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A more specialized dissemination function for each 1abora‘tory will be making
available the findings of its research to other laboratories and other researchers,
Individual laboratories can be much more effective in terms of their research,
their service, and their program development if they are part of a communication
network designed to keep one another completely informed of the activities of
their sister institutions. This kind of communication can be accomplished by
automatic data processing links, research bulletins, publications of the laboratory
network, institutes for researchers, and connection with USOE activities of a
similar nature, including the Educational Research Information Center.

Hopefully, a great many different types of agencies, organizations, and institu-
tions will become involved in developing laboratory programs. Although large
numbers of people with different kinds of skills are expected to be participants
in laboratory operations, it is unlikely that laboratories will ever come to exist
at all if every institution that is to be ultimately involved is also represented at
the very beginning. In fact, it would appear to be more than likely that the
initial steps in tl}e development of a laboratory might be taken by a bold, imagina-
tive, representative group of relatively small size, charged with the responsibility
for developing an institution responsive to the needs and interests of all future
cooperating elements and capable of performing the desired functions with
effectiveness and dispatch. There will be many difficulties attendant upon the
operation of regionally based educational laboratories, but perhaps the most
impressive of these will be the actual creation of the institutions.

Finally, I would note two additional conditions that should be placed upon the
emerging laboratories by their founders. Tirst, difficult though it may be,
laboratories should strive from the very beginning to see and create themselves
as institutions of the highest prestige. They should be so designed that schools,
universities, and states will eagerly call upon them.

Second, great care must be taken to see that the laboratory programs develop
in such a way that none of the participating institutions are in any way injured
by the creation of educational laboratories. Good things are now being accom-
plished within existing institutional frameworks. It would be a shame to com-
promise the continuing success of activities that already are giving fair promise
to improve the nation’s educational system.

The laboratory program is a challenge to progressive leadership. If is a
challenge of broad implications for the relationships between existing institu-
tions. It promises much; it will fulfill whatever the educational community
will enable it to fulfill.

Mr. Giseons. Now you can tell Mr. LaFrance where the errors are.

Mr. Herzoa. One error is that I am Mr. Herzog. I appreciate the
thoughts of the committee staff to make me a doctor, but I am Mr. for
a while. This is Assistant Dean Joseph Young, who knows a good
deal more than I do on certain points here. So I have asked him to
come along. I am delighted you have invited him to sit here with
me. A lot of what you hear 'in these hearings in Washington and
here and I suppose elsewhere in the country seem to be complaints,
criticisms, or suggestions. I want to go on record at the very begin-
ning in saying that these have been very exciting and productive
years, these past 2 or 3 years, since the Federal Government got into
the business in a big way of trying to improve and support education
in this country.

Commissioner Howe has pointed out that even with this very recent
increase in interest and support, the level is still nowhere near that
in medicine and some other fields. But there have been some very
real accomplishments and many of the complaints I think that you
hear are based on how the accomplishment might have been made a
little bigger and better rather than general criticism of the whole
thing and a lack of appreciation of what the Federal Government has
been doing.

Another side of this is that many people in education, both in the
schools and in the universities, feel under enormous pressure to sort
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of help you in a sense, our friends, to justify these great expenditures
and these apparently useless or not immediately useful research and
developmental activities. We really feel sometimes that our research
on preschool kids should in some people’s minds have a payoff in some
kind of increase in the number of college graduates, or something like
that, in the next year or so even though they are entirely different
individuals of course that we are dealing with.

I did want to call your attention to a number of the things that
even in the 2 or 3 years of expanded involvement in education that we
at Harvard could point to, and which, in a sense, you made possible.
These would include studies of mental abilities, and studies of speeded
speech, where we make direct recordings useful to the blind people for
learning, far more useful and far less time consuming than they have
been up to now.

Mr. Greeoxs. Speeded speech? What do you mean?

Mr. Herzoe. A man could take a recording—if we were making a
recording of what I am saying and what you are saying, we could, by
some carefully worked out splicing of some of the sounds I make now,
still permit the whole utterance to be heard and understood in less time
but just as efficiently. Instead of a recording of 3 inches on a 33-r.p.m.
record, a person could hear and learn from a recording of an inch and
a half on the surface of the record. Does this make sense? In other
words, many of the sounds we make when we speak normally are not
really necessary for communication. It makes for more secure com-
munication, but if you are listening attentively, the recording is good
and the dialog is clear, you don’t need all the sounds we usually use
in making words. Some R. & D. centers have a number of curriculum
development projects that we think are going to be producing, and
have already produced, some very useful and exciting new materials.
There is a new social studies curriculum, 10th, 11th, and 12th grades in
Newton High School which has been supported in part by the R. & D.
Center, in part by the Newton schools, which is just about finished,
is in full use at Newton. Copies of samples have been sent to
other schools, although full-scale dissemination has not been attempted

et,
y Mr. Haraaway. You deal directly with the schools, is that correct,
not with the Commissioner of Education ?

Mr. Herzoe. The R. & D. center has a kind of autonomy. We wrote
an original proposal outlining some of the sorts of things we thought
we would be doing during the next 5 years. OF said, “It sounds inter-
esting to us,” and gave us a sum of money to do most of those things.
But we then decide locally exactly what it is and how it shall be done
on a year-to-year basis.

Each year we tell them what we think we will be doing the next year.
There, frankly, seems to be less and less room for our own decision
making, although this is not a crucial problem yet. But compared to
the very first description and inspiration of the program, there seems
to be an increasing interest by OE in exactly what it is we will be doing
as opposed to the more general topical descriptions. This project came
to our attention really after the center got going, but we thought that
it was a very valuable one and we were able under the terms of the kind
of contract we have to say, “Yes, Mr. Altree and Mr. Douglas and your
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staff, go ahead and keep working on this for a couple of years,” and
they have. : .

Mr. Hataaway. On these projects like the one in Newton High
School, you just go to the Newton High School and say we would
like to get them to try it out there ?

Mr. Herzoc. The other way. The Newton people were working on
this and presented their plan to us. They had already started, very
much on a shoestring, and we said this is very good, it is within the
bounds of what we said we were going to do. We didn’t know exactly
this would work out, but this is the type of activity, “Go ahead, how
can we help you?” '

Mr. Harrraway. Is the superintendent of Newton brought in on this,
and Commissioner of Education of the Commonwealth?

Mr. Herzoe. In the latter case the commissioner was not. The su-
perintendent sat at that time on our executive committee and was per-
haps more involved in the decision than might be desirable. This
kind of relationship was intended. We are trying to have ideas stem
not only from the university community but from schools and educa-
tional TV. ,

Mr. Haraaway. I am wondering as time goes on if there will not
be friction created between your organizations—the superintendents
thinking they are being bypassed—with your going directly to the
schools and not getting their approval for these various ideas.

Mr. Herzoe. Ithink there is friction that we are not going too much
to the schools, that too much of our activities and resources are com--
manded by the university scholars doing sort of esoteric research
which the superintendents feel does not help them.

I don’t think we perhaps respond enough from their point of view
in doing this sort of thing. The State superintendent is on our execu-
tive committee, a larger policy board which meets less often. He
knew about this. I have no hesitation of saying he is probably de-
lighted about the whole thing.

Mr. Haraaway, Who is'this?

Mr. Hrrzoe. The commissioner of education. He is on the execu-
tive committee, yes. Vaguely he knows about this and it is the type
of thing he would like to see.

Mr. Hatraway. Who else is on the executive board ?

Mr. Herzoa. In addition to myself and another administrative
officer of the center, there are seven members on the executive com-
mittee. Generally four professors from the university. Two schoel
superintendents and the dean of the school of education. The policy
board has somewhere between 25 and 30 representatives. Perhaps
twice as many professors, in this case not only from the School of Edu-
cattion but also from several of the faculties of the university, a repre-
sentative from each of the six; superintendents from each of the six
school systems that we have formal relationships with; the commis-
sioner of education, a representative from WGBH-TYV, our educa-
tional station; representative from the National Association of
Independent Schools, a representative of New England School Devel-
opment, Council, which is a semiprivate association of New England
school systems.

I never can complete the roster but there are eight or 10 nonschool,
nonuniversity partners, a total of about 25.
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Mr. Hataaway., Thank you. Go ahead.

Mr. Herzoe. I just want to call your attention to one thing which I
think is an example of the very wise policy of the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation., That is this Project Physics which is being sponsored both
by the National Science Foundation and the U.S. Office of Education.
This is a physics curriculum development project conceived in part to
provide an alternative to the Physical Science Study Commission ma-
terials which are much better known which have been in use in the
United States I think since the late fifties produced by the organiza-
tion which is now Educational Serviees, Inc., Dr. Harold Zacharias.
An excellent program, too. But the oflice has deliberately stimulated
two rival curriculum development programs which have basic differ-
ences.. I think it is an excellent posture to take to avoid this Federal
control which people worry about.

There is another thing which I want to call to vour attention,
another very happy facet of the past few years. We have been sin-
cerely and regularly impressed with the quality of the personnel at
the U.S. Office of Education. This is not to say that there are prob-
ably not a few who might well be replaced. But this is a very small
minority. In general the Office, considering its obscure history and
the speed with which it has come into the public scrutiny and given
enormous responsibilities, has an outstanding array of sensible and
dedicated and intelligent people. Many of the arbitrary things that
we experience, and Dr. Arbuckle referred to and I am sure you have
heard from other witnesses, are a function of the other side of the
problem, that they have been given enormous responsibilities which
they are not used to entirely, but which there are certainly not enough
of them to handle. The Office is simply too small. When you go
down there, when you tryv to reach them on the phone, when you try
to deal with them just through correspondence they quite obviously
are running at a steady dogtrot. There is this musical chairs with
all the reorganizations they have been through in the last several years,
which I think are necessary. A lot of this last-minute business, a lot
of this apparent arbitrary business, a lot of the reason that most of
us feel we can’t get through and talk to these people and we don’t know
why they are making certain decisions, I think at base is a function of
the fact that they are terribly overtasked.

We are, too, and everyone these days is, afraid of increasing the
Federal bureaucracy. Maybe for another agency a much better case
could be made.

I sympathize very strongly with these men. T don’t think Harold
Howe made this point very clearly in the hearings. T suspect that as
part of the general economy drive he felt it would be impolitic for him
to suggest that maybe his agency could use more staff and a higher-
level staff through Civil Service upgrading, and so forth, than it now
has, but T am free from that restriction, and I think this agency is
being mistreated by both the rest of the executive departments and the
Congress,

They are given too few horses to do the job that they have been asked
to do. Despite this they have performed very ably under the
circumstances.

I would like to call your attention now to some of the problems.
Another that we are impressed with, and this is where Joe Young can
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be particularly helpful, I think, is that while you have—when the
Congress initiates legislation there is generally some very consider-
able and thoughtful investigation and hearings and so forth, and when
the Office actually gets into the process of awarding grants and con-
tracts the money for this, that, and the other, this is, we think, a fairly
efficient and certainly just system of making awards.

There obviously will be particular examples of bad justice or bad
practices and so forth. I don’t know about the cases that Dr. Arbuckle
just described to you. He may be perfectly correct. I think that there
1s a process within OE as well as within other agencies in Washington
which may be overlooked. That is the process of developing guide-
lines, which, after all, is a crucial step between the legislation and the
awarding of money under the guidelines. I think it is here that the
spectre of Federal control, if it ever is going to emerge, will probably
emerge first. Ironically, it will emerge in those programs which the
Congress has deliberately tried to make as flexible as possible.

Then given all these pressures, these poor fellows are understood
to come out with announcements of how you get the money 8 days
after the Congress has enacted and the President has finally signed
the legislation. The last thing you can really set up in an organiza-
tional framework is flexibility, the last you can build into a way of
doing things is flexibility.

I am pretty much in the dark, really, about how guidelines are
made up. It would seem to be a kind of secretive process, secretive
not from the sense that it is deliberately kept from scrutiny but pres-
sures come on, people have decisions to make, deadlines to meet, and
a lot of conflicting advice to try to bring into concord one way or
another. And they have to go back to their office and hatch something.

Mr. Giseons. Let me interrupt you for a moment. We think that
perhaps we are going about the legislative process in the wrong man-
ner. We on the congressional end sometimes get the feeling that when
somebody has a legislative idea, they turn it into a lot of legalistic
terms, what we sometimes call mealymouthed words, and they go over
and they jockey it through Congress hoping that Congress won’t un-
derstang 1t too thoroughly, get the President’s signature on it, and
then they run back and say, “Oh, boy, look what we got; let us see
what we can do with it.” And then they put out the guidelines. I
think before the legislation comes to Congress there should be some
narrative about what they want to accomplish. There should be some
guidelines, some regulations, and the package of material should per-
haps be at least available for interested Members of Congress and
their staffs to-study. Then, when we get the legislation passed, there
would not be this panicky period that you talk about, where somebody
has to figure out what all these words mean. Perhaps I have over-
simplified it and I have made it too sarcastic, but I think that is where
the problem is.

Mr. Herzoe. I think that is an excellent idea. I would like to see
what Joe Young thinks of it. Except one thing, I don’t think it would
be successful unless you gave the Office another staff to do this.

Mzr. Gieeons., More stafl ?

Mr. Herzoe. Right. Maybe this particular new assignment or new
way of doing it wouldn’t require a great many people, but it will be
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kind of hopeless to add it to the present burden that they carry. It
would be an excellent investment.

Mr. Hataaway. What we mean is that they have to write the guide-
Jines anyway. They should write them first and then come to Con-
gress rather than with a draft of the bill. Then we could work back-
ward from there as to what we think the draft of the bill ought to
be to cover what they want to do.

Mr. Youxe. I should make one comment in this connection. You
used the word “secretive,” John. I wouldn’t concur with that. I
think it has connotations I don’t think you intended, but my experi-
ence has been confined to fellowship programs generally under title V.
1 have been closely associated with the various processes, developing
the guidelines, participating in some of the reviews of both the expe-
rience and the prospective, and also the committee which Mr. Bigelow
set uI% to look back at the year of action and try to make some sense
out of it.

Most of the difficulty I think is the absence of time and the fact
that people have not formulated their ideas and a considerable amount
of leadtime is required.

Of course that is a very excellent suggestion of trying to do_this
beforehand, Mr. Gibbons. ~This Experienced Teacher Fellowship Pro-
gram, for example, was signed on November 8 and the fellowships
were announced on February 10. That is a herculean task because
it meant that the guidelines had to be developed and to accomplish
this Mr. Bigelow invited a number of people (I was not_among
them) to develop the guidelines for the Experienced Teacher Fellow-
ship Program.

Then the announcement came that they had a thousand proposals.
All that action. They had 50 to 75 people around the country to
review these proposals. Now he is trying to look at this question of
changing the guidelines and so forth, but the time that is involved
is enormous in trying to get people freed from the university respon-
sibility, the school responsibility, to come down to Washimgton to
present their views. It is a very difficult problem.

I would like to say I have no idea of this guidance institute issue
to which Mr. Arbuckle has referred, but with respect to the title V
I know that Mr. Bigelow has involved a number of people in this

yrocess and, in fact, in a fashion which I think is quite different
Erom what we would expect in bureaucratic arrangement.

Tn some of these things he has called the people together, set the
charge and then withdrawn himself, saying, “You come up with
something that makes sense.” It is your responsibility. He has not
abdicated his responsibility as a bureaucrat to go into this matter
of awards, but he has sought the reaction of the people in the field.

Mr. Herzoe. I agree with what Mr. Young has said. I would
like to make a couple of suggestions. First I think USOE is under-
staffed. Tt should be looked into. Second, I think the career and

rofessional opportunities of working in the Office should be en-
hanced, so that the Nation is assured of obtaining the best possible
men and women to work there.

Mr. Giseoxs. How do you do that? Pay them more?

Mr. Herzoe. That would be one way. Secretary Gardner, accord-
ing to the newspapers, has a plan for reorganizing the entire Depart-
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ment of Health, Education, and Welfare which would involve making
three separate departments within it, the way the Department of
Defense is. I understand that this would mean civil service up-
grading all along the line. This would enable the Office in general
to staff its top positions with a notch or two higher of civil service
rated employees. This isone way of dong this. New positions would
also mean that new people, perhaps attracted to the Department of
Education or whatever it would Ee called, within HEW, would be
recruited to a level and variety of jobs that don’t exist now and
perhaps another infusion of high-quality people could be obtained
that way too. ,

Again along with Commissioner Howe, we wish to suggest that
the present procedure of approving HEW appropriations in August
or September is extremely detrimental to the operation not only of
the Office but of the schools and universities in which the Office is
more and more engaged. I am sure the superintendents have made
their feelings clear to you about that. The Federal Government is
out of phase with the way the school systems make their budgets.
Universities with endowments are a little more flexible but you are
out of phase with us too.

The Office also, you know, goes through a summer of almost
paralysis, starting in May or June, no knowing what they can get
started, hedging %ets, talking without seeming to commit itself to
everybody. A great deal of tension, anxiety and ill feeling builds
up, with nobody knowing what they will have to work with.

Finally, I think it might be possible, and I am confused here and I
would like to ask really that maybe you look into this. It would seem
that a good bit of the decisionmaking and the hectic atmosphere could
be alleviated if USOE were permitted by Congress or if the agency
used the authority which it now possessesto enter into more than year-
to-year contracts, on a multiple-year contract or grant basis.

I have heard that the Office does have this authority now and I have
also heard that the Office does not have authority now—by people you
suspect should know in both cases. I am very much confused. There
are other agencies such as the National Institutes of Health which say
that they have authority to make grants for 7-year periods. They
don’t usually go to 7, they still stop at 5, but this is still quite a con-
trast to USOE. And when many of the projects we are engaged in
now are of a long-term nature, a 6 months’ or 1-year involvement is
often just enough to get started. It would seem to me that a more
flexible arrangement, 1f it is not permitted by Congress now, or inter-
pretation by the Office——

Mr. Giopons. That is a problem of Congress because most of these
acts that we are operating under have 1- or 2-year terms, or perhaps
3-year terms. Elementary and secondary has been on a 1-year basis,
now a 2-year basis. OEOQ ison a 1-year basis. NDEA ison a basis 1
don’t really understand. It comes up for review so often that they
probably don’t have any statutory authority to go past that.

In drafting legislation for the future that is something to remem-
ber—to put the research and development part of it on a much longer
basis than some of the operational phases.

Congress has been afraid if we got into the operational phase of
some of these programs without getting an opportunity to review
them, we might be creating something we were not sure we wanted.
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Mr. Herzoe. The grants that NIH makes include a provision that
says, “This money is awarded to you subject to congressional appro-
priation.” This is a reasonable request both by the National Insti-
tutes and by Congress. There is a degree of control which Congress
would always retain because it makes annual appropriations. This
might lead to embarrassments if Congress did not guite produce all
the money that the contract called for. But the other extreme we ave
at now, where no one is willing to commit anything beyond the 8 or 9
months of the year they are already in, it is really difficult.

Mr, Giesoxs. I can see that. You talk about pipeline here, and
pipeline models. Ihope you will get into that.

Mr. Herzog. I will get right toit. Do you want me to go over these
other things?

Mr. GiBBoxs. Yes.

Mr. Herzoe. There was an article that I brought along that was
passed out which really I think puts this philosophy or way of think-
ing, whatever it is, in black and white better than I can do, both because
T don’t believe in it and because I don’t have time to do it. But I feel
there is a kind of ideology that is guiding the Bureau of Research
within the Office of Education, and I think it is shared in other sectors
of the Office of Education, that ideas for the improvement of educa-
tion are generally hatched or come to light, within a rather narrow
group of intellectuals, of research people, of university scholars. This
1deology would allow that maybe sometimes suggestions can come
from the field, but basically teachers’ or administrators’ suggestions
are kind of naive and simpleminded. Their ideas, you know, may be
diamonds in the rough, but they have to be carried back to the research
shops and worked out there, tested as to whether they are real and true
or not.

‘When they have been tried out, the next step of kind of developing
them in real school situations, is taken. Some of your first studies may
just have been questionnaires or observational or very much part-by-
part attempts to test validity and nature of some new proposition.
When you move into the stage of development, you usnally go out into
some kind of laboratory school or hothouse school or experimental
school, or more and more these days the classrooms where a benevolent
and openminded school superintendent says, “Okay, you can work in it,
we will let you try out your social studies material in these six class-
rooms in the high school, and you work out the bugs there.”

And then, at some usually not-too-clear point, you decide that this
stuff works, you have been doing a lot of testing and analyzing and
evaluating while you are doing it, you say, “Okay, now we are in a
stage of demonstration. We will invite other school people in to see
what we have developed.” Then they can decide for themselves or
maybe we can run tralning institutes in the summer or after school or
during special periods of the school year, so that the teachers or
whoever is supposed to be involved in this new enterprise or this new
form of activity can really learn what it is all about, see it in operation,
have a chance to practice it, practice teaching the new social studies
curriculum and so forth, and go back to their own school systems.

You try to involve people from all over the country or region so
that there will be a kind of spreading out. When you start doing this
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you reach the stage of dissemination which I think is a very obvious
stage of trying to promote the adoption of this new idea, usually not
in a hucksterish way. Sometimes perhaps some of the textbook com-
panies get a little bit aggressive about the new math or the new this or
new that, but I think, in general, and appropriately, every new idea
has a lot of competition to be heard and noticed. This essentially is
the pipeline model.

USOE is currently in the business through the R. & D. centers,
through its reorganization or supposed reorganization of the Coopera-
tive Research Act, through the establishment of the regional educa-
tional laboratories, through attempts to build connections between re-
search projects, R. & D. centers, regional labs, title IIT and title I and
general support I would suppose in various ways. This notion of,
“whatever is going on needs improvement,” is one with which most
of us will agree. Programs can be improved through kind of just
developing ideas through the process I have just described, and some-
how getting school people all over the country, over a hopefully shorter
time than 1t has taken up until now, to adopt these new ideas. )

It is my feeling and the feeling of many of us at Harvard that this
way of thinking does provide a perhaps needed rationale for the en-
tire range of activity that the Bureau of Research supports, which it
didn’t have before. It didn’t do dissemination before, and so to a much
more important degree than I think OE believes, the result of the
previous cooperative research works were not widely known. And in
my opinion, few deserve to be widely known, not because they weren’t
well-done pieces of work, but they were not relevant.

Mr. Giseons. To get down to the fundamental problem that we
have, you get so much research, maybe not enough—and I am not an
opponent of research, I support it—but we seem to get a lot of it. The
Library of Congress has tons of it stacked up over there in the field of
education. If you go into the stacks and start wading through that,
you feel like the world is coming to an end when you see all that paper.

It is a little bit here and a little bit there. Who is su];)posed to eva-
luate all this and determine whether it is worth anything? Who is sup-
posed to disseminate it? Who is supposed to put it together and put
1t into some kind of action ?

I sometimes think if we did all the things that research found prac-
tical, we would never be able to stand it all. Do you get what I am
driving at? We have to find some media to turn research into action
or to discard it, to at least know where to go in the future in research.

We are often accused and ridiculed in articles about just promoting
research for the purpose of research, one of the things that we who
have to get elected every 2 years get sensitive about. Can you give us
any guidance in that field ?

Mr. Herzoa. I agree with this criticism in the sense of urgency with
which it is offered to you or by you. I think that really by oversim-
plifying the problem, the issue can be avoided for a year or two or
three, but it will be right back with us because if you try to solve an
enormous problem by obviously inadequate methods or ways of think-
ing the problem will still be there a couple of years from now.

I think a crucial element has been left out, and I am not sure whether
it is the greatest, but it strikes me personally because it is the way I
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think about things. We are faced with requirements for a very in-
tensive, very time-consuming, very complicated set of relationships
to develop between the people who run schools, not just in general but
particular schools in school systems, and persons who are interested
in new ideas in education and have them think that maybe they have
a few ideas that might be of use.

The adaptation of the innovation to the particular situation is one
side of it. 'The X curriculum cannot be taught in school A and school
B in the same way. This cannot be imported and exported like that.

On the other hand, school people are doing things now for some
reason or other. Maybe we don’t agree with them but maybe we
would if we knew them better. They do, after all, have a certain
pride in what they are doing.

I don’t think many school people go to school day after day think-
ing, “Gee, I am doing a lousy job, I ought to be ashamed of myself.”
They avoid this issue in a lot of ways and in some cases they are not
doing a lousy job day after day either; a few of them, anyway.

T think this need to feel that whatever I am doing now is worth-
while stands in the way of a great deal of useful educational change,
and it is simply not dealt with by this particular model. This model
assumes that people are standing around in their school system just
waiting to be told what these new ideas are, or waiting to be trained
to use these new ideas, and everything they have been doing can be
just flushed away and we start all over again.

There is an enormous problem, an enormous task of really opening
up on both sides: the school people to the new ideas, because they hear
and see a university or whoever the researchers or innovators are,
paying attention to them as persons with real problems and real con-
cern in investments; and university people on the other hand realizing
they are dealing with real people and real institutions.

Not only the people but the institutions have investments in what is
going on. Weare trying to build this sort of interplay here at Harvard
with Boston and Cambridge and to a degree we have had it. It is
easier to have with several of our suburban school system friends,
Newton, Brookline, Concord and Lexington. We have not had it with
Cambridge and Boston.

We think we are on the road to achieving it to a degree here becaunse
through the center we have been able to enter into this kind of dialog
and see the same problems from each other’s view. At the same time
we cannot increasingly have the feeling that we are not doing what
USOE would like us to do, but that we are doing something very
surprising and different because it does not fit into this rather over-
simplified model.

Mr. Gieeoxs. Mr. Herzog, my pusher back here has needled me
twice about the fact that I have run out of time. Usually I get
gaveled down. But I am very much interested in what you and Mr.
Young have to say. I hope that perhaps you will call on me sometime
during your visits to Washington, since you know I have been inter-
ested for some time in the field that you both work in.

We are going to put your statement in total in the record at the
beginning of this discussion together with the article on the educa-
tional laboratory.
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(Nore.—A copy of a letter from Hendrik D. Gideonse, author of the
aforementioned article, to John D. Herzog appears below.)

Mr. Herzoc. For a variety of reasons that are in my prepared state-
ment which we have not talked to and some of the ones we have talked
about, our greatest problem right now is to continue the interest of
our top people in education and Harvard in general in working on
education through the U.S. Office of Education.

There are procedures and policies and expectations which really
seem to come from the Office which effectively discourage the really
top men in various academic disciplines from wanting to work with
USOE. This is a tragedy.

In some cases they can go to another Government institution like
the National Institute for Child Development, for example, or they
can go to foundations and continue their work. In other cases I think
the discouragement, and it is a new one, is when an eminent man who is
becoming newly concerned with education, may effectively turn his
concern to something else which he can go into without this bother
and problem. '

This really bothers us now and I am sure it should bother USOE.
I am sure it does, but I don’t think they realize how serious it is here
and maybe elsewhere.

Mzr. Giseons. Thank you very much.

Mr. Herzoe. Thank you.

(Letter from Hendrik D. Gideonse to John D. Herzog.)

(Dr. Gideonse is the author of the article entitled “The National
Program of Educational Laboratories,” to which Mr. Herzog referred
in the course of his testimony.) ,
WASHINGTON, D.C., January 3, 1967.
Mr. JouN HERZOG,

Bzecutive Director, Harvard Research and Development Center, Graduate School
of Education, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

DEAR JouN: I recently became aware of the testimony you delivered before
Representative Edith Green’s Special Subcommittee on Education in their Boston
hearings on December 3, 1966.

You have imputed a number of things to the November, 1965, Phi Delta Kappan
article and the Office of Education’s view of educational improvement which de-
mand comment and correction. Insofar as anyone thinks of the process by which
knowledge is created and applied about learning and education (or for that
matter any area of human concern) it makes a great deal of sense to talk about
a logical flow from research through development and demonstration to imple-
mentation. But that logical flow is vastly different from the process of changing
any system so that it can accommodate the newly developed knowledge and its
applications in its everyday ongoing operations.

I agree with you, therefore, that the application of anything approaching a
“pipeline” model to change in the educational system would be inappropriate.
It would be so because it would make it appear that improvement in the schools
followed a direct linear route. We both know that is not the case. If you wish
to use the word “pipeline” generally, if somewhat infelicitously, in. connection
with the logical description of the knowledge-building process, then I have no
objection. But to describe the model of change underlying the article using the
word “pipeline” is to make a fundamental mistake. One of the principal pur-
poses of the laboratory program is to marry (not merge) more closely the logical
process of the development of new knowledge and improved procedures to the
empirical processes of change and growth in the educational system as we now
find it. Quite to the contrary of your contention, then, the article is about a
program part of whose rationale is that the “pipeline” model you describe will
not work by itself. (I might add here that even the clearest explication I know
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of presenting the research-development-diffusion-implementation model added im-
portant caveats to the effect that it was possible to begin the process at any point
in the model and that it was always necessary to keep in mind the possibility
that flew through it would be less than linear. See David L. Clark and Egon G.
Guba, An Exzamination of Potential Change Roles in Education (mimeographed),
pp. 4-6, 9, and 10.) '

There is a second problem with your critigue, however, this one a little more
serious. The assumptions which you impute to the supposed pipelinre model are
neither true, held by me, necessary to the model as you describe it, or present in
my article as you implied they were. My belief that generally speaking it makes
sense to think about the process of building a foundation of knowledge on which
to build educational improvement in terms of a research-development-demonstra-
tion-implementation continuum does not entail subscription to some of the “dan-
gerous” assumptions which you claim to abstract from the “pipeline’” model. In
fact, if you will re-examine the article I think you will find many passages which
contrast rather sharply with the assumptions you ascribe to the model.

For example, you will find that I make clear over and over again that I am
talking about improvement, not just change. You will find that I refer to ihe
importance of teachers not only seeing demonstrations of new practices but actu-
ally trying them out, hardly the “hot-house” demonstrations you ascribe to the
model. You will find that I specifically mention how little we know about the
role and function of change agents in the school but that at least we are coming
to the point of asking the guestions. Even the opening anecdote is a refutation
of the last assumption. And as for the sixth, that “assumption” is not present
in any way, shape, or form in the article, and it would be foolish to claim that it
is! To carry the example further is pointless; the disparity between the article
and the claimed assumptions is apparent on a back-to-back reading of both.

If the assumptions are essential concomitants of a belief in the long-range
effectiveness of well-conceived and balanced research and development efforts
then I for one would be the first to recommend we quit our efforts right now. On
the other hand, we cannot afford to spend public dollars at any level of govern-
ment for “messing around.” And the only real alternative to messing around is
carefully planned cumulative research, well-supported development, credible dem-
onstration, and the development of the required capabilities in the army of pro-
fessionals who must know the improved practices in order to implement them.

If there is a philosophy or model expressed in the article and the laboratory
program it is that simple attention to the logic of the research-development-
demonstration-continuum will never by itself get us to any more efficient levels
of instruction, learning, or education (in other words, a claim of the insufficiency
of the “pipeline” model), but rather that improvement in education depends upon
a process of persuasion and accommodation among different identifiable sub-
systems in education.

No one understands more fully than those of us here how difficult and com-
plicated educational improvement is. We do not know yet how to bring about
the general implementation of improved practices on a continuing basis, but we
have some clues. We do not castigate anyone or find anyone reprehensible; it
is hard to do so when we are all beginners in this effort. We do not believe
that all good things in education now stem from research; but in the long run.
if there is good, coordinated research and it is well-supported, it is likely that
much of what is good in instruction ill come from there.

Dialog on these matters is important among all parts of the research and
education community. You reported, however, that you found it “extremely
difficult to reach and talk to USOE officials about these matters.” It has been
fourteen months since the drticle appeared. I have yet to hear from you !

I suppose the most disappointing aspect of your testimony is that while it
bore all the signs of an act of demolition it offered little in the way of construec-
tive suggestion. It would be foolish to deny that the school is by and large
unchanged and inadequately implementing what we already know about human
learning and human motivation. But models of educational change can be
intellectually criticized all day long. It is a pleasant academic pastime. The
problems of the schools, however, be they urban, rural, suburban, segregated.
poor, advantaged, or inadequate are numerous and will not wait, and what we
need are constructive suggestions which go something heyond your critique.

Tet us get the issues out where they count and can be dealt with. QOur job is to
help, and T am at your service in that effort.

Sincerely.
(Signed) HENDRIK D. GIDEONSE.
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Mzr. Gieeons. Now we will hear from the panel of student financial
aid officers. We will put all your statements in the record at the
beginning of the time you appear in the record.

Mr. Hathaway and I are both very familiar with most of the
student assistance programs that the Federal Government has because
we sat through the birthing of them and the modification of them in
the case of NDEA. So you can keep your remarks on the phase of
what is in the act and how it operates relatively short.

We would like to hear from you as to what problems you are having,
how the act can be improved and what criticism you might have of
how the acts are being administered.

I don’t know whether we have any order of seniority here. Being
left handed I will start over here on my left and go across. If each
one of you will make a brief opening statement and then we will start
kicking it around.

STATEMENT OF PANEL OF FINANCIAL AID OFFICERS, ROBERT J.
KATES, JR., CHAIRMAN AND DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL AID,
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY, AND PETER GUNNESS, DIRECTOR
OF FINANCIAL AID, HARVARD UNIVERSITY, GRANT E. CURTIS,
DIRECTOR OF FINANCIAL AID, TUFTS UNIVERSITY, ROBERT J.
MORRISEY, DIRECTOR OF PLACEMENT AND FINANCIAL AID
SERVICES, UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Kates. T am Robert J. Kates, Jr., chairman of the group and
director of financial aid at Northeastern. We have our group state-
ment.

(The statement follows:)

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am Robert J. Kates, Jr.,
Director of Financial Aid at Northeastern University. Let me introduce to
vou at this time my colleagues on our panel this morning. Mr. Peter Gunness,
Director of Financial Aid, Harvard College; Grant BE. Curtis, Director of Fi-
nancial Aid, Tufts University ; Robert J. Morrisey, Director of Placement and
Financial Aid Services, University of Massachusetts. Mr. Gunness, Mr Curtis,
and I are also members of the Eastern Association of Student Financial Aid
Administrators Steering Committee. As financial aid officers at these institu-
tions, we administer the major programs which we have broken down by levels
of activity in the attachment to our statement. My plan this morning is to pre-
sent a brief opening statement and then to direct questions at my colleagues on
the panel and to provide answers to as many of your questions as we can at
this time. ’

We are greatly appreciative of the efforts of Congress to provide the colleges
and universities with a complete package of aid implements which we can use
to solve the ever increasing financial problems of students and make possible an
equality of opportunity in education. There is general agreement that the co-
ordination of grant, loan and employment programs as repregsented in the Higher
Education Act of 1965 provides a sound approach for federal aid to students in
higher education. Our mutual problem is to modify these programs in such a
way as to improve our ability in the colleges to carry out the intent of Congress.
With this in mind, let me voice several general concerns.

One of the major concerns of the aid officers is the gradual departure in the
new legislation and resulting administrative procedures from the dependence on
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the judgment and integrity of aid officers and the colleges and universities. In
both the College Work-Study Program and the Educational Opportunity Grant
Program, the guide lines spell out operating procedures in sach specific fashion
as to make more difficult our job of effectively and efficiently administering
these programs. In addition, the great quantity of information required both
in the application procedure and later reporting procedures impose a heavy
purden on aid offices without appearing to add anything to the effective operation
of our program.

We are also concerned that the appropriation time table for these programs
imposes severe budgeting, planning, and, in some cases, financial hardships on
the institutions since most recruiting, admitting and awarding procedures are
completed by the institutions by April 1 of the year in which the students enter
college. This vear our first indication of an approximate level of support was
received in mid-May and was followed by notification of the continuing reso-
lution providing for minimum support levels in mid-August. With the growing
importance of these federally supported programs to increasing number of stu-
dents, it is important that a means be found to move the appropriation time
table forward to coincide with the college admission time table.

We are also concerned that the Guaranteed Loan Program be revised to bring
a consistency of philosophy regarding financial need to this program, which will
play a greater role in over-all student support in the future. The Guaranteed
Loan Program must also be made more attractive to the banking community, if
it is to achieve the wide-spread support needed to meet the demands which will
be placed upon it. )

At this point, let me ask my colleagues on the panel to elaborate on some
changes which we feel necessary.

Mejor student aid programs—Levels of activity 196667

Tufts University :
Natiopal Defense Bducation Act loan $380, 000
Economic opportunity grant 43,000
College work-study program 274, 000
Northeastern University:
National Defense Education Act loan 650, 000
BEconomic opportunity grant 353, 000
Coliege work-study program 2, 060, 000
University of Massachusetts : :
National Defense Education Act loan 434, 000
Economic opportunity grant 235, 000
College work-study program 358, 000
Harvard University:
National Defense Education Act 1, 300, 000
Economic opportunity grant 67, 000
College work-study program 500, 000

Mr. Kates. At this time, I should like to introduce to you the fol-
lowing directors of financial aid: Mr. John Madigan, Boston Col-
lege; Mr. Everett Hicks, Boston University ; Miss Nancy Melntyre,
Radcliffe College; Miss Jan Gebron, Regis College; Mr. Robert gas—
well, assistant director, Northeastern University.

Mr. Gerons. We are glad to have their presence noted and we
welcome them.

Mr. Kates. I would like to elaborate on one area and that is the
problem caused by the funding process of the programs as opposed to
our timetable in trying to get the student into college. The two are
not tied together, )

We are recruiting and talking with students and receiving their
applications long before we have any idea of the commitment on the
part of the Office of Education. These programs are essential to the
students if they are going to attend.

In the case of this past year where we had a longer than usual
process, we saw in our own institution a significant increase in the
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number of people who dropped out because they had no work, they had
no assurance that they would have the funds.

Mr. Giesons. Mr. Hathaway and I want to make it perfectly clear.
We understand your problem but we are not guilty of any of this
delay—but go ahead and criticize. It won’t hurt us.

Mr. Kares. We would need to know of our organizations, our firm
commitments, by at least January of the year in which the student
is going to enter college.

In the case of the Educational Opportunity Grant Program, now we
are being asked by the Office of Education what we are doing to
make firm commitments to high school students prior to their senior
year.

) Llhb Grezons. You need at least 9 or 10 months of leadtime, is that
right ¢

Mr. Xatrs. We do because we are telling these students that they
must make a choice among institutions by the first of April or the
first of May.

Mr. Gmseows. These are appropriated funds you are talking about?

Mr. Kares. These are appropriated funds. These are the firm
commitments that are being made to us.

Mr. Giseons. I wish the staff would make a note of the fact that
we perhaps ought to investigate some way we could get perhaps an
appropriation a whole year m advance. If we could get you an ap-
propriation a whole year in advance

Mr. Kares. You are doing this I believe with the Opportunity Grant
Program where you are making a firm appropriation in one year to
be used with the entering class the following year. This is what we
need because by the intent you are driving us'into making firm com-
mitments to students even earlier than their senior year in high school
in order to prevent them from dropping out of high school, in order
to encourage them to go on to college programs.

Mr. Giseons. Frankly, we want you to get down to the ninth or
10th grade where the family obviously has no chance.

Mr. KaTrs. Right. We have to put something in their hands to
the effect that “this guarantees you the financial resources when you
are admitted to a college.”

Mr. GmeBons. You keep your grades up.

Mr. Kares Right. If you are admitted then you can rest assured of
the finances. This would help to keep them in the college programs.
But we can’t do this unless we have some assurance that when the
student arrives at our doorstep we are going to have the resources.

The problem that we had this year left us in a position where we
had to tell many of our upperclassmen that we don’t have the loan
funds for you, for example, because they are needed to match the
Opportunity Grant Program.

I think at this point if Mr. Morrisey from the University of Mas-
sachusetts would comment on the opportunity grant program and
some of their problems it might be appropriate. '

Mr. BGIBBONS. Is this the first time you have run short on loan
money ?

Mr. KaTes. This is the first year that I, myself, have run short.

Mr. Greeows. Isthis true of any of the rest of you?
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Mr. Guxxgess. We have always been short.

Mr. Morrisey. Every year.

I wanted to mention along with Bob Kates’ remarks along with
the Opportunity Grant funds in reference to the matching funds, 1
would like to preface my remarks by saying that if one could gen-
eralize on needy students, which one should never try to do, one might
say you could have three groups of needy students.

You have the real needy student who has need of a thousand dollars
on up to go to college. You have a student who is slightly needy,
needs somewhere between $500 and $1,000 and you have the student
who is not really needy at all, he might need a $100 to $500 but he
is not very needy. :

OEG funds are going to the most needy group that need at least
€1,000 or more. Now we have to match that. In most cases we do not
have enough scholarship money of our own to match. Therefore, we
dig very heavily into the National Defense Loan Fund to match. Asa
result, since OEG came out, our National Defense Loan funds are
being used so heavily with this heavy-need group that your middle-
need group, the $500 to $1,000, which I use as an offhand figure, is
hurting in terms of getting National Defense Loan money because we
have gone so heavily into using that in matching with the OEG.

Now what I would like to suggest is that it all e amended to allow
us to match OEG by culling work-study models as well as National
Defense and also by the Guaranteed Loan Program.

This would give us a much greater cushion for the matching of
the OEG.

Mr. Gseoxns. That sounds like a good suggestion.

Mr. Morrisey. I have lots of other things but I told Bob I would
stick to that point. So I will turn it back to Bob Kates.

Mr. Kates. One of our other problems was a shift in the basic
philosophy on relying heavily on the judgment and integrity of the
aid officers and their institutions into a type of control which penalizes
the institution and our operations.

T would like Mr. Gunness from Harvard to speak on this problem.

Mr. Gux~ess. This becomes a sort of more general problem, I think,
of one that was mentioned earlier by John Herzog. The whole range
of control, Federal control, implicit or otherwise, that gets injected
into colleges as they administer various programs—-—

Mr. Gssoxs. When did this begin to talke place?

Mr. GuxxEss. As I think back in history, and these are my observa-
tions: the NDEA program was set up in _quite a remarkable way.
Congress was to appropriate money to colleges to give to students.
The colleges were to develop their specific standards which, as long
as they followed the broad general guidelines set up both in the legis-
lation and in the way that the guidelines were written. A lot of dis-
cretion was left to the fiancial aid officer and to the university to choose
those students to whom it would give the money, and how it would
report and keep track of the money, as long as it was accountable in
whatever way the Office said, but not down to specific operational
day-to-day details.

I cuess how I see what happened was that at first a lot of colleges
didn’t go into these programs. Colleges that had loan programs did.
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They saw the opportunity and jumped in easily. It was easy for them
to add another kind of loan program to their already existing pregram.
They had procedures, styles, operational means whereby they could
handle the new money that they were given to lend to students.

As long as the Office of Education defined broad frameworks within
which they were to give this money, it was quite easy for the college
that had experience to follow these guidelines without having to
change many of its own procedures to coadapt to the needs of the Office
of Education. Then, as new colleges came into the program that had
no experience with loan programs—and this I think might apply to
other of the financial aid programs—turned to the Office of Education
for guidance. When colleges asked, “How do we do it, what do we
do?” the Office of Education probably said, and I would say this was
not intentional on their part, “You have to figure out how to do it,
we don’t want to control you.”

The colleges said, “You can’t give us this much money and not tell us
how to administer it.” There was a felt need on the part of some col-
leges to have more direction.

The response was very obvious. Some guidelines would be drafted
which were really not guidelines but in fact rules on how one should
run a program. The Office of Education was responding to a request
for guidelines which were drafted for colleges who were often new to
programs of this type. Those of us who had a lot of experience were
confronted with guidelines which really drastically altered the opera-
tions of our programs and very often the decisionmaking that we had
sort of had as a prize before. We had been trusted instruments, if you
will, and we became less so, I think.

I don’t think there was any conspiracy or any intentional effort on
the part of the Office to take over, fo move into an area which we feel
is our responsibility, but in fact T think it has happened.

I suppose it is terribly hard to set up guidelines that respond to
what I think is the great strength of American education, which is its
diversity and variety. Yet you begin to pipe in guidelines to help
colleges having many different purposes and many different points of
view, and you begin to get a kind of homogenization or standardiza-
tion. In a way, the colleges are asked to produce whatever it is the
Office of Education wants to see at the end of the line. We have to
alter our procedures, and maybe we do begin to standardize some of
our practices beyond the point that we would want to.

Mr. Hataaway, Can you give us an example of how you are re-
stricted now compared to when you were not before ?

Mr. Kates. Probably the Work-Study Program was the first major
program where they changed the direction of operations. We had to
spell out exactly what we were going to do, where the students were
going to work, how much they would be paid on a job-by-iob category.
Our application this year for our own institution runs 70 pages, and
T am sure it is not going to be read, absorbed, and really scrutinized in
that sort of detail. Nor does it have any effect on our program.
Rather, it has an adverse effect in that in dealing with outside agen-
cies who have the same budgetary problems that we do they are ant to
say, “Well, we can’t tell you specifically what the job would be ¢r how
many we can use. We can make a tentative commitment.”



