement that you believe represent1;1 the best (ideal) 
policy relative to curriculum development. 

__ A. Devel9ping adequate curricula to meet; the changing needs of our 
society is a local responsibility. 

B. Curriculum development is a state responsibility; the State 
Department;: of Education shouJd establish curriculum for our 
p4blic scb.ools. 

C. As new national concerns are identified, the U. s. Office of 
Educat;lc:m should play the major role in curriculum development. 

D. The development of curricula for our schools should be a joint 
responsibility of the local and state educational agencies. 

E. The development of curricula for our schools should be a joint 
responsibility of the local, state and federal educ·ational 
agencies • 

. Problem area No. 2: Curriculum Balance 

Curriculum balance implies ap effot:'t to meet several goals at one time. 
The development of educational programs which meet the needs of all the 
youth of our society. has been an acc;epted goal of our educational lead­
ers, Failure to adjust the curriculum to new concerns, as well as 
special attempts to meet t;hese new needs, may result in curriculum 
imbalance. 

Set 1: Check one statement that you beli.eve best describes the present 
situation relative to curriculum balance. 

A. The use of federal funds t;o stimulate certain curricul.um areas, 
such as mathematics and science, has created an imbalance in the 
curric;:ulum. 

B. Specific;:-purpose federal aid as now effective has not created an 
imbalance in the curriculum. 

C. Through redistribution of local funds, districts compensate for 
possible imbalance resulting from use of federal funds for 
selected curriculum areas, 

Set 2: Check one statement that you believe represents the best (ideal) 
policy relative to· curriculum balance . 

. A .. Local districts should oppose the use of federal assistance for 
specific areas of the curriculum because of the curriculum 
imbalance it has created. 

B. Local districts should accept federal funds for specific-purpose 
programs with the assumption that they have not created an 
imbalance in the curriculum. 

C. Local districts should redistribute funds at the local level to 
compensate for possible imbalance caused by use of federal 
assistance to $pecific curriculum areas. 
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Problem area No. 3: A4mi.nistration of Federal Funds 

The administration of federal assistance programs for specific curricu­
lum areas requires assurance that the purposes of t;:he legislation 
providing these programs are fulfilled by participating states and local 
school systems. 

Set 1: Check one :;tat;:em~mt that you believe best describes the present 
situation relative to the administr1;1.tion 0£ federal funds. 

______ A. Most federal programs of assistance are supervised by the State 
Department of .Educatiqn·; local districts being directly respon­
sible to the State Department of Education. 

B. The federal educational agency guarantees that the purposes of 
its program are fulfilled, and.secures evidence of such fulfill­
ment directly from the local level. 

__ c. The administration of federal assistance programs is handled 
· primarily by the local school district. 

D. The administration of federal assistance programs is being 
jointly supervised by the state and federal educational agen-. 
cies. 

Set 2: Check one statement th1;1.t you believe represent$ the best 
(ideal) policy relative to the administration of federal funds. 

A. All federal assistance programs should limit supervision to the 
state level, responsibili.ty of local districts to be to the 
State Department of Education only. 

__ B. All £ederal assistance programs to local schools should be 
administered by the U. s. Office of Education. 

__ c. The administration of federal assistance programs should be 
handled primarily by the local school district; not being 
directly responsible to the state or federal educational 
agencies . 

. __ D. The administration of federal assistance programs should be the 
joint responsibility of the state and federal educational 
agencies. 
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Problem area No. 4: Local Response to. Federal Aid Programs 

Local communities have been charged by state laws with the responsibil­
ity of educating their youth. The long history of local control of 
education has created a pattern of decision-making. Local districts 
for many years have voluntat"ilY accepted federal funds for certain 
phases of the local. school program. 

Set .1: Gheck one statement t.hat you believe best describes the present 
situation relative to lc;,cl:ll response to federal a.id programs. 

A. The local tax burderi is so heavy that federal assistance for 
education has been inevitable. 

_B. Local general acceptance o.f federal assistance has not led to 
· less local control of our schools. 

__ c. Local resistance to federal assistance programs has been 
· essential to continued local control of our schools. 

__ D. A. andB. 

E. Local community concern for education has been reduced with 
increased financial a.ssistance from outside the local district. 

F. A, and E. 

Set 2: Check one statement that you believe represents the.~ 
(ideal) poli~y relative to local res~onse to federal aid pro­
grams, 

A. Becau$e the local tax burden is so great, the community should 
accept federal a$s:Lstance for the public schools. 

B •. As federal funds belong to the people, the local community 
should accept them for specific-purpose programs without con­
cern of federal control. 

C. The local community should refuse federal funds and make the 
additional effort to provide for an equivalent program locally. 

__ ._]). The school officials should involve the community in under­
standing the purpose of each federal as$istance program, in 
determining the degree of financial aid to the local districts~ 
and in assessing the potential loss of control of the educa­
tional program at the local level. 

. __ E. B. and P. 

F. A, and D. 
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Problem area No. 5: Fisc::al Policy 

Fiscal policy refers to the distrib1Jtion of federal funds. Based 
solely on local.tax revenue, the ideal of equal opportunity for every 
child in the United States is impossible, States and the federal 
government are provi,dinglDore·and more of the necessary revenues to 
meet the cost of an adequate education fm;:· all youth. 

Set 1: Check one statement that you believe best describes the present 
situation relative to fiscal pol:i.cy, 

A. Federal assistanc;:e programs have resulted in equali;dng educa­
tional oppo:i;tunities between the states. 

B. Federal assi,starice pr<;>grams have resulted in equalizing educa­
. tional opportunities within each state, 

_c. The state legislature and state depart;ment of education have 
· enacted laws .and. regulations that provide adequate equalization 
of educational opportunitieswithin the state. 

D •. A, and B. 

E. 

Set 2: 

__ A. 

B. 

__ c. 

A. and C •. 

Check one statement. t.hat you believe represents t;he best 
(ideal) policy relative to fiscal responsibility. 

Federal assistance programs should result in equalizing educa­
tional 'opportunities between the states. 

The federal government should be responsible for equalization 
of educational opportuni,ties within the states. 

The statelegislature and department of edl,l.cation should be 
responsible for equalizing educational opportunities within 
the state. 

~~D. A, and B. 

