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ABSTRACT

School Leaders and the Challenge of the
Elementary and Secondary Education A&60-1968

by

Beth R. Sanders

Chair: Jeffrey E. Mirel

The 1965 passage of tiHelementary and Secondary Education AESEA)
changed the landscape of American public educatiBor the first time in history the
federal government made a massive foray into edugaand did so in a way that
emphasized the needs of disadvantaged childrentanEXterature has discussed the
enactment process, implementation and evaluatioESEA but does not talk about
school administrators, who played a vital role Ire tplanning, implementation and
evaluation of ESEA school initiatives. Despiteithemportance, studies of ESEA have
paid very little attention to administrators’ rotreESEA. This dissertation focuses on the

impact that ESEA had on school administrators. e research questions are:

Xi



When ESEA was initially enacted, and in subsequentthorizations,
what were legislators’ intentions for administratpractice in the
execution of ESEA?

How did ESEA impact school administrators? Whatnges in the work
of school administrators came about as a resulhefpassage of this
massive federal aid-to-education legislation?

Using articles and advertisements from two majancation journals aimed at
school administrator&ducational Leadershignd School Management Magazjrhis
study examines the kinds of information editors tbbse journals provided to
administrators about ESEA, and how that informatibanged over time.

Findings were three-fold. First, in a very sharhd period, federal aid-to-
education legislation went from being hotly condelsto something that was accepted and
expected by legislators and school administrat@scond, although in 1965 legislators
specifically refrained from specifying how fedeyatirovided funding should be spent, by
1967 legislators began to provide specifics, iniclgd priority lists that school
administrators had to follow. Finally, ESEA’s page brought about a major change in
the way education was viewed in the United Staldss was particularly true in terms of
justifying the federal government’s role of workingth school leaders in trying to
rectify the discrepancies caused by poverty andrdbkaltant disadvantages suffered by

poor children. After the passage of ESEA, admiaists and other educators paid

increasing attention to the needs of these children

Xii



Introduction: School Leaders and the Challenge oftte
Elementary and Secondary Education Ad960-1968

In the late 1950's and early 1960’s, the issuemefiuality and race exploded
onto the national scene. Politicians looking ®medies to these problems turned to the
schools, focusing on education as a mechanismHtange. “[T]he answer for all our
national problems,” said President Johnson, “codueen to a single word: educatioh.”
Although there had already been some instancesedérél funding for education,
primarily through theNational Defense Education Act of 1988DEA), such funding
was limited, providing money to improve teachinghe sciences, foreign languages and
mathematics. In addition, as its name implies, RD#as couched in terms of catching
up with and exceeding the Soviet Union in the Gblar race for military superiority.

It wasn't until 1965 that the federal governmentdea major commitment to
public school funding, this time with the intentioha promoting a more equal society,
one in which every American’s quality of life woulchprove. As part of President
Johnson’s Great Society legislation package, Casgneassed th&lementary and
Secondary Education Act of 19@5SEA), an act that provided federal funds to agigim
and enhance the education of poor and minoritydctnl. The various titles of this act
provided funding that its authors felt would impeogducational quality: general basic
aid for “Educationally Deprived Children;” grantsrftextbooks and other instructional

materials; supplementary services which would eréatitally needed’ educational

! Cited in Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gin@shooling in Capitalist America: Educational Refoamd
the Contradictions of Economic Lifdlew York: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1976, 1



initiatives not otherwise available in quality onaptity and to establish model school
programs”; grants for educational research anditrgj and grants to assist states in
strengthening their departments of education.

Many of the previous studies of tligementary and Secondary Education Act
have focused on the difficulties faced by its eaexct Although the federal government
has had at least some involvement in educatioredime founding of the United States,
opposition to general federal aid for education waeng, especially in the House of
Representatives, and the enactment of ESEA was gmg® A number of studies
detail the path from strong opposition to the uttiempassage of ESEA, telling the story
of the creation of the law from a political viewpti Others tell about the programs that
were implemented in schools and school districtsj dow those programs were
evaluated. Still others supply information on ajes that occurred in the United States
Office of Education and/or the State Department&didication. None of these studies,
however, tell how the legislators expected thatostladministrators would spend this
money to reach the goal of better achievement dor pnd disadvantaged children. Nor
do they explain how the role of school administraitthanged in response to ESEA.

Administrators are in a unique position when it esno their ability to affect the
success or failure of school reform programs, &y thre the people who make the
decisions about program selection, as well as glyomfluencing the ways in which
those programs are implemented. In fact, somearesers have found that school

administrators are one of the key factors necedsaryuccessful school reform; without

2 “Floor Action: House Passes Elementary-SecondducBtion Bill” Congressional Quarterly WeekaB,
No. 14 (1965): 575.

® Eugene Eidenberg and Roy D. Morefn Act of Congress; The Legislative Process andvtaking of
Education PolicyNew York: Norton & Company, 1969), 6.



their full participation and cooperation improverheannot be mad&. Therefore, school
administrators’ experiences with ESEA had, andiooetto have a large impact on the
effectiveness of that program. The decentralizaine of American schooling, which
puts control at the local level, means that adrrizisrs are vital to the success of any
reform. Nevertheless, research on ESEA, one ofatlgest and longest-standing reform
efforts, pays little, if any, attention to theseradistrators. This study seeks to fill the
hole in the data by providing a historical analysighe role of school administration in
ESEA’s initial implementation during the Johnsomange
In order to shed light on the relationship betwadministrators and ESEA, | will
do a historical analysis the role of ESEA in chaggihe school administration and the
ways in which school administrators practice tloeaft. In order to accomplish this goal,
| will answer two main research questions that $oan the ways in which ESEA
impacted school administrators:
When ESEA was initially enacted, and in subsequentthorizations,
what were the legislators’ intentions for admiragbr practice in the
execution of the law’s provisions?
How did ESEA impact school administrators? Whatnges in the work
of school administrators came about as a resuhepassage of this massive
federal aid-to-education legislation?
ESEA was couched in terms of providing additiofhahding for schools to
improve the education of children living in povertut how did legislators intend for it
to be implemented? And, how did such implementasictually occur? In this study |

examine such questions by examining the school r@dtrators’ role in the process. To

that end, | began with a discussion of the legigajprocess of initial enactment,

* William B. Brookover, Laurence Beamer, Helen HithiDouglas Hathaway, Lawrence Lezotte, Stephen
Miller, et al. Creating Effective Schools. An Inservice ProgramBEaohancing School Learning Climate
and Achievement(Holmos Beach, FL: Learning Publications, In@82), 3-5.



implementation, evaluation and reenactment, lagpkom evidence of legislative intent in
terms of what school administrators were supposedbtwith the funding provided by
Congress. This examination provides informatioroudbthe context in which the
administrators were working, including the fedemall state regulations and guidelines,
the application process for funding, the types wdjgrts they could implement and
requirements for evaluation, as well as how thesgpiirements changed with each new
reenactment of the legislation.

The second section of the dissertation exploresittipact that ESEA had on
administrators’ practice by examining changes iro tpublications aimed at those
administrators. The two journals provide a lookbed an indirect one, into
administrators’ responses to their new and rapatiignging environment. The purpose
of the journals was to give readers useful inforamathat would aid them in their role as
school administrators; therefore changes in theiticlas, editorials and even
advertisements from the period prior to the enantnoé ESEA to the period after the
enactment of ESEA offer insight into the informatithat the journals’ editors felt that
school administrators would need and want to kraovd thus about how ESEA changed
the editors’ views on administrators and their iroeg in this early period in federal aid-
to-education legislative history.

The two journals are quite different from eacheothEducational Leadership
focused on curriculum and pedagogy, and providediees with the information they
would need to be better instructional leadefSchool Management Magazjnen the
other hand, was more attuned to the logistical “@nalctical” matters of administration,

including matters of budget, construction, staffargd other aspects of the business end



of schooling. Taken together, they provide a mmwmplete picture of administrative
practice than either might have separately.

This study focuses on administrators at the scleal. Although there are a
variety of positions that fall under school admirasion, including state superintendents,
local (district) superintendents, principals, assis principals, department heads,
curriculum supervisors and others, this dissematoncentrates primarily on the work
done by school principals, with occasional refeesnio local and state superintendents.

This study is organized into two main sectionshe Tirst, comprising chapters
one and two, tells the legislative history of ESE#ith a focus on legislative intent in
terms of school administrators and how they woudd dxpected to implement the
legislation in their schools and school districlthe second section, comprising chapters
three, four and five, examines the two journals deidence of school administrators’
response to ESEA. This section is organized chogizally; chapter three provides a
baseline for each journal from the period just ptm the enactment of ESEA (1960-
1964), chapter four describes the changes that tarneth journals with that enactment
(1965-1966), and chapter five describes what hagb@rst a few short years later, when
ESEA had become an accepted and expected pare addircational landscape (1967-

1968).



Chapter 1: The Elementary and Secondary Education £t: Enactment,
Implementation & Evaluation in the First Year

In 1965, the federal government made its first mégway into public school
funding. Instead of previous attempts at providgeneral school aid, this time the
legislation was designed with the intention of ampoting a more equal society, one in
which every American’s quality of life would imprev As part of President Johnson’s
Great Society legislation package, Congress pa$isecElementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965ESEA), an act that provided federal funds to asgimand
enhance the education of poor and minority childrefhe various titles of this act
provided funding that its authors felt would impeogducational quality: general basic
aid for “Educationally Deprived Children;” grantsrftextbooks and other instructional
materials; supplementary services which would eréatitally needed’ educational
initiatives not otherwise available in quality owamtity and to establish model school
programs”; grants for educational research anditrgj and grants to assist states in
strengthening their departments of education.

Many of the previous studies of tligdementary and Secondary Education Act

have focused on the difficulties faced by its eaext Although the federal government

® “Floor Action: House Passes Elementary-SecondducBtion Bill” Congressional Quarterly WeekaB,

No. 14 (1965): 575; In fact, prior to sending thk tb Congress, the Johnson Administration hadadet
whether state education agencies would be comp@teoversee the implementation of Title . Then-
Commissioner of Education Francis Keppel pushedtierresponsibility to be given to the states. The
funding provided by Title V enabled state departtaeri education to double the size of their prdtess
staffs, enabling the supervision of Title I. SearMd Vinovskis, “Gubernatorial Leadership and Ediaca
Reform” in A Legacy of Innovation Governors and Public Polay. Ethan G. Sribnick (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008).



has had at least some involvement in educatioredime founding of the United States,
opposition to general federal aid for education whaeng, especially in the House of
Representatives, and the enactment of ESEA was gmg® A number of studies
detail the path from strong opposition to the udtiempassage of ESEA, telling the story
of the creation of the law from a political viewpti They do not, however, tell how the
legislators expected that school administratorslvgpend this money to reach the goal
of better achievement for poor and disadvantagéddren. Some other studies do report
on ESEA’s implementation and/or evaluation, focgsom the interaction between the
United States Office of Education (USOE) and tretest, for example, but, with few
exceptions, they do not focus on school adminmstsatesponses to ESEA and/or actions
resulting from ESEA.

This chapter, therefore, seeks to fill the histgramhic gap by drawing on
testimony and debates in both the House and Samateed light on the question of how
Congress and President Johnson expected schoohiattators to use the monies
provided to them through ESEA. Although ESEA wasblizized as aid for
disadvantaged children, it actually reached chiidine approximately 95 percent of
school districts in the countfy.The law did not, however, tell local and statecsdors
what it was that they were supposed to do with miei& flood of money. In fact, Title
VII of the law explicitly stated that the Uniteda®s government would not control or
supervise curricula, administration, personneledecion of any instructional materials,

including library resources or textbooks. Althoutjie federal government would be

® Eidenberg MoreyAn Act of Congress.
" “Primary Education Bill Clears Congress, Becomasvl Congressional Quarterly WeekB3 (1965):
665.



providing funds for the improvement of educationpoior and minority children, local
control over the substance of education would ooreff

Despite the lack of specificity regarding implenain, the legislators who
enacted this law intended that it result in an iovpment in the quality of education of
poor and minority children. Therefore, they muaté intended that some changes be
made. In the draft bill that President Johnsorn seRongress that served as the nucleus
of ESEA, he said that “The three Risour school system must be supported by thethre
T’s — teachersvho are superior, techniques instruction that are modern, and thinking
about education which places it first in all ouarmd and hopes,” implying thabmeone
would have to ensure that these things would océlthough the president’'s statement
did not address either who would be responsiblettierthree T's nor how educators
would reach those goals, the onus clearly restedocal school administrators, both
principals at the school level and superintendantke district leve.

In this chapter, | first provide a brief review f@fderal involvement in education
prior to ESEA, including President Kennedy's attésnpo provide for federal aid to
education. The bulk of the chapter, however, cottages on the initial implementation
and evaluation of ESEA, beginning with the enacthmm@ocess, including the Johnson
Administration’s requests, and the debate in bbthHouse of Representatives and the
Senate, noting especially the degree to which tloetiberations focused (or failed to
focus) on the role of school administrators in te@actment and projected
implementation.The third section describes the initial implemaontabf ESEA in 1965,

focusing on the complicated interplay between thatddl States Office of Education,

8 .
Ibid, 575.
° “President’s Message on Educatid®®ngressional Quarterly Weekly 280. 2 (1965): 76.



state and local educational authorities, and Casgne that first year of ESEA,
concentrating specifically on the implementationTafle I. This section includes the
reorganization of the USOE necessitated by theslaiganges brought on by ESEA, as
well as USOE’s development of regulations and dinds for the execution of the act. |
then discuss the implementation of Title | by thates in that first year of ESEA.
Because of the restrictions on federal controlwficula, administration, personnel and
instructional materials, each state was able toldmpnt Title | in different way¥’
Therefore, after providing a general overview ofioraal implementation, | provide an
example of how this implementation occurred usimg implementation of Title | in the
state of Michigan. Like the previous sections,stlone also notes how the
implementation on both the local and federal lewepacted school administrators.
Finally, | discuss state and federal evaluation$itéé | and ESEA in the first year, again

relating those evaluations to school administrators

10 U.S. Department of Health, Education, and WelfaBéfice of Education.,School Programs for
Educationally Deprived Children: Basic Facts for h®ol Administrators (Washington, D.C., U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1965), 2.