564 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

They may not want to be bound by this. We say a student can work
no more than 15 hours a week as a hard and fast rule, without allowing
any flexibility in terms of a longer workweek in one week but no work
at all in the final exam week. There is no provision for averaging out
a work schedule for a student.

Representative Quie asked the question of whether we took into
account a student’s academic performance on the job. And we do.
If we felt the student was not able to work, we would not assign him
to work. We are not going to force him into a job. There is this feel-
ing that we should regulate and spell everything down to the last detail
on this.

Mr. Gizsoxs. If you can give us a memorandum how you think that
Work-Study Program ought to be amended we are probably going to
get to that one next year.

Mr. Kates. T would like Mr. Curtis of Tufts to comment on the
grant program.

Mr. Cuorris. Any testimony of this kind should not begin without
urging you to continue your support of the National Defense Loan
Program. The colleges were pretty well concerned last spring when
we thought we might lose it. No doubt you saw some evidence of the
concern that parents, students, and the colleges themselves felt if this
program were done away with. We feel the guaranteed insured loans
are helpful, but we urge the continuance of the NDEA program for
low- and middle-income families in particular. They are the ones
Jeast likely to approach banks. They are the ones least likely to get
loans from banks.

Continuance of the program will also allow us to continue to package
right in the college where the financial aid officer can work out a rea-
sonable proportion of work, loan, scholarship for students who must
get various sources of funds in order to meet the high cost of college.

The guidelines in this program are general in contrast to the EOG’s
and the college work-study program, where we have seen a gradual
erosion of the flexibility of the financial aid officer’s opportunity to
make flexible decisions.  This is an aside, but we think that the Office
of Education ought to go back and rewrite the guidelines for the
EOG’s and the college Work-Study Program more in line with the
trust that was placed in the financial aid officer in each of the institu-
tions under the National Defense Loan Program.

The National Defense Loan Program has been attacked from time to
time by various sources indicating that the students will not repay
their loans, they will treat them as an outright gift or disappear or
what have you. No doubt you have seen articles in the New York
Times and Wall Street Journal and so on. I do not have the national
figures but we submitted our own report to the Office of Education on
national defense loans last month. In the last 8 years I have loaned
$2.5 million to over 2,000 students at my university. At the present
time, 1,199 persons are under collection; $1.4 million is under collec-
tion; 28 persons have $4,300 overdue. Two percent of those that
have borrowed and are now repaying are overdue by 30 days or more.
The amount of money is 3 percent of the total under collection.

My recommendations for the National Defense Loan would be that,
as you are no doubt aware, there is a maximum of $1,000 a year with
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a total of $5,000, which an undergraduate is presently allowed. This
is a rather artificial type of demand or law in that some students
need to borrow more than a thousand in some years, and in other
vears they need to borrow less than that. Yet if a student borrows
$500 in one year his total amount of money that he may borrow
eventually is cut down by a thousand, not by the $500. I would urge
increasing the maximum loan in any one year to $2,000, let us say,
which will meet the tuition in many of the private institutions of the
country. I would urge this not with the intent that you increase the
maximum undergraduate loan. In fact, I would suggest they remain
at $5,000 or $6,000. But give the financial aid officer and the student
some more flexibility and some more latitude.

Finally, I don’t think I would represent the educational and the
financial aid community very well if I did not call your attention
to the fact that we would still like to see that oath removed from
the National Defense Loan law. We feel that its efficacy still re-
mains to be proved. We are not aware of any studies which indi-
cate that it is helpful. Students treat it in various ways. I have
had very few people refuse to sign the oath. I think that in seven
years, four students have refused to take the National Defense Loan
because of the oath. In each case it usually was a religious pro-
hibition or a religious feeling on their part. So we would hope in
futuredlegislation on the National Defense Loans, the oath would be
omitted.

Mr. Morrisey. If T may, gentlemen, just add a point relative to
collection to Grant’s fine point. My own president of the University
of Massachusetts asked me specifically to comment on this point.
He feels strongly—and, of course, you have heard this many times—
that the colleges were given quite a burden as far as collection of
National Defense Loans were concerned. One of the reasons, of course,
for the high default rate in the early days was that institutions were
not prepared for this kind of thing and actually did nothing about
it for several years until they finally discovered what a dilemma they
were in. It is his feeling and mine and that prevalent in good many
colleges that the Government could be doing a little more in aiding
us financially with the administrative financial burden that we get
in terms of the collection process. In a large institution, it means
hiring several people to carry this out, do all the paperwork involved,
and so on. It is a tremendous burden. ‘

I would be remiss if I didn’t bring this point up, that we feel
there needs to be a greater aid than the 1 percent that is now al-
lowged for administrative purposes, particularly at the collection
end.

Mr. Gonness. Could I just add that it sort of follows along
with one of my thoughts that money is important, and it helps to
make the job of collecting easier. But I have the feeling that this
1s one of those areas where the problem was recognized perhaps a
little later than it should have been recognized. The solution is a
rigid set of principles which will then be issued by the Office of Edu-
cation as to the definitions and ways of handling the problem.

There is too often very little technical assistance, especially to the
college who didn’t have the expertise in collecting the money. A lot
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of misunderstandings developed both on definitions of what was out-
standing and bad debt. Default can be defined in many different ways.
Tt seems to me that applying a single definition of default through the
collection procedures of 2,000 independent and separate institutions
just is impossible. Is it 15 days, 14 days, 13 days? It has to be
adjusted to the requirements of the college, some negotiation with the
Office of Education on this. It seems to me at times there hasn’t been.

Mr. Gieoxs. I think the problem is brought about as most problems
are brought about: there is always an apple that goes bad in the
barrel and they throw out a lot of other apples to get to that one. We
have had that problem in the NDEA loan program although it has
been extremely minor.

Myr. Jones. [Director of student aid, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.] I have done some consulting with other universities. I
am from MIT. I was largely called in because MIT has a very old
loan fund of its own, something like 35 years old. We have had n
remarkable record of repayment which is probably due to two things:

One, the quality of our students; and

Two, the conservatism with which we have handled the loan fund
for a very long time.

For a long time, we had to practically prove you didn’t need money
to getit. In any case, with a 80-year history involving over $9 million,
we have only written off something like $25,000.

The point that I discovered in investigating this collection problem
with other institutions is in two parts:

One, because of the nature of the collection procedure that was
forced on the college, they had to be very inflexible with their students.
They had to insist on collection when good educational judgment would
have indicated that they should have extended the loan even though
it did not match the administrative or legal requirement.

For instance, a girl marries a graduate student and she is in debt,
and he goes on to graduate school.

Mr. GisBons. A negative dowry ¢

Mr. Joxgs. That is correct. I have read letters in folders where
these students had every intention of repaying but they simply were
not because they were now two and not one—a family rather than a
single individual. They didn’t have the resources to meet this re-
payment.

Mr. Gieoxs. You wonder what two of those $5,000 borrowers
would do if they married each other.

Mr. Joxzs. The second point I discovered was that there is actually
a conflict in the law, it seems to me. It seems to me that the Congress
had the idea originally that a good deal of risk would be involved in
this program if you were trying to reach people who were upgrading
themselves, who were probably stretching their potential as it were and
consequently the insitutions were making loans on quite a risky basis.
They were not conservative loans; they were quite liberal ; they were
definitely risky. You are going to have a higher rate of default with
that kind of program than you are going to have if you run a very
conservative program which MIT did run for a good deal of its history
with its own private loan fund.

We have now gotten very much more liberal with this and it is
quite possible that the fine record that we have will vanish, and that
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we will have a more serious default problem. Although, again, we
have the advantage of dealing with a high-caliber student body and
certainly academically, we don’t run that much risk.

But in a large municipal-type institution for instance or very large
State university, if you are doing the kind of job I think Congress
wanted us to do, you are going to have a higher rate of risk involved.

Consequently, 1f I were a representative in Congress on the com-
nittee, I would be very dubious about these national figures. I don’t
think they tell you the whole story.

Mr. Gieeons. That is a good observation.

Mr. Jones. I would like to make a couple of other points if I may,
simply to round out a little bit—I associate myself with everything that
has been said by my colleagues this morning, and they are actually
much more experienced in the National Defense Loan Program than
we are because of the strength of our own program.

We only got into the NDEA about three years ago. But I would
like to say first of all, and this harkens back to Mr. Herzog’s testimony,
T am most impressed with the quality if not the quantity of the staff of
the Office of Education.

I think it is remarkable that a bureaucracy that started in small with
such a traditional history behind it has grown to the degree it has and
acquired the personnel that it has of this really very high quality.

We find it very easy to deal with these people. It is just that there
are so few of them and their attentions are so divided.

Mr. Giseons. Do you deal primarily with the regional office or
Washington office ? ‘

Mr. Joxes. Both. The regional office is understaffed. Given that
Jimitation, it does a remarkable job. The quality is high. »

Mr. Hataway. You deal with both because you can’t get an au-
thoritative answer out of the regional office ?

Mr. Jones. No, sir. It is stimply because we tend to be a national
kind of clientele, you might say.

Mr. Morrisey. May I make a point that very frequently I will find
myself contacting Washington rather than Dr. Johnson in Boston.
Not because Dr. Johnson won’t give me a wonderful answer, he is a
very fine person, but very frequently I will receive a communication
from Washington about our program which invariably says in the last
sentence “If you have any problem regarding this, don’t hesitate to
call me.”

So I do.

Mr. Jo~xes. Not only that, Dr. Johnson in any given day is apt to
be at Colby or Dartmouth or almost any other place. As a matter of
fact, in my little black book, I have Deacon’s number or Alexander’s
number so that I can dial directly.

Ngr. Haruaway. You think that decentralization is advantageous,
too!

Mr. Jones. Yes, it is necessary. At the same time we need contact
with Washington, too. By and large, one way or the other, we have
had it. I am still speaking to the general thinking that these people
have been wonderfully able, effective, cooperative, and generous with
their time when they could be.

T would certainly underline Mr. Herzog’s statement that you need
more staff down there. I think you need more staff in the regional
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office. But goodness, you are marvelously served by the quality of
people they have pulled in.

The whole thrust, the whole orientation of the Office has been so
drastically changed. I go back 10 years and I remember the annual
production of statistics by Mr. Swatzenbaum who must have been a
furiously busy man, and there wasn’t much else.

The statistics were 2, 3, and 4 years out of date at the time. They
halcll to do with the general sort of ideas that ignored the individual
college.

1 1%8;"6 never been able to use any of that stuff. Now, we have this
remarkable new group of people who understand us and our problems.
I think the country is extraordinarily fortunate in this.

Going on, I don’t know whether it is in the purview of your investi-
gation this morning but I would like to know that eventually you will
come around to looking into the accounting procedures.

To speak for my own institution, I would simply have to classify our
accountants as practically apoplectic over the problems that they have
to contend with in trying to do an accounting job within the guidelines
or the administrative rules or the law that they have been handed.

We have had almost to completely retool a very large, complicated,
highly automated aceounting system in order to do the job that has
been demanded in this field. Now, we are talking about an institu-
tion that has an annual budget of $70 million.

It is so big I don’t even know about it. But just to handle a fairly
small part of it, they have had to do a tremendous amount of work
in redesigning their equipment, redesigning their programing, rede-
signing their categories.

I just wonder if we have not gotten the phenomenon of the tail
wagging the dog here. I would like to know that eventually you peo-
ple will be asking the college, its business officers and accounting of-
ficers their views on this aspect of the thing.

Mr. GsBoxs. Haveany of you been audited by the GAO on NDEA?

Mr. Kates. Yes. ’

Mr. GisBoxs. Have all of you been audited by GAO?

Mr. Guxxess. Two years.

Mr. Gigeoxs. How about on the college Work-Study Program?

Myr. Kares. No.

Mr. Guxxzss. No. Wehave had careful review.

Mr. Gissoxns. Let me ask you something about the philosophy of
forgiveness for teachers. What is your practical view?

Mr. Joxes. Could I stick an oarin on that? T have a strong view on
that. I think the forgiveness feature is marvelous. I am fully in
agreement withit. I think it issimply too narrow.

I think there are other occupations which have a high social value
which Congress certainly should take into account. That is where
the normal economiec return to the individual is, let us say, under scale
in terms of the actual return of that occupation to society.

T would think generally of two other categories, and I am sure
that my colleagues could come up with others. You undoubtedly
have others still. In particular, I would think of the importance of
social work and the whole apparatus that is now being developed n
community action programs, with the underprivileged programs,
et cetera, where we ought to be encouraging people by the same device.
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Mr. Geeons. Are we really encouraging this?

Mr. Kates. Let me speak to that point. I am diametrically op-
posed because in my experience you design the law to encourage
teaching by forgiveness. It does not do that. It works the other way
around. The students apply for the loan because they are going into
teaching and can take a.gvantage of the forgiveness aspect.

Their concern is, “Where can I get the money? I have these sources,
this is most favorable. I will take it.”

But if we think we are going to encourage anyone to go into a career
with enthusiasm and vigor on the basis of a 10-percent or even 50-
percent writeoff over 5 years or a hundred percent over 7 years—that
1s an amount that is $1,000 or $2,000—we are going at it the wrong way.

Mr. Gunness. I would be in favor of helping people, giving money
to people who are going into higher social need areas, but I don’t think
you attract them through a device like this.

Mr. JonEes. A rebuttal. It isnotjust attraction. It isdriving them
out by reason of having too many burdens after they get into the
profession. It is to the extent you are preventing a loss, an attrition
on the profession after the students go into the work. 'A teacher may
have every intention of making a career out of it, but he begins to run
into problems of family formation, of carrying a home mortgage, and
that sort of thing. If he also has to pay off a lot of NDEA, then ob-
viously you are forcing him. to look around for alternative professions.

Mr. Gmeons. The answer is to pay him better,

Mz. Morrisey. I think the important point here is that the intent
of the law is really not being served. I understand the intent of the
law was to get more people into teaching. I don’t think the intent
of the law is served.

Mr. Jongs. Iwould want to see statistics on that.

Mr. Hataaway. I was going toask you about Work-Study any time
you are ready. Will the increase from 10 to 25 percent materially
affect your program?

Mr. Kares. This will hurt the on-campus program particularly.
We have not found any problem offcampus. We have a fairly sub-
stantial off-campus program. The 25 percent does not scare these
people off. On campus this would mean an increase in the cost of
the Work-Study programs. It would wipe out roughly 30 percent of
the proposed tuition increase next year, which is rough.

It also means I can’t get as much in scholarship aid which I need
to match my EOG funds. So that the increase would have a very
serious effect on our total aid program, not necessarily Work-Study.
Off campus my feeling is that the Increase to 25 percent is beneficial,
at least if you are going to run a large and effective program, because
it gives the agency more of a stake and perhaps encourages them to
more closely supervise the students. '

“Mr. Haraaway. You think they will be able to raise the money?

Myr. Kates. We have hard and firm commitments on our students
for next year. We didn’t expend our money this year because of a
“duplication in summer jobs. They file them with several agencies.
We are attempting to work on an exclusive arrangement for fixed
commitment of people to certain agencies, and they have assured us
that they will come up with the funds on the 25-percent basis, and
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we will solve that problem because the students have provided a
tremendous amount of assistance for them. They are not make-work
jobs with these agencies. They are allowing them to expand programs
that otherwise might not be expanded. They are perfectly willing
to come up with the 25 percent.

As I say, from our standpoint we would almost encourage the in-
crease simply to make the program more meaningful to them. If
you give it away there is a tendency perhaps not to evaluate it quite
so highly and perhaps not pay quite so much attention. But on
‘campus we would be definitely hurt drastically if it went above the
10-percent level.

Mr. Harraway. You must have had a difficult problem persuading
the Office of Education where you have a cooperative program any-
way, that these were all new jobs at Northeastern.

Mz, Kates. The bulk of our jobs are off campus and on campus
part time. The co-op program in terms of full-time assignments for
students while they are not in school is a limited part of our total
cooperative program, and I feel can be justified in several areas.

One, it is finding jobs for people in the social agency field that the
agencies could not afford at the hundred percent rate. It also provides
us with 2 buffer in that we are totally committed to Cooperative Edu-
cation for upper classmen and must find assignments for these people.
So a limited number of co-op assignments gives us this flexibility of
putting fellows in a job that must be done for this period while we
ave searching for a job in one of the industrial firms or one of the
other areas.

Mr. Hataaway. All of your cooperative employment is off cam-

pus?
! Mr. KaTes. Well, say the greatest, probably 90 or 95 percent of
our cooperative employment is off campus.

Mr. Hatraway. Inprivate industry?

Mr. Kates. In private industry, in the same social areas, in munic-
ipal agencies, Federal Government. It covers a wide range of fields.
. Our general way of encouraging institutions to participate in the
Work-Study Program is to do it on a combination basis where they
will not simply fund their entire program through Work-Study in the
case of a school system but would use a fair amount of their own funds
to take people who would not be eligible for Work-Study because a stu-
dent going on Work-Study must meet the same need of employment.
If a student can finance his education without the earnings of coopera-
tive education, then he is not eligible for a cooperative full-time job.
That Work-Study co-op is a limited aspect, but one that was a great
benefit because it is of assistance in an area where the agencies need
these people but could not afford a hundred percent.

Mr. Gmeeoxs. May I ask about the Work-Study? We have limited
it to private, nonprofit corporations or governmental agencies. Is it
possible or is it desirable to perhaps extend that into some of the other
organizations, profitmaking?

M#. Kates. Conceivably, from one standpoint, if you are dealing
with youngsters who need a great deal of training and who perhaps
don’t have much to offer industry. But our basic philosophy would
be no, the demand from private industry for students is far greater
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- than we are able to supply. So in that area there is no problem, and we
would just as soon, I think, stay out of it.

The greater need for funds in this area is for the training and de-

velopment of Cooperative Education programs in developIinf institu-
tions, where you could perhaps use the funds under title III to insti-
tute and develop a program of Cooperative Education in an institution
which does not have one. The funds could be used to train the staff
people, help them to set up the machinery for doing this, for going
out and recruiting the initial industrial firms to come into the program,
and in effect, act as seed money that would be actually withdrawn
after 8 or 4 vears when the program is in full operation.
- We attempted a proposal o% this nature which combined funds for
the training of cooperative people, the research on the effects of Co-
operative Education on attendance, the value of it, with a financial aid
package that would encourage the recruitment of students from low-
income families, from high-need areas.

It was an interagency or an interbureau committee, but we didn’t
get it funded. This is a thing where dealing with private industry,
you are financing the recruitment of the industry into the program, but
let them pay for the people——

Mr. Gunness. The one attempt we had this last summer was with
a number of the graduates of the School of Design. We would have
liked to have placed all the students on jobs, on building sites around
the city. It seemed to us that even if the money had been available to
pay for something such as this, that this is a recruiting effort on the
part of the construction and architectural industry, and a part of the
curriculum which it seems to me they should finance.

Mr. Gmeons. You say there is plenty of demand in this area of
the country for that type of operation anyway?

Mr. Kates. Right. Private industry has a wide range of positions
which could be filled by Cooperative Students because they in most
programs go into industry with 1 year of college under their belt and
have a little bit of background and can enter industry without any
hardship to industry. They can generally get their money’s worth out
of a pair of Cooperative Students. They have a year’s service. It is
tied 1n with the educational program. There is no lack of demand
there. The problem is simply to get more schools to participate in this
program so that the demand in major industrial areas can be satisfied.

Mr. Gmeons. Fine. My pusher is pushing me back here again.
Father McHugh is here.

Do you have some other points you want to cover very briefly ?

Mr. Kates. One point on the collection. There is no provision that
we know of for actually writing off a bad loan when we have deter-
mined that it is bad. We are just stuck with reporting that year after
year. The other final thing perhaps would be to emphasize again the
1mportance of eliminating the nonsense from the statistical reports, the
great burden of administration on us. It creates a problem.

Mr. Gmeons. What kind of nonsense are you talking about? Giveus
an illustration.

Mr. Kates. For example, on the educational opportunity grant
program, they come around in October and say, “OK, now what have
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you actually disbursed since the first of September until the 30th of
September? What will you disburse in the next fiscal period?”

‘We can tell them this without having to identify them by fréshman,
‘sophomore, male, female breakdown on the award. .

Mr. Morrisey. They want us to tell them how much money we are
going to spend per month under the Work-Study program and the
month of August broken down. '

Why would it make any difference on the number of students work-
ing in two parts of the months? 'This gets to be nonsense.

Mr. GBons. Why don’t you send us some of these requests for in-

formation that you feel should be eliminated from the reports.
- Mr. Kates. If I might comment on the Guaranteed Loan Program.
‘With the original design of the program to aid middle and upper in-
come family students we are completely agreed. As the program
‘breaks down, as a substitute for National Defense or major supplement
to National Defense it does not work because the banks are not inter-
ested in the very students who need the money most. The banks are
naturally gravitating toward the upper income family students.

Mr. Giseons. We really meant the Guaranteed Loan Program to go
up and take some of the heat off some of the people with larger in-
comes, and we set a $15,000 ceiling on the family income be-
cause we didn’t want people taking these funds and investing them
in the stock market or something like that. We figured we would
keep it down reasonably. i C ,

Mr. Kares. This is a perfectly reasonable limit. It is a perfectly
fine program as long as we don’t get the idea that the banking com-
munity will now extend this to provide the funds for the total student
loan programs that are required. The presidents of the banking asso-
ciations may indicate that their member associations will cooperate,
but like anything else, it depends on persuasion. When you get down
to the operating level and the hard cash of how much the banks can
commit, they just can not get involved in an extensive program of
that nature.

It is unfortunate because the people who suffer are the students
who are caught in the middie, unable to get. funds at the college, given
a razzle-dazzle and showing a display of footwork that would amaze
even someone like good old Cassius here by banks who don’t want to
touch the program with a 10-foot pole. We have a letter of introduc-
tion that the students use to try to get the banks to tell us why they
won’t participate, simply so that we can go back to our own bank and
say, “Here is a student who has tried and has been refused.” Our
bank has agreed to pick these up and go beyond the normal bank
accounting, but now the banks are shuffling the student and saying,
“Don’t talk to us at all.” ‘

Mr. Gmroxs. The banks are getting 8 percent on pretty good com-
mercial loans where they used to get 4 percent.

Mr. JoxEes. The pressure on us comes in part from getting less in
the way of National Defense Funds than we need. This forces us to
look hard at GILP as a way of supplementing or using our own
institutional loan funds in ways that are in a sense dangerous for their
own future. We are diverting what investments we may have in
cash and lending it out and taking 1 or 2 percent interest income rather
than a 6 or 8 percent.
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Mr. Giesons. Gentlemen, we could go on all day. I WOllld like to
but Eastern Air Lines won’t let us. ‘

Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. Kates. Thank you.

Mr. Gieeons. Father McHugh, by having you last

Mr. Hatuaway. He understands the last shall be first.

Mr. Gisons. Father McHugh, we welcome you here. - We will give
you as much time as we have remaining. We w1ll even try to stretch
that a little.

Father, we can place your written statement in the record at this
point, or allow you to read it, summarize it, or say anything you
want to.

STATEMENT OF REV. PAUL F. McHUGH, DIRECTOR, NEW ENGLAND
CATHOLIC EDUCATICN CENTER

Reverend McHueu. Mr. Chairman, I would like very much the
opportunity to read this because I think it does establish the frame-
work for further questioning and sources of information of benefit
to you. I understand there is a time factor so if we do adjourn at
12 o’clock, T will understand.

Mr. Chalrm‘m, Congressman Hathaway, members of the staff and
counsel, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today to
share with you certain observations concerning the operations of the
U.S. Office of Education in implementing the in‘entions of Congress
and the specific legislative provisions of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1965.

May I compliment the committee in undertaking this investigation,
which should be of benefit to Congress in further intensifying the
major responsibilities toward education, which should be of invaluable
assistance to the Office of Education in their operations, and of im-
measurable benefit to the recipients of educational legislation, the
children of America. :

I would like to introduce myself as the director of the New Enghnd
Catholic Education Center, which was established at Boston College
on July 1, 1965, to research and service the educational needs of the
nearly half million students in New England whose parents chose
Catholic parochial schools for their children. These schools number
nearly 900 elementary schools and 300 secondary schools, staffed by
16,000 lay and religious teachers, maintained at an annual operational-
expense of $50 mllhon, and which, in current public school expendi-
tures, would represent an annual operational output of over $2 billion.

During its first year and a half of operation, the center’s activities
have focused upon research relative to the needs of the pupils and
teachers in these schools, has provided services to upgrade the pro-
fessional competencies of these teachers, hag served as a clearinghouse
for educational information relative to these schools, and has at-
tempted to relate the needs of these children and their teachers to pro-
grams currently forming the mainstream of quality American
education.

I hasten to say that the 11 Catholic school superintendents of New.
England are in full accord with the philosophy and specifications of
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the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. I hasten to add that,
speaking for these 11 superintendents in New England, I have this
opportunity to congratulate the Office of Education, which in spite of
many difficulties, has made every attempt to translate this piece of
legislation into programs and services of benefit to all the children
which this legislation was conceived to assist.

There is a popular notion that children attending church-related
private schools are children of parents in favorable economic and
social conditions. One of the recent studies supported by the center,
however, indicates that nearly 50 percent of the children attending
Catholic elementary schools in New England come from families of
the lower middle or upper lower class, highly concentrated in urban
areas, and, consequently, are in personal need of the programs and
services, which are geared to alleviate the handicaps of educational
deprivation.

The guidelines prepared by the U.S. Office of Education to imple-
ment various titles of ESEA give every evidence of the sensitivity of
the Office of Education and its staff to both the intention of Congress
in formulating this unique legislation and to the educational needs of
the children in all schools that this legislation intended to serve. It
is the feeling of the New En%land superintendents that every effort
has been made by the U.S. Office of Education to inform the admin-
istrators of nonpublic schools of their opportunities and responsibili-
ties to assist public school authorities in the preparation and conduct
of programs and services of benefit to all children.

Tt is the consensus of opinion among New England Catholic school
superintendents that any difficulties arising in the implementation of
this legislation finds its source, not in the efforts of the Office of Edu-
cation, but in breakdowns at the State and local levels, resulting from
State constitutional prohibitions or misunderstandings of the bill
itself.

T would like to inject in my testimony at this time a substantial
agreement among my colleagues to the statement made by the National
Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children in its
report to the President on March 31, 1966, which stated, and I quote,
“There are some early indications that the disadvantaged children in
private and parochial schools are receiving less help than title I in-
tended for them.” And further, “Many localities seem to involve
private school pupils in the periphery of a project, or at a time and

lace that is inconvenient.”

The feelings of my colleagues, however, do not attribute this situa-
tion to the Office of Education and its efforts, but rather agree to the
supplemental report from the Committee on Education and Labor
(89th Cong., second sess., H. Rept. 1814, p. II), which urges that,

heretofore:

The administration of title I by the U.S. Office of Education will be pursued
with strong requirements to assure that there is meaningful and cooperative
discourse between public and private school administrators in advising projects
in which the special educational needs of educationally deprived children who
do not attend publie school can be met.

At the present time it is the feeling among Catholic school super-
intendents of New England that the first year of implementing Pub-
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lic Law 89-10 has been marked with considerable success. It is our
feeling that these main points have been accomplished :

1. Under title I the educational needs of deprived (;hildrer} atte}nde
ing nonpublic schools have begun to be served by a variety of imagina-
tive and educationally sound programs. ) )

2. That new and strong lines of communication and partnership
have been effected between public and nonpublic school personnel.

3. That nonpublic school education at large has become more aware
and considerate of the educational problems of public education.

4. That there has been a strong willingness to modify and even
abandon traditional administrative and educational patterns that for
all too long have been hallmarks of separation rather than cooperation
between the public and nonpublic sectors, which serve America’s ed-
ucational needs.

5. There has been a willingness on the part of nonpublic schools to
expend additional moneys to implement new programs and sérvices
initiated and stimulated by 89-10.

6. Under title IT, there has been a concentrated effort to establish
a State list of approved textbooks and other instructional materials,
which meet the requirements of current legislation and which are of
immediate service to the children who attend both public and non-
public schools.

7. The implementation of title IIT in New England has not met
with the immediate success of titles I and IT because of the very na-
ture of supplementary centers, which involves careful planning and
the inclusion of educational agencies other than formalized educa-
tional institutions.

At this point, I would like to offer some positive suggestions as
to the improved operations of the Office of Education. v

1. That nonpublic school personnel be encouraged to take a more
Eositive role in the initial planning of programs of service to chil-

ren. :

2. That the Office of Education enlist in a positive manner the ad-
vice and counsel of nonpublic school administrators at every level
of program approval and evaluation.

3. That the Office of Education encourage State departments of edu-
cation to enlist the advice and counsel of nonpublic school personnel
in their role as program evaluators.

4. That the Office of Education establish clearer and more constant
lines of communications with non-public-school administrators in
the establishment of regional offices of the Office of Education.

My testimony today is deliberately brief in order to afford the mem-
bers of the committee ample opportunity for information and ques-
tioning. In summary, may I say that the ingenuity of Congress in
composing this legislation has not found in the Office of Education any
less ingenuity in the implementation of this legislation for which many
children in America, previously unrecognized, will be afforded the
educational opportunities for developing into intelligent and partici-
pative citizens. . :

Mr. GieBons. Father, I thank you. That is a very fine statement
and very well delivered. It almost leaves me questionless. I certainlv
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don’t have any disagreement with the recommendations that you
make there. I think they are sound. I hope that they are carried out.

Mr. Haraaway. How are the parochial school children participat-
ingin title I in Massachusetts? , L

Reverend McHuen. There is a unique problem in Massachusetts. 1
prefer not to enter that in the testimony if possible.

" Mr. Haraaway. That was cleared up by the Attorney General’s
opinion, but too late this year to do anything about it. o

Reverend McHues. That is true. I am not talking about culpabil-
ity. I am talking about lack of full understanding of the local State
department of education in interpretation. That has been clarified by
the Attorney General’s decision. »

- Mr. Hareaway. Intitle IT, you are getting all the textbooks?

Reverend McHueu. Title 11 is fine.

Mr. Harmaway. Title ITI, implementation, don’t they include in
it discussions of proposals of private schools?

Reverend McHuca. There has been discusison with non-public-
school authorities. I think perhaps one of the most imaginative title
IIT proposals is now subject to a planning grant, this is in a rural
area of Vermont. This involves planning and new facilities for a
new program to meet the needs of children in a cooperative school
distriet.

- The nice part of this particular program is not only is it imaginative

in terms of new and creative programs of education, but it does take
into consideration the religious needs of a variety of religious institu-
tions in that area.

No funds of course are being used for construction purposes, but the
various denominations have pooled their resources in terms of placing,
adjacent to a new school, facilities for religious instructions of all
faiths. I think this is really imaginative and should be watched in
terms of a pilot program to be duplicated in other areas.

Mr. HatHAWAY. You are recommending finally that OE just sug-
gest to these local school administrators that they call in non-public-
school personnel, not necessarily require them to be on their planning
boands?

Reverend McHucHa. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gieeoxs. Do you have any contact with the higher education
programs? »

Reverend McHuer. I would say tangentially, but it is not my direct
responsibility.

Mr. HarHaway. You think in general the program in elementary
education has worked out fairly well in New England?
 Reverend McHucn. I say given the fact that there are local mis-
understandings, given the fact this was a quickly expedited piece of
legislation, I think in general it has been satisfactory. -

Mr. GeBoxs. Iagree with you. I think they have done a remarkable
job in the time they have had. They might send out some peculiar
questionnaires or something like that, but we send out questionnaires,
too. Iam getting ready to send out one. Iam surea lot of people will
think the material in it is not needed. I really think the Office
of Education, from what little we have seen in the field in 3 days,
has apparently done a very remarkable job, and that the understand-
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ing in the matter of the church-State relationship has been better
and more tolerant, and with a greater degree of wisdom than many of
us feared. ‘

I have no further questions.

Father, we certainly appreciate your coming.

Mr. Hataaway. Thank you very much, Father.

Mr. Gieeons. You work so precisely you have practically left us
questionless. Thank you very much for the thought you have given
to this.

Reverend McHueH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Giseows. This concludes our hearings in Boston, Mass.

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearings were concluded.)
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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1966 .

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
or THE CoMMITTEE 0N EDUCATION AND LAROR,
Atlanta, Ga.

The subcommittee met at 9 :40 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 318-20,
U.8. Post Office and Courthouse, Mrs. Edith Green presiding. :

Present : Representatives Green and Erlenborn.

Present also : Maurice Heartfield, research assistant.

Mrs. Green. Good morning.

I am Congresswoman Green, and to my left is Congressman Erlen-
born from the State of Illinois, and to my right Mr. Heartfield, the
student aid officer at George Washington University, who has been
Joaned to us by the university for study of the U.S. Office of
Education. , A

‘While Congressman Erlenborn and I are in Atlanta today and
tomorrow and in Kansas City on the following 2 days, other members
of our subcommittee are holding hearings in Chicago and then in
Minneapolis. , :

The study of the Office of Education started last July 1, on the
adoption of a resolution by the Congress.. We hope to have the report
in January, or at the latest in the early part of February.

The study is primarily directed toward the Office of Education and
how the programs that have been enacted by the Congress in the last
few years are being implemented. The hearing in no way is to be
.considered as an attempt to carry on a vendetta against any particular
individual. I think the members of the subcommittee have had a very
splendid working relationship with the Office of Education.

At times we have had our differences of opinion, but during these
hearings, both in Washington and across the country, we hope that
attention will be focused upon the legislation itself, and the adminis-
tration of programs. :

Congressman Erlenborn and I have been asked to state what con-
clusions we have reached. Let me assure you that we come to Atlanta,
:and we come to the other parts of the country, not with the answers,
but rather with the hope that we would have a better understanding of
theproblems. ' L

" AsThave said to others, we are concerned, during the study, with all
.of the programs from the preschool level to the graduate level, but we
do hope that we may focus our attention primarily on three specific
pieces of legislation, one, the National Defense Student Loan Pro-
gram; two, the work-study program, and three, title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.. We are concerned about the
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legislation itself. We are concerned about the guidelines, the rules,
and the regulations that have been drawn up to implement that legisla-
tion. We do not ask that all of the comments be limited to these three
areas. If there are other parts of the legislative program in which
constructive recommendations could be made, and should be made, we
hope that the witnesses will feel free to do that.

Congressman Erlenborn and I are also very much concerned about
the reaction of the educators in this part of the country to the establish-
ment of the regional offices, the decentraliaztion of program adminis-
tration by the Office of Education.

We will turn to our first witness this morning, Dr. Jack Martin,
regional assistant commissioner for the Office of Kducation, and also
charged with the responsibility of implementing title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary School Act.

Dr. Martin, will you proceed in any way that you wish in presenting
your views? :

STATEMENT OF DR. C. J. MARTIN, REGIONAL ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER, OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Dr. Martin. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

For reasons already explained to you, I am going to have a colleague
read my statement, and following that we will have a statement. from
Dr. A. W. Boldt, whois the regional representative for Higher Educa-
tion, who will speak primarily to student financial-aid problems, and
then following that, Dr. Louis Armstrong, who is the senior program
officer of title I, Public Law 89-10. :

My colleague, Dr. Childers, will read this prepared statement.

Dr. Campers (Dr. B. E. Childers, regional representative, Adult
and Vocational Education) (reading) : :

My name is C. J. Martin, regional assistant commissioner, U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, region IV, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

First, I want to welcome you and members of the committee to Atlanta, and
tell you that I feel it is a step forward to hold these public hearings in the
regional offices where the committee can call in people who do not have so far
to travel to testify. In this way the committee should be able to reach the people
who know best how the Office of Education operates at the local and State level.

Region IV consists of six States, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi,
South Carolina, and Tennessee. At the present time some of our program
officers operate in both regions III and IV. Region III is headquartered at
Charlottesville, Va., and covers States from Maryland through North Carolina
and extends as far west as Kentucky.

In region IV, there are 255 colleges and universities, all of which have at one
time or another participated in student financial aid programs. TFor various rea-
sons some have dropped out of the programs, although we still maintain admin-
istrative responsibility to see that these institutions which have dropped out
make collections for loans previously made. There are 226 institutions which
are now actively participating.

There are 692 school systems in this region, many of which are county systems,
and the others are city or independent school systems. There is no record of
how many local schools participate in Federal programs, but it is my guess
that 97 to 98 percent participate in some kind of Federal program.

Office of Education programs which bave program officers in the Atlanta re-
gional office—and these are broken down according to the operating bureaus
of the main office—are: .

Higher education, which includes National Defense Student loans, guaranteed
loans, college work-study, educational opportunity grants, and higher education
facilities ; grants and loans.
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Under adult and vocational education, we have representatives of manpower
development and training, agriculture, home economics, business and office edu-
cation, continuing education and community services, adult basic education, and
civil defense education. . ) .

In elementary and secondary education, we have school construction in fed-
erally impacted areas, Public Law 815; maintenance and operation for schools
in impacted areas, Public Law 874; Cuban refugee programs; aid to disaster
areas; education of the disadvantaged, title I, ESEA ; grants for supplementary
and innovative centers; grants for strengthening instruction, NDEA, title III;
and grants for guidance, counselling, and testing.

In addition, we also have a small projects program in research which permits
the approval of grants up to $10,000, providing the research can be completed in
18 months. We also have representatives of the Civil Rights Act who work
in conjunction with the Equal Hducational Opportunities Office in Washington.

A function recently added to the regional office is what we call the information
center. The center provides information to the public and assists staff members
by providing various data needed in the performance of their professional
responsibilities. This has been most valuable and is growing in importance.

There are 20 grant and/or loan programs of the Office of Education that are
administered in the Atlanta office. At the present time the regional office staff
consists of 27 professional personnel who administer these 20 programs. Three
regional representatives, at GS-15, are authorized in the broad areas of: higher
education, adult and vocational education, and elementary and secondary edu-
cation. Two of these regional representatives have been appointed, one in
higher education, the other in adult and vocational education. The regional
representative for elementary and secondary education will be selected shortly,
I understand.

Grades of the program officers range from GS-11 through GS-14. I have
been delegated authority to select and appoint personnel through grade 13.
Grades 14 and 15 are selected and appointed by the Washington office, but with
my concurrence.

Since January 1966, the staff in the Atlanta office has been increased by 15
professional versonnel. It was at this time that the decision was made to
designate the Atlanta office as a pilot to other regional offices by expanding the
staff to effect decentralization of program operations,

The staffing pattern as it now stands calls for a total of 71 clerical and pro-
fessional positions by July 1, 1967. Whether we reach this goal or not will
depend upon how long the present freeze lasts. Selections have been made for
three positions, but no reporting dates have been set, since the candidates can-
not be appointed until the freeze is lifted.

If a disagreement should arise between the regional assistant commissioner
and one of the program officers, and it could not be reconciled at the regional
level, it would then be brought to the attention of the Associate Commissioner
for Field Services and the appropriate Bureau Director, and the decison would
be left to them. So far this has pot occurred in the Atlanta. office.

The decentralization of functions to the regional office seems to me to be
necessary if we are going to serve the clientele adequately in these grant and
loan programs. In my thinking, it is impossible to maintain contact that is
necessary to the successful operation of the programs from the Washington
office.

Certainly the Washington office should establish policy under which the region-
al offices must operate. The people who are responsible for making a success
of Federal programs at the local and/or State level are most anxious to main-
tain constant contact with the Office of Education program officers. They have
many questions concerning these programs to which they desire to receive direct
answers. It 1s much easier to obtain answers from the regional level than it
is from the national. .

It is my feeling after having worked in this field for a number of years, that.
all of the schools and institutions want to do a good job with the Federal funds
now going into education.

The Deputy Commissioner of Education, Mr. Graham Sullivan, issued a memo-
randum, dated November 21, 1966, which goes into detail about the decentraliza-
tion of State grant programs. It also lists programs which are to be
decentralized.

At this point, Madam Chairman, I should like to insert for the record, as
exhibit No. 1, a copy of Mr. Sullivan’s memorandum to which I referred.
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The actual decentralization will depend upon the willingness of bureau and

division directors to implement the memorandum referred to above.
- ‘At'the present time, there is no funding of programs at the regional office level.
It is my understanding, however, that consideration is being given to decentrali-
zation of funding. There are three programs which are now decentralized up to
the point of funding. They are: Manpower Development and Training, title I1I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the small grants program
under research. ’

In fiscal year 1966, the six States which make up region IV received a total of
$430,514,053 for all Federal aid programs in education.

Madam Chairman, here I am inserting, if I may, exhibit No. 2, which is a
ghotostat copy of the breakdown of expenditures by the six Southeastern

tates.
- From all indications, this amount will not decrease in the future, but perhaps
will increase. A strong responsibility of the Office of Education in administering
funds of this magnitude should be in the field of proper accounting for funds
expended.

One of the responsibilities of the program officers in the regional office is to
make a determination that institutions and local and State agencies are expend-
ing their funds for the purposes intended by Congress. This does not constitute
an audit. All audits are performed by Office of Audit, DHEW. This can only
be achiéved by continuing field trips and working with the constituents.
~ My immediate superior in the Washington Office of Education is the Associate
Commissioner for Field Services, a position which was established early in 1966.
The Associate Commissioner is responsible directly to the Commissioner, and
provides a direct line of communication for me with the Commissioner himself.
This, I think, is a great step forward in the U.S. Office of Education.

Budgeting for the regional office has been consolidated rather than broken
down by program areas, as it has been done in the past. It is necessary to use
three appropriations: one for manpower development and training, which ac-
tually comes from the Department of Labor; one for civil rights; and the third
for all other services.

Funds are no longer broken down by program areas. We do have authority

to make changes in object classifications. The program officers in the regional
office maintain direct contact and communication with the appropriate division
and bureau personnel in the Washington office. The bureau establishes an over-
all work plan, but day-to-day activities are decided at the regional level.
" The Regional Director, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in
Atlanta, is interested and actively engaged in educational programs. The co-
ordination between the Regional Director’s office and the Regional Office of
Education is a reality, and not just in theory.

For instance, the Regional Director became interested in an attempt to improve
the staffs of the various Negro colleges in the Atlanta area. 'This came to his
attention due to the fact that so few Negro graduates were entering Government
employment through the Federal Service entrance examination.

He and the regional representative for higher education have held a number
of meetings and have made some progress in bringing into the Negro institutions
of higher learning competent people who can help the seniors do a better job on
the Federal service entrance examination. The regional director of HEW in
Atlanta shows a very great interest in all of our educational programs.

The Regional Office of Education in Atlanta has worked hand in hand with
the Office of Economic Opportunity in an effort to obtain better cooperation
between the OEO Headstart program and the title I preschool programs. We
have had some degree of success, although not as much as we would like.
This is due in part to the fact that some communities in the South looked with
disfavor on the Headstart program and also the fact that school systems tend
to show a degree of independence when Federal funds are available. The Office
of Education in Atlanta has also parficipated in numerous State and regional
meetings with community action officials.

Our cooperation with the Bureau of Employment Service, Department of Labor,
is constant, because there must be joint approval of manpower development
and training programs by the Bureau of Employment Security and the Office of
Education.

We have worked very closely with the Neighborhood Youth Corps and have
a liaison committee appointed which is interested in establishing some pilot
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projects that would pe of interest to both Neighborhood Youth Corps and
title I (education of the di-sadvantaged) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.

The :Office of Education must also mamtam close contact with the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, since at the present time all architectural
and en‘gineering services for construction of facilities are provided by this Depart-
ment. It is my understanding that eventually these services will be transferred
to the Office of Education.

In the summer and early fall of 1966, Jomt meetings were held in each State
with representatives of Health, Education, and Welfare. These meetings  were
designed to promote better coordination of services. )

It is evident that a great deal of overlapping occurs now in the services avail-
able for children in the agencies of Health, BEducation; and Welfare. The
States, in turn, have been makmg an attempt to pass this idea for better coordi-~
nation down to the local agenaes concerned.

The Office of Education in Atlanta maintains contact with all of the profes-
sional educational associations in the States, the region, and the Nation. Staff
members of the Office hold positions in regional and national associations. The
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, which is the acecrediting agency
for Southern States, is headquartered in Atlanta, and the Office maintains a
close relationship with this organization.

We have also been interested in and worked with various foundations con-
cerned with education. There are five regional laboratories which cover some
of region IV. The research adviser on the staff of the Atlanta office has made
contact with two of these laboratories and plans to work with all of them to
promote the cause of education in this region. The research adviser reported
for duty about a month ago.

I would like to call to the attention of the committee some areas of needs s0
far as the office is concerned.

It is a known fact that in student financial aid, this region has the poorest
collection record on loans that have ‘been made to students. T would like to
call attention to the fact that with the large number of colleges and universities
in this region, we need additional staff to serve the institutions properly and to
help them in setting up proper procedures for making collections: on loans.
With the present staff it is impossible to make frequent personal contacts that
are necessary to improve the collection procedure.

In the area of adult and vocational education, we need representation in
library services and construction. "We also need a position in the area of health
occupations. There is a great emphasis on training people in this broad cate-

gory.