E. A.. and C. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR.. COOfERA'l'lON. PLEASE Pl.A.CE THE 
QUESTIONNA.!RE IN rHE SELF-,.ADDRESSJW; ENVELOPE AND MAIL. 
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TABLE XXXII 

CURRICULm,1 DEVELOP11ENT - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Local Su~ort 

Bd. Mem. Adm. Bd. Mem. 

State.Itie.nts H I. .M H L M H L M 

A. Developing adequate. curricula 
changing needs of our .society is being . 
done at the local level . • . . ~ • . . 23 14 14 23 

B. The State Department of Education is playing 
the major role in. developing adequate . 
curricula for our public school system . • 10 23 12· 29 8 

c. Because of federa.l financial assistance t¢ 
schools, the U. S. Office.of Education is 
dete.rmin.ing curriculum policies for the 
public schools • . . . • • . • • . • • • . 4 5 

D. The local, state, and federal educational 
agencies .are jointly developing the 
curricula of our schools .......... 39 41 

E. The state and locaLeducational agencies 
are developing curricula for the public 
schools . . . ~ . .• . , • . . . • . . . . 33 22 

8 4 0 13 2 .S 6 

30 . 16 30 17 24 44 ·. 39 

43 36 37 23. 51 28 .30 

Wealth: Low= $500...; 4,000; Medium= $4,001 - 7,000; High= $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: Low= 0-lOroills;.Medium = 11-15 mills; High= 16.,-2-0 mills. 

0 23 

29 8 

29 39 

H 

24 

19 

3 

22 

31 

...... 
w 
°' 



TABLE XXXIII 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

{Data in Percentages) 

Federal Support,::.:· 

.· Admiriis tr a-tors Board Members 

Statements 

A. Developing adequate curricula to meel: the 
changing needs of our so'ciety is being 
done at the local leve 1 . • . • . • . • 

B. The State Depar-tmerit of Education ls playing 
the major role in devetoping adequa.te 

L 

. 18 

curricula for our public school system .. • . 8 

· C. Because o:I: federal financial assistance to 
schools, the U.S. Office of Education is 
determining curriculum policies for the 
pub lie schools . • • • . • .• • • • . • 

D. The local; state, and federal educational 
agencies are jointly developing the 

9 

curricula of our s.chools •••.•.•.•. 28 

E. The state and local educational agencies 
are developing curricula for the public 
.schools • . . • . . • . . . • • . • • • . . 38 

M H 

9 11 

13 13 

2 5 

41 44 

35 27 

Federal Support: L = 0 - 7%; M = 7 - 14%; H = 14 and higher %. 

L M H 

28 21 11 

13 26 26 

9 0 5 

15 32 26 

36 21 32 

Education: L = less than high school; Medium= high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Education 

Board Members 

.1. M H 

7 23 38 

14 23 13 

14 6 0 

21 21 6 

43 26 44 

..... 
l,.) 
-...J 



TABLE XXXIV 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age 

.Administrators .Board Members 

Statements L M .H .L. .M H 

A, Developing adequate curricula to meet the 
changing needs of our society is being 
done at the local level ·• . ·• ..... :•- -· . . 4 15 13 0 21 25 

B. The.State.Department of Educ:ation is playing 
the major role in developing.adequate 
curricula for our :public school system • . 8 9 13 33 13 23 

C. Because of federal financial assistance to 
schools, the U. S. Office -0£ Eaucatfon is 
determining curriculum policies for the 
public schools . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . 13 2 7 0 11 2 

D. The local., state, and federal educationai 
agencies are jointly developing the 
curricula of our schools . . . . . .-. . 29 32 42 0 29 16 

E. The state and local educational agencies 
are developing curricula for the public 
schools •· . -- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 42 25 67 26 34 

.Age: L = less than 35 years; M = 35-45 years; H = over 45 years. 

Tenure: L = less than 10 years; M = 10-20 years; H = over 20 years. 

';\:··. · .. :,: ,,-Tenure 

Administrators 

L M H 

13 13 14 

14 10 16 

7 6 2 

33 35 49 

38 37 20 

I-' 
t;) 
(X) 



TABLE XXXV 

CURRICULUMDEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE 
BY· ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 

Stat~ments 

A. Developing adequate curricula to meet 
the changing needs of our society is 
a local responsibility • . . • . • . 

B. Curriculum development is a state respon-
. sibility; the State Department of Education 
should establish curriculum for our 
public schools . . . . . . . . . . . 

C. As new national concerns are identified, 
the tJ. S. Office of Education should play 
the major role in curriculum development . 

D. The development of curr.icula for our 
schools should be a joint responsibility of. 
the local and state educational agencies . 

E. The development of curricula for our 
schools should be a joint responsibility 
of the local, state and federal educa-
tional agencies . . . . . . . . . . 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 14-01-higher. 

L M H 

6 20 24 

1 4 0 

2 0 0 

62 ~7 41 

29 39 36 

Board Members 

L M H 

19 29 26 

3 0 0 

0 0 0 

53 52 37 

25 19 37 

...... 
w 
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TABLE XXXVI 

CURRICULUM.DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE 
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Statements 

A. Developing adequate curricula 
changing needs of our society is a 
local responsibility • . • . •· . • . . . . 

B. Curriculum development is a state respon­
. sibility; the State Department of 

Education should establish curriculum 
for our public schools • . . . . • •· . 

. C. · As new national concerns ar~ identified, the 
U. S. Office oLEducation should play the 
major role.in curriculum development •.. 

D. The development of curricula for our schools 
should be a Joint responsibility. of the 

L 

1-6 22 15 

2 2. 1 

2 0 0 

local and state educational agencies . . . 49 37 62 

E. The devel,opment of curricula for our scbools 
should be a joint responsibility of the 
local, state, and federal educational 
agencies ..••.•... ~ ...•.. 31 40 22 

30 

4 

0 0 

48 44 

19 31 

0 

46 

18 

Wealth: . Low= $500 - 4,000; Medium= $4,001 - 7,000; High= $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: Low= 0-10 mills; Medium= 11-15 mills; High= 16-20 mills. 

0 

66 

20 

Local Suppor~ 

/Adm. Bd~ Mem .. 

M H L· M H 

20. 29 27 30 

0 2 7 0 2 

0 1 0 0 0 

54 45 36 47 48 

35. 33 29 27 21 

I-"' 
+:"-
0 
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TABLE XXXVII 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE 
. BY FEDERAL SUPPORTCAND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal.Sum>.ort 
. ' . . 

