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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 spand 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 scheol
year.

Consequeﬁtlya now, more than ever before, educational leaders
across the nation are infinitely concerned about the firancing of our
nation’s schools. One aspact of this concern is the role the 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 sducation since the
Land Ordinance of 1785 and this trend has greatly increased during the

past quarter century. Since 1945 federal appropriations for the

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




support of education has increased thi‘rtwaoldu2 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 educaticn. 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,"3 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 just "plain federal politics." He believes
political manipulation of educétion will prove most dangerous to our
nation'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 American Schocl Board Journal, fears

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

2Galen‘Saylor5 "The Federal Colossus in Education--Threat or
Promise,'" Educational Leadership, 23 (October, 1965), p. 8.

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

acharles,Mosherg "A Milestone of Progress in American Education,"
Ohio Schools, 43 (September, 1965), pp. 9-10.




inereasingly 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.

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

that
. . out of our early system of educational control and the
prevailing political and philosophical beliefs, the princi-
ples that a locally controlled system of public 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 contreol 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 public education
from the "mother's knee" to graduation.7 This was written by Hales
more than fourteen years ago, and those who oppose federal invelvement
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,

SElaine,’Exton9 "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. ‘

7Ibid., 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.S

. During the more recent expansion of federal assistance programs,
educational leaders have supported proposed legislation which would
provide general financial assistance to public schools rather 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 vesponsible 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 de;ermines a priority in. edu-
cation when establishing a specific educational purpose for proposed
legislation. Second, the federal government is then obligated te
determine how effectively the purposes of the legislation are being
fulfilled in the use of federalﬁfunds allocated. Third, 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-

tional programs.

8Tiedts p. 34.

QExtons pPp. 38-39.



The acceptance of federal financial assistance by states and local
communities for specific purposes in public education implies a re-
evaluation of state and local programs. Philosophies of educationm,
curricula, personnel services, financial planning, and other areas of
educational policy are affected, and adjustments are necessitated by
participation in such federal programs. During the process of such
adjustments in state and 1oca1 policy,’the question arises as to the
bdegree to which the national goverﬁment isvinvolvéd in these various
areas.l

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
.State University.ll McKnight's first list included thirteen problem
areas. Through reviewing a questionnaire sent to a group of education-
al administrators; McKnight reduced the’list by eliminating overlapping
areas and those least directly affecting the local educational pro-
grams. The problem areas used by McKnight in his study were curricu-
lum development, curriculum Balance, administration of federal funds,
local responsé to federal aid prbgrams, teaching materials, teacher
improvement, educational services, and fiscal policy.12

Becéusevof the extensiﬁe scope and analysis of this study, only

five of the problem areas identified by McKnight will be considered.

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

1pid., p. 53.

121hid., p. 54.



These are curriculum deveiopmen:, curriculﬁm balance, administration of |
federal funds, local response to federal aid programs, and fiscai 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 betweén teaching materials éﬁd 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

Congressipnal committee hearings are lengthy testimony to the fact
that justification for federal 1egislafion has been eétablished on some
inadequacy in the nature of the local educational programs. vThe pas-
sage of each federal aid act assumes a séecific need to be met at the
local level. When such legislation results in ;hénges 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;ShapingrEducationalrPoliqy, suggests
that the state enter into a compact for the creation of an Interstate
Commission for Planning a_Nationwide\Educ.atiOnal,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
‘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 recogﬁized° 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. 1In 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.

1éExton3 p. 39.

15William D. Ragan, Modern Elementary Curriculum (New York: The
Dryden Press, 1953), pp. 53, 77. ’




. . . . 16 .
assistance creates imbalances in the local curriculum, 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 level,l?

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 individual,18

.One method for counteracting possible imbalance created by federal
programs is through budgetary redistribution at the local level. 1In
long~range budgetary planning, participation in federal programs can 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

;6Robert I. Sperber, "Federal Aid and Federal Control of- Educa-
tion," Teachers College Record, 61 (March, 1960), p. 338.

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

1_8Elaine,Extonﬂ "Congress Looks at the Curriculum," American
School Board Journal, 137 (July, 1958), p. 36. '




in the use of federal funds.
Dr. Norman Kurland, Director of Center on Innovation, New York
State Education Department, indicates that E.S.E.A. funds can improve
- teacher working conditions and salaries. According to_Kurland9 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
‘replace for salary increases.
Curriculum balance is justified as a problem area on the basis of
the conflicting goals for education which variocus 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 thé State ovaew York and now_United States Commission-
er of:Educaticn, wrote:

"My colleagues have been somewhat overwhelmed with the mass

of specifications, regulations, and detail concerned with

the preparation of cur state plans . ... we wender whether

the provisions of the Act itself and the volume of regula-
tions are not tending to establish a type of federal control

19Norman D. Kurland, "How Federal Funds Can Free Dollars For
Teacher. Salaries," Nation's Schools, 79 (January, 1967), p. 72.
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.which was the very thing all of us, including Congress,

hoped to avoid.

Should all programs be administered through state departments of
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.

V Local Response 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 cthers.

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 inJOklahoma 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 increased financial assistance from outside the local district?
The need for additional revenue fer our schools and the question of

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

ZOExton, 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 state?

Pierce, writing in Federal, State and lLocal Governments in Educa-

-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. The whole nation, according to
 Pierce, should be taxed to support education, and through the distribu-
tion. of federal funds a minimum level of educational. opportumity should
be provided fof 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 areas, thus tending to lessen regional
income differentials.

The ideal of equal educational opportunity for every child in the

21Truman‘Ma_Pierce, Federalq_State_andsLocal.Governments_ig
Education (Washington, D. C.: The Center for Applied Research in
~Education, 1964), p. 110. '

zzMurray,Lo Weidenbaum and Norman P. Swenson, '"Federal Aid to
Education and‘Low Income Areasq”QEducational Administration Quarterly,
2 (Autumn, 1966), pp. 225-233.
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United States is the basis for fiscal policy being selected as a
problem area.

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

vThe 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
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school districts.» Hence, the educatiomal administrators and school
board members work as a team in determining local school policy.

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions of
.OCklahoma's local educational leaders, administrators and scheol boeard
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 seducational 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, testad, and
analyzed in.this study.

1. There will be no significant difference in educational admin-
istrators’ 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-
istrators' and school board members' perceptions of the cptimum policy
relative to the identified problem areas.

3. The amount of federal support the district receives, the
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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 noct
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. 1In 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 devel-
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

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

'Z?Tiedts p. 193.
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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
perceptions of only educational administrators in the State of Ohio.z4
It seems very significant to consider the perceptions of school beard
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 Harper's, 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 geovermment 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

2
4McKnight

25Peter F. Drucker, "American Directions: .A Forecast," Harper's,
230 (February, 1965), pp. 19-45.



17

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 federal 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.EOA. 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 amalysis 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 toxfederal aid for

private schools or higher education.
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Areas of educational programs identified as phases of education
affected by federal aid have not been validated statistically.

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 IIIL.
Summary

Paralleling increased federal aid to public schools has 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 study.

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.



- CHAPTER 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 govermment responsibility for financial support of
schools or the appropriate sharing of such responsibility by the threes
levels of government: local, state, and federal.1

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

cleqs . 2
of "state responsibility for education."

1Truman 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 chance, or to idle capri@.e.”3

"While there are no policies determining financial support from the
three levels of govermment, the legal responsibilities are very clear.
Since the Comnstitution of the UnitedVStates makes no direct reference
to education, under the provision of the Tenth Amendment the basic
respoﬁsibility for education has been allocated to the states.4
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

'3Quoted in U. S. Department of Education, Report of the Commis-

sioner of Education (Washington, D. C.: .U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1868), p. 331.
4

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




22

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.

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
must be authorized or prescribed by law.6

‘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 into 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.

~Americans have viewed education as being of paramount importance

in providing for the welfare of the people. 1t seems safe to say that

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

?Pierce, pp. l4-15.
‘6Johns and Morphet, p. 168.

7Newton 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
for the support of education.8

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 suppoft 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

SEdwards, p. 2.

9Johns and Morphet, p.. 361l.
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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 expénditures 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 become involved openly and emotionally.

He  labels the new circumstance '"the knowledge state.”lo

vThere 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 continue. 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 difﬁerent matter. There exists a wide range
of per pupil expenditure among states. These differ by a ratio of
approximately three to one betwsen 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

l(_)Peter_F. Drucker, "American Direction: A Forecast," Harper's,
230 (February, 1965), pp. 19-45.

llCharles S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education (Bostom:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1961), p. 252.
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children don't have a fair chance to learn. There are
groY%ng, high density areas where the schools don't keep
up.

Proponents of federal aid point out that the social benefits of
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. 1t is argued that we need increased
schoel 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. 1t 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
c::i_‘l::i_zenr’j)r,l‘3 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 international struggle, and which
have overwhelmed us with social, econcomic, and technological problems
necessitate large amounts of federal aid for education. Because, say

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

12
1'fSidney W. Tiedt, The Recle of the Federal Government in Education
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), p. 34. "

13EdwardsS p. 147.
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solutions to these problems can be found.l4

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.”l

~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 talent 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
education.l7 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 Future of American
Education," School and Scciety (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.

161hid., p. 9.

17"Voters 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 toc the average or mediccre 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,
has been one of the strengths of the American educationagl system,l

Those opposed tec 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 natian,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 cf 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 of the Federal
Government in Education (Normal, Illinois, 1961), pp. 215-226.

19

Ibid., pp. 191-194.



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 govermment, Also, another reason is that the
earlier public schools had their authorizations from the local communi-
ty rather than from the state.21

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

ZOThayer, p. 47.

lPierces p. 16.
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freedom.22 Adaptability to community needs, fostering of democratic
processes, protection against totalitarianism, and freedom from bureau-
cratic administration are only a few of the arguments given in favor of
local control c¢f 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 regulaticns 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-
pline.23 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 Comtrol of Public Education (New York:
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1954),
p. 4.

2%Ibid., p. 45.
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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.

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 Sidney Suffrin's book,

Administering the National Defense Education Act.

24Hales, p.- 50.

2 144d., p. 53.
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The fear that the federal government will dominate public

education is completely unfounded and is based upon a con-

ception of govermment which, in fact, does ncot exist in the

United States. The federal governmment 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.

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, "Undesirable" limitations on state or
local choice are "federal controls," while 'desirable" limitations on

. , , . 2
local choice are usually described as "federal regulations."

When discussing federal control three sources of authority 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 a2 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 C. Suffrin, Administering the National Defense Education
- Act (Syracuse: . Syracuse University Press, 1963), p. xii.

5

“7Frank J, Munger and Richard F. Fennc, Jr., National Politics
and Federal Aid tc Education (Syracuse: :Syracuse University Press,
11962), p. 49.
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of the possibility of federal contrel implicit within some specific
28
programs.

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

cates that the federal partnership system in educétional 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 Schocl 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. :
~The real threat, according 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 phe con-
ditions within provisions of the law under which the grants will be

made.,31

28Munger and Fenno, pp. 52-53.
nglaine\Extons "The Emerging Federal Partmnership," American
School Board Journal, CXV (May, 1967), p. 8.

301b14., p. 9.

lGalen 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 vyears,
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 the 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 biliion 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 govermment is deeply involved in American education,

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

3ZEducation U.S5.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.,”33 Land grants were continued under the Statehood Acts,
beginning with 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 as it is
the first instance of the federal govermment providing a grant for
specific educational purposes. It is also significant because it again

. . , , 34
demonstrated the national interest in education.

33Morphet and Johns, p. 371.

34Ibidn, p. 374.
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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 in diffusing
among thé people of the United States useful and practical information
on subjects pertaining to agriculture and home economics.35

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
schools by‘Congress.36 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 twe laws, Public Law 815 for school
construction and Public Law. 874 which provided funds to meet operating
costs of the districts. The purpose cf these laws was to alleviate

hardships in communities where certain federal activities had been or

35Tiedt, p. 22.

3§Morphet and Johns, p. 376.



36

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 financial 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 Education 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.

3 riedt, p. 27.

8Congressional Quarterly Service, Federal Role in Educaticn
(Washington, D. C., 1965), p.. 8.
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Vocational Education Act of 1963

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 areé and they have been almost unanimous in their sup-

port.39

The Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965

On 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 revo-
lution in education in‘America."40 On April 9, 1965, the Elementary
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 . . . Eass an elementary school bill
for all children of America.”

As enacted, PL 89-10 authorized (1) a.1l billion dollar, three-year

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

1bid., p. 11.

40’I'iedt, p. 189.
41Philip Meranto, The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in

1965: A-Study in Political Innovation (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse
University:Press, lst ed., 1967), p. l.
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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 fivemyeaf 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.4

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 gemeral aid. The major part of the Act, Title I, in-
volves ninety per cent of the country's school districts.44 Title IL
grants provide for a program tc enable school libraries to purchase
textbooks and other instructiomal materials for use by children and
teachers in all public and private elementary and secondary schoocls.
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
commitment to primary and secondary education of the previous year.

Review of the literature reveals that the Elementary and Secondary

4ZUnited‘States.Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Profile of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Washing-
ton, D. C.: U. 8. Govermment Printing Office, 1967), p. 1.

4?Meranto9 P. ix.
44Tiedt5 p. 193.

5Meranto9 P- 3.
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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."46

The Future

Year by year the nation's problems become more varied and complex.
One estimate of the vast fange of America'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
part.47

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?

46Thayer, p. 16.

47Cubberly Conference Stanford University, 1961. Education: An
Instrument of National 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,"
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 public how American education is being restructured
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
programs are two significant changes.

_President Nixon's task force on education has urged him to-spend

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

ASWashington Monitor, Supplement to Education U,S.A. (Washington:
. National School Public Relations Association, October 28, 1968), p. 53.

49Exton, p. 8.

5pWashington Monitor, February 10, 1969, p. 131.
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recommends that the administration make early childhood education a
"Presidential Priority," equalize per-pupil expenditures among states,
reorganize federal legislation to simplify fund application and in-
crease federal efficiency, and consider creating a separate department
of education, headed by an cofficer 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 0ffice 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
- States Office of Education at points critical to. the states.