If title I11 projects of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and
small research projects are approved here we will desperately need a con-
rracts officer to negotiate the contracts. This is now a bottleneck in the Office
in Washington, and if we are going to be of better service to our clients we need
someone here on the staff to negotiate contracts. "The position has been estab-
lished, and the person has been selected but cannot be appomted until the
freeze is Hfted.

I cannot close this statement without emphasizing the need for more travel
funds. Personnel who are located in the field and are expected to keep constant
contact with clientele are practically useless when sitting in the office.

My understanding is that funds for travel have been cut by approximately
50 percent, and that we are now at the end of the third quarter so far as funds
are concerned, even though we are still in the second quarter of the fiscal year
chronologically.

Madam Chairman, thank you for the privilege of appearing before you and
the committee. My colleagues and I would be happy to attempt to answer any
questions which you and members of the committee may ask.

Mrs. GreeN. Thank you very much.

Without any objection, the exhibits to which you refer will be
made a part of the record.

(Documents referred to follow: )
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ExHIsiT 1

MEMORANDUM
NOVEMEBER 21, 1966.
To: Associate Commissioners for BAVE, BESE, BHE, BR, OFS, and Assistant
Commissioner for Administration.
From : J. Graham Sullivan, Deputy Commissioner of Education.
Subject : Decentralization of State Grant Programs.

This follows up my memorandum of September 9, Next Steps in Decentraliza-
tion, and recent discussions involving the Assistant Commissioner for Admin-
istration, the Associate Commissioners for the operating Bureaus and for Field
Services, and myself. It has been decided to transfer State grant programs
to the field as soon as possible. These transfers will be made to the maximum
extent but consistent with principles of economy and good management.

For many years, such programs have been administered through direct re-
jationships between headquarters offices and State agencies with little recourse
to regional staffs. We are convinced that regional offices should be more
direct participants with the States in planning and development, and in funds
management. We are, therefore, directing that actions to regionalize State
grant programs be undertaken immediately.

This in no way changes the concepts of decentralization stated in the Com-
missioner’s memorandum of August 4, in my memorandum of September 9, and
in our several discussions of this subject. The headquarters Bureaus retain their
responsibility for program planning, policy, and direction. The Associate Com-
missioner for Field Services, through the Regional Assistant Commissioners, is
responsible for coordination and management of those programs in the field.
Headquarters Bureaus and Staff Offices are responsible for the technical pro-
grammatic direction of field programs.

As we envision the separation of these responsibilities, the headquarters
Bureaus would be responsible for the following general functions:

1. Program planning, including annual plan of operations;

2. Program evaluation, including accomplishment of established program
goals;

3. Development and revision of overall program policy and objectives;

4. Development and issuance of regulations, imstructions, operating
manuals, procedures, ete. (NorE—To assure consistency and uniformity
of systems and methods, a Guidelines Review Committee of both headquar-
ters and field representatives will be formed. The Committee will review,
coordinate, and assure consistency and uniformity of all proposed issuances
of guidelines materials which affect State grant programs.)

The Regional Offices would be responsible for the following general functions:

1. Authority to review and approve State grant proposals; )

2. Maintenance of allotment records, including reports and recommenda-
tions for redistribution of funds based on such records;

8. Program reviews, including assessment of programs in relation to
cost and appropriateness in relation to objectives;

4. Recommendations of ways to strengthen program administration or
to improve level of quality in State education activities; :

5. Review and amendment of State Plans, and approval of Annual Pro-
jected Activities Reports.

You are requested to examine with your staff the State grant programs for
which your Bureau is responsible in order to plan and assess how best to
transfer to regional offices the responsibility for review and approval of State
grant proposals as well as program review and administration. The entire
range of questions should be explored to determine not only what functions
should be relocated but how best to staff them and perform them in the field.
Where you identify positions to be transferred, we hope that you will also be
able to identify personnel who are interested in regional office assignments.
This is probably the most critical of the actions you are being asked to consider
in planning regionalization of State grant programs. All the actions to be
considered should be set forth in a “Planning Document” -for each such pro-
gram. We will need the documents as soon as possible, preferably before
Christmas, but not later than January 16, 1967.

I have asked Jim Turman to coordinate the development and scheduling of
necessary actions and to receive and evaluate these planning documents. He
and his staff will work with you in outlining the steps to be taken, in describing
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headquarters and field responsibilities under the regionalization plan, and in
developing the time schedule for accomplishing this major management effort.

‘We hope to be in full operation by

Aprill, 19672

Attached is a list of State grant programs. and current organizational

responsibilities for them.

Title Deseription Organization

Public Law 89-10, ESEA, title I __.______ Prc]:g{gms to aid educationally deprived | BESE-DCE,
children.

Public Law 89-10, ESEA, title V___.___.___ Grr;n!as tot_strengthen State departments | BESE-DSAC.
of education.

Public Law 89-10, ESEA, title IT_ ________ School library resources. ... ... BESE-DPSC.

Public Law 89-209, National Foundation | Grantsto States.._____________.___________ BESE-DPSC.

on Arts and Humamtles, sec. 12.

Public Law 85-864, NDEA, title Fu s S Instructional assistance: Grants for equip- | BESE-DPSC.
ment, grants for administration and
supervision.

Public Law 89-329, HEA, title I........_.. Community service and. continuing pro- | BAVE-DAEP.
grams.

Public Law 85-864, NDEA, title V-A_____ Guidance, counseling, and testing___...___ BESE-DPSC.

Public Law 88-452, EOA 1964, title II-B__{ Adult basic education.._______. BAVE-DAEP.

Public Law 81-920, Civil Defense Act 1950.} Civil defense education. BAVE-DAEP

Public Law 64—347 Smith-Hughes Act . __. Vocational education.._ BAVE-DVTE

Public Law. 79—586 George-Barden Act_.__|..___.do.. . ._________._..__ BAVE-DVTE

PtX)hcl Law 88—210 Vocational Educition Grants for vocational education. BAVE-DVTE,

ot
DO e Work-study program. ... BAVE-DVTE.
Public Law 89-511, Puhlic Library and | Public library services._ ... BAVE-DLSEF.
Construction Act, title I.
Public Law 89—511, Public Library | Public library construction. . ...........__ BAVE-DLSEF.

Services and Construction Act, title II.
Public Law 83-511, Public Library
Services and Construction Act, title III.
Public Law 85-511, Public Library
ISex’vices and Construction Aect, title

Public  Law 89-511, Public Library
Services and Construction Act, title

IV-B.
Public Law 85-864, NDEA, title X._______

Interlibrary cooperation .. ____._.____.____

State institutional library serviees_..._..__

Library services to the physically handi-
capped.

Improvement of statistical services of
State educational agencies.

BAVE-DLSEF.
BAVE-DLSEF.

BAVE-DLSEF.

NCES-DDSS.

ExgiBiT 2

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE—OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Estimated obligations incurred in the State of Alabama, fiscal year 1966

1. OFFICE OF

EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education :
Vocational Education Act of 1963 :

Grants to States’.

1966 estimaite
$3, 689, 854

Work-study programs

503, 159

1,149, 364

George-Barden and supplemental acts

Smith-Hughes and supplemental acts

143, 330

Subtotal

Elementary and secondary educational activities:
Title I—Assistance for educationally deprived children:?

Basic grants®

5, 485, 707

31, 455, 281

State administrative expenses?
Title II—Grants to States for school library materials
Title IIT—Supplementary educational centers and services.___
Title. IV—Cooperative research

65, 412

1,734,277
397, 872
129, 991

Title V—Strengthening State departments of education:*

Grants to States..

279, 560

Grants for special projects

Subtotal

0

See footnotes at end of table,

34, 062, 393

1 Contingent upon action by the Department on our request for additional positions.
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L“mmated obhgatums incurred in the State-of Alabama, ﬁscal year: 1966’—(}01\-

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATIO‘T APPROPBIATIONS—CODUDued

Higher educational activities: c »
Title I—Grants to States for commumtv service and continu- - 1966 estimate

ing education programs® $184, 740
Title II—Library assistance: Strengthening higher educatlon
resources == 153, 169

Title IV—Student assistance: }
Educational opportunity grants: Grants to higher educa-

tion institutions 1,394,448
‘Work-study programs 3, 288, 366
Title V—Teacher programs:
Fellowships for teachers: Recent graduates 78,400 -
Strengthening teacher education programs 63,778
Title VI—Improvement of undergraduate instruction: Ac-
quisition of equipment and minor remodeling 210, 717

Subtotal _- - - B,3813,608

Higher education facilities construction :
Title I—Undergraduate grants Public community colleges £ -
and technical institutes® 7,729, 853

Title II—Graduate grants : 376, 616
Title III—Loans 1, 059, 000
Subtotal 9, 167, 469
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanics arts 277, 647
Grants for public libraries:? .
Services® _ 457, 209
Construetion* 543, 258
Subtotal ’ 1, 000, 467
Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) ________________ 7, 001, 998
Assistance for school construction (Public Law 81-815) . _.____ 870, 642
Defense educational activities:
Title II—Students loans:* Contributions to loan funds_______ 2, 888, 361

Title ITI—Instructional assistance:?*
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling: Grants

to States? 1, 630, 242
State supervision and administration* ) 128, 634
Title IV—Graduate fellowships . 642, 900
Title V—Guidance, counselmg, and testing: ’
Grants to States® T 470,611
Institutes-for counseling personnpl N : 323,159
Title X—Grants to States for statistical services*.___________ 50, 000
Title XI—Institutes for advanced study. : 292, 932
Subtotal __ 6, 426, 839
Bducational improvement for the handicapped 312, 760
Research and training. . 79, 039
II. TRANSFEERED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES
Manpower development and training activities $1, 436, 329
Area redevelopment activities : 6, 766
REducational television facilities 458, 815
Assistance to refugees in the United States: Cuban student loans.. 33, 805
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964: Adult basic education________ 879, 851
Civil defense educational activities 75, 392
Supplemental Appalachian grants for construction and equipment
of facilities 155,195

Total 73,104, 722

See footnotes at end of table.
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Estimated obligations incurred in the State of ‘Alabama, fiscal year 1966—Con.

II. TRANSPERRED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES—continued

Equal educational activities: 1966 estimate
Grants to local-school boards_-__ : : P $406, 265
Institutes for school personnel i : © 131,994

Subtotal oo o _______ . 538, 259
Grand total 278, 642, 981

1 State allocated programs administered by State agencies.
2 Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.

Obligations incurred in the State of Florida, fiscal years 1966 and 1967

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education: Fiscal year
Vocational Education Act of 1963 : 1966 actual
Grants to States' $5, 020, 861
Work-study programs 805, 821
Research and special projects__ 359, 959
George-Barden and supplemental acts. - 955, 303

Smith-Hughes and supplemental acts 187, 558
Elementary and secondary educational activities: ;
Title I—-Ass1stance for educationally deprived children :

' Basic grants? 27, 883, 033
State administrative expenses® : 279, 836
Title II—Grants to States for school library materials® ______ 2, 604, 055
Title IIT—Supplementary educational centers and serv1ces____ 1,552,185
Title V—Strengthening State departments of education:
Grants to States. 359, 113

ngher educational activities: .
- Title I—Grants to States for commumty service and contmumg
education programs? 239, 732
Title II—Library assistance: H :
Strengthening higher education resources: Grants to insti-

tutions - -~ 252, 597

Grants for training in librarianship 19, 440
Title III—Strengthening developing institutions: Cooperative

relationships 105, 438

Title IV—Student assistance :
Educational opportunity grants: Grants to higher educa—
tion institutions 1, 332, 655
‘Work-study programs 2,502, 301
Title V—Teacher programs : .
Fellowships for teachers:

Experienced teachers ‘ : 173, 500
Recent graduates 294, 000
Strengthening teacher education programs 234, 432

Title VI—Improvement of undergraduate instruction:*
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling:

Television eqmpment 372, 846
Other equipment - . :
National Teacher Corps. : 169, 071

Higher education facilities construction :
Title I—Undergraduate. grants-1 Pubhc community colleges

and technical institutes? 11, 661, 028
Title III—Loans. : 1, 957, 000
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts: Permanent endow-
ment (Morrill-Nelson Acts) . 317, 693
Grants for public libraries : *
Services * i 641, 126
Construction * 643, 741

See footnotes at end of table.
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Obligations-incurred. in the State of Floridg, fiscal years 1966 and 1967—Con.

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS—continued
Fiscal year
1966 actual

Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) . _____________ $13, 130, 637
Assistance for school construction (Public Law 81-815) 1, 026, 321
Defense educational activities :

Title II—Student loans:* Contributions to loan funds___._____ 3, 766, 141

Title IIT—Instructional assistance:*
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling :

Grants to States® 2, 402, 949
Loans to nonprofit private schools™ ________________ 9, 520
State supervision and administration* 236, 677
Title IV—Graduate fellowships. 1, 292, 650
Title V—Guidance, counseling, and testing:
Grants to States® 666, 782
Institutes for counseling personnel 321, 821
Title VI—Advanced training in foreign languages:
Language and area center: 117, 608
Fellowships 121, 515
Title VII—Educational media research 22, 420
Title X—Grants to States for statistical services*_____________ 50,000
Title XI—Institutes for advanced study. 991, 878
Educational improvement for the handicapped : .
Training grants 485, 343
Research and demonstrations 207, 798
Research and training 2, 240, 916
‘Foreign language training and area studies (Fulbright-Hays) .- 19, 737
.Civil rights educational activities: Institutes for school personnel.. 1,054, 001

II. TRANSFERRED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES

‘Manpower development and training activities 2, 708, 702
‘Educational television facilities 386, 759
Assistance to refugees in the United States: Cuban student loans_. 1,167,074
Eeonomic Opportunity Act of 1964 : Adult basic education..___.___ 888, 277
.Civil defense educational activities 127, 515

Total 2943, 367, 365

1 State allocated programs administered by State agencies.
2 Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.

Obligations incurred in the State of Georgia, fiscal year 1966 »
I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education :

Vocational Education Act of 1963 : Ffsg%ls%eaf
Grants to States $4, 658, 862
Work-study program 621, 168
Research and special projects 215, 352

George-Barden and supplemental acts 1,291, 071

‘Smith-Hughes and supplemental acts 172, 456

Elementary and secondary educational activities:
Title I—Assistance for educationally deprived children :

Basic grants . 36,197, 794
State administrative expenses 1114, 568
Title II—Grants to States for school library materials___.___ 2,174, 706
Title IIT—Supplementary educational centers and services_.__ 985, 982
Title V—Strengthening State departments of education: Grants
to States 1327, 963

See footnotes at end of table.
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Obligations incuried-in' the State-of Georgia, ﬁsbal year-1966—Continued

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS—continued

Higher educational activities: Fiscal year
Title I—Grants to States for commumty service and con- 1966 actual
tinuing education programs. $538, 061

Title II—Library assistance:
Strengthening higher education resources: Grants to

institutions. 191, 785

Grants for training in librarianship 19, 500
Title III—Strengthening developing institutions: Cooperative

relationships 250,174

Title IV—Student assistance:
Educational opportunity grants: Grants to higher educa-

tion institutions 1117, 560
Work-study programs (college) 11,757,093
Title V—Teacher programs :
Fellowships for teachers: Experienced teachers . oo 245, 000
Institutional assistance grants 118, 000

Title VI—Improvement of undergraduate instruction:
Acquisition of equipment and minor:remodeling : Television
equipment 1252, 141
National Teacher Corps. 400, 064
Higher education facilities construction :
Title I—Undergraduate grants:

Public community colleges and technical institutes....__.__ 2,477,482
Other undergradunate institutions 6, 660, 496
Title II—Graduate grants 932, 667
Colleges of agricultural and the mechanic arts:
Permanent endowment (Morrill-Nelson ActS) oo oo 250, 000
Further endowment (Bankhead-Jones Act) - 3243, 723
‘Grants for publie libraries (Public Law 89-269) :
Services (title I)_ 531, 043
Construction (title II) 680, 700
Interlibrary cooperation (title III) 102, 685
Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) e 9, 442, 790
_Assistance for school congtruction (Public Law 81-815) e 520, 300
Defense educational activities:
Title II—Student loans: Contributions to loan fundS———_——___ -2, 927, 892

Title III—Instructional assistance:
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling: Grants

to States 2, 543,469

State supervision and administration 259, 087

Title IV—Graduate fellowships 1, 399, 300

Title V—Guidance, counseling, and testlng : :

Grants to Smtpq 574, 968

Institutes for counseling personnel 539, 033

Title VII—Educational media research 214, 201

Title X—Grants to States for statistical services.._ .. 50, 000

Title XI—Institutes for advanced study 560, 848
‘Educational improvement for the handicapped:

Training grants. - 317,576

Research and demonstrations. : 224, 190

‘Research and training : 732, 968

<Civil rights educational activities:
Grants to school boards:

City of Atlanta School Board 282, 440
Georgia State Department of Educahrm 93, 652
Institutes for school personnel .
Clark College. 47,944
Paine College 53, 872
_Arts and humanities educational activities:
Institutional assistance: Grants to States 17, 022

_See footnotes at end of table.
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Obligations incurred in the State of Georgia, fiscal year 1966—Continued -

IX. TRANSFERRED ¥UNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES .

Actual
Manpower development and training actlvmm alin e $1,954,954
Educational television facilities...: L 863, 891
Assistance to refugees in the United States Cuban student loans._ 54, 843
Eeonomic Opportunity Act of 1964 : Adult basic education-____2____ 1,363,872
Subtotal 87, 306, 816
National Teacher Corps i 179, 999
Total . * 87,486,815

1 These programs are allotted among the States. The Office of Education cannot provide
information below the State level.
2This amount is dlstnbuted to Fort Valley College ($15,445) and to the University
of Georgla (834.5
3 This amount 1s distrlbuted to Fort Valley State College ($75,287) and fo the University

of Georgxa ($163,437).
¢ Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.
Obligations incurred in the State of Mississippi, fiscal year- 1966
" I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education:

Vocational Education Act of 1963 : Actual
Grants to States? $2, 553, 274
Work-study programs : ' 505, 136
Research and special projects :

George-Barden and supplemental acts : 1, 160, 348

Grants to States under Appalachian Regional Development

Act?

Vocational student loan assistance:
Advances for reserve funds
Interest payments on insured loans
Smith-Hughes and supplemental acts i 107, 308
Elementarv and secondary educational activities:
Title I—Asmstance for educationally deprived chlldren' 1

Basie grants? 21, 558, 851

State administrative expenses?
Title II—Grants to States for school library materials*_______ 1, 218, 307
Title ITI-—Supplementary educational centers and services_____ 278,182
Title V—Strengthening State departments of edueatwn- 1

Grants to States 226, 641

Grants for special projects
Higher educational activities:
Title I—Grants to States for commumty service and contmumg -
education programs? 135, 265
Title II—Library assistance:
Strengthening higher education resources: i
Grants to institutions : 120, 157
Special purpose grants
Grants for training in librarianship.
Research and demonstration projects
Title IIT—Strengthening developing institutions:
Cooperative relationships 493, 527
National teaching fellowships ’
Title I—Student assistance:
Educational opportunity grants:
Grants to higher education institutions. 1, 050,112
Identification and encouragement of educational talent. __________
Insured loans:
Advances for reserve funds
Interest payments on insured loans
‘Work-study programs 3, 370, 691

See footnotes at end of table.
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Obligations incurred in the State of Mississippi, fiscal year 1966—Continued
I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION. APPROPRIATIONS-—continued

Higher educational activities—Continued -. -
Title V—Teacher programs:

. Fellowships for teachers: : Actual
Experienced teachers :
. Recent graduates $117, 600
Strengthening teacher education programs 177,301

Title VI——Improvement of undergraduate instruction:?*
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodehng'
Television equipment?

Other equipment* 186, 754
Institutes
National Teacher Corps 150, 310

Higher education facilities construction:
Title I-—~Undergraduate grants:? : :
Public community colleges and technical institutes oo~ 5, 839, 902
Other undergraduate institutions®
State administrative expenses’
Title II—Graduate grants 191,186
Title III—Loans
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts:

Permanent endowment (Morrill-Nelson Act8) oo 50, 000

Further endowment (Bankhead-Jones Act) 201, 772
Grants for public libraries:?*

Services* 338, 375

Construction* 421, 161
Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) o __ 2, 409, 029
Assistance for school construction (Public Yaw 81-815) . ______ 767, 814

Defense educational aectivities:
Title IT—Student loans:*
Contributions to loan funds 3, 150, 628
Loans to educational institutions
Cancellation of student loans.
Title III—Instructional assistance:?
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling :

Grants to States’ 800, 000
Loans to nonprofit private schools*

State supervision and administration? . 75,000
Title IV—Graduate fellowships —_—— 153, 950
Title V—Guidance, counseling, and testing :

Grants to States? 332, 639

Institutes for counseling personnel : - 42,167

Title VI—Advanced training in foreign languages:
Language and area centers
Fellowships
Research - -—

Title VII—Educational media research

'Title X—-Grants to States for statistical services® _______.____ 32, 500

Title XI—Institutes for advanced study 380, 348

Educational improvement for the handicapped :
Training grants 192, 500
Research and dermonstrations
Research and training
Foreign language training and area studies (Fulbright-Hays) - oo
Civil rights educational activities:
Grants to school boards___..__ - 407, 568
Institutes for school personnel
Arts and humanities educational activities:

Instructional assistance: :

Grants to States™ : X 7, 935
Loans to nonprofit private schools
Teacher training institutes

See footnotes at end of table. K R
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Obligations incurred in the State of Mississippi, fiscal year 1966—Continued
II. TRANSFERRED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES

Actual

Manpower development and training activities._. $4, 549, 839
Area redevelopment activities
Educational television facilities
Assistance to refugees in the United States:

Cuban student loans

Professional training and plaeemenf
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 : Adult basic education ....__ 331, 525
Civil ~defense eduecational activities . 91, 514
Supplemental Appalachian grants for conetructxon and equipment of

facilities
Total 254, 282, 627

1 State allocated programs administered by State agencies.
2 Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.
Obligations incurred in the State of South Carolina, fiscal year 1966
I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education :

Vocational Education Act of 1963 : Actual
Grants to States?® : $2, 944, 013
Work-study programs 395, 415
Research and special projects 76, 770

George-Barden and supplemental acts. 954, 745

Grants to States under Applachian Regional Development Aet®. - e
Vocational student loan assistance:
Advances for reserve funds.

Interest payments on insured loans -
Simth-Hughes and supplemental acts 114, 757
Elementary and secondary educational activities: _

Title I—Assistance for educationally-deprived children:?*

Basic grants?® ___ 22,974, 021

State administrative expenses® 89, 545
Title II-—Grants to States for school library materials ... 1, 320,035
Title IIT—Supplementary educational centers and services_____ 222, 690
Title —Strengthening State departments of education:*

Grants to States . 238,401

Grants for special projects -
Higher educational activities:
Title I—Grants to States for community service and continuing
education programs® 162, 373
Title II—Library assistance:
Strengthening higher edueation resources:
Grants to institutions 160, 507
Special purpose grants
Grants for training in librarianship.
Research and demonstration projeects
Title ITI—Strengthening developing institutions:
Cooperative realtionships 2353, 441
National teaching fellowships__.
Title IV—Student assistance:
Educational opportunity grants:

Grants to higher education institutions____.._________ . 532, 500
Identification and encouragement of educational
talent

Insured loans:
Advances for reserve funds -
Interest payments on insured loans.

Work-study programs 727, 246

See footnotes at end of table,
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Obligations incurred in the State of South Caerolina, fiscal year 1966—Continued.
1. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS—continued

Title V—Teacher programs: .
Fellowships for teachers:
Experienced. teachers
Recent graduates $19, 600
Strengthening teacher education programs
Title VI—Improvement of undergraduate instruction :
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling :
Television equipment?

Aoctual

Other equipment® 152, 385
Institutes
National Teacher Corps 90, 094

Higher education facilities constructlon :
Title I—Undergraduate grants:?*
Public community colleges and techmcal institutes*

Other undergraduate institutions® 6, 163, 766
State administrative expenses?®
Title YI—Graduate grants 198, 835
Title III—Loans 2, 396, 000
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts:
Permanent endowment (Morrill-Nelson Acts) oo em 50, 000+
Further endowment (Bankhead-Jones Act) 206, 632
Grants for public libraries : *
Services* 360, 694
Construction* 452, 087
Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) —____ e~ 6, 337, 432
Assistance for school construction (Public Law 81-815) o _—~ 886, 023

Defense educational activities :
Title Il—Student loans: *
Contributions to loan funds e 1, 731, 603
Loans to educational institutions —
Cancellation of student loans
Title III—Instructional assistance: *
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling :

Grants to States____________ e 1, 577, 833
Loans to nonprofit private schools?®
State supervision and administration® 129, 825
Title IV-——Graduate fellowships 311, 025
Title V—Guidance, counseling, and testing :
Grants to States® 365, 752
Institutes for counseling personnel 38, 804

Title VI—Advanced training in foreign languages :
Language and area centers

Fellowships
Research —
Title VII—Educational media research
Title X—Grants to States for statistical services® ___ . ... 50, 000
Title XI—Institutes for advanced study 654, 828
Educational improvement for the handicapped:
Training grants 81, 270
Research and demonstrations
Research and training 89, 625
Foreign language training and area studies, (Fulbright-Hays)_-___ 1,135

Civil rights educational activities:
Grants to school boards.
Institutes for school personnel

Arts and humanities educational activities:

Instructional assistance:
Grants to States® . i 8,725
Loans to nonprofit private schools

Teacher training institutes

See footnotes at end of table,
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Obligations incurred in the State of South Caroling, fiscal year 1966—Continued

I1I. TRANSFERRED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES

Actual
Manpower development and training activities_.. 1, 684, 233
Area redevelopment activities :
Educational television facilities : 286, 821
Assistance to refugees in the United States: ‘

Cuban student loans 5, 900

Professional training and placement
BEeconomic Opportunity Act of 1964 : .

Adult basic education 1, 344, 326
Civil defense educational activities 48, 806
Supplemental Appalachian grants for construction and equipment

of facilities
Total ? 45, 878, 518

1 State allocated program administered by State agencies.
2 Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.

Obligations incurred in the State of Tennessee, fiscal year 1966

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS

Expansion and improvement of vocational education : Fiscal year

Vocational Education Act of 1963 : 1966 actual
Grants to States® $4,011,274
Work-study programs . 627, 728
Research and special projects 335, 874
George-Barden and supplemental acts 1, 424, 720
Smith-Hughes and supplemental acts 159, 386

Elementary and secondary educational activities:
Title I-—Aswwtance for educationally deprived children:

Basic grants? 30, 685, 715

State administrative expenses® 2358, 397
Title III—Supplementary educational centers and serv1ces _____ 220, 320
Title V—Sirengthening State departments of education :

Grants to States . 289, 119

Grants for special projects 26, 391

Higher educational activities:
Title I—Grants to States for community service and continuing
education programs* 193, 954
Title II—Library assistance:
Strengthening higher education resources: Grants to in-

stitutions 181, 679

Grants for training in librarianship 20, 000
Title III—Strengthening developing institutions: Cooperative

relationships 333, 734

Title IV—Student assistance:
Educational opportunity grants: Grants to higher educa-

tion institutions 1,173,214
Insured loans: Interest payments on insured loans
Work-study programs 3,120, 212

Title V-——Teacher programs :
Fellowships for teachers:

Bxperienced teachers X i 153, 000
Recent graduates 196, 000
Strengthening teacher education programs i 153, 721

Title VI-——Improvement of undergraduate instruction :
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling : Telewsmn
equipment? 314, 374
National Teacher Corps i 199, 555
Higher education facilities construetion :
Title I——Undergraduate grants: * Public commumty colleges and
technical institutes® i - 8,995,734
Title IIT—Loans 1, 397, 000

See footnotes at end of table.
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Obligations incurred in the State of Tennessee, fiscal year 1966—Continued

I. OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS-—continued

Fiscal year
Colleges of agriculture and the mechanic arts: 1966 actual
Permanent endowment (Morrill-Nelson Acts) oo $50, 000
Further endowment (Bankhead-Jones Act) : 234, 786
Grants for public libraries: *
Services* 487, 040
Construction * i 622, 596
Payments to school districts (Public Law 81-874) o oecceeeme e 4,417, 438
Defense educational activities:
Title II—Student loans:* Contributions to loan funds— .- 38, 611, 330
Title III—Instructional assistance: *
Acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling :
Grants to States® 2, 075, 005
Loans to nonprofit private schools? 11, 400
State supervision and administration® 70, 300
Title IV—Graduate fellowships 1, 026, 250
Title V—Guidance, counseling, and testing :
Grants to States? 490,178
Institutes for eounseling personnel 88, 742
Title VI—Advanced training in foreign languages:
Language and area centers 49, 499
Fellowships 11, 466
Title X—Grants to States for statistical services® e ———__ 50, 000
Title XI—Institutes for advanced study. 410, 306
BEducational improvement for the handicapped :
Training grants 599, 771
Research and demonstrations 231, 459
Research and training 394, 081
Poreign language training and area studies (Fulbright-Hays) .-~ 7,400
Civil rights educational activities: Institutes for school personnel._. 428, 288
Arts and humanities educational activities:
Instructional assistance: Grants to States® 11,474
Teacher training institutes. . 22, 057
II. TRANSFERRED FUNDS FROM OTHER AGENCIES
Manpower development and training activities 2,531, 536
Educational television facilities 487, 703
Assistance to refugees in the United States: Cuban student loans._._ 28, 153
Beonomic Opportunity Act of 1964 : Adult basic education. ... 1,178, 997
Civil defense educational activities 63, 786
Supplemental Appalachian grants for construction and equipment of
facilities 696, 600
Total 274, 855, 7147

1 State allocated programs administered by State agencies.
2 Preliminary obligation ; subject to final adjustment as of June 30, 1966.

Mrs. Green. Congressman Erlenborn, do you have any questions to
direct to Dr. Martin, before we turn to his colleagues?

Mr. ErcensorN. Yes. I would like to ask about the program of
decentralization.

‘What, specifically, will you be authorized to do, here, at the regional
level, that you were not authorized to do before?

Dr. MarTiN. Well, this memorandum, which has been made a part of
the record, outlines specifically the duties to be delegated to the re-
gional office, such as approval of State plan, approval of amendments,
reception of receiving reports, and even to the point, we hope, of mak-
ing payments, of funding projects, because that is also being discussed
in the Office. '
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It is a matter-of the Commissioner delegating this authority to
bureau directors, who, in turn, will redelegate to the Assistant Com-
missioner and the region. This delegation has not come out as yet.

Mr. - ERLENBORN. You have not yet been delegated this authority.
Ts that right?- ’

Dr. Martin. No. We have in these three programs I mentioned been
delegated the authority as to title IIT of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, and the smaller projects under research. We
have been delegated that authority.

. Mr. Erueneory. How is the extent of the funds available to you
determined? Will this be broken down on a regional basis? You will
be allocated a certain percentage of the funds in the total program?

Dr. MarTIx. Of course, under most programs, the allocation is made
by a formula that is set up in the act.

In the case of research, this small projects grant is a new idea. We
have been told that this year we have nothmo to base it on, no experi-
ence. They will allocate a certain amount of money to us, which can
be adjusted accordingly. I mean, if we need more, and more is avail-
able, we can get it. And then, of course, after a year or two of opera-
tion, we will have the experience on which to base an allocation, a more
or less firm allocation.

Now, title IIT of elementary and secondary has the firm allocation
for each State.

Mr. ErLexsory. Prior to this decentralization, there were already
regional offices of the Office of Education, I presume.

D+, Marrin. Right.

Mr. ErLeBorN. And there are nine reglons'Z

Dr. Martin. Correct.

Mr. ErexBorN. There are also regloml offices of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. How many regional offices are
there for HEW ? '

Dr. Martin. There are nine.

Mr. ErLExBory. There are nine, also?

- Dr. MarTin. They coincide.

Mr. ErcEnBorN. They do coincide? . They use the same physical
building, offices, and so forth ?

Dr. MarTIn. Right.

Mr. Errexsory. Have you found that the practlce that you are now
following, of having architectural and engineering services rendered
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development has caused
any problems?

Dr. MarTin. Notthat T amaware of.

I have my representative of the Office of Higher Educational Faecil-
ities in the room. He would be aware of any problems. He would be
glad to speak to that.

I don’t know of any. I think the question of transferring this is
based more on the fact that it is now in a separate department HUD,
a new department, and it might be more difficult to work across depart-
mental lines.

You see, at one time, CFA, the Community Facilities Administra-
tion, was an independent agency, and it was not difficult working with
them, and I don’t know that it is difficult now, but at least in Govern-
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ment structure I think when they are in two separate departments,
interdepartmental cooperation might be a little more difficult to attain
than it would with an independent agency. - ‘

That is the thinking that I have received .in Washington about the

idea of transferring the funection. S :
__Mr. ErenBorN. The reason I ask the question is that yesterday in
Washington we had testimony from the representative of George
‘Washington University, and he was very critical of the fact that the
engineering and architectural services were performed by HUD.. His
feeling was that they were putting the same commercial tests to the
construction of student housing facilities and college buildings, the
same sort of tests that they would use for commercial apartment build-
ings, and so forth. He felt that they were not rendering the kind of
service that HEW could and would,.or that the Office of Education
itself would. - '

Dr. Marmin. Yes. Well, Dr. Geiger is here. I don’t know whether
he has heard of any——

. Dr. Geiger, would you speak to that for a moment?

Dr. Gereer. We have had no objection that I know of, and of course
our relationship with the people in the local office, here, is'so good,
and as far as I know, what they get from Washington is good. But
we have had no direct objection in that connection.

Mr. EriexgorN. Thank you.

‘One last question. :

I hear the complaint from many people that there are so many Fed-
eral programs now in the field of education, most of them new, or
a good many of them new; that the individual colleges and universi-
ties and junior colleges have great difficulty in determining which pro-
gram, they are eligible for, which they should make application for,
and how to fill out the forms. : ‘ :

Now, will the regional offices be better equipped to handle this
sort of problem, once the decentralization has been completed?

Dr. Martin. I think they will. And I think we can agree that
the programs have becomeé so numerous that many colleges, many
institutions, are having to designate an individual just to try to keep
up with what they are eligible for, and what they can participate in.

-We have established here, as was mentioned in the paper, this
information center, and it is growing very rapidly in importance. We
have been able so far to answer, I think, all of the questions that have
come into the office.  If we don’t know the answer ourselves, we can
get -on the phone to Washington and find out. But we are trying to
render service to all of the clientele in this region, giving them proper
answers. o : ' L '
.. Mr. ErcenBorN. T have heard, for instance, that the practice has
grown in Washington of individuals engaging in the business of
helping school administrators prepare the forms and make applica-
tion to the Office of Education, and that they are charging a fee based
upon the amount of grant that is received.

And this rather bothers me, that you would have business being
developed along the line of this sort of thing, where the remunera-
tion of the person who is rendering the service to the college or uni-
versity depends upon the amount of the grant that is given ultimately.



598 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

And if you find that there are one, two, or three very influential
Elsople who have developed this sort of business and are very success-

1,1t doesn’t have the right sort of connotation.

Are you familiar with this?

Dr. MarTIN. Yes, I am. Very familiar. There are a number of
private consulting firms that are cashing in on it. There is no ques-
tion about it.

I think in this region, though, we have the State universities ren-
dering this service more than we do the private consulting firms.

I may be wrong. I have no documentation. But I do know that
the State universities are furnishing consultant help to the local
schools, for preparation of projects.

Mr. EriensorN. Will the decentralization tend to take the emphasis
away from this sort of service, because the place where the application
is made, and the advice, will be closer to the institutions?

Dr. MarTin. I think the program in which this is most prevalent
is title III of the Elementary and Secondary Act, and I have my
man here on that, too. He may want to comment on it. He is more
familiar with it than I am, as to the extent in this region of private
consulting firms getting into the act of writing projects.

Joe, would you mind ?

Mr. Puraca (Joseph R. Pukach, program management chief).
There is only one project that I know of, from Sarasota, Fla., that
has engaged Englehart & Fnglehart to do part of their work, but
basically, they don’t charge a fee, actually. They write project pro-
posals, hopefully that the project will be approved eventually, and
then they get part of the business. But prior to the time, there is no
money exchanged between the local district and the private agency, so
there is very little of this going on in the Southeast.

Having worked with the Northeast, I found in the New York area
this is quite prevalent, probably where more of the agencies get into
the picture. ) : o

Mrs. Green. I would hope that the regional offices could perform
this function of providing services and information.

I am a little bit concerned about the statement you make on page 8.

You say this is due in part to the fact that some communities in
the South look with disfavor on the Headstart program, also that
school systems tend to show a degree of independence when Federal
funds are available. :

Dr. MarTin. Perhaps independence is the wrong word to use. This
was perhaps written hastily. But by that I meant they have a
tendency not to want to cooperate with an outside agency if they are
getting Federal funds for a particular purpose. And I don’t guess
that would be independence. That would be an unwillingness to co-
operate, you might say. When they have Federal funds for them-
selves, they want their program as they design it and planned it.

The first statement, about the unpopularity of the Headstart pro-
gram in the South, is true. I mean many of the States look with dis-
favor on it. It is improving from year to year, though, and T think
you understand why they look with disfavor upon it.

Mrs. Green. In this region you have six States. What is the aver-
age expenditure per pupil in elementary and secondary schools?
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Dr. MarTin. I have those figures:in exhibit 2 that I attached to the
statement, by States and by programs. I don’t recall. Now, let’s see.
I guess in title I, the total allocation for the six States would cer-
tainly run in the neighborhood of $150 million, don’t you think, Dr.
Armstrong? For the six States?

Mrs. Green. My question is directed to you primarily because I
want to know if there is a reaction in this particular region to the
title I formula.

In title I, one of the factors in the formula is the amount that the
States spend. I am one of those who feel that this formula needs a
change, that we should not base Federal programs and Federal aid on
the fact that the more you spend the more you are going to get from
the Federal Government. It would seem to me that perhaps this
region would be well advised to present this case to the Congress, if
they have strong feelings on it.

Mr. Marrin. Naturally, this region would go for that in a big way,
because the expenditure per child is lower in this region than in any
other part of the country, which they feel does cut them down.

And of course there has been some talk over the region about places
like Westchester County in New York and some of the other wealthier
areas, where they are spending $700 or $800 per child, or even a thou-
sand dollars, some of them, and it is based on one-half of their per
capita expenditure, while in the Southern States I suppose the average
expenditure would be about $350.

That is a guess, too, off the top of my head, but my guess is that it
would average about $350 per child.

Mrs. GReeN. In some of the States it is less than that.

Dr. MarTIn. It is in 1968, is it not, that they can take the national
figure, or the local, whichever it larger?

Mrs. Green. Whichever is the higher. But it still is to the disad-
vantage of those areas which spend the least.

Dr. MarTIN. Yes.

Mrs. Green. Let me turn to title ITI, to which you referred a
moment ago. Do local educators in this region want a change so that
the State department of education is not bypassed ¢

Dr. Marrin. Very definitely. Well, we get that more, I think, from
State departments of education.

Again, Mr. Pukach, who responded a while ago, may have a reac-
tion to that, because he is the one who actually contacts the local agen-
cies where they are designing projects.

Mr. Pukach, could you react to that?

Mr. Poraca. Having established rapport over the years with the
State departments of education, we find, at least in the Southeast,
the States that I work with, really no concern with the way the pro-
gram is operating. In fact, they feel very comfortable with it, be-
cause we work with the State department right along with the local
educational agency.

We do not bypass them, although, as you recall, in the act itself
they are supposed to review and recommend projects, and that is just
what they do, but in addition they do have a very important role to
play as far as helping us in the Office of Education to administer
and supervise the program.
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It is a partnership, and we have very little trouble with administer-
ing this program. And I think I can identify one or two States where
there may be a problem, but I think, working again with the local
education agencies; a majority of them would prefer to do it the way
we have been doing it. :

Dr. Marmix, T think that would be peculiar to the Southeast. Hav-
ing worked out of Washington on a national scale, the rest of the
country I think would feel otherwise about that.

Mrs. Green. How many positions are now vacant in this regional
office ?

Dr. MarTIN. As I mentioned in the paper, we have three who have
actually been selected, and are just awaiting a reporting date, which
we can’t give them, of course, at this time. We have a-number of
other vacancies.

We have a total of 26 vacancies uncommitted right now.

Mrs. Greex. Out of 717

Dr. Marrin. Out of 71, yes.

Mrs. Gree~. And how many can you hire, if you can find the per-
sonnel ?

Dr. MarTIN. We can hire up to the full amount, can’t we?

Murs. Kooxtz. Well, under the freeze——

Mzrs, Greex. Under the freeze, can you hire any of the 26 ¢

Dr. Marrix. Under the freeze, we cannot put anybody on.

This contracts officer I mentioned is now with NASA. It would
just be a lateral transfer, but they still tell us we cannot put him on
unti] the freeze islifted. o :

I don’t understand that. myself. T am going to be in Washington
next week, and I am going to try to find out why.

Murs. Greex. One final question.

From where you sit, what would be your reaction to transferring
the enforcement of the Civil Rights Act out of the Office of Educa-
tion and into another department, or into a new department under
HEW?

Dr. MarTin. Into a new department under HEW ¢

Mrs. Greex. Or entirely out of HEW into the Justice Department.

Dr. MarTix. Well, I personally believe that it is impossible to sepa-
rate programs from enforcement. Asmuch asI would like personally
having to do it, because they are now doing it in Washington in the
Office of Education, I do think that enforcement of the Civil Rights
Act could be accomplished much better at the regional level, with re-
gional people, who are southerners, if you please, I mean who under-
stand the mores of the South, who are educators, who understand what
the school systems are like, how they operate.

And I have the firm conviction that it would work more successfully
from the regional office than from the Washington office.

T have expressed that a number of times, and we have been told
that it will be decentralized. 'When, we don’t know.

Mrs. Greex. In your judgment, you do not see any conflict when an
office is charged with the responsibility of offering educational leader-
ship and at the same time has to perform the role of an enforcement
agency.

CDI‘.}LL[ARTIN. Well, it is a necessary evil.  Let’s put it that way, be-
cause if it is transferred to the Justice Department or to HEW or to



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 601

some other agency, if they don’t have an understanding of school
boards and schools and how they operate, I don’t care how smart they
are, they really can’t talk the language of the people they are working
with, and as long as'you cannot communicate with them satisfactorily,
I don’t think you can make much progress in solving this in an appli-
cable way. ,

Now, you know, we all have to take bad medicine sometimes, but we
can sympathize with people when we are forcing the medicine on them,
and that makes it go down a little bit easier, you see.

So I think the school people, the educators, can attack this problem
and conquer it better than anyone else outside of education. -

Mrs. Green. Thank you Dr. Martin. o

We have two other gentlemen from the regional office. We are
going to stay on schedule, and because of the time, I am wondering if
I might ask the othér two gentlemen to summarize their statements,
and the full statements will be placed in the record.

Could we ask you to do that, Dr. Armstrong? And also Dr. Boldt?

Which one of you would like to go first ¢

Dr. Boldt ?

STATEMENT OF DR. ALBERT W. BOLDT, REPRESENTATIVE, HIGHER
EDUCATION, U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION, REGION IV

Dr. Boor. Madam Chairman and members of the committee. I am
Albert W. Boldt, representative for higher education, U.S. Office of
Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, region IV,
Atlanta, Ga. '

It is a privilege to appear before this distinguished committee to re-
port on the Office of Higher Education programs administered by that
office in the Southeast.

I have prepared a paper here for you, but I can summarize it.

Mrs. Green. Would you do that? '

Dr. Borpr. I have broken down the student financial aid programs
by States, the six States over which we have administrative respon-
sibility, and I will say that, in summary, since 1959, the Atlanta re-
gional office has witnessed a growth of nearly 80 percent in the number
of colleges and universities.

This 1s on page 8, Madam Chairman.

In the number of colleges and universities administering Federal
student programs of financial assistance, the number of participating
institutions and programs have expanded.

In 1959, 142 institutions received approximately $2.8 million in
Federal funds to provide National Education Act funds to their stu-
dents. Today, 255 region IV higher éducational institutions are ad-
ministering one, two, or three of the student aid programs enacted or
amended by title VI of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

T would like to refer to page 8, and talk about the programs which,
we experience, have common difficulties in administering.

Experience has shown that administrative problems have generally
developed where one or a combination of the following situations exist:

1. Responsibility for award determination and fiscal management
assigned to part-time and/or overburdened or undertrained personnel.
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2. Frequent turnover of personnel assigned responsibility for the
above functions, thereby seriously hindering continuity in manage-
ment of the program.

3. Inattention on the part of college personnel as to the importance
of directives, suggestions, and recommendations contained in program
reviews and audit reports.