Administrators Board Members· 

· Sta·tements 

A. Developing adequate curricula 
changing needs of our society is a 
local resp.ons;i.bili ty •. • . • . • . . • • 

B. Curri<:ulwn development is a. state responsi­
bility;. the State Department. -0f Education 
should establish curriculum for our · 
public schools . . . • •.•.•. ~ . • ·~ • . • • 

C. As new national concerns are identified the 
U. S. Office of Educa.tfon sh-0uld play 
the major role in curriculum development. 

D.. The development of curricula for our schools 
should be a Joint responsibility of the 
local and state educational agencies • . • 

. E. The development of curricula for our schools 
should be a joint responsibility of the 
local, state, and federaleducational 
agencies. • . • . . . . . . • . . . . . • . 

L M 

17 21 

2 2 

0 2 

49 49 

32 28 

H = 14 and higher%. 

H L M H 

·13 33 30 19 

1 2 5 0 

1 0 0 0 

52 45 50 43 

32 20 15 38 

Federal Support: L = 0-7%; M = 7-14%; 
Education: L ~ less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Educ at ioq. 

BQard Members 

L M H 

27 31 ·3a 

1 2 O 

0 0 . 0 

33 49 44 

33 18 19 

I-"' 
~ 
I-"' 



TABLE XXXVII I 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

· (Data in Percentages) 

:Age·. Tenure 

Adm. Bd. Mero. Adm. Bd. Mero. 

Statements L M '.H L M H L M H L .M H 

A. Developing adequate curricula to meet the 
changing needs of our society is a 
local responsibility • . . e'. _. . . . • --e' • 24 13 18 0 36 26 •. 17 11 24 27 0 50 

B. Curriculum development is a staterespon-
sibility; the State. Department of 

, Education should establish curriculum 
for our public schools . . . . . ~ . . . . 0 1 3 0 3 2 '.:2 0 4 1 0 0 

C. As new national cnncerns are identified, the 
U. S. Office of Education should play the 
major role in curriculum development .. . 0 0 2 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 0 50 

D. The development of curricula for our schools 
should be a joint responsibility of the 
local and state educational agencies .... 68 54 43 100 36 50 52 56 37 _ 47 0 .50 

E. The development of curricula for our schools 
should be a joint responsibility of the 
local, state, and federal educational 
agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 8 31 35 0 26 22 28 33 33 24 0 0 

Age: . L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 
t-' 

Tenure: .L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. +' 
N> 



TABLE XXXIX 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY ENROLLMENT 

(Data in. Percentages) 

.. Administrators 

Statements L M H 

A. The use of federal funds to stimulate 
certain curriculum areas, such as 
mathematics and science, has created 
an imbalance in the curriculum -. . . . . . 26 35 24 

B •. Specific-purpose federal aid as now 
effective has not created an imbalance 
in the curriculum . . . . . . . 26 20 21 

C. Through redistribution of local funds 
districts compensate for possible 
imbalance resulting from use of federal 
funds for selected curriculum areas . . 49 45 55 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 1401-higher. 

Board Members 

L .M H 

27 14 16 

33 48 5 

40 38 79 

1--' 
~ 
w 



TABLE XL 

CURRICULUM BALANCE~ PRESENT SITUATION 
BY WEALTn AND lOCAL SUPPORT 

. (Data in Percentages) 

Statements · 

A. The use of federal funds to stimulate 
... certain _cu.rriculi.lm areas, such as 

mathematics and science, has created 
an imbalance in the curriculurri 

~ .. Specific-pui;pose federal aid as now 
effective has not created an iinbalartc-.? 
in the curriculum . . . . . . . ·-

C. Through redistribution of local funds 
districts compensate for possible 
imbalance resulting from use of 
federal funds for selected curriculum 
areas 

L 

25 

25 

51 

Wealth 

Adm. 

M H L 

22 ·37 22 

29 22 26 

49 41 52 

~d. Mem~ 

M 

10 

27 

63 

Wealth: .L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

H L 

30 29 

46 17 

24 54 

Local Su_i:mort 

Adm. Bd. ~em. 

M H L M 

30 27 29 ·21 

27 27 ·. 43 50 

43 47 29 29 

H 

19 

27 

53 

I-' 
.i:­
.j>, 



TABLE XLI 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

{Data in. perc.entages) 

Federal ~ort 

Administrators BoardMemb-ers 

·statements 

A. The use of federal funds to stimulate 
certain···cur;iculum areas~·· such.1:1.s. 
mathematics and. s.cienc:e; has. created 
an imbalance in the d.itriculum · · 

B. Spe.cific..;purpose'federal aid>as now 
effective has not created an imbalance. 
in the curriculum . , .. :.·-· . . . . . 

c. Through redistribution of. local fonds 
districts compensate for possible 
imbalanc-e resulting from use of federal 
funds for selected curriculum areas . 

L M 

28 35 · 

. . 28 19 

. . 44 46 

Federal Support: L = 0-7%; M = 7-14%; H = 14 and higher %. 

H L 

20 24. 

27 32 32 38 

53 44 47 48 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Education 

Board Members 

.14 

43 34 31 

43 40 50 

!--' 
~ 
v, 



TABLE XLII 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age 

Adm~ Bd. Mero~ 

Statements L M H L M 

.A. The use of federal funds to stimulate 
cer:t:ain curriculum .areas, such as 
mathematics and science, ha.s created 
an imbalance in the curriculum . . • . . . 33 22 22 21 25 

B. Specific-purpose federal aid as now 
effective has not created an imbalance 
in the curriculum . . . . . . . ~ . . 23 27 28 31 38 

C. ~hrough redistribution of local funds, 
districts compensate for possible 
imbalance resulting fr-0m use of 
federal funds for selected curriculum 
areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 51 51 48 38 

Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

Adm. 

H· L M 

0 14 13 

50 17 19 

50 69 68 

Tenure 

H L 

4 10 

26 29 

71 61 

Bd. Mem. 

M H 

8 0 

16 0 

76 100 

...... 
+' 

°' 



TABLE XLIII 
' .. ' . 

. CURRIGlJLUM BALANCE "' PRE:~ENT SITUATION 
BY TYPE OF DISTRICT 

· (Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 
. . 

Statements Dependent Independent 

A. The •. use .. of fe.deral funds to stimulate 
c.ertain cm:ricul11m arec!ls,. ~uch.. as 
mathett1atics •. ,and .science, ... ·has .created an hnbalance in the curriculum. 