The Federal Government and Education

The federal government's role in education predates Constitution: the
Congress of Confederation’Survey Ordinance of 178%rovided land for the
establishment of schools. However, the federaleguwent has had a department or
bureau of education of some sort since 1867 wheras created as a non-cabinet level
department. It was reduced to bureau status i8,18&d later reorganized as the United
States Office of Education (USOE).For the most part, the USOE'’s role was restricted
to the compilation and publication of educationgltistics*> Federal involvement in
education, with some exceptions, most notablyMuoerill Act of 1862 which provided
each state with federal land to use for an aguacaltand industrial college and tBenith-
Hughes Act of 1917which provided funds for agricultural and vocatb education,
remained minimal until World War II. At that time, general bill, boosting teachers’
salaries in order to dissuade them from enterimghdr paid defense industries, and the
Lanham Act of 1940, providing emergency aid for ocommities affected by the

relocation of military and defense workers, werssea:® In 1944, the Servicemen’s

' Americo D. Lapati,Education and the Federal Government: A Historidacord. (New York:
Mason/Charter Publishers, Inc., 1975), 14.

2 David Tyack. The One Best System: A History of American Urbancktion (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1974), 242.

'3 The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 supported coursesteacher training in agriculture, home economics,
and trades and industry. R. Freeman BWRtshlic Education in the United States: From Reviolutto
Reform(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1978). @tHederal funding for education in this time
period included school construction assistanceigeavby the Public Works Administration and funding
for adult education and nursery school programsvigead by the Federal Emergency Relief
Administration, both during the Depression. MaXmovskis, The Birth of Head Start: Preschool
Education Policies in the Kennedy and Johnson Austnations (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 2005), 8-9.
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Readjustment Act (Gl Bill) provided a large amowtfederal funding for continuing
education and job training for returning veterhs.

Concerns about high illiteracy rates among WorldrWand Il servicemen, as
well as fears that poorly-educated Americans might to Communism, led to calls for
aid for schools in states with less-than-adequas®urces, and in 1948, both party
platforms endorsed federal aid to educatibhere was a modest increase in federal aid
to education during the Truman administration, baoly seven percent of this money
went to elementary and secondary schools, and altiwosthirds of this seven percent
went to the National School Lunch Program. Althoygoposals for general education
aid did pass in the Senate several times during plriod, they did not pass in the
House'® In 1954, the Office of Education was transfertedthe newly created
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HE®Y, although total spending went
down during most of the Eisenhower years, foraystly federal government into
education expanded into different areas: providmmitk to students, the Cooperative
Research Program, and an expansion to the aidgmofpr areas impacted by military
and other federal installations.

The October 1957 launch of the Russian satellitgtr$ip shocked the nation, and
led to Congressional hearings which concluded that nation needed better-trained
teachers, a more rigorous curriculum and adequateliig for research, teaching

institutes, and scholarships for able studé&htsThe result of these hearings was the

14 Eidenberg and Morey, 17-18; Vinovskighe Birth of Head Startl3; LapatiEducation and the Federal
Government20-21.

15 Julie Roy JeffreyEducation for Children of the Poor: A Study of Begins and Implementation of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1@&&umbus: Ohio State University Press, 1978), 4-5

'8 vinovskis, The Birth of Head Start13-14.

7 bid, 13; Eidenberg and Moran Act of Congres48.

18 Jeffrey,Education for Children of the Pop8.
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National Defense Education Act of 195&hich attempted to enhance American
knowledge and skills in the sciences, mathematic$ fareign language in order to
increase the ability of the nation to defend its&lf

By the early 1960’s, the focus had changed frorapkey pace with Russian
technology to solving the problems of failing urtsools. Black children scored below
their white counterparts on assessments, sixtyepérmaf nonwhites dropped out before
completing the twelfth grade, and there were dedifob prospects for dropouts. City
officials feared that the consequences of a largducated and unemployed population
would be urban disorder and social disintegratemmg that “slum-dwellers” would be
unable to resist the “red menace” of communism.th&tsame time, civil rights activists
insisted that schools erase the differences iresehient for black and white childréh.

In 1961, President Kennedy tried to pass a genschbol aid bill, which
earmarked funds for public school teachers’ sadasied classroom construction, giving
special attention to impoverished states and uabeas’’ After debate about funding for
segregated schools, modification of the state eptain formula, tax rebates in lieu of
direct aid, and the ramifications of the expansdbrthe role of federal government in
education, the Senate passed the bill. In the &duswever, the bill, which was voted
out of the Education and Labor Committee, was hgidin the Rules Committee as
members became embroiled in disputes over Kennetiyfse against aid for private and
parochial school$* Publicly, the president was adamant that govemrfiends could

not be used for private or parochial education]ligre isn't any room for debate on that

19 Vinovskis, The Birth of Head Startl5

20 Jeffrey,Education for Children of the Pop8-9.
21 Vinovskis, The Birth of Head Start,9.

2 bid, 20.
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subject,” he said, “It is prohibited by the Congiibn, and the Supreme Court has made
that very clear. And therefore there would be nesjtaility of our recommending i
Privately, however, President Kennedy indicated whikingness to do just that. For
example, he had HEW Secretary Abraham Ribicoff afmmestic advisor and
speechwriter Theodore Sorensen clandestinely rsgoa compromise with Bishop
Hannon and Monsignors Tanner and Hurley of the dwali Catholic Welfare
Conference. The core element of the compromise thaisthe public school aid bill
would fund only public schools, but then-currem\psions in the NDEA allowing loans
to private and parochial schools for limited uselated to defense would be expanded to
cover virtually any school construction with thecegtion of buildings intended for
religious usé® The public-school aid bill was passed by the Senand the House
Education and Labor Committee reported out a smhilh However, before the House
bill could proceed to the floor for debate, it neddto be approved by the Rules
Committee. Once again, on July 18, 1961, the Cdteelirejected the bill as well as
NDEA revisions including the parochial school loprovisions and a bill for higher
education aid. In the wake of this legislativeedaf the House and Senate instead passed
a two year extension of tiéational Defense Education ATt

Kennedy's next attempt to gain support for gendegleral aid to education
occurred in 1963. In his State of the Union adsli@s January 14, 1963, Kennedy said
that

First, we need to strengthen our Nation by invgsimour youth. The future of
any country which is dependent upon the will angdom of its citizens is

% press conference, 3/1/1961, cited in Hugh Davish@&m,The Uncertain Triumph: Federal Education
Policy in the Kennedy and Johnson Yeg@&hkapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Psg4984), 20.

24 Graham;The Uncertain Triumph21.

% Vinovskis, The Birth of Head Star21; GrahamThe Uncertain Triumph22-25.
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damaged, and irreparably damaged, whenever any ohildren are not educated
to the full extent of their talents, from grade @chthrough graduate school.
Today, an estimated four out of every ten studenthe fifth grade will never
finish high school — and that is a waste that wenoaafford?®
Federal funding for education, then, had a new gaep In this speech, JFK weakened
the link between education and defense, and insteddeducational success to a better
quality of life. Later that month, Kennedy seng tational Education Improvement Act
of 1963 an omnibus education bill, to the House. Likeywus attempts, this bill
included aid for public — but not private or par@th schools. The portion of the bill
applicable to elementary and secondary schoolsdcbal used for increasing teacher
salaries, classroom construction, or initiatingopil experimental or demonstration
projects. This bill was designed to provide tenapypraid for struggling localities,
stimulating and supporting local action; fundingulbbe phased out over four yeafs.
Once again, however, the bill did not pass in tloeig¢. As in previous efforts,
this bill foundered on three issues: church-stabeflict, the propriety of federal
involvement in education, and desegregation. Thesges dominated all discussion;
therefore, it is difficult to determine whether idgtors had expectations for how
programs funded by the bill might have worked. Therch-state issue is perhaps the
most well known — many Protestants and others wehemently opposed to the use of
federal funds for parochial schools (particularty Catholic schools), while Catholics
were equally passionate in their contentions thaas unfair in the extreme that they not

receive aid for secular subjects. President Keyisdulll provided funds only to public

schools. Monsignor Frederick G. Hochwalt, the diadil Catholic Welfare Conference’s

% “president Kennedy’s Third State of the Union Megs' Congressional Quarterly WeekB1 (1963):
60.
27 «Elementary and Secondary Educati@ngressional Quarterly Week®i (1963): 113.
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education director, and Rabbi Morris Sherer, regresg Jewish parochial schools, for
example, argued for the inclusion of private antbplaial schools in the bill, while Dr.
Gerald E. Knoff of the National Council of Church@sProtestant group, the National
Congress of Parents and Teachers, and C. EmanudoQaof the Baptist Joint
Committee on Public Affairs opposed parochial s¢laod as contrary to the Constitution
and American systeff.

The second stumbling block, that of federal encinozent into matters previously
left to the states, came from both Republican amen@rratic conservatives. These
Congressmen worried that financial assistance ¢allgchools would lead to federal
control of education. Two historians of tB#ementary and Secondary Education,Act
Eugene Eidenberg and Roy Morayte that “The more adamant spokesmen for this
view describe federal aid as a sinister plot hatdhethe half-baked minds of the power
hungry Washington bureaucrats to ‘bribe local adficinto transferring their authority to
the national Office of Education.” These legislat felt that the local education
authorities had successfully coped with the chamggslting from the post-World War |l
baby boom, and would be able to continue to edutetie communities without federal
involvement. If more money was needed, revenudddoel collected and spent at a local
level, avoiding waste and red tape.

Finally, although theBrown v. Board of Educatiodecision had been handed
down almost a decade prior to the proposal of kiils opposition to desegregation
continued to be rampant in the South. Liberal Nem Democrats and Republicans

insisted that desegregation requirements be atathdederal funding for education,

% House Committee on Education and Laldational Education Improvement A&8" Cong., # Sess.,
1963.
2 Eidenberg and MorayAn Act of Congresd.1-12.
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while Southern Democrats refused to vote for fugdihat included mandates for
desegregatiof?’ When Kennedy realized that his omnibus bill was going to pass in
the House, he agreed to separate it into smaller lCongress subsequently passed laws
on college construction, vocational education, headraining programs, and programs
for handicapped children. Congress did not, howeyass a general aid bill, although it
again renewed NDEA for another yé&ar.

On November 221963, John F. Kennedy was assassinated, and Lyjalorson
was sworn in as president. He promised to workrplement Kennedy’'s programs,

calling their pursuit the best eulogy he and Cosgieuld give to the fallen presidéft.

Enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Educatiot

By the time Johnson introduced tBéeementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 a number of factors had changed to make the gassh this general aid to
education bill possible. While these changes imgtdahe chances for passage, however,
it was far from guaranteed. First, the enactménh@®Civil Rights Act of 1964emoved
the legal basis for Southern Democrats’ oppositmmeneral federal aid to education.
Title VI of the Civil Rights Actenabled the Commissioner of Education to discoetinu
federal aid to segregated schools, removing thenae for (a) civil rights proponents to

include prohibitions against the use of federallatsl in segregated schools or (b)

%0 Vinovskis, The Birth of Head Startl5

3 bid, 25; GrahamThe Uncertain Triumph47.
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Southern Congressmen from voting against aid it would do just that — the
prohibition was already in placé.

Second, on August 20, 1964, Johnson had signeBdbeomic Opportunity Act
into law. The Department of Health, Education &velfare had initially envisioned this
bill to be centered around education, proposingabotment of $140 million for the
specific needs of impoverished families, and recemiimg the formation of programs to
improve the educational attainment of impoverisicbddren by improving preschool
readiness, providing funds for transportation tdtural programs and to clinics or
remedial education centers, and providing mobikdirey centers with librarians and
reading specialists. The final bill, however, ledkquite different, merging educational
sections with community activities and job trainitigus lessening their impatt.On the
other hand, although thHeconomic Opportunity Adtad less of an impact on education
than leaders at HEW originally wanted, its passeaged the subsequent passage of the
ESEA as it heralded the emphasis on the special nefedsonomically disadvantaged
children®

Like Kennedy, Johnson connected education to quefitlife, but he made the
connections between education and economy much expkcit. In remarks to the
Committee for Economic Development in WashingtonC.D on November 19, 1964,
Johnson declared that

A child with a grammar school education will eauridg his lifetime an average

of $152,000. A child who goes through high schealns not $150,000 but
$272,000. A child who will go through college abedyond in his lifetime will

33 Eidenberg and MorayAn Act of Congress24; Jeffrey,Education for Children of the Popi67;
Vinovskis, The Birth of Head Star79.

3 Eidenberg and Moray, 41-44.

% Stephen K. Bailey and Edith Mosh&SEA: The Office of Education Administers a L(8yracuse, NY:
Syracuse University Press, 1968), 33.
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average $452,000. So, in plain, hard figures, éans that a college-trained
person earns $300,000 more than one who has natleadentary, secondary or
college education. When Uncle Sam will get, sa¥, percent of that extra
$300,000, we get a pretty good return on the imrest we made in training that
person’®
To Johnson, education was a solution to the pemunscproblem of poverty. Lack of jobs
and money were a symptom of poverty; lack of edanatvas the caus¥. Education
aid, therefore, was the natural continuation ofaleady-passed poverty legislation.

In addition, attitudes were changing as far aef@daid to private and parochial
schools were concerned. In 1961, polls showed dhit 31 percent felt that private
schools should get federal funding. In 1963, thahber was at 44 percent, and by 1965,
51 percent supported federal funding of privateostst®

Perhaps the most important change, however, aatuwith the elections in
November of 1964. Johnson won in a landslide Withpercenbf the popular vote. In
the Senate, the Democrats increased their majdmytytwo seats, and the House
Democrats won an additional 38 seats. The HoudeEddomittee on Education and
Labor added five Democrats and one Republiéa@ongress’s Democratic majority was
so strong in fact, that they were able to pass nobsiohnson’s programs without
requiring the help of liberal Republicaffs.

The beginnings of ESEA came when Johnson creatadkaforce on education,

chaired by John Gardner (later the Secretary oflthie&ducation and Welfare) to

suggest proposals for a bill for general federdltaieducation. This task force met four

% «president Johnson Outlines His Fiscal Principte€ED” Congressional Quarterly WeekB2 (1964):
2754 (excerpted transcript of Johnson’s remark@ammittee for Economic Development on 11/19/64).
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times, and, on November 18, 1964, delivered andif& peport to the White House, with
eight major recommendations:

Educational access and aid to low-income childtée: task force favored
general aid, but noted that if such aid would prawvgenable that other
avenues should be explored, including amendingptiogram to aid areas
impacted by military and other federal installaidn provide formula grants
to low-income areas.

Creation of university-based community extensicogpams.