4. Nonattendance of institutional personnel at regional or State
informational meetings and workshops.

5. Failure by responsible institutional personnel in familiarizin
themselves with administrative memorandums and procedura.
manuals distributed by the Office of Education, and to recognize the
importance of these issuances. »

Perhaps the best example of what can occur when one or more of the
above situations exists is the problem of delinquencies in repayment
of National Defense Student loans. A detailed report on this problem,
as well as the action which has and is being taken in the regional office,
has previously been submitted to this committee.

Through such efforts, the institutional reports submitted to this
office indicate a marked improvement on collections over the past 6
months.

One of the programs enacted recently by Congress is the Guaranteed
Loan Program. I would like to refer the committee’s attention to

age 10.

P ]%n general, the hesitancy of lenders lies not with the applicant,
but with a variety of other reasons, including the following:

1. Return on investment insufficient; loans handled at a loss.

2. Tight money market dictates that credit be extended where re-
turn is highest.

3. Unwillingness to extend credit over periods up to 15 years.

4. Lenders contend that need should be a factor in the award de-
cision, since this would help insure that available and limited funds
are being used to their best advantage.

5. Smalltown lenders often disenchanted because experience shows
‘many of their young people do not return to their home locality after
graduation.
= 6. Lenders want benefit of experience and recommendation of col-
Jege financial aid officer regarding applicant’s need. Currently, it is
not the function of the college to make any recommendation based on
‘the applicant’s need.

That, Madam Chairman, is a summary of my report.

(Dr. Boldt’s full statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF DR. ATBERT W. BoLDT, REPRESENTATIVE, HIIGHER EDUCATION, U.S.
OrFIicE OF EpucaTtioN, REcION IV, ATLANTA, GEORGIA

Madam Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Albert W. Boldt,
Representative for Higher Education, U.S. Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Region IV, Atlanta, Georgia.

1t is a privilege to appear before this distinguished committee to report on
kthe operation of higher education programs administered by that Office in the
Southeast.

The U.S. Office of education has maintained field services for some programs
in Higher Education since 1960. The scope of these field services varied with
the reorganization patterns of headquarters. In 1960, for example, the Regional
Offices established liaison with the colleges participating in such programs as
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Language and/or Guidance Institutes, Title IV Graduate Fellowships, Educa-
tional Research and National Defense Education Act Title IT Student Loans.

The passage by the Congress of various acts affecting education added greatly
to the functions and responsibilities of the Office of Education. It became neces-
sary to reorganize in order ‘to properly administer the new as well as expanded
existing programs. One program materially affected was financial assistance
to college and university students. Presently there are six programs to aid
students pursuing courses of education beyond secondary school—from the voca-
tional and undergraduate level through the graduate school.

In order to conserve time I shall report the activity of these programs by states
and later present the means by which the participating institutions are serviced
by the personnel of Region 1V, as well as point up some of the problems for
which we are presently seeking a solution.

ALABAMA

In fiscal year 1959—at the beginning of the National Defense Student Loan
Program—Federal funds approximating $460,000 were allotted to nineteen partici-
pating institutions. i

In fiscal year 1967, the expanding student aid programs witnessed the partici-
pation of thirty-six Alabama colleges and universities, embracing a total Federal
commitment of approximately $9 million. These funds will provide assistance
in the nature of loans, employment, grants, singly or in combination, for approxi-
mately 10,000 eligible and needy students.

In addition to the 36 Alabama institutions currently participating, there are
eight additional colleges which are ineligible for further program funding, due
to failure to sign the Civil Rights Title VI Assurance of Compliance. Under
the original Terms of Agreement (Natioral Defense Student Loan Program),
these colleges must continue to account for collections and submit progress re-
ports to the U.S. Office of Education. Including these, there dre 44 colleges in
Alabama with which the U.S. Office maintains liaison.

FLORIDA

For the academic year 1938-1959, Florida had fourteen colleges participating
in the National Defense Student Loan Program. Federal funds totaling approxi-
mately $551,000 were allocated to these institutions:

With the expansion of the student financial aid programs, as well as the
establishment of new colleges, this participation has grown to forty-five colleges
and universities. Our records indicate that approximately 14,000 elegible stu-
dents will be aided through these programs of Federal assistance. Fiscal year
1967 allotments will approximate 9.5 million dollars.

There has been some merger of Negro colleges with white State-supported
colleges in this State; however, no college has withdrawn from the programs
because of refusal to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.

GEORGIA

Approximately $509,000 was allocated to twenty-nine Georgia colleges to help
finance the cost of education for students qualifying for National Defense Loans
in the academic year 1958-59.

The expanded programs for financial assistance to more than 10,000 Georgia
students required the funding of approximately 5.5 million dollars. In fiscal
year 1967, our records reveal the active participation of forty-five Georgia insti-
tutions of higher learning. C

Two colleges, formerly in the student aid programs, did ‘not apply in time for
fiscal 1967 funding. Altogether, there are forty-seven Georgia colleges participat-
ing in the student aid.programs. .

. - MISSISSIPPI

There were twenty-two colleges in Mississippi which entered ‘the National
Defense Loan Program in 1958-59, involving a total outlay by the Federal Gov-
ernment of some $341,000. ' o

Currently, considéring all expanded student aid programs, this participation
has increased to thirty-three colleges. The U.8. Office has committed approxi-
mately 8 million dollars, which will lend financial assistance to approximately
10,000 Mississippi students. )

13-728—67—pt, 2——I17
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There are, however, six additional colleges in Mississippi with which the
Regional Office has program responsibility because of previous participation.
Thus far, four of the six colleges have not elected to comply with Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act. Two junior colleges did not make application for fiscal 1967
funds. :

SOUTH CAROLINA

South Carolina began participation in the National Defense Loan Program
with a roster of twenty-one colleges involving $341,000 of Federal funds.

Currently the same number (21) of colleges are participating in the expanded
student aid programs. At the end of this current fiscal year, more than 3 million
dollars will have been granted to these colleges for their student aid programs.

It is estimated that more than 5,000 South Carolina students will be aided
through these federal assistance programs.

Our records will show that there are presently twenty-seven colleges which
the Regional Office continues to assist with the administration of programs.
Six of these colleges are no longer participating; three by reason of the Civil
Rights Act, two did not apply for 1967 funding, and the Medical College, which
is funding its programs through the U.S. Public Health Service.

TENNESSEE

Tennessee has always had the largest number of actively participating in-
stitutions in federally-aided student financial aid programs. In the academic
year 1958-59, Tennessee had thirty-seven colleges participating in the National
Defense Student Loan Program. This required approximately $569,000 in grants
to Tennessee institutions of higher education.

Funds approximating $8.7 million have thus far been tentatively committed
to forty-six institutions, which will assist over 10,000 students in their pursuit
of higher education.

In summary, since fiscal year 1959, the Atlanta Regional Office has witnessed
a growth of nearly 80 percent in the number of colleges and universities ad-
ministering Federal programs of student financial assistance.

The numbers of participating institutions and programs have expanded. In
1959, one hundred and forty-two institutions received approximately $2.8 million
jin Federal funds to provide National Defense BEducation Act loans to their
students. Today, 255 Region IV higher education institutions are administering
one, two, or three of the student aid programs enacted or amended by Title VI
of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

During the 1966/67 academic year, approximately 60,000 students enrolled
in Region IV institutions will receive nearly $44 million in Federal aid to assist
them with the expenses of their college education.

Staffing

From 1960 to 1964, the Bureau of Higher Education staffed the Regional Office
with one representative, the position which I have held under frequently chang-
ing titles denoting varying degrees of responsibility. These titles have ranged
from Higher Eduecation Representative, to Student Financial Aid Representa-
tive, to Acting Officer in Charge of the Bureau. of Higher Education, and, most
recently, Regional Representative, Higher Education. This shifting of position
titles is, I think, indicative of the numerous changes which the organization
pattern of the Office of Education has undergone during the past six years, and
is still undergoing. Since 1964, the staff has expanded from one professional
staff member to five.

Program Administration

The major emphasis of the staff embraces the philosophy of helpfulness to new
and participating institutions. Colleges are encouraged to ask for our assistance
with the administration of all programs, including those not specifically admin-
istered at the regional level . It must be emphasized here that due to the heavy
turnover of student financial aid personnel in the institutions, we feel that the
office has a special obligation and responsibility to constantly alert the institu-
tions to the importance of the proper implementation of the rules, regulations,
and policy guides which emanate from the Washington office. This is done
by regional and state meetings, workshops, on-site visits, and by the constant
use of communication media. A detailed description of meetings and proce-
dures for assisting colleges in Region IV has been furnished to the committee.

The Regional Office welcomes the decentralization of those higher education
program functions which will provide a greater degree of flexibility and prompt-
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ness in its institutional relationships and services, provided that such decen-
tralization is accompanied by adequate staffing.

This office now receives and reviews institutional applications for funding,
examining such applications for correctness of computations, completeness, and
the extent to which the funds requested are reasonable in view of the institu-
tions’ student enrollment and economic status of the area served. A regional
panel of finaneial aid officers then reviews each application and recommends
funding. Where such recommendations differ from the institutional request, the
Regional Office staff then negotiates acceptance of the panel’s recommendation
with institutional officials. Final action on fiscal approval and funding is taken
by the Washington office.

Programs Having Common Difficulties .

To re-emphasize, the Region IV area of responsibility in student financial aid
has increased from one program in 1959 to three major programs in 1966, exclud-
ing the guaranteed loan program, involving an expansion from some 2.5 million
dollars to approximately 44 million dollars. Participation by institutions of
higher education has increased by nearly 80 percent.

During this same period, the Regional Office professional staff directly involved
with student financial aid has increased from one to four persons, only two
of which are in position to spend the greater portion of their time on college
visitations. Consequently, visitations must be scheduled to give priority to those
institutions where problems are known to exist. This leaves too little time
for visits of a preventive maintenance nature, or those that would serve, through
proper counseling, to assist colleges in avoiding problem areas, including those
listed below.

Experience has shown that administrative problems have generally developed
where one or a combination of the following situations exist:

(1) responsibility for award determination and fiscal management as-
signed to part-time and/or overburdened or undertrained personnel;

(2) frequent turnover of personnel assigned responsibility for the above
functions, thereby seriously hindering continuity in management of the
program ;

(3) inattention on the part of college personnel as to the importance of
directives, suggestions, and recommendations contained in program reviews
and audit reports;

(4) non-attendance of institutional personnel at regional or state infor-
mational meetings and workshops ;

(5) failure by responsible -institutional personnel in familiarizing them-
selves with administrative memoranda and procedural manuals distributed
by the Office of HEducation, and to recognize the importance of these
issuances.

Perhaps the best example of what can oceur when one or more of the above
situations exists, is the problem of delinquencies in repayment of National De-
fense Student Loans. A detailed report on this problem, as well as the action
which has and is being taken in the Regional Office, has previously been sub-
mitted to this committee. Through such efforts, the institutional reports sub-
mitted to this office indicate a marked improvement on collections over the past
six months.

Guaranteed Loan Program
A non-federal guarantee agency, either state or private, now operates in all
six Region IV States. The States of Alabama, Florida, and Mississippi have a
designated state agency, which supervises a comprehensive program operated
under contract by United Student Aid Funds, Inc. There is no state agency in
South Carolina, the program being operateéd by United Student Aid Funds, Inc.,
under agreement with the Commissioner of Bducation. The State of Georgia
operates its own comprehensive program, covering all eligible students attending
both in and out-of-state colleges.  In Tennessee, a state agency eperates a limited
program for eligible residents attending Tennessee colleges. United Student Aid
Funds, Inc., under agreement and the direction of the state agency, guarantees
loans for Tennessee residents attending out-of-state schools.
In Region IV, the difficulties encountered under the guaranteed loan program
can be separated into two general areas:
(1) Insufficient understanding of procedures on the part of college
personnel ;
(2) Student difficulties in locating lenders willing to consider loan
applications.
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With regard to problem (1), colleges began receiving inquiries and student
applications prior to receiving procedural instructions. This problem was
created largely because several of the States were late in establishing a guarantee
agency. Thus, procedural information was not available in such instances until
shortly before the 1966 fall academic term began.

Problem (2) has caused far greater concern since many students, having
overcome the procedural difficulties, have been unable to find a lender willing fo
consider a loan application. In general, the hesitaney of lenders lies not with
the applicant himself, but with a variety of other reasons given, including the
following :

(1) return on investment insufficient—loans handled at a loss;

(2) tight money market dictates that credit be extended where return
is highest; :

(3) unwillingness to extend credit over periods up to fifteen years;

(4) lenders contend that need should be a factor in the award decision,
since this would help insure that available and limited funds are being used
to their best advantage;

(5) small town lenders often disenchanted because experience shows
many of their young people do not return to their home locality after
graduation ;

(6) lenders want benefit of experience and recommendation of college
financial aid officer regarding applicant’s need. Currently. it is not the
function of the college to make any recommendation based on the applicant’s
need. :

" Dr. Boror. Madam Chairman, I want to thank the committee for
granting me this time to speak about the programs for which I am
responsible in this region.

Mrs. Green. Thank you. )

I wonder if we might turn to you, Dr. Armstrong, then to questions.

STATEMENT OF DR. LOUIS W. ARMSTRONG, PROGRAM OFFICER FOR
THE DISADVANTAGED, TITLE I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT, REGION IV

Dr. ArmstronG. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
I am Louis Armstrong. I am pleased to have this opportunity to ap-
pear before you on behalf of the disadvantaged children of the South.

As you recall, there are approximately 15 million so-called disadvan-
taged children, and we are ministering to only a small percent of those
in this region. I know you are concerned about what is going on
in this region, and we are concerned, also, about many of the things
that we would like to be doing better.

We know there are some shortcomings. We know that we are not
moving at as rapid a pace as we would like to move.

As a result of projects and reports on programs in operation
for some time we have been concerned about the proper use of
funds to effect favorable results in the education of educationally
and emotionally deprived children.

We have 2 limited time, and the time that our staff can devote to
this situation disturbs us. We are concerned to see some evidence of
lack of proper planning, poor project design, limited development, in-
volving staff and communit{, resources, and poor communications.
‘We are concerned about the lack of private school involvement, with
public school officials.

But I would like to bring to your attention the duties and responsi-
bilities of our staff, along with the concerns that we have.
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It is our responsibility to establish and maintain relationships with
the officials and representatives of State educational departments. It
is our responsibility to maintain the same kind of relationship with the
local school systems through the State departments of education.

I see our responsibilities as program officers to work cooperatively
with and to provide assistance to State educational agencies. And
this we feel we have done very successfully in this region.

It is our responsibility, as program officers, to review the assurances
and reports and make suggestions where necessary.

At this time there are some differences of opinion as to what the
function of the program officer is in visiting local schools. There are
those who believe the program officer’s function in making such visits
is simply to monitor and report the results. Then there are others
who believe the program officer should take an active role in the assess-
ment and future direction of the local program.

There is also a strong concern that Federal representatives should
not even visit the local educational agencies.

At the present time, and in the light of these various viewpoints,
we have attempted to carry out a course of action to some degree that
would satisfy each of these opposing viewpoints. These conflicting
points of view, of course, will continue to be a problem until such
time as the differences are settled.

I should mention that another major objective of our staff is to
review and analyze and evaluate the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare audit reports in the title I program in the States
in our region, and to negotiate with officials of the State agencies to
determine whether disallowances should be sustained as an audit
exception.

It is also our responsibility to recommend approval or disapproval
of such allowances, or disallowances, in these cases, to make recom-
mendations for the formulation of policy with respect to settlement
of similar cases.

Now, our staff, through conferences and workshops and panels and
presentations and personal contacts with State educational agency
representatives and professional organizations I think stimulates and
encourages improvement of established quality systems for the plan-
ning of long-range educational programs.

I would like to mention here the recent surveyor budget restrictions,
as has been mentioned before, and the freeze on the personnel, and the
indecision on the part of the U.S. Office of Education and Congress
\\fviirill restrict our progress in fulfilling our responsibilties as program
officers.

As you know, there are some State departments of education that
have voiced their strong opposition to a regional system which cannot
provide them with decisionmaking personnel.

Tf decentralization is to succeed, it is vital that the authority to con-
dvet and administer the programs involved be delegated to the regional
offices. If this is not done, it is the fear of the States that an extra

~layer will be built in between them, and the other level will become
a reality.

T think also the States are concerned that the appropriation proce-

dures of Congress will seriously hamper the effectiveness of their
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programs. This concern is not only related to the lateness of the
appropriations, which naturally severely detracts from the adminis-
tration of a well-planned school project, but also to the cutbacks In
appropriations at all levels.

Since our staff is field service, and we are expected to spend a major
portion of our time in the field, it will be necessary to reevaluate the
duties of the program officer; travel and visitation to the various
State departments of education continues to be restricted.

My remarks have been brief, in order to allow this committee to ask
questions, to comment, or to suggest ways in which we can do better
the job we are all so vitally interested in. : '

I'am pleased to have had the opportunity of appearing on behalf
of the disadvantaged children of the South. ‘

(Dr. Armstrong’s prepared statement follows::)

STATEMENT OF DR. LoUIs W. ARMSTRONG, PROGRAM OFFICER FOR THE DISADVAN-
TAGED, TITLE I, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION Acrt, ReEcION IV

Madam Chairman and Members of the Committee.

I am Louis Wilson Armstrong. I am pleased to have the privilege of appear-
ing before you on behalf of the disadvantaged children of the South. My posi-
tion and title is Senior Program Officer for Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965.

I know this Committee is here because you have an interest and a concern in
what we are doing in the Regional Office. I am glad you have this concern
because this program for the disadvantaged that we are administering is in my
opinion the most important event that has ever happened in American education.

May I digress just a moment and tell you just what the disadvantaged child
is like. There are approsimately 15,000,000 of these children who are disad-
vantaged because they need dental and medical care, because they lack cultural
experiences, because they come to school hungry, because they are mentally and
emotionally disturbed, because they do not have adequate clothing and a decent
place to live. There are many more factors to be considered and members of
our staff are concerned about them. We believe we have seen enough evidence
in the limited time we have been associated with the program to warrant our
praise of what is taking place in our school syvstems for these children.

At the same time we are concerned, as we should be, about the shortcomings
of the progress being made, we are concerned that we are not moving at a rapid
enough pace. )

For some time, as a result of field visits, program reviews. examination of
projects, reports on programs in operation, and recently thorough interviews with
persons who have visited Title I project areas, we have come to realize that
there is a real and pressing concern for the quality of programs and the apparent
lack of funds on the target populations.

The concerns for the proper use of funds to effect favorable results on the
education of educationally deprived children is the number one responsibility of
our staff in the Title I program of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

The limited staff and the limited time our staff has been in the Region is
hardly sufficient to give a comprehensive appraisal of all that is good or all that
is bad: or the degree of either concerning programs for the educationally dis-
advantaged.

We are concerned and see some evidence of lack of proper planning, poor proj-
ect design, limited development and involvement of staff and community re-
sources and poor communications.

We are concerned about the lack of private school involvement with publie
school officials in planning projects.

In the time allotted before this committee, I have only been able to mention
a few concerns we have at this point in our program.

Now, I should like to bring to your attention the duties and responsibilities
of our program staff. It is our responsibility to establish and maintain rela-
tionships with officials and representatives of State Eduecational Agencies, local
school superintendents, professional organizations, and representatives of civic
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agencies and other federal agencies working for the improvement of the dis-
advantaged.

I see our responsibilities as program officers to work cooperatively with and
provide assistance to State Educational Agencies in the development of admin-
istrative policies and procedures. To interpret pertinent provisions, rulings,
requirements, regulations, procedures, and standards established under the ena-
bling legislation.

The State educational agency in its formal application to the Commissioner
of Education for participation in Title I, includes assurances that it will admin-
ister the program and submit reports in accordance with the provisions of the
law and the regulations. .

It is our responsibility as program officers to review with the State the assur-
ances and the reports and make suggestions where necessary and/or feasible.

The local educational agency is responsible for developing and implementing
projects to fulfill the intent of Title I. It is therefore responsible for identifying
the educationally deprived children in areas of high concentrations of low income
families, determining their special needs, designing projects to carry out the
purpose of the legislation with regard to such children, and submitting applica-
tions to the appropriate State educational agencies for grants to carry out pro-
posed projects.

" At this time, there is some difference of opinion as to what the function of
the program officer is in visiting local schools. There are those who believe the
program officers function in making such visits is simply to monitor the local
program and report the results. There are:others who believe the program
officer should take an active roll in the assessment and future direction of the
local program. There is also a strong concern that federal representatives should
not even visit the local educational agencies.

At the present time, and in the light of these various viewpoints, we have
attempted to carry out a course of action to some degree that would satisfy
each of the opposing viewpoints. These conflicting points of view will continue
to be a problem until such time that these differences are settled.

Another major objective of our staff will be to review, analyze, and evaluate
the Department of Health and Education Audit Reports of the Title I program
in the states in Region IV, and negotiate with officials of the State agencies
to determine whether disallowances should be sustained as an audit exception ; or
whether the State has presented a rationale which will satisfy the acceptance
of the questioned expenditures.

It is our responsibility to recommend approval or disapproval of such allow-
ances or disallowances in these cases, and make recommendations for the formu-
lation of policy with respect to the settlement of similar cases.

Our staff, through conferences, work shops, panels, presentations ,and personal
contacts with State educational agency representatives and professional orga-
nizations, should stimulate and encourage the improvement and/or establishment
of quality systems for the planning of long-range educational programs and for
the efficient economical administration of such programs, including budgeting,
accounting, and reporting systems. It is the program officers responsibility to
provide advice and recommendations on how to accomplish these ends by making
appropriate contacts, suggestions, and follow-ups.

The recent severe budget restrictions, the freeze on personnel, and indectsion
on the part of the U.S. Office of Education and Congress, will restrict our
progress in fulfilling our responsibilities as program officers. :

There appears to be some disagreements and misunderstanding among Bureaus
as to whether de-centralization is the answer to the successful administration
of programs for its educationally deprived.

Some State Departments of Education have voiced their strong opposition
to a Regional system which cannot provide them with decision making personnel.
If de-centralization is to succeed, it is vital that the authority to conduct and
administer the programs involved be delegated to the Regional offices. If
this is not done, the fear of the states that an extra layer will be built between
them and the decision making level will become a reality.

The states are also concerned that the appropriation procedures of Congress
will seriously hamper the effectiveness of their programs. This concern is
not only related to the lateness of the appropriations, which naturally severely
detracts from the administration of a well-planned, smoothly operated project;
but also to the cut backs in appropriations at all levels.
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Since our staff is one of field service, and we are expected to spend a major
portion of our time in the field, it will be necessary for those responsible to
re-evaluate the duties of the program officer if travel and visitations to the
various State Departments of Education continues to be restricted.

If this Committee could see just one project for the disadvantaged that I saw
a few months ago, I believe it would be highly satisfied that the potential for im-
provements of our educationally deprived children is all around us, if only we will
put all our forces to work.

May I digress a moment and tell you very sketchily of an after school program;
one that started around six o’clock in the evening with parents and children
coming back to school for a good dinner. Parents, children, teachers sat down
together and enjoyed a dinner prepared in the school by volunteer help three times
a week. At the close of the dinner, during which time pleasant music was played,
the children went to various classes for their improvement in whatever skills
they were lacking. The parents, having become a part of the program perhaps for
the first time in their lives, went to their various chosen interests.

Here was a program involving children and parents; all were involved in an
educational program. No doubt the dinner three times a week played an
important part in getting parents and children back to school—These parents
and children were hungry ; they were hungry for food as well as hungry for the
importance of feeling wanted and being a part of a society. I believe that all
involved experienced an educational insight that had not been experienced in
this locality before.

My remarks have been brief, in order to allow this Committee to ask questions,

to comment, or to suggest ways in which we may do better the job we are all
so vitally interested in.

I am pleased to have had the privilege of appearing on behalf of the dis-
advantaged children of the South.

Mrs. Green. Thank you, Dr. Armstrong, and Dr. Boldt.

Congressman Erlenborn ?

Mr. Ercensorn. Though the Federal activity in the field of aid
to primary and secondary education is fairly new, I have already
heard some comments from school administrators that categorical aid
is not, in their opinion, the best method of giving aid to primary and
secondary education. They feel that broad grants, without specific
particular categories and particular programs, would be more advan-
tageous to them. : .

Some say, for instance, that they need additional help with their
basic educational program, and instead they are getting the cream on
the top—additional programs that are not basic education.

What would be your feeling concerning this?

Dr. ArmstroNG. I think we hear continuously that they would pre-
fer general aid, and of course a good many of them assume that the
aid they are now getting is a forerunner to general aid.

T think that would be the general opinion, from those that I have
talked with. They are hoping some day there will be general aid.

Mr. ErcENBoRN. Is thisa hope, or an opinion ?

Dr. ArmstrONG. It is probably hope. )

Mr. ErLeneorN. The hope was motion to the opinion.

T have no other questions.

Mrs. Green. On page 5, Dr. Armstrong, you expressed a concern
whether decentralization is the answer for the programs for the
educationally deprived.

Ts this based solely on the concern that another layer of bureaucracy
isbeing imposed ¢ .

Dr. Arvstrone. This is not my concern as much as it is that of the

‘State people. They believe if they cannot get the office at the re-
gional level that they are getting in Washington, there is no use m
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putting people out in the field and having to go through them to
Washington. That is the concern.

Mrs. Green. Are you expressing a concern over the total decentrali-
zation plan or just that part regarding the programs for the education-
ally deprived ¢ ‘

Dr. Armstrone. I am not expressing a concern of my own. I am
expressing the concerns of those people who think that they are going
to have to go through another layer, unless we are equipped to do the
job in the region, and that means staff and the money to do it.

‘Mrs. Green. The answer I am trying to find here is whether your
remark on page 5, on decentralization, applies to the total decentrali-
zation program.

Dr. ArmstronG. Total. It isacrossthe board.

Mrs. GreeN. You refer to the cutback and the freeze. What about
travel funds?

Dr. ArmstroNG. Well, they have been restricted, I guess, 50 per-
cent or better. :

Mrs. Green. Is there considerable travel involved in your job?
What doyoudo? Doyoutravel? : L

Dr. ArmstrONG. Yes; 70 percent of our time is supposed to be in
the field. We don’t have much of a job in the office. Our job is in
the field. :

Mr. MarTiN. Madam Chairman, I guess I should react to that.

We have just received word recently that we will have to take a
hard look at our estimates for the year, that the overall U.S. Office
of Education funds have been cut 50 percent, all of the administrative
appropriations are being watched next week, and that is one of the
main points on the agenda.

‘We don’t have a figure, as yet. We have not reached a figure as to
what we can expect. We have just been told to reassess our travel
plans and cut them down where possible.

Mrs. Green. Expressing a personal view, I would prefer to see a
cut in the travel funds to the moon and places beyond, and less of a
cut in this corner of the planet. »

It would seem to be that it would be tragic indeed if the cuts have
to be absorbed by the Department of HEW and the Office of Educa-
tion, and I for one will push for economy on the $20 or $40 billion
raise to the moon program and a few others, and hope we can concen-
trate on making life here a bit more meaningful to our own people.

Dr. Boldt, on the student assistance programs this committee is con-
cerned about the delinquency rate on collections.

Let me ask you, though, from the standpoint of the Office of Educa-
tion, and the standpoint of Congress, what is the timelag between the
enactment of the law, the beginning of the school year, and the
moment when the procedural manuals or the handbooks get into the
office of the student personnel man at the college or university ?

Dr. Borpr. Madam Chairman, this has been quite a difficulty with
the colleges.

For example, the present manual has been in revision for over a
year, and I was in Washington several months ago, and was given a
draft copy of the new manual, which was supposed to come out, at
that time, next month, which is still not out. And I asked if I couldn’t
have a copy of this draft, and we came and got permission here to
duplicate that, and we have given them to all our colleges.
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So this is, again, I think, a fault of the U.S. Office of Education
administrators, in failure to get this material out to the colleges,
plus some of the enumerations I made about the colleges’ failure to
go to workshops and such that you provide for them.

We gave you the report here on what we did in Atlanta, and yet
we had 40 colleges.

Mrs. Greex. Is this a neutral responsibility, though? I have had
college personnel tell me—and I am not singling out Atlanta; I am
speaking more of the west coast, with which I am more familiar—
that the reason they do not attend is that they ask a question and
don’t get the answer.

The manual isn’t out, or they don’t have the copy of the regulations
at that time, and so the answer is, “Well, we can’t tell you, because
the handbook won’t be out until next March.”

Dr. Boror. We never tell a college we don’t know. We get on the
telephone, and we will contact the program person in Washington.

And I think your questionnaires that you have sent out to our col-
leges will speak for themselves as to the relationship of the Atlanta
regional office to our colleges.

We attempt, even though the program might not be particularly
related to our area, even if it is the Public Health Professions Act,
when we get a query, we will answer it, or we will get the answer for
these people.

Mrs. Green. A couple of quick questions.

What is your judgment of the forgiveness feature in the student
loan? Do you think it has accomplished its purpose in attracting
more people to the teaching profession ?

Dr. Bowor. No,Idon’t.

Mrs. Green. Would you favor continuing it ¢

Dr. Borpr. No.

Originally I think it was a very laudable idea, but in my experience
it doesn’t attract more students into teaching. I think it is unfair to
those students who are not going into it. They are just as much needed
in our society, perhaps, from their point of view, as teachers.

Mrs. Greex. What is your reaction to the Teacher Corps?

Dr. Boror. T am very much in favor of that, and especially in our
area, because we haven’t the depth of teaching skills that are needed, as
they, for example, might have in some other areas of the country.

Mrs. Green. Is it your judgment that the Commissioner of Educa-
tion is in a better position to recruit and train teachers than a local
school superintendent ?

Dr. Bowor. No, it is not. I think the local superintendent is in a
better position than the Commissioner of Education.

Mrs. Green. Then why do you think so highly of the Teacher
Corps——

Dr. Boror. I think there have to be some basic changes in that legis-
lation, to permit this, as to the recruitments in the lower levels, that
we are certainly going to pay them and work with them in the pro-
gram.
~ Mrs. Greex. Do you think there would be any question about the
loyalty of the individual teacher, if he is paid with a hundred percent
Federal funds?

Dr. Boror. I think so. Absolutely. Yes. There is no question in
my mind about that. il
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Mrs. Green. Dr. Armstrong, Mr. Erlenborn wonders if you would
comment on the Teacher Corps.

Dr. Armsrrong. Well, my knowledge of the Teacher Corps is pretty
sketchy. However, in my own opinion, I don’t think there is much
place for the Teacher Corps in our system of education. I just can-
not see it.

I think that we can operate a good system on the local level, through
the State departments of education.

Mr. ErLeEnBorN. Would the gentleman yield at that point ?

Would you happen to know if any of the school administrators or
the people in colleges and universities dealing with teacher education,
the training of teachers, were consulted concerning the drafting of
this program of the Teachers Corps?

Dr. ArmsrronG. It would only be an opinion, and my guess is that
they would not.

Mr. ErvenBorN. This was the information we got from others in
the field, that they were not consulted in the drafting of this program,
and pretty generally their opinion is the same as yours, that it is not
a very valuable program.

I don’t recall the details of the Teachers Corps. Can they receive a
short course in education and then be qualified to teach 1n a State
where they would not otherwise be qualified ?

Dr. Armstrone. To my knowledge, that has been recommended.
Whether that is in force or not, I don’t know.

Mr. ErRLENBORN. It seems to me to be a circumvention of the teacher
education laws of the various States, and it was one of the things that
bothered me about the proposal. It seemed to me merely a reaction to
the dissatisfaction of former Peace Corps people, that though they did
not have the formal training, they thought, since they have been edu-
cating in Africa or South America or some place, they ought to be
teachers when they came back home.

Dr. ArmstroNG. I believe that the American Association of School
Teachers has gone on record against that.

Mrs. Green. I must say Congressman Erlenborn and I, although
on different sides of the aisle, are in agreement on this particular
matter.

Mr. ErLEnBoRN. And a few others, too.

Mrs. Greex. My deep appreciation to Dr. Martin, Dr. Boldt, and
Dr. Armstrong. Thank you for the courtesies you have extended to us.

The next witness to appear before the committee is Dr. Hudson,
executive secretary of the Georgia Higher Education Facilities
Commission.

Will you proceed Dr. Hudson ?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. HUDSON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
GEORGIA HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES COMMISSION

Mr. Hupsox. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

You have a copy of my statement, and it is intentionally brief. I
will save the time of the committee by reading the statement, and
then be available for questions.
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This is William E. Hudson, executive secretary of the Georgia
Higher Education Facilities Commission. The purpose of this com-
mission is to recommend to the U.S. Office of Education the relative
priorities of eligible projects for the construction of academic facili-
ties submitted by institutions of higher educaton within the State of
Georgia.

The commission is composed of Mr. John A. Sibley, chairman;
Dr. Harmon W. Caldwell, vice chairman; and Mr. James A. Dunlap,
Dr. Rufus C. Harris, Dr. Waights G. Henry, Jr., and Dr. Benjamin
Mays, members.

T could identify those various individuals. They are college presi-
gents and people connected with the higher education effort in this
tate. ' .

The foregoing group has served without change since the inception
of the program. The commission has an office at 1108 Candler Build-
ing, Atlanta, Ga., and, in addition to the executive secretary, who de-
votes one-fifth of his time to the affairs of the commission, the commis-
sion retains the services of Mrs. Jeanne Roe as a full-time secretarial
employee.

The State commission-Office of Education relationship is working
well. The Federal-State partnership arrangement is most advan-
tageous. The State commission has received no official complaints
from any higher educational institution, public or private, in the State,
and, in fact, no unofficial complaints have been received.

The commission’s business is a matter of public record, and the plan
for determining priorities of grant requests is on file at all accredited
institutions.

A few facts concerning the program from its beginning are:

1. There are 61 accredited institutions of higher education in Geor-
gia, 34 of which are classified as “privately supported institutions,”
and 27 are publicly supported.

2. Nineteen grant requests have been received from the private col-
leges—and this is total from the beginning of the program—and all
of these requests have eventually been recommended to the U.S. Office
of Education. These grant requests total $4,272,313. No request has
been refused by the commission.

3. Thirty-two grant requests have been received from the public
institutions, and with the exception of one request, which was declared
ineligible for consideration by the commission, all of the requests
have presently been recommended to the U.S. Office of Education.
These grant réquests total $18,725,140. No eligible request has been
denied by the commission.

4. At the present moment, there remains on hand $4,529,483 to be
allocated during the current fiscal year. Indications are that this
amount will be insufficient to cover the requests which will be re-
ceived.

5. A list of grant requests by institutions is attached.

6. The allotment of Federal grant construction funds to Georgia
has been fully utilized to date. No funds have lapsed or have been
lost because of lack of demand.
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7. The commission has never utilized all of the operation money
available to it. Operation expenditures have been kept at approxi-
mately one-fourth to one-third of the State’s allotment.

As a general comment, the relationship between the State commis-
sion and the U.S. Office of Education College Facilities Grants Branch
has been of an extremely high order, and most satisfactory. A spirit
of excellent cooperation has existed from the beginning of the pro-

am.
ngrom the standpoint of the State, we have only praise and no
complaints regarding the desire on the part of the Office of Education
to render a useful service.

With regard to the programs, we have two suggestions. First, we
believe that the level of Federal participation could usefully and help-
fully be increased to 50 percent of the eligible project costs for both
category 103 and 104 projects. :

This 1s the same level of participation which has existed with most
National Science Foundation and National Institutes of Health grants.
Some compensation to the Federal participation because of this in-
crease could come from elimination of any participation in administra-
tive and loose equipment costs. .

This second item is particularly troublesome, in that an inordinate
amount of work in great detail is required for both the applicant and
for the Office of Education.

Second, we see or sense a need to assist in increasing the quality of
instruction through this construction aid program. We know that
increased student enrollment capacity is the base for the grants as
now programed. However, increased instructional quality could be
productive also, and this aspect of the Nation’s educational effort
could be studied. ‘

In conclusion, we acknowledge with appreciation the valuable aid
that this program has rendered to our institutions, and we see every
need for its continuance in the future at an increasing rate.

(Attachments to statement follow:)

Li1sT oF ALL GRANTS RECOMMENDED BY THE GEORGIA HIiGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES
CoMM1s8I0N UNDER THE HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES ACT OF 1963 AS AMENDED

Public community colleges—Category 103

Grant
1. Middle Georgia College $125, 878
2. Marietta Junior College 993, 911
3. Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College 121, 359
4. Southern Institute of Technology. 233, 333
5. Georgia Military College 125, 856
6. Albany Junior College 655, 497
7. DeKalb College 759, 925
8. Middle Georgia College 37, 208
9. Gainesville Junior College. 752, 242
10. Dalton Junior College 717, 292
11. Abraham Baldwin Agricultural College 106, 362
12. DeKalb College. 63, 733
13. Columbus College 177, 848

Total 4, 870, 444
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List oF ALL GRANTS RECOMMENDED BY THE GEORGIA HIGHER EpUcATION FACILI-
TES CoMMISSION UNDER THE HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES AcT oF 1963 as

AMENDED—Continued
Public institutions—Category 104

Grant

West Georgia College_._———_
Georgia Institute of Technology.

$698, 192
279, 560

University of Georgia

998, 993

University of Georgia

University of Georgia

——em 676,994
82, 537

West Georgia College

234,437

. University of Georgia

267,491

. University of Georgia

287, 325

© RGO o

1, 000, 000

. University of Georgia

10. Georgia State College
11. Georgia Southern College

867, 316
413, 545

12. Georgia Institute of Technology

459, 092

13. Armstrong State College

323, 886

14. West Georgia College

—— 581,987

15. Valdosta State College

583, 333

16. University of Georgia

955, 743

17. Georgia Institute of Technology.

70, 317

18. University of Georgia

73, 948

Total

Private institutions—Category .104

. Morris Brown College

8, 854, 696

Grant
$483, 079

Morehouse College_—

- 200,000

Gordon Military College

151, 497

Berry College

183, 892

81, 215

Young Harris College-

583, 333

Clark College___

124,137

Berry College
. Spelman College

- 212,228

. Morehouse College

23, 848

—t
R N

. Wesleyan College_____

242, 980

11. Emory-Oxford--- _

—— 200,000

12. Andrew College

75, 000

576, 130

13. Oglethorpe College

514, 914

14. Oglethorpe College

- 282,497

15. Reinhardt College
16. Reinhardt College

17. Young Harris College

209,149
_ 26,357

18. Reinhardt College

87, 780

19. Berry College

14,217

Total

Summary—Grants recommended to date

Community colleges (103) (13 grants)

4,272,313

$ 0, 444

Private institutions (104) (19 grants)

-

4 . 44
4,272,313
8, 854, 696

Qoo 0o

Ot =1 =1

Public institutions (104) (18 grants)
Balance of grant funds on hand for remainder of 1966—67 year :

Category 103

, 308, 190

0

Category 104

2
2,221, 293

Total awards plus funds on hand.

22, 526, 936
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Mrs. Green. Thank you.

Congressman Erlenborn, do you have questions?

Mr. ErensorN. I don’t believe so, Madam Chairman, thank you.

Mrs. Green. Do you see any change in this service statistical pro-
vided by the Office of Education through the years?

Dr. Hupson. No, because we don’t get very many statistics. The
release of this information comes very slowly. It is almost too late
to be of any benefit to us. ‘

For instance, in our office, the latest information that we have on
enrollments at educational institutions, higher educational institu-
tions, in the State of Georgia, is for the fall of 1965.

Mrs. GreeN. Is this not, in and of itself, a comment on the ability of
the Office of Education to provide meaningful statistics at a time when
they would be useful to higher education ? :

Dr. Hupson. This is my point, Madam Chairman, that by the time
we get the statistics, they are of little help to us. We don’t rely on
them, particularly. :

Mrs. Green. Has this always been the case?

Dr. Hupson. Well, I haven’t been associated with the program that
Ii‘;ng, but I think that through the bureaucratic process it proves pretty
slow.

Mrs. Green. In the State of Georgia, how nearly do you meet the
f&equ?ests for grants and loans under the Higher Education Facilities

ct?

Dr. Hupson. The program for our State, Madam Chairman, is bal-
anced almost perfectly at this time.

Mrs. Green. You are able to meet all of the requests?

" Dr. Hupson. We have at the present time met all of the requests
and have about $414 million left for the remainder of this fiscal year,
so it has been, as I said, almost perfect.

Mrs. Green. You are in a very fortunate position.

Dr. Hupson. Yes, we are. We appreciate the fact that we are in
this position.

Now, the other side of the problem would be that our institutions lack
the other $2 to go with the Federal $1. The needs may be there, but
they may not be applying because of lack of funds on their part.

Mzrs. Green. Have you or your commission, or has the regional office,
made any study of this, in terms of the needs and the ability of the
institutions to match 2 : :

Dr. Hupson. No. We have not made any detailed study of this.

Mzrs. Green. In many States they do not have anywhere nearly suf-
ficient funds. The applications for the Federal funds far exceed the
available amount. With this in mind I am concerned about your
recommendation for 50-50 matching. :

. T am thinking in terms of spreading the available amount of money
over more institutions.

Dr. Hupson. Well, unless the amount of money would be inereased,
then there isno advantage to going to the 50 percent. ‘

In my judgment, it would be better to remain at the one-third to
two-thirds participation-level, and let the money be spread to more
institutions by this means.
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Mrs. Greex. I think here I should put in a commercial the Congress
authorized a few hundred million dollars for the Higher Education
TFacilities Act more than was recommended to us by the Office of
Education. We felt the needs were much greater.

Dr. Hopsox. Yes. And I would like to help you with that.

You have programed for the future increasing education needs,
which we think we will be able to match and use very effectively.

Mrs. Green. What is your view on categorical aid versus general
aid?

Dr. Hupson. For instance?

Mrs. Green. In higher education, originally the Higher Education
Act, as you know, said that the funds could only be used for certain
categories of academic buildings.

Dr. Hopsox. Oh, we are much in favor of the amendments that
were accomplished through the 1965 Higher Education Act. This
gave an even break across the board to the arts and the other segments
of valuable education subjects, academic subjects, and did not restrict
the aid to just science, mathematics, engineering, and this sort of thing.
ghlls was a considerable improvement, and this helped us a great

eal.

Mrs. Greex. In the State of Georgia, and if you have knowledge of
the other five States in this area, what is your comment on the reserva-
tion of funds for junior colleges? Is this desirable, or not? Andif it
desirable, is the percentage correct?

"Dr. Hupson. We have no quarrel with the percentage, and in our
State particularly, the public segment is establishing junior colleges
at what could be called a pretty rapid rate, and the help that they have
secured through a 40-percent grant rather than the one-third has been
very constructive on their part.

We have no quarrel with the two categories, the public community
college and the remainder of your higher educational institutions.

Mrs. GrREEN. Are your responsibilities limited to the Facilities Act?

Dr. HupsoN. Yes.

Well, we also are responsible for title VI, under the 1965 act, part A,
the equipment branch, and this we have just been working with now, of
course, since last spring. This program is moving well, and has been
oversubscribed. We have lost no Federal funds. We have utilized
all that were available to us.

Mrs. Greex. Turning to the guidelines, what is the timelag be-
tween the enactment of the law and the time when the guidelines and
the rules and regulations are in your hands, or in the hands of the
commission ¢

Dr. Hooson. If I may, I will answer that in this way. We knew
that the rules and regulations were being changed last summer, in
July. The actual changes were not received by us in an official form
until November. '

We had prepared, using the original tentative regulations, a revised
State plan, but we had to hold this until the official regulations came
out, because we didn’t want to act with unofficial information.

Mrs. Green. Were these rules and regulations which governed the
action of your people from the 1st of September?

Dr. HupsoN. Yes.

Mrs. GreeN. And you did not receive them until November?

Dr. Hupson. This is correct.
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Mrs. Green. Do you think that there is any way that this pro-
cedure could be speeded up by the Office of Education?

Dr. Hupson. Madam Chairman, I don’t know what their procedure
is, to get these regulations approved, but apparently, they will go, I
will say, “upstairs,” and it floats around somewhere in a nebulous
state, apparently.

This is my own viewpoint. The people that I deal with, the people
that I pick up the telephone and talk to, to get answers to my prob-
lems—I get answers from them, but they seem to be helpless in try-
ing to speed the regulations through, because it moves to some other
level. I speak particularly of Mr. Morris and this College Facilities
Branch. They are most helpful and cooperative in perfect measure.

Mrs. Green. Have you or have members of the commission ever
been consulted on the drafting of the rules and regulations, or the
guidelines? ;

Dr. Hupson. Yes, ma’am; we have.

Mrs. Green. At what point are you consulted ?

Dr. Hupson. We are consulted I think fairly early in the process.
They want our viewpoints. They want our reactions as to how to
improve the program. :

I am perfectly satisfied with this relationship. ,

Mrs. GreeN. Is it your judgment that this is the policy that is fol-
lowed across the country, that the State commissions are called in?