Specifi.c-purpose federal aid as now 
effective has riot created an imbalance 
in the curriculu111 . . .• .. · • . • · . . . 

C. Through redistribution of local furids, 
distrkts compensate.for possible 
imbc!tlance resulting from.use of 
federal funds for selected 
curriculum areas • . . • . . . . . . . 40 49 

Board ... Menibers 

30 50 

1--' 
+:­
....... 



TABLE XLIV 

~"'.J!uiireui;'(JM.\B:A.i.Jm'CK. - .AS:: SHOUL.D BE 
. BY WEALTH AND I..OCALSUPPORT 

. . ... 

. (Dat:a. in Percentagefl). 

L 

A. Local districts .shoulddppose --~- - , .. 
federal assifltance f9r specific areas of 
the curriclllum bee.a.use .of -the currictilum 
:i.mbalanc e i t has c r.e~ ted ·• . • . • • • ~ · • • · 9 . 

B .. Lucal dis tr1cts ·should accept> federaL fuµds 
for specific-purppse programs with ·th~ .· .. · 
assumption . that they ha.ve not created. ~n . 

25 . imbalance in the curriculum • •. • ··• • • . 

C. Local districts should redistribute funds 
at the local level to compensate for 
possible imbalari.ce caused by use of 
federal assistance to specific curriculum 
areas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 

Wealth 

Adm. 

L 

22 12 15 

59 79 82 

Bd. 

Wealth:· L = $500 - 4, 000; M = $4, 001 - 7 ,000; H = $7, 001 ""'· higher. 

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

25 

69 

30 12 

55 81 

Local Support 

Adm. Bd. Me¥J. 

22 21 29 13 

62 67 64 53 

H 

25 

71 

I-' 
.f:'-
00 



TABLE XLV 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal Support 

Statements 

A. Local districts should oppose tbe use of 
federal assistance £or specific areas of 
the curriculum. because of the curriculum 
imbalance it has created . . . . . • • • 

B. Local districts should accept federal funds 
for speci£ic-purpose programs with the 
assumption that they have not created 
an imbalance in the curriculum •••. 

C. Local districts should redistribute funds at 
the local level to compensate for possible 
imbalance caused by use of federal assist­
ance to specific curriculum areas • . . ~ 

Administrators 

L .M H 

13. 12 9 

18 18 24 

69 71 67 

Federal Support: .L = 0-7%; M = 7-14%; H = 14 and higher%. 

Board Members 

L M H 

10 10 5 

24 25 24 

67 65 71 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Education 

Board Members 

L M H 

13 12 0 

20 24 25 

67 65 75 

I--' 
~ 
\0 



TABLE XLVI 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age 

.Adm. Bd. Mem. 

Statements L M H L M 

A. Local districts should oppose the use of 
federal assistance for specifi-c areas of 
the curriculum because of the curriculum 
imbalance Lt has created. •· -. . . . . . . 12 12 11 0 10 

B. Local districts should accept federal funds 
for specific-purpose programs with the 
assumption that they have not created an 
imbalance in the curriculum . . . . . . 12 19 22 33 31 

C. Local districts should redistribute funds 
at the local level to compensate for 
possible imbalance caused by use of 
federal assistance to specific curriculum 
areas . . . . . . . . ·• . . . . . . . . 76 69 67 67 59 

Age; .L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

Adm. 

H L M 

8 14 13 

18 17 20 

74 69 68 

Tenure 

11 L 

4 10 

26 29 

71 61 

Bd. Mem. 

M H 

8 0 

16 0 

76 100 

.... 
v, 
0 



TABLE XLVII 

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE 
BY ENROLLMENT 

(Da.ta in Percentages) 

!.dministrators 

Statements L M H 

A. Local districts should oppose the use of 
federal assistance for specific areas of 
the curriculum because of the curriculum 
imbalance it has created . -· . . . . -· -· 15 8 12 

B. Local districts should accept federal funds 
for specific-purpose programs wi-th the 
assumption that they have not created an 
imbalance in the curriculum . . . . . 21 14 17 

C. Local districts should redistribute funds 
at the local level to compensate for 
possible imbalance caused by use of 
federal assistance t-o specific 
curriculum areas . . . . . . . . . . 64 78 7i 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1,400; - H = 1,401 - higher. 

Board Members 

L M H 

13 10 0 

22 19 11 

66 71 90 

I-' 
Vl 
I-' 



TABLE XLVIII 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT SITUATION 
. BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

· (Data in Percentages) 

Sta temert ts 

A. Most federal programs of assistance are 
. supervised by the State Department · of 
Education, local districts being directly 
responsible to. the State Department of· 

Adm~ 

L M 

Wealth 

Bd. Mem. 

H L· 

Local SuQI>ort 

Adm. Bd. Mem. 

H L .M H 

.· Education • . . . . • . . • . • • . •. .. • ~·. 63 77 6S 59 52. · 49 68. 83 65 50 · 40 57 

B. The federal educational agency buarantees 
·that the purposes of its program are 
fulfilled, and secures evidence of such 
fulfillment directly £rom the local level. 

C; The administration of federal assistance 
programs is handled primarily by the 
local schoo 1 district • • . • . • • . .. . 

D. The administration of federal assistancepro­
grams is being jointly supervised by the 

2 

l 

state and federal educational. agencies • . 33 

5 . 1 15 

0 0 4 

19 31 22 

Wealth: .L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

13 

13 

23 

12 5 0 3 14 13 . 13 

6 0 0 6 7 20 5 

33 27 17 32 29 27 26 

,_. 
VI 

"' 



TABLJl:·XLIX 
. .· : · .. 

ADMINI$~~r.:n::~~~~ ;D~~~~: SITUATION 

. (Data in Percen~ages) 

Federal. S\,lpport 

· Sta.temeri-1:s · ... 

A. Most federal programs of assis-tance. aie 
supervised .by the,· State' Depaitmeil.-t; of 

,' Education., lo.cal. districts being 
-. dir.e-ctly responsible to the. Stat:e .. 
. Depar tniertt of: -Edul:-at.ion .- • •· . ·~••· • • A 

B .. The .federal edu~adonal. agency: gua:r~rite~:s 
that t-he purposes of .its piogratn l:l.re .· 

- fulfilled, and secures evidence of such 
. ·.fulfil lm~nt -directly -from the lo<?-al levelc.. 

c. The admirtistratloil of federal assisttince: 
. programs is handled prim~r.Hy by the . 

local school district • : • . • • ~ . . ~ . 
D. The administration of federal assistance pro­

grams is being Jofaitly supervised by the 
state and federal educati:ortal agencies •.. 