Development of supplementary educational centerdetecelop and promote

innovative programs to link schools with univeessti museums, artists,

musical organizations and industry.

National educational laboratories for research @exklopment to support the

supplemental educational centers and aid in demaditst and dissemination

of their work.

Expansion of current programs, such as work-studgnams, student loans

and aid to the handicapped.

Strengthening of state Departments of Education.

Provision of aid to developing colleges.

Two possible solutions for changes to the UniteateSt Office of Education:

o The favored solution: Establish an independenta®ff Education at the
presidential level with the authority to coordinatederal agency
programs, carry out new programs and develop reti@iucational
policy.

0 Second solution: Create a new cabinet level Departnof Education,
reformulating it rather than merely separatingdni the rest of HEV{*

The Gardner task force, therefore, approachedstheeias an educational problem rather
than as a political one. This approach, while sofrom an educator’s point of view,
limited the task force’s use to the Administrati@amdeed, one official in the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare called it “poldily sterile and naive”). Nevertheless,
some of the task force’s recommendations did mak&a legislation: the provision to
strengthen state departments of education becanhe Wiof ESEA and the aid to
developing colleges was included in Title 1ll oktHigher Education Act of 1965 The

most important result of the task force’s delibierad, however, came directly from the

“1 Graham;The Uncertain Triumph66-68.
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first recommendation to expand aid to impoverisicbddren. Instead of providing
funding toschools the new program would provide money for impoveestudents
irrespective of attendance at public, private omophial schools, enabling the
Administration to sidestep the difficult churchistéssue'

This compromise was an key turning point in thestjdier federal education aid.
In fact, according to Francis Keppel, then-Unitedt& Commissioner of Education, all
of the major players in this discussion — Presidéohnson and members of his
Administration, public school supporters, privatel garochial supporters, and legislators
— took ownership of this compromise. Keppel said iL969 interview that

Since it worked [politically] there are a lot oftii@rs to this bill. The NEA

[National Education Association] says they thouighip, and the Catholics think

they thought it up, and | think | thought it up,daeverybody thinks they thought

it up. 1don’t know. It just got put togetherrdBably the best thing. In any case,

the President, | guess, saw that there was a cludritseworking—he’s obviously

a very bright man on these matters. He didn’tipaldrly play any part in putting

it together, but once he decided it would work tieegushed it?

President Johnson first publicly introduced hisieadion proposals in his 1965
State of the Union address. His key point was #uatcation would improve both the
quality of individual American’s lives and the gealequality of life in the nation: “We
begin with learning. Every child must have thetlesucation this nation can provide.
Thomas Jefferson said no nation can be both igh@nach free. Today no nation can be

both ignorant and great™ Johnson said that the authorizations for this pesgram

would total $1.5 billion in the first year, and thawould “help at every stage along the

“3 Eidenberg and MorayAn Act of Congres§8-79.
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road to learning,” including funding for needy mehool children to encourage a love of
learning, aid for primary and secondary school$ seave low-income families, college
scholarships for needy and promising high schaadestts as well as low interest loans
for all students, and the establishment of new riaiooies and centers to help schools
raise new standards, expand pedagogy and provitigoadl training?®
On January 12, 1965, President Johnson sent aageess Congress with a draft

of the ESEA. In it, he declared that school systetross the nation must be supported
by superior teachers and modern techniques otlictstn. He named four major tasks:

to bring better education to millions of disadvaed youth who need it most;

to put the best educational equipment and ideasraradations within reach

of all students;

to advance the technology of teaching and theitrgiof teachers;

to provide incentives for those who wish to leare\gery stage along the road

to learning’
Although the president did not mention school adstiators by name, it is clear that he
intended forsomeoneo facilitate these programs, translating the g@add dollars that
the government could provide into the results tltetvas looking for. Johnson did not
say how educators were to accomplish this task, but heodstrated an awareness that
someone had to take it on.

The bill was fast-tracked in the House. The mgleisi and ranking Democratic

members felt that pushing the bill through as qui@s possible, without amendments,
and passing an identical bill in the Senate, wasntlost likely way to assure its passage.

Hearings in the House Subcommittee on EducationLabdr were limited to two weeks.

Advocates for the bill supported the administragocontention that the bill was both

46 | 1h;
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necessary and an expedient means of reaching thertpoeduction goals.
Representative Charles Goodell (R-NY) was the nspiokesperson for the opposition.
He first accused public school superintendents axfitimg federal money with no regard
to the dangers of the federal control that woultbfo federal dollars. In addition to his
worries over federal control, he expressed concabeut how the money would be
spent, notably in his objection to the lack of mpher preschool programs when there
was educational research that showed that intaorettie early years was more likely to
be successfif Other witnesses made this same point. The adtratibn replied that
the bill as it stood did not forbid using money foeschool programs and that there was
already federal money set aside for preschooledsmutheEconomic Opportunity AZP

In addition to the questions raised by Republitzaders, Representative John
Brademas (D-IN) asked a series of tough questidmautathe feasibility of using
education to break the poverty cycle. Would theeeenough trained teachers? How
could Congress be sure that spending money wouldhlaclead to improved quality of
education? How much was really known about edacgtrograms for the poor? Was
there evidence to support the bill's approach?d@n@as got conflicting responses to his
questions. Dr. George Bloom, an early childhoodication authority from the
University of Chicago, responded to Brademas tha tlo not know everything [about
educating the poor], but we do know enough actutdlymplement a great deal of
educational practice in this area.” On the othandy Arthur Singer of the Carnegie

Corporation said there hadn’'t been much advancemestearch on good education for

8 Goodell's advocacy for preschool funding to figiiverty dated back to the hearings surrounding the
enactment of theEconomic Opportunity Act of 1964where Cornell University professor Urie
Bronfenbrenner testified to the research base tihieglack of stimulation in the early years comnton
poverty to a lack of progress in later academigsie&ee VinovskisThe Birth of Head Staré6.
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the poor. Brademas concluded that money mightetterspent on such research than as
the bill's framers intendetf.

The concerns that these two representatives esgatesbout the bill indicate that
they were considering issues beyond simply progidimnding for the education of
disadvantaged students. Instead, in their disonsf what knowledge there was about
educating poor children, they were attempting ts@affective ways to use the money
that they would be provided to impact on studelgarning. Indirectly, therefore, they
were discussing the best course of action for thds® would be implementing that bill,
as those administrators and other educators waulé$ponsible for using that money to
improve education.

Such questions encouraged resistance to the lhiladdition, the questions were
raised by other Democrats who did not feel that taer would benefit their
constituencies. These factions worried the Adnviai®n, which feared there might be
too many defections thus threatening the passagkeeobill. Johnson then stepped in,
telling congressmen that he understood their corscéaut that they would only be able to
be addressed if Congress actually voted out abikidHistorians Eugene Eidenberg and
Roy Morey cite a member of Congress who summedobpsbn’s position, saying that
“we just had to make the hard choice and face ¢héty that in 1965 the issue was not
good education policy versus bad. The questiongéass had to settle in 1965 was
whether there was ever to be federal aid to thexeheary and secondary schools of this

nation.”” Johnson’s legislative strategy, then, was to psefully refuse to consider all

%0 Jeffrey,Education for Children of the Pop82-83.
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amendments, including those that would pinpoint howpend the money effectively to
improve education, in order to assure that monegilbeated at all.

When the bill was reported to the House committedhate was again limited.
Representative Edith Green (D-OR) allied with Réyalns Charles Goodell (R-NY) and
Albert Quie (R-MN), although sources are uncleatoawhether this alliance was formal
or informal, to question the provisions of the .billGreen proposed that the bill be
amended to support judicial review of the equadityhe allocation process, and that the
formula be amended to distribute funds directlythte local education authorities. The
Administration responded to this critique by redungs that Chairman Adam Clayton
Powell (D-NY) limit time for consideration of Gresnamendments, thus limiting her
impact on other potentially wavering Democrats aratlerate Republicans. The bill was
voted out of the committee with only one amendnatached which added children on
welfare to those eligible for support under the.faw

When the bill was under consideration by the enHiouse, Republicans again
sought to revise it by introducing an amendment Wauld replace Title I. Instead, they
supported providing $300 million in direct gramsstates for preschool for three to seven
year olds whose family had incomes less than $3@090year. Their plan would also
provide a tax credit of up to $100 based on theuwarnhpaid in school taxes. Although
this amendment indicated some thought as to whdrhaw to best reach children — in
the early years — it was not acceptéd.

Over the next few days, fifty amendments wereoshiiced, most involving

various aspects of the funding formula, althougm@essman James Martin (R-AL)

%2 |bid, 1009.
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introduced a motion to report the bill back to tHeuse with instructions to delete the
enacting clause (without which the bill would measthing). The majority of these
amendments, and the debate that surrounded thena cemtered on the financial aspects
of that bill, not on how that money was to be u¥edAll amendments save one were
rejected; the one amendment that was passed craatedivisory council to aid the
commissioner of education in carrying out his fimrs under the bift>

Although the issues that had stymied previous billseparation of church and
state, desegregation and federal intrusion intallaad state government — still existed,
Johnson’s bill was able to avoid the pitfalls oflea The prior passage of tavil Rights
Act of 1964 with its Title VI mandate that federal funds rnm¢ used in segregated
institutions precluded the divisive issue of raaaf entering the debate at all. In respect
to Federal encroachment into state and local emunaatpolicy, the large Democratic
majority in Congress simply overwhelmed conseneatpposition to extensive federal
involvement into local and state education issues.

As for aid to private and parochial schools, suppoth among the public and in
Congress was higher than it had been in previoassyéelped in part by an increase in
the number of Roman Catholics in Congress from ®1G7 in the 1964 elections.
Although some groups that had opposed aid to @iead parochial schools were less
than sanguine about the idea, many were more willon accept Johnson’s bill than
others in the past. Arthur S. Fleming, for examtile first vice president of the National
Council of Churches and former Secretary of Healiducation and Welfare under

Eisenhower (1958-1961), supported the compromisallotting funding to children
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rather than schools, saying on January 28, 1963hbaill could become “an instrument
of reconciliation” for proponents and opponentsfexferal aid to private and parochial
schools, although he did say that he opposed dgemtts to non-public schools,
preferring that the books and materials be loamednat given to them.

This is not to say that all opposition on churdikesigrounds disappeared. Groups
such as Protestants and Other Americans UnitedSéparation of Church and State
continued to oppose the aid to private and parbdgiaools as “violat[ing] the spirit if
not the letter of our laws separating state andratht?’ Others who opposed the
provision for school aid were more resigned to ltkelihood of its inclusion, such as
Rabbi Maurice N. Eisendrath, president of the UrebrAmerican Hebrew Conferences,
who said that the bill offered “just enough aidorochial schools to push away the veto
of the Roman Catholic Church but not enough toedeway the support of the National
Education Association>® Ultimately, Rabbi Eisendrath was proven corraat church-
state funding issues did not stand in the way efhitl’'s passage. The bill was put to a
vote, and passed 263-1%3.

As in the House, the majority of debate in the $=hgpassed the issue of how
state and local education authorities would usenttve federal funds, with the exception
of questioning of Commissioner of Education FrariCeppel and Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare Anthony Celebrezze by SenRimbert Kennedy. Kennedy
supported the bill, but questioned the rationalesfaely providing funding. He argued

that federal funds would not instigate change bgntbelves, and that the school
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systems themselves were the probable cause adsitdeme of the problems, and would
need to change. The following exchange showsxteneof his concerns:
Senator KennedyWould you not agree, Commissioner and Secrethag,one of
the really great problems we have in the countsindp blunt about it, is the
school boards of some of these communities, in somthe states, and the
commissioners of education in some of the states,they are just not going to
take the necessary steps to deal with the problem?

Secretary Celebrezz&hat is the price of democracy. If you want taepeyour
education on a local level without concentratinigp ithe Federal government.

S%glator Kennedyit may be the price of democracy but we don'tehtty accept
it.

Kennedy's objections revealed an awareness of ¢led for plans for action on the part
of administrators and other school authorities.t 8ten he did not have a clear plan to
facilitate such change. Celebrezze’'s responseganer, indicates his awareness that
states’ rights issues were still quite importarns; $tatement made it clear that the federal
government would not infringe upon the freedomtates to organize education as they
saw fit. Despite Kennedy's doubts about the wisdainsimply providing money to
states and localities, his questioning led onlyhi® stiffening of evaluation requirements
rather than changing the substance of thebill.

The third day of Senate Subcommittee testimony vedated to church-state
issues, and followed the House pattern of testimamythe same issue: spokesmen for
groups such as the Protestants and Other Amerfoar&eparation of Church and State,
the Council of Chief State School Officers and Negional School Board Association

opposed assistance for parochial school studeatsuth opposition was not enough to

¢ Testimony before the Senate Labor and Pubic Weladucation Subcommitteeited in Eidenberg and
Moray, An Act of Congresd52.
®1 Jeffrey,Education for Children of the Pop85.
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derail the compromise of providing aid to studeetgardless of which school they might
attend®®

The week after the House bill passed, the Sendteosumittee decided to work
with the House version of the bill, rather thanitieevn, and the bill was voted out of the
subcommittee 10-0, with no amendments. The bil aiso reported out of the Senate
Labor and Pubic Welfare Committee with no amendsierilthough there were some
reservations, Senator Wayne Morse (D-OR), the otairof the committee, pushed the
bill through, saying that previous education legfisin had fallen apart in conference, and
that the bill should be passed “without runningid&dive risks of scuttling it . . . . We
ought to get this much on the booK&."Morse indicated that revision of the bill would b
possible later in the current session or in the,rence this version had been pas¥ed.

After three days of debate on the Senate floorwimch eleven proposed
amendments were rejected, the Senate passed tlse Mersion of the bill (73-18). This
passage of an identical bill served the planneggse of avoiding a House-Senate
conference, enabling President Johnson to sigrtatlaw on April 11, 1965, outside of
the one room schoolhouse he had attended as a cHiild bill, representing the federal
government’s first foray into general education aiad was the first directed primarily at
children living in poverty (although it authorizedrants to school districts in
approximately ninety-five percent of the countieshe United States). The emphasis on
poverty and the purposeful lack of direction foogh who would implement it enabled

the bill to get past the various issues that haghbd it down in the past thus beginning a

2 «Education SubcommitteeCongressional Quarterly Week®B (1965): 235.

% Hunter, Marjorie. “President Scored On School Bidl; Senate Republicans Attack His ‘No Change’
Demand” TheNew York TimesApril 8, 1965.