Dr. HopsoN. Yes. The executive secretaries and members of these
State commissions. ‘ »

The program has been in effect, and now we are in our third year.
We have had two national meetings, and this was an effort on the
part of this College Facilities Branch section to get information to
the working groups at the State level. Very helpful.

- Mrs. Green. In your particular job, do you see any evidence of this
new profession of grantsmanship?

Dr. Hupso~. Not in our particular program, because we work with
the institutions and assist them in preparing the grants.

Our major problem is that of all of us: read the instructions.

I have had grant applications come in, and the institution did not
even put its own name in. This is ridiculous. You don’t need profes-
sional help for this. You simply need to carefully take the time to
prepare the applications. I know of no instances in Georgia where,
under the title I program, professional help has been employed,
other than the architects who develop the plans which serve as a
basis for many of the calculations necessary in the grant application.

Mrs. GreeN. Does the small college or university, with limited re-
sources and personnel, have the same opportunity to get grants or
loans under the Higher Education Facilities Act as do the much larger
institutions with great financial resources ?

Dr. Huopson. Well, except for the limitations of money, the op-
portunities are there, but if the small institution does not have its
two-thirds necessary, then, of course, it is in trouble. And this is
the reason for our comment. Somewhere in the long run of this pro-
gram, we have got to be looking to improvement of quality through
construction.

Mrs. Green. In Georgia, do you have a variation on the percentage
amount of Federal funds? Or do you have a flat amount?

73-728—67—pt. 2——18
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Dr. Hupsox. A flat amount. One-third in the case of higher edu-
cational institutions, and 40 percent in the case of public community
colleges.

Mys. Greex. Because of the differential in the financial resources
of individual institutions, would there be any merit, as is done in
some States, to have a sliding scale, so that one institution might have
10 percent matching funds, and another 33, and one junior college
might have 10, and another 40 percent?

Dr. Hupson. We appreciate this privilege, and we have it. We
could allocate our funds in this manner. However, it is almost im-
possible for an educational institution, Madam Chairman, to apply
for money and not know how much they are geing to get, and work
out a budget for a construction project.

We want to put up a hundred thousand dollar building. Can we
get 40 percent? Do we get 40 or 30 or 20 or 10°?

It makes it extremely difficult for the institution to organize a pro-
gram to get a project constructed, because they would be uncertain
about the financial portion of it.

Mr. ErLEnBorRN. Would you yield to me?

I have a couple of questions now.

Have you had any difficulty in dealing with the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in the engineering and architec-
tural services? Do you think this could better be done by the Office
of Education ?

Dr. Hupson. Possibly it could. We have not had any difficulty,
because the office is located here in Atlanta, and we have personal
contact with them. If a problem arises, we can go directly to them
and work it out.

Mississippi, for instance, if they had to travel all the way into
Atlanta, would be at a greater disadvantage. Possibly the Office of
Education could handle this portion of this work. I would think
that the coordination would be improved.

Mr. ErenBory. It would not be an improvement, however, if they
would concentrate that in Washington ?

Dr. Hopsox. No. We would lose the local contact. That is true.

Mr. ErcExporn. That leads me to my next question : How do you feel
about the decentralization of the Office of Education, admitting, of
course, that it has not been completely effective, even though you are
farther ahead here in Atlanta than elsewhere in the country ?

Dr. Hupson. Sir, I am already acquainted with, have worked with,

the individual in the college branch section that will be assigned to
this region. I will be delighted to have him here in Atlanta, because
again our contacts will be much closer.
_ However, he is only a telephone call away. As long as I can get
the answers to questions that I can’t answer, that institutions bring to
me, as long as I can get those answers, I don’t care whether he is lo-
cated here or in Washington. I think he could possibly do a better
job here. He would be closer to our problems.

Mr. ErLeNBORN. You really have experienced no difficulty in your
relationship with him presently ?

Dr. Hopso~. No difficulty at all.

Mr. ErLENBORN. You are not required to travel frequently to Wash-
ington and consult with him ? ,

Dr. Hupox. T am in Washington four times a year, if this is neces-
sary.
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The fact is that I can catch a plane from here in the morning and
be back here in the evening, and still get 4 to 5 hours of work in
Washington. I can tell them all I know in that length of time.

Mr. Eruexsorn. Thank you.

Mrs. GreeN. One other question, Dr. Hudson.

Let me read a comment from hearings in one of the New England
States made by the person who was administering the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act there:

Several recipients of title I grants, both private and public, but particularly
the latter, have found the postaward procedures of grant administration frus-
trating, particularly the construction supervision. The procedures are bound
and tied with inelastic redtape. The staff at HUD in both the Boston and
New York offices are, I am told, most helpful in guiding the applicant through
the maze of redtape, but are powerless to cut it. The endless approvals, reap-
provals, assurance, investigations. conformances, certification, reports, and
controls could be streamlined to resemble the procedure of the National Science
Toundation, which are simple and direct, without endangering the Federal in-
terest in the project.

Do you have any of this kind of a feeling here in Georgia?

Dr. Hupsow. I think there is a great deal of truth in what is said
there, yes.

Mrs. Grenx. Do you have any specific recommendations to the Con-
aress on legislative changes that we might make, or to the Office of
Education, on procedural changes, which would make your job easier?

Dr. Hupson. Well, first of all, Madam Chairman, this does not
worry me, as an executive secretary to this commission, because by
the time we get through and make our recommendations to Wash-
ington, then it is up to the institution to struggle with all of these
other matters at some future time. ‘

The public colleges under the State board of regents, here in
Georgia—most of their constructions talkes place under an agency
called the University System Building Authority. This agency will
match almost any Federal agency so far as redtape and procedures are
concerned, and if we make 1t through that agency, then it pretty well
{akes care of the other. But a private institution would have its diffi-
culties. So again I would say that possibly the U.S. Office of Edu-
catien would appreciate these problems a little more.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you very much, Dr. Hudson.

The next witness is Dr. Warren Findley, director of the Georgia
Research and Development Center.

Dr. Findley, we also welcome you to the meetings this morning. We
appreciate the time that you have taken out of your official schedule
to prepare a statement and give us the benefit of your views.

You may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF PROF. WARREN G. FINDLEY, DIRECTOR, RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER IN EDUCATIONAL STIMULATION,
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

Dr. Fixprey. May I, in turn, thank you for this opportunity to
appear before this hearing.

I am Prof. Warren G. Findley, director of the Research and De-
velopment Center in Educational Stimulation at the University of
Georgia.
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My contacts with programs and activities of the Research Branch
of the Office of Education include participation in curriculum improve-
ment projects in elementary written composition and in the teaching
of anthropology in elementary schools and in a research project on
the sequence of teaching the newer mathematics topics in the inter-
mediate grades at the University of Georgia.

I have served since 1964 as a field reader for small contract pro-
posals and am currently under contract to evaluate proposals of any
specified scope in my fields of competence.

Earlier, from 1959 to 1962, I served as a member of the Research
Advisory Committee to the Cooperative Research Branch at a time
when we operated as a committee of the whole to review and evaluate
all research projects submitted for funding.

More recently, I have served as a Headstart observer in the summer
of 1965 for a project partially supported by the Office of Economic
Opportunity, as a panel consultant to the Office of Education on its
equality of educational opportunity survey during 1965-66, and as a
site visitor and evaluation committee member for the Office of Educa-
tion in the summer of 1966 for its projected national program in early
education.

This year we have had the experience of providing postdoctoral edu-
cational research training in early childhood education to one fellow.

My first reaction, and I feel sure I speak for my colleagues at the
University of Georgia, is that the Office of Education has shown a re-
markable ability to evolve a progressively more functional program
of research and development in a rapidly changing situation.

Starting from scratch 10 years ago, it first developed a program
of basic and applied research under not merely the scrutiny, but the
control of non-Government research personnel, which earned the con-
fidence of the Congress and the research community.

Each year it attracted greater numbers of acceptable research proj-
ects than its appropriations could support, so there was no occasion
to discontinue or cut back support. Rather, there developed a small
backlog of worthy projects to be carried forward for funding in the
nexdt fiscal year, for which gradually increased appropriations were
made.

At the same time, the small professional staff looked ahead, con-
ceiving and proposing constructive extensions each year from the
solid base of defensible projects in hand. The first extension, in 1962,
was into 5-year curriculum improvement projects. These permitted
bringing together specialists in substantive knowledge and research
design, they permitted maintenance of functioning research staffs on
studies that could be planned in sequence in advance with confidence
that funding would be available when needed, and they permitted
longitudinal studies over time with their promise of definitive findings
not obtainable from short-term studies.

A second extension followed successful administration of this pro-
gram. In 1964, the research and development center concept was
broached and adopted. With each center funded for approximately
10 times the amount of the curriculum projects, for a 5-year period,
with the prospect of renewal for a second 5 years, substantial inter-
disciplinary efforts could be mounted, semipermanent research staffs
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of professional, technical, and clerical personnel could be assembled,
and truly longitudinal studies could be planned.

These centers, as you well know, have also been given the responsi-
bility for demonstrating effective practices and disseminating them.
Our own experience has paralleled this development. We moved
from individually approved studies to curriculum projects in which
materials for seven grades had to be developed an(f tried out over 5
years through elaborate plans for overlapping and sequencing in
particular subject areas.

We now have a research and development center in educational
stimulation in which we have been able to plan a longitudinal study
over the 10 years from age 3 through age 12 to determine the effective-
ness of continuous, structured sequential stimulation of young children
over that period in producing greater achievement than might other-
wise have been attained.

An excellent example of the kinds of outcomes to be expected from
such centers is the applied research study conducted for the past 6
years by the Denver Public Schools under arrangements prevailing
in 1960, and just published.

This study had to do with the beginning teaching of reading with
5-year-olds.

In 1966, a third extension has been undertaken. The regional edu-
cational laboratories, combining the resources of the advanced train-
ing institutions and the State departments of education of several
contiguous States, have been given broad responsibilities for dis-
semination of effective practices. '

Dr. Hopper, who has also been summoned to testify, can speak of
that extension for this region.

As the fiscal pressures of international commitments have increased,
the Office of Education and we collaborating centers have made sev-
eral adaptations calculated to render our total effort more efficient.
We have accepted a reallocation of responsibility, so that our re-
search and development center sees its chief function in the develop-
ment and refinement of materials and procedures in ongoing field
situations, in schools under normal operating conditions.

Basic and applied research studies will continue to need support to
encourage exploration of new ideas falling outside the focused efforts
of research and developments centers. At the same time, a consid-
erable dissemination responsibility is being assumed by the regional
laboratories.

In keeping with out responsibility for refinements of workable in-
novations, we are looking toward progressively more collaborative
arrangements with local districts under title I1I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

Both our current major field efforts are in counties where title ITT
grants have been made for related exploratoy activities. The ar-
rangements are mutually beneficial and provide a model for extension
of our efforts into other areas of exploration and refinement of new
approaches.

We have one unique project going in the teaching of a cross section
of a community’s children 3 to 5 years of age in a public school.
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An area I would like to see us explore would be the substantial in-
troduction of male participants in the teaching of children at the
preprimary and elementary levels.

We are also taking steps to apply systematically the cost-benefit ap-
proach to evaluation of our activities. The materials developed by a
project supported by the Office of Education and resulting in a Pro-
gram Evaluation and Review Technique, PERT, are directly appli-
cable to charting the expected flow of activties and the data they
generate into wusable findings for further refinement and/or
dissemination.

A word about the small contracts program. This has been bene-
ficial in at least two important ways.

First, it has enabled research workers to conduct pilot studies, pre-
liminary to larger studies, so that problems of detail and of instru-
mentation can be worked out in advance, rather than become hazards
to the efficient accomplishment of the larger studies.

Second, a number of doctoral dissertations have been made feasible
or broadened in significance by the underwriting of costs that would
otherwise have forced the relatively impecunious investigator back
into a more limited type of study with correspondingly more limited
generalizability of findings.

Another word concerning a further extension of the research and
development center concept. The national program in early educa-
tion, involving a national coordinating center with autonomous satel-
lite centers, seems well designed to meet the demand for accelerated
trial of procedures to deal with a rapidly emerging phenomenon
requiring innovation, refinement, and systematic evaluation, because
of its immediate importance. Other areas might be given similar
prompt, systematic exporation when identified. One suggestion I feel
might help in achieving the most efficient. use of funds appropriated
for research and development centers and regional laboratories on
one hand, and for title TIT innovative projects on the other, would be
to allocate 10 percent, of the title ITT grant for research and evaluation
to administration by an autonomous agency like a center or laboratory.
If such funds were under the authority of the evaluators, they
might be in a better position to assert considerations basic to objective
evaluation.

The idea occurred to me from consideration of the Vocational Edu-
cation Act of 1963, with its 10 percent for research provision. I can-
not claim to have thought it through, or to involve my colleagues in
it. It does not arise from negative experience, but from the positive
experience of being able to assert positions when contributing to a
collaborative effort.

Let me conclude by “praising with faint damns.”

Reimbursement procedures for readily justifiable expenses and
honorariums of consultants to the Office of Education are unwar-
rantedly tedious. No State or private organization would tolerate
them.

Communication with the Office of Economic Opportunity and with
the Educational Research Information Center program leave much
to be desired.

In all our major negotiations and communications with the Office
of Education, however, we can only pay tribute to the courtesy, effi-



TU.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 625

ciency, and professional integrity and imagination of the small, often
overworked staff, despite its considerable turnover.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Dr. Findley.

Mr. Eruensorn. Dr. Findley, my first question will relate to re-
search and development work 1n colleges and universities.

Do you feel that too much of the time of university professors is
now being taken up with this sort of activity? Is there more prestige
connected with this than there is to teaching, nowadays?

I am thinking of an article that I read in the National News mag-
azine just the other day, where many of the students were complain-
ing that it was the assistant professor, or maybe a teaching fellow,
who was teaching them, whereas the prestigious professor was busy
going to Washington to get research projects, was busily engaged in
research, and was no longer teaching.

Dr. Finprey. I am sure such dialog is taking place on every campus,
and ours is not an exception. I would not say that in my view the
matter has reached serious proportions. It may be treason to my
fellow professors to say that sometimes a graduate assistant or teach-
ing fellow, being closer to the learning process himself, may do as good
or better job of teaching as the prestigious professor.

However, I do feel that it is well to maintain the balance between
construction and research, and thus far at our university that balance
has been maintained.

I think a few of us, in order to warrant the Government in sup-
porting us and getting us started in this project, have had to be
specified as giving full time at the start, but even within members of
my own staff, a man I recruited last year expressed preference for
doing some teaching.

We have made it feasible for him to do such teaching, sort of
trading off a fraction of his time for a corresponding fraction of
another faculty member’s time in research.

Mr. Erveneorn. This is, however, a problem that people are aware
of, and something that you think is a cause for concern, that you
should watch? '

Dr. Fizprey. Let’s put it this way. Right at the time, when we
have recognized the need for the research and development activities,
there has been this tremendous upsurge in the number of students
wanting to go on into college. Someone must teach them. And who
is to say, on the point?

Mr. ErvenBorN. There also have been criticisms that within the
Federal Government there is no one that knows the totality of re-
search and development contracts that are put out by the various
agencies and departments of Government.

Do you have any comment on this? Do you feel that there is not
sufficient overall control, across the board, as to where the research
and development contracts are going?

Dr. FinpLey. The research and development contracts with which

I am specifically familiar are those in the field of education.

Mr. EruengorN. They would all come from the Office of Educa-
tion, then?

Dr. Finprey. The ones I have spoken about do come from there.
There are some that come from private foundations into local systems,
with which we and others are collaborating.
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I would say that the present emphasis in the Office of Education
programs is toward a better coordination of a series of programs that
have grown up rather rapidly.

Now, as to what to say about other programs: I noticed before this
committee in Washington, where testimony was given me to read,
there was some question as to whether NSF and other agencies were
being properly coordinated with the Office of Education’s efforts,
particularly since they were attempting to support special efforts to
improve instruction in the sciences in the schools.

That I think is a proper program of coordination, but I see that
as existing at the national level.

Mr. ErceEnBorN. Clearly there is a lack of coordination between
a%encies and departments. I recall one study, one of the subcommittees
of our Congress made, that developed the information that in at least
one instance there was a graduate student working for his doctorate
who had three separate research and development contracts from dif-
ferent agencies, none of which knew that he had a contract with an-
other agency; and he was at the time going to school, collecting some-
thing in the neighborhood of $25,000 or $30,000 a year from the Gov-
ernment under these contracts.

Dr. Finprey. I can assure you that as far as the University of
Georgia is concerned, this would be quite impossible.

Only within the last month I have been negotiating with the con-
troller’s office over the propriety of an individual student’s obtaining
certain support from an outside agency while also receiving some sup-
port from our grant, because the checks to him had to process through
the same office.

I would suspect that that would not happen, and we are in very
good touch with the other departments of the university. For exam-
ple, the academic year institutes, that are run under the NDEA and
science are run by persons who serve on committees with us, in approv-
ing the doctorates of those persons if they continue on in further work.
So we are quite familiar with what they are doing, and they with
what we are doing. -

Mr. ErLensorn. What is your feeling about the possible lack of
independent judgment and critical evaluation in universities and col-
leges that are dependent to a great extent of their income from the
Federal Government?

Dr. FinpLEY. Are you saying that Federal funds might distort pro-
grams in a local institution?

Mr. ErLensorN. Not only distort programs, but maybe take away
from the ability of the individuals in the school to render a critical
evaluation of proposals pending before Congress.

Dr. Finprey. Well, now, I am not quite sure what we would be do-
ing, “rendering critical evaluations.”

Mr. ErLeneory. Let me just put this in different terms.

Do you feel that there is any danger in a school becoming dependent
to a great extent, because maybe more than half of its total income -
comes from the Federal Government, through grants and such?

Dr. Finprey. I can conceive of an institution that carelessly entered
into a program of expansion, based so much on external support that
if that support should for any reason be withdrawn, they would then
be embarrassed.
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I can only say, with respect to our own particular center, that if
the funds should be withdrawn next year, that would simply save the
dean one year’s recruiting pay for his teaching staff.

Mr. Ervensorn. Now, talking about Project ERIC, is this opera-
tive, at the present time, or merely being tooled up ¢

Dr. Finprey. Well, it is in the stages where certain preliminary
documentary digests have been forwarded to us. I think a first step
on a financial scale with respect to our urban communities, if I am not
mistaken, came through in the last week. They are tooling up. Our
only misadventure, and I think we would not complain about it too
bitterly, because we think the position taken was properly sound, was
that we were busily trying to do something which it had already been
decided was going to be done in a different way.

Mr. Eruenporn. Generally speaking, is information concerning the
result of your educational research on individual projects published
and disseminated within a reasonable length of time, or is there such a
timelag that it may no longer be valid or useful by the time it becomes
published or available?

Dr. Finorey. I would say that the publication of such research as
is done is rather well provided for within the grant made to us for the
conduct of the center, that we might in 'some way say that we are bet-
ter prepared to disseminate things than we are to have things to
disseminate.

Yet it so happens that in this State we have had a bureau of field
studies, under I}Dr. Doynsmith, which has received national recogni-
tion, and he is sort of standing there ready to disseminate anything
we have to disseminate, and has the contacts that we have helped to
support this last year with elementary principals and others that we
think we will want to have ready to hear us when we have something
more definitive to offer.

Mr. ErtenporN. How are your reports published? Locally? Or
does the Office of Education in Washington publish them ¢

Dr. Finprey. Each of the research and development centers has a
budget for dissemination, and this dissemination is provided in part
by others participating, particularly the school systems in which we
mi%ht be carrying on experiments.

ut there 1s also provision for distributing reports and studies,
and these can be done on a quite varied and informal basis.

1 was quite impressed by the reports recently received from the
project at the University of Pittsburgh, where they simply adopted
a convenient identifiable format for an outer cover, and they put inside
of them all sorts of reports, some blueprints from professional jour-
nals, some mimeographed short reports of studies they had done, some
accounts of things that they were starting upon.

I think probably we and they are better prepared to disseminate
in-process information than has been true in the past, and I look for-
ward to the ERIC operation when it gets into full swing to pick up
more of what might be called casual publications, publications that are
made locally for local purposes, ang sometimes don’t get distributed
unless somebody knows somebody has it and asks for it.

I think this would bring quite a lot of useful, less formal publica-
tion to people who need it.
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Mr. ErexBorN. This would not be applicable to the particular type
of research that you do, but just recently in Washington we had testi-
mony from some people concerned with higher education that when
there is partial funding or complete funding by the Office of Education
of a particular study, the Office has a blanket rule now that there can
be no copyright attached to the results of the material when it is pub-
lished, and therefore they felt that often the university press or the
other methods of obtaining printing and publishing were not available
to them, becaunse of the lack of copyright, and that many of the re-
searchers did not care to engage in research where they could not pro-
tect their end product through copyright; not necessarily because of
the monetary consideration, but its use and possible changes in the
wording.

Dr. Finpuey. We have not been disturbed by the copyright provi-
sion, that sometimes is referred to as the public domain policy. We
have found that it is natural to publish in order to, on the one hand,
make more information as widely available as possible, and on the
other hand, to obtain whatever prestige comes with having furnished
this type of information.

I know copyright has its values, but I would say that we would be
most happy to have anything that comes out of our operation generally
available. I think only certain special instruments would be the sort
that would need a close copyright, and insofar as Uncle Sam has paid
us to develop them, I think hs is entitled to let other people use them.
After all, a copyright is only a right to sue.

Mr. ErcENRORN. You don’t necessarily want to buy a lawsuit, then.

Do you feel that the Office of Education does the job of determining
today what the needs of business and industry will be 12 or 16 years
from now, when the student presently entering the educational system
will be going out into the field, where his knowledge will be used?
Is this sort of work being done? Does the Office of Education have
the ability, or are they making the attempt to predict what educational
requirements will be needed over this period of time?

Dr. Fixprey. The Office of Education has participated in sponsoring
at more than one institution conferences on education for 1980 or 1990,
and I am sure they have included in this the drawing together of, let’s
say, projections as to manpower needs and things of that sort that
would be relevant to considering what kind of output you want from
your educational process.

I know of specific processes at Stanford. and I think at Pittsburgh,
of this kind of work. I think much could be done to explore this
matter. Itisa matter of real concern.

I remember being struck, some 4 or 5 years ago, by Gilberg Rehm’s
publication, “A Counsellor in a Changing World,” prepared by the
American Guidance Association, in which he made the statement,
which I have not heard challenged, that every student which was then
being counseled in the high school should be counseled with the notion
that on the average twice during his working career he would have to
change jobs, not because he was doing the job poorly, or that his com-
pany was doing its work poorly. but that the process by which they
were operating had hecome obsolete.

Mr. ErLENBORN. Again, in our testimony in Washington, we had
some criticism of our educational system as really being no system
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whatsoever—individual school districts really determining what the
curriculum will be, and so forth, and along with this a criticism of the
development of some of this curriculum, some of the teaching methods,
particularly the new math.

Now, what is your opinion of the new math? The opinion expressed
vesterday was that it was not designed tobe useful. It maybe was great
theoretically, but it was not good in application.

Dr. Finprey. Well, I would have to say that although I did major
in mathematics as an undergraduate, I would hesitate to pose as any
kind of authority.

To answer your question, let me simply say that I have read state-
ments by persons in the area of mathematics, and physics, and some
of the other areas in which newer curriculum developments have come
along, suggesting that some of the new approaches have not been
entirely helpful. T can quote the head of the physics department on
our own campus because this has been in the newspapers as his opinion.

Some of the PSCC physics, as it is called, the newer curriculum
there, has had the effect of perhaps upgrading the curriculum in
physics for certain students who, as you might say, can take it and
enjoy it, but being pitched at such a level as to overreach the average
capabilities of students, so that a smaller proportion of students are
being channeled into physics than before. So that you can have effects
of that sort. ‘

I would not want it to appear that this is a general condemnation
of those newer approaches, but there gets to be a stage after the early
effort, in which our subject matter specialists are anxious to bring
things up to date, you might say, where matters have to be tried in the
operating situation, and adaptations made, when disproportions such
as the one T have just talked about seem to appear.

Mr. Errexsorn. To get into a different subject, and maybe one a
little closer to your experience: Preschool education—what do you
think about Project Headstart? Ts this validly carried on by the
Office of Economic Opportunity, or is this really just an integral
part of education, and should it be handled by the Office of Education ?

Mr. Frxorey. Well, actually, as you know, support for public edu-
eation has been a local matter. At the present time there are many
State and local school systems, that support kindergarten for 5-year-
olds. We know of almost none in which something is done at lower
age levels than that. In fact, in inquiring. I have almost come to the
conclusion that our little experiment out here in Clayton County is
unique in having 8-year-olds and 4-year-olds, a cross-section of the
public school population there, actually in a public school, as con-
trasted with private schools or otherwise. '

T would say that our Headstart approach is one of two approaches
that are in the field at the moment, which are in effect contradictory
toeach other. The Headstart program is proposed for those who need
a head start in order to be better able to take full advantage of the
type of program that will be offered them in the first grade.

For years, we have had another program for those who were so
advanced as a result of favorable background that they could profit
from the present arrangements for first grade, even before they reached
the normal age for entering first grade.
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So we are giving it to some because they can take it without hav-
ing to fix it over any. We are giving it to some others because they
need to have something to bring them up. And the great bulk in
between is not being touched.

The thesis of our center, and the emphasis in our research is on the
usefulness of this type of earlier education for all, and that is what
we are trying to explore.

Mr. ErueEnBorN. Would you feel that Operation Headstart, how-
ever, is an educational process, and should be handled through the
Office of Education?

Dr. Fixprey. Well, T don’t know whether Headstart would have
gotten started off with the bang it did if it had been limited by some
of the process that we would ordinarily go through in trying to
plan and put something like that into effect.

Headstart got started, and I am glad it got started. I think it
was good for us. And I would say that it should not present any un-
wanted competition, but rather should show something that can be
done. And perhaps when more people see it, the question will arise
quite naturally, “Why don’t we have this for all children ¢”

Mr. ErexBorN. Am I getting the correct impression, that what
you are saying in a way is that the old established agencies such as
the Office of Education, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, are so set in their ways that they are not ready to innovate,
and ;ve have to go outside of the regular structure to create something
new ?

Dr. Frnorey. Well, in a way you might make that eriticism but I
think one has to recognize that local school officials are dependent on
local taxpayers for support of what they do.

Now, for many years, here in Atlanta, when the public schools were
supporting, as they are now, kindergartens, out of local taxation,
since there 1s no State aid for kindergartens, there would be mention on
the part of some that a good way to save money would be to do away
with the kindergarten.

‘Well, it so happened that that would generally trigger off all the
first-grade teachers and PTA people in the community, to ringing
doorbells to make sure that it did not happen, because the first-grade
teachers were glad that the children had had kindergarten. And so,
I would say that we have been quite limited in extending education
downward.

- I think now some of the reason for our starting our center with the
age level we did is that there is rather good research evidence that so
much goes on at this early age level, and so much of a youngster’s
readiness to benefit from the regular program seems to depend upon
it, that we do well to try to help.

Any of us who have had any broad experience can think back that
we came from homes that were, shall we say, educationally advantaged,
and that there are things which were done for us which others don’t
get. I personally recall having learned to tell time to the minute long
before I went to school, out of a little book my mother bought for
me that had a little watch face on it, and you could “Tell what time
Timothy got up.” I knew those things. On most school records I
think the grade level for which some of these things are expected is
second or third grade.



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 631

There are many other things that are done, particularly in Head-
start, by way of producing conversation between children and adults
who are interested in conversing with them, which helps build them up.

To my mind, the principle of early education is very sound. If I
did not feel that way, I would not have sent my older daughter to
nursery school at age two and a half, when I could ill afford it.

Mr. Erveneorn. Thank you very much.

Mrs. Green. Let me just pursue that for a moment, Dr. Findley.

If T understood correctly one of the previous witnesses, there was
resistance in this region to the Headstart program. Would you com-
ment on this?

Dr. Finprey. I would have to wonder whether that was as wide-
spread as stated.

I do know this, and I am quite sure I am right about this: that the
Atlanta public schools had been in conversation with the Ford Foun-
dation about an educational improvement program by the spring of
1965, when Headstart was broached, and they were so far along that
they simply shot in their proposal to the U.g. Office, or to the OEO,
I should say, with the suggestion that they would be glad to undertake
it with 400 children, 100 in each of four schools, and it came back
with the request “Why don’t you do it in 26 schools?”

And their approach was used as a model for suggesting to others
as to how they might doit. Iwould say that here in Atlanta there was
a very avid acceptance of Headstart.

Mrs. GREEN. II)-Ia,ve you made any evaluation in your research de-
partment on the effectiveness of Headstart?

Dr. Finorey. No. We have not. The Headstart people have
tended to prefer a kind of national evaluation that they direct, and
we are only beginning to enter into conversations with them about
ways in which we might participate.

Mrs. Greex. Did I understand you to say that the national people
only prefer an evaluation that they direct? Is that what vou are
saying?

Dr. Finprey. That was the way it was conducted during the first
year, and even into the second year.

Mrs. GreeN. By the Office of Economic Opportunity? Or the Of-
fice of Kducation?

Dr. Fivpuey. The Office of Economic Opportunity.

Mrs. Greex. Do you think this is a good procedure?

Dr. Finorey. Well, no, and I think they have broken out of it.
They have now entered into a million and a half dollar contract with
the Institute for Educational Development in New York City to try
to set up studies over a longer term basis. DBut their initial studies
were all quite short term, and I would say quite inadequate from my
thought of the fact you can often get very quick results.

Mrs. Green. Let me go to a couple of other questions.

It seems to me that in education, and especially with the tremendous
amount of growth and the tremendous amount of research that is
being done, we are inclined to go for any new program just because
it is new.

When there is a proliferation of agencies, as there is, and a follow-
ing fragmentation of programs, do we lose a continuity of program-
ing? Do we lose the advantages of one individual or one group, look-
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ing at the whole child from the time he is two or three until he
gets in high school?

I refer specifically to Headstart. What justification is there from
an educational specialist’s viewpoint in saying that we will spend in
Headstart $1,100 on the child when he is 3 years old, and 4 years old,
and 5 years old, and then, when he is 6 years old, place him in the
overcrowded classroom, with little counseling and guidance little clin-
ical attention, and little attention to medical needs?

‘What real justification is there for this?

And would you react to a suggestion that was made yesterday,
that we need the equivalent of the Food and Drug Administration
in the field of education, to say whether or not we should use the rec-
ommendations and findings of educational research?

Are they good for education? That is an oversimplification, but
would you react to that?

Dr. FixoLey. To react to this last point first, I would say that it
would certainly be helpful to have a body serving to guide people in
the interpretation of the significance of findings and new aproaches.

I have felt it has been of great advantage to those of us who are
in the field of educational measurement, which happens to be my
specialty, that there have been the mental measurement yearbooks,
which are published at about 5-year intervals, under the editorship
of Prof. Oscar Burroughs of Rutgers University.

These are, you might call them, a consumer’s research kind of
publication with respect to the tests that have come out during the
period, and those of us who are professionally responsible in the field
take considerable pride in being asked to contribute to that, and con-
siderable care in our responses, because Dr. Burroughs has the very
happy device of having not one but three people review every test,
so your review will be laid alongside of everybody else’s.

1 think this notion of having a body that might pronounce on the
significance of studies is a good one. I think that this should be in the
form of advice, rather than dicta.

I think a great deal of research that comes out is rather carefully
controlled and designed to give leads, but much of the research in
education needs to be conducted on the level of what is now dignified
by the term “systems approach,” in which you develop something to
meet o purpose in an ongoing situation, and you evalunate how well it
has worked on the first go-round. You then attempt to improve how
you will do it. You then attempt at a later time to see how well that
has come about. In other words, the research is of a great variety of
s?irtg, and I think we need to draw on all of it, and have this type of
advice. :

Now, as far as separating the function of the early education of
children from that of the later education of children, I feel that there
is a definite inefficiency in this separation.

I think, however, until such time as we gain acceptance of support
of education at more levels, the fact that an experiment was tried, even
by an agency that some might want to say is not qualified to conduct
such inquiry, has had the effect of bringing something forward faster
for consideration than would have been the case otherwise.

With respect to the matter of reducing the amount per child as vou
go further up through the schools, I think that this is a point that
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someone better fortified with data than I might comment on.
But I would just say this: That to my mind, it has been a crime in
the schools all these years to think that you could teach beginning
reading to children in the first grade, with just as large classes as you
presume to teach in the fifth, sixth, and later on into high school.

I have been quite pleased that our own school superintendent has
spoken out in favor of reducing the size of classes in the first and
second grades, which has this effect of increasing the per-pupil cost.
Now, the per-pupil cost in Headstart runs considerably higher than
that. 1 don’t know how much higher it ought to go, or can go, or we
can support it.

It is true that with young children it seems to be desirable to have
a smaller pupil-teacher ratio than with the older ones.

Mrs. GreeN. Yes; but my point is this: Is Congress justified, is the
administration justified, in supporting a program which gives $1,100,
for early education, and does little about following through to sustain
what has been gained ¢

Dr. Finprey. $1,100 for a presumed group that needs special atten-
tion, as opposed to the generality of students. It does, there. But I
would agree with you.

My criticism of the OEQO research to date would be that it has not
given evidence of longitudinal effects of what has been done at the
earlier period of time.

I like the model of the Denver study, and of our own model, of at-
tempting to not only give the youngster a head start, but then to
build upon that head start whatever additional help is mostly likely
to carry him further forward, so that he does not slip back.

The Denver study was significant in its finding that those young-
sters who were given a great deal of help in kingergarten, and then
given less help, gradually lost their advantage over the other students.

Mrs. Green. On page 2, you spoke of research funding.

What experience are you having at the present time in the fund-
ing of ongoing research programs, or ones for which you have made
application ?

Dr. Finprey. Our experience in the funding of, let’s say, the re-
search and development center, is just this: That we are receiving
every bit as much as we were promised when we started. We have
not been cut back.

On the other hand, I think it is fair to say that the atmosphere
that prevailed when the grant was originally made, before the escala-
tion, or whatever you want to call it, of activity in Vietnam, was:
“All right, we are giving you this money. If you can conceive of
additional areas in which you would like to expand, and you have
plans that we see are sound, we will have no difficulty in expanding-
your program to fund those.”

Today, we have not had that. I mean because of what we recog-
nize as other pressures that have made it difficult. '

And we have found, I think, a not too unhappy compromise in this
matter, of taking on the consultant role with title IIT areas, with the
counties that are using title ITI funds for innovation.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you very much, Dr. Findley.

The next witness is Dr. Robert Hopper, director of the Southeastern
Education Laboratory.
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Dr. Hopper, welcome to the subcommittee session this morning.
Are you fairly new in this position ?

Dr. Hopper. That is correct. Since July of 1966.

Mrs. Greex. Fine.

Will you proceed as you wish ¢

Dr. Hopper. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. HOPPER, DIRECTOR, SOUTHEASTERN
EDUCATION LABORATORY

Madam Chairman, Members of the Congress, I am pleased to ap-
pear before this committee today as it proceeds with its significant
review of the Office of Education.

Tt is certainly most thoughtful of the committee to provide a series
of regional hearings to facilitate the appearance of interested citizens
throughout our Nation.

Let me identify myself as the director of the Southeastern Edu-
cationGLaboratory with offices at 3450 International Boulevard, Hape-
ville, Ga.

Our laboratory is one of a network of 20 laboratories funded under
provisions of title IV, Public Law 89-10. The primary purpose of
the laboratories is to promote educational change and development,
translating research findings into improved school practices.

We are, in fact, a new bridge which has been developed to make
certain that our schools have the opportunity to accelerate their
growth by taking advantage of technological developments in all
fields of endeavor. Especially are we concerned that schools make
use of curriculum innovations which have come into being primarily
as a result of the Jeadership of our Federal Government.

Tt is not necessary for me to labor the point of the compelling need
for educational advancement in our Nation’s school system. We
know of the dramatic progress which has been made with Federal
funding in such segments of our society as health, defense, space
exploration, science, public housing, and highway development.

All of us are equally sensitive to the fact that our educational sys-
tem is not developing as fast as other areas of human endeavor.
If our people are to perform effectively in modern society, none-
theless, it is imperative that they be provided new kinds of educational
opportunities now.

ur regional education laboratory serves the States of Alabama,
Georgia, and Florida. We have a 62-member regional council which
represents the educational and civic interests of the three-State area.

The regional council elects a board of directors, consisting of 12
people. The board serves as the policymaking body of the labora-
tory. The board selects the director, and approves the appointment
of three associate directors in the central office, as well as the appoint-
ments of eight component office directors.

Four of the laboratory’s component offices are located in Florida,
two in Alabama, and two in Georgia.

Each of the laboratories throughout the Nation has a primary
program focus. Our focus in the Southeastern Laboratory is on the
amelioration of educational deprivation.
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The sources of educational deprivation in our region are obvious.
Problems resulting from desegregation of schools, problems relating
to the inner core city and small rural schools, and problems related
to the education of children from families of migratory workers are
all a part of this program focus.

Although our laboratory was placed on a formal operational basis
only in July of 1966, we have been able to move quickly and develop
responsible activities which meet these problems head on. We are,
for example, helping to—

1. Disseminate information through the ERIC system.

2. ‘Develop supporting research projects which seek new ways
to ameliorate education deprivation.

3. Initiate system of 24 pilot demonstration schools in educa-
tionally deprived areas of the region to secure accelerated educa-
tional advancement.

4. Implement a continuous system of newsletters and daily news
releases to provide up-to-date information on new technology and

- programs to all persons interested in educational advancement in

our region,

5. Provide technical supporting services to accelerate planning
and development at both a local school district and regional level.

In all of our program sctivities, we have a variety of relationships
with the Office of Education, as well as with other Federal agencies.
Deepest involvement at the moment is with titles I and III of Public
Law 89-10, where we assist school systems in educationally deprived
areas with the development of significant projects and provide for
their evaluation.

This technical assistance through our component offices results in
more efficient and effective utilization of Federal funding in schools
where such financial assistance is most sorely needed.

- Our laboratory is also involved with such other activities as title IV,
Public Law 89-10; title IV, Civil Rights Act; Vocational Education
Act 0f 1963 ; and the Higher Education Act of 1965.

While the laboratory is working with a number of Federal pro-
grams, it should be noted that our direct funding comes from title IV,
Public Law 89-10, and that no further funding of our operations
is derived from other authorizations to the Office of Education.
We have received, and I should assume we would continue to receive,
financial support from a variety of Federal agencies, other than the
Office of Education.

For example, we have received funds from the United States De-
partment of State to assist in building a bilingual educational materi-
als center.

Here we find an illustration of the laboratory seeking to be effective
in interrelating various groups and institutions to meet national needs
and concerns. In this instance, the concern is to provide appropriate
educational opportunities for Cuban refuges. We know that in Dade
County, Fla., alone there are 25,000 non-English-speaking children,
and tlhis number continues to increase at the rate of about 250 per
month. :

Materials to meet the unique educational needs of these children are
the same needed by American-sponsored schools in Latin America,

73-728—67—pt. 2——19
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which are supported by the State Department, hence the need and
gesirabﬂity of our cooperative endeavors with the Department of
tate.

It is my belief that the Office of Education continues to build a strong
staff and a system of organizational relationships across the Nation
which is much needed by our educational system.

As the many new Federal programs have been implemented, the
Office of Education, State agencies, local agencies, as well as other
groups, have been faced with numerous problems along with many
new opportunities, The pressures of administrative problems—
mostly growing pains—are certainly to be anticipated and most will
be short lived. The remarkable thing to me is that we can observe
such a tremendous amount of progress after the very short period
new Federal programs have been in operation.

On the other hand, I am certain that I, as well as other persons, both
in Washington and throughout the Nation, can identify continuing
concerns. These concerns for me this morning might best be framed
in fourbroad questions:

1. Are our systems of evaluation of these new programs continuing
to mature so that we may make certain the highest payoff in achieve-
ment is being obtained ¢

2. How can we insure that congressional intent is correlated with
Office of Education action and regional and local implementation ?

3. Is there a way in which the administration of our Federal pro-
grams can provide greater stability and continuity, as opposed to pro-
gram renewals from year to year?

4. In the process of considering the national organization for the
administration of educational programs, is it not time to consider
relating programs in a more meaningful fashion rather than in the
present system of discrete administrations of such programs in a
variety of departments and agencies?

I believe that the initial tediousness of initiating new programs and
negotiating contracts will continue to subside. I also believe that
we are seeing responsible parties across our Nation from every walk
of life beginning to build respect for each other as the Federal-
State-local partnership matures. In my opinion, an Office of Edu-
cation continues to emerge which is sensitive to its own problems,
and will continue to effect changes ultimately to provide an appro-
priate national administrative unit for our educational system.

Finally, we must recognize that never before has the Office of Edu-
cation had the leadership and financial responsibilities which it has
today. I believe that through the work of this committee we may all
continue to sharpen our concerns and our performance so that the Of-
fice of Education will become the viable administrative agency which
the Congress and the Nation idealizes, needs, and deserves.

Let me say again how much I appreciate this opportunity of ap-
pearing here today.

1 shall certainly be delighted to respond to any questions which you
may care to direct to me. ,

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Hopper.

You were with the Office of Education?

Dr. Hopper. That is correct.
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Mrs. GreeN. You were administering title V¢

Dr. Hopeer. Title V, Public Law 89-10.

Mrs. Green. And you came here in July?

Dr. HoppEr. Yes.

Hl}\f%‘gs].eGREEN. What is your relationship to the regional director of

Dr. Hopeer. It is one of having known the individual for several
years, but no official day-to-day responsibilities. The coordination
of our laboratory is with the Laboratory Division, Bureau of Research,
in Washington.

Mrs. Green. And it is completely separate and apart from the re-
gional Office of Education ?

Dr. Hopper. Yes.

Mrs. Green. Do you think thisis good ?

Dr. Hoppgr. 1 think so; yes. :

You see, our laboratory is a private corporation, nonprofit, so certi--
fied by the Internal Revenue Bureau, and as it represents the educa-
tional civic forces of the three-State area, it needs to be independent,
and has such independence from the Office of Education. :

Mrs. Green. It is entirely independent from the Office of Edu-
cation. v '

Dr. Hoepper. Yes. :

Mrs. Green. To whom are you responsible ?

Dr. Horpper. Iam responsible to a 12-member board of directors.

Mrs. Green. For this region? :

Dr. Hopeper. That is correct, which employed me as the director.

Mrs. Green. And you are not responsible to the Office of Education
at all?

Dr. Horper. Not assuch; no.

Mrs. Green. And yet, the funds come from the Office of Education?

Dr. Hoepper. That is correct. We make application to the Office
of Education. We have a contract through which the funds flow.

Mrs. Green. What is the relationship of your office and the other
regional labs to the State departments of education ¢

Dr. Hopper. It varies from laboratory to laboratory, since, under
the wording of title IV, 89-10, groups of people in various regions
could develop their own structure to form a laboratory.

In this particular region, our structure provides for representation
from the State agencies, so of the 12 board members, two are from
State agencies, to whom I report. The Governor of each State ap-
points representation to our 16-member council, and this council elects
the board, so that we have direct activity with the State agencies, in-
situations of higher learning, local school systems, the whole network
of educational operations.

Mrs. Green. I am not confining my remarks to this region, but be-
cause we are here, let me direct them to you.

Do you see any basis of conflict when the regional 1abs are entirely
funded by the Federal Government, and by the Office of Education,
and you are in no way responsible to them in reporting and you have
no responsibility to report to the regional office.

Do you see the possibility for conflict with State departments of
education ?
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Is this a good, healthy situation, from an educational standpoint?
Dr. Hopeer. I believe itis. This is one reason, obviously, why I am
with the laboratory. It seems to me we have a new opportunity for
excellence in education, with the laboratory being a vehicle for change
to create new opportunities for our young people as well as adults.
ﬁiMrsé Green. What can you do there that you cannot do in the other

. offices?

Dr. Hoprer. Well, we might start with one of our three States, with
which we are working now, local systems, where less than one-third of
the title IIT funds of 89-10 have been committed. That is the State
- of Alabama. At the present time, we are working with a whole

variety of school districts there to assist them in developing new and
mnovative programs where leadership is not otherwise available.

It is one thing for a group of people to come together and say, “We
are going to make certain that our systems have the opportunity for
growth, for development, rather than be dependent upon the legal
structure.” We are in the legal structure. We are related to the
Office of Education through funding and reporting, through approval
of our activities. On the other hand, we are a free agent to move
for educational change.

This has not been present before. The best parallel would be in the
field of agriculture, where we have established agricultural experi-
ment stations to demonstrate change, the possibility of change, the
feasibility of change.

Mrs. Green. In developing programs under title III, why cannot
the State superintendent—or, if we follow on through the regional
offices—offer leadership and service in this area.

Dr. Horpper. This is a possibility. We know that the quality of
State educational agencies varies from State to State. We know that
the climate within States, the receptivity to Federal funds, the recep-
tivity to change, varies from time to time, obviously. Therefore,
from time to time, I would presume that there will be need for addi-
tional leadership capacity if we are to have consistent, continuing
growth of our educational system.