Administrators . 

.L ··M H 

f,7 .•. - '16 63 

3 .. 2, .· ·· .. J 
. . 

0 .o 1 

30 21 33 

Federal, Support: L = 0"".7%; M = 7-14%; ·. H = 14 and higher %. 

Board Members 

i:; .··M.. 11 

·. ·. · . 

._56· 40 · 57 .. -

1.0 ··- · 20 · · 14 

10 .5 5 

24 35 24 

Education: L·=- less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Education. 

Board Members 

L ·M H 

-61 ·. -. 5 3 53 .. · 

·13 14 20 

7 10. 0 

1:3 24 '• 27 

..... 
l..i1 
\,..) 



TABLE L 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age Tenure 

Adm. Bd. Mem. Adm. Bd. Mem. 

Statements L M H L M H L .M H L M H 

A. Most federal programs of assistance are. 
supervised by the State Department of 

· Education, local districts being directly 
responsible to the State Department of 

. Education . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 75 64 33 . 41 63 64 71 67 53 54 50 

B. The federal educational agency guarantees 
that the purposes of its program are 
fulfilled, and secures evidence of such 
fulfillment directly from the local level. 4 .1 .J 0 15 12 1 2 0 2 0 0 

C. The administration of federal assistance 
programs is handled primarily by the 
local schooldistrict . . . •. . • -e; . . . 0 0 8 0 5 10 18 18 24 31 33 50 

D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
grams is being jointly supervised by the 
state and federal educational agencies . . 28 24 32 67 39 14 17 10 8 15 13 0 

_Age_: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 
I-' 

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. \J1 
+:--



TABLE LI 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDER.AL FUNDS - PRESENT 
SITUATION BY ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentage13) 

Administrators 

Statements L 

A. Most federal programs of assistance are 
supervised by the State Department of 
Education, local districts being 

.· directly responsible to the State 
Department of Education . • • . . . . . . 71 

B. The federal educational agency guarantees 
that. the purposes of its program are 
fulfilled, and . secures evidence of such 
fulfillment directly from· the local level. .() 

C. The administration of federal assistance 
programs is handled primarily by the 
local school district . . • . . . . • . . 0 

D. The administration of federal assistance pro­
grams is being jointly supervised by the 
state and federal educational agencies . . 29 

L = 101-700; . M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher. 

M H 

75 67 

0 5 

.o o· 

25 29 

Board.Members 

L M H 

· .. 69 43 50 

6 19 6 

0 19 6 

25 19 39 

J-' 
Vl 
IJ1 



TABLE LII 
. .· . .. . 

·.. . .. :. . 

ADMINISTRATION .OF. FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD .. BE 
.···.i BY WEALTH AND LOCAL -SUPPORT 

.. (Data in P-ercent:ages) 

Weaitt 
.. 

- Adm. .. ·. Bd. Mem. 

·Statements L M H L 

A. All federal .assistanc:e programs ~hould. limit 
superviaion to the st;:1.te level~ respon,:si ... 
bility of local districts to be t.o the · . 

M H 

Local Support . 

. Adm. Bd~ Mero, 

L M .· H L M H 

State Departme11t of. Education only • • • .. 70 68 62 ·. 56 · ,45 .. 61 . 68 69. 66 57 47 55 
. . . , 

£ .. All federal assistance progt'.am~ to local . 
sel:iools should be administ:ered .by the .... 
li. !L Office of Education • · . . ·. . . 

. · ·.· ·.. . . . .. 
. . . 

C::. The .tdministratioi:l. of federal as~istance 
programs should be handled primarily .. 
by the local :school district, not being 
directly responsible to. the state or 
federal educa-tiona1 agenci:es • . • · . . . . 

. D. ·The administration of federal assistance· pro­
grams should be the joint res pons ib ili ty 
of the state and federal educational 
agencies • . .. 

l 0 1 0 

22 14 .·.·21 ·· 33 

8 19 16 11 

. Wealth: . L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H =· $7,001 - higher. 
Local Support: . L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-'15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

0 30 2 .o . ·1.•· 7 . 0 0 

36 27 15 19 20 .· 36 47 27 

19 9 15 11 13 0 7 18 

I-' 
\JI 

'°' 



TABLE LIII 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal SuI>_I>_ort 

Administrators Board Members 

. Statements 

A. All federal assistance programs should limit 
supervision to the state level, responsi­
bility of local distri:-cts to be to the 
State. Department of Education only • . 

B. All federal assistance programs to local 
schools should be administered by the 
U. S. Office of Education 

C. The administrati-0n .of federal assistance 
programs should b-e handled primarily 
by the local school district, not being 
directly responsible to the state or 
federal educational agencies ...•• 

D. The administration of federal assistance pro­
grams should be the joint responsibility 
of the state and federal educational 
agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

L 

66 

1 

19 

14 

M H 

69 6.6 

0 1 

18 20 

13 12 

Federal Support: L = 0 to 7%; M = 7 to 14%; H = 14 and higher %. 

L M H 

48 70 52 

2 0 0 

36 20 33 

14 10 14 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor 1 s or higher. 

Education 

Board Members 

L M H 

60 45 80 

0 2 0 

33 39 7 

7 14 13 

..... 
vi 
'-I 



TABLE LIV 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

.. Statements. 

A. All federal assistance ·programs should limit 
supervision to the state level, responsi".' 
bility of local districts to be to the 

. State Department 0£ .Education only • ·• • •· 
. . 

B. All federal assistance programs to local 
schools· should be .administered by the 

.. U_ S. Office of . Education ~ . . ... ·.- . . . . 
C. The administration of federal assistance . 

programs should be handled primarily · 
. by .the local school district, not being. 
directly responsible to the state or 

Age 

Adm~ 

L M H 

64 67 67 

0 () 2 

federal educational agencies .•••••.. 24· 14 23 

. D. The administration of federal assistance pro­
grams should be the joint responsibility 
of the state and federal educational 
agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; . H = over 45. · 

12 

Tenure:. L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

19 10 

l3d. Mem. 

L M: H 

67 , 51 55 . 