The state govermments 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 schoeols, but the amount is steadily dwindling. The local

burden this year is 52 per cent compared to 57.1 per cent six years

51Washington Monitor, February 10, 1969, p. 43,

5.ZEducation U.8.A, (Washington, D, C.: Natiomal School Public

Relations Association, December 2, 1968), p. 79.
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53
ago.

In Oklahoma the local districts 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
school yearos4

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
support schools.55

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. CGrieder
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.

54”New Conant Plan Shakes Up 500 at Compact,' Education News
(July 8, 1968), p. 25.

5Finance Division, Oklahoma State Department of Education,
"Sources of Revenue and the Amount Collected From Each Source by the
Common . Schools of Oklahoma for the Fiscal Year 1967-68."

56C.a1vin Grieder, "New Conant Plan Raises Some Searching Ques-
tions," Nation's Schools, 82 (November, 1968), p. 6.
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participation appsars 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 govermments should possess; the methods and techniques or

administration are all significant problems.
Summary

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 Amendment. the
responsibility of education has been allocated to the states. The
states in turn have delegated certain responsibilities te local commu-
nities and we have a history of local control of our 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 that 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 fedefal aid laws were reviewed and their significance
given. The Land Ordinance was constituted general aid 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 wmany 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 contrel 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-
ondéry 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 pictures

the significance of such a relationship:

57Munger 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 inequality of educa-
tional services and opportunities would be reduced. There
would be dangers and difficulties, it is true, But in it
there is also promise for the future of American education.

58Ha1es, 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 of 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 leccal 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 the local

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

46
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cent for Oklahoma 1s above the naticnal average of 7.3 per cent.l In
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 beards.

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

district; 2

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."3 It goes
on to say that the board of education, upon the recommendation of the
administrator, shall adopt gemneral 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 Amount Collected From Each Source by the
Common. Schools of Oklahoma for the Fiscal Year 1967-68."

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

3Annual Bulletin for Elementary and Secondary Schools, State of
:Oklahoma Department of Education, Bulletin No. 113 (July, 1968), p. 13.
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of our public 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 Oklahomaxﬁducational Directory by
counties. The independent and dependent districts of each 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. According to Popham,
stratified random samples are particularly good representatives of the
population.4

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 superintendents, principals,

.4W. James Popham, Educational Statistics (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
bklahomazEducational 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

Per Cent of

Respondents Totals Sample Total
Superintendents 445 255 57.2
Principals 226 117 51.8
Total Administrators 671 372 55.4
:Independent Board Members 445 255 57.2
- Dependent Board Members 226 117 51.8

Total Board Members 671 372 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
was used as a guideline.5 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-
hibited him from using a statistical test in his analysis of the data.6
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 Brown 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 bicgraphical

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°9 p. 68.
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ipformation about the respondent. These daﬁa 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 I of the questionnaire also included two questions which
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 vecca-

tional edﬁcation, federally effected Public Law 815, N.D,E.A. Title III,
E.S5.E.A. TitleAISVE,SJE.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 IT 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-purpose federal 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 the
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 areca were designed to determine the respondent'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 researcher
not only to determine the respondent's perception of the role of the
federal government but also his perception of the role of the local and
state governments 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 centrel 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 policy refers 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 lLetters

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, past 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 éignificant 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 drawn, and the kind of measure-
ment or scaling which was employed in the scores.

A parametric and nonpéramétric statistical test differ in that the
former specifies certain conditions about the parameter of the popula-
tion and' the 1atter‘does hot. Moreover, parametric tests do‘not re-
quire measufement so strong as that required for the nonparametric test.
Most nonparametric tests apply to data in an ordinal scale, and some
apply to datavin a nominal scale.8

Since normal 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'frequeﬁcies 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.

81bid., 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 tableb
‘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 (3) 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 where any other sample will be
placed.10

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 hynotheses 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.

101pid., p. 179.
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consideraed 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
tabies 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 inde-
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, re;pectively,

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 of Education. It was hoped that this would
increase the number of respomnses. ‘Of this second mailing only 12 were
returned and used in the amalysis.

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 teotal 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. Time, availability of data, and
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involvement are probably three factors in explaining this difference.

TABLE I1

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. Principals 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;
in sﬁch studies as this one. L

.Dependent districts do not have a high schbol; therefore, they
would not bé as extensively involved in as mény federal programs as
independent districts. Tﬁis 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.

There may have been other reasons, bqt 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 statiétically tesﬁed, it is

analyzed later in this chapter.

Use of the Computer Center

As the data were received‘they were transferred to a codiﬁg form
for punching IBM cards provided by the Oklahoma State University comput-
‘er center. This,form was designed to conform to that of the IBM cards.

When all tﬂe data had been transferred to the coding form, they
were taken toithe 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,éomputer programmer assigned for 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.R After the
categories of low, medium, and high. for 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. 1t 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 TIII

RESPONSES BY ENROLLMENT

Board Member Board Member
.Dependent _Independent
_Enrollment Superintendent Principal District - District

10-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100
101-300
301-500
501-700
701-900
901-1100
1101-1300
1301-1500
1501-1700
1701-2000
2001-2500
2501-3500
3501-5000
5001-7000
7001-9000
19001-20000
- 20000-hi gher
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Totals 194
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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 wmembers
from independent districts were considered.

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 large 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 representativeness 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. These 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
High 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 schoecl districts in Cklahoma

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

districts with $7000
A rule of thumb

$4000 are considered

ered above average.

the respondents were

or less valuation per student.

is that districts in Oklahoma of wealth less than

below average, and those above $7000 are consid-

grouped into three categories of wealth.

data are presented in Table VI.

Responses by Local Suppert

Using these rationale and an analysis of Table V,

These

- 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 0 through 20.

Table VII verifies the claim

of educational leaders that the majority of the districts in Oklahoma



are making the maximum effort in supporting their scheols.

RESPONSES BY WEALTH

TABLE V
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Board Member

Board Member

.Dependent Independent
Wealth Superintendent Principal District District
$500-1000 4 2 0 0
1001-1500 1 0 4
1501-2000 4 4 4 4
2001-2500 13 3 1 0
2501-3000 18 1 0 6
3001-3500 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
12001-15000 9 5 1 3
15001-20000 8 7 1 2
20001-30000 5 3 1 L
30001-40000 2 0 1 0
40001-higher 0 3 4 0
Totals 194 44 2- 72
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GROUPING BY WEALTH
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Group Wealth Administrator Board Member
Low $500-4000 95 27
Medium 4001-7000 67 32
High 7001-higher 76 33
Totals 238 92
TABLE VII
RESPONSES BY LOCAIL SUPPORT
Local Board Member Board Member
- Support Dependent Independent
(Mills) Superintendent Principal . District District
0=-4 0 1 1 0
5 7 1 3 4]
6-8 4 2 1 0
9-10 20 b 4 7
11-15 30 . 7 4 11
16-19 13 0 0 6
20 120 27 9 48
Totals 194 44 20 72
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The respondents were grouped into three categories of local

support. The groups selected were 0-10 mills, low; 11-15 mills,

medium; and 16-20 mills, high. This would appear to give a representa-
. ]

tive response in each group. This breakdown is presented in Table VIII.

TABLE VIII

GROUPING BY LOCAL SUPPORT

as

Group : Mills Adﬁinistrator Board Member
Low 0-10 41 14
Medium 11-15 37 15
High 16-20 160 63
Totals 238 92

Responses by Federal Support

Table IX shows that the range of federal support is somewhat

evenly distributed in the responses and that there is a representative

sampling.

The average for federal support in Oklahoma is approximately 12%.

Considering this and Table IX, the respondents were grouped into three

categories. The intervals determined were from O to 7 per cent, low;

from 7 to 14 per cent, medium; and from 14 and more, high. These

groupings and the number of responses in each are shown in Table X.
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TABLE IX

- RESPONSES BY FEDERAL SUPPORT

T

Board Member Board Member

. Federal
- Support , p ) Dependent Independent
(Per Cent) Superintendent Principal - District ~District
0-1.9 11 7 7 3
2-3.9 22 4 1 14
4-5.9 23 8 2 12
6-6.9 15 3 -1 11
7-7.9 10 2 1
8-9.9 18 2 1
10-13,9 26 1 3
14-19.9 39 4 0 . 16
20-24.9 15 8 2 1
25-29.9 5 2 0 16
30-49.9 6 1 2 1
50-higher 4 2 0 1
Totals 194 (A 20 , 72
TABLE . X
GROUPING BY FEDERAL SUPPQRT
Group - Per Cent’ Administrator Board Member
Low 0 to 7 93 51
Medium 7 to 14 "~ 59 17
High 14 and higher 86 24
Totals 238 92




Responses by Age and Tenure

The questionnaire Was designed so that
choose one of three catego;ies of‘1ess than
years, and greater than 45vyears.-,Tab1e X1
three responses from board members who were

Consequently a chi-square statistic was not

low and high age groups of bpard members.

TABLE -

GROUPING

XL

BY AGE

69

the respondent had to
35Iyears, from 35 to 45
shows that there were only
less than 35 years old.

obtained relative to the

Age

Group Administrators Board Members
Low ‘Less than 35 years. 25 3
Medium 35-45 ‘ 90 28
High _Over 45 119 41
‘Totals 234 72

The questionnaire provided three choices for tenure: less than

10 years, 10-20 years, or more than 20 years. Table XII shows that

data were only received from 4 board members who had served on the

board of education for more than 20 years. Again, a statistic was not

obtained for the high and lbw‘groups of board membersbrelative to this

intervening variable.
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TABLE XII

GROUPING BY TENURE

™ - o —— " - r——— - ——

Group R Tenure Administrators Board Members
Low _Less than 10 years ' 121 62
Medium _ 10-20 64 ‘ 25
High More than 20 49 4
‘Totals 234 91

Resgonses bz‘Edgcation

This intervening variable was only checked to see if it signifi-
‘cahtly affécted board members‘ responses to the dependént variables.
All supefintendepts in_Okléhoma must have at least a Mastér's‘degrée;
'and the majority‘of the p:incipéis must have one, Hence, the educa;
tional level of these‘administrators cannot be clearly differentiated,

As Table XIII shows, the board members were divided into éatego-
ries of less than a high school education, these with a high Scﬁool

education, and those with at least a Bachelor's degtee;
‘ Summary

Randomly selected samples of two groups of educational leaders in
Oklahoma, educational administraters and school board members, were
sent questionnaires in an attempt to determine their perceptions of

federal involvement in public schools.
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TABLE XIII

GROUPING -BY EDUCATION

u - " ? u -

Group ‘ Education " Board Members
Low ~..Less than high school 14
Medium High schooi . 51
High At least a Bachelor's degree 16
‘Total , . 81

It was observed that the number of reﬁurned questionnaires varied
significantly between the two groups. It was hypothesized that board
members did not have the interest that administrators do in this type
of study, the basic reason being that they are nét as involved in the
educational process as are the administrators.

_Rationale was given for choosing the statistic chi square for the
testing of the hypotheses. The limitafion on testing the hypotheses
relating to. the ranking of federal progfams was given.

The limitation of répresentativeness was discussed relative to
each of the intervening variables, It was noted that this was not
statistically tested and the reader should be aware of this while

reading the presentation of the findings in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

The Oklahoma State University computer center has a program for

the chi square statistic that was selected for this study. A chi

square statistic for each of the following was obtaiped relative to

both sets in each problem area and the question concerning preference

for general federal aid. These statistics were checked for signifi-

cance at the .05 level.

1.
2,
3.
4,
groups.
5.
6.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,

Total board members and administrators.
Administrators by type of district; dependent and independent.
Board members by type of district; dependent and independent.

Administrators by enrollment of district; low and high

Board members by enrollment of district; low and high groups.
Administrators by wealth of district; low and high groups.
Board members by wealth of distriet; low and high groups.
Administrators by federal support; low and high groups.

Board Members by federal support; low and high groups.

‘Administrators by local support; low and high groups,

Board members by local support; low and high groups.

Administrators by age; low and high groups.

.Administrators by tenure; low and high groups.

Board members by education; low and high groups.

.72
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In this chapter the above data will be presented and analyzéd.
vPercentages.of the total responses of the administrators and board
members for each of the problem'areas and the preference for general
aid question will be preéénted in contingency tables.

Tables of the ihtervening variableﬁ that signifi¢an;1y'affect the
per¢eptioﬁ;§f the admihistrators or board members are presented in the
text of this chapter, while those that do not are presented in the
Appendix. The statistical test for the intervening variables was
programmed on the low and high‘groups, but the medium groupvis also
presented in the tables,

In this discussién, significant difference means that the éroups
being considered differ $tatis£iqally with respect to the relative fre-
quency with which group ﬁembers‘responded to the dependént.variables.
The dependent variables are the statements in eachvproblem area and
the ﬁuestion relative to educational leaders' preference for general
federal aid. Tﬁese differences are verbally described.

The rankings of the federal programs according to their importance
by the respondents are présented'and analyzed,

‘Curriculum Development--
Present Situation

Total Administrators and Board Members (Iable XIV)

There was é significant differepnce in the administfatOrs' and
board memhefs' perception of the present situation relative to éurrichv
lum development. Of the admiﬁistrators, 13 per cent thought that
developing adequate curricula is being done at the local level. Of the

board members, 22 per cent responded this way; "Thirty-seven per cent
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of the administrators believe the local, state, and federal eduéational
‘agencies are jointly developing the curricula of our schools.. Twentyv
one per cent of the board members perceived this.

Of interest is the_fact that ohly 5 per cent of the administrators
and board members perceived the federal government as pfesently devel-

' oping curriculum for the local schools,

An analysis of Table XIV shows that administrators as a,gfoup
differ in their perception of who is developing the curricula for the
.public schools. Thirty-séven per cent beljeve it is presently a total

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 éurricula as being developed by a combination of educa-

tional agencies.

Type of District (Table XIV)

The type of district did have a significant effect on the board
members' pgrception of the present situation relative to curriculum
development, Of the board members from independent districts, 14 per
cent perceived the state as playing the major role in developing
curricula, while 37 per cent of the board members from dependent
districts indicated this.