On the other hand, I think that our role is quite different from that
of the regional office of the Office of Education. It is one thing to
be responsible for approving projects, and to be responsible to the
Congress, the Executive, for their actions. It is another thing—well,
you almost have a competition for excellence in making applications
for many of the Federal funding programs.

One would be to raise the question of to what extent is
it appropriate to assist in research design, on the part of a Federal
agency, because this prejudices their attitudes toward the particular
systems with which they have provided consultant assistance in de-
veloping project designs. o ]

What I am suggesting is that it is possible for our laboratory, as
a supporting technical service, to provide such assistance in design
of research, without any charge to anyone.

We are not in this group of for-profit consultations. There is
no charge for our service, where we assist local systems who
are members of the laboratory itself, to develop reasonble research
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designs, reasonable project designs, in order to qualify for the funds
which Congress intended the districts to use in the first place.

Mrs. GrReeEN. You make reference to the non-English-speaking chil-
dren in Dade County, Fla.; and I take it that you are working
with them. '

Dr. Hopper. Yes. We have a component office in Miami.

Mrs. Green. Why isn’t the department of education in Florida
capable of doing this? And are they not doing it? And again, is
there the potential for conflict?

Dr. Hopprr. I suppose any time that you have changed programs
in effect, there is the possibility of some conflict.

Mirs. Green. I was not speaking about the change in programs. I
am thinking of duplication.

Dr. Hoprer. The duplication in function ?

Mrs. GReEN. Yes.

Dr. Hopper. Ours would be quite different.

May I just take a moment on this?

Sometimes, I know, we ask for a drink of water, and you get the
firehose turned on you. Not only in Florida, but through Texas and
along the Mexican-United States border, we have this same problem
of bilingual education. Throughout Latin America we have the same
problem, as we have intensified in Dade County, and also coming up
through Florida—Tampa, and the like. '

In each school system, and sometimes almost in each school where
the problem is felt, or faced, they have proceeded to develop materials
for a bilingual kind of educational program.

The literature is now beginning to contain references but, on the
other hand, in effect, everybody has been discovering Amerlca over
'gmdl fover again in the various States, as well as in Latin America
1tself.

No one has pulled these materials together, has brought together
experts to say what is the quality of the various instructional ma-
terials which we are providing for Spanish-speaking children to help
them to speak English and be effective in our society.

So the thing that we are doing here is bringing materials together,
bringing together panels of experts to say these materials at these
grade levels, and these subject areas, appear to be the most efficient
and effective, and then we will have the tryout in different kinds of
settings of these materials, rather than having each of the communities
develop discretely without the benefit of experience elsewhere. '

Mrs. Green. I have read of various programs where this has been
done by State departments.

For instance, California, obviously, has not ignored the problem of
the non-English-speaking children. We have passed legislation au-
thorizing institutes for teachers of English when it 1s a second
language.

T still do not understand why we have to have an agency that is
separate and apart from the Office of Education, or from the State
departments, carrying on this kind of program.

Dr. Hopper. Certainly I think you are illustrating the problem, as
we see it. California has done certain things, and Arizona, Texas,
Florida, but nowhere do we have an assimilation of the activity both
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in the State departments of education and the U.S. Department of
State, in the terms that they are funding elsewhere also. So in this
case, we are a catalytic agent, using this as one illustration of our
activity.

Mys. Greex. When we set up a separate laboratory that is not re-
sponsible to the Federal Government, and across the country employees
in the labs have the highest salaries of anybody in education; what
does this do, in terms of potential conflict? And to whom do the peo-
ple in education then turn for counsel and guidance?

I really have a deep concern: Are we building something into the
educational system as a result of congressional action that someday
we may really regret?

Dr. Hopper. You are quoting some figures which I am unaware of.

Mrs. Green. Well, let me quote them, then.

The regional director here for Atlanta gets $20,000. Your State
superintendent, your chief State school officer, gets $22,000. In Flor-
ida, $24,000. In Alabama, $10,000. In Mississippi, $16,000. In
South Carolina, $15,000. In Tennessee, $20,000.

And T believe your salary is $30,000, which is even higher than
the Commissioner of Education in the Office of Education in Wash-
ington, D.C.

What kind of a superstructure are we building into the educational
system, and to whom are people going to be responsible ?

Dr. Hoorer. The figure you quote for my salary is just a bit high.
I wish it were that.

Mrs. Greex. I have $30,240; is that not correct ?

Dr. Horper. No, that is not correct. I have provided a statement,
I think, to the committee $28,800.

Mrs. Greex. Do you have an expense account with that, then?

Dr. Hopper. Expenses are paid, yes.

Under our contract with the Office of Education, an average of $16
per diem.

To continue to respond to your question, the Office of Education did
develop guidelines for expenditures by or allowable under the con-
tracts to operate the regional laboratories.

Under the Office of Education guidelines, increases may not be pro-
vided of more than 20 percent of what a person has been earning pre-
viously. And having come to the laboratory in July, I would be in no
position to discuss having knowledge of action prior to that time with
regard to the development of guidelines and the salary structure.

When I was contacted concerning this laboratory, it was stated very
frankly that the board of directors had established the salary schedule
in accordance with the leadership structure in this three-State area,
‘relating the laboratory director’s salary to that of the State universi-
ties, and scaling the other positions within the laboratory comparable
to university activity. Having served as dean of the University of
Alabama, and knowing something of this, my general understanding
was that this salary schedule was in line and consistent with the insti-
tutions in this area.

If this is to be a leadership kind of operation, one in which we de-
rive new opportunities, we provide for greater change, then I don’t
believe any but the ablest kinds of talent can be provided in this case.
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Mrs. Green. With regard to the regional laboratory directors, out
of 20 that I have here listed, 10 receive salaries higher than the Com-
missioner of Education. Now, what does it do to our main structure
if we build this kind of a superstructure ?

Dr. Horpper. Well, I think one of the responses is my being in this
laboratory, since I was in the Office of Education and found this to be
an attractive kind of opportunity.

I would raise questions about the salary level of the staff members
in the Office of Education. Of course, it is within the civil service
system. Certainly the number of chief State school officers in this
land that make more than the Commissioner of Education raises an
interesting kind of question, whether it be the State of Michigan,
Pennsylvania, New York. You can go all around.

There must be at least, just offhand, 10 or 12 State school officers
who make more than the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

Mrs. Greex. I only find six. The chief State school officers in this
region, all of them, are below.

r. Hoprrr. Below what the Commissioner of the U.S. Office of
Education makes?

Mrs. GREEN. Yes.

The only States that pay more than the Commissioner of Education
are: Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland,
and Michigan. :

Dr. Horrrr. Most of them are much lower, and, of course, some of
them are elective offices, some of them are without professional re-
quirements. They vary in their requirements for the position.

On the other hand, one might look at State university presidents.
Certainly there we get another view of people. It raises a series of
questions.

Mrs. Green. I believe, though, when you take these people in the
regional laboratories that are %eing set up, and in the other depart-
ments, then it seems to me;

Dr. Hopprr. I would dare say that the laboratories would have—
well, to put it bluntly—I don’t know whether I would have joined the
laboratory program from the Office of Education without a salary
increase.

It is customary in all walks of life to receive a salary increase, and
as long as a reasonable one, which does not involve any contrary
forces, then I think in our free enterprise system, most of us are
inclined to——

Mrs. Green. I am not raising any personal issue.

Dr. Horpper. I understand ; there is a matter of principle here.

Mrs. Green. What we are doing in terms of building superstruc-
ture, and to what extent are we really weakening the authority that for
instance the regional director would have under this decentralization
program.

It seems to me that his authority is weakened, if he has a salary,
for example, of $8,000 or $9,000 less than yours.

We pass legislation in the Congress to strengthen the State depart-
ments of education, on the principle that the leadership must come
from the local and the State level, and the Federal Government can
at best be a junior partner in it.
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What we are doing is saying out of one corner of our mouth that
we want to strengthen the State department, but at the same time
establish ancther department that has a great deal more in the way
of finances, and which will have more authority and more travel funds
and everything else to go out and work with the local people. That
is my concern.

Dr. Hopper. Yes. Well, it seems to me we have a variety of differ-
ent kinds of functions involved here. First off, we have in the Office
of Education responsibilities for administering the actions of the Coon-
gress. I do not see our work in a regional laboratory conflicting with
at all the work of the regional office, here. It is not a matter of
authority

Mrs. Greex. Let me interrupt there, if I may.

To refresh my recollection on the original legislation, we did not
provide that nonprofit corporations run the regional laboratories.
How was this arrived at?

Dr. Hopper. You mean in the original co-op research back in 1956,
when that was initiated ?

Mrs. Greex. Under what authority is your regional lab supported ?

Dr. Hopeer. Title IV of 89-10.

Mrs. Greex. There is nothing in the law that sets up a regional
lab as a nonprofit corporation to be run by a separate board?

Dr. Hoprer. No. Not as such. But a general statement appears
in the legislation, which has been further spelled out in the imple-
mentation of the guidelines. '

Mrs. GreeN. This is the Office of Education, then ?

Dr. Hopper. The Office of Education.

Mrs. Greex. Through its guideline it has set up the nonprofit corpo-
ration. Is that right?

Dr. Hoerer. No. No; the people in this region have set up the
nonprofit corporation.

Mrs. GreeN. Where did they get the authority to do this?

Dr. Hoprer. Just like any group can get together and form a private
corporation.

Mrgs. Greex. From what Federal legislation did this authority
stem ?

Dr. Hopper. Public Law 89-10, title IV, provides the opportunity
for nonprofit educational corporations to receive funds.

Mrs. Greex. And then the Office of Education wrote the guidelines
and the rules and regulations, setting up the regional lab. Serving
on that committee, I never visualized this.

Dr. Hopper. Frankly, once again, I can only speak from my under-
standing since July of this year, but in the discussions as I was work-
ing over cn another title, in a different kind of administration, I heard
something about the laboratory development. .

To me, contemplated in the legislation is a series of educational
laboratories. It didn’t specify the number, precisely. It didn’t say
how large, but it provided a network for the entire Nation to carry
research findings and interpret those research findings for use in a
part(iicula'r part of the country, this sort of thing. This is my under-
standing.

Mrs. Greex. One very small question. Has your board cut your
travel funds?
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Dr. Hoprer. You mean have they specifically cut back on the num-
ber of dollars I personally may spend for travel ?

We have specified in our contract a budget, including a specific
amount for travel. We seek to operate within that budget, and we are
certain that the budget is considerably less than we requested of the
Office of Education. So once we get the contract, my responsibility is
to operate within that budget.

Mrs. Greex. I was thinking of the regional commissioner. He
said 2they had had a 50-percent cutback. Would yours compare to
that?

Dr. Hopper. What we would like to do, I suppose, might approach
that, but the laboratories, as a new educational force, have not been
funded at a level where any of them were able to operate as they prob-
ably should to have the greatest impact.

Mr. ErrexsorN. If I might interrupt at that point. Since this is
under a contract, it would appear to me the Office of Education will
have lost control once this has been cut into. They could not cut back
on the educational items for travel, nor could they provide for a
freeze in hiring, because once the contract has been entered into for
the contract period, the Office of Education no longer has any control.

Is that correct?

Dr. Hopper. Except reporting control.

Mr. ErLEnBorN. But they could not vary the terms of the contract
to reduce the amount of funds available?

Dr. Hoprer. There are, as in all Federal contracts, of course, provi-
sions for amendments of contract; yes. '

Mr. ErLenBorN. Renegotiation ?

Dr. Horrer. Renegotiation; yes.

Mr. Ercenporn. Might T ask: Prior to the establishment of the re-

gional laboratories, what was the extent of the research done by the
Office of Education in curriculum development?
" Dr. Hoerzr. As Dr. Findley indicated, in the National Science
Foundation, as well as in other localities, with other sources of sup-
port, there has been a growing research base. The Office of Educa-
tion, of course, was starting out with less than a million dellars in
1956, building it on into, oh, as late as 1964 and 1965, when it passed
the $10 million level.

The National Science Foundation had a much heavier investment.
I don’t have the figures at my fingertips, but I think most people esti-
mate that in this day and age the Federal Government is spending in
excess of a hundred million dollars a year now.

Mr. Ertexeorn. In curriculum development ?

Dr, Hoprer. In curriculum development, not only in the Office of
Education, but the National Science Foundation and elsewhere.

Mr. Ervensorn. As I understand it, the National Science Founda-
tion develops curriculum only in the physical sciences. Isthat correct?

Dr. Horper. In sciences and mathematics. They do have some ma-
terials now in the social sciences.

Mr. EruenBorw. Is there any overlapping of the curriculum devel-
opment in the Office of Education? Do they get into the same areas
as the National Science Foundation? Or do they try to coordinate
their efforts so that they stay out of the field in which the National
Science Foundation is involved ?



644 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Dr. Horeer. I suppose that there might be some considered overlap.
Certainly the Science Information Exchange has sought to index re-
search and development activities, and probably it has not been as
successful as it might have been, operating in a rather loose fashion,
with the strong Federal departments.

We are having larger expenditures of Federal dollars in the same
areas, but what we are getting now is second-, third-, fourth-, and
fifth-generation material, coming down the road not this year but 2
or 3 years from now and 5 years from now.

We know that minimath, the new math science in elementary
grades, which we are seeking to test in this area, sponsored by the
National Science Foundation, appears to have considerable merit, and
perhaps will take us beyond where some of the Yale math took us.

I wouldn’t see needless duplication at this time, even though one
could identify a whole host of, say, math science curriculum programs.
But we are getting a layering now inmaturing of them, the same
as we are having with computers and other technological areas.

Mr. EruenBory., With the development of the regional laboratories,
is there any cutback in the activity of expenditure of the Office of
Education in their curriculum development activity?

In other words, are the labs taking the place of the efforts of the
Office %f Education in curriculum development, or are they in addi-
tion to?

Dr. Hopper. Oh, in a sense. But just using the minimath as an
illustration, the National Science Foundation in the last fiscal year
spent approximately a million dollars on that particular program at
the University of Minnesota. This year, in my understanding, they
are spending close to $800,000, and the regional educational labora-
tories are assisting in the trial of materials to see how effective the
materials are in different regions of our country.

The Office of Education probably has never had sufficient funding,
until the last few years, to support massive curriculum development. '
The National Science Foundation has been doing it for years, of
course—some of the first generation new curricula you alluded to this
morning. I would say in some instances there are cases where funds
have been saved because of these regional laboratories, and this, we
are saying, is only after 5 months of operation, since I have been there
less than 5 months, at this point.

In the future, the great value comes in opportunities for young
people through educational development for much stronger programs
than we have now.

Mr. ErcexBorN. Do I understand correctly that your principal ob-
jective, here, in this region, is to conduct research and develop the
curriculum for this region? In other words, are you responsible to
the three or four States that form your region?

Dr. Horrer. We are not responsible for the development of cur-
riculum offerings directly. The concept of the labs is obviously so
new that I am certain that from laboratory to laboratory you may get
some disagreement on precision, and of course this is one of the very
strengths of it. '

As I would propose, in our U.S. way of life, here we are
having an opportunity to see how an independent group, unfettered
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by particular local restrictions, or State restrictions, can move to ac-
celerate educational development.

This has never happened before.

Mr. Erzeneory. What my concern is: What are you responsible to?
This three-State area?

Dr. Hopper. This three-State area. That is correct.

Mr. ErienBorN. In other words, you would not be conducting re-
search nor rendering advice outside of the three-State area?

Dr. Horper. Under the guidelines of the Office of Education, these
laboratories—no. But our laboratories are primarily dissemination
and development units, and complement, as Dr. Findley has said, the
R. & D. centers.

Mr. ErLexsorn. You are not involved too deeply in research?

Dr. Hoprer. That is correct.

Mr. ErrexporN. What is your relationship to the ERIC project?

Dr. Hopper. We have initiated some workshops to help people
understand what ERIC is, and see what this resource may mean in
the field of education.

In addition to that, we use the ERIC microfiche, analyzing research
results and pilot programs elsewhere, interpreting those and making
them available within this three-State area, so that they can serve
children in this part of the country, and adapt it in an appropriate
fashion.

Mr. Eriensorn. Is this your major source of interchange of infor-
mation with laboratories and research and development in other areas
of the country? _

Dr. Hopper. No. This is one means. But certainly through publi-
cations, through various professional meetings, we would see a host,
the institutions that are part of our laboratory.

We have a variety of sources from which information is received.
However, to me the great advantage of ERIC is that in the field of
education, like in all scientific areas today, the volume of research
results is so tremendous, or is becoming so tremendous, that one person
cannot take the time to read all the publications.

Here is a system of coding research results, pilot activities which
permit an individual to zero in on a problem through the coding sys-
tem, and find what is best known at this time, identify the best prac-
tice, and seek to tailor it, then, to a particular local community.

Mrs. Green. Would you yield at that point ¢

In this laboratory, you say that you are not primarily concerned
with research?

Dr. Hoeper. That is correct.

Mrs. Green. This would vary from region to region, then; would
it not? Some laboratories would be involved in research?

Dr. Hopper. Well, we are involved to 10 percent of our endeavors
in seeking to research new materials, and their reception and accom-
plishment.

Mrs. GreeEn. Your job is dissemination ?

Dr. HoppEr. More dissemination and development, yes, ma’am.

Mrs. Green. Would you take a specific case and outline to me the
procedure that you will follow ¢

Dr. Hopper. Surely.
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And obviously, T am talking once again with 5 months of back-
ground on this point, which may not be long enough to give the best
kind of responses, the most meaningful responses.

Let me take one of the illustrations a step or two further that T have
heard mentioned here this morning—the minimath.

Here is a new system of teaching mathematics in the elementary
grades, different from what we call the new math, which is in effect
the Yale math system, supported by the National Science Foundation.

These materials eventually will be available to correlate or inter-
relate the teaching of science and mathematics, from kindergarten
through at least the sixth grade, being the immediate plan, which
might achieve increased learning rate on the part of children.

Mrs. Greex. I am interested more in the procedure, rather than the
substance of it. How would you get it out to the local school systems?

Dr. Hopper. The first thing that we are doing now is testing these
materials in two schools, because once you start, you need to begin to
go through three or four grades. So we now have nine teachers that
are using this particular

Mrs. Greex. How do you go to the school, and how do you select
the teacher, and how do you get the material for that teacher?

Dr. Horper. We are using the normal educational protocol, where
involved is an understanding on the part of the State department of
education that this is a kind of activity that we are trying out.
From there, the staff member goes to the superintendent, to determine
if there are schools that would be interested in his system, and there
is discussion with the faculty to see if they are interested in this kind
of innovation, of trying out new materials, to evaluate materials, to
find out how they work with young people, assisting in the standardi-
zation of material.

Then the teachers are consulted, in the PTA meetings in the two
schools in which they are being tried.

From this point, assuming that some significant success is obtained,
that is, learning beyond that normally anticipated in the early grades,
then we will provide opportunities to move these materials into the 24
pilot demonstration schools, in order to have broader testing around
the region.

Now, it is this ingredient of the trial and test of new materials
which has really blocked educational development in the past.

Mrs. Greex. Can you go to the superintendent and then to the in-
dividual school, and then to the teacher?

Dr. Hopper. That is correct.

Mrs. Greex. We will adjourn until tomorrow morning in this same
room, beginning at 9:30.

My thanks to all of you people who have given us the benefit of
your views.

The committee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene
at 9:30 am., Thursday, December 8, 1966.)
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THURSDAY, DECEMBER 8, 1966

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SPrECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
- oF THE COMMITTEE ON EpUCATION AND LABOR,
: ' Atlante, Ga.

The subcommittee met at 9:25 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in
rp(i).m 318-20, U.S. post. office and courthouse, Mrs. Edith Green pre-
siding.

Prgsent: Representatives Green and Erlenborn.

Present also: Representative Flynt, and Maurice Heartfield, pro-
fessional stafi member.

Mzrs. Green. The meeting will come to order.

This morning we have, as the first witnesses, officials from the
Georgia State Department of Education: Dr. DeFoor, representing
Dr. Nix; Dr. George Mulling, Director of Vocational Education; and
Dr. Robert Beemon, Coordinator for title I. ’

STATEMENT OF DR. JOE T. DeFOOR, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF AD-
MINISTRATIVE SERVICES, GEORGIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION

Dr. DeFoor. Madam Chairman, I am before you on the direction
and instruction of Hon. Jack P. Nix, State superintendent of schools.

I assure you if I had had my wish, Mr. Nix would have been before
you in person, but this is biennium budgetmaking time in Georgia.
In accordance with a previous engagement, he and the associate State
superintendent of schools are today briefing some important members
of the 1967 General Assembly of Georgia which convenes in January
1967. Herequested me to convey his regrets to you.

Complying with the committee’s request, it is my purpose to supply
you with some information concerning our experiences, especially at
the State level, in dealing with the U.S. Office of Education that may
help you identify some areas of concern.

However, I feel it incumbent on me to mention to this committee
some factual statements concerning the current status of public school
education in our State.

During the past 4 years in particular the General Assembly of
Georgia, the Governor of the State of Georgia, the State board of
education, the State department of education, our professional educa-
tion associations and civic groups, have been taking a serious look at
our public school education program. TUnder the leadership of these
groups, every hamlet of Georgia has heard the story that public schools
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exist solely for the education welfare of children, and that instruction
" is the basic purpose of schools.

It is our contention that when lay people and our State and national
leadership accept this philosophy of public school education, then and
only then will our public schools be permitted to do that which they
were established to do—instruct children. '

After some years of self-evaluation and study, the 1964 General
Assembly of Georgia acted on the basis of the foregoing philosophy
in accordance with the following quotation:

The General Assembly of Georgia, recognizing the importance and extreme
necessity of providing improved educational opportunity for all Georgians—
children, youth, and adults; of establishing equality of educational opportunity
for Georgia’s children and youth regardless of where they may live or what their
station in life may be; of establishing and maintaining minimum standards for
public schools so that every Georgia child and youth can attend an accredited
public school; of improving the quality of education through continued develop-
ment and improvement of balanced programs designed to provide academic
and occupational preparation of Georgia’s children and youth for adult life in
this age ; of developing a public school program that will attract, hold, and fully
utilize competent professional personnel in the public school systems of this
State; of establishing and maintaining adequate planning, research, and experi-
mentation programs so as to assure continued future improvement of public
school education in Georgia ; of providing for better efficiency in the operation of
public schools, elimination of waste, and better utilization of existing school
services and facilities; of the need to finance adequately the improvement of
Georgia’s public education program and facilities ; of the need to assure Georgia’s
children and youth of receiving an improved minimum level of education; and of
the need for providing a method whereby all Georgians shall pay their fair share
of the cost of such program, and recognizing fully its responsibility to provide a
means whereby the foregoing needs might more readily be met, does hereby
establish a State Minimum Foundation Program for the education of Georgia’s
children and youth.

Stemming out of this act, our State board of education began to
assert its full leadership in moving toward the kind of instruction
asked for by the people and required by our State legislature.

A study financed by our State board of education and conducted
by Dr. W. D. McClurkin of George Peabody College for Teachers on
the “Organization of School Systems in Georgia” has pointed us in
the direction of larger area school systems and larger schools which
would provide the necessary financial support, for quality instruction.

Our State department of education, with assistance from local school
people, are involved in an 8-month study and evaluation of an instru-
ment to evaluate local schools and local school systems. “Standards
for System Wide School” evaluation have never been attempted before
by any of our States. .

""We also have the benefit of a recent 11 Southern States’ study of
“School Size and Program Quality in Southern High Schools,” which
included Georgia high schools, conducted by Dr. Joe L. Jackson of
George Peabody College for Teachers. The composite thinking of
these studies, and our new MFPE law point us in the direction of the
quality of instruction Georgia wants. They also point up the kind
of organizational vehicle on which we must travel to obtain the kind
of instruction Georgia wants. These spectacular reports and this
law are serving as a basis and foundation for what we think is a good
education program. This is an effort on Georgia’s part to help our-
selves attain this objective, the attainment of which objective will of
necessity require time, leadership, patience, and money 1f we can only
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keep before our people the basic purposes of schools—the instruction

of our children.
In 196465, the financial receipts for maintenance and operation
of public school education were as follows:

Amount Percent
Local sources.. $91, 277, 036, 00 30.0
State sources. .- - - 194, 479, 945,12 63.9
Federal sources..-_ ' 18,433,971.36 6.1
Total.occo.-. 304, 190, 952. 48 100.0

Georgia’s proposed biennium budget is as follows:

1967-68 1968-69 Biennium
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent
$63, 854, 065 12.79 | 869,202, 060 13.38 | $133, 056,125 13.09
359, 018, 452 71.93 | 367,423,802 71.05 | 726,442,254 71.48
76,273,593 15.28 80, 525, 653 15.57 | 156,799,246 15.43
499, 146,110 100.00 | 517,181,515 100. 00 {1, 016, 297, 625 100. 00

Georgia employed 42,104 teachers during the 1964-65 school term.
If all the Federal money had been available to finance teachers’
salaries, it would have taken care of only 2,568 teachers. This is a
ratio of about 20 to 1, which illustrates the meager contribution the
Federal Government makes toward the maintenance and operation of

ublic school education in Georgia. Percentagewise, the Federal ef-
fort will not be expected to be too much better in the next biennium.

We appreciate even this contribution, I assure you. However, from
the noise that is being made by the minor partner, you would infer
that the Federal Government is underwriting the total program of
instruction in Georgia.

I do not agree with the concept that our national education goals
should be to implement basic national goals such as national defense,
economic growth, full employment, civil rights, and others, as im-
portant as these may be.

Instruction of children is the basic purpose of schools. As a matter
of fact, such objectives and the limited thinking producing such end
results have only scratched around the edges of the vehicle on which
we must travel toward all goals.

Helping children through instruction to obtain the necessary skills
to communicate intelligently, to live with each other, to sharpen their
native ability to think, and to be informed will produce adults indi-
vidually and collectively who will compose a society that cannot only
shape worthy goals, but can implement them as well.

To help the legally constituted local and State boards of education
implement this concept of elementary and secondary education, I hold
to the belief that all Federal funds should come to the State board of
education as a general financial grant for the purpose of instruction.
The State board of education would then allocate to local boards of
education through its regular legal formula used to allocate State
funds.
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Of course, if necessary, the State board of education should submit
a plan for the use of the money. Just as State moneys-are audited, so
should Federal moneys be audited. However, the word of a State
auditor should be sufficient.

Instead of a simple general Federal aid law, what do we now have?

Today we have a multiplicity of “programs,” each with a Federal
grant. There is no overall approach to financing instruction: the
basic purpose of schools. The result is that we have a multiplicity of
“little U.S. offices of education” in Washington, and now area offices
are springing up, all of which have mushroomed into existence gen-
erally as special-interest groups have been able to pressure Congress.

Nowdays, financially, in Washington, “The wheel that squeaks the
loudest gets the grease.”

Now, don’t let me mislead you. There are some excellent school
people in the U.S. Office of Education. However, generally speaking,
they have become administrators over fiscal affairs, reports, and guide-
lines for programs. They are not personnel who offer consultative
assistance in instruction development, except as they attempt to con-
trol the use of Federal money.

Let’s strengthen this local-State-Federal partnership through
financial assistance to instruction, rather than through a multiplicity
of programs, each having a confusing set of rules and regulations,
guidelines, and directives. I personally feel that this “program ap-
proach” of Federal assistance is the basic cause for much of our
dissatisfaction.

Without having time to thoroughly research our records, I found
‘our Department of Education has coded 32 individual Federal pro-
grams. Many of these programs, of course, will have one or more
titles or subsections, which will add to this number. Howerver, the
July—August 1965 issue of the “American Education” magazine of
HEW lists 65 grant programs financed by the U.S. Office of Educaticn
for 1966. :

Our records show that program administrators of the Department
have made 52 trips to Washington to get Federal interpretations and
instructions since January 1, 1966—and I might ad 1ib that the year is
not over. The total travel expense was over $7,000. I did not try to
determine the number of telephone communications made.

Every new program necessitates new personnel at all three levels,
and new administrative expenses.

I would like to point out some experiences we have had that seem
to indicate little acquaintance with local and State operations.

Decisions are made in the U.S. Office of Education to initiate a
specific activity that does not lend itself to sound administration of
State and local school systems.

A specific example is a telegram from N. Karsh, Assistant Com-
missioner for Administration, Office of Education, dated June 16, 1966,
to Mr. E. B. Davis, State auditor, relative to withdrawals of Federal
funds by letter of credit:

Current reports indicate the use of letter-of-credit is operating in a manner
that appears contrary to intent of the system. Funds are being withdrawn at
a rate which makes it appear that payments are being made to LEA’s and others

considerably in advance of the actual need for cash. To enable us to determine
actual need, no further withdrawals of Federal funds shall be made until further
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notice. Please take inventory of each balances at the State level and in each
LEA, and submit following information :

LEA NEEDS

1. Total disbursed to LEA’s to date.
2. Remaining balance in LEA’s as of 6/11.
3. Thirty-day requirement for LEA’s.

STATE NEEDS

1. Cash balance at State level as of 6/11.

2. Thirty-day requirement for cash disbursements for all purposes.

All balances in excess of thirty (30) days needs shall be returned to the Office
of Education as soon as possible. Upon review of above data, you will be
notified to resume withdrawal of Federal funds. Submit above data to Director,
I‘I«Diléance Branch, Room 40070, USOE, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington,

Information copy to all State Treasurers.

N. KARSH,
Assistant Commissioner for Administration, Ofiice of Education.

Our chief State school officer was shocked that the U.S. Office of
Education would initiate this action, and in this manner.

1. The State superintendent of schools did not receive a notice of
this action, but was advised through his staff members, who were, in
turn, notified by other State officials. This violates traditional lines
of communrication between the U.S. Office of Education and State
education agencies.

2. No other State agency could have supplied the information re-
quested, because accountability for Federal funds for educational
programs at the State level is the responsibility of the Georgia State
Department of Education.

8. There had been no prior indication from the U.S. Office of
Education that the use of letter of credit was operating in a manner
contrary with the intent of the system.

4. The telegram was sent to all States, without limiting the criticism
to States in violation of the intent of the letter-of-credit system.

5. The request for cash balances at the State level was ill timed,
because of end of fiscal year pressures, and would have required unwar-
ranted additional hours of work by accounting and administrative
personnel.

6. The request would have necessitated contact with local educa-
tional agencies, and imposed the same interruption upon their end
of the fiscal year procedures as those imposed upon the State agency.

The above comments were transmitted to the Commissioner, and
the congressional delegation from Georgia, with the request that this
action be rescinded.

Our State superintendent of schools later learned that other chief
State school officers had taken similar action, and this specific request
was rescinded.

To point out specifically how little attention was given to the prac-
tical administration of State and local agencies, the telegram specifi-
cally asked for cash balances as of June 11, 1966.

A natural question would be, “What agency maintains an account-
ing of funds as of the 11th day of any month?” The normal report-
ing date would be at the end of the month, quarter, or fiscal year.

73-728—67—pt. 2———20



652 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Another example of creeping intervention on the part of the U.S.
Office of Education to exert itself in the administration of education
at the State and local level was evidenced in a letter from Commis-
sioner Howe dated September 9, 1966.

In this letter, he asked for—

1. Summary of enrollment and staff of each school system.
9. Enrollment and staff of each school within the system.
3. Inventory of public school systems.

4. Inventory of public elementary and secondary schools.

All of this information was to be submitted on the basis of race.
Providing this information was a real chore on the part of the indi-
vidual school systems.

The State superintendent of schools did not take issue with the Com-
missioner’s authority to request this information, but in Mr. Howe’s
letter he asked that a specific staff member, by name, within the State
department of education, be designated to assemble this information.

Tt is our contention that it is highly irregular for the U.S. Office of
Education to request specific personnel assignments within the State.
This is a prerogative of the State that should not and must not be
delegated to a Federal office, regardless of the agency.

Superintendent Nix’s position was transmitted to the Commissioner
in a letter dated September 15, 1966, and on September 22 an apology
for this specific request was received from Mr. A. M. Mood, Assistant
Commissioner for Educational Statistics.

It is Superintendent Nix’s contention that local and State agencies
are being requested to furnish information to the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation that has no relevance to the proper administration of a Federal
law. Much of the information requested, in our opinion, is at the
whim of some individual staff member, according to his specific
and personal area of interest. '

1t is our contention that a more efficient and economical administra-
tion of Federal education laws could be accomplished if less specific
direction was given by members of the U.S. Office staff.

Qur staff is experiencing almost daily telephone calls from specific
individuals in the Washington Office, concerning rather insignificant
items of administration. They refuse to put many of these questions
in writing, and this brings about confusion and uncertainty.

School administration, to be successful in the fulfillment of the basic
purpose of schools, must of necessity be kept as close to the child, the
teacher, and the classroom as possible and practical, for it is within
this pupil-teacher relationship that instruction and learning actually
take place.

All the available money available to this triune partnership should
be channeled into this pupil-teacher relationship, if we are really con-
cerned about the learning we want the children of this country to have.

Therefore, in conclusion, I would suggest the following
recommendations: :

1. That the major contribution of the Federal Government to this

artnership be in the form of a basic financial contribution for the
instruction of schoolchildren, regardless of where they live or what
their station in life may be.
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2. That the amount of funds to which individual States are entitled
should be determined on objective formulas, thereby reducing the
discretionary power of Federal authorities to a minimum.

3. That amounts of funds earned be somewhat predictable, so as to
enable State and local school people to do long-range planning.

4. That the present program approach of allocating Federal funds
be curtailed and move toward general aid for instructional purposes.

5. That auditing and accounting provisions be provided, but not
necessarily in addition to the State requirements.

6. That local and State plans show the use to be made of the funds
allocated.

7. That the triune partnership, local, State, and Federal education
agencies, recognize that the basic purpose of our elementary and
secondary schools is the instruction of children, and unite our resources
in this direction. '

Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of your committee.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. DeFoor.

Dr. DeFoor. May I say that here are some copies of this.

Mrs. Greexn. Did this telegram go to every chief State school officer
in this country ? :

Dr. DeFoor. I assume it did, by the way it ended. As a matter of
fact, I have a copy of it here.

Mrs. Green. I understand that we are going to have a chance to visit
informally with Mr. Nix and some of the rest of you, so I am not going
to take very much time in questioning. I would like to read, however,
a section that is in almost every education bill passed by the Congress.

Let me quote :

Nothing contained in this title shall be construed so as to authorize any officer,
employee, or agent of the United States to exercise any supervision or control
over the curriculum, the program of instruection, or the personnel of any educa-
tional institution or school system, or over the selection of library resources,
textbooks, or other printed or published instructional materials by any educa-
tional system or school system. .

This is the law.

Dr. DeFoor. That is a good statement.

Mrs. Green. And it does seem to me that if T were in your position,
and T received requests which I felt perhaps were contrary to this law,

"Iwould fire back a similar telegram and quote it.

I say this as a person long interested in civil rights, but one who
supports Federal aid for education, yet is deeply committed to the
local and the State control of education, and one who insists that the
Federal Government be the junior partner.

May I also say to you and to others that today I intend to send a
telegram to the Commissioner of Education, asking for a breakdown
of the employees of every regional office of the U.S. Office of Iiduca-
tion in the United States, on the basis of race. It seems to me that this
may be interesting. '

Congressman Erlenborn, do you have questions?

Mr. ErtEnBorN. From your statement, I certainly can see that one
of your major concerns is the time that is taken up by your staff in
answering queries that are directed to you from the Washington Office
of Education, filling out forms, and all the other requirements that
must be time consuming and somewhat irritating.
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Are you familiar with the present move to decentralize the author-
ity of the Office of Education, particularly here in Atlanta, which is
the first region that is being geared up for this purpose?

When this is completed, and the local regional director does have
the real authority to go through your program applications, to make
grants, and to have the final word, and not just be another layer of ad-
ministrative personnel between you and Washington, do you think
that this will eliminate many of the problems?

Dr. DeFoor. I would rather say it this way: I think that is a far
better scheme of administration—the U.S. Office of Education—than
what we now have. And the one thing that I would base this state-
ment on, too, that is, for the success of it, would be for these people
to have sufficient authority to work among us.

Mr. ErLeExBorRN. This, of course, is the key. If they don’t have the
authority, this will not work, but if they do have the authority to make
final decisions here, I think it will work. -

You have some hesitancy about whether they will ever have the
authority, I imagine.

Dr. DeFoor. Right. But the thing that I have tried to say in my
statement is that administration must be just as close to the pupil-
teacher relationship as it possibly can be, in order to do what we think
instruction ought to do.

When it is as far removed as it is, I think we are illustrating some
of the experiences we have, in order to get direction.

I spent 2 days in Washington Thanksgiving weekend, with two
of our staff people, myself, and I could do better by being here
working.

Mr. ErRLENBORN. Just one other question, in the area of the en-
forcement of the civil rights laws.

Do you feel that the authority for this enforcement is properly
lodged with the Office of Education, or would you prefer that the
enforcement of these laws be given to some other agency of the Justice
Department, for instance?

Dr. DeFoor. Well, let me say it this way: I am jealous of public
school education. I am jealous of instruction. I don’t care what it
is. I don’t like the idea, personally, of using instruction as a means of
doing things of that nature. :

Iam talking about using it as a stick by which to do it. I just never
have liked that. I don’t want anything to interfere with good instruc-
tion. I don’t care what race they are. I have had personal relation-
ships in this matter, now, and I know it can be handled if the local
people see that they have to do it.

Mr. ErLENBORN. Accepting for the fact that we do have Federal
laws concerning the desegregation of schools, and they are going to be
administered by someone, would you prefer that they be administered
by the Office of Education, or by the Justice Department, or do you
have any thoughts? :

Dr. DeFoor. Well, T have this thought. Too frequently, I feel that
the U.S. Office of Education tries to control that which occurs, shall
we say, in the classroom, through the control of money, and that is a
wrong thing to do, in my opinion.

I believe as people learn, given time to learn, they will do it, and if
education is part of that learning process, I would accept it.
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Mr. Erveneory. Thank you.

Mrs. Green. Dr. Martin, were you ever given any advance notice
of the telegram from Mr. Karsh ?

Dr. Marrin. No, ma’am. Mr. Nix called me about it. We were in
Washington the week after that, and Mr. Karsh was put on the spot—
the chief State officer at the meeting, there. The telegram went to the
State treasurer, the State comptroller, and the State superintendent,
and in about six States the State comptroller did not get it, through
State distribution of mail, you see, and we caught it.

Mrs. GreeN. There was no consultation with you in advance?

Dr. Marmin. No. I said at the time if Mr. Karsh had just called
us, we could have gotten this across to the State superintendent very:
easily.

Mrs. Green. May I call on George Mulling, the State director of
vocational education.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE MULLING, STATE DIRECTOR OF VOCA-
TIONAL EDUCATION, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Dr. Mouruine. Thank you, ma’am.

Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is
George W. Mulling. My position is State director of vocational edu-
cation, Georgia Department of Education.

I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you my ideas and rec-
ommendations for the strengthening of relationships between State
departments of education and the U.S. Office of Education as regards
improved leadership for the national program of vocaticnal and tech-
nical education.

Generally, concern within the States regarding relationships has
grown out of the reorganization of USOX which has taken place in
recent months. Let me say first there is no argument with the necessity
for such action, for we in the States have also been reassessing and re-
structuring our vocational department staff organizations. The Vo-
cational Education Act of 1963, as an outgrowth of an exhaustive
study of the Nation’s vocational education program, dictates that
we approach program leadership activities at both the Federal and
State levels in ways more imaginative and in keeping with the signs
of the times. '

Specifically, our concern in vocational education—and it has been
well voiced through the American Vocational Association—is that due
recognition and status in the organizational pattern has not been given
to vocational and teaching education. It is our conviction that vo-
cational and technical education should and must have recognition
within its own right, at least equal to higher education and/or ele-
mentary and secondary education. ,

It is contended further that the matter of status for vocational and
technical education should be equated with, and not inferior in rank
to, its counterparts in other Federal agencies having similar or shared
responsibility for the development of manpower resources.

Thus, we are pleading just recognition for an educational enterprise
that historically grew out of neglect on the part of our educational
leadership, which failed to see oceupational training as a necessary
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part of the educational process. Being, as it is now, an economic and
social necessity, it would seem that the cause for a place in the educa-
tional hierarchy would have been overcome, and indeed a groundswell
of superrespectability would have developed. How long can it wait?
This question defies answering. But the longer we wait, the firmer
becomes the grip in our system of the class education which too often
prescribes the “classical” and shuns the practical. Direction or re-
direction for recognition must come from the national level, if accep-
tability is gained on a widespread basis.

We have seen a growing concern in the Congress that vocational
education be provided substantial increases in funds so that established
and continuing educational forces can pick up responsibilities within
their purview, but unmet, and therefore assumed by other agencies
through various stopgap legislative acts.

Representative Perkins’ proposed amendments to Public Law 88-
210 stand in evidence of the fact that vocational education can and
must play a larger role in solving this national problem.

Vocational educators welcomed two announcements recently
whereby the matter under discussion here will hopefully be clarified.

The congressional appropriation of $150,000 to the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to study the effects of
overlapping by the several agencies engaged in training, with the use
of Federal money, is one.

The other is the naming of members to the national advisory com-
mittee to evaluate vocational education. Leadership must be forth-
coming, because it seems now that perhaps the shifting of responsibility
for matters belonging under the umbrella of education away from edu-
cational forces is reversing.

Nor do we claim that education can solve all our problems. It isa
known fact, however, that a great change is coming about in the minds
of educators generally with regard to enlarging considerably on the
scope and nature of the public school program.

We were pleased to learn that the Education Commission of the
States has included a study in vocational education in its outline of
seven priority areas of study, and that a task force has been appointed
to study and improve vocational-technical education. ’

Dr. Grant Venn, Associate Commissioner for Adult and Vocational
Education, U.S. Office of Education, has recently proposed a four-
point program which, if adopted and funded, would revolutionize the
whole scheme of elementary and secondary education.

In essence, it would provide, beginning at the junior high school
level, an orientation to the world of work for all youngsters. For how
can we be completely surrounded in a world of technology and leave
the business of work out of the program of education?

The second aspect of this program would include work experience.

Third, there would be expanded vocational and technical training
opportunities afforded.

And finally, high schools would assume responsibility for entry job
placement for all 1ts students—dropouts and graduates.

What a dream. Whata hope. What an opportunity.

And all it takes is commitment. But commitment comes through
leadership, and it is in this realm of activity that I would recommend
we concentrate.
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Many groups are hard at work in education to improve and enlarge
on their efforts. None is more important than the effort needed in the
Office of Education, Bureau of Adult and Vocational Education.

We are pleased with the new leadership and direction in the Bureau,
but the plan for increasing their effectiveness is not complete. The
regional offices as well as the central office in Washington desperately
need professional stafl to assist us in the States.

We must have stimulation, direction, and a coordinated effort.
There must be leadership training for administrative people, re-
searchers, vocational counselors, and teacher trainers. We must have
practical research and project demonstration that will give us basic
devices of measurement and approaches to total program planning
and development.

Organized instructional materials in vast quantities and variety are
and historically have been needed. Recommendations regarding the
planning and construction of facilities are long overdue. National,
regional, and local institutes and other forms of instructor training in
the areas of technical and professional skills require acceleration.
Evaluation and accreditation in recognition of quality instruction
must be forthcoming. The need for these and many other things has
been substantiated by a survey conducted by the American Vocational
Association, and you have this report. We support it 100 percent.

And again I say we appreciate the opportunity of appearing before
this subcommittee.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Mulling.

Would you tell me, here in Atlanta, how many vocational high
schools you have?

Dr. Murring. None.

Mrs. GrReeN. None at all? How many would there be in Georgia?

Dr. Murring. Vocational high schools, as such, we do not have.
We have a few that are called comprehensive high schools that have
vocational.

Mrs. Green. What kind of vocational training is given in the At-
lanta high schools?

Dr. Muruing. We have a few programs in cooperative training,
primarily in the areas of industrial cooperative training, distributive
education, and a few in office occupations.

Mrs. Green. Would you say 1t is anywhere near adequate?

Dr. Murrineg. I would say, by all means, it is not.

Mirs. GreeN. Do you have the per-pupil expenditure per year for
a school offering good vocational training, and the expenditure per
pupil per year in an academic program ?

Dr. Muriine. As a comparative sort of thing? We do not. We
have some figures that we have accumulated recently in the operation
of our adult vocational programs in the area schools, and I think
we have arrived at a figure of something like 50 cents per student hour,
which compares to some figures in the national cost operations, and
we were at about half level. _

Mrs. Green. Let me make just a couple of comments, because your
paper strikes a very important note, as far as I am concerned.

I have said that I thought that in the next Congress we really ought
to stop, look, and listen. We ought to give the country time to digest
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the bills we have passed, with the one exception, and that is vocational
education.