0 3 0 

33 26 37 

0 21 8 

Tenure.· 

Adm. __]d. Mem . 

L M H L M H 

64 71 69 53 54 50 

.1 2 0 '2 0 0 

18 18 24 31 33 54 

17 10 8 15 13 0 

...... 
\JI 
00 



TABLE LV 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS 
SHOULD BE BY ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 

Statements 

A. AH federal assistance programs should limit 
supervision to the state level,· responsi­
bility of _local districts to be to the 
State Department of Education only • . 

B. All federal assistance programs to local 
schools should be administered by the 
U. S. Office of Education . . • . . • 

C. The administration of federal assistance 
programs should be handled primarily 
by the local school district, not being 
directly responsible to the state or 
federal educational agencies~ ..••• 

D. The administra-tion of federal assistance pro­
grams should be the joint responsibility 
of the state and federal educational 
agencies . . 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher. 

L 

74 

1 

13 

12 

M H 

75 67 

0 0 

16 19 

10 14 

Board Members 

L M H 

56 67 61 

0 0 0 

28 24 22 

16 10 17 

...... 
\JI 
\.0 



TABLE LVI 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Wealth 

Adm. Bd. Mero. 

Statements L M H L M H L 

A. The local tax burden is so heavy that 
federal assistance for education has 
been inevitable . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 36 39 39 26 25 34 

IL Local general acceptance of federal 
assistance has not led to less local 
control .of our schools . . . . . . . . . . 20 19 16 23 32 34 21 

C. Local resistance to federal assistance 
programs has been essential to con-
tinued local control of ourschools . . . 2 5 13 4 7 19 8 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 30 20 12 29 13 24 

E. Local community concern for education has 
been reduced with increased financial 
assistance from outside the local 
district . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 3 .5 4 3 6 8 

F. A. and E. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 8 7 19 3 3 5 

Wealth: .L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: . L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

Local SuEEOrt 

Adm. ____lliL Mero . 

M H L M 

36 41 21 13 

22 L7 21 33 

14 5 7 33 

17 24 36 7 

.6 6 7 7 

6 8 7 7 

H 

35 

32 

5 

17 

.3 

8 

I-' 

°' 0 



TABLE LVII 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal Sup~ort 

Administrators Board Members 

Statements 

A. The local tax burden is s-0 heavy that 
federal assistance for education has 
been inevitable 

B. Local general acceptance of federal 
assistance has not led to less local 
control of our schools • • . • • • • 

C. Local resistance to federal assistance 
programs has been essential to con­
tinued local control of our schools 

D. A. and B. 

E. Local -community concern for education has 
been reduced with increased financial 
assistance from outside the local 
district ...••..•.•. 

F. A. and E. 

L 

32 

21 

9 

26 

4 

8 

M 

49 

15 

5 

21 

6 

5 

H 

40 

17 

.5 

20 

8 

9 

Federal Support: . L = 0 to 7%; M = 7 to 14%; H = 14 and higher %. 

L 

22 

34 

12 

24 

4 

4 

M 

45 

20 

15 

10 

5 

5 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

H 

32 

32 

0 

11 

5 

21 

Education 

Board Members 

L 

21 

43 

14 

14 

0 

7 

M 

34. 

22 

15 

16 

8 

6 

H 

33 

47 

0 

13 

0 

7 

I-' 

°' I-' 



TABLE LVIII 

I 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL.AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

.(Data in Perc.entages) 

. Statements L 

A. The local tax burden is so heavy that 
federal assistance for education has 
been inevitable . . .._ . • -<, . . . . . .. . 44 

· B. Local general acceptance .of federal 
assistance has not led to less local 
control of our schools • . • A .. . .. . . . 9 

C. Local resistance to federal assistance 
programs has been essential to con-
tinued local control of our schools . . . 17 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

E. Local community concern for education has 
been reduced with increased financial 
assistance from outside the local 
district. . . . . ·• . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

F. A. and E. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

Age: • L = less than 35; .M = 35-45; H = over 45. 

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

·.Age 

Adm. 

M H 

39 39 

12 24 

5 6 

28 20 

8 5 

8 6 

Bd. Mem. 

L M H L 

. 

0 29 31 40 

33 26 33 15 

0 16 6 6 

0 24 15 23 

0 3 6 6 

67 3 8 10 

Tem1re 

Adm. 

M H L 

40 37 26 

22 22 30 

.t;3 8 12 

25 18 21 

6 6 5 

0 10 7 

Bd. Mem • 

M 

40 

32 

8 

8 

4 

8 

H 

0 

33 

0 

33 

0 

33 

..... 
(J'\ 
I'.) 



TABLE LIX 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT 
SITUATION BY"ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 

.Statements 

A. The local tax burden is so .heavy that 
federal assistance for education has 
been inevitable •....••..••.. 

B. Local general acceptance of federal 
assistance has not led to less local 
control of our schools . • . • • • . 

C. Local resistance to federal assistance 
programs has been essential to con-, 
tinued local control of our schools 

D. A. and B. 

E. Local community concern for education has 
been reduced with increased financial 
assistance from outside the local 
district •..••••.. 

F. A. and E. 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher. 

L 

40 

21 

5 

21 

3 

9 

M H 

34 55 

18 15 

4 0 

26 20 

10 8 

8 3 

Board Members 

L M -H 

42 15 22 

16 40 50 

0 15 6 

29 10 l7 

7 0 0 

7 20 6 

I-' 
0\ 
-l,.) 



TABLE LX 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE 
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Wealth 

Adm. Bd. Mero. 

Statements L 

A. Because the local tax burden is so great, 
the community should accept federal 
assistance for the public schools • ~ • • 29 

B. As federal funds belong to the people_, the 
local community should accept them for 
specific-purpose programs without con-
cern £or federal control . • • . . • . . . ~ 10 

C. The local community should refuse federal 
funds.and make the additional effort to 
provide for an equivalent program locally. 2 

D. The school officials should inv-0lve the 
community in understanding the purpose 
of each federal assistance program, in 
determining the degree of financial aid 
to the local districts, and in assessing 
the potential loss of control of the edu­
cational program at the local level .•. 16 

E. B. and D. • , . • . . • • • . • . . . . 9 
F . A . and D . • • . . . • • • • . • . . . . . . 34 

M 

30 

6 

3 

22 
9 

30 

H L 

20 26 

11 19 

7 

28 
.l 
33 

4 

11 
4 

37 

Wealth:. L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher. 
Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

M H L 

22 12 22 

13 24 7 

9 

25 
13 
19 

9 

30 
12 
12 

7 

32 
2 

29 

Local Support 

Ad-m. 