% Hunter, Marjorie. “Committee is Unanimous; Sch&ill Goes to Senate FlooiThe New York Times.
April 7, 1965.
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new era in which the federal government playedaavigrg part in educatioff. But, as

the bill's critics noted, this was legislation wotlit a clear plan of action.

The Initial Implementation of the Elementary and $endary Education Act

In theory, enactment of ESEA would change the dilutal opportunities for
poor and disadvantaged children by providing a raeidm for them to escape the
poverty of their parents. The reality, howeverswauch more complicated. School
districts, states and the federal government alldneole in the implementation of ESEA,
but the unprecedented nature of the law meanttkiegt would have to work out what
these roles would be, as well as the ways in whpiayers at each of the three levels
would interact with each other. The federal gowant, acting through the United States
Office of Education, drafted the regulations anddglines that would guide state and
local education authorities in the selection anglementation of programs to be funded
by ESEA monies. Local and state education auiberiton the other hand, had to
determine the requirements of each locality, aridameet their specific needs. Further
complicating the situation, at the same time asdhmajor players were beginning to map
out how to implement ESEA, Congress was alreadykihg about issues of evaluation
and reauthorization the following year.

Although it might have been logical to follow thesteps sequentially, with the
USOE formulating regulations and guidelines thatiddhave then been implemented by
state and local educational authorities, followsgdelwvaluation and reauthorization, the

incredibly short time frame led to a process thas wmiuch more iterative and provoked a

8 “Primary Education Bill Clears Congress, Becomesvl Congressional Quarterly WeekB3 (1965):
665.
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good deal of confusion. USOE’s development of lagpns and guidelines, for
example, was heavily dependent on the inputs aiquas from the Council of Chief
State School Officers (CCSSO), the group formedhayfifty State Superintendents of
Education. Conversely, although the decisions magdocal educational authorities
(LEAs) and state educational authorities (SEAs)ualbow to spend ESEA monies were
supposed to be based on USOE’s regulations anclmed, these decisions were, in
some cases, made before the regulations and quaddiiad been released, and influenced
how those regulations and guidelines were writtgnUSOE. The following three
sections of this chapter depict this difficult petiin which the USOE, the SEAs and

LEAs developed and began to execute the implementptan for ESEA.

The United States Office of Education and ESEA

The United States Office of Education, then a dimsof the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, was responsibleafiministering ESEA, an education
program of unprecedented scope. Included in th@BJS responsibilities under the act

were:

approval of state-submitted applications for pgrtation in ESEA,
making money available to the state education aitids

development and dissemination of regulations, duede and
materials regarding program administration,

provision of consulting services to states,

review and assessment of programs and progress Titieel,
compilation of fiscal, statistical and program rgpdor Congress and
the public from state-submitted repotts.

 U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfaffi¢® of Education,History of Title | ESEA
(Sacramento, CA, 1969), 2.
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By devising guidelines and regulations, the USQéttto clarify the ways in which local
and state education authorities could use the fpruigded by ESEA’

The problem with this plan was that the OfficeEmfucation was not set up to
support such a vast undertaking, and therefore inejumassive expansion and
overhaul® Historian Julie Jeffrey describes the pre-ESEAESas “timid,” a viewpoint
substantiated by historians Stephen Bailey andnBdibsher, who note that the Office
had no overarching organizational principles, arclaic” financial and management
information system, and an outdated personnel syst@ith no long- or short term
employment planning, career development or effecsiystem of personnel evaluatfn.
Furthermore, there was no real mechanism for iategy the USOE with other
departments or agencies, even HEW, of which it \wapart, and some of these
departments, such as the Bureau of the Budget,dbabts of the Office’s ability to
administer large sums of mon&Yy Finally, the Office of Education was eternallyryaf
the charge of federal interference in educatiaditionally a state and local affdlr.

Reorganization of the USOE actually began priothe enactment of ESEA,
when Commissioner of Education Francis Keppel loachérVVoice of Americalirector
Harry Loomis appointed as Deputy Commissioner afidation. Loomis took office in
March of 1965, and, although he wanted to make meamnges, he realized that
presenting such changes afaié accompliwould not engender support within the ranks

of USOE. He therefore asked President Johnsorppoiat a task force to analyze

®” Bailey and MosheESEA: The Office of Education Administers a | 8

% John Warren Bennion, “The Formation of Federaldational Policy in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.” PhD diss., The Ohio Stdtéversity, 1966, 142.

89 Jeffrey, Education for Children of the Pop®8; Bailey and MoshelESEA: The Office of Education
Administers a Law73-74.

0 Graham;The Uncertain Triumph20, 92.

"L Bailey and MosheESEA: The Office of Education Administers a | @8
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USOE'’s operations and recommend changes. Thisfoas&, called the Ink task force
after its chair, Dwight Ink, then-Assistant Genefdlanager of Atomic Energy,
recommended organizing the Office into three mhjmeaus: the Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education, the Bureau of Higher Bougaand the Bureau of Adult and
Vocational Education, as well as creating a smaiereau of Researcfi. In its report
released in June of 1965, the task force also rewamded steps for modernizing and
improving the financial and personnel processab®Office of Education.

This reorganization was not completed easily. rhisoconvinced Keppel that the
reorganization should take place very quickly. €hsuing chaos made the formation of
ESEA regulations and guidelines difficult, but thaick process had some definite
advantages, foremost of which was the opportumty‘feshuffling and dislodging old-
timers and creating vacancies for needed new'stafbue to hiring difficulties, it took
until December of 1965 (eight months after ESEAIgharization and three months after
funding was allocated) for the department to bl fstlaffed, and yet, despite the resultant
overwork for many staffers, morale was high. Asl&aand Mosher argue, “The very
openness of staff relationships put a premium dafvidual initiative irrespective of
employee rank, and the excitement of launchingva pegram tempered the ordeal of
uncertainty and confusion that marked the earlytimonf ESEA.**

Once the extensive reorganization of the USOE ewaspleted, the Division of
Program Operations (DPO) turned to creating thelatigns and guidelines for the state
and local educational authorities to use in setgciind implementing their compensatory

education programs. Before creating such reguistibowever, the USOE needed to

2 |bid., 86.
1bid., 90.
bid., 94.
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discover what practices would be most likely tophtle disadvantaged population that
ESEA was intended to reach. Therefore, on Juli®B5, President Johnson announced
that a White House Conference on Education wouté faace on July 2dand 2% of

that year, to address the following issues:

bringing first class education to “city slum” amdpoverished rural areas,

stimulating a love of learning to keep childrennfraropping out of school,

guaranteeing that “new funds will bring new idead aew techniques to our

school system — not just simply expand the oldtAecbutmoded”

encouraging cooperation between local, state asherd¢ government to make

education the first among nation’s go4ls.
The conference was attended by 650 delegates fitamwea the country, and was chaired
by John Gardner, then-president of the Carnegip@ation’® The conference designed
to stimulate new thinking rather than formulateniat policy resolutions, and was
conducted in a series of panel discussions. Innasgural address, President Johnson
had stated that “[e]very child has the right tonrasch education as he has the ability to
receive. | believe that this right does not endha lower schools, but goes through
technical and higher education — if the child wahend can use it.” Education, he said,
was important not only on an individual basis bot fthe future of our country . . .

freedom is fragile if citizens are ignoradf.” The conference was called to discuss and

recommend ways to make that happen.

> “Text of President Johnson's Address to the NEAhgressional Quarterly Week®B (1965): 1344.

® Delegates were drawn from a wide range of people fields. Many were educators, including
university professors such as Stephen Bailey offStd University and Lawrence Cremin of Teachers
College and K-12 practitioners such as Charles Bra8uperintendent of Schools in Newton, MA and
Marion Cranmore, principal of Burns Park Element&cghool in Ann Arbor, MIl. They were joined by
many in education-related fields, such as Willia@mrrC executive secretary of the National Education
Association and Jack Arbolino, director of the @gk# Board's Advanced Placement Program. Conferees
also included luminaries in non-educational fieldsch as Charles Silberman Bbrtune and Adam
Clymer, reporter for thdaltimore Sun SeeWhite House Conference on EducatinMilestone for
Educational Progres@UJ.S. Government Printing Office, 1965).

" White House Conference on Educatign
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There was general agreement among panelists theatoh in the United States
lacked innovation and suffered from a failure toide new methods and approaches to
emerging social problems. Schools were providittee lin the way of leadership for
desegregation in either the North or South, theskdd money and techniques for
educating “underprivileged and culturally depriveddiildren in the inner cities, and were
not doing enough for either gifted or handicappleitdcen®

Individual panels addressed issues that were nel@geelementary and secondary
education. The teacher education panel advocatéasar link between schools and the
universities and colleges that taught teacherdetbstipervision of beginning teachers,
reorganization of neighborhood schools, an incréadbke national investment in career
teachers, improved teacher preparation for those wuld teach in urban schools, and
new roles for teachers through reorganization eftdaching process (e.g., getting rid of
the self-contained classroof?).

The panel entitled Assessment of Educational Pedoce discussed the
“prickly” question of whether, how and what to meesin educational achievement on a
national basis. Many participants favored esthbig an as yet undefined national
standard of some sort, but others considered suncti@anal standard objectionable, as it
would result in “punitive sorting” of students bglatively untested instruments. There
was substantial — and unresolved — disagreemewhai schools and students should be
achieving, making measurements of such achievedifficult. *°

The panels on educating the talented and the hepykcl argued that American

schools were doing a disservice to children in bgtbups. The panel on talented

8 “white House Education Conferenc8bngressional Quarterly Week®s (1965): 1612.
79 1hi

Ibid, 1613.
% Ibid, 1613.
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students agreed that schools were inflexible, fagkin administrative support for

teaching for higher performance, and that the Edkme, money and freedom to try out
new ideas. Furthermore, students who were taleimeshe or two areas needed be
cultivated as much as those who were talented inyfffa The panel on handicapped
students found that there were not enough teadbepovide for these children and

favored funding to put new techniques into practfcéurthermore, the panel noted that
“[tlhe education of handicapped children would maist in its present proportions if

adequate preventative measures were instituted’raodmmended adequate medical
care in the early years and preschool to provigeasand academic capitdl.

The Innovations on Education panel advocated tbat approaches in pedagogy
and schooling were vital, but that current effostdfered from three failings: many
innovations were superficial, involved too few solsp and evaluation and follow
through was so poor that it was difficult to deteren what innovations were truly
effective. Nevertheless, panel members laudeck ttypes of federal aid as especially
important and effective: aid fostering research atelelopment centers in state
departments of education and universities, aidbéstang supplementary education
centers, and aid supporting regional laboratoraseixperiments, exchange of ideas,
demonstrations and consultation services for sstfdolFurthermore, school systems,
state departments of education, communities, teached administrators all need to

participate in educational innovation and “mustdieen the right to be wrondg™ In

81 White House Conference on Educafiea.

8 “white House Education Conferencgbngressional Quarterly Week®3 (1965): 1613.
8 White House Conference on Educafitfl.

8 “\White House Education Conferenc&bngressional Quarterly Week®3 (1965): 1614.
8 White House Conference on Educafind?2.
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other words, they must have the freedom to experijreven with the possibility that
some projects might fail to produce results.

The panel on preschool noted that studies indicttatl early experiences may
have a critical impact on later school succes&sdéhool, the report stated, may be a way
to “ . .. bring the experience of the lower cla$sld into greater continuity with the
expectations of the school — expectations thatupm@sse middle class value and
language codes for its children — not only in orteincrease learning but to avoid the
frustrating consequences of the discontinuitieswbeenh the home and schoéf.”
Proponents of preschool argued that more emphlasiddsbe placed on the early years,
and pushed for incorporation of Head Start androgineschool programs into ESEA,
although others argued that preschools shouldadsbe placed under the aegis of the
Economic Opportunity Act's community action progsth Regardless of placement,
however, preschool was seen as a vehicle for iatinly values consonant with the
school environment, in order to promote future acaid achievement.

Finally, the panel on Community Extension and Ur&ahmools weighed in with
its list of recommendations: a heavier concentratbd university-based research and
scholarship on the problems of urban schools; greavolvement of schools and school
leaders in the construction of a new urban soctétpugh the creation of “high-quality,
socially, intellectually and racially integratedhsols” that would enable districts to
retain the middle class (usually white) childrenowtere leaving the districts in droves; a
larger financial investment in city schools to effshe effects of years of funding

problems, degraded infrastructure and an eroding ldase; improvement of the

8 Ibid., 120.
87 Vlinovskis, The Birth of Head Star®1.
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coordination and cooperation between boards of &g federal and state laws and
programs, municipal tax authorities and teacheradrdinistrator groups; and a dramatic
increase in teacher salaries, status and profedsiesponsibility to improve the quality
of teaching®

In addition to the White House Conference on Etlanawhich influenced not
only the guidelines written by the USOE, but alsovded ideas for the state and local
educational authorities, personnel changes atdpeot HEW and USOE had a strong
impact as well. John Gardner replaced Anthony Il@@eleze as Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, andc'THarold Howe Il was appointed
Commissioner of Education. Francis Keppel, oné¢hefprimary architects of USOE’s
reorganization became Assistant Secretary of HEW.

The long-promised regulations and guidelines wtesent in their final form to
the states until December 3, 1965. The Office pexbented draft regulations and a
model application form at the June 1965 meetinghef Council of Chief State School
Officers, and modified them in response to crititisvice during the summé?. The
final version of the regulations was deliveredhie BEAs on August 26, 1965, and was
printed in theFederal Registepn September 15, 1965. The guidelines took langer
76-page preliminary version was distributed anccubsed at five meetings between
October 14-29, 1965. These meetings involved thpmty of the Division of Program

Operations staff and more than five hundred stai lacal officials. The CCSSO

8 “Wwhite House Education Conferencgbngressional Quarterly Week®s (1965): 1614.