This is an area where we must expand the programs. Otherwise,
we are_going to pay for it in other ways which will be much more
expensive.

The reason in Oregon that we have not provided adequate vocational
education is that it is more costly than just an academic program.-

Across the country, we have refused to provide the funds that are
necessary for vocational education for those who are not going on to
college, and we have refused to spend the few hundred dollars per
pupil per year, and now, when the youngster drops out of school, we
turn to a crash program such as the Job Corps, where the average
cost per boy per year, in 1963, was $9,100, and the average cost per girl
per year, in 1965, was $8,400, with the individual costs in certain Job
Corps camps going up to $13,000 per year per student.

If there is anything that proves the statement that society is going
to either pay for the education of the boy, or the ignorance of the
man, I think these statistics prove it.

But with that in mind, T hope that there will be a real push for the
program that Dr. Venn has outlined. In Dr. Venn we are going to
find outstanding leadership.

Dr. Murrixg. We are quite pleased.

And I want to say, so that you don’t misunderstand me, we have
developed a rather extensive system. At the completion of our con-
struction program next fall, we will have 25 of these in operation,
and we think this is making a considerable difference in the educa-
tional pattern.

However, at the high school level, we do not have very much. We
are making a move at the high school level. It is slow, but we feel
it is significant, and will be more so.

Mrs. Greex. I hope my State of Oregon and your State of Georgia
both push on this

But where do we have the dropouts?

Dr. Moriixe. They ave in the high school program. No doubt
about it. And we are losing nearly half of ours before they get
through high school. And we think this is critical.

And I think one of the points Dr. Venn makes, that we must give
some orientation at the junior high school level, is essential if we are
to ever do anything about this.

We are very much in favor of it, and I hope some provision will
be made for the funding of this program, because it has been left out
in everything that has been done.

Mrs. Greex. Congressman Erlenborn?

Mr. ErLExXBOORN: In your statement you say that there is concern
in the States growing out of the reorganization of the Office of Edu-
cation. Can you explain why?

Dr. Morrixe. Well, let me say to you at this point our concern is
not as great as it was before Dr. Venn came on the scene, We had a
great deal of concern about this business of levels, and whereas voca-
tional education now is a division within a bureau, it is not comparable
to higher education, or elementary and secondary education, and we
feel it is just as important.
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As far as organization offices are concerned, the breakdowns at the
regional level, of course, are quite a move, and the matter of who in
the business community you can go to for an answer and get an
answer is really important to us.

In the national office, we had a breakup that left us without repre-
sentation in several of the areas of vocational education, and we do
not feel that you can generalize staffing in a program as critical as
vocational-technical education and really care for it as it should be.
You cannot have generalists who can give you the type help you need.

Now, in the regional office, here, we are getting some specialists,
and we feel that this is good.

Now, if they can have the authority to approve programs and give
us answers, I think we will deliver.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much.

N Of% may we hear from Mr. Beemon, the State coordinator for
title I?

STATEMENT OF R. C. BEEMON, COORDINATOR, TITLE I, ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 FOR THE STATE
OF GEORGIA

Mr. Beemon. Yes, Madam Chairman.

Tam R. C. Beemon, coordinator for title I, Public Law 89-10, for the
Georgia State Department of Education. My office counsels with
local educational agencies with regard to title I, reviews and approves
their project applications, and serves as the central coordinating serv-
ice center for the State administration of the title I program.

In my opinion, title I, the Elementary-Secondary Education Act
program, has done a great deal of good for the educationally deprived
children who have received the benefits of projects designed to help
them. Reports which I receive from various locations over the State
testify to improved attendance, better health, and greater educational
attainment on the part of children who are recipients of title I
services.

This program is making a considerable impact for good upon those
who are in greatest need. Also, the existence of the program indi-
rectly exerts a positive influence on the educational experiences of
children who are not specifically included in title I projects.

Many young people are now benefiting from educational and sup-
plementary services which were not previously available to them, cer-
tain inadequate services have been expanded, and some promising new
instructional materials and methods have been put into operation.

The fact that there is a national concern for the educational well-
being of children of economic and educational deprivation and a trans-
lation of this concern into tangible interest and assistance for these
children brings to them new hope, new aspirations, new ambitions,
and new self-confidence, which will make for a more productive and
satisfying adult citizenship on their part.

In the operation and administration of the title I, Elementary and
Secondary Education Act program by the U.S. Office of Education,
most of my contacts with that Office have been with the Director of the
Division of Compensatory Education and with the staff of Area Desk



660 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

No. 2. These people have always been polite, courteous, good listen-
ers, and have displayed an attitude of helpfulness.

Conferences set up and conducted by the U.S. Office of Education
for the purposes of disseminating information and exchanging ideas
relative to the title have proved to be very helpful. :

Tt has sometimes been difficult to secure adequate copies of printed
materials, such as copies of the act, of the guidelines, the regulations,
and the audit guide, or to learn if and when such copies would be pro-
vided by the Office, while we sometimes receive more copies than we
can use of publications which we have not requested, such as “A Chance
for a Change,” and “National Conference on Education of the Disad-
vantaged.”

Some written communications from the Office have not been as
specific as T would have liked ; in my opinion, being subject to different
interpretations. '

4 Ans&vers to correspondence have sometimes not been as prompt as I
esired.

Expenses in connection with conferences have not always been paid
promptly by the Office.

The changing of guidelines, application blanks, and instructions for
completing application blanks during the course of a given fiscal year
have presented some minor problems.

One of my areas of concern is the late date in a given fiscal year on
which firm figures are available for the amount of money which may
be used by the various local educational agencies.

Another concern is the altering of legislation affecting title I oper-
ations for a given fiscal year after much of the fiscal year has passed.

I would suggest that legislation and appropriations be established
well in advance of the fiscal year in which they are to become effective.
This would, I believe, make for better planning, more effective pro-
grams, and wiser use of the money available.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you very much, Mr. Beemon.

May I say that in all of the hearings we have been conducting the
point which you raised in your last paragraph has become abundantly
clear: that Congress is still operating on the time schedule which
existed prior to a major involvement by the Federal Government in
education. I think that Congress has not taken notice of the prob-
lems of the school year in authorizing legislation or appropriating
the funds.

Mr. Beemon. I appreciate your recognizing that fact.

Mrs. Greex. At the beginning of your statement, in paragraph 2,
you cite things that specifically were done under title I. If the ﬁmds
from the Federal Government went to the States in the form of just
general funds, do you think the innovative programs which you out-
lined would have occurred in Georgia?

Mr. Berarox. Well, perhaps not in the same way. It would depend,
of course, on the State guidelines that would be developed, as to
whether encouragement was given to extended services—say, In wel-
fare agencies—as well as in educational levels.

I think we have had perhaps a lack of initiative on the part of many
local school systems to spend title I moneys in the areas of welfare,
because they have not seen that that was perhaps an educational serv-
ice, and perhaps they continue to look to the Department for that.
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So in the beginning, perhaps, it would not; but with a program of
guidelines developed, it might develop along the same lines.

Mrs. Grern. Congressman Erlenborn.

Mr. Eruenpory. You mentioned some of the difficulties that you
have had with changing regulations and rules and forms, and so
forth. Have you been contacted by, or are you familiar with some
of the commercial services that are now being offered by, oh, say,
Commerce Clearing House, or Prentice-Hall, to give you a looseleaf
annotated service with the guidelines and forms and so forth?

I understand that these commercial services are now being made
available.

Mr. Beemon. Available to State people, or to local people?

Mr. ErLeNBorN. Anyone that wants to buy them.

Mr. Beemon., Well, I am not too familiar with that.

Mr. ErvenBorN. I was wondering if you felt that something more
could be done by the Office of Education, in furnishing not just the
directives and the forms, but annotated compilations, so that you
would know which is the latest form, and what changes have been
made in regulations, and so forth.

Mr. Bermon. I believe that my office is advised and kept up with
what the latest forms are, and if we do not get sufficient copies of
them from the U.S. Office, we have them duplicated or printed and
promulgated among the local educational agencies.

I don’t really believe that we have a problem in that regard.

Mz, Ervensorn. Thisisnot a problem? :

Thank you very much. .

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Beemon.

We are very pleased to have now with the committee several repre-
sentatives from school board associations.

I believe that the representative of the Tennessee School Board
Association—and forgive me if I do not pronounce your names right—
is Mr. Brewer; Mr. Acree from the Georgia School Boards Associa-
tion; Mr. McLaurin from South Carolina and M. Bemént from the
Kentucky School Boards Association; and Mr. Vittetow, the superin-
tendent of schools in Kentucky.

Is Mr. Entwhistle here ?

Would you come up, too, and join us?

I will ask permission for inclusion in the record at this point of a
telegram which I received yesterday from a board of education in
Arkansas, and a letter from the Virginia School Boards Association.

(Documents referred to follow :)

STUTTGART, ARK.
Congresswoman DIpiTH GREEN,
Congressional Hearing Chambers,
Old Post Office Bldg., Atlanta:

Because of late notice the Stuttgart, Ark. School Board cannot send witnesses
to appear before your committee, although we desire to do so. If under commit-
tee rules this telegram may be considered, this school district objects to the
basic concepts of the Commissioner of Education’s guidelines for the following
reasons:

1. The HEW agency is withholding or threatening to withhold funds
because of refusal of districts to confirm to undeviating language in their
published forms, thereby threatening to deprive children of funds voted for
their use without a determination as to whether the district is in fact
desegregating,



662 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

2. The whole congressional concept of punishing school children by with-
holding money from them because persons in local authority refuse to carry
out specific social concepts or refuse to do any other act is contrary to the
basic consitutional principle that the innocent shall not be penalized for the
offenses of the guilty. )

3. It destroys all confidence on the part of those who have thus far worked
to meet the law with courage and sincerity because we find that we cannot
trust the authorities who approved our original plan.

4, The HEW agency has arrogated to itself legislative authority beyond
the powers delegated by Congress both by verbal contacts with this district
and in its guidelines by publishing the guidelines as part of Federal regula-
tions thereby imposing an unlawful tyranny over our schools destroying faith
in representative government. We consider our elected Members of Congress
our representatives. But are we being represented in this instance?

BoARD OF EDUCATION,
STUTTGART ScHoOL DIisTRICT No. 22,
By L. M. STRATTON, President.

DECEMBER 3, 1966.
EpiTH GREEN,
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Education, House of Represenatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mrs. GReex: The Executive Board of the Virginia School Boards Asso-
ciation, at its session which was held on December 3, 1966, directed us to ex-
press to you its concern over the confused state of communications that exists
between the local school boards in Virginia and the United States Office of
Education. Particular concern has been expressed from all areas of the
Commonwealth about the manner in which communications are received and
the lack of definiteness as to what is expected in the operation of various
programs.

The school boards are experiencing great difficulty in securing written com-
munications from the U.S. Office of Education upon which to base their actions.
It appears that the Office of Education relies too heavily upon the use of the
telephone as a means of communication.

As vou know, it is imperative that school boards plan the operation and ad-
ministration of a school system well in advance of the initiation of any program,
and that these programs must have continuity. TUnder the present methods
of operation intelligent planning and continuity of programs are almost
impossible.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE W. HorMEs III,

Eaxecutive Secretary by Direction of the Ezecutive Board, Virginia School
Boards Association.

Mrs. Greex. We are delighted to have our colleague, Congressman
Flynt, join us at the hearings this morning.

Our very cordial welcome to youn. I hope you will feel free to
participate. '

T wonder if I might ask you to summarize your statements, not leav-
ing out the important points, but to summarize them, and then the
full statements will be made in each case a part of the record.

May we start out with Mr. Acree, the executive secretary of the
Georgia School Boards Association.

STATEMENT OF JACK ACREE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, GEORGIA
SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

Mr., Acree. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, may
I say that we appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you.

I would hasten to say that I have presented to you a brief which I
hadn’t intended in the first place to read to you. It is a brief that is
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rather comprehensive, for two or more reasons, the first reason being
the very nature of our responsibility and of our contacts with the
several school systems throughout the State. :

Of course, the second important reason is that the very seriousness of
our complaints suggested that we not only excerpt statements, possi-
bly out of context, but that we provide you with information to which
you could refer that would indeed give you the feeling that exists in
our school systems.

Thus, this is more comprehensive than it would have been otherwise.

In my remarks I shall briefly refer to the contents of the brief.

We have attempted to do three things, simply, first, to state to you
our position as a State school boards association.

‘We would respectfully call your attention to the fact that our posi-
tion is one that is constructive and costly, so far as we are capable of
making it. It is not intended to be evasive or negative in any sense of
the word.

Secondly, I would assure you that our association has the highest
regard for all of the intents of Congress with regard to assistance to
education. -

We feel that Federal assistance to education is essential, but we do
feel this assistance must be so administered as not to encroach upon
the control of our local school systems, our duly constituted agencies.

Then I would suggest that our position emphasizes and actually
extends to you an appeal to preserve our very precious heritage, of
local control of all governmental affairs, education in particular, in
this instance.

We would likewise insist that we subscribe to the position that our
sthools exist for a singular purpose, for the education of our boys and
girls.

And as worthy as the objectives of other programs designed and ad-
ministered by other agencies, or even under agencies to which we refer,
as worthy as those objectives may be, we do not feel that our schools
should be used for the accomplishment of certain of those objectives.

We underscore the fact that we do have a deep appreciation of the
laws which you, our Congress have passed, and we take no issue with
any laws which you have passed, per se. Our statements, in the main,
will be addressed to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, for two reasons.

First, the fact that we do not engage in the direct administration of
any of the programs, as Mr. Beemon and Mr. DeFoor know.

The second reason, and we think of course the overriding reason, is
that the Civil Rights Act, or, pardon me, the administration of the
Civil Rights Act, has very gravely affected the administration of all
of the other programs of education.

The complaints which I shall refer to in a moment have affected the
effectiveness, the efliciency, at each local unit of administration, in
some degree, with regard to all of these programs.

In the second instance, we would respectfully call your attention to
our complaints. They are briefly listed in my initial statement in the
brief, and they are documented.

Our first complaint is that we take issue with the promulgation of
policies and guideline statements or directives by the U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education or his stafl members which are in conflict with the
provisions of the law, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, in this instance.
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We have called your attention to specific sections of the law, which
we feel, very strongly feel, are being violated consistently by these
policies, guidelines, and directives from Washington.

Secondly, we complain of the evasive, conflicting, and confusing
meaning given to certain key words and expressions which are being
used daily by HEW officials, State officials, and local officials, because
of the necessity that they must be used, such words as integration,
desegregation, 1mbalances, freedom of choice, dual school systems.

In my personal conversations with certain of our HEW officials, as
well as contact with these many pieces of documented evidence which
I have, some of which I make available to you, we find abundant evi-
dence of the fact that there is no.common agreement on the meaning or
the proper usage of the meaning of these terms to which I refer.

And then we of course would hasten to follow by calling your
attention to the fact that we are astounded, as a matter of fact, at the
contradiction by HEW representatives of their own guidelines,
memorandums, and directives, as they proceed to visit school system
after school system.

" This, we feel, is evidence of their being unqualified and/or inefficient
in the administration of even their own guidelines and policies.

Our next complaint, of course, pinpoints that to which I referred.
That is the use of personnel by the Office of Education in administering
these very comprehensive and very delicate and very meaningful laws,
if they are properly administered, the use of personnel who are not
qualified by training, experience, or temperament.

Further, we complain that the administrative practices and tactics
these people use are unprofessional, ineffective, and detrimental.

I trust that we have provided you with documented evidence which
will substantiate this complaint.

We complain specifically as to the practice of HEW people of issuing
memorandums. These memorandums are included in the brief.

Upon being requested to issue these memorandums on official
letterhead from the duly constituted office, many of our school people
have failed to get a response to this.

We have many copies of these memorandums issued in longhand on
pads or other paper, which is very unbecoming such important and
far-reaching documents as they suggest these to be.

Mrs. Greenx. May I interrupt you ¢

Are those included here in this brief?

Mr. Acree. Yes,ma’am. Theyare. And Ishallcall your attention
to the exact location, if I may.

I believe you will find, in exhibits N, O, and P, an exact replica,
46, 47, and 48.

I have other copies that I can make available to you in addition to
the three copies included herein.

Mrs. Green. May I interrupt you here?

I have seen some of these memorandums before.

What is your reaction to the fact that in the regional office at
Atlanta there is one Negro employee?

Mr. Acree. One Negro employee in the office ?

Mrs. Green. At a GS-1 level.

Mr. Acree. Again, my reaction would be, immediately: This is
further evidence of the inconsistency of the application of even their
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own philosophy and guidelines, which I have referred to previously in
my statement, and to which I shall refer later.

Mrs. Green. I think it does point up to the people in Washington
that there are problems which must be taken into consideration.

Mr. Acree. Yes, ma’am.

We take no issue with the problems. We recognize that we have
problems, Madam Chairman. Tt is primarily the manner in which
these problems are approached, the way the solutions are developed
and administered.

If I may proceed, our next complaint, Madam Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, we consider this to be a very grievous complaint.
It is the fact that many of these representatives—and these are in some
instances part-time employees, this past summer even college students,
but not always part-time people—who go into a school community.

Possibly they have called the administrator, saying, “We will be in
your community on such-and-such a date.” Just that brief. Then
they will proceed into the community, and they will proceed to inter-
view certain select citizens. How they select them, I don’t know.
And they will garner from them opinions and information that they
will refer to later, which we consider highly unfounded from the point
of view of professional information.

The most important complaint we have on this score is the fact that
they then proceed back to the administrator and his board members,
and in essence accuse them of being out of compliance, or not in accord
with the guidelines of the policy statement.

In essence, they are accusing these responsible school officials of
being guilty in the first instance until they prove themselves innocent,
based on such information as they have gathered in the manner in
which I indicated. :

We even complain, and seriously so, of the practice of their going
into school systems, into the classrooms, and visiting—I am speaking
of duly constituted officials from the Office of HEW—and questioning
pupils and teachers, and then inviting someone from the office, maybe
the principal of that school, to accompany them.

We think that is disruptive. We think it causes uneasiness, and
finally leads to a deterioration in the morale and the good atmosphere,
to say nothing of the administrative practices and policies.

Mrs. Green. May I interrupt you again ?

Do you mean to say that this was done without even a courtesy call
to the State superintendent’s office ?

Mr. Acree. So far as I know, they didn’t even call the State
superintendent. :

Mrs. GreeN. Or the city superintendent’s office ?

Mr. Acree. But they, in many instances, possibly did call—I don’t
know of any instance that I could pinpoint where they didn’t call
sometime in advance, saying, “We will be in your community at such-
and-such a date,” but upon their arrival, they did not go to the office
of the superintendent and pay their respects, and let him know they
were in the community.

The first they knew of their being in the community was when they
returned to his office, having visited these people and having garnered
certain evidence which they proceeded to use in suggesting that these
responsible school officials were out of compliance.
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Mrs. Greex. May I comment here that Members of Congress would
be sharply criticized, and rightfully so, if Congressmen from outside
this district, though duly authorized to visit and make studies, first
did not notify Mr. Landrum, who so long served on the Education
Committee, and other Members from the area, and if we did not first
of all make contacts with the duly authorized officials who bear the
responsibilities and burdens of administering the programs.

I consider what you have described as a very bad situation, and
certainly a very unwise use of authority.

Mr. Acree. Thank you, ma’am.

‘We consider it as being one of the most serious complaints. It is
really so diametrically opposed to our American way of life, it not
only conflicts with good administrative practice in any profession, but
it is in violation of our basic American tenets of Americanism.

And, of course, the next complaint we consider equally serious and
contradictory to our American way of life. This is the demand for
closed meetings, secret meetings, by these same officials.

They go to the State administrators. Of course, they have made an
appointment, in this instance, where they want to meet with the board
members and the superintendent.

Upon arriving, they not only let it be known, but they will sit for
as long as is necessary, or they did, until one of your colleagues, the
one who arrived this morning, where this last instance happened—
it did happen more than once—until the local press, the Georgia Press
Association, and Hon. Jack Flynt, intervened.

And then, of course, we received all sorts of apologies, saying that
this was not intended, the Commissioner having made the statement
that it was not intended, that there was some misunderstanding.

And, of course, one of our basic complaints is about these misunder-
standings in every phase of the administration of these policies.

But we have furnished you with a lengthy transcript of what tran-
spired. Mr. Flynt sat in on most of this meeting himself.

This is so grievous that we felt you should not only have a brief
excerpt, but you should be able to get into the feel of the situation as
it developed.

And lastly, we strongly complain of the suggested practices of the
use of intimidation and coercion in an effort to achieve racial balance,
or to do away with imbalances, whatever interpretation you might
want to use of the terms.

You will find a notarized statement from one the finest citizens in
Georgia, one of the finest members of the board of education, the Union
City Board of Education, Union City, Ga.; a very distinguished gen-
tleman, who has notarized to the effect that he and his board members
were advised that if a teacher will not accept the assignment you give
them, “Fire them, and then take steps to see that they are blacklisted,
that they cannot secure a certificate, that they are barred from the
profession.”

You have that included in the material in the brief. Those are the
sorts of things we are complaining of.

Mrs. Greex. Did you say this was a directive ?

Mr. Acree. This was a directive given verbally to the members of
the Union City Board of Education, in the presence of Mr. James
Beavers, Jr.
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I believe that is exhibit K, on page 41.

On page 41 isthe statement to which I referred. . ,

Mrs. GReeN. Who gave that directive, Mr. Acree? :

Mr. Acree. A Mr. Rich, who wrote most of the memorandums, I
believe all of those I have submitted to you in this brief. :

The documented statement from the Griffin-Spalding County Board
of Education, and a similar statement documented by the officials of
the Telfair school system, included in our brief, substantiate our
position in this area. , '

I was speaking of the coercion matter, which we have in our brief.

Those constitute our complaints, and in conclusion, unless there is
some other question at this juncture

Mrs. Green. May I again read the law: “that nothing shall be con-
strued so as to authorize any department, agency, officer, or employee
of the United States, to exercise any direction, supervision, or control
over the curriculum, program of construction, administration, or
personnel.” ¢

Mr. Acree. It happens that the honorable gentleman was present at
the board meeting when this particular subject was discussed, and I
am sure he will have some observations to make in this connection.

I realize the time is running very tight, and T shall conclude my
observations by suggesting to you that we respectfully request of you
Members of Congress, and all of our other fine Congressmen, that some-
how, some way, we all shall be brought to recognize the fact that the
schools exist for a singular purpose: that policies and guidelines for
the implementation of any and all Federal aid to education shall be
construed in accordance with the purpose and intent of the public law;
that we have valid interpretations that are consistent and practical for
the implementation of all the provisions of these laws; that qualified
personnel by training, experience, temperament, and otherwise, be
used for the administration and implementation of the provisions of
your laws; that the administrative structure be decentralized.

There has been some previous discussion on this. We heartily
endorse the decentralization of the administrative proceedings, and
insist that as such is done, the duly constituted State and local agencies
be used in the administration, and that one and all recognize the fact
that communities differ in personal and impersonal composition, and
that no set of arbitrary standards, particularly involving percentages
and other arbitrary formulas, can apply alike to all communities,
where the human element is so terrifically involved.

We further, of course, appeal to one and all for the preservation
and perpetuation of our own system of local control of our educa-
tional programs.

And in conclusion, we are most hopeful that immediate action will
be taken by all concerned to prevent the utter deterioration of our
school system, where we are losing administrators, board members,
teachers, where bond issues hang in the balance, some failing, where
education generally, the structural program particularly, is suffering,
as a result of the complaints which we have registered today.

Thank you very kindly.

Mrs. Green. Thank you.

Congressman Erlenborn?

Mr. ErLexsorN. No questions.

73-728—67—pt. 2——21
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(The prepared brief of Mr. Acree follows:)

STATEMENT OF JACE K. ACREE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, GEORGIA SCHOOL BOARDS
: ASSOCIATION

I am Jack K. Acree, Executive Secretary of the Georgia School Boards Asso-
ciation, and the presentation which I shall make represents the position and
attitude of the Association. )

We of the Georgia School Boards Association wish to express our appreciation
to each member of the Committee for this opportunity to appear before you in
behalf of the local boards of education throughout Georgia.

Our presentation concerns the administration of federal laws pertaining to
the public schools of our state, particularly the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

We commend you and the other members of our Congress for enacting laws
which contribute to the total well-being of the people of our great nation, espe-
cially their educational welfare. We know that it is your will and the will of the
people whom you represent that these laws always be administered in a way
which will achieve the immediate purpose of the legislation in the most efficient
and effective manner.

OUR POSITION

e of the Georgia School Boards Association are dedicated to the proposition
that the very best possible educational opportunities must be made available to
all of our youth.

Furthermore, we are committed to provide these educational opportunities in
keeping with our American traditions which have nurtured and perpetuated the
principle and practice of local control of our public school systems.

e believe that our schools exist for the singular purpose of educating our
youth, and we hasten to take issue with the U.S. Commissioner of Education or
anyone else who indicates that, “If I have my way, schools will be built for the
primary purpose of social and economic integration.”

We respect all local, state and federal laws concerning public school education.
Furthermore, the boards of education we represent have the same high regard for
the laws of our country.

We recognize the need for and completely endorse necessary statements of pol-
iey and guidelines for the implementation of all laws in a realistic, legalistic, and
effective manner.

In other words, the position of the Georgia School Boards Association is and
shall continue to be positive and constructive, not negative or evasive.

OUR COMPLAINTS

. 1. We vigorously protest the promulgation of policy and guideline statements
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Harold Howe II, and his staff members
which go beyond the provisions and intent of laws passed by Congress.

Specifically, we make reference to all policy and guideline statements which
conflict with the following provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964:

(a) Title 4, Section 401, Paragraph B, “ ‘Desegregation’ means the assignment
of students to public schools and within such schools without regard to race,

" color, religion, or national origin, but ‘desegregation’ shall not mean the assign-
ment of students to public schools in order to overcome racial imbalance.” -

(b) Title 6, Section 604, “Nothing contained in this Title shall be construed to
authorize action under this Title by any Department or agency with respect to
any employment practices or any employer, employment agency, or labor orga-
nization, except where a primary objective of the federal financial assistance is to
provide employment.”

Subsequent references and documented information will show beyond any
question of doubt that Commissioner Howe and members of his staff have con-
sistently formulated policy and exercised judgments which either conflict with
or extend beyond the provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

2. We deplore the absence of valid definitions and workable interpretations of
key words and expressions in. constant use by everyone involved in the applica-
tion of the provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The broad and constant application of the interpretations placed upon these
words and terms affect both the integrity and financial solvency of many school
boards. The following examples are submitted to substantiate this complaint:
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(a) “Integration”

An interview with Education Commissioner Harold Howe I1, carried in the
December 5, 1966, issue of U.S. News and World Report, clearly reveals a degree
of vagueness and uncertainty on the part of the Commissioner as he responds
to the following questions: .

Q. “Another word that’s being used a lot today is ‘integration.’ What is
integration in a school?” :

A. “I don’t know in any quantitative sense. This is like the racial-balance
question. Obviously, the word means bringing together the races in the context
of this discussion.

Q. “Is integration required by law? Or just desegregation ?”’

A, “The Supreme Court has said that segregated schools are discriminatory
by nature. So you certainly have an implication that, in order not to be dis-
criminatory, you have to have a degree of integration.”

(b) “Segregation”

In the same interview referred to in (a) above, Commissioner Howe again
contributes to the current state of indecisiveness and confusion when he re-
sponds to the question:

Q. “Bven the word ‘segregated’ raises questions. Is a school segregated
simply because it is all white or all Negro? Wouldn't it help for Congress
or somebody to clarify all this and tell school boards just what is required
of them ?” .

A. “What we have is a highly decentralized governance of education—and I
think Americans want it this way.

The notion of imposing some kind of order on education, either in terms of
pupil arrangement or in terms of curriculum or in terms of any other major
area of policy, is not something that the Congress or the President or I or
anybody else that I know of would subscribe to.

There is clearly a concern—in both the North and the South—about the prob-
lems of segregation and desegregation and integration, and the whole mix of
issues that are involved in these words.”

(¢) “Racial imbalance”

Still further evidence of Commissioner Howe’s uncertainty and/or evasiveness
is evidenced in the same interview referred to in (a) and (b) above as he
answers the question,

Q. “You have used the phrase ‘racial imbalance,” haven’t you? What is racial
imbalance?”

A. “I suppose it would be racial imbalance to have a school 90 per cent Negroes
and 10 per cent whites in a community where you have 90 per cent whites and
10 per cent Negroes.

But I really dow't know what this concept amounts to as an exact definition.
The lawyers don't seem to know. I've asked them. I think it would be useful
to pin down a definition.”

(d) “Discrimination”

This complaint is further substantiated by evidence found in the following
exhibit :

Baehibit D: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Eduecation, page 17, through
paragraph 3, page 18.

(¢) “Dual school system”

This complaint is again substantiated by evidence found in the following
exhibit :

Ewnibit B: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, page 20 through para-
graph 3 on page 22,

(f) “Freedom of choice”

The complaint is still further substantiated by evidence found in the following
exhibit ;

Eahibit D: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, pages 16-19.

3. We are appalled at the arbitrary, ambiguous, and inconsistent interpreta-
tion and application of existing HEW guidelines by Commissioner Harold Howe
II and his staff members,

The confusion, resentment and damage caused by these practices in many of
Georgia’s school systems is beyond description as well as immediate repair.
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This complaint is substantiated by evidence found in the following exhibits:

Ezhibit B: Grifin-Spalding County Board of Education, pages 12-13.

Ezhibit G: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, page 26.

Ezhibits N, O, P which are exact replicas of arbitrary memoranda, found on
pages 46-48.

4. Administration of certain Federal laws by personnel not fitted for this
responsible position by either training, experience or eomprehension.

Specific reference is made to the administration of the provisions of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 which refer to the desegregation of schools. Education as
a profession is entrusted with the responsibility of both practicing and teaching
efficiency and effectiveness. Nothing can be more disruptive and detrimental to
the administration of educational programs by professionals than to have totally
unqualified people advising, admonishing and even intimidating these respon-
sible school people. This situation has been imposed upon school officials
throughout Georgia.

Abundant evidence exists to substantiate the complaint that many representa-
tives from the Office of HEW do not possess the necessary qualifications to
properly administer the delicate provisions of the Civil Rights Act applying
to our publie schools.

5. Use of administrative practices and tactics which are unprofessional,
ineffective, and highly detrimental to the educational processes.

An examination of the abundance of available evidence testifying to the afore-
stated practices by representatives of the Office of HEW strongly suggests that
never before has such a comprehensive and potentially fine a program been so
ineffectively administered.

Special attention is called to the following administrative practices by HEW
officials :

(1) Lack of any consistent system of communications with local school
officials concerning their problems, shortcomings, ete.

(2) Use of form letters to call attention to deficiencies and unacceptable
practices. It is readily concluded that such letters cannot possibly serve to
communicate judgements and instructions to several school systems which
differ appreciably in many respects.

Exhibit M: 'This exhibit, which is @ form letter and found on pages 46483,
is representative of the practice mentioned above.

(8) Lack of fixed responsibility and direct lines of communication.

Exhibit L: This exhibit, found on page 42, testifies to the confusion ex-
perienced by one system superintendent.

(4) Use of the telephone by HEW officials for transmitting judgements con-
cerning compliance with HEW Guidelines by local school officials. Innumerable
school officials have stated to me that upon receipt of such calls, they requested
that the communication be reduced to writing and forwarded to them. This
was either not done or done so belatedly that it contributed to the complaint
registered in this instance.

6. Practice of issuing memoranda, usually in long-hand, labelled as “Suggested
Amendment to Desegregation Plan” by HEW field representatives.

Exhibits N, O, P found on pages 46—48 provide copy of memoranda in question.

An examination of these exhibits reveals an absolute disregard for even the
provisions of the guidelines as promulgated by the Office of HEW, to say nothing
of the provision of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. These memoranda have seri-
ously impaired the good relationships which should and must exist between all
agencies responsible for the administration of public school systems.

7. Practice by HEW representatives of by-passing school officials upon visiting
in a school community to determine the degree of compliance with HEW
guidelines.

This widespread practice violates any code of ethics and further characterizes
those engaging in such practice as lacking the necessary gualifications for the
responsible position which they hold.

Furthermore, and most disturbing, is the fact that these tactics result in
HEW representatives confronting school officials with arbitrary and unfounded
opinions garnered from a few hand-picked citizens of the community and de-
claring them guilty of unsatisfactory compliance—guilty until proven innocent.
This despicable practice violates one of the basic tenets of our American way
of life.
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The following exhibits substantiate this complaint :

Eghibit I: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, pages 34-35.

Ezhibit J: Telfair County Board of Education, page 38, paragraphs 11-18.

Ewlfﬁlnt K: Letter from Member of Newman City Board of Education on
page

8. Demands by HEW representatives for closed school board meetings.

The persistent demands by HEW representatives that representatives of the
school community, including the press, be excluded from school board meetings
where problems concerning compliance with HEW Guidelines were to be con-
sidered are in direct conflict with Georgia law which requires that all board
meetings be open to the public. Furthermore, such demands glaringly contra-
dict one of the most common admonitions from HEW officials to local school
officials, that is, that they should solicit the assistance of citizens of the school
commumty, particularly its leaders, in resolving problems pertaining to the deseg-
regation of their schools. This practxce clearly violates another one of the
basic tenets of our American way of life.

This practice by HEW officials was not abandoned until considerable pressure
was brought to bear by the local press, the Georgia Press Association, and Con-
gressman John J. Flynt, Jr., in whose district the last in the series of such inci-
dents took place.

The Exhibits referred to below furnish documented evidence of this complaint :

Ezhibit A: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, pages 1 through 11.

Ezhibit J: Telfair County Board of Education, pages 39-43.

9. Intimidation.

HEW officials have resorted to practices which might be characterized as acts
of intimidation or even coercion in attempting to secure the transfer of teachers
of one race to schools of another race.

The substance of the Exhibits referred to below substantiates this complaint:

Bxhibit H: Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education, page 30, paragraph 2.

Exhibit H: Griffin-Spalding County School Board, page 31, paragraph 5,
continued on page 32.

Exhibit J: Telfair County Board of Education; page 36, paragraphs 1-5.

Exhibit K: Letter from James Beavers, Memrber of Newnan City Board of
Education, on page 41.

We respectfully request and shall aggressively pursue the following :

(a) An acceptance of the fact by all responsible officials that our public schools
exist for the singular purpose of educating people, and are not to be used under
any circumstances in an effort to reform society, fulfil political expectations, or
to achieve the objectives of other branches or agencies of government, no matter
how worthy these objectives may be.

(b) Statements of policy and guidelines for the implementation of a given
law which are strictly in keeping with the intent and provisions of the law.

(c) Valid definitions and interpretations of words, expressions, and objectives
embraced in or suggested by laws passed by Congress. We respectfully request
Congress to see that we are provided with such valid information.

(d) Responsible and professionally qualified personnel to interpret and admin-
ister federal laws in keeping with the provisions and intent of the laws. )

(e) The decentralization of the administrative structure for the administration
of all federal programs and projects and the channelling of all administrative
policies and directives through duly constituted state and local agencies.

(f) Recognition by one-and all of the well established fact that each com-
munity differs from every other in both personal and impersonal composition
and that no arbitrary formula or set of criteria based upon ratios and percen-
tages can be imposed upon all communities under any circumstances.

(g) An abiding respect by one and all for our democratic precepts and insti-
tutions. More especially do we seek to preserve and perpetuate our unique
American policy which provides for local control of our public school systems.

(h) Lastly, we respectfully request that you and your fellow Congressmen
take immediate action to deal with the fact that policies and practices docu-
mented in this presentation are defeating the primary purpose of your legisla-
tive action, which was, in the case of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, to up-grade
educational experiences for all our youth. We submit that as a direct result
of those things about which we complain many of our most needy children are
being deprived of the benefits of your action ; local school bond issues are failing
because of the increasing confusion and lack of confidence; school board mem-
bers, superintendents, and classroom teachers are leaving our public schools in



672 U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

increasing numbers when we most need them; and, as a result of these critical
developments, both the efficiency and effectiveness of our public school programs
are being seriously affected.

ExcerpTs FrROM THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE MEETING OF THE GRIFFIN-SPALDING
CoUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION ON AUGUST 11, 1966, WITH THE FOLLOWING REPRE-
SENTATIVES FroM THE OFFICES OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, WASH-
INGTON, D.C. : MR. RicH, MR. HAaZEL, MR. PERLMAN

(The following people representing the Griffin-Spalding County School System
were present: Board of Education Members: C. T. Parker, Chairman, Taylor
Manley, John West, Mrs. Edith Newton, Miss Anne Hill Drewry, Russell Smith,
Bill Westmoreland, Billy Brooks, and Don Jackson; Superintendent of Schools,
George Patrick, Jr.; Assistant School Superintendent, Ben Christie; School
Board Attorney, J. C. Owen, Jr.; and School Board Secretary, Mrs. Carter.)

ExaIBIT “A” : CLOSED MEETINGS, ETC.

Mr. RicH. We are. I think we might have an initial problem here, that is,
skipping the introductions, I would ask are some people here members of the
public as opposed to members of the Board and school officials?

Mr. PARKER. Yes, Sir, there are visitors here other than members of the
Board of Education. Notice of this meeting was in the local newspaper and there
are probably 4 or 5 visitors who are interested citizens, who are interested in
Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education and our school system. Now, we

~are perfectly willing to take the time to have positive introductions all the way
around.

Mr. RicH. I think rather than the necessity of that, the point is, that we are
authorized to speak on these matters only with the Board and the school officials,
because it’s a similar kind of thing to a jury, for example, whereby things are
expressed in the confines of the jury room, and perhaps there might be some
things involving individuals that will come up, or other things that the Board
will, naturally, want to keep out of public view until they have discussed the
thing, and then they can talk about it with the public. We would certainly
have no reservations about your talking to any members of the public or the
press after we have had our meeting about what has gone on, but the meeting,
itself, we will have to ask that we meet with the Board and school officials.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Owen is our attorney. Are we authorized under the Georgia
law to hold a closed meeting of this public body? This is a const1tut10nal body
elected by the people of this county.

Mr. RicE. We are familiar with the law, sir, and we have gone through this
several times on this trip, and also, the times in the past, and we are also
familiar with the practice of many Boards, for example, where they are dis-
cussing teachers, as to whether they should be re-elected or not, or teachers
being fired, or new teachers being elected, often do hold executive sessions, and
we, in addition to that, we would only be authorized to meet with the Board and
the school officials. It is certainly a very common practice for Georgia Boards
to meet only among themselves.

Mr. CuMmMING. My name is Cumming, J. R. Cumming. I am head of the Sav-
ings and Loan Association in Griffin. I am an attorney. This is a public body,
public officials, this is public business affecting every child in this county. I
fail to see what is secret about it. This is public business.

Mr. RicH. Well, sir, the same—Dby the same token a jury:

Mr. CoMMING (interposing). This is not public business?

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir, it certainly is.

Mr. CuMMING. There is no connection with all the people, with the man
there? This is a public body on a matter that affects every one of us.

Mr. RIcH. Well, I would say I will have to disagree with you.

Mr. CuMmMmING. Are your instructions are that no citizen of this county can

" git in this meeting that you are attending with the Board of Education?

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir.

Mr. CuMMING. No other reason? If that is your instruction, I would like
to know that. I would not embarrass the Board by holding the meeting up.

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir, that is our authorization.

Mr. CoMMING. Does that come from Washington?

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir.
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Mr. CumMming. I would like to know that.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, irregardless of how the Board feels as to executive
session and open session, I want to go on record that this be a public meeting
as such, called for public interest, to handle public matters, and nothing be
withheld from the public.

Mr. CumMine. Getting back to one point that you mentioned, speaking of
teachers, hiring and firing, if I, as a citizen of this county, wanted to sit in at
a meeting where the teachers were being procured, I don’t think the Board
could prevent me from doing it.

Mr. Rica. Well, the Board does sometimes meet in executive session.

Mr. CoMmMIng. I will leave, but, actually—I am leaving on your statement
there that your instructions from Washington are that this meeting you will
not meet with any citizen of Spalding County sitting in on it other than members
of the Board.

Mr. Rrca. And the school officials.

Mr. PARKER. Joe, and the other citizens here, we recognize your feelings in
this matter. The members of this Board have nothing whatsoever to hide.
Before any visitors leave, I would, on behalf of our Board, like to make a
brief statement, at which time, in order to avoid any further delay, we will ask
the cooperation of our interested citizens and taxpayers that they leave in
order that the meeting might proceed. But before you leave, I would like to
read a brief statement, my personal statement, to open this meeting. The
purpose of this meeting is to discuss with representatives of the United States
Office of Bducation alleged inadequacies in our school desegregation plan. Board
members have received copies of letters recently dated June the 7th, July the
11th, and July the 18th. We understand that certain other school systems in
Georgia have received similar letters. Before the meeting gets under way, I
want to review briefly for these representatives what has transpired in Griffin-
Spalding County. When the Courts directed that the school districts make a
prompt and reasonable start toward desegregating the schools, this Board acted
promptly and in good faith to determine from all possible sources a plan that
would constitute compliance and that would still give our children, both white and
black, the best possible educational opportunities.

At this point I want to get the record straight. There has never been a group
of publie spirited citizens who worked harder or more conscientiously to do what
was fair and just for all. The Court ordered plan and a voluntary plan based on
freedom of choice was studied for long and difficult weeks; colored and white
citizens were consulted at great length. The decisions to follow a voluntary plan
based on freedom of choice was based on our feelings that the people themselves
should have a free choice in selecting the school where they felt their children
could get the best opportunity. This choice has been given to everyone on a fair
and equal bagsis as prescribed by the United States Office of Bducation. In the
1965-66 school year 68, or 2.1% of the negro students were freely given permis-
sion to attend schools that were formerly all white. Because of the dedicated
work of these Board members, our administrators and teachers, and the public
in general, there was not a single incident in this county throughout the school
year. When the 1966 guidelines were isued, re-registration was held in exact
compliance with the rules, and 161, or 4.8% of the colored students requested at-
tendance on a desegregated basis for the coming year. Assignment has been
made on these choices without exception. We submit that this is 4 reasonable
progress towards peaceful, orderly, and intelligent desegregation of the schools
in compliance with the law. I appreciate your position here, and I also appreciate
your cooperation,

_ Mr. Ricn. I might add that we appreciate it also, and we certainly would en-
courage that the Board and the Superintendent do talk to the members of the
press and members of the public about what has transpired.

Mr. OWEN. Just let me ask one question to get the record clear. Mr. Chairman,
the way I understand it, this meeting was called as a Board meeting, as a public
meeting. Now, the Board is not going into executive session, but since Mr, Rich
has stated that he is forbidden by his instructions from Washington with this
rule to inform the Board as to what he has come down here to tell us, that our
visitors are leaving voluntarily without this Board actually excluding them,
and we are still in public session as far as the meeting goes, but they are leaving
voluntarily.

Mr. Parker. That is correct. Now, is there any visitor that understands it
otherwise? Thank you very much.
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Mr. Rich, the Ilittle statement that I have made summarizes what
we have done and the feeling of this Board that in good faith we have adopted
a plan based on freedom of choice, and we have followed that plan.

Mr. RicH. May I just state as one addendum along with what we are talking
‘about, as far as members of the public, that we certainly can’t object to recording
minutes and having minutes taken on it. We just do ask that, here, again, this
not be played to members of the public. Certainly, if the Board wishes to use it
to review what has been discussed, we have no objection to that, but that it
should not be played for members of the public.

Mr. PARKER. Feeling that we represent all of the people, Mr. Rich, we always
have a secretary present at our Board meetings to record what transpires.

Mr. RicuH. Yes—well, you would not release the transeript of what had hap-
pened, you might wish to go back over it and make an announeement to the press,
or something like that.

Mr. PARKER. We always have an announcement to the press on the morning
following our meetings, and the press is always welcome to come and sit in on
meetings. Any citizen is welcome to come and sit in on any of our meetings,
and this meeting is proceeding no different from any of our others.

Mr. SMITH. My. Chairman, could any interested citizen come over and look
at these minutes or any other minutes, if he so desired?

Mr. PaARkER. They are a matter of public record.

Mr. SMITH. A matter of public record.

Mr. PARKER. To give you one more step in the Georgia law governing this, our
financial records are audited once each year by the State auditing department,
and a copy of that audit is transmitted to the press and there is a specific law
requiring that that be done. Nothing that we do is hidden, and can not be
hidden, our attorney tells us, from the public. We would like for you to proceed
with anything you would like to tell us.

" Mr. RicH. I think we still have a problem in effect in that if there is a ver-
batim transeript and notes made available, this is the same sort of thing, and
we do ask that it not be made public.

Mr. PARKER. How can we represent the public and hold a secret meeting?

Mr. RicH. It is not unusual for public bodies, bodies representing the public,
to meet among themselves and to afterwards report the results of that meeting
to the public, which is not at all unusual.