M 

18 

11 

0 

26 
3 

43 

H L 

30 21 

9 27 

4 

18 
8 

31 

0 

29 
0 

21 

Bd_. Mero. 

M 

0 

13 

l3 

27 
0 

27 

H 

24 

18 

3 

21 
14 
21 

I-' 

°' ~ 



TABLE LXI 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal Su_l)_J>.ort 

Administrators Board Members 

Statements 

A. Because the local tax burden is so great, 
the community should accept federal 
assistance for the public schools ••.• 

B. As federal funds belong to the people, the 
local connnunity should accept them for 
specific-purpose programs without con­
cern for federal control • ·. • • • . . • • 

C. The local community should refuse federal 
funds and make the additional effort to 
provide for an equivalent program locally. 

D. The school officials should involve the 
connnunity in understanding the purpose 
of each federal assistance program, in 
determining the degree of financial aid 
to the local districts, and in assessing 
the potential loss of control of the edu­
cational program at the local level 

E. B. and D ••..•••• 
A. and D .••.•.•• F. 

L 

23 

10 

9 

25 
3 

30 

M 

35 

9 

0 

14 
8 

35 

Federal Support: L = 0-7%; M = 7-14%; H = 14 and higher %. 

H 

23 

8 

1 

24 
9 

35 

L 

16 

22 

8 

26 
14 
16 

M 

25 

10 

15 

15 
10 
25 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

H 

24 

19 

0 

24 
0 

33 

Education 

Board Members 

L 

13 

27 

0 

27 
7 

27 

M 

24 

18 

14 

22 
6 

18 

H 

19 

13 

0 

31 
19 
19 

I-' 

°' Vl 



TABLE LXII 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Statements L 

A. Because the local tax burden is so great, 
the community should accept federal 
assistance for the public schools •••• 17 

B. As federal funds belong to the people, the 
local community should accept them for 
specific-purpose programs without con-
cern for federal control • . . . . . • • . 21 

C. The local community should refuse federal 
funds and make the additional effort to 
provide for an equivalent program locally. 17 

D. The school officials should involve the 
community in understanding the purpose 
of each federal assistance program, in 
determining the degree of financial aid 
to the local district, and in assessing 
the potential loss of control of the edu-
cational program at the local level ... 17 

E. B. and D. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 4 
F • A . and D . • . • • . . . • . . . • • . . . . 25 

Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 
Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

A-dm. 

M 

25 

1 

2 

29 
7 

36 

Age 

H 

29 

13 

3 

17 
7 

32 

L 

0 

33 

0 

0 
0 
0 

Bd. Nern. 

M 

15 

10 

5 

33 
13 
23 

Adm. 

H L M 

24 27 57 

24 8 8 

10 6 3 

16 22 22 
8 5 9 

18 33 33 

Tenure 

H L 

27 19 

14 19 

0 3 

20 26 
6 10 

33 23 

Bd. Mem. 

M 

24 

16 

20 

12 
8 

20 

H 

0 

25 

0 

25 
25 
25 

I-' 

°' °' 



TABLE LXIII 

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS 
SHOULD BE BY ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentage~) 

Statements 

A. Because the local tax burden is so great, 
the community should accept federal 
assistance for the public schools • • . • 

B. As federal funds belong to the people, the 
local community should accept them for 
specific-purpose programs without con­
cern for federal control .....•. 

C. The local community should refuse federal 
funds and make the additional effort to 
provide for an equivalent program locally. 

.D. The school officials should involve the 
coiilmunity in understanding the purpose 
of each federal assistance program, in 
determining the degree of financial aid 
to the local districts, and in assessing 
the potential loss of control of the edu­
cational program at the local level 

.E. B. and D. 

F. A. and D. 

L = 101-700; M 701-1,400; H = 1~401 - higher. 

Administrators 

L 

25 

10 

2 

22 

6 

34 

M 

22 

8 

0 

28 

8 

34 

H 

35 

8 

0 

13 

3 

43 

Board Members 

L 

25 

16 

6 

13 

16 

25 

M 

5 

14 

14 

33 

10 

24 

H 

26 

16 

0 

32 

11 

16 

!--' 

°' '-I 



TABLE LXIV 

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE 
BY ENROLLMENT 

{Data in Percentages) 

Administrators 

Statements L M H 

A. Federal assistance programs should 
result in equalizing educati-onal 
opportunities between the states . . . . 13 28 31 

B. The federal government should be 
responsible for equalization of educa-
tional opportunities within the states . . 3 0 2 

C. The state legislature and department of 
education should be responsible f-or 
equalizing educational opportunities 
within the state • . . . . . . . . . 36 20 19 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . 7 8 17 

E. A. and C. . . . . . . . . . . . 41 45 31 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H 1401-higher. 

Board Members 

L M H 

23 14 16 

10 0 11 

32 38 16 

10 10 5 

26 38 53 

I-' 

°' 00 



TABLE LXV 

FISCAL POLICY -.PRESENT SITUATION BY 
WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Wealth 

Adm. Bd. Mero. 

Statements L M H L M 

A. Federal assistance programs have resulted 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
between the states • . . ·• . . . . . . . . 13 13 21 12 24 

B. Federal assistance programs have resulted 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
within each state . . . . . . . . . . . 38 40 31 36 35 

. c. The State.Legislature and State Department 
of Education have enacted laws and regula~ 
tions that provide adequate equaU.zation 
of educational opportunities within 
the state . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ~ 5 11 15 12 17 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 16 15 24 4 

E. A. and C. . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 20 18 16 21 

.. Wealth: L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4~001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher. 

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills. 

·n L 

23 9 

20 35 

33 12 

17 24 

7 21 

Local Su:e:eort . 
. 

Adm. Bd. Mero. 

M H L M 

21 16 46 14 

33 37 23 21 

0 12 8 36 

24 15 15 14 

21 20 8 14 

H 

16 

33 

21 

14 

16 

I-' 

°' "' 



TABLE LXVI 

FISCAL POLICY - PRE.SENT SITUATION 
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Federal Su_l)J)_ort 

Administrators 

Statements L 

A. Federal assistance programs have resulted 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
between the states . • • . • • . • • • • • 20 

B. Federal assistance programs·have resulted 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
within each state •••.•.•...••. 31 

C. The State Legislature and State Department 
of Education have enacted laws and regula­
tions that provide adequate equalization 
of educational opportunities within 
the state . • • . . . • • . • • . • • . • 16 

D. A. and B. 15 

E. A. and C. 16 

M H 

7 18 

38 39 

7 5 

24 17 

24 21 

Federal Support: L = 0 to 7%; M = 7 to 14%; H = 14 and higher%. 