Sixteen per cent of the board members from dependent districts
perceived Ehat the U, S.'Office of Education is determining curriculum
policies for.the_public schools, while only 3 per cent of board
members ffom independent districts responded in this way.

0f the independent board members, 26 per cent perceive the local,

state, and federal educational agencies as jointly developing the



curricula of our schools. Only 5 per cent of the board members from

dependent districts see this relationship.

TABLE XIV

- CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT SITUATTON
BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)
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Statements

%*
nTotals

Iype‘of District

‘Adm.

*
Bd. Mem.

Ad.

Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

Ty

A. Developing adequate curricula to
meet the changing 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 assist-

ance to schools, the U. S. Office of

~Edycation is determining curriculum
policies for the public schools .

D. The 1oca1? state, and federal educa-
tional agencies are jointly develop-
ing the curricula of our schools .,

E. The state and local educational
agencies are developing curricula
for the public schools ,

13

11

37

36

22

19 -

21

14

12

40

26

13

11

36

35

21

37

16

21

23

14

26

35

*Significant at the .05 level of significancge.
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Type of district did not significantly affect the administrators'’

perception of the present sjituation relative to curriculum development.

~ Enrollment of Distr}ct;LTable XV)

Significance was found in thé way. administrators in high and low
enrollﬁent districts perceive the present situation in curriculum
development, Table XV shows that 24 per centiof the administrators in
the largef 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 larger districts 45 per cent of the administrators believe
that the local, state, and federal educational agencies are jointly
developing the curricula of ouf‘schools. This compares with 35 per
cent of the administrators from small districﬁs.

Only 2 per cent of the administrators in the larger schools per-
ceive the State Department of Education to be playing the major role in
developing curricula for our schools;v This compared to 11 per cent of
the administrators from small districts.

Enrollment did not significantly affect board members' perceptipn

of the present situation relative to curriculum development.

.Other_Intgrvening Variables

The intervening variables of Qealth, federal support, local sup-
port, education, age, and tenure did not significantly affect adminis-
trators' or board members'vperception of the present situation relative
»to the problem area of curriculum development. These data. are pre- |

sented in Appendix B,
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TABLE XV

CURRIGULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT
SITUATION BY ENROLLMENT

(Data in Percentages)

. |
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 . . , . 10 8 24 11 29 33

B. The State Department of Education is

' playing the major role in developing
adequate curricula for our public »
school system . . . + . « « « , . . . 11 18 2 22 14 0

C. Because of federal financial assist-
ance to schools, the U, S. Office of
Education is determining curriculum
policies for the public schools . . . 8§ 0 2 4 . 0 6

D. The local, state, and federal educa-
tional agencies are jointly develop-
ing the curricula of our schools . . 35 34 45 19 29 33

,E. The state and local educational
agencies are developing curricula
for the public schools . . , . . . . 36 40 26 44 29 28

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 140l-higher.

%
Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Curriculum Development--
As Should Be

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XVI)

There was no significant difference in board members' and adminis-
trators' perception of the optimum policy relative to this problem
area. An analysis of Table XVI 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 neither group wants the
federal educational agency developing curricula for the local schools.

~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.

Iype of District (Table XVI)

Type of district had a significant 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
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districts perceive this.

TABLE XVI

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE
BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

Type of District
—
‘Totals Adm, Bd. Mem.

. Statements Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

A. Developing adequate curricula to
meet the changing needs of our
society is a local responsibility . 17 29 32 14 50 24

B. Curriculum development is a state
responsibility; the State Department
of Education should establish cur-
riculum for our public schools . . 2 2 2 2 5 1

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 0 0

D. The development of curricula for our
schools should be a joint responsi-
biiity of the local and state edu-
cational agencies . . . . , « . . . 50 46 46 51 35 49

E. The 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 10 26

3
5Significant at the .05 leval of significance.
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0f the admiristrators from dependent districts, only 21 per cent
perceive that development of curricula 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 responsibil-

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® 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 curvicula 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 XVII)

There was no significant difference in board members' and adminis-
trators' perception of the present situation relative te 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 board members,

33 per cent, than the administrators, 25 per cent, perceive that
federal fdnds have not crsated an imbalance.

The largest per cent of the administrators, 47 per cent9 and
board members, 46 per cent, perceive that through redistribution of
local funds, districts compensate for possiblé-imbalance resulting from
use of federal funds for selected curriculum .areas. This would indi-
cate that these educational 1aaders_do perceive curriculum balance as

a potential problem,

Qther 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 - PRESENT
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

Specific-purpose federal aid as now effectlve has not
created an imbalance in the curriculum . . . . . . . . . 25

. Through redistribution of local funds, districts com-

pensate for possible imbalance resulting from use of
federal funds for selected curriculum areas . . . . . . . 47

21

33

46

Curriculum Balance=--As Should Be

Total Administrators and Board Members (Téble XVIII)

members'

There was no significant difference in administrators' and board

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.
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TABLE XVIII

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE
BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

Type of District
v %
Totals Adm. Bd. Mem.
Statements Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

A. Local districts should oppepse the
use of federal assistance for spe-
cific areas of the curriculum be-
cause of the curriculum imbalance :
it has created . . . . . . . . . . 12 9 9 12 10 3

B. Local districts should accept fed-
eral funds for specific-purpose
programs with the assumption that
they have not created an imbalance :
in the curriculum . . . . . . . . . 20 .24 26 18 45 18

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 67 65 70 45 74

* :
Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Type of District (Table XVIII)

There was a. significant difference in board members' from depend-
ent districts and bogrd 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 tha; they had created an imbalance,
while only 18 per cent of the board members from 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 dist;icts do not ha?e a high schocl. The
problem of curriculum balance may be more pronounced in high schools
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 found that there was no significant difference in the
perception of administrators and board members relative to curriculum
balance. These éducational leaders agree that local districts are and
.should redistribute 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 curriculum balance. More board 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 XIX)

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 board members so indicated. Another difference is
that only 3 per cent of the administrators think.the fedéral 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

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT
-SITUATION BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

Type of District
* k.l
_Totals Adm,” _ Bd, Mem,
Statements Ad, Bd, Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

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 .53 58 71 40 56

B. The federal educational agency
guarantees that the purposes of its
program are fulfilled, and secures
evidence of such fulfillment direct-
ly from the local level . . . , . . 3 13 9 1 25 10

C. The administration of federal assist-
ance programs is handled primarily
by the local school district . . . 0 8 2 0 10 7

D. The administration of federal assist-
ance programs 1s being jointly super-
vised by the state and federal _
educational agencies . . . . . . . 29 26 31 28 25 27

,fSignificant at the .05 level of significance.

Type of District (Table XIX)

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



87

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'iﬁ independent districts perceived
the federal programs being administered by the federal educational
agency. |

Type of district did not significantly affect the board members’
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 Funds--
As Should 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 ofvéach 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 béard 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 FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE

BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

_Totals

- Type of:District

% %
Adm. _ Bd. Mem,

.Statements Ad.

Bd.

Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

AL

All federal assistance programs

should limit supervision to the

state level, responsibility of local
districts to be to the State Depart-
ment of Education only . . . . . . 67

'All federal assistance programs to

local schools should be administered
by the U. S. Office of Education . 0

. 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-

=Y S ]

. The administration of federal assist-

ance programs should be the joint
responsibility of the state and
federal educational agencies . ., . 13

- 54

32

13

43 72 30 6l

36 15 55 25

18 12 10 14

%
Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Type of District (Table XX)

This variable had a significant effect on administrators' and
board members' perceptibn of the best poliey relative to the adminis-
tration of federal funds.

Of the administrators in dependént districts, 43 per cent believe
federal funds should be administefed-by‘the state and 36 per cent be-
lieve they should be administered by the local district. This compares
with 72 per cent of the administrators in.independent districts who
believe the federal funds should be édministe:ed by the state educa-
tional agéncy and 15 per cent who believe they should be administered
by the local district.

This same trend is indicatéd by board members in dependent and
independent districts. Thirty per cent of the board members from
dependent districts and 61 per cent éf'the board members from independ-
ent districts believe the federal funds should be administered by the
State_Department of Educatidn. |

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 funds being administered by the local dis-

trict than are the education leaders from independent districts.

Other_InterveningﬂVariables__

The other intervening variable did not significantly affect

administrators' or board members' perception of the best policy.
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relative to administration of federal funds. These data are presented
in Appendix B.
Administration of Federal Funds--
Summary

Board membetxs an& admihistratoré differ significantly in the way
they perceive the present situation but are in agreement in what should
be the policy relative to administration of federal funds.

Type of district affected administrators' perception of the pres-
ent situation and their pérception df'fhe best policy. It affected the
board members' perception of what shouldvbe the best policy.

Educational leaders from the independent districts strongly favor
federal funds being administered by the State Department of Education.
Educational leaders from the dependent districts lean toward the
federal programs being administered by the local districts.

Local Response to Federal Aid Programs--
' Present Situation

Total Administrators and‘Boarﬁ Members. (Table XXI)

No significant difference was found in board members' and adminis-
trators' perception of the present situation relative to local response
to federal aid programs,

Of the administtators,,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 aid has not led to less local
control, while bnly 6 per cent perceive that federal aid has reduced

community concern for education.
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TABLE XXI

- LOCAL RESPONSE TO‘FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT
SITUATION BY TOTALS AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in(Percentages)

Type of District

. v -
v Totals Adm.‘ Bd. Mem.
Statements - . Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.
A. The local tax burden is so heavy’
that federal assistance for educa-
tion has been inevitable . ... . . 39 29 29 42 30 29
B. Local general acceptance of federal
"assistance has not led to less : :
local control of our schools . . . 18 30 13 19 25 32
C. Local resistance to federal assist-
ance programs has béen essential to
continued local control of.our _
schools ... , + o+ v o v W 0w W 7 10 18 4 25 6
'D.A.and B. . . v ..o 00, . e .. 23 18 0 24 22 10 20
E. Local community concern for educa-
tion has been reduced with increased
financial assistance from outside
the local distriect . . . . . + . . 6 5 7 6 10 3
F.A. and F. . . . . . . . v o v v v 7 8 -9 7 0 .10

* :
Significant at the .05 level of significance.

»Of the board members, 30.per ceﬁt‘perceive federal aid as not
leading to less locai control, while only 5 per éent perceive that
federal aid has reduced community concern for gducaﬁion. 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 XXT)

This variable had a'significéntveffect on administrators' percep-
tion of the preseﬁ§ situation relative to this problem area. Forty-two
per cent of the‘édministrators from independent districts and only 29
per cent of thé_administfators from dependent districts perceive the
local tax burdéﬂgéé_being S0 heévy that federal aid is inevitable.

Another difféfencéxis in the_responée to tﬁe statement that local
resistance to federal'prégrams héé beén essential to continued local
control of our’sdhoolé; 'Eighteen per cent of'the'administrators from
dependent districts séiegted this statement, while only 4 pef cent of
the administrators from iﬁdependent districts selected it.

Type of district did hqt’afféctvboard ﬁembers' perception of the
present situation ré1ativé'to this'problem area. There is one varia-
tion that shouid Bé nbtéd as it corresponds to the responses of the ad-
ministrators. Twenty-five per cent of the board members from dependent
and only 6 per cent of the bopard members ffom independent districts
perceive that local resistance to federal assistance programs 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. These data are presented in Appendix

B.
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Local Response to Federal Aid Programs--
' As Should Be .

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XXIT)

There is a significant differencé in administrators' and board
members' percepﬁion 6f ﬁhe best poiicy relative to this problem area.
Twenty-six per cent of the.administrators‘and 20 per cent of the board
members think the community should accept fe&eral funds because of the
vlocal tax burden.

~Nine per cent of the adminiétrétors and 19 per cent of the board
members believe all federal funds belong to the people, thus the commu-
nity should accept them with¢ut fear of federal control.

Responses to statements:D énd F indicate that 55 per cent of the
administrators believe the comﬁﬁnity should\be involved in understand-
ing the purpose of each federai'assistance program, .in determining the
degree of financial aid to the local districts, and in assessing the
potential loss of control ofuthe edUcational program at the local
level. Forty-five per cent of the board members perceived this.

It is of intereét and significant that only 4 per cent of the
édministrators and 8 per cent of the board members thought the local
community shduld refuse federal funds and make the additiomal effort

to provide for an ‘equivalent program locally.

Type of District (Table XXII)

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 XXII shows the greatest variation in
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TABLE XXII

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD
BE BY TOTALS AND TYPE.OF DISTRICT

(Data ih'Percentages)

_ - Type of District
| % = .
_ Totals Adm. Bd. Mem.
~ Statements v Ad. Bd. Dep. .Ind. Dep. Ind.

. Because the local tax burden is so
great, the community should accept
federal assistance for the public
schools . . . . . v . o' « v v « . 26 20 24 27 20 - 19

. As federal funds belong to the
people, the local community should :
accept them for specific-purpose
programs without concern of federal
control . . . . . . . . . o .. 9 19 9 9 30 15

. The local community should refuse
federal funds and make the additional
effort to provide for an equivalent
program locally .. , . . . . . . . . 4 8 15 1 10 7

. 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-
tricts, and in assessing the poten-
tial loss of control of the educa- :
tional program at the local level . 22 23 20 22 20 24

. B.andD. . . . . 4 au s .. ... T 10 9 6 0 15

A andD. . ... 000 0. .. 33022 24 .35 20 22

" ‘
’Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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that 15 per cent of the administratoré from dependent districts and
only 1 per cent of thé administrators from independent districts per-
ceivé the best policy to be to refﬁse federal funds and make the
additional lbgal effort to provide‘an equivalent program.
More of the administrators from independent districts selected
statements D and F than did the administrators from dependent districts.
vThese statements indicated.that because of the heavy local tax burden
the communityvshould accept federal aid and that the school officials
should in§olve»the commuﬁity:in decisions relative to federal programs.
Typefof district did not significantly affect the board members'

perception of the best policy relative to this problem area.v

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
?roblem area, there was a significant différence in their perception of
the best policy. More adminiétrators than board members thought the
community should be involved in decisions regarding federal programs.

Type of district affected administrators' perception of the pres-
ent situation and their perception of the best policy relative to this

problem area.
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Administrators and board members from dependent districts appear
to be more concerned with the issue of federal control than do the

educational leaders from independent districts.