8 Eidenberg and Moreyn Act of Congresd81.

% The Council of Chief State School Officers inclade its membership the fifty state department of
education heads, as well as the education leages$ithe District of Columbia, the Department off@ese
Education Activity and five U.S. extra-state juiitdtbns. The CCSSO “provides leadership, advocany,
technical assistance on major educational issué® Touncil seeks member consensus on major
educational issues and expresses their views to aivd professional organizations, federal agencies
Congress, and the public” (website of the CounicChief State School Officers, http://www.ccsso)org
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objected to these draft guidelines, saying thagrf@dnvolvement should be restricted to
the minimum necessary under the law; the statesldhassume full responsibility for
Title I's implementation. The USOE agreed to a timgeon November 23, 1965 to allow
the CCSSO the opportunity for one more review.eAthis meeting, the draft guidelines
were rewritten, although few substantive change® weade, and final copies were sent
to the states on December 3, 1965, in many caes LEAs and SEAs had already
begun to determine how to best spend the Titlereyd*

The regulations and guidelines reiterated thedéxte Act which emphasized the
importance of local and state control of educati®EAs did not need to submit specific
plans for proceeding, but merely to apply for mapttion, with the assurance that they
would comply with the basic tenets of the act whstdted that projects would:

serve areas with high concentrations of low-incamiélren,

be based on careful assessment of these childreeéxls and
characteristics,

focus on children’s most important needs,

be offered in locations that can best serve childre

be of sufficient size, scope and quality to “gieasonable promise of
substantial progress,”

consider preschoolers’ needs,

consider handicapped children’s needs,

provide opportunities for the participation of mate school children
(but leave control over Title | funding and propgewith the public
school systems),

give consideration of the capacity of community reges to serve
Title I children,

include appropriate evaluation procedures,

include provisions for the LEA to make an annualleation report as
required by the staf&.

Although the above provided a framework of requieats for Title | programs, states

had an enormous degree of latitude in terms ofraragcontent and structure, and, as can

1 Bailey and MoshefThe Office of Education Administers a Lat1-112.
92U.S. DHEW/Office of EducatiorHistory of Title | ESEA11-12.
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be seen in the next section, Title | of ESEA waglemented in a large number of
different ways. There were no mention of schoohidstrators by name, in either the
White House Conference of Education report or guimements for LEAS. They were
addressed indirectly, however, as school admitgsavould be required to carry out

some of these requirements.

Local and State Educational Authorities ImplemetieT of ESEA

The scope and size of Title | was unprecedentedarly 25,000 school districts
in fifty-four states and territories were eligifter more than a billion dollars to be spent
over fifteen months. Although ESEA was signed ilse on April 11, 1965, funding
was not appropriated until September 23, 1965r #fteschool year had already begtin.
Allocations were determined by 1960 census datal@6@ records of payments of aid to
dependent children grants, and eligibility was duteed at the county level. This
resulted in some confusion, as educators foundfitwlt to adjust census information to
apply to the school population, but problems witheo data sources made this the most
relied-upon method of calculatidh.

The text of th&Elementary and Secondary Education &t various publications
of the USOE made it clear that the aid was to leel der the betterment of the education
of poor children, and the states passed that messagto the local educational
authorities. Opportunities for the Disadvantaged report on Title | published by the

state of Michigan, for example, clearly states:that

% Bailey and MoshelESEA: The Office of Education Administers a | &@0.
% States were permitted to use other methods ofilegion, but were required to use the same method
throughout the state (Bailey & Mosher, 106).
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Title | delivers the major thrust of the Elementarnyd Secondary Education Act

of 1965 by authorizing Federal support to local lmubducational agencies for

special education programs for educationally degtichildren in attendance

areas where low-income families are concentratesdaim is to help broaden and

strengthen education for the children of povertherever they may be found — in

public schools, in private schools, or out of sdholb doesnot provide general

aid to educatiof®
Regardless of this repeated insistence by legislatioat Title | money was to be
categorical aid aimed at poor and educationallgdliantaged children, many educators
were nonetheless “dismayed to learn that ESEA wageneral aid.’®

In some ways, the very openness of the programctsah was a significant
obstacle for the LEAs. The goal of Title | wasingprove the educational outcomes of
poor and disadvantaged children, a group for whohoals had traditionally under- or
poorly served. Although educators wanted to hegs¢ children, their lack of experience
and knowledge in this area made it difficult toest¢leffective programs. Furthermore,
even prior to Title | there had been a shortagquaiified personnel to work with poor
and disadvantaged children; Title | exacerbated thend by providing funding for
additional teachers, accelerating hiring ne€dsinally, there were few, if any, proven
methodologies for successfully working with thigpptation of children.

In addition to these difficulties, prior to ESEAost state departments of
education were small and focused on regulationliaedsing. ESEA’s requirement that
states oversee the distribution and use of the imeadstle | funding required a very

different type of state organization. Title V oSEA provided funding for states to

strengthen their departments of education, whichstngiates used to create new

% Michigan State Board of EducatioBpportunities for the Disadvantaged A Report to $tate on Title |
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 6618 Michigan(Lansing: 1967), iii, emphasis in the
original.

% Bailey and MosheESEA: The Office of Education Administers a |89

*"Ipid., 101.
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professional staff positions, and to provide infation and advice for local school
districts in terms of programs and projects thatldde used to meet the requirements of
Title 1. Researcher Kenneth Smith found that nstates did, in fact, use their Title V
funding to strengthen their capabilities for resbar evaluation and long-range
planning®®

These changes at the state level did not occureniately, and therefore most
states simply reissued the federal regulationsandelines to the LEAs as their own.
Others, however, such as Michigan, supplementedetieral regulations and guidelines
with ones that reflected state concerns. As thehidan Department of Education wrote
its guidelines which were “. . . designed to bdelp in the process of identifying needs,
planning and writing the required programs” andevarganized in eight steps that fairly
specifically map the process for implementing Titfé

1. Steps in organizing to benefit from Title I

a. Superintendent appoints a planning committee, diofy
people “whose experience working with educationd#éyprived
children gives them insight into the unmet needssoth
children,” those with knowledge of “sound educasibn
programming,” parents, and representatives of agenc
concerning the welfare of childréf

b. Superintendent should establish communication witin-
public schoolg??

2. ldentification of pupils: The planning committeeosltd “become as
knowledgeable as possible about the characterisiics needs of
youngsters to be served” and determine the uniceedsin each
district!?

3. Establish priorities among the various needs ofdobm in each

district 13

% Kenneth Smith “The Impact of Title V" iStrengthening State Departments of EducagidnRoald
Campbell, Gerald E. Sroufe, and Donald H. Layt@hi¢ago: The University of Chicago, 1967), 61-75.
% Michigan Department of Educatiofientative Guidelines for Implementing Title |, Eéerary and
Secondary Education Aftansing, 1965).

%pid., 1-2.

%pid., 3-4.

%1bid., 4-5.

%bid., 7.
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4. Superintendent should contact neighboring schostridis and non-
public schools to determine whether programs cacalbéed out on an
inter-district basis®*

5. Plan programs to meet the specific educational s1eéithe Michigan

DOE advocates examining research findings and ysiog programs

to determine program effectivendss.

Superintendent or Designee prepares project déserip

Superintendent or Designee submits project deganipb local Board

of Education for its approval.

8. Superintendent or Designee submits the project iGmn and
description for approval to the Michigan DepartmehEducation->®

N

Although the Council of Chief State School Officdrad objected to federal control,
many of the SEAs actually welcomed the USOE guidaas a way of providing the
services that educationally disadvantaged childesded?’

However, even these USOE-issued guidelines wetevery specific — local
educational authorities still had an incredibly evichnge of possible ways to use Title |
money, and, although the funding formula was defimethe legislation, states could still
determine at least some criteria upon which the tatisadvantaged” was based. The
state of Michigan, for example, defined an educetily disadvantaged child as one who
“has never held a pencil or looked at a book be@ntering kindergarten,”; has health
issues; is/has been restricted geographically &b fimore than a few miles from the small
farm on which he lives or a few blocks from theemrent in which he lives;” has “spent
his life in a crowded apartment hardly knowing hame, receiving any time from an
overworked mother, getting any attention from histhers and sisters or having any

possessions belonging only to him;” disrupts class;fails regularly in his or her

%% 1hid., 7.

195 hid., 7.

1% pid., 9-10.

197 Bailey and MosheiThe Office of Education Administers a La\t4.
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academic work?® The state noted that although a majority of ckitdin any program
should be from low-income families, other childramho are “below expected
achievement level” can also be included, especidllthey attend a school with a
concentration of low-income childréf?

The USOE encouraged local educational authorites . . employ imaginative
thinking and new approaches in planning for thedseef the educationally deprived
children in their districts,” although it did pubrse constraints on how the funding could
be spent to keep LEAs focused on supplementingestireducational services for
disadvantaged children. For example, funds cooldoe used for teacher salary raises,
but they could be used to fund new positions oritemal services. Furthermore,
although use of funds for construction was discgeda a limited amount of Title |
funding was permitted in situations where lack ahimum classroom facilities was the
“major obstacle to educational programs,” and thveas no possibility of rental or lease
of another property:°

Title 1 took up a good deal of school administratdime and effort. In a survey
of 937 school administrators, historians Stephefefpand Edith Mosher found that over
65% reported spending over two weeks preparing Tige | proposals! In addition to
the extensive preparation time, administratorgedisbther problems as well: 27% had
difficulty identifying target schools, 49% had ttaea establishing evaluation procedures,

49% reported receiving funds too late in the schaar to spend properly, 48% had a

198 Michigan State Board of Educatic®pportunities for the Disadvantaggid.
109 i

Ibid., 2.
10y.s. DHEW, Office of EducationSchool Programs for Educationally Deprived Childrérs.
11 Approximately 48% reported spending between traee four weeks; 17% reported spending two
weeks; 5% one or less weeks; 17% responded “otlg®€ Bailey and MosheESEA: The Office of
Education Administers a La836-337.
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lack of building space in which to implement pladnprograms, 56% reported an
inability to hire qualified personnel, and 55% rbthat they had had difficulty with
complex application procedur&¥. Nonetheless, a resounding 94% indicated that they
would reapply for Title I the following year?

In the first year of Title | implementation, $987million (including about $11
million for handicapped children under PL 89-313swsed in 17,481 school districts to
serve 8.3 million childrei** This sum was approximately 84% of the allocateduant,
and included an average per pupil expenditure df9%$anging from $25-$227 per
pupil). This amount was almost a 25% increase tweraverage amount spent on non-
Title 1 eligible children in the 1965-1966 schookay (national average per pupil
expenditure was $532 that yedl). Because of the late funding and issuance of
regulations and guidance from USOE and the stapmiD®ents of Education, it seemed
at first that local educational authorities wouldt be able to use substantial amounts of
the allocated funding; Education Commissioner Hdiwerefore encouraged LEAS to
plan and implement summer programs to supportdigihildren*®

The bulk of LEA Title | expenditures was relatedristruction (52% of total Title
| funds). The other large outlays included equipt{€1%), construction (11%), “other”

(6%), administration (3%), and services (296). In a report by HEW’s Office of

12 Bailey and MoshelESEA: The Office of Education Administers a | 840-361.

113 Approximately 3% replied no; 1% were undecided] a6 did not reply to the question. See Bailey
and MosherESEA: The Office of Education Administers a |- 366.

114 0f a total of 26,983 LEAs, 24,926 were eligible Ttle I. Of those eligible, 17,481 participatét#45
were eligible but chose not to participate. See. ID8partment of Health, Education and Welfarag
States Report: The First Year Title I: First Anntdport Title | Elementary and Secondary Educafich

of 1965. Fifty States, the District of ColumbiandaThree U.S. Territories Report on 1965-1966
Compensatory Education Programs Under Title |, Rubaw 89-10 viii.

115 Bailey and MoshefESEA: The Office of Education Administers a | 464-165.

“81pid., 107.
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Education History of Title | ESEAthe category of instruction was further brokemvdo
into two main components: instruction and serviceFrequently implemented
instructional activities included such topics as \ausic and cultural enrichment, English
(reading, speech and English as a second languaxgghematics, physical education,
and natural science. Service activities includesjgats intended to improve attendance,
health, library services, provision of food, andnsportation. Table 1 is a replica of
History of Title Is chart of instructional and service activitieorfr whence this
information came. The table is divided into twatgens, one for instructional activities
and one for service activities. The numbers amvshin two ways: percentage of the
whole and average expenditure per child in botlrucion and service activities as well
as the amounts in the categories subsumed undeirsttuctional and service activities.
A large percentage of Title | activities were ainadchildren in grades one through six
(59%), whereas children in grades seven througlvenaade up only 36% of the Title |
population. Despite a good deal of discussionresghool in the enactment of ESEA as
well as promoting preschool as a good way to ule Tfunding, however, preschoolers

made up only 6% of the Title | participating popida.''?

18.S. DHEW/Office of EducatiorHistory of Title | ESEA20.
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Table 1: Percent Distribution of Expenditures by Lacal Education Agencies for Instructional and
Service Activities and Average Expenditure Per chd™®

ltem Percent Di_stribution Average E)gpenditure
of Expenditures (%) Per Child ($)
Total 100.0 $119.0
Instructional Activities 72.0 --
Service Activities 28.0 -
Total instructional Activities 100.0 -
Art, music & cultural enrichment 10.3 $23.0
Business education 2.8 $42.0
English — reading
English — speech 45.4 $56.0
English as a second language
Foreign language 0.4 $29.0
Home economics 0.5 $18.0
Industrial Arts 1.0 $30.0
Mathematics 5.2 $20.0
Physical education/recreation 4.3 $15.0
Natural science 4.1 $19.0
Social science 2.9 $14.0
Special activities for handicapped 1.7 $202.0
Other 21.4* 59*
Total Service Activities 100.0 --
Attendance 2.2 $7.0
Clothing 1.0 $13.0
Food 9.6 $12.0
Guidance/counseling 111 $13.0
Health — medical 10.2 $11.0
Library 20.8 $13.0
Social work 3.2 $12.0
Speech therapy e 47.0
Transportation 7.6 $9.0
Other 34.2%* $7.0

*Includes $44 and 19.3% for general compensatougaition
** Includes 29.7% for books, supplies and materials

Perhaps the largest use of Title | funding wasddirg both professional and
non-professional staff to schools. In 1966, foaraple, school districts spent a total of
$468,718,993 on additional salaries ($379,662,384pfofessionals; $89,065,609 for

non-professionals). Although this amount of mosegms quite high, states reported that

19 pid., 18-109.
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actual expenditures would have been even higherduadified personnel been more
readily availablé?® Districts also provided training for school faies with Title |
money — fifty-one out of fifty-four SEAs reporteding Title | money for staff training,
including inservice training, institutes conducteg colleges and universities, and
subsidizing college course enroliment for teach&rs.A total of 23,908,720 people
received some form of training using Title | mornieyl 96622
According toThe States RepoHEW’s main report to Congress on ESEA{le

| programs were concentrated in twelve major areeading, academic achievement,
other communication skills, instruction and curhicu, attitudes and behavior,
administration/teaching/other, equipment/facilitibealth and welfare services, programs
for handicapped children, preschool and kindergarseimmer programs, and library
development. The most commonly used approachethéifbllowing:

hiring aides and “subprofessionals,”

hiring specialized personnel,

providing teachers/staff training,

implementing new programs and/or improving and exljgg current

programs, and

provision of equipment, facilities and supplies.
Other commonly cited approaches were summer pragrdm@alth services, remedial
reading, library services, food and physical s&sjand provision of special equipment
and materiald®® Most instructional programs concentrated on mgdind language

skills, including reading and language centersyicdil diagnosis and remedial programs

for severe reading disabilities, and intensive demlguage instruction for English

120y.S. DHEW,The States Report0.