Board Members 

L M H 

18 30 16 

27 25 42 

33 15 0 

13 5 26 

9 25 16 

Education: .L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.. 

Education 

Board Members 

L M H 

23 19 21 

46 26 36 

8 32 14 

15 15 7 

8 9 21 

i-' 
....... 
0 



TABLE LXVII 

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY AGE AND.TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age 

Statements L 

A. Federal assistance programs have resulted. 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
between the states • . . . . . . . . .. . . 22 

B. Federal assistance programs have resulted· 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
within each state . . . . . .. . . . . . 44 

C. The State Legislature and State Department 
of Education have enacted laws and regula:-
tions that provide adequate equalization 
of educational opportunities within 
the state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 

E. A. and C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 

Age: . L· = less than 35; . M = 35-45; H = over 45. 
Tenure: L = less than 10; . M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

. Adm. Bd. Mem. 

M H L M 

14 16 33 17 

41 31 0 31 

10 10 0 17 

18 20 33 14 

17 23 33 22 

Adm .. 

H L M 

22 13 13 

31 14 10 

27 7 . 6 

13 33 35 

7 38 37 

Tenure 

Bd. Mem. 

H 1. M 

14 19 29 

16 19 19 

2 7 5 

50 24 14 

20 3 33 

H 

50 

25 

0 

0 

25 

r-' 
--.! 
r-' 



TABLE LXVIII 

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION 
BY TYPE OF DISTRICT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Administrators Board Members 

Statements Dependent Independent Dependent Independent 

A. Federal assistance programs have 
resulted in equalizing educational 
opportunities between the states . . . 22 14 21 20 

B. Federal assistance programs have 
resulted in equalizing educational 
opportunities within each state . . . 39 36 32 29 

C. The State Legislature and State Depart-
ment of Education have enacted laws 
and regulations that provide adequate 
equalization of educational opportuni-
ties within the state . . . . . . . 12 9 26 20 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 19 10 15 

E. A. and C. . . . . . . . . . . . 12 12 11 15 

!--' 
-...J 
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TABLE LXIX 

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE BY 
LOCAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION 

(Data in Percentages) 

Local Su~ort 

Administrators 

Statements L 

A. Federal assistance programs should result 
in equalizing educational opportunities 
between the states • . • • ~ . . • • • • • . 15 

B. The federal government should be respon-
sible for equalization of educational 
opportunities within the states ..••.. 8 

C. The State Legislature and State Department 
of Education should be responsible for 
equalizing educational opportunities 
within the state • ·• . . • • . . • . . • . • 25 

D. A. and B. 10 

E. A. and C. • 43 

M H 

22 20 

3 3 

24 33 

14 9 

38 35 

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; . M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-, 20 mills. 

Board Members 

L M H 

21 20 18 

7 0 7 

29 47 31 

0 7 10 

43 27 34 

Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

Education 

Board Members 

L M H 

20 14 38 

0 8 0 

40 41 19 

0 12 6 

40 25 · 38 

I-' 
-...J 
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TABLE LXX 

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE 
BY AGE AND TENURE 

(Data in Percentages) 

Age 

Adm. Bd. Mem. 

Statements L M H L M 

A. Federal assistance programs should 
result in equalizing educational 
opportunities between the states •.. . . 16 21 19 33 16 

B. The federal government should berespon-
sible for equalization of educational· 
opportunities within the states . . . . . 4 2 5 0 3 

C. The State Legislature and State Department 
of Education should be responsible for 
equalizing educational opportunities 
within the state • . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 30 27 0 32 

D. A. and B. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 11 10 33 8 

E. A. and C. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 36 39 33 42 

Age: . L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45. 

Tenure: . L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20. 

Adm. 

H L M 

20 19 21 

8 4 3 

37 33 29 

6 12 8 

29 32 40 

Tenure 

H L 

19 18 

4 7 

25 37 

8 7 

44 32 

Bd. Mem. 

M 

20 

4 

28 

8 

40 

H 

25 

0 

25 

25 

25 

..... 
<-.J 
~ 



Question: 

" TABLE LXXI 

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY WEALTH 

(Data in Percentages) 

Would you prefer general federal Administrators 
aid over specific-purpose aid? 

L .M H 
-

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 83 84 

No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 17 16 

L = $500-4,000; M = $4,001-7,000; H = more t:han $7,00L 

Question: 

TABLE LXXII 

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY ENROLLMENT 

(Data in Percentages) 

Would you prefer general federal Administrators 
aid over specific-purpose aid? 

L M H 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 88 88 88 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 12 12 

L = 101-700; M = 701-1,400; . H = more than 1,401. 

Board Members 

L M H 

74 81 82 

26 19 18 

Board Members 

L M H 

84 85 79 

16 15 21 

t--' 
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TABLE LXXIII 

. PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL.AID BY EDUCATION 

(Data: in.Percentages) 

Question: Would you prefer general federal aid Board Members 

over specific-purpose aid? · L M 

Yes • . • Ii 

No • • •. ·• • 

. .. . ·• .. 
.. . 

71 

29 

L = less than high school; .M = high schooJ; H = Bachelor's or higher. 

TABLE LXXIV 

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY AGE AND TENURE 

. (Data in Percentages) 

Age 

Question: Would you prefer general federal Adm. Bd. Mem. 
aid over specific-purpose aid? L M H L M 

Yes . . . . . . • . . . . . . . 83 83 88 76 88 
No. . . . ·• . . . . . . . . . . 17 17 12 24 12 

Age: .L = less than 35 years; M = 35-45 years;. H = over 45 years. 
Tenure: .L = less than 10 years; M = 10-20 years; H = over 20 years. 

.H 

75 
25 

L 

83 
17 

84 

16 

Adm. 
M 

83 
17 

.a 

81 

19 

TentJ.re 

H L 

88 76 
12 24 

Bd. Mem. 
.M 

88 
12 

H 

75 
25 

t-' 
-...J 
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