Fiscal Policy--Present Situation

" Total Administratdrs and Bqard Members (Table XXIII)

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 perceive fhe fedefal aid programs as equal-
‘izing educational opportunities between the states. But there is also
a Strqng feeling_tﬁat these programs have resulted in equalizing educa-
tional oppoftUnities within the states.

_The_numBer of responses to statements C and E would appear to mean
that these educational 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 District (Table XXIV)

Enrollment of district significantly affected administrators'-pér~
ception of the present situation 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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educatibnal,opportunities between the states to any great degree.
These administrators feel very strongly that the federal programs have

resulted. in eqhalizing educational opportunities within the state.

TABLE XXIII
FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION BY TOTALS

(Data in Percentages)

Statements Adm. Bd,

A, Federal assistance programs 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 Legislature and State Department of Education
" have enacted laws and regulations that provide adequate
equalization of educational opportunities within the

State . . .. L e e w e e e s e e e e e s e e o e .. 10 21
D. A, and B, « + v v h e e e e e e e e 18 14

EcA.and Co v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 20 14

The administrators from low enrollment districts, less than 701
students, perceive that the federal programs have resulted in equaliz-

ing educational 0pportunities 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 Appéndix B.

TABLE XXIV

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION
BY ENROLIMENT OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

%
Administrators Board Members

Statements L M H L M H

A. Federal assistance programs have re-
sulted in equalizing educational
opportunities between the states . . 21 10 0 18 16 28

B. Federal assistance programs have re-
"sulted in equalizing educational
opportunities within each state . . . 27 33 61 21 32 39

.C. The State Legislature and State
Department of Education have enacted
laws and regulations that provide
adequate equalization of educational

opportunities within the state . . . 11 4 13 25 26 6
D.A.and B. . . . . ., . ¢ . ... 17 25 16 25 5 11
E.A.and C. . . . . . . . v v v o & .. 26 27 10 11 21 17

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 140l-higher.

%
Significant at the .05 level of significance.
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Fiscal Policy--As Should Be

Total Administrators and Board Members (Table XXV)

- There was no significant difference in the administrators' and
board membérs' perception of the best policy relative to this problem
area. These tﬁo groups definitely believe the federal government
should not be responsible for equalizing educational opportunity within
the states. A study of Table XXV clearly shows that these educational
leaders perceive that the federal programs should result in equalizing
educafipnal opportunity between the states and that the state legisla-
ture and State Department of Education should be responsible for equal-

ization of educational 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: Eleven per cent of
the administrators from dependent districts and only 2 per cent of the
administrators from in&ependent,districts thought the federal govern-
ment should be responsible for equalization of educational opportunities
within the staté.

Responses t§ statements A, D, and E indicate that more of the ad-
ministrators from independent districts than from dependent districts
think the federal government should equaiize 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 .SHOULD- BE BY TOTALS
“AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

{Data in Percentages)

Type. of District

o : 7
Totals Adm. Bd. Mem,
Statements ~ Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.

A. PFederal assistance programs should

result in equalizing educational

opportunities between the states . 19 19 13 21 21 18
B. The federal govermnment should be

responsible for equalization of

educational opportunities within

the states . . . « « « ¢ v 4 v . 4 6 11 2 0 7
C. The State Legislature and State

Department of Education should be

responsible for equalizing éduca~

tional opportunities within the

state . . . +« . 4 + . « .« 4+ .+ . . 30 33 39 28 47 30
D.A.and B, « v v v o v v . ... . 10 8 3 9 5 9
E.A.and €. . . . . ... ...... 37 3% 40 26 26 37

Significant at the .05 level of significance.

Wealth of District (Table XXVI)

Aithough, sﬁatiétically, wealth of the distfict.significantly
affected adﬁinistrators' perception of the best policy relative to
fiscal policy, an analysis of Table XXVI would indicate that both

groups are saying the same thiﬁg.
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TABLE XXVI

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE
BY WEALTH OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

' % ' %
Administrators Board Members

Statements L M H L M H

A. Federal assistance programs should
result in equalizing educational
opportunities between the states . . 22 23 13 4 25 25

B. The federal government should be
responsible for equalization of
educational opportunities within
the states . . . . . . . . « .+ « « 2 8 3 15 0 3

C. The State Legislature and State
Department of Education should be
responsible for equalizing educa-
tional opportunities within the :
state . . . . .0 4 e v e e . .o 20 32 41 27 28 44

D.A.and B. . . . . .. o o, . ... 12 12 7 19 3 3

E.A.and C. . . . . .. . 0000 .. b4 26 37 35 44 25

L = $500-$4000; M = $4001-$7000; H = $7001-higher.

Significant at the .05 level of significance.

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 valuation per student, 86

per cent selected either statement A, C, or E. Of the administrators
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from high wealth districts, more than $7000 valuation per student, 91
per cent.selected Statemeﬁt A, C, or E, |
Forty-oné per cent of the administrators from high wealth dis-

tricté sélected the statement that indicated the State Legislature and
~State Depaftment of Education should be responsible for equalization of
educational opportunities within the state. >On1y 20 per cent of the
administrators:fr;m low wealth districts résponded this Qay. 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 bptimum 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
from high Qealth diétricts, 94 per cent, This wéuld seem to imply that
board members from low support districts 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,

3 Boafd members from high wealth districts, like administrators from
high wealth districts; seem to be more concerned with state equaliza-

tion than national equalization of educational opportunities.

Federal Support (Table XXVIT)

Federal support significantly affected board members' perception
of the optimum policy relative td fiscal policy. Analysis of Table

XXVII seems to imply that board members from high federal support
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districts, greater than 14 per cent‘of the general fund budget, are
more concerned. that federal aid programs should result in equalizing
educational oppbrtunities between states than are the board members
from low federal support districts, less than 7 per cent of general

budget.

TABLE XXVII

" FISCAL POLICY -- AS SHOULD BE
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT

" (Data in Percentages)

‘ %
Administrators Board Members

Statements L M H L M H

A. Federal assistance programs should
‘result in equalizing educational
opportunities between the states . . 22 18 21 22 15 15

B. The federal government should be
responsible for equalization of
educational opportunities within :
the states . . . . . ¢« ¢ 4 . . 0. . & 2 5 6 5 5

C. The State Legislature and State
Department of Education should be
responsible for equalizing educational

opportunities within the state . . . 34 31 25 46 25: 10
D.A.andB. . ... ......,... 8 10 13 6 10 10

E.A.andC. . ., .. ... ... .. 3 40 36 20 45 60

L=0¢to 7%; M=7 to 14%; H = 14% and higher.

Significant at the .05 level of significance,
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Forty-six per cent of ;hé board members from low federal support
districts selected the statement that said the State Legislature and
State.Department of Education should be responsible for equalizing
educational opportunities within the state, Only 10 per cent of the
boérd member s ffom the high federal support districts selected this

statement,

Qther 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 differencevinvadministrators‘ and board
members' perception of the present situation or their perception of the
optimum policy relative to this‘pfoblem‘area;

These educational_leéders perceivé that the.federal programs are
presentiy'resulting in equalization of educational opportunities within
the state, but they do not think the federal government should be re-
sponsible for equalizing educational dpportuhities within the state.

Responses from both groups of these educational leaders indicate
that the State Leéislature and State Department of Education are not
doing enough relative to equalization within the state.

They'are in agreement that the State Legislature and the State
Depar tment of Education shoﬁld be responsible for equalization of
educational Opporfunities within the state, and-thé 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 preseﬁt.situation relative to this problem area.

- Sixty-one per cent of the administrators from high enrpllment districts
perceivekthe présent federal programs as equalizing educational oppor-
tuniﬁies within the state.

Type of district and wealth of district significantly affected
administrators' perception of the best policy relative 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

Tbtal Administrators and Board Members (Table XXIII)

There was no significant difference in administrators' and board
_ members' preference for general federal aid over specific purpose aid.
These educational Ieéders very strongly favored generaI federal aid.
VAS Table XXVIII shows, 84 per cent of the administrators and 79 per

cent of the board members answered "yes" to the question.

Type of District (Table XXVIII)

There was a significant difference in the way administrators from
dependent districts and édq}nistrators from independent districts
responded to this question. From Table XXVIII is seen that only 64 per
cent of the administrators from dependent districts favored general
federal aid, while 88 per cent of the administratoré‘from independent

districts favored general aid.
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TABLE XXVIII

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID
BY TOTAL AND TYPE OF DISTRICT

(Data in Percentages)

Type of District

Question: Would you prefer general

' *
federal aid over specific- Lotals Adm. Bd. Mem.
purpose aid? Ad. Bd. Dep. Ind. Dep. Ind.
Yes 8 79 64 8 65 83
No ‘ le 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 membefs from dependent
districts answgred this question. Again, though, the respondents from
the independent districts favored general aid more strongly than those

from the dependent districts.

Federal Support (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 groupé 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,
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TABLE . XXIX

PREFERENCE FOQR GENERAL FEDERAL AID
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT

(Data in Percentages)

- —_— ™ :
Question; Would you prefer general Administrators Board Members
federal a%d over - specific- L M u L M q

purpose aid?
Yes 87 90 75 86 70 70
No 13 10 25 14 30 30

L=0+to7%4; M=17 to 1l4%; H = 14 and higher %.

Significant at the .05 level of significance,

The administrators in the high federal support schools may be a
littleiapprehensive about the amount of aid they would receive in
general aid as compared to what they receive under the present
programs.

. Statistically there was no significant differencé in the way board
members responded to this question; but, like the adminiStratoré, 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)

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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administratérs from high local support districts, more than 16 mills,
were more strongiy in>favor of general aid than were administrators
from low local support districts, less than 11 mills. Low locél sup-
port districts usually are those that have a high valuationiand thus do
not need to vote the maximum millage. Consequently, more of these
administrators may percéive that they benefit from present federal
pragrams 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
federal aid over specific-

%
Administrators Board Members

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 apd board members that indicated the particu~
lar federal program did not apply to .their district and the number that
ranked the programs. :Of the respondentshthat-ranked thé 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 thét had a ranking of first or
second, the data are presented,

Sixteen per cent of the administrators raﬁked vocational education

first and 40 per cent ranked it second. This compared with 33 per cent



110

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:
. EACH PROGRAM WAS SELECTED FIRST OR SECOND

PER- CENT THAT

Number That

Per Cent

Per Cent

69

Programs Do Number of Ranked Ranked
Not Affect Responses First Second
Federal Programs Adm. Bd.M. Adm. Bd.M. Adm. Bd.M. Adm, Bd.M.

A. Vocational

Education 61 29 177 © 63 16 33 40 27

B. Public Law 815 142 58 96 34 22 12 28 27

C. NDEA Title III 43 26 195 66 3 5 16 14

D, ESEA Title I 19 14 219 78 66 53 24 33

E. ESEA Title II 35 26 203 66 2 2 14 17

F. Public Law 874 182 56 23 52 52 18 30

Administrators and board members perceive Title I ESEA as being

the most important federal prbgram, Sixty-six per cent of the adminis-

trators ranked it first and 24 per cent second. Fifty-three per cent

of the board members perceived it as being the most important program,

and 33 per cent ranked it second.



111

Table XXXI shows that the educational leaders from districts
affected by P. L. 874 or 815 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 Oklahoma educa-
tional administrators' and séhool board members' perception of federal
involvement in local education}‘ In 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. Officé of
Education shogld not play the major role.v Thirty-one per cent of the
administrators and 21 per cent of the board members thought the role
of the federal government in curriculum development shoﬁld be a part-
nership with the.local'and staté‘eduéational agencies,

The responses ihdicated that board members are more concerned with
local autonomy than are administrators. Twenty-two per cent of the
board members indicated that developing curriculavis a local responsij
bility, while only 13 per cent of the administrators perceived this.

These two groups of educational leaders differ in their ﬁerception
of the present situation relative to curriculum developmeht. A larger
per cent of the board members think the local district is developing
adequate curricula. Also, more bpard members believe the State Depaft-

ment of Education is playing the major role in curriculum development,

112
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The fesponses of these educational leaders to stateménts relative
to curriculum balance élearly‘indicate'that they perceive federal aid
as presenting a problem in this area. Thé majority of each group said
that locai districts should redistribute funds at the local level to
compensate for possible imbalance caused by.federai aid.

These educatioﬁal leaders beiieve 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 programs
should be administered by ;he State Department of Education. Again,
boérd members are more local-oriented than administrators. Thifty 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 ﬁhat 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 ceﬁt think they should.

An analysis of these educational leaders' responses to the state-
ments rélative to local response to federal.aid_programs seems to indi~
cate one thing of interest. It appears that these educational leaders
do not perceive preseht federal‘aid programs as reduciﬁg local control
or community conqerﬁ for education,

What should be the‘role of ﬁhe‘federal governmeﬁt in equalization
of educational opportunities? Botﬁ administrators and board members

believe it should be to equalize educational opportunities between the



114

states. At the same time both groups perceive that present federal
programs have resuited.in equalizing educational opportunities within
the state. This clearly indicates that these educational leaders feel
that it is the responsibility of the State Legiélature and State Depart-
‘ment of_Education to edualize educational opportunities within the
state, but that they have not been fulfilling this responsibility.

Would these educational leaders prefer one general aid iaw in lieu
of the present specifié-purpose programs? The response to this ques-
tion was an emphatic yes. Approximately Solper 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'qr that it would increase the amount of
federal monies distributed to the schools.

Administrators and board members péréeived_Title I ESEA as being
_the most‘importanﬁ federal program, Admihistrators ranked it somewhat
stronger than did the board members. Educational leaders in districts
affected by P. 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 NDEA or Title II ESEA as first
or second in importance to their distfiét. These are two of the pro-
grams that the Nixon Administration' cut out of their recent budget
revision.

The only interveﬁing variable that consistently affected board
members’' and adminisfrators"perceptions was type‘of district. The

‘educational leaders from independent districts perceive more federal
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involvement and have a slightly stronger‘feeling against federal
involvement than do the educational leaders from the independent
districts.