121 SEAs include the fifty states, Washington, D.Cua@, the U.S. Virgin Islands and the Trust Tenyitor
in Micronesia (U.S. DHEWThe States Repgri0).

1221y.S. DHEW/Office of EducatiorHistory of Title | ESEA22.

123U.S. DHEW,The States Report-2.
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language learners. Other programs included rereali@ corrective arithmetic
programs, study centers, tutoring, reduction ofchesy load, dropout and absence
prevention, preschool programs to provide acadéaundations, health services, and to
encourage parental involvement, cultural enrichnmtéat offered “[c]hildren who had
never been beyond the confines of urban and ghattdsural poverty areas [exposure]

to new worlds through cultural enrichment experené?*

One State’s Implementation: Michigan

During this period, educational leaders in thetestaf Michigan generally
followed national trends. A large number of chéld— 419,000, in 557 school districts —
participated in grant-supported activities. Schaistricts in the state used Title | money
to add 1100 certified teachers and 800 “lay persiwnson-teaching capacities (including
more than 100 library aides and several hundreénpgras school aides) to school
faculties and staff§> Again, the majority of projects were designed inaprove
students’ reading abilities (581), but a large amtalso addressed health issues (293),
guidance, counseling and social services (185)uallenrichment (129), and preschool
(40). There were also 274 instances of use oé Tithoney for inservice and preservice
teacher training. School districts reported the most constructive uses of Title |
money were in reduction of class size, allowing gorall group work within classes by
utilizing instructional aides, enabling “[s]pecigtouping for children of varying talents
and interests,” and opportunities for individuatizaestruction**® One summer program,

for example, provided “occupational counseling gne-experience” for 160 boys from

124 \Ai

Ibid., 2-3.
125 Michigan State Board of EducatidBpportunities for the Disadvantage8l
126 |a;

Ibid., 6-7.
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seventh to twelfth gradéé’ Another combined Project Headstart and Title ridfsi to
provide a 9-week preschool program for 120 childnehich included work in verbal
skills, art, music and book and pre-reading knog#edas well as providing parent
workshops, home visits, two hot meals per day,theaid dental exams and field trij3&.
Title | was implemented in a variety of ways iates and localities throughout
the United States. This method of implementatwhijle ensuring that control over
education would remain at the local level, it puelds easy determination of what the
money provided by Title | actually did. That sdmbwever, general trends were apparent
in the frequency of use of funds for reading, acadeachievement, health programs,
hiring and training of both teachers and parapsiesls and preschool. School and
school district administrators, therefore, appdaarfiave had a profound — but largely
uncommented on — impact on Title I. Administraterere the people who made the
decisions about which programs would be implememtetheir schools and/or school

districts, contributing a great deal to the effestiess (or lack thereof) of Title I.

Evaluation of ESEA in Its First Year

Mechanisms for the evaluation of ESEA were a lgrge of the Congressional
debate prior to the law’s enactment. As noted ear$enator Robert Kennedy, although
a supporter of the bill, questioned the wisdomrofvmling funding without a mechanism

for deciding how such funding could be used. Tdwult of Kennedy’'s questions was the

127 pid., 15.
128 |pid., 17.
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inclusion of more stringent requirements for yeaglaluation of the use of ESEA
monies'*

This evaluation was controversial. At the July 398hite House Conference on
Education, the panel that was devoted to evaluatias unable to resolve the substantial
disagreements on what schools and students sheuhieving. Proponents of testing
argued that assessment would be “an effective migansentifying and subsequently
remedying our educational ills and for stimulatimgpolesale interest in educational
matters.” Evaluation critics on the panel, howewasrried that

educational innovation will be inhibited as theilegate boundaries for education

are defined and inevitably narrow; subjects repriisg difficult-to-test material

ultimately will be dropped from the curriculum; tiest makers will determine
both the goals an the standards for educationhé&sacwill teach for the test
items; and local control will be surrendered to oéennational and federal
control**
The panelists did not resolve this issue, but askewged that assessment would occur,
and thus their larger concern was to prevent tlussiple misuse of information [that] is
a danger to be guarded against in all realms ofamupehavior ***

As stated by the United States Office of Educatiire purpose of Title |
evaluation was to “ascertain its effectiveness eeting the special educational needs of
educationally deprived childred® Many educators, however, opposed evaluation,
declaring that evaluation was not the purpose ¢k Ti Furthermore, the evaluation
requirements disturbed educators, as they werer@mglnow the local, state and federal

participants in ESEA might use that data. Educateared that comparisons between

teachers, between schools, and between studert lmeuharmful to both students and

129 jeffrey,Education for Children of the Pop85.

130\White House Conference on Educatibf-51.

3 pid., 51.

132U.S. DHEW, Office of EducationSchool Programs for Educationally Deprived Childréd.
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teachers, and might actually conversely “make th®gls less responsive to special local
needs and thukessconscientious in devising appropriate local sohi especiallyfor
disadvantaged childrert®® The issue of federal control also came into fieye —
educators feared that federal interest in educaltiontcomes would justify increasing
federal involvement, reducing local control. Flgaéducators raised concerns about the
process of testing itself: they claimed that thesre indications that standardized tests
were not appropriate measures of achievement, dlgdor disadvantaged children, and
that they would not adequately assess the effewtsgof Title | programs. Moreover,
they argued that the use of standardized tests asitsome measure would discourage
programs with goals not readily measured by susist&

In formulating the regulations and guidelines aiihg to evaluation, USOE
walked a fine line between ESEA’s requirement fonual evaluation and its prohibition
of federal control or supervision over state andaloadministration of ESEA.
Furthermore, USOE was unwilling to court the ramttof school administrators.
Researcher Milbrey Willin McLaughlin notes that

at the outset explicit decisions were made withiRCD[Division of Program

Operations of the USOE] to avoid evaluation issileg might frighten local or

state administrators, or cloud the new ‘partnegfdli relationship. For example,

as discussions concerning the evaluation guidelgmsunderway, an implicit
decision was made not to set uniform reporting ddess, not to require
measurement by standardized tests, and not to suggeat the preferred

components of ‘effectiveness’ might b&.

The resultant guidelines, therefore, were not \a&pgcific. In an informational

pamphlet for school administrator§chool Programs for Educationally Deprived

133 Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Evaluation and Reform The Elementary and SeconBarcation Acof
1965, Title I(Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1975), d@phasis in original.
134 McLaughlin,Evaluation and Reforn1,0, emphasis in original.
135 i
Ibid., 10.
*1bid., 19.
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Children: Basic Facts for School Administratpthe Office of Education stated that
evaluation should occur via “appropriate objectiveasurement of the educational
achievement of the children involved and by apptasd the increase in the educational
opportunities afforded thent® These measurements could include basic skills
achievement, general educational attainment, topadit rate, educational motivation,
behavioral indicators, retardation in grade, qgualdnd quantity of educational
opportunities provided in the school setting, aothpetency of staff>°

The first year of evaluation, therefore, was lassetual evaluation than a report
of the Title | programs. Nonetheless, there i saluable information about what
transpired in that first year embedded in the repampiled and published by the USOE,
entitledThe States Report: The First Year Title I: Firstal Report Title | Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Fifty States District of Columbia, and Three
U.S. Territories Report on 1965-1966 Compensatatydation Programs Under Title I,
Public Law 89-10 The report began with the caveat that “time tations, lack of
established evaluating procedures and technigagstd to use achievement measuring
systems, and the lack of trained evaluators” mdéaat the report “lacks some of the
specifics of a technical evaluation repdit”” Nevertheless, on the whol&he States
Reportis an extremely positive document, attributinghargge in educational climate to
ESEA: children who had been reluctant learners wae willing participants, and

teachers learned to “work more effectively [withsallvantaged children] and with a

i:; U.S. DHEW, Office of EducationSchool Programs for Educationally Deprived Childréd.

Ibid., 15.
139U.S. DHEW,The States Reponi; Furthermore, data were incomplete. Howame® Merriman notes
that state data were incomplete, and that “notstate met the requirements of every item” and ttherte
was no possible way for a complete national repased on the data submitted by the states. Seardow
Owen Merriman, “A Study of the States’ Reports atieTl, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965", PhD diss., The Ohio State University, 19683.
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greater depth of understanding than ever befSfe Moreover, states “praised Title | for
furthering the efforts of educators in planningjdsing, and evaluating education in
general and education for the disadvantaged incpéat” and that it had fostered “a new
spirit of cooperation and coordination among scbstricts.**

The report did note problems delineated by theestancluding misinterpretations
of regulations by LEAs, a lack of time, both in ation of programs (by June 1966, most
programs had been in existence for only four te fiwvonths) and for testing, a shortage
of evaluation personnel, a lack of appropriateingsmaterials, and limitations in the
capacity for data processing. The states alsortegdlifficulties in hiring qualified
personnel, interpreting guidelines and regulatiaasninistering programs, designing and
implementing programs, and evaluating prograths. Furthermore, local education
authorities complained that the conflict betweerm t@ongressional appropriations
schedule (where money was appropriated in Septemb&d65) and the school year
(where they needed to be able to plan in advanc8eptember) made planning and
implementation of programs difficult. Furthermoltd&sAs, especially in the large urban
centers, wanted assurance that funding would batenaed over a few years before
planning new programs and hiring educators to dstaéin'*® Finally, many states
requested that USOE provide more specific regulatior the size, scope and quality of
Title | programs, and that those regulations belabie prior to the start of each school

year!#

190ys DHEW, The States RepoiB-7.
141 pid, 7; Ibid, 8.

142 pid., 12-15.

31bid., 16.

144 1bid., 18.
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The states provided self-reports of their LEAsogress in improving the
education of disadvantaged children. Althoughestatid not have to provide the criteria
they used for making judgments about progress, tidyseem to indicate that the largest
percentage of programs they called “successful’'evetrthe preschool and kindergarten
level. States reported a “drop in effectivenes#thwhe older children, although the
report postulates that “[tlhe fact that evaluat@nthe preschool/kindergarten level is
usually subjective in nature may have contributedht high incidence of ‘substantial’
progress reported.” In all grades, states consgl&supportive services” more successful
than purely “instructional” progrants>

In terms of more objective evaluation, few stafgesented complete data
including the number of children, name of asses$npea- and post-test scores, and the
time interval between tests. Forty states presentsmplete data, and eleven presented
none at all, for a variety of reasons includingaakl of uniformity in LEA testing,
difficulties in compiling test data, lack of a safide testing programs, lack of
appropriate testing instruments, and perhaps mgstitantly, the fact that although the
law mandated evaluation as a condition for pardicgn, the USOE had only required
baseline data for the first year — states were raquired to do any post-treatment
assessmenf?

The States Reportherefore, while fulfilling ESEA’s requirementrfevaluation,
was not really an evaluation at all. Insteadeitved as a chance for states to report the
ways in which they were using the money withouteadto prove that those ways were

effective in meeting the goals of improving the ealional attainment of disadvantaged

145 pid., 38-309.
148 pid., 44.
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children. It also gave states an opportunity tckentheir needs known in terms of
reauthorization, including requests for longer dioraof funding and synchronization of

that funding with the school year.

Discussion

In the years prior to 1965, the idea of generd¢fal aid for education was a hotly
debated and contentious issue. Legislators intamt passing ESEA, therefore,
purposefully avoided answering the question of hioiw aid money would be spent, lest
such discussion derail federal aid entirely. Thare some signals of those intentions,
however. President Johnson’s first message onaéiducin 1965 called for the federal
government to accomplish the task of putting thet leelucational ideas and innovations
within the reach of all students, and to provideeimtives for those who wish to learn.
Although he did not say so specifically, he seertedndicate that school or school
district administrators would need to use the metiat Congress would provide through
his suggested legislation to accomplish these tas&svery general statement, but one
that nonetheless signifies that he was thinkingualtmw the money would be used.
Furthermore, although for reasons of political epecy he did not make extensive use
of the recommendations of the Gardner task foreetdsk force’s very existence clearly
indicated an awareness of changes needed to be ahdle local and regional level in
order to improve schools, especially those serirmgpverished children.

Senator Robert Kennedy's questions to CommissimieEducation Francis
Keppel and Secretary of HEW Anthony Celebrezze tiluel need to take steps to aid

state and local education authorities in dealinilp Whe problems that they face, and to be
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cognizant of the possibility that those educatiatharitiesare the problem are another
example of a Democrat who was thinking about thesiibe steps that might have needed
to be taken beyond authorizing funds. Althougls tiewpoint was not represented in
the final legislation, its discussion at least edighe idea in the minds of all who were
present at the hearings.

The Republican opposition had the most comprekienand thoughtful ideas
about how to best go about compensating for theqpwof the affected students. Instead
of adding money for the 5-17 year old set, theypps®d a preschool program, saying
that research had shown that it was easier to impaenger children. Again, this
program was not included in the final legislatibaf it is an important indication that at
least some legislators were thinking about howdst Ispend the money to improve the
education of poor children.

A few months after the legislation was passedsiBeat Johnson hosted a White
House Conference on Education, where the most cgmepsive discussion under his
aegis of the “how” occurred. The 650 delegates wattended discussed ideas and
techniques that would improve and change the mestmarfor imparting knowledge and
skills rather than “just simply expand[ing] the céhd outmoded™’ These panels
provided ideas on how to improve elementary andrsdary education in various ways:
teacher education, assessment, education of #redl and the handicapped, promoting
innovations, and urban education. Although Johrsstnup the format specificalhot to
give recommendations, the fact that he impanelésl dhoup at all indicates that he

realized that school and school district administsa needed guidance, and this

conference was a way to take some initial stepsdeide them with that guidance.