Remembering that dependent districts 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
kalahoma, as across the nation, these séhools 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 involvemeht. It éhould be. noted ﬁhat this difference was not
statistically validated. Theée eduéational leaders agree that there
should be less federal involvément in all of the identified problem
areas. This is very éignificant becaﬁse~history has shown us that the
more federal aid,.the more federal involvemént; Hence the 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 mbney diétributed to local schoois-with no strings
attached? Will general federal aid reduce federal involvement in the
local schools? Or, if general aid does come, will it ﬁot present
problems other than those identifiéd 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. 1l: Curriculum Development

Reject the hypothesis, there was a significant difference.

Problem Area No. 2: Curriculum Balance

There was no significant difference.

.Problem Area No. 3: Administration of Federal Funds

Reject the hypothesis, there was a significant difference.

‘Eroblem Area No.. 4: Local Response to Federal;Aid Programs

There was no significant difference.

. Problem Area No. >: 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.
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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.

Hypothesis No. 3: The amount of federal support the district
receives, enrollment of the district, wealth of the distxict, the local
millage effort of the district, and the type of district will not sig-
nificantly affect the adﬁinistfators' or board members' perception of
the present situation or of the best policy relative to the problem

areas.

Problem Area No. l: 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,

Eﬁrollment significantly éffected 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 Balanqe

Type of district had a significant 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: Administrapion of Federal Funds

Type of district significantly affected administrators' perception
of the present situation and their pérception of the best poliecy rela-
tive to this problem area. This variable also affected board members'
perception of the bést policy.

The other inférvehing,variables‘did not significantly affect the

perception of these educational leaders.

~Problem Area No. 4: Local RESponse:to Fedefal Aid Programs

Type of district was'the.only,intervening variable that had a sig-
nificant effect. It affected thé a&ministrators' perception of both
the present situation and of the best policy relative to this problem

area.

Problem Area No. 5: Fiscal Policy

Type of district significantlybaffected‘administrators' perception
of the best policy relative to his pfoblem area.

Enrollment significantly affected administrators' perception of
the present situation relative to this area.

Wealth of district significantly affected adﬁinistrators' and
board members’ perception of the best policy relative to this problem
area,

Federal suppoft significantly affected board members' perception
of the best policy relative to this. problem area,

The intervening variable'of locgl support did not significantly
affect the perception of these educational leaders relétive to fiscal

policy.
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Hypothesis No. 4: The age, educaﬁién, and'tenufe 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 variablés 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 significant difference in
educational administrators' and school board members' preference for
general federal aid.

There was no significant difference.

‘Hypothesis No. 6: The amount of federal support, the wealth éf the
district, the enrollment of the district, the ldcal mill&ge effort of
the district, and the type of district will not significantly affect the
administrators' or board mémbers' 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.

'Hypothésis 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
réesponses of these educational 1eaders; 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 adminisfrafors' and school board members' perceptions of
the federal aid programé mdét importént to their district,

Although a statistical teét-was not applied, it did not appear
that there was any signifiqaht difference in administrators' and board
members' perception of the federé1 aid programs most important to their

district.
The. Future

The federal governﬁeﬁt has had an interest in education since the
"0ld Deluder Satin" law in the&colony’éf Massachusetts in 1642. Inter-
mittently at first but with incféasing consistency in the twentieth
century, public educatioh'has_beéome a métter of goverﬁment interest
and concern.l | |

Oklahoma educationél.leaders are involved daily in federal aid
programs for our 1ocal_éch901s.b‘Will the.federal'govérnment continue
to. contribute more and:more money to puBlic eduéatibn? It is difficult

to conceive otherwise;  The May 5,v1969 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 steering 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=CIO0.2

Will federal aid to public education continue to be controversial?

The House of Representétives just recently passéd a bill authored by

lStephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of
Education Administers a lLaw (New York: Syracuse University Press,
1968), p. 1. ‘ R -

2k ducation 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 exteﬁds ESEA two years and has

a. block-grant provision., Under the block-grant'provision in Mrs,
Green's bill, two programé from‘ESEA'aﬁd twéifrom NDEA would be consol-
idated into one big prééram. "It does not make any sense to me to have
four separate programs ﬁith four séparate sets of prbcedures," Mrs.

3

Green told the Housef ‘

Funding this prqéfam’is another ﬁatter. Ironically, the Nixon
Administration's bpdget revision oﬁly avfew days before this bill was
passed had knocke&véﬁt:all_funds for three of the four programs.

The Nationai Séhool Boafds Association at their 1969 convention
adopted a resolution'asking'Congress to éstablish a program of federal
foundation support for public education which would provide within
five years not less than $12,000‘per‘pupilr This reversed the NSBA
policy of four years. ago. |

Federal ajd and the controversies relative to federal aid appar-
ently are here to stay.“iLoca1 edu§ationa1 leaders in Oklahoma and
across the nation should»be cognizanﬁ.of the potential problem areas
associated with federa1 assistance. These leaders can and should play
a vital part in deterﬁining 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 éducational system.

3"House Exteﬁds ESEA Two Years, OK's 'Block Grant' Provision,"
Nation's Schools, 83 (June, 1969), p. 26.

4Phi Delta Kappan, 50 (June, 1969), p. 554.
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March .1, 1969

Dear Educational Leader:

What should be'the role of the federal government in education?
This is one of the most controversial questions of our time. A specif-
ic aspect.of this question-concerns the role of the federal government
.in the financing of our public: schools. You are aware of the different
types of specific-purpose financial assistance that our schools re-
ceive, the most recent and familiar probably being N.D.E,A, Title III
and E.S.E.A, Title I. As a result of this. ‘financial assistance from
“the federal government many educational leaders have become concerned
about the federal government s 1nvolvement in local educational policy
making. : : »

As a graduate student in public school administration at Oklahoma
State University, I am doing a study concerning the federal government's
involvement in certain areas of the public school program. The study
is an attempt to determine administrators' and school board members'
opinions of the federal government's involvement in' the public school
program. - , ' o ‘ ‘

Because you are an educational.leader. in your community, your
participation is vitally needed for this study. I am aware of the im-
portance of your time, but will appreciate very much your- taking time
to complete the enclosed questionnaire and returning it in the enclosed
self-addressed envelope. The questionnaire appears to be time consum-
ing, but it will take less than twenty- f1ve mlnutes to complete,

The questlonnalre‘ls de31gned_for;you to.1nd1cate how you perceive
the present conditions and what-you peérceive:to be the best policy rela-
tive to federal involvement in local educational policy making. By
Oklahoma school law, the local school board is the local educational
policy-making body. .In practlce,,school boards and superintendents of
high school dlstrlcts, .or principals of elementary districts, work
together in formulating educational p011c1es - Thus, it seems signfi-
cant to know the perceptions of these educational leaders relatlve to
federal 1nvolvement in local pollcy making.

If you desire a.summary of_the’analyzed data after the study is
completed, please indicate in the space provided on the questionnaire.

Sincerely yours,

John Martin
Business Manager
~Stillwater Public Schools
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OKLAHOMA STATE SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION, INC.

Affiliated with National
School Boards Association

. ;J}~OrVi11é Bumpus, Executive Secretary
1216'N. E. 23 . Oklahoma City, Okla. 73111

Publishers of OKLAHOMA SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL

Dear Fellow Board Member: =

I would like to introduce you 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'administratidn;

His study requlres partlclpatlon of school board presidents across
the state. As an executive officer of the State School Board Associa-
tion, I urge you to take a few minutes of your time. to complete the
enclosed questionnaire.

The study will provideour State Association with some very useful
information about your opinions ‘of federal involvement in public educa-
tion. This information will help the Association to make future
‘decisions about. our goals and obJectlves concernlng federal aid to
education.

Any infbrmation you do_not‘haVe~about your school can be obtained
from your superintendent.

~Sincerely yours,
-/s/fJohn_P.:Weilmuenster
- Johnny Weilmuenster

- Past President
- State School Board Association
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FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

.This is a study of educational 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 I of the questionnaire

asks for 1nformat10n about your school dlStrlCt and you as a respondent.

PART-I: SCHOOL AND~BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

(Board members may. obtaln thls lnformatlon from the superlntendent)

1. Your position: (circle one) Super;ntendent ‘Boa¥d:Member. - Principal
2. Type of school dlstrlct (c1rc1e one) Dependent Independent

3. Total enrollment of dlstrlct' (do not 1nc1ude klndergarten)

4, Assessed valuatlon of dlstrlct o $

‘5. Total general fund " budget for_school.year 1968-69: $

6.

Estimated federal aid'you-Will,receive during the '
school year 1968- 69'"(exclude‘1unch program) $

7. Number of mills your school dlstrlct votes from. the

following sourceg a. Emergency levy (5 mills)

"b. Local Support levy (10 mills)
¢. Building Fund levy (5 mills)

8. Your age;_u(oiroie ‘one) - less than 35 35=45 over 45

Your formalvedncation: (c1rc1e one) 1ess than high school diploma
. ‘high school diploma bachelor degree
master's degree - doctorate degree

10. Your tenure: How many years have you ‘served as a member of a
L school board or as a superintendent of schools:
(clrcle one) less than 10 10-20 over 20

.11, Would you'reconmend one general federal aid law providing funds to
be dlstrlbuted by the states, in preference to the several specific:
purpose 1aws‘7 - (circle one) = yes no

12. ‘Please rank the folloWing specific-purpose federal assistance pro-
grams in their importance to your district, Put the number one to
the left of the program you believe is the most important, the
number two for' the next, etc.  Place the letter 0 to. 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, ;ESEAVTitle"I K. ESEA Title II
F. Other_ V [ '
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13. Name of your school district: (Qptional)

14. County located:

15, If you de51re a summary of the analyzed data, please give your

address. :

PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART II--
IT WILL REQUIRE LESS THAN 15 MINUTES OF YOUR TIME

| PART II: PROBLEM AREAS

' Dlrectlons for part II

Part II of the questlonnalre includes statements regarding five problem
areas chosen for this study. Each problem area has been established as
one phase of educational policy which is affected by the use of specific
purpose federal aid. TFor each problem area, two sets of statements have
been prepared. . ‘In.the first set'you are to select one statement that
you believe best descrlbes the present situation: relative to the problem
area. In the second set.you are to select one statement that you be-
lieve represents the best policy relative to. the problem area.

Problem-areavNo. 1: Currlculum Development

Curriculum development involves what should be taught and how it should
be taught. The curriculum of our schools is designed to meet the needs
of each individual child, and to satisfy the concerns of our society.
As changes in our society produce new concerns, new emphases in the
curriculum are reflected.

Set 1: Check one statement that you believe best describes the present
situation relative to curriculum development.

A, - Develpoping adequate curricula to meet the changing 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‘thevcurricula of our schools. :

E. The state and local educational agencies are developlng curricula
for the publlc schools.
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Check one statement that you believe represents the best (ideal)
policy relative to curriculum development.

‘Developing adequate curricula to meet the changing needs of our

society is a local responsibility.

Curriculum development is a state responsibility; the State
Department of Education should establish curriculum for our
public schools.

As new national concerns are identified, the U. S. Office of

Education should play the major role in curriculum development.

The development of curricula for our schools should be a joint
responsibility of the local and state educational agencies.

The development of curricula for our schools should be a joint
responsibility of the local, state and federal educational
agencies. ’ ' ' ‘

Problem area No. 2: Curriculum Balance

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 educational lead-

ers, Failure to adjust the curriculum to new concerns, as well as

special attempts to meet these new needs may result in curriculum

imbalance. '

Set 1: Check one statement that you believe best describes the Eresent
situation relative to curriculum balance.

A. The use of federal ‘funds to stimulate certain curriculum areas,
such as mathematics and sc1ence, has created an imbalance in the
curriculum.

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 ¢urriculum 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
spec1f1c 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 specific curriculum areas.
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Problem area No. 3: Administration.of‘Federal Funds

The administration of federal assistance programs for specific curricu-
lum areas requires assurance that the purposes of the legislation
providing these programs are. fulfilled by participating states and local
school systems, - - :

_ Set 1:

Check one statement that you belleve best describes the Eresen

»s1tuat10n relatlve to the adminlstratlon of federal funds.

Most federal programs of assistance are supervised by the State

‘Department of:Education; local districts being directly respon-

sible to the State Department of Education.

The federal educational ageﬁcy»guarantees that the purposes of
its program are fulfilled, and secures evidence of such fulfill-

-ment directly from the local level.

The administration of federal assistance programs is handled

primarily by the local school district.

The administration of federal assistance programs is being
jointly. superv1sed by: the state and federal educational agen-.v
cies. 4

Check one statement that you believe represents the best
(ideal) policy relative to the administration of federal funds.

.. All federal assistance programs should limit supervision. to the

state level, responsibility of local districts to be to the
State’ Department of Education only,

All federal assistance programs to local schools should be
administered by the U. S, Office of Education.

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
agenc1es

The admlnlstration of federal assistance programs should be the
joint responslblllty of the state and federal educational
agenc1es.
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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. Tocal districts
for many years have voluntarily accepted federal funds for certain
phases of the local. school program.

_Set,l:

_Check one statement .that you believe best describes the present

situation relative to local response to federal aid programs.

The local tax burden isv50<heavy that federal assistance for
education has been inevitable.

Local general acceptance of federal assistance has not led to

“less local control of our schools.

Local re51stance to federal assistance programs has been

‘essentlal to continued local control of our schools,

A. and B.

Local community concern for education has been reduced with

‘increased financial assistance from outside the local district.

A. and E.

Check one statement -that you believe represents the best
(ideal) policy relatlve to local response to federal aid pro-
grams, o

Because the local tax:bﬁrden is so great, the community should
accept federal ass1stance for the public schools.

_As federal funds belong to the people, the local community

should accept them for specific-purpose programs without con-
cern of federal control. ‘

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 assistance 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.

B. and D,

A, and D.
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Problem area Nd;‘5: 'Fisqal_Policy

Fiscal policy refers 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 1mposslb1e. 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. :

‘Set 1:- Check one statement that you believe. best descrlbes the Eresent
51tuat10n relatlve to fiscal pollcy,_

A. Federal a551stance programs have resulted in equallzlng educa-
tional opportunltles ‘between the states. '

B. ‘Federalvassistance programs have resulted in equalizing educa-
tional opportunities within each state.

C. The state legislature'and state department of education have
" enacted lawswand regulations that provide adequate equalization
of educational opportunities within the state.

D. A, and B..

E. A. and C.

Set 2: Check one stetement_that‘youvbelieve represents the best
gidealz-policy relative tOFfiscal responsibility.

A, Federal assistance programs should result in equallzlng educa-
tional opportunltles between the states.

B. The federal government should be respon51b1e for equalization
of educational opportunities within the states.

C. The state legislature and department‘bf education should be
responsible for equallzlng educational . opportunltles within
the state.

D. A. and B.

E. A, and C,

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION. ' PLEASE PLACE THE
QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED- ENVELOPE AND MATL.



APPENDIX B

DATA RELATIVE TO INTERVENING VARIABLES

WHICH HAD NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT
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TABLE XXXII

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT SITUATION
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT B

(Data in Percentages)

Wealth " L Local Support

Adm.  _Bd. Mem.  _ Adm. ___ _ Bd. Mem.

'Sta'texﬁents “it..o 0 L M H L M H 1L M H L M

_A._Developlng adequate curr1cu1a to. meet the
'~ changing needs of our society is belng T T _ R, R PR
.~ done at the local level e e Coee e .t?ll‘ 8. 12 20 23 .23 15 18 14 14 23
B. The State Department of -Education ‘is playlngrr b T T e e ' BRI
the major role in- developlng adequate EURSREIEE t LT : . o R S
curr1cu1a for our pub11c school system-. . 13 14 ° 7 24 10 23 7 .11 '12. 29 8
C.'Because of federal financial assistance to~1v' Lk : S ’ o
schools, the U. S. Office of Education is
determining curr1cu1um pol1c1es for the L L LT L s IR
public schools T LTt U U 8 4. 0 13 2 8 6 .0 .23
D. The’ local, state and fedefalveducatlonalli BN : . ' ‘ o

agencies are jointly developing the : L . _ - :
curricula of our schools & . . . . . . . . 39 41 30 16 30 17 24 44 39 29 8

.E. The state and local educational agencies

are developing curricula for the public ' v : o '
SChOOLS v v 4w & « e s s 4 « W4 e s e 4o+ 33 .22 43 36 37 23 51 28 30 29 39

Wealth: Low = $500 - 4,000; Medium = $4,001 - 7, 000; High = $7,001 - higher.
Local Support: Low = 0-10 mills; Medlum 11- 15 mills; High'= 16520 mills.
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TABLE. XXXIII

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT -. PRESENT SITUATION
) BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

Federal Supportﬂﬁf. C : 4' vr*::Education_

: R _ | Admlnlstrators "’r,e Board Members S :‘Board Members
- Statements_‘"jjf'ﬂbvv:‘:: R .L’ﬂ. Mo H L. '~M1, 'ZH:'- LM H

AL Developlng adequate curr1cu1a to meet the

changlng needs of our soc1ety is belng RN ST : Sl el e e s

done at the 1oca1 1eve1 DR T L1809 11 28 .21 11 -0 7. 23 38
"B. The State Department of Educatlon is playlng - . ' o o o e

the maJor role in developlng adequate S L 2 R L e S

currlcula for our pub11c school system e .'. 8. 13 13 13 26 - 260 4 23 013

C. Because of federal f1nanc1a1 a831stance to -
schools, the U. §. 0ffice of Education is
determining curriculum p011c1es for the _ : : R v e S -
public schools . . ... . . ave . 9 .2 5 9 o 5 . 1 6 .0

"D. The. local; state, ‘and federal educatlonal ’
-agencies are 301nt1y developlng the - , ‘ o ' o : .
curricula of our schools . . . . . . . . . ..28 41 44 - 15, 32 26 21 21 6

"E. The state and local educational agencies

are developing curricula for the publlc : ‘
schools . . .« v & oo o0 oo oo e . 38 0 35 27 36 21 32 - 43 26 44

Federal Support: L=20 - 7%y M= 7 - 14%; H = 14 and higher %.

high schoqi; H = Bachelor's or higher.

I

'Education: L = less than high school; Medium

LET



TABLE- XXXIV

_'CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - PRESENT SITUATION
- BY AGE AND TENURE

.(Data 1n_Pengentages),"

”Statements

iAge_,»"

,Admiﬁiétratdrs’

- ‘Board Members

~i-Tenure
Administrators

L M - H

VA,VDeveloplng adequate curr1cu1a to. ‘meet the
.changing needs. of our soc1ety is be1ng

‘done at the local level . . u.u &vti. .

._B.vThe State Department of Educatlon is p1ay1nguﬁ

_ the major role in. developlng adequate

currlcula for our public. school system R

C. Because of federal f1nanc1a1 a551stance to

‘ " schools, ‘the U. S. Office. of Educatlon is
determining. currlculum p011c1es for the
public: schools .. o ii oL oa e

.D. The local, state, and federal educatlonal
agencies are 301nt1y developing the
curricula of our schools . . + . . . . .

- E. The state ehd.local educational ageneies
are developing curricula for the public

schools . . . .« ¢ o 6 v o s we e e e .

20 32 42

46 42 25

13 27

3313 23

67 26 34

1313 14

1410 16

33 35 49

38 37 20

Age: L = less than 35.years; = 35-45 years;

Tenure:

'L = less than 10 years; M = 10-20 yeers;

H = over 45 years.

H = over 20 years.
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TABLE XXXV

CURRICULUM. DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE
BY- ENROLLMENT

(Data in Percentages)

_Administrators = . - Board'MemberSe

Statements '_vf'"'ul ... L M ®H L. M H

A. Developlng adequate currlcula to meet
the changing needs of our soc1ety 1s T S o L
" a local respon81b111ty -'-'-"L- N .;, ;.,1 6. 20 .2 - 197 29 26

" B. Currlculum development is a state respon- S
31b111ty, the State Department of. EducatlonV
should establish curriculum: for our . : e - o Lo
publlc schools o e e e e e .‘..u R RIS [T/ S ) 3 0. 0

€. As new natlonal concerns are 1dent1f1ed
" the U. S. Office ofAEducatlon:should,play - S v »
‘the major role in curriculum development .’ 2 0 S0 - 0 .0 0

D. The developmentaof currieula‘for our
~ schools should be a joint responsibility of
‘the local and state edueational agencies. . 62 37 41 53 52 37

E. The development of curricula for our
schools should be a joint responsibility
of the local, state and federal educa- v :
tional agencies” . . . v 4 4 4 4 .. o« . .. 29 39 36 25 19 37

L = 101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 1401-higher.
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TABLE - XXXVI

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT

(Data invPercentages)

BE

Wealth

Local Support

Adm. : .Ba

Mem.

5 ':;;Adm .

‘Bd. Mem.

'“Statemeﬁts.': ;t_ﬂ S . _Lf'-eMlhwﬁH» SN

,M 5

e

»Lt

,M_

}A,:Developlng adequate currlcula to meet the
‘changing needs of our soc1ety 1s a. - - o Do
local respon51b111ty A SRR .16 2215 30

- B. Currlculum development is a state re3pon-
" sibility; the State Department of
~ Education should establish. currlculum

for our pub11c schools e e e . .;,.. L.o2 2 1 Y

.C. As new natlonal concerns are 1dent1f1ed the"
U. 8. Offlce of Education should play the , , R
maJor role in curriculum development . e 2 0o 0. 0

D. The development of curricula for our schoolsk
_should be a joint responsibility of the ' . v
local and state educational agencies . . . 49 37 62 48

E. The development of curricula for our schools
should be a joint responsibility of -the
local, state, and federal educational
agencies . . . . . . .+ . . . . . . ... 31 40 .22 19

25 ¢

A

- 31

33

46

18

12

66

20

54

35

20

45 -

33

29

36

29

27

47

27

30 -

48

21

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.

071



TABLE XXXVII

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE

.. 'BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Déta_ianercentages)

-Statements g

- Federal Support

";Admlnlstratorsvr

Educatlon

Board Membersf

s Board Members

S M . H

A. Developlng adequate currlcula to meet the'

changing needs of our society is a-

local responslblllty o e e e il

S T 21 13 33 30 19

B. Curriculum development is a state’ responsi-
the State Department of: Educatlon

bility;

should establish. curr1cu1um for our
public: schools . . Ceee 6 e .

C. As new national concerns .are. 1dent1f1ed the.
U. S. Office of Education should play

the major role in currlculum development 0o - 2 1 0 0 vIOv

D. The development of currlcula for our schools
' should be a joint responsibility of the : _
local and state educational agencies . . . 49 49 .52 45 50 43

'1E. The development of curricula[forbour schools
should be a joint responsibility of the

local, state, and federal educational

agencies .,

. . . . . . 2 e -

. ... 32 28 32 - 20 15 38

Lo 22 1 2 s g

C27 31 38

33 49 44

33 18 19

Federal Support:
L

Education:

= 0-7%; M= 7-147%;
less. than high school;

M=

H = 14 and higher %.
high school;  H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE . XXXVIII

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT - AS SHOULD BE

: BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

nget

Tenure

Adm. 'Bd, Mem.

,‘Adm;

Bd. Mem.

Statementé' S L VV-M R L

M

'L M

| A. Developing -adequate curr1cu1a to meet the
changing needs of our soc1ety is a , e
local respon51b111ty coe e e e w2613 18 - O

B. Curriculum development is a state respon-
sibility; the State Department of
- Education should establlsh curriculum - - : .
for our pub11c schools . . { PR ¢ IR N ARP TN ¢ O

'C. As new national concerns are 1dent1f1ed the -
U. 8. Office of Education should ‘play the - v
maJor role in curriculum development e.v . 0 0 .2 -0

- D. The development of curricula for our ‘schools
. should be a joint responsibility of the :
local and state educational agencies ... . 68 54 43 100

E. The development of curricula for our schools
should be a joint responsibility of the
local, state, and federal educational _
agencies . . . . . o4 v o v 4o 4 4 oow .. 8 31 35 0

36

.36

26

.26

50

22

17

52

28

11

56

33

24

37

33

270

47 0.

24 0

50

50

.50

Age: 'L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45.
Tenure: . L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20.
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TABLE XXXIX

i CURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION
» BY ENROLLMENT

- (Data ianefCentages)

':QfAdmihiStratorébzf;f 1 'Boafd_Members

‘ Statemeﬁﬁs S ? -  _,!'1 ' L gﬁ o H:f :_ " L. M H

A. The use of federal funds to stimulate
certain curriculum areas, such as
“mathematics and science, has created _ : - S , o -
‘an imbalance in the currlculum e i e e e 260 .35 2% 27 14 16

B.,Spec1f1¢ purPdse'federal aid as now '
effectlve has not created an 1mba1ance S - » SR . -
in ‘the currlculum S 26 .. 20 21 33 48 -5

C. Through redistribution of local funds
- districts compensate for possible
imbalance resultlng from use of federal :
funds for selected curriculum areas . . . 49 45 55 40 .38 79

="101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 140l-higher.
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TABLE XL

gCURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION
_ BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT

h(Data_lnzPercenteges)

‘lwealth L ',wr Lacal Suppgrt

- Adm.tiﬁ'g .,Bd.~Mem;  Adm. - _ - Bd. Mem.

QS&ﬂamﬁ$5_ffgﬁ_;ei'._ gi,iﬂyiii L M P}i ?LZ*M~'IL"-L”M

_A. The use of federal funds to"stimulate’
certain currlculum areas, such as

-mathematics and science, has created ‘ R SR TP S P
an. imbalance in the currlculum VoeeeJ . 2500220 03700220 7100 30029 -30 .27 29 21

AB Spec1f1c punpose federal a1d as now -
effective has not created an. 1mba1ance , : R SRR sl Ce T ,
in the currlculum e e e e e h e w2529 022 260 27 .46 17 .27 027 43 50

e, Through redistribution of local funds .
districts compensate for possible
' imbalance resulting from use of

federal funds for selected currlculum - o oo .
Areas . . . . . 4w v i e« aeie e oo 51 49 41 52 63 24 54 43 . 47 29 29

~_Wealth: L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001 - higher.

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 ﬁilis; H = 16-20 mills.
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TABLE XLI

fCURRICULUM BALANCE - PRESENT SITUATION
- BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data 1nABercentages)

Federal Support , . ~ __Education

_Admlnlstrators L Board Members»’ o Board Members

"Sta“tementst, o 1M " L M _®E L um m

-A. The use: of federal funds to stlmulate
certaln curriculum areas -such as
mathematlcs and science; has created S . Co . Dl e L e
an 1mba1ance in the curr1cu1um ;';.. Y 28 . 35 200 -24f'“ 21 4 SR L 26'~'719 =

B Spec1f1c purpose federal a1d as now -
' effectlve ‘has not created an 1mba1ance

“in the currlculum o ;‘.pfn,o, e e, r_,E.'28‘7v 19?E1:27‘; » 32f:. 32 “_ﬂ38 ti,'_"43‘;? 34* :'31""jf

" C. Through red1str1but10n of 1oca1 funds

districts compensate for possible "

imbalance resulting from use of federal T : o _ .
funds for selected curriculum areas . . . 44 46 53 g 47 48 43 - 40 50

Federal Support: L = 0-7%; M = 7-147%; H = 14 and higher 7%.

~Education: L = 1ess;than high school; M = high.schoolg H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE XLII

CURRICULUM BALANCE -.PRESENT SITUATION
BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

RN =
gl , | .. Adm. . _Bd. Mem. . ___Adm. _  __ Bd. Mem.
~ Statements S L M  H.»  L iM’:> H* L M H L .M H

A. The use: of federal funds to- stlmulate
" certain currlculum areas, -such as
mathematlcs and sc1ence, has created e LA R BT T NP - -
an 1mba1ance in the currlculum cov e 4433220 220021 25 0 1413 4 10 8 0

B.ASpeéiflé pufpose federal ald as now
-effective has not created an 1mba1ance ‘ T A A T R SR : o R
in the curricalum ™ . . « . . .ol ;‘; 232728 .31 38 50 17 19 26 29 ‘16 O

'C. Through redistribution of Iocal.funds;
districts compensate for possible
imbalance resulting from use of-

federal funds for selected curriculum e o ‘ v 7
AreaS . . 4 4 e e e e e e e e e e 44 51 - 51 48 38 50 69 68 71 61 76 100

Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45.