147«Text of President Johnson's Address to the NEAhgressional Quarterly Week®B (1965): 1344.
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In many ways, theElementary and Secondary Education Atttanged the
landscape of American education. The federal gowent had been involved in
education before, but this act marked the firsetimat it began to play a major role and it
did so in a way that was focused on poor, minaityl otherwise disadvantaged children.
The legislators purposefully refrained from specifyhow the money was to be used,
realizing that such mandates would in all likelidooave resulted in a rejection of the
legislation. Instead, control and implementatioerevleft at the state and local level.
Although this was a huge step, there was still moreome, as legislators debated the
terms of renewal of ESEA and federal, state andlleducation officials grappled with

ways to productively implement this important new!
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Chapter 2: The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act: Reauthorization and Implementation, 1966-1969

The passage of tielementary and Secondary Education #c1965 changed the
educational landscape of the United States, bringipreviously unprecedented level of
federal involvement into the funding process. Ha subsequent three years, the law was
reauthorized twice, each time changing at leastesdmt the parameters within which
schools and school administrators had to work ohepto implement and evaluate the
programs funded through the legislation. In thhapmter | delineate this reauthorization
process and discuss the impact that those reamdions had on implementation and
evaluation, especially insofar as they affectedosttadministration. This chapter is
organized in three sections: the 1966 Reauthoozatihe 1967 Reauthorization, and
implementation and evaluation in the 1966-1968 tpagod. The first two sections are
further divided into the reauthorization processcluding Administration requests,
debates in both the House and Senate, Conferedcenactment; implementation during
that year; and evaluation of ESEA and Title | dgrihat period.

In this chapter | argue that a massive change enatiitude of legislators and
administrators towards federal money and fedenalitinnto education occurred during
this time period. Prior to ESEA’'s enactment mangnmmbers of Congress were
exceedingly hostile to the very idea of federaldimg for education. Yet over the course
of just a few years, most of these same legisldtmuad some funding to be not only

acceptable but expected. Furthermore, unlike énethactment fight, during these same
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years school administrators began to play a pashaping ESEA and Title I, coming to
Capitol Hill to testify in favor amending the law accommodate their needs and desires.
In other words, during the mid-1960’s, both thelgdophical stance of legislators and
the role of school administrators changed in wayst ttontinue to shape American

education to this day.

1966 Reauthorization

The reauthorization of ESEA began soon after tlesgge of the original bill. As
promised, two days after Johnson signed the ESEAIlaw, on April 13, 1965, a staff
member of the House Education and Labor Committée that the General Education
Subcommittee would begin hearings on the law as sa® possible to provide a
preliminary analysis of the operation of it, with aye towards possible revisions in
1966

The first step in this process occurred in the Whitouse Conference on
Education that occurred on July'™@nd 2% of 1965. As described in the previous
chapter, this conference brought together 650 détsgfrom around the country to
address ways of using the ESEA money to reach dlaé @ improving the educational
attainment of impoverished children. The panelistsnot formulate policy resolutions,
nor did they recommend legislation; instead theirppse was to “tap the opinion of

educational leadership and to make that opiniowkntm the President” so that he could

148 «primary Education Bill Clears Congress, Becomas/L.Congressional Quarterly23(1965): 667.
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use the information in formulating the 1966 Amendiseto ESEA™*® Although there
was debate as to how this should be done, theralsasagreement among the delegates
that federal aid to education should continue anéxpanded>

President Johnson followed up on these initiatimdsis Message to Congress on
the Fiscal 1967 Budget in January, a few weeks #ite State of the Union speech. In
the Message, Johnson noted that he intended t€@sfiress for a much higher level of
funding of education program’d:  In March of 1966, therefore, Johnson asked
Congress to renew ESEA, charging it to fund HeattStaise the low-income family
gualification from $2000 to $3000 in 1968, and pdevmoney to help schools plan for
construction to deal with overcrowding and de fesggregation. He also asked that the
bill be extended for four yeatd? President Johnson’s request also cut the inaegtiant
program which provided additional funds to statésttincreased their education
spending, noting in his Education Message to Caggtlat “[c]areful study of the
‘incentive grant’ provision of Title | shows thatayments would be made to many
districts unrelated to need®® His request also would have reduced the amounicbf
provided to districts impacted by such federalahations as military bases. Historians
Eugene Eidenberg and Roy Moray suggest that theder@ “did not want to be saddled

with the unpopular task” of requesting a tax inseto support a larger budget, and thus

149 John W. Gardner, Speech to the delegates, Julyl @85, White House Conference on Educatién
Milestone for Educational Progresd).S. Government Printing Office, 1965), 174; Lynddohnson,
Remarks to the delegaté¥hite House Conference on Educatiafs.

150 Congressional Quarterly23(1965): 1612.

151 “President Johnson’s Message on Fiscal 196 f&udongressional Quarterly WeekBA (1966):
297.

152«president Submits Domestic Health, Education $l&@vongressional Quarterly WeekB4 (1966): 497.
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cut items that he thought Congress was likely store. Therefore, Congress would get
the blame for the tax increase necessitated by ttessoration$>*

In addition to these new proposals, there weregés in the political leadership
of the USOE after the passage of ESEA in April 863. John W. Gardner, who had
replaced Anthony J. Celebrezze as Secretary of HHEBéptember of 1965, was warmly
received, but Harold Howe IlI, who replaced Frankisppel as Commissioner of
Education upon the latter's move to Assistant Sacyeof HEW, was not. By the time of
the 1966 renewal, Howe had already presided oesfirtst federal funding cut for lack of
progress in desegregation to twelve districts i 8outh under Title VI of th€ivil
Rights Act Historians Eugene Eidenberg and Roy Moray nbét because of these
desegregation issues “[b]y the time the 1966 schdblwas debated in Congress, the
southern members were ready to hang him from theesetree*®® Furthermore, there
appeared to be less urgency for pushing ESEA iergén The only mention of education
in the State of the Union (a good measure of ietive importance to the administration)
was Johnson’s request for enough resources toncengxisting health and education
programs, and for completed action on the TeacBierps™® The renewal bill's slow
passage from initial proposal to signing is anotimelication of the apparent lack of
urgency — unlike the previous year where the pmtesk eighty-nine days, this bill was

proposed in late March but not signed until théofeing January?’

134 Eugene Eidenberg and Roy D. Moredn Act of Congress; The Legislative Process andvihking of
Education Policy(New York: Norton & Company, 1969), 188.
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1966 Reauthorization: The House

The predominant issues addressed in the Housadibe renewal of ESEA in
1966 were not the same ones that were so contenhdue initial enactment. Secretary
of HEW John Gardner testified that the governmeanted to repeal the state incentive
grants because they were not actually incentivesrds higher spending but would be
based on increases already planned before thesgnaare awarded. He noted that the
$400 million saved by eliminating these incentivargs could be used to increase the
basic grants to more than 20,000 school disttiéts. The Administration’s focus,
therefore, was on using ESEA funding more effetyiweithout necessarily increasing
the overall amount allocated to it.

Unlike the previous year, witnesses testifying befthe House Education and
Labor General Education Subcommittee included soj@edents from larger urban
districts. Their emphasis was on funding, askogaidditional monies for administration
and overhead, school construction, and changdeeifunhding procedures that would (1)
enable money to be available in the spring rathen tin the fall and (2) provide money
on a longer term basis so that ESEA could be bettegrated into school budget
planning. Adron Dorn, the spokesman for the NatidBducation Association agreed
that authorizations should run for more than oree y a time, enabling administrators to
plan over the long-term, and also supported fundirgschool constructioft® The
superintendents of the Cincinnati and Chicago Skclostricts both requested that a
percentage of the funding be allocated to planningrhead and administrative costs.

This testimony, the first inclusion of administregan ESEA-related House Hearings,

138 «Elementary EducationCongressional Quarterly Week (1966): 704.
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indicate that administrators were focused on tharfting of their programs rather than
shaping the content of such programs. Althouglrsttthis seems surprising, in truth it
is not — these administrators were probably thegdasple to want federal intrusion into
the programs they selected for their schools ambdcdistricts as such intervention
would impede their ability to do as they saw fit.

In the same Hearings, George LaNoue of Teacherdedgeolat Columbia
University criticized Title | for its extremely wedfunding eligibility, saying that wealthy
suburban districts with “little pockets of povertiyadd advantages in hiring teachers with
special skills in remediation, pulling those teashigom districts with more dire needs.
Therefore, not only were more affluent districtsaiging funding that might have better
served more disadvantaged districts, but they \able to hire these vital teachers who
were in such short supply away from those samealdeadaaged districts. This testimony,
however, did not seem to change any of the funcheghanisms in place for ESEA and
Title 1.*°*

The bill that came to a vote by the full Commite July 28, 1966, was quite
different from the one that had passed the preweas. It extended the authorization for
ESEA for two years, reinstated the funding to areapgacted by military and other
federal installations that the Administration hdatempted to cut, repealed the incentive
grants, increased the overall size of the authtioizaaccepted the presidential request to
raise the low-income factor to $3000 beginning istdl year 1968, earmarked aid to
children of native Americans and migrant workerd adjusted the allocation formula to

allow states to use national average per pupil mdipgres instead of state average per

181 Hugh Davis GrahaniThe Uncertain Triumph: Federal Education Policytire Kennedy and Johnson
Years(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Ps£4.984), 122-123.
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pupil expenditures if the national figure were haghthus increasing the amount of
funding for those staté§? The bill boosted the overall authorization by $1gillion.**®

In the midst of the renewal hearings, James Coleamahhis associates released
their influential study entitle@&quality of Education Opportunitpopularly known as the
Coleman Report. This report was compiled in respdo a mandate in ti@&vil Rights
Act of 1964for a report would detail “the lack of availabilitgf equal educational
opportunities for individuals by reason of racdpcoreligion, or national origin in public

educational institutions at all levels in the UditStates . . ¥4

The underlying
assumption of the study, therefore, was that diffees in educational opportunities
existed and that these assumed differences impaptestly on the performance of
students of different races, classes, religionsedhdicities. In fact, the very rationale for
ESEA was predicated on these presumed differemcasput leading to differences in
academic outcomes.

The researchers defined equality in terms of fs&i€s: community input, such as
per pupil expenditure, school facilities, libratiemd teacher quality; racial composition
of the school; intangibles such as teacher motabghers’ expectations, and level of
interest in learning by students; equality of resgliven the same individual input; and

the consequences of school for individuals of uaédackgrounds and abilitié®

Coleman’s results came as a stunning surpriseteddsof substantiating the expected

'%21bid., 188-193.
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impact of inequities such as per pupil funding ehaoling between white middle class
students and minority students, Coleman actualindothat

Schools bring little influence to bear on a childshievement that is independent

of his background and general social context;\tkiy lack of independent effect

means that the inequalities imposed on childrethby home, neighborhood, and
peer environment are carried along to become thquialities with which they
confront adult life at the end of school. For dduaf educational opportunity
through the schools must imply a strong effecthef $chools that is independent
of the child’s immediate social environment, andttstrong independent effect is
not present in American schodf§.
Although Coleman never said so, many policy malard historians interpreted his
report to mean that schools do not matter — stgdarg influenced primarily by their
parents and their peers. In fact, Colendid find that two areas that mattered:
characteristics of teachers (students whose temdteat larger vocabularies performed
better) and characteristics of students’ peerdcatithg that poor and minority students
might perform better if given the opportunity tdestd schools integrated with more
affluent white students’

These resultshouldhave rocked ESEA supporters to their very cordter all,
they stood contrary to the underlying notion of BSRat providing additional funding to
disadvantaged children would close the gap betvwieem and their middle and upper
class peers. However, although the Departmenteath, Education and Welfare was
not overjoyed with these data, it were also notrigvéiscouraged by them. Instead of
integrating the report into their thinking and pospd actions, officials at HEW

downplayed the report, issuing a summary that unseck tentative language than that of

the original. Historian Julie Jeffrey providesexample:

166 [}A;
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What appeared in the actual report as a staterhantaverage minority pupils
suffered more in low-quality schools than did agerawhite children, for
example, was changed into a conditional stateni€he average minority pupil's
achievemenmay suffer more in a school of low quality thamght the average
white pupils.” The major conclusions of the Colensaudy were obviously being
played down *®®
Furthermore, Education Commissioner Harold HoweeHponded to the report saying
that the findings were “unexpected and interestingtl that the Office of Education
would try to find ways to improve educational oppoities for “Negro” students in the
upcoming year. He also noted that the study waspteted before the programs funded
by ESEA went into effect, and therefore their effemuld not yet be knowtf®
Thus, despite unexpected and powerful findings Gbleman Report had little-to-
no impact on the reauthorization and modificatidntiee Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Use of the report’'s data might have made forhmmore effective use of
the funds provided through ESEA (for example byecling such funding towards areas
such as preschool education that had a well-doctederesearch base rather than
continuing to fund programs that Coleman had fowede unlikely to close the education
gap), but legislators at that time did not seenitsuch a light. The only area of the
Coleman Report that legislators did seem to take agcount was the finding that poor
black students performed better when educated sidagheir more affluent, white
peers-°

When the bill reached the House floor, therefanest of the discussion centered

on a recurring issue — desegregation, particuiarhgference to the legality of the use of

188 julie Roy JeffreyEducation for Children of the Poor: A Study of tegins and Implementation of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1886lumbus: Ohio State University Press, 1978),,149
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Title I funds for busing children to other schofus the purpose of desegregation, as well
as some Congressmen who wanted to eliminate theispo that gave special
consideration to districts that were trying to aaene racial imbalances. For example,
Representative Lawrence Fountain (D-NC) proposedmaendment that would prohibit
the Commissioner of Education from withholding furgl for alleged segregation
practices without a hearing and finding of noncaampte. This amendment was adopted
by a 221-116 voté’*

Although indicating that they would vote for thél,bRepresentatives William
Ayres (R-OH), Albert Quie (R-MN), Charles E. GoddéR-NY) and John N. Erlenborn
(R-IL) jointly criticized it for “an almost totalnability to establish meaningful priorities
among educational needs to be dealt with by Fegecgrams.*’? In other words, like
the previous year during ESEA’s enactment, the 186%ndments were providing
funding without indicating ways in which adminidties should direct that funding in
order to best reach the disadvantaged childremvfmm it was intended. This criticism
was similar to the questions raised in the previgear when Representative Charles
Goodell (R-NY) and some of his fellow Republicangstioned the rationale for the lack
of provision for preschoolers and RepresentativenJ®rademas (D-IN) questioned the
feasibility of using education to break the poveaygle (similar to concerns raised by the
Coleman Report)”® In this case, opposition focused on the lackealingation of more

and less important goals, and, by extension, theham@sms to reach those goals, as

"L Eidenberg and Morayin Act of Congres<.96.
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opposed to the concentration on how much to furdtanvhom that was the focus of the
majority. Despite these criticisms, on Octobet ®66, the House passed tBementary

and Secondary Education Act Amendments of 19&&37-97 roll call vote.

1966 Reauthorization: The Senate

Unlike the original enactment of ESEA, when then&e approved an identical
bill to that of the House, in the 1966 reauthoi@atthe Senate bill differed markedly
from the House version. The Senate version praviB@&00 million, adjusting the low
income factor to $2500 in 1967 and $3000 in 1968, alded a new section authorizing
an additional $56 million for supplementary edumatcenters. The Senate bill included
a provision to grant assistance to encourage satisticts to eliminate overcrowded,
obsolete schools and to promote racial integrafod, like the House bill, broadened the
allocation formula to permit use of the nationatiage per pupil expenditure, increasing
funding for poorer state's?

Education Subcommittee chair Wayne Morse (D-OR)p Wwhd been an ardent
supporter of ESEA’s passage in 1965, was less siaistic about the Administration’s
positions in 1966. Whereas President Johnson watde“consolidate, reform and
moderate the growth of the Great Society’s edungtimgrams,” Senator Morse wished
to expand them’® Furthermore, Morse’s fervent opposition to theadating conflict in
Vietnam led him to oppose any cuts in educationtlaad might provide funding be used
instead in Vietnam. Historian Hugh Davis Grahatessa memo that Douglass Cater, the

president’s education advisor, wrote to Presidehhdon:

17 Eidenberg and MorayAn Act of Congres498.
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Wayne Morse has declared war on his President amiying to use education
legislation as his weapon. Two days ago in thendrigeducation hearing he
announced to the witnesses that he was going sxépihe responsibility for the
Vietnam war where it belongs — on the doorstephefWhite House”. . . Morse
has badgered witnesses, not only from HEW but floenAmerican Council on
Education who sought to support the Administrasqoroposals’®

Even as the new issue of the war in Vietham emeeged factor, old conflicts
reappeared in the form of testimony about the adrifletween church and state inherent
in the funding of parochial schools with federalmag. Leo Pfeffer, special counsel of
the American Jewish Congress, feared that due ®©AEf®deral money would fund a
parallel private/parochial school system. Pfefféated that “There is a widespread
impression among public school administrators that a local public school board will
not be able to get funds under [ESEA] unless ieagito set aside a portion . . . for the
parochial school system within its district” andled for an investigation of possible
religious use of federal funds’ But on the whole, despite Pfeffer's contentions,
relations between public and private schools & timme were been markedly congenial.
Indeed, the main aspect of this issue that condelmemakers were indications that
neither private nor public schools were taking &dvantage of available assistah@e.

On July 15, 1966, the Education Subcommittee ofSbeate reported the bill to
the full Labor and Public Welfare Committee, whietted it out, recommending $1.7
billion for the Office of Education ($42.6 milliokess than that recommended by the

House). The Committee retained the House increagessthe Administration’s initial
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request for federal aid to operate school in fderapacted areas, although they did cut
funds for salaries and expenseés.

In the floor debate, Senator Everett Dirksen (Rdftfgred several amendments to
the bill. The first was an amendment that soughbring the bill in line with the less-
extensive Johnson proposals that was rejected.sd¢mnd, a school prayer amendment,
was discussed and tabled. The third, an amendprehtbiting the Commissioner of
Education from giving special consideration or prehce to local school proposals
dealing with racial imbalance, pass&d.

Republicans again criticized the increase in fugdivithout consideration for
how the money would be spent saying that “everne dévent such expenditures were
justified...there is nothing in the present recorat tindicates that the schools can absorb
such an increase with a corresponding improvenrettidir programs**! Despite these

concerns, the bill overwhelmingly passed in thegBe54-16) on October 6, 1968.

1966 Reauthorization: House/Senate Conference

The differences in the House and Senate bills i the two houses had to
conference to resolve their differences before isgntthe bill to President Johnson for his
signature. Conference members agreed to elimithat&enate amendment to raise the
low income factor to $2500 for 1967, adopted thedse provisions for programs for
handicapped children, transferred basic educatiograms from the Office of Economic

Opportunity to the Office of Education, and rewrtibte Fountain amendment to allow

19«senate Votes $10.5 Billion in Labor-HEW Fundd8ngressional Quarterly Week®4 (1966): 2297.
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Commissioners of Education to defer funding ford@@s to school districts alleged to be
in violation of anti-segregation statutes, duringiefa time a hearing would be held to
determine whether such a violation had in fact aeth The conference bill was
accepted by both the House and the Senate andigraxdsby President Johnson on

January 2, 196%°

1967 Reauthorization

In this new Congressional session, President Johwsdted to address education
until he submitted his education and health reguesiCongress on February 28, 1967.
Requests relevant to elementary and secondary t#alugacluded an extension of the
National Defense Education Adunding for pubic television, and money to striem
current programs under tligementary and Secondary Education.A€he president also
requested $2.5 million for an analysis and reportCongress on the new federal

education programs’

1967 Reauthorization: The House

The midterm elections in 1966 brought a dramat@ange in the composition of
the House. In addition to general unhappiness tatia continuing war in Vietnam,
backlash from white voters against the Johnson Aditnation’s support of civil rights,

especially in the wake of race riots, especially dvents in Watts, and desegregation
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efforts led to a Republican victol§? When the votes had been counted, the Republicans
gained 47 seats in the House, enough to block @ndntegislation if they allied with
Southern Democrat§®

Testimony before the House Education and Labor Citteenon the renewal of
ESEA in 1967 again centered around money, buttithis there were hints that testifiers
were thinking about the use to which the money @dnd put at least in terms of assuring
that money would be consistent over the long terin.testimony, S.P. Marland Jr.,
Superintendent of the Pittsburgh School Districtl athers warned that specific dollar
commitments were necessary to carry out Congregfi’'s These educators mentioned
difficulties that had resulted from the receiptieds money than they had been promised
and their inability to execute some of the prograthey had planned. Other
superintendents, including those from of Detroihidago, Buffalo, New York City,
Cleveland, Memphis, St. Louis, Milwaukee, Philadedpand Baltimore, offered their
support of the bill and its full funding, but askéat longer authorization periods to
facilitate long-range planning’ Others, including representatives of the National
Education Association and the AFL-CIO also tedtifie support of full funding of ESEA

and Title | in particulat® On April 11, 1967, the Committee reported thé toilthe full
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House, with provisions to extend ESEA through fisezar 1969 and authorizations of
$3.3 billion in fiscal year 1968 and $3.4 billiamfiscal year 196$°°

Given the rising tensions about racial issuesis period, when the renewal bill
got to the House Floor, questions about desegmyatturned. Southern Democrats
wanted changes in the desegregation guidelineschwiat that time focused on
enforcement in the South, with little attentiontbat which occurred in the North. This
issue was resolved when Representative Edith Gi2€DR) offered an amendment that
seemed to solve the problem: it required that #sedregation guidelines under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Actbe enforced uniformly throughout the nation, mgk®outhern
Democrats, whose constituencies had felt unfairlgled out, more willing to vote for
the reauthorization; this amendment was pa$¥edOther amendments also provide
evidence that many early issues raised by ESEA w#iteunresolved. For example,
Representative Lawrence Fountain (D-NC) offeredsttame amendment as the previous
year, a proposal to allow states to use nationatame per pupil expenditure rates to
calculate their eligibility for Title | funds rathé¢han state averages when the national
numbers would bring more funding; this amendmens wgain adoptet?® Similarly,
Representative Albert Quie (R-MN) sought to substitblock grants for the allocation
formula, reducing federal interference in local®als. This amendment was defeated
(168-197). After contentious debates, the billsgalsby a very wide margin at 1:40 AM

on May 25, 1967 (294-122§?
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Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the hiéissage was the tenor of the
House debate. In 1965 there was a very real gbgsthat legislators would not permit
the encroachment of the federal government intea&tthn, long the province of state and
local government. By 1967, very few questioneddbecept of federal aid to education.
No one was asking if the federal government shdulild education; instead they
centered on the nuts and bolts — how should itdveed How much money should be

provided? Who should be eligibfé?

1967 Reauthorization: The Senate

The Senate Subcommittee on Education began taesigmony on both the
Administration and House versions of the bill otyXR#4, 1967. This testimony centered
on four amendments that had been adopted by thed4ou

The amendment offered by Representative Lawrenaentem (D-NC) that
forbade the withholding of funding for new prograiaes lack of progress on
desegregation without a hearing and a finding ohcompliance (existing
procedure said that funds could be withheld pendiagstigation),

The amendment offered by Sam M. Gibbons (D-FL)vélg the use of either
state or national per pupil expenditure to calaulBitle | allocations (the House
bill said the state average only with the low-ineothevel set at $2000; the
Administration bill permitted use of the state @ational average with the low-
income level set at $3000),

Representative Edith Green’s (D-OR) amendment dmogithat Title Il funds
(for supplementary education centers and servioeg)iven to the states in block
grants (the Administration bill gave this aid asegarical), and

The other amendment offered by Representative Goemnding that all Title V
funds (for strengthening the state departmentsdotaion) go directly to the
states (the Administration allowed 15% of thosedfuro be awarded by the
Office of Education>*

In his testimony before the Senate SubcommitteEducation, Edgar Fuller, the

Executive Secretary of the Council of Chief Stath@l Officers, endorsed the House
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Amendments, saying that categorical aid put regins on SEAs. The director of the
NEA'’s Division of Federal Relations, John M. Lumlajso testified in support of the
amendments. On the other hand, the superintendéhisw York, Chicago, Detroit and
Cleveland urged the Subcommittee to reject GreAniendment of Title Ill, saying that
the state systems would impose so many restrictivaisthe programs would lose their
current freedom and inventivené$s. Finally, Monsignor James C. Donohue, the
director of the department of education of the W&tholic Conference also opposed this
amendment, fearing that the progress made in gestudents in both public and private
schools would diminish if states were given the mpoto distribute-*°

The bill was voted out of the Subcommittee on Nolem6, 1967, and initial
debate took place in the full Senate between Deeerhp1967 and December 7, 1967.
Debate was postponed for a week, however, whersémate became deadlocked over
two desegregation-related amendments. The fifsgrenl by Minority Leader Everett
McKinley Dirksen (R-IL) would have forbidden theeusf federal funds for busing for
desegregation. The amendment was debated all daPezember @ and &' until
Dirksen withdrew it. The second, offered by Sen&whard B. Russell (D-GA) would
have prohibited the federal government from cuttfifunds to school districts because
of noncompliance with desegregation requiremerits #ie school year had begun. The
Johnson Administration, represented in this argurbgrSenator Wayne Morse (D-OR),
refused to accept either of these amendnméhtsThe deadlock in the Senate was
resolved by a letter from Health, Education and féfel Secretary John W. Gardner in

which he outlined a new procedure for fund cutaffsvhich school districts would be
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informed by the first of March that there was agloidity of noncompliance, and given
the chance to make changes before funding coulstdpped for the next school year.
Notice of a hearing would have to be given by Sapier £!. With this issue resolved,

the Senate bill passed with a final vote of 7£%7.

1967 Reauthorization: House/Senate Conference

The House approved the conference report on Desefrh) 1967 and the Senate
followed suit later that evening before adjournfagits winter recess. The final bill took
into account the possibility that appropriationswdonot be enough to fulfill all of the
mandates of the authorization and so it includbst af priorities:

1. Allocations for state agencies for handicapped dcéil, children of
migrants and delinquent and neglected childremstitutions were to be
allotted at their maximum amount.

2. Grants to local agencies were to be computed omdses of the original
$2000 low-income factor until each district had rbeallocated its
maximum allocation; remaining funds were then taliecated according
to the new $3000 low income factor, with each distreceiving a pro-
rated share of the monies.

3. In fiscal year 1968, states were obligated to dif#&\s no less than the
amount they had received in fiscal year 1967.

4. Each state was to receive 1% of the funding for iathtnative expenses
related to ESEA®®

This list of priorities shows that legislators weyeginning to think about how to best
allocate funds to serve students, and providingctimn to the administrators charged

with their distribution. Although the focus conted to be on funding, the mandate for

full funding for handicapped children, children migrant workers and institutionalized
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children indicates that they were thinking to sodegree about the needs of these
specific groups and how to best serve them.

The 1967 legislation also included funding foraaigty of demonstration projects
and research, including a requirement that the tHeBlducation and Welfare Secretary
present an annual evaluation report of existingpmspand a comprehensive report the
year before authorizations were set to expire,aebeand demonstration projects in
education for handicapped children, a technicalstsxe program for rural schools, a
demonstration program for dropout prevention andschool bus safety report.
Furthermore, this reauthorization established @mamo of aid to school districts for the
education of children from non-English speakingKgmounds, providing that the highest
priority be given to areas with large populatiofi€€aglish language learnef® These
requirements show that Congress by this time hadrbe much more interested in the
programs that their allocations were funding, aotlsolely in the provision of money for
local and state authorities to use as they pleagdthough continuing to refrain from
mandating specific programs, legislators were b@gon to tiptoe around the edges by
funding projects that could be used to guide theosk administrators charged with
selecting programs funded with the federal money.

Other provisions included in the 1967 Amendmemnisluded a two year
authorization for ESEA, a stipulatidor incentive grants for states, a requirement that
desegregation guidelines issued by HEWte the legal authority upon which they were
based, included a minimum allotment of $100,000 year to each state for adult

education and programs of aid for the educationhdfiren from non-English speaking
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background$®® President Johnson signed the Elementary and 8appi&ducation Act

Amendments of 1967 into law on January 12, 1968.

ESEA Reauthorizations: Discussion

As noted in the previous chapter, the enactme®SEA was contentious. One
of the main sticking points was the issue of fedeoatrol into an area that had always
been a state responsibility. Therefore, in orderehact the legislation at all, the
legislators avoided indicating where and how thedythat ESEA money should be spent.
By the time the 1966 reauthorizations came up, hewethis was less of an issue,
although legislators still shied away from dictgtiprogram parameters to state and local
education authorities. By the 1967 reauthorizatidrowever, this began to change. In
the face of possible funding shortfalls, legislatoset a list of priorities for
implementation, indicating their thoughts about ethchildren and which programs were
most in need of full funding. Furthermore, althbulggislators still refrained from
mandating methodologies and curricula, the new ¢hev require demonstration and
research projects that could guide administratots selecting progra