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20.
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TABLE XLIII

. CURRICULUM BALANCE = PRESENT SITUATION
- BY TYPE OF DISTRICT

~(Data,1n_Percentages)‘

Admlnlstrators Board Members

i.Statements. Dependent Independent Dependent IndependentId:

A, The use of federal funds to stlmulate
’ ‘certain currlculum areas, such as -
- mathematlcs .and ‘science, has created L e R D e e e e el
‘an Imbalance in the currlculum .. .-1“_ 26{ Lot 28 25 200 W i
B. Spec1f1c purpose federal ald as now

effective has not created an 1mba1ance
Jin the currlculum

C O e e e 0350 023 o450 030
C. Through redlstrlbutlon of 1oca1 funds

' - districts compensate for p0351b1e

imbalance resulting from use of

federal funds for selected ‘ S o e

curriculum areas +. . « . . . . ... L. 400 49 30. .- 50
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TABLE XLIV

UﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬂMfBAiAﬁCE-- AS”SHOULD" BE
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT

(Data in Percentages)

: Wealth

. Bd. Mem

Loca1>Support
) Bd. Mem.

O Adm.

 Statements - . L M _H 'QL M .

Adm:'
‘M H L M H

A. Local d1str1cts should oppose the use of _
federal assistance. for spec1f1c areas of
the currlculum because. of the curr1cu1um

1mbalance it has created } FFOT AN ,vt_'f9'f 19,ff~91 4. 6.

‘ B.. Local d1str1cts should accept federal funds S
- for specific- purpose programs with the
assumption that they have not created an

1mbalance in the currlculum v e e wie 2500220 12v iSy .25 -

C. Local dlstrlcts should red1str1bute funds,
at the local level to compensate for -
possible imbalance caused by use of
federal. assistance to spec1f1c curr1culum L . v :
areas . . . uie s s s 4 4 4 e e v . e o 6759 79 82 69

15

30

55

12

81

g .16'_

22

62

67 64 53 71

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.

207 3 3

21 29 13 25
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TABLE.- XLV

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

- (Data in Pefcentages)

Federal Support  Education
,Administrators : Board Members vBoard Members
_ Statements L. M -H L M H L M H
A Ibcal.dlstrlcts should oppose the use of
. federal assistance for specific areas of
the curriculum because of the currlculum : R e . ‘ :
imbalance it has created . ... ... Lo 3. 12 9 10 - 10 5 13 12 0
B. Local districts should accept~federélrfunds
for specific-purpose programs with the -
assumption that they have not created - ;. i . :
an imbalance in the curriculum . . . . .. . 18 18 24 24 25 24 20 24 25 .
C. Local districts should redistribute funds at '
the local level to compensate for possible
imbalance caused by use of federal assist- . : . ,
e e 69 71 67 67 65 71 67 65 75

ance to specific. curriculum areas

= 0-7%; M = 7-14%; H = 14 and higher %.
H = Bachelor's or higher.

Federal Suﬁport:

= less than high school;

~Education: L = M = high school;
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TABLE XLVI

CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE
BY AGE AND TENURE

7'"(Data in Percentages).

: :'Age-‘ L L Tenure_
L i . Adw.  _Bd.Mem.  ___ Adm. . __Bd. Mem.
Statements . L M H L M H L M H L M H

A. Local districts should oppose the use of
federal assistance for spec1f1c areas of -

the curriculum because of the currlculum . S o A -
’ 1mba1ance 1t ‘has created . ._._.-.,.». o 1200 12;-;11 0 101 8 14 13 4‘  lof 8 0

B. Local dlstrlcts'should acceptffederal funds
for specific-purpose programs with the
assumption that they have not created an : T L T Ll ' :
'imbalanCe in the curriculum .. . . . . .. 12 19 .22 33 31 18 17 20 26 29 16 0

C. Local: dlstrlcts should redlstrlbute funds
at the local level to compensate: for
possible imbalance caused by use of

federal a331stance to spec1f1c curriculum , : .
AYEAS v 4 4 e s 4 e 4 e e e e e e s . . 16 69 67 67 59 74 69 68 71. 61 76 100

Age: L = léss than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45.

Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20.
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- TABLE XLVII

'CURRICULUM BALANCE - AS SHOULD BE
' BY ENROLLMENT- -

L (Datafin:Percentages)h' 

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 specific
curriculum areas . . . . . . . . . . .

21 14 17

64 78 71 -

 Admihistfators= _Board Members
Statements | 'L M H L M H
'A. Local districts should oppose the use of
federal assistance for specific areas of
the curriculum because of the curriculum RS : v L i o
~ 15 7. 8. 12 13 100

22° 19 11

66 71 90

L

101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher.
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TABLE XLVIII

: ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT SITUATION

BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPOR

‘(Data in Percentages)

T

. Wealth

Local Support

_Bd._Mem;_f

_'Adm.

Bd. Mem.

_ Statements . L M " L

M-

L

.M

A. Most federal programs of assistance are’

supervised by the State Department of
Education, local. districts being. d1rect1y
responsible to the State Department of

BAUCAEION . . . . s . i 4w e e . e . .. 6377 68 59

B The federal educat10nal agency buarantees .

"that the purposes of its program are .
fulfilled;, and secures evidence-of such . , R
fulflllment directly from the local 1eve1 2. 51 15

:C The administration of federal assistance

-programs is handled prlmarlly by the :
local school district . . . « « . o v . 1 0 0 4

-D. The administration of federal assistance pro- -~

grams is being jointly supervised by the o
state and federal educational agencies .. . 33 19 31 22

52
13 -
13

23

12 -

‘33,

- 68

27

»‘83.

17

65

32

50 -

29

40

13
20

27

57

-13-

26

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.
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TABLE'XLIX

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT SITUATION
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION ‘

(Data in Percentages)

Federal Support.’ o o Education

- Administrators Board Members : Board Members

- Statements - s 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 respons1b1e to the State : , o : B v S
Department of Educatlon e e e s 87 T8 63 56 40 57 .67 5353

" B. The federal educatlonal agency guarantees

that the purposes of its program are

fulfilled, and secures evidence of such _ R N SR C o -
fulflllment directly from the local level. 3 = 2 3 10 20 14 13 14 .20

C. The admlnlstratlon of federal asslstance"
programs is handled prlmarlly by the o . . - .
local school d1str1ct B T 0 1. 10 .5 5 7 10 0

D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
' grams. is being jointly supervised by the. » ‘
state and federal educational agencies .. . 30 21 33 24 35 24 13 24 27

FederalﬂSupport: L=0-7%; M= 7-14%;'_H = 14 and higher %.
Education: L'= less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE L

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS -~ PRESENT SITUATION
- BY AGE AND TENURE .

(Data 1n,Percentages)

- e

Tenure

ij-Adm.'

_ Bd. Mem.

Adm..

' Bd. Mem.

Statements =~ SR L

L M

" A. Most federal programs of assistance are .
supervised by the State Department of

- Education, local districts being dlrectly

_responsible to the Staté Department of

_:Educatlon B A R

'B. The federal eduCational agency guarantees

' that the purposes of its program are.
fulfilled, and secures evidence of such
fulflllment dlrectly from the 1oca1 1eve1 4

C. The administration of federal a331stance
- programs is handled primarily by the
- local school district . « o & « ¢« w o o + 0
N D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
grams is being jointly supervised by the

state and federal educational agencies . . 28

7

24

64

.32

67 39

3341

63

‘ 12..

10

14

64

18

17

71

18

10

67

24

53 54

31 33

15 13

50

50

M = 35-45; H =
10-20;

Age: L= less than 35; over 45.

Tenure: .1’ = less than 10; M =

H = over 20.

!



TABLE LI

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - PRESENT
SITUATION BY ENROLLMENT

v (Data_in‘PeréentagéS)

Statements

 AdminisErators

- L

H

__BoardyMembers

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 Educatlon P R

 B. The federal educational.agéﬁcy»guarantees

) " that the purposes of its program are '
. fulfilled, and secures evidence of such
fulfillment directly from the local level.

.C. The admlnlétratloﬁ of federal ass1$tance‘
. programs is handled pr1mar11y by the

local school dlstrlct e e e e e e e

D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
grams is being jointly supervised by the
state and federal educational agencies . .

71

29

75

25

67

29

';69;

25

43

19

19

19

50

39

L= 101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher.
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TABLE. LII

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE
- BY WEALTH AND' LOCAL SUPPORT '

(Data in Percentages)

Wealth =~ . Local Supﬁoft
_ o 7 _Adm. . __Bd. Mem. _ Adm. Bd. Mem.
- Statements S ' 'L M 'H L M H L M _H L M H

" A. All federal assistance’ programs “should 11m1t .

' supervision to the state level, responsi-

bility of local districts to be to the @ - A , :

State Department of Education only . . . . 70 - 68 62 56 . 45 61 68 69 66 57 47 55

B,ﬂAll federal assistance programs to local
schools should be administered by the .~ ' , T .
U. S Offlce of Education . . . ... ... 1 0 1 0 0.3 2 o0 1. 7 .0 O

C. The administration of federal assistance
programs should be handled primarily
by the local ‘school district, not being
directly responsible to. the state or o : ,
federal educational agencies . . . . . . . 22 14 .21 33 36 27 15 19 20 36 47 27

.D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
grams .should be the joint responsibility
of the state and federal educational . :
agencies ... ... . v .4 e e v e e e e e 8 19 16 11 19 9 15 11 .13 0 7 18

_Wealth: L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000; H

= $7 001 - hlgher.
_Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15mills; H =

16-20 mills.
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TABLE. LIII

_ ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE
Co BY FEDERAL  SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

Statements -

- Federal Support -

Administrators V_Boérd Members

- Education

L M. H L

M

H

"~ Board Members

L M H

A. All federal assistance programs should limit
supervision to the state level, responsi-
bility of local districts to be to the .
State'Department.of~Education only v . . . 66 69 66 48

B. A11 federal assistance programs to 1ocal
schools should be admlnlstered by the : : N
U. S. Office of Education . . . .. ... . 1 0 1 2

C. The-admlnlstratlon of.federal.assistance
programs should be handled primarily
by the local school district, not being
directly responsible to the state or , :
- federal educational agencies . . . . . . . 19 18 20 36

-D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
grams should be the joint responsibility
of the state and federal educational

B 14 13 12 14

70

20

10

52 .

33

14

60 45 80

33 39 7

Federal Support:
Education:

M=17to 14%; H=14 and higher 7%.

=’1éss than.high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE LIV

~ ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS SHOULD BE
BY AGE AND TENURE

" (Data in Percentages)

, Age. L ~_Tenure
' Adm. . Bd. Mem, ‘ Adm, . _'_Bd, Mem.
Statements L M H L M H L M H L M
_A. All federal aséistance‘programs should limit
supervision to the state level,. responsi-
bility of local districts to be to the ' _ S : : _
. State Department of Education only . .-, . .64 67 67 67 .51 .55 ~64 71 69 53 54
B. All federal assistance érdgrams to local
schools should be administered by the , _ _
u. S. Offlce of Education . .. . . . . .. 0O 0 2 0 3 01 2 0o 2 0

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 . . . . . . . - 24- 14 23 33 26 37 18 18 24 .31 33

D. The administration of federal assistance pro-
' grams should be the joint responsibility
of the state and federal educational
agencies . . . . . v e 4 i e s 4 e a. . .12 19 10 0 21 8 17 10 8 15 13

_Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45.
Tenure: L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = over 20.
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TABLE LV

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS - AS
SHOULD BE BY ENROLLMENT

(Data in Percentages)

Administrators

 Statements ' L M H

Board Members

L

M

H

A, All federal assistance progréms should 1limit

supervision to the state level, responsi-
bility of local districts to be to the
State Department of Education only . . . . 74 75 67

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 . . . . . . . 13 16 19

- D, The administration of federal assistance pro-

grams should be the joint responsibility
of the state and federal educational
agencies . . . . . . . 0 e e e e e e e e 12 10 14

TR | o o

56

28

16

67

24

10

61

22

17

L

101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher.
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TABLE LVI

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT

{(Data in Percentages)

Wealth ] Local Supﬁort
_ __Adm. Bd. Mem. Adm. Bd. Mem.
Statements L M H L M H L M H L M H

A. The local tax burdéen is so heavy that
federal assistance for education has

been inevitable .o 42 36 39v 39 26' 25 34 36 41 21 13 35

B. Local general accepténce of federal
assistance has not led to less local : = ‘ R '
control of our schools . . . ... . ... . . 20- 19 16 23 32 34 21 22 17 21 33 32

C. Local resistance to federal assistance
programs has been essential to con- ,
tinued local control of our schools . . . 2 5 13 4 7 19 8 14 5 7 33 5

D.A.and B. . . . « . v ¢« 4 v ¢« v oo . 20 30 20 12 29 13 24 17 24 36 7 17

E. Local community concern for education has
~ been reduced with increased financial
assistance from outside the local
district . . v 4.4 o 0 4 e e 4 e e e e . 9 3 5 4 3 6 .8 6 6 7 7 .3

F.A.and E. . . . . . v v v v v v v v v v u 8 8 7 19 3 3 5 6 8 7 7 8

Wealth: L = $500 - 4,000; M

$4,001 - 7,000; H = $7,001l - higher.

_Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills.
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TABLE LVII

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION

'BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

Federal Support:

Education

Administrators Board Members Board Members
Statements‘ L M H L M " H L M H
A. The local tax burden is so heavy that
' federal assistance for education has ) ,
been inevitable . B I ¥4 49 40 22 45 - 32 21 34 33
B. Local general acceptance of federal
assistance has not led to less local :
control of our schools . . . . . . . . .. 21 .15 17 34 20 32 43 22 47
C. Local resistance to federal assistance '
programs has been essential to con- : :
tinued local control of our schools . . . 9 5 5 0 12 15 0 14 15 0
D. A.and B. . . v & 4 4 s 4 o s 0 4 4 oea s s 26 21 20 24 10 11 14 16 13
E. Local community concern for education has
been reduced with increased financial
assistance from outside the local
district . « « ¢« 4 v 4 e o e e w4 . e e . 4 6 8 4 5 0 0
F.A. and E. . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ v e v v e v v o o 8 5 9 4 5 21 6

Federal Support: L =0 to 7%; M =7 to 14%; H = 14 and higher %.

“Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE IVIII

~ LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT SITUATION

‘BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

Age _Tenure
Adm. Bd.'Mem. Adm. . Mem.
.Statements L M H L M H L M H L M H

A. The local tax burden is so heavy that "

federal assistance for education has

been inevitable . . . . : . 44 39 39 0 - 29 31 40 40 37 26 40 0
B. Local general acceptance of federal

" assistance has not led to less local . . .

control of our schools . . . . . . . 9 12 24 33 26 33 15 22 22 30 32 33
C. Local resistance to federal assistance

programs has been essential to con- : ,

tinued local control of our schools .17 5 6 0 16 6 6 63 8 12 0
D. A. and B. . . . 13 28 20 0 24 15 23 25 18 21 33
E. Local community concern for education has ‘

been reduced with increased financial

assistance from outside the local ' .

district . . . . . . . ; 4 5 0 6 6 5 4 0
F.A. and E. . . . . v ¢« v v o ¢ s o o = 13 8 6 67 3 8 10 10 7 8 33

Age: L = less than 35;

M = 35-45; H = over 45.

Tenure: 'L = less than 10; M = 10-20; H = ovér 20.
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TABLE LIX

- LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - PRESENT
SITUATION BY ENROLLMENT

(Data in Percentages)

Administrators " Board Members
:Statements ' L M H L M H
A. The local tax burden is so heavy that
federal assistance for education has _ _
been inevitable . . . . . . . . . .. . . 40 34 55 42 15 22
B. Local general acceptance of federal
assistance has not led to less local ,
control of our schools ., ., . . . . . . . . 21 18 15 16 40 50
C. Local resistance to federal assistance
programs has been essential to con-
tinued local control of our schools . . . 5 4 0 -0 15 6
Do A.and Be o e e e e e e e e e e e e .. 21 26 20 29 10 17
-E. Local community concern for education has
" been reduced with increased financial
assistance from outside the local
district . . . « ¢ ¢ v o v e e e e e e e 3 10 8 7 0 0

F. Avand E. . . . . v v s v v o v e 0 e e 9 8 3 7 20 6

L= 101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher.
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TABLE 1X

LOCAL -RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE
BY WEALTH AND LOCAL SUPPORT

(Data in Percentages)

Wealth : _Local Support
Adm. . ) Bd,_Mem.v Adm. Bd. Mem.
Statements L M H L M H L M H L M
A. Because the local tax burden is so great,
.~ the community should accept federal : ,

assistance for the public schools . . . . 29 30 20 26 22 12 22 18 30 21 0 24
B. As federal funds belong to the people, the ' : o a

local community should accept them. for

specific-purpose programs without con-

cern for federal control . . . . . . . . . 10 6 11 19 13 24 7 11 9 27 13 18
C. The local community should refuse federal ’ :

funds. and make the additional effort to . _

provide for an equivalent program locally. 2 3 7 4 9 9 7 0. 4 0 13 3
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 districts, and in assessing

the potential loss of control of the edu-

cational program at the local level . . . 16 22 28 11 25 30 32 26 18 29 27 21
E. B. and D. . . & o v v 4 4 e v e 0 e e e ai 9 9 1 4 13 12 2 3 .8 0 0 14
F.A.and D. . . . . .+« « ¢ ¢« ¢ o« o« . 34 30 33 37 19 12 29 43 31 21 27 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.
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TABLE. LXI

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

- Federal Support

Administrators Board Members

Statements ' L M H L M. H

Education

-_Board Members

L M H

A. Because the local tax burden is so great,
the community should accept federal v
assistance for the public schools . . . . 23 35 23 16 25 24
B. As federal funds belong to the people, the :
local community should accept them for
specific-purpose programs without con-

cern for federal control . . . . « « « « . 10 9 8 22 10 19

C. The local community should refuse federal
funds and make the additional effort to
provide for an equivalent program locally. 9 0 1 8 15 0
~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 districts, and in assessing
the potential loss of control of the edu-

cational program at the local level . . . 25 14 24 26 15 24
E. B.and D. . . . + v v & ¢ o o o o o o o+ 3 8 9 14 10 0

F.A. and D. . ., . + ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o s o o o 30 35 35 . 16 25 33

13 24 19

27 18 13

27 22 31

27 18 19

Federal Support: . L = 0-7%; M = 7-14%; H = 14 and higher %.

~Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.
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TABLE LXTI

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS SHOULD BE
BY AGE AND TENURE

{Data in-Percentages)

Agé Tenufe

Adm. Bd. Mem, ~ Adm. VBd. Mem. -

- Statements

H L M

~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
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

E. Boand D. . . ¢ . ¢« v ¢ v o ¢ ¢« o o v o .o

F. A. and D.

.17

21

17

. 17

25

25

29

36

29

13

17

32

33

15

10

.33

13
23

24

24

- 10

16

18

27

22

33

57

22

33

27 19 24

14 19 16

20 26 12

33 23 20

25

25
25
25

= 35-45; H = over 45.
10-20; H = over

Age: L =
Tenure: L =

less than 35; M
less than 10; M =

20.
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TABLE LXIII

LOCAL RESPONSE TO FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS - AS

SHOULD BE. BY ENROLLMENT

- (Data in Percentages)

- Statements

Administrators

L M H

Board Members

L M-

H

A.

B.

c.

-D.

.E.
F.

Because the local tax burden is so great,
the community should accept federal
assistance for the public schools . . . .

‘As federal funds belong to the people, the
local community should accept them for
specific-purpose programs without con-
cern for federal control . . . . . .

The local COmmuﬁity should refuse federal
funds and make the additional effort to
provide for an equivalent program locally.

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 districts, and in assessing
the potential loss of control of the edu-
cational program at the local level .

B. and_D. e e e e st e e e s e e
A.and D. . . . . . . ¢« . o .

25 22 35

10 . .8 8

22 28 13

34 34 43

25 ‘5

16 14

13 33
16 10
25 24

26

16

32
11
16

L

'=-101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = 1,401 - higher.
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TABLE LXIV

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE

BY ENROLLMENT

(Data in_Percentéges)

,Administfators Board Members
~ Statements ' LM H L M H
~A. Federal assistance programs should
' result in equalizing educational 7 '
opportunities between the states . . . . . 13 28 31 23 14 16
B. The federal government should be
responsible for equalization of educa- _ . .
tional opportunities within the states . . 3 0 2 10 0 11
C. The state legislature and department of
education should be responsible for
equalizing educational opportunities
within the state . . . . . . . + « . ... . 36 20 19 32 38 16
D. A.and B. . . . « v v ¢ te v v e e e e 8 17 10 10 5
45 31 26 38 53

CEo A and C. b v h e e e e e e e e e e e e 41

L ='101-700; M = 701-1400; H = 140l1-higher.
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TABLE LXV

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION BY
WEALTH AND LOCAL- SUPPORT

(Data. in Percentages)

Wealth

Local Support .
___Adm, Bd. Mem. Adm. Bd, Mem.
_Statements L M H® L M H L M H L ‘M H

A. Federal assistance programs have resulted

in equalizing educational opportunities - - _

between the states . . . . .13 13 21 12 24 - 23 9 21 16 46 14 16
B. Federal assistance programs have resulted

in equalizing educational opportunities , _

within each state ' . 38 40 31 36 35 20 35 33. 37 23 21 33
-G. The State Législature'and State Department

of Education have enacted laws and regula-

tions that provide adequate equalization

of educational opportunities within : .

the state . . . . v ¢ ¢ w v o v v v e e 5 11 15 12 17 33 12 0 12 8 36 21
D. A.and B. . . . .0 e e e e e e e e e 22 16 15 24 4 17 24 24 15 15 14 14
E. A. and C. 22 20 18 16 21 7 21 21 20 8 14 16

 Wealth: L = $500 - 4,000; M = $4,001 - 7,000;

Local Support: L = 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills;

H = $7,001 - higher.

H

16-20 mills.
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TABLE LXVI

FISCAL POLICY -.PRESENT SITUATION
BY FEDERAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

Federal Support

Education

_Administrators Board Members  B6ard.Members
Statements L M H L M H L M. H
A. Federal assistance programs have resulted
in equalizing educational opportunities : - :
between the states . . . . . . ... . . .. 20 7 18 18 .30 16 23 19 21
B. Federal assistance programs have resulted
in equalizing educational opportunities A ‘
within each state . . . . . . .. .. . . 31 38 39 27 . 25 42 46 26 36
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 . . « ¢ v &« s v « v o v . 16 7 5 33 15 0 8 32 14
D, A, and B. v bk e e e e e e e e e e e 15 24 17 13 5 26 15 15 7
B Ao and G v v v v v e e e e e e ee e e s 16 24 21 9 25 16 8 9 21

Federal Support: L = 0 to 7%; M = 7 to 1l4%;

= 14 and higher %.

'Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Béchelor's or higher. .
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TABLE LXVII

FISCAL POLICY - PRESENT SITUATION
BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

Age A ' Tenure

”Adm.. _Bd. Meﬁ. Adm. ~_Bd. Mem.

Statements _ L M H L M H L M 'H L M

A. Federal assistance pfpgrams have resulted
in equalizing educational opportunities : ' _ .
- between the states . . . . . ... . ... . 22 14 16 33 17 22 13 13 14 19 29

B. Federal assistance programs have resulted

in equalizing educational opportunities
within each.state . . . . .+ ¢« . + «. . . && 41 31 0 .31 31 14 100 16 19 19

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 . . . R 9 10 10 0 17 27 7 6 2 7 5

D.A.and B, . ... ..o e e e e e e e 9 18 20 33 14 13 33 35 50 24 14
_E. A.and C. . . . ¢ v v v v e v v e v e e w17 17 23 33 22 7 38 37 20 3 33

Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45,
Tenure: L = less than 10; M= 10-20; H = over 20.
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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 haﬁe

resulted in equalizing educational : o

opportunities between the states . . . 22 14 o 21 20
B. Federal assistance prdgrams have

resulted in ‘equalizing educational B

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, v . v ¢« v v v o e e e e s 15 19 10 15

E. A, and C. . «v v ¢ v v v v v e« o« o o o 12 12 : 11 15

¢l



TABLE LXIX

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE BY
LOCAL SUPPORT AND EDUCATION

(Data in Percentages)

_ Local Support ___Education
Administrators . Board Members _Board Members
Statements : L M H L M H L M H
A. Federal assistance programs should result
in equalizing educational opportunities ; ‘ . :
between the states .. . . .. . . . « « . &+ . . 15 22 20 21 20 .18 20 - 14 38
B. The federal government ‘should be respon--
sible for equalization of educational
opportunities within the states . . . .. . 8 3 3 7 o 7 0 8 0
'C. The State Legislature and State Department
of Education should be responsible for
equalizing educational opportunities
within the state . . . . . . . . « « « + . + 25 24 33 29 47 31 40 41 19
D.A.and B. v+ 4 4 e 4 e s e e e e e ..o 100 19 0o 7 10 0 12 6

CE.A.and C. L L h o o s v e e e e s e s s e . . 43 38 35 43 27 34 40 25 - 38

Local Support: L 0-10 mills; M = 11-15 mills; H = 16-20 mills,

~ Education: L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher,
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TABLE. LXX

FISCAL POLICY - AS SHOULD BE

BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

Age Tenure ]
Adm. Bd. Mem, v Adm. Bd. Mem.
~ Statements L M H L M H L M H L M H
A. Federal assistance programs.should
‘result in equalizing educational
opportunities between the states . . 16 21 19 33 16 20 19 21 19 18 20 25
B. The federal government should be respon-
sible for equalization of educational
opportunities within. the states 4 2 5 0 3 8 4 3 4 7 4 0
.C. The State Legislature and State Department
of Education should be responsible for
equalizing educational opportunities
within the state . . .. . . + « « « « « . » 44 30 27 0 32 37 33 29 25 37 28 25
D. A. and B. 8 11 10 33 8 6 12 8 8 7 8 25
CE. A and C. L L 00 0 s e e e e 28 36 39 .33 42 29 32 40 44 32 40 25
Age: L = less than 35; M = 35-45; H = over 45.
Tenure: L = less than 10; M ='10-20; H = over 20.
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TABLE LXXI

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY WEALTH

(Data in Percentages)

Question: :Would you prefer general federal Administrators Board Members
. 3 . - K3 ? .

aid over spec1f1c“purpo$e aid? L M u L M H

YeS . . . u i e e e e . ... B84 83 8 74 81 82

NOo v v v v v v v e e e e 1617 16 26 19 18

. L-=.$500-4,000; M = $4,001-7,000; H = more than $7,001.

- TABLE LXXII

PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY ENROLLMENT

'(DataAin Percentages)

Question: - Would you prefer general federal Administrators Board Members
) 3 ] - ) ? B

aid over specific-purpose aid? L M E L M H

YeS v v i e e e e e e e e e e e 88 88 88 84 85 79

No . « & v v v v v v v v v e v e 12 12 12 16 15 21

L= 101-700; M = 701-1,400; H = more than 1,401.
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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 H
Yes v v s v i e e e s ee e e e e ate e e e 71 84 : 81
NO v vt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 29 16 19

L = less than high school; M = high school; H = Bachelor's or higher.

TABLE LXXIV

'PREFERENCE FOR GENERAL FEDERAL AID BY AGE AND TENURE

(Data in Percentages)

Age : Tenure
Question: Would you prefer general federal Adm. __Bd. Mem. Adm, _Bd. Mem.
aid over specific-purpose aid? L M H L M H L M H L M H
YeS .+ v 4 v e 4 e e e e e . . . 83 83 88 76 88 75 83 83 88 76 88 75
NO ¢« v v o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o 17 17 12 24 12 25 17 17 12 24 12 25

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.
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