Mr. PARKER. Mr, Owen, as our attorney, would you answer that?

Mr. OweN. Well, if the public asks to see the results of the meeting, can we
keep these minutes secret by law? I think by law, under the Georgia law, our
minutes would be public.

Mr. RicH. I know some Boards in Georgia—it is going to the extent that some
of the school records have been kept from Board members that didn’t agree with
the majority of the Board. I am sure there are a lot of things that—I have
never heard of that law being pressed upon—— ) ’

Mr. OweN. Well, thisis just

Mr. RicH (interposing). We are simply faced with a situation of authoriza-
tion, and in effect, this is a public meeting where the notes are made public-

Mr. OweN. Well, what our Chairman—I think, Mr., Rich—was the Georgia
law saying that all meeting’s would be public, and of course, the minutes of these
meetings, as I understand, would also be public. And if this law is on the books
because other people don’t observe it, then I think it is obligatory that we
observe it.

Mr. RicH. Well, we are faced with a situation where we are not authorized
to meet with members of the publie, are present, and where exact records will
be made which will be released to the publie. ) '

Mr. PARKER. Would it be fair if we request that you show us some authoriza-
tion, because we——

Mr. RicH (interposing). There is no written authorization, we simply have
instructions. )

Mr. PArRkER. We can’t conceive of a situation where a public official from the
taxpayers payroll would come out and say “We want to meet with you, you
can’t take any notes”.

Mr. RicH. We didn’t say that, sir. What we said is that you certainly can
take notes, but you can’t release it to the public. You can talk to the public
about what has transpired in the meeting, but to have an exact copy of every-
thing that goes on in the meeting:
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Mr. PARKER. Has anyone said that we are going to issue a verbatim report?

Mr. RicH. But I say, if an individual can come in, if any member of the public
can come in and look at the record, which includes the verbatim record of the
meeting, as opposed to notes, simple notes about what has transpired at a
meeting, it is quite a different thing.

Mr. PARKER. We take the position that any taxpayer in this county has a
constitutional right to come in and examine any records in the office of the
Superintendent of Education or the official records of this Board.

Mr. Rice. We haven’t run into a problem whereby the Board has had some-
one who has taken exact transcript of what transpired in the meeting. And,
0, we haven’t run into a situation like this before. It is the same thing as
holding a meeting in publie, if any member of the public can come in and read
an exact transeript, whereas, notes would be a summary of what transpired.

Mr. OweN. Mr. Rich, I don’t believe the Chairman had in mind calling the
press in tomorrow and saying, “We want to release this to the newspaper”.
I don’t think that is the intent of th1s at all.

Mr. RicH. No, sir.

Mr. OWEN. But here, I mean, to take minutes down at meetings, and if some
member of the public asks about a specific point to come back and refer to the
record on this specific point that had transpired, I don’t believe we could refuse
them the transcript of the minutes of the public record in this office under the
Georgia law,

Mr. Rrca. When it conflicts with the orders we have, I am sure you could, yeah.

Mr. OweN. Well, I mean, we don’t know of any law it conflicts with.

Mr. Ricu. I am telling you, we have instructions not to meet with members
of the public, including a record which would be made available to the public.

Mr. OWEN. Well, suppose we do this, Mr. Chairman. If it’s all right with
Mr. Rich, suppose we go ahead and take these and transcribe them at the meet-
ing, and then maybe we can thrash out the point as to whether we can refuse
or not after we conduct the meeting,

Mr. RicH. Well, no, the problem with that is, if you decided you would make
it available, then what could we do at that point except say that you were acting
in bad faith.

Mr. OweN. No, I mean, if it is in compliance with the law that we can not
refuse people to see these, then, of course, we would have to let them see them.
But if it is in compliance with some law or instructions you refer to——

Mr. RicH. It is not a Federal law, sir, it is our authorization. If we must
bring it down, the alternative would be us not meeting with you, or a meeting
with you where no exact transcript be made available to the public.

Mr. OweN. I know the Board wants to meet with you, and would have the
benefit of what you have to tell them. But as far as making it public, I can’t
tell the Board that it is not my opinion—X will say this: I can only say that
it is my opinion that a meeting of this sort must be made public. I don’t be-
lieve we can have a meeting that is not public and take any official action.
Now, I think you can have executive sessions where you don’t take official action,
but any meeting where you take official action, it would have to be public.
Then, if we have a meeting and have minutes of this meeting, in 'my opinion, I
think these minutes would be public records, and if they asked me “Can I,—ecan
they refuse to show these records I would have to tell them “No” they could not
refuse. They would have to show the records.

Mr. RicH. We would not anticipate that the Board would take any official
action at this meeting, anyway, so, that perhaps the meetmg would be an
executive session at which no official action was taken.

Mr. OwenN. Well, I don’t know whether the Board would want to take official
action or not. If they did, certainly, that part would have to be for the public.
Now, perhaps you could have the executive session, Mr. Chairman, transcribe
your notes, where no official action is taken. Now, perhaps-these notes that
you take here would not be minutes in the sense that official action was taken
to go in your minute book. Is that the point, Mr. Rich?

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir.

Mr. OweN. In other words, what these gentlemen have to report to you, if
you are in executive session and receive that report from them verbatim and
transeribe it, for your information and your use, at a session where no official
actions were taken, perhaps these gentlemen are correct that you could refuse
to allow that to be seen by an inquisitor or some member of the public coming
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in to see if. Certainly, any meeting that you take official action and have
minutes of that meeting, I don’'t believe you could refuse to show that to
someone, if he came to ask for it. Is that your understanding of the law?

Mr. RicH. Well, I am not sure what it would. come to, but we certainly
don’t anticipate that the Board will take any official action. And meetings
where we felt the Board would not take official action were generally worked
out—in presenting a proposed recommendation or amendment to the plan,
the desegregation plan, and then the Board has considered at a later date
what action it will take on a proposed amendment, and I think that’s what
we are going to end up with this evening.

Mr. PARKER. Well, now, our understanding of this meeting is this: Every
Board member here feels conscientiously that our plan of desegregation has
been orderly and in accordance with the law, and that our progress toward
desegregating the schools has been reasonable. We have tried mighty hard
to cooperate and to comply. We have suffered some criticism for trying so
hard and for going as far as we have gone, and we don’t believe there is a
citizen in Spalding County that can stand up and face us and say that we
haven’'t made an honest, sincere, effort to comply with the law. We know
that there is not a citizen that will stand up and face us and deny that we
haven’t made such an effort. Our only purpose in hearing you is to see wherein
you criticize what we have done and what do you say that we should do in
addition to what we have done, and our decision as to whether that is reason-
able and under all the conditions in this county will be decided upon after
we have had time to give it due consideration.

G. W. PATRICE,
Superintendent, Griffin-Spalding County Schools.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December 1966.

J. C. WEBB,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.

My Commission Expires March 6, 1970,

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting of
the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred to
on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExHIBIT “B”: ARBITRARY AND INCONSISTENT JUDGEMENTS

Mr. PERLMAN. Well, although I think this increase does represent some
progress, I think it does fall short of what the Commissioner’s expectations
were. The Commissioner’s expectations were expressed in terms of substantial
progress. But the review we have made of the system has led us to conclude
at this time that—if we look at the total picture, both student performance,
coupled with the fact that faculty desegregation does not measure up to what
the Commissioner’s requirements were in the faculty area, we can say that
we have concluded that this number, although it is some progress, it does not
meet the Commissioner’s expectations of substantial progress. And we are
going to—I think one of our purposes in coming tonight is to make a few
suggestions as to what the—-

Mr. PARKER (interposing). What you have just said is merely an expression
of an opinion. I expressed an opinion that it was substantial progress, and
you expressed——

Mr. PERLMAN (interposing). The Commissioner has suggested that when we
review the results of a school system’s desegregation plan, we look at the total
picture, the amount of student desegregation, and coupled with the amount. of
faculty desegregation, and when we look at this total picture, the suggestiens
that the general plan that the Commissioner sets up, has suggested that we
apply, would lead us to conclude at this time that this does not meet the Com-
missioner’s expectation of substantial progress, and I believe-—-

. Mr. PARKER (interposing). In other words, in your opinion it may not meet
his expectations? .

Mr. PERLMAN. Well, I will have to say that we were given——

Mr. RicH (interposing). The pertinent thing is that I am sure Mr. Patrick
went to some of the meetings where Dr. Kruger spoke and explained the guide-
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lines during March and April, and at that time I am sure that he gave you a
more definite idea of what the Commissioner’s expectations were. And cer-
tainly, the guideline experience, for example, there is a smaller percentage of
students picking up the second paragraph such as 4 or 5 per- cent, trans-
ferred from segregated schools for the 1965-66 school year, a substantial increase
such as tripling would be expected for the school year. Then he goes on “If a
lower percentage of students transferred for the last school year, then the
rate of increase would normally be expected to be proportionately greater, so,
it would be, say, 4 or § times what it had been the year before”, which would
mean somewhere, oh, lets’ say, I guess it would be 10 and 129, or something
like that, I guess, based on that. . But this is sort of the expectation the Com-
missioner had, and as Mr. Perlman has mentioned, it is the total picture that
the Commissioner looks at, and the Commissioner has decided in this case,
upon review, that the total picture does not meet his idea of substantial prog-
ress, and, therefore, he would ask some additional steps be taken.

Mr, PARKER. In other words, what you are saying is, that all those who
voluntarily requested transfer is not suﬁiment" By the same token, is it lawful
to arbitrarily move them?

Mr. RicH. We are—we haven’t made any proposal at all yet, and one of the
proposals we would make would be that there would be an additional transfer
period to further aid the movement toward the ending of the dual school system.

G. W. PATRICK,
Superintendent, Griffin-Spalding County Schools.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.
' J. C. Wess,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.
My Commission Expires Mar. 6, 1970.

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting of
the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred
toon page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExHIBIT “C”: EXTRA LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Mr. RicH. Let me point out first what the whole theory of what freedom of
choice is, and this is that,—we are all working to comply with the law, and the law
has stated as long ago as 1964 that what we have to do is end ‘the dual school
system completely. In 1964 the Congress

Mr. PArxkER. Wait just a minute now. Will you quote me that law again?

Mr. Ricx. Brown v. Board of Education.

Mr. PARKER. Said what, now?

Mr. RicH. Pardon?

Mr. ParRKER. It said what, now?

Mr. Rica. Said there must be no dual school system.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Owen, Will you check that for us?

Mr. Ricu. It didn't say there must be part of a dual school syst'em ehmmated
—said there be no dual school system.

Mr. OWEN, I——

Mr. RicH. -Said there must be no.dual school system

Mr. Owen. Isthisa statute?

Mr. RicH. Brown v, Board of Education, and the Civil nghts Act relterated
this, and through the acts of legislative h1story along with it, and that is what
we are all working to do as the eventual goal, is to end the dual school system.
And ithe freedom of choice plan, the guidelines which have been published in
ithe Federal Code of Regulations, which are part of the law authorized under
the Civil Rights Act of 1964,—as they have stated, the freedom of choice plan,—
and the Courts, themselves, have said,—that the freedom of choice plan is simply
a device by which we can accomplish the ending of the dual school system, or
at least, we can work towards it. But, if it doesn’t work as a device, just as
using 2 band plow to plow a field is not necessarily the best way to do that, a
tractor is much better, freedom of choice plan is not the best way to accomplish
‘the ending of lthe dual school system. So that-there may be some other step
that is required to be taken in order to meet that goal. But the Commissioner
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has stated that we will allow a gradual rate of desegregation. We won’t say,
“Do it all at once”, because we are doing things that would affect people's lives
to a great extent, and we are asking people to change social mores that have
eixsted over quite a long period of time. And we are not saying, “Junk the free
choice plan here”. . We are saying that one of the recommendations ithat we would
make would be ithat there would be an additional choice period of possibly two
weeks under which there would be a possibility of any student transferring.
G. W. PATRICK,
Supermtendent Griffin-Spelding County Schools.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.
J. C. WEBB,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.

My Commission Expires March 6, 1970.

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting
of the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred
to on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExHIBIT “D”: FREEDOM OF CHOICE—PLAN, DISCRIMINATION, ETC.

Mr. Ricy. Well, let me finish this, because I think this will clear up what
you are thinking. This would not be a choice period open to all students who
wanted to transfer to any school. This would be only a choice period whereby
students could make a choice which would further desegregation, further work
toward ending the dual school system. In other words, any white student could
choose a negro school, or a negro student who has not already chosen to attend
a formerly white school, could so choose at this time. But there could not be, say,
a white student who had chosen a negro school going the otber way. There
could not be a negro student who had chosen to attend a formerly white school,
choosing to attend a negro school. I think this is what you were getting at.

Mr. PATRICK. Because I already have about15—

Mr. RicH. Yes. sir.

Mr. PaTrICK. Requests to go back, and I refused those requests.

Mr. Ricum. That’s what I thought you were talking about. But this, again,
would still be subject to serutiny by the Commissioner. If the results did not
work out so that there was substantial progress, then there would still have
to be further steps taken. If I might continue with this,—the way the office has
set it up, it would be possible, certainly, if we speak realistically, it would be
unlikely that there would be white students choosing to attend a negro school.
If the district so desires, they could simply make forms available, and possibly
we would suggest that they be mailed to the negro students who have not chosen
to attend the formerly white schools, so you could limit the number of students
to whom you would provide these forms.

Mr. PARKER. How can we discriminate against certain of our students just
to accommodate an opinion of an administrator? This is discrimination what
you just said,—you said, “Only to a limited group”.

Mr. RicH. Number.

Mr. PARRER. You said only open it to negro students—

Mr. Rica (interposing). You could certainly have everyone make the choice.
We are simply saying as a,—an administrator easing the burden for you, that
districts have preferred that they only provide these forms for the negro students
who have not chosen to attend white schools.

Mr. PARRER. And discriminate against those others? Who would do the choos-
ing of the students who want to transfer?

Mr. RicH. Transfer,—this plan is open to anybody who wants to transfer from
a school where there are races in the majority to other races in the minority.

Il\dr. PARKER. In other words, the plan is open to suit your limited purpose
only.

Mrs. NEwToN. That is discrimination.

Mr. RicH. What are you discriminating against? I think we ought to stick
to this point, now, because any white student who wishes to choose a negro school
is certainly free to do so. It is just that the fact is, I have not come across an
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instance in the State of Georgia where a white student has chosen to attend a
formerly negro school.

‘Mr. OWEN. Mr. Chairman, in order to get it clear, let me ask Mr. Perlman,—
the Superintendent referred to 15 negro students that had indicated a desire to
transfer back from a white school back to a negro school. Now, is it your sug-
gestion that he disallow these 15 to transfer back? Maybe for scholastic reasons -
they feel like they made a mistake. -

Mr. PERLMAN. It is required by the guidelines, yes, that he disallow.

Mr. OweN. That he disallow that. Now, would not that be discrimination
against those 15 negro students, if they thought it would be to their best educa-
tional interest to go back to their own educational level classroom?

Mr. PERLMAN. No, sir, this is certainly not discrimination. What we are say-
ing,—the policy is open to all students so that they may,—first of all, let’s get
at this notion, which may be behind this, that there is some sort of constitutional
right to a freedom of choice, so far as schools are concerned. There is no such -
thing. And I am sure that you will agree with us that the freedom of choice
plan is a unique, odd, and very difficult, and educationally speaking, probably
the worst kind of plan that any school system can have. It is much easier to
have other kinds of plans that most school systems in the country use, namely,
to operate on a neighborhood school basis where there is a zone around the school
and all the students attend that school. But we have permitted the device to be
used.

Mr. OwgN. This is our Congressman.

Mr. PARKER. Come in, Mr. Flynt. Mr. Flynt, that is Mr. Rich on the left of us
here. Mr. Rich, Mr. Flynt, and Mr. Hazel, Mr. Pearlman, and Mr. Walter. Have
a seat, Mr. Flynt. Where were you,—you were telling us about the “device”.

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir. It is not the most workable device. It is about the worst,
as a matter of fact. You don’t know how many students you are going to have
where in the coming year. And it makes it extremely difficult to make long range
educational plans. But, what we are all working towards is the ending of the
dual school system. Now, this is another device which we, and the office of the
Commissioner, has suggested as a means by which under operation of the free
choice plan and a further extension which is also a regular part of all geographical
zone plans, I may add, there is a minority transfer policy where choices may be
made to further desegregation and ending of the dual school system. So, it is
not a question of discrimination. It is a question of a device which is open to all
students regardless of race to further desegregation.

G. W. PATRICK,

Superintendent, Grifin-Spalding County Schools.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.

J. A. WEBB,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.

My Commission Expires Mar. 6, 1970.

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting of
the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred
to on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExuBIT “B”: DUAL SCHOOL SYSTEM—PERCENTAGES, IMBALANCES, ETC.

Mr. PATRICE. Mr. Rich, you have referred on two or three occasions to the
dual school system. We contend that we o not have a dual school system. ‘What
is your definition of a “dual school system”?

Mr. RicH. Where a system has been operated so that schools have been set up
intending for members of one race or another, and we are having to work to
erase the stigma of what has existed where it has been intentional, and the
first time it was not intentional it was under the plan.

Mr. PATRICK. A school system operating under one school superintendent, one
Board of Education, all faculty meetings, and all principal administrative meet- .
ings integrated, with freedom of choice of any child to attend any school he de-
sired, how could that still be designated as a dual school system?

Mr. Ricr. Well, sir, up until 1964 or ’65, up until last school year would we
agree that this was a dual school system?
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Mr. PAaTrICK. I will agree,—no, I won't agree it was a dual school system. I
would agree we had separate faculty meetings, and so forth. .

Mr. RicH. It was not intended for the memers of one race or the other? That
is what a dual school system is. )

Mr. PerLMAN. That is what these guidelines are attempting to do. But you
do have to work with that term, though, whether you—— ‘ .

Mrs. NEwToN (interposing). If we don’t have it, we don’t have to work with
that term. i

Mr. Rice. Well, you would——

Mr. PARKER. If everyone would stop talking, we would get more accomplished.

Mr. RicH. It was operated as such up until this ageney started working with
these school districts, and Congress has said, and the Commissioner has issued
his guidelines in accordance with this, that this is what we must work to over-
come, and by this definition, and this system was intentionally operating schools
for one race or another, in a dual system,—and it is eliminated when there is
‘no,—well, let's see,—when the schools are,—I don’t know how obviously we can
say it, but——

Mr. PATRICK. What you are saying is that we should no longer have any racial
imbalance?

Mr. RicH. No, sir.

Mr. FLYNT. What is your authority for saying Congress said that?

Mr. RicH. Through the Civil Rights Act of 1965.

Mr. FLYNT. Which Title?

Mr. RicH. Title VI, sir.

Mr. FLynT. What about Title IV?

Mr. RicH. Title IV refers to something entirely different. I don’t understand
the significance of Title IV with what we are talking about, the ending of the
dual system.

Mr. FLyNT. Title IV says specifically that there shall be no assignment or trans-
fer of any pupil for the purpose of overcoming racial imbalance.

Mr. RicH. I believe, sir, that there is a term of,—well, the,—overcoming racial
imbalance,—yes, sir, we are talking there about the assignment of students to
public schools in order to overcome racial imbalance. We are talking here
about a—— '

Mr. FLYNT (interposing). Read it. What does it say?

Mr. RicH. Well, the definition of desegregation means the assignment of stu-
dents ito public schools, within such schools, without regard to their race, color,
religion or national origin, desegregation shall not mean an assignment of students
to public schools in order to overcome racial unbalance.

Mr. FLynT. That is what I said.

Mr. RicH. Well, I don’t understand the effect as far as Title VI is concerned. I
don’t think that is relevant to what we are discussing as far as a dual school
system is concerned.

Mrs. NEwToN. If you are saying the Commissioner feels that we have not made

. reasonable progress and certain percentages of our schools being more integrated,
isn’t that the very crux of the matter? You are asking us to increase the num-
ber of negro students entering into our formerly all white schools, which is cer-
tainly asking for more of a racial balance, isn’t it?

Mr. PARKER. You are telling us, in effect, to make some more students transfer,
are you not? :

Mr. RicH. No, sir, we are not. No,—we are asking you to take further steps
mainly by running a minority transfer of further choice. I would also say that,—
we are talking here on the one hand about Title IV, and Title VI is a separate sec-
tion than this Title IV.—but I would go on further to state that the Commissioner
has simply followed after what some of the Courts have said, in that there is a
way of looking at how a desegregation plan is doing. He is not requiring that a
certain percentage of students choose or be assigned, or whatever, from negro
schools to formerly white schools, or from formerly white schools to negro schools,
or any such thing. He is not requiring any racial balance. What he is requiring
is that there be some substantial progress towards the ending of the dual school
system, which necessarily involves some students moving across racial lines, but
does not require any racial balance. Furthermore, requiring racial balance in
schools is what Title IV talks about, and we are talking about a system, not a par-
ticular scheol. You certainly could have one school totally desegregated and
another school completely segregated, and this would not be any different in our
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eyes than having one school which was half desegregated, and the other sthool
which was half desegregated. .
G. W. PATRICK,
Superintendent, Griffin-Spalding County Schools.
Subsecribed to and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.
) J. C. WEeg,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.
My Commission Expires Mar. 6, 1970. ) ‘

(Thq following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting of -
the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred to
on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExHIBIT “F”: ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

Mr. Patrick. That is true, Mr. Rich. The statement was made that additional
steps might be required. But I want to ask two or three questions. First, does
the Office of Education have any concern for education, or do they only have con-
cern for integration ; second, did we not present to the Office of Education at the
end of May, two months ago, 21 months ago, factual information about how
much integration we had in our public schools? And is it not a fact that we did
not hear until only a week ago any fault with the amount of integration that we
had, although we had the feeling that possibly it wasn’t enough? But isitnot a
fact that your guidelines prohibited us during the period of freedom of choice
from influencing any child to integrate or to segregate, or in any way as far as
his choice of schools might be concerned, and the employees of the Board of a
school system, would include the Board of Education, would include the Super-
intendent, would include the Assistant Superintendent, the Principals and teach-
ers, and they were not allowed in any way o influence registrants, although we
felt that perhaps not enough students crossed. But we did everything according
to your guidelines, and now you come up when our school system is ready to
open, the classes are balanced with approximately in every school an average of
about 28 or 29 children o a class, and it’s in only one school, and that’s an all
white school, that runs over 30-students to a class. And yet you tell us now a
school system that doesn’t have any extra classrooms, that we are going to have
to move children into these already crowded classrooms in order to obtain inte-
gration at the sacrifice of education. I think you are making a drastic mistake
not to take a look at education at the same time you are looking at integration.

Mr. PARKER. Look at the welfare of the youngsters.

Mr. MANLEY. Let Mr. Rich answer the question about education.

Mr, RICH. We are certainly interested in education, and certainly the Office
of Education is. And we are looking for,—that is why we have come to talk to
you, rather than simply, like a fiat, or by a cold, impersonal letter, saying that
the Commissioner would require such and such steps, or would recommend as
alternative, such and such steps. We feel that by coming and talking to you in
person, and by discussing things with you, that we can have a better idea, we
could work out something that would work in the system that would better the
school system, that would work in the community, and that would be adaptable
for all the purposes that we particularly need. Now, so far as the other points
that you raised, if I can recall them,—

Mr, PaTtricK. I contend that the U.S. Office of Education has failed miserably
in keeping school systems informed as to the fact that our progress was not
adequate. I contend that August,—the middle of August, is a mighty late date
to tell us that we are going to make adjustments in our school system. If the
1.8. Office of Education is really interested in education, they would immediately
upon receipt of information that I sent them, they would immediately inform me
that “This is not enough”, and given me means by which we could have made
some corrections at that time. My hands were tied.

G. W. PATRIOK,
Superintendent, Grifiin-Spalding County Schools.

Subseribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966,
J. C, WEBB,
Notary Public.
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. (The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting
of the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred
to on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

BxHIBIT “G”: ARBITRARY JUDGMENTS CONCERNING PUPIL TRANSFERS, Erc.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Rich, I assume that you would be willing to write down for
us ‘the things that you suggest we do?

Mr. RicH. I have a printed copy of the suggestions.

Mr. PARKER. Allright, sir, will you proceed with the next one?

Mr. Rica. O.K. As an alternative,—well, I would also, by the way, disagree
so far as,—you were ‘talking about forcing you to,—I don’t remember the exact
terms, but to,—force,—I don’t know——

Mr. PATRICK (interposing). I said that you,—to integrate any change of stu-
dents in this county to another would overcrowd the classes in that given school,
because all of our classes are fairly well balanced. We do not have empty class-
rooms, and if we have to allow anyone to move, we will have to allow over-
crowding.

Mr. PARKER. Suppose you go ahead with your next suggestion.

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir. As I understand it, the Northside Elementary school and
Moore Elementary school are located close together, and so are the Fourth Ward
Elementary school and the Annie Shockley school. Now, a further recommenda-
tion might be that all students who live in the second ‘Ward, and who would
be in the first grade would attend Northside Elementary school, and all those
in the second grade would attend the Moore Elementary school. And a similar
sort of arrangement, this would be run either way, you could have the first
grade students, say, in Moore Elementary, and the second grade in Northside.
Similarly with the Fourth Ward Elementary and Annie Shockley, that first grade
students attend one school and the second grade students attend the other
school.

G. W. PATRICK,
Superintendent, Grifin-Spalding County Schools.

Subseribed and sworn to before me this Tth day of December, 1966.

J. C. WEBg,
Notary Public.

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting
of the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred
to on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.) .

ExHIBIT “H”: ARBITRARY JUDGMENTS RE FACULTY TRANSFERS, ETC.

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir. The guidelines do state that the general expectation, gen-
eral requirements of the Commissioner, is that there be at least on full time
classroom teacher teaching in a school where the majority of the faculty are
of the opposite race in each school in the system. Now, there is flexibility in
the guidelines, but this is the general requirements. However, the reason that
the requirement,—general requirement is stated in this fashion would negate
for the most part part time teachers, especially where they are teaching in
all the schools in the system, because the basic reason is that everybody in
the community, and we, ourselves, also, at the present time, think of one school
as the white school, and another school as a negro school. People don’t think
of it as intended for everyone, but intended for members of one race or an-
other, based on the path, and based on where students and faculty have attended
in the past. And at the present time the regular faculty of the school is either
a white faculty or a megro faculty. These are the faculty members who are
resident there and who teach regular classroom subjects there, and for that
reason the Commissioner has asked for a very gradual beginning of breaking
down that identity through desegregation of faculties. Now, some courts have
gone so far as to require total desegregation of the faculty immediately. Sup-
pose there were 100 faculty members, 60 white and 40 negro, and there were 10
schools, then what they have required has been that there be 6 white and 4
negro teachers in each and every school in the system. Now, this is a much
more drastic thing than what the Commissioner is asking. And he is just ask-
ing that there be a start toward this.
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There are advantages in this, in that every teacher is in the same situation,
and they can all say, “Well, I didn’t get picked on, I am in the same boat every-
body else is in”. But the Commissioner in line with what we were discussing
before about allowing things to take place more gradually, has simply asked
that the general requirement be that there be at least one full time class room
teacher in each school. There is some flexibility in this, and perhaps we can
Work out something at this time that would accomplish the same purpose in

a slightly different fashion.

Mr. PARKER. You haven't stated a definite recommendation.

Mr. Ricm. Well, the general recommendation would be that there be a full
time faculty member in each of the schools of the opp051te race from the ma-
jority of the faculty members in that school. But there is another possibility,—
let me ask you, you have how many schools in the dlstrlct"

Mr. PATRICK. 17.

Mr. RicH. 17? Now, if you had, let’s say——

Mr. PARKER. 814? How are you going to get the half?

Mr. Rica. No, sir, if you had 17 full time classroom teachers teaching where
races are in a minority on the faculty, you can say, only 13 of the schools, so that
there would be 2 or maybe 3 teachers in some of the schools. Then this would be
acceptable. This would accomplish most of the purpose that the Commissioner is
looking for, and perhaps in some way, as I have pointed out before, we are not
talking about total desegregation where every teacher is in the same boat, still,
there are advantages in gaining assurances of teachers that they will, either
voluntarily, or after a time, teach in a school where there are races of the minor-
ity. There would be two or maybe three teachers who would be in the minority
racially in that particular school.

Mr. PARKER. Assign them against their will?

Mr. RicH. Well, sir, first of all, let me ask—the contracts of the teachers
are with the Board of Education, are they not?

Mr. PARKER. Yes; sir.

Mr. RicH. They are not with a particular school, they are with the Board?

Mr. PATrICK. They have my agreement. But teachers became wise this
Spring, and they have from the Superintendent his promise that he will place
them as of September in a given school. I have lost about 14 teachers—short
at the present time. I have missed getting several fine prospective teachers,
white teachers, because I tried to assign them to negro schools as they came in.
Two young gentlemen that the Board authorized me to double their local sup-
plements to teach shop at the negro school, which would have given them almost
double salary, and they saw that salary and they said, “Yes, sir, we will do it”.
And the next day they came in and handed me their contracts and said, “Now,
we will either stay where we are, or you can have these”. And we have two
weeks notice in our contract. I have lost teachers, we have tried to assign
teachers. We have tried to find teachers to go over voluntarily, and the atti-
tude of the teachers is, “We don’t have to have this job”. But the boys and
girls in Spalding County need teachers. :

Mr. RicHE. We would certainly agree with that, sir, and we would not want
to have the school system faced with a shortage of teachers.

Mr. PATRICK. My shortage is with negro teachers, also. And if I am unable
to place my white teachers in negro schools, is it fair to leave the little negro
children without a teacher and put that teacher over in a white school?

Mr. PARKER. We are talking about the practicability of this thing, now, and if
we do some faculty desegregation more than what we have done, it has got to be
related to the practical matters of finding the school teachers. Go on to your
next recommendation.

Mr. RicH. Yes, sir. Well, going along with this, we would ask that the
Board which always does have the responsibility of making assignments regard-
less of whether it makes it to the school where the teacher has been teaching
before, or to a new school, as an example,—and I might point out that,—let’s
start with your freedom of cchoice plan that you had 1,000 students choosing
schools that they had not formerly attended, say, they were negro students
choosing formerly white schools, they might be white students who decided they
would like to go to school on the other end of town. Then you would have had
to transfer a significant number of teachers from their usual positions to some
other position, to a school that they hadn’t taught at formerly, and we can
liken this in this situation. Now, 50 far as the practicalities are concerned, we
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would ask that if it became necessary that the Board assign a teacher, obviously
the Board can not force a teacher to teach in a school, the teacher can always
resign the position. But, it is the responsibility of all of us to comply with the
law, and complying with the law is to comply with the guidelines, and the guide-
lines do require significant progress and a substantial beginning in desegre-
gation of the faculty, and this has not been achieved at this time. Let me ask
you, sir, have you spoken, or has the principal spoken to the teachers individ-
ually, or in two’s or three’s?

Mr. Patrick. I have talked to,—I have asked various members of my faculty
to help me locate people who were of a liberal attitude toward this matter, and
I have gone to these individuals and talked to them. And they are frank to
give me, “No, sir, if you demand it of me, you can have my contract”. I ac-
tually have one situation where I can’t even assign a white teacher from one
white school to transfer to another white school. They feel so strongly and
they are so independent, and they will tell you frankly that “We don’t have to
teach. We are teaching because we feel that the children need us, and we
know that you have a problem.” But I would say that better than 509 of our
teachers are local housewives. Judge Cumming that was speaking to you earlier,
his wife is a teacher, for instance, he is worth enough that she would never have
to even get out of bed, somebody could take care of her and completely feed her,
and everything in bed. But she feels that she is needed. If I told her she
would have to go over there and teach music at the school, she would tell you,
“Thank you, Mr. Patrick, here is your contract.”

Mr. Rica. How many teachers ‘do you have in the evstem"

Mr. Patrick. I will have 380, I will have a little better than 400 if Title I
continues, so I can’t answer that. v

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Rich, let me put it this way. We will do everything pos-
sible to make reasonable progress on this score. Some can be done, possibly
some more than what has been done already, but we have got to open these
schools with a teacher in every classroom, if at all humanly possible. Now, this
is just the practical matter of it. We will do the best we can on this score.
Let’s go on to the next item.

Mr. RicH. Well, sir, the point is that the Commissioner does have some
requirements, and what we are talking about is maybe 49, of the teachers you
would ask to make this move. We know from our own experience, having talked
to teachers that some of them have said that if the superintendent, or even the
principal, came and said to them, “Will you teach in a school where you would
be in the minority racially” that they would say “no,” they didn’t want to be
a trail blazer. They didn’t want to stick their necks out. But that if they were
assigned to cross racial lines, or teach across racial lines, to teach where their
race would be in the minority, that they would be happy, and certainly willing,
to accept that assignment. And we would ask that you, obviously, do not
select someone who has stated—that obviously do not have to teach—and has
stated their opposition to this kind of position. But we think that it would
be normal for most teachers to not want to—just as Mr. Perlman pointed out
earlier, the very individual who is in a bad position to make this move being
the one who is asked to change the status quo, so, with teachers there is a
reluctance. And we would ask that you, we would advise, and this is certainly
up to you as to which teacher you would assign, but it would seem that the
teacher who was dedicated to education above all would look on this as an
educational challenge and would be willing to accept the assignment.

Mr. PAargER. I will repeat what I said before. We are going to do everything
we can to go along in this area, and if we get 6 or 8 volunteers, we will be
mighty fortunate. We may get as many as & Mr., Patrick, before this mess
ever came along, before the guidelines ever——

Mr. PaTrICK (interposing). These people that are teaching are not teaching
white and negro schools, the white teacher teaching altogether in negro schools,
but she——

Mr. PARKER (interposing). Moves to several schools.

Mr. RicH. I understand, sir.

Mr. PARKER. All right. We will do the best we can on this score. Let's go
on to the next one.

Mr. CHrISTIE. If you had one math teacher that wanted, I mean, that would
go to a colored school, and you are three math teachers short, and you can’t
find any math teachers, what would you do with the 150 students you had?
That’s the question I would like to ask.
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Mr. PERLMAN. In this situation, sir, would there be a math teacher in the
negro school ? g ‘ ’ o

Mr. CuRISTIE. We have got three—we are short three already.

Mr. PERLMAN. You would still be short, if you got a negro teaching in a negro
school. ‘ :

Mr. PATRICK. We were .talking about.that she was in an automobile wreck
yesterday, Mr. Christie and I were talking about it, and the negro teacher was
in an automobile wreck yesterday, and she will be out until about November.
And, therefore, Mr. Daniel is frantic for a teacher, also.

Mr. PERLMAN. I thought we were just talking in the abstract.

Mr. PARKER. Can’t we be frank about just one point and say we will do the
best we can-about it, and I think we can pretty well get some reasonableness
about that, and go on to the next point.

Mr. Rica. Well, I think that is the only other point. But I do think that the
Commissioner has set some sort of requirements. He certainly will listen to
whatever recommendations, whatever the Board states is the further action that
it will take. But as Mr. Patrick has pointed out, the school year is about to begin,
and it is not likely that many more changes will occur, and as to the satisfying
of the Commissioner’s expectations and the over-all picture so far as this district
is concerned, they have fallen short in both of the major phases and he is faced
with a situation where it’s expected that the situation will be resolved for the
coming year. We are faced with a situation where it doesn’t look like it is going
to be, and so far as we know, I mean, the steps haven’t been taken whereby the
teachers have been assigned, and where they have been faced with a situation of
teaching or not teaching.

G. W. PATRICK,
Superintendent, Griffin-Spalding County Schools.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.

J. C. WEBE,
Notary Public.
My Commission Expires Mar. 6, 1970.

(The following excerpts are taken from the official records of the Meeting of
the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education on August 11, 1966, referred to
on page 1 of Exhibit “A”.)

ExHIBIT “I”: BY-PAssING LocAL ScHOOL OFFICcALS, BTC.

Mr. PERLMAN. My only purpose in coming into the comunity is to find out the
reasons that negro students have chosen or not chosen to attend a white school.
And I only think once did I have to make it clear to somebody that I was not
there to suggest which school he was going to attend. I was only there for the
purpose to see the particular reasons why the number of students who chose to
attend the former—the number was not higher or lower—so we can make a sug-
gestion to the Board when we met with it. Now, in this particular—well, I would
not be the person who wag in Griffin-Spalding—I have been in neighboring com-
munities. But there were members of our team talking to members of the
community, and the only purpose is to see if this is the type of community where
this additional transfer period would be advisable in the community, the reasons
why negro students have failed to choose a white school would make it such that
this would not be the advisable recommendation. In this case where you have a
community where negro students don’t want to be the trail blazers, which is a
perfectly human trait, we feel this type of plan, this amendment, is perfectly
adapted to this type of situation. .

Mr. PARKER. I pointed out briefly in my opening statement that I made, some
of the things that we have done about talking to our white and negro leaders.
We had this room full of negro leaders before this thing was ever started, tell-
ing them what we proposed to do, asking their. suggestions and their help and
support. And we have had it. And I pointed out, also, in this statement, we
had not the first incident of any kind whatsoever when we put 60 some odd
negro students in white schools for the first time. Not the first incident did
we have. Now, I have had literally hundreds of negro and white people to come
to my office and tell me about how the thing was handled in this county, and
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how proud they were of the fact that it was proven. It was a community
concerted effort that this thing could be done in an orderly fashion, and that
we are just boiling mad that we get penalized for the tremendous effort that
we put on if, when we should -have,—the many hours that we put on it, when
we could better have been doing something else we would have been paid for,
and then to have somebody ’way off at a distance try to penalize us for saying
that we hadn’t made an honest effort, we bhadn’t made enough progress,—we
don’t like it.
G. W. PATRICK,
Superintendent, Griffin-Spalding County Schools.

Subsecribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of December, 1966.

. J. C. WEBB,
Notary Public, Georgia, State at Large.
My Commission Expires Mar. 6, 1970.

BExmipit “J”: CLOSED MEETINGS, ETC.

Mr. E. M. Rountree, County School Superintendent, Telfair County opened

meeting by introducing Board Members and presented the following people:
Dr. Frank Mann, Chairman of Board
Myr. Barclay Williams, Board Member
Mr. Rob Stanley, Board Member
Mr. Z. L. Wooten, Board Member
Mr. Billy Walker, Board Attorney
Mpr. Joe Smith, Principal of Telfair County High School
Mr. Marvin Dixon, Coordinator, Title I, Telfair Co. Board of Ed.
Mr. Howard Purdue, Foreman of Grand Jury presently in session
Mr, Jeff Smith, Past president, McRae-Helena PTA
Mr. Foster Poore, President, McRae-Helena PTA
Mr. Dave Billings, President, Roydon Wear, Past president PTA
Mr. Murphy McRae, President, Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Rountree—"“We had a two hour discussion with these people Tuesday
afternoon, July 26, 1966, and they had two major points they wish to present
to us. They went through the ramifications of the guidelines and meaning of
it, so I'll turn the meeting over to them to discuss it, and we will begin ques-
tioning.”

Mr, Hazel—“Mr. Rountree do you feel sir that in a business like this we are
discussing the school boards problems and situations that we should have peo-
ple here that are not members of the board.”

Mr. Rountree—"“Board meetings are always wide open Mr, Hazel by law, and
we wanted some of our patrons to know what we are facing because this matter
has to be brought to the public, and these people represent various organiza-
tions and this is not what we call an open meeting at all.”

Mr. Rich—“I believe I called you earlier and talked to Mr. Dixon and made
it clear that since we expected to get down to brass tacks that we did not ex-
pect any members of the press or members of the public to be present, and I
think we made our position clear the other evening.”

Mr. Rountree—“That we would not have press representatives”.

Mr. Rich—“And members of the public and we stated that pretty clearly
the other day, I thought.”

Mr. Rountree—"“You just don’t want the public to know what we are required
to do?”’

Mr. Rich—*“No, I think we made it clear that you could certainly speak to
members of the public afterwards, but we felt a meeting itself should remain
confidential, because when we are discussing these matters, we are supposed
to keep it between the board and us.”

Mr. Rountree—“}Mr. Rich, since it is your word against mine and you tried to
prove me out a lie about what Mr, Kruger said—I think we need somebody to up-
hold and support us; Mr. Barclay Williams, what did Mr. Kruger say about a
faculty member who refused to transfer?”

Mr. Williams—*“He said, fire him,”

Mr. Rountree—“Mr. Rich, you said he didn’t say it, didn’t you?”

Mr. Rich—“I said I didn’t believe he said it—I don’t think we need to get on
that.”
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Mr. Rountree—*Since you think I was lying about it, I think we need some
kind of support because you don’t have any confidence in me.”

Mr. Rich—“Well sir, what we are talking about here is we are certainly happy
to meet with you and your board, and that’s what we said the other day, and
with school officials of the school system, but we are not authorized to discuss
this sort of business with the members of the public at large, and we feel that
this is an advantage to you as well as to us, plus the fact that of course, as we
made it clear, we don’t expect this tape recording to go outside the school officials,
but we also made it clear that you certainly could talk to the newspapers, and
tell them what you wanted to and we didn’t restrict you. We restricted our-
selves, and we discussed this about half an hour the other day, and called you
up to remind you.”

Mr. Rountree—“We told you we were recording this for our own purposes, and
we were not going to release it to the press.”

Mr. Billy Walker—“Mr. Rountree has just not invited people at random off
the streets for the sake of having someone here, only people whom he feels should
be here—he has a position as other members of the Board of Education, quite re-
sponsible, and they need the support of the community and county, otherwise
their programs are hopeless; they cannot achieve their purposes and it is quite
difficult to tell the people of this county and McRae and this school system that
we must do this in order to comply with this or that. On the other hand, we
have a group of people here who hold positions in other organizations that will
be interested in issues that will come up here. It makes it somewhat easier to
them ; they are not trying to shift the burden, but they are trying to get in posi-
tion whereby they can substantiate whatever position they must take at the con-
ference. Mr. Rounree is not trying to deter you in any way, but this is aid to
the purpose. That’s the whole matter.” )

Mr. Purdue, Foreman of Grand Jury in session at this time stated that they
had statutes to support their stand on not opening Grand Jury discussions to
the public, and asked Mr. Rich if he had such statutes to support his position.

Mr. Rich—*“Yes sir, there is something in the guidelines, and there may be.”

Mr. Purdue—“In the what?”’

Mr. Rich—*“The guidelines.”

Mr. Purdue—*“I said in the law”

Mr. Rich—“That is part of the law”—“these were issued under the Civil
Rights Act 1964”—These require that certain matters remain confidential.”

Mr. Walker—“Mr. Rich, you can’t very well accomplish your purpose by hold-
ing confidential those matters you seek to promote here. The public must know
about it.”

Mr. Rich—*“We do not feel that we have been directed to make these matters
public on our side.”

Mr. Williams—“We cannot keep these matters we are going to discuss here to-
night confidental under no conditions.”

Mr. Rich—*“We cannot state them to the public—you can go out and talk to
the public afterwards.”

Mr. Williams—*“The Board of Education has nothing to hide.”

Mr. Rich—“I'm sorry, our director and directive of the guidelines, which are
part of the law, and therefore we try to avoid a discussion such as we are in be
fore the group.” )

Mr. Rountree—*“Does your director say that when you come down in a com-
munity that you are to contact only the Negro patrons, and not the white pat-
rons?’ “Does your director tell you that?’ “To visit only the colored schools
and not the white schools.” Did you contact anybody except the colored peo-
ple?” “Monday when you came into our community, did you contact any white
people or white patrons?’ “The other day you said you didn’t.”

Mr. Rich—*“White patrons—what do you mean ?”’ i

Mr. Rountree—*Citizens, the people in the county.”

Mr. Rich—*“Other than school officials?”’

Mr. Rountree—“Anybody, did you contact any white people Monday when you
were visiting around.”

Mr. Rich—*“We called you ahead of time.”

Mr. Rountree—“I'm talking about Monday.”

Mr. Rich—*“No, we didn’t but we notified you we were coming down.”

Mr. Walker—“I cannot to save me understand how you can take position that
anything could be more public by nature than a matter that concerns the public
schools. How could it be.—*“These people aren’t here to criticize you or to make
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an assault upon you, they are here simply to gain for themselves information,
that we wish for them to have, which is to understand your purpose in being
here.” “They are not here to criticize, they are not here to quiz, you are not
going to be subjected to any ridicule.” “Now, if we had planned some sort of
meeting whereby you would have been brought in here to be humiliated by
some method—that would be a different-matter, but all these people hold some
responsible position, and they are people that the Board of Education needs the
support of.” “You say that after you leave here that we can discuss the matters
with the public, now, you justify your position.”

Mr. Rich—*“We do not expect to work out problems with the public.” “Our
deliberations on this matter are to remain from the community.”

Mr. Walker—*“Will you discuss those general sections of the guidelines which
are at issue here without any particular applicability, and then subsequently
perhaps they could leave and then you could discuss particular problems with
our school officials in detail.”

Mr. Rich—*“No, we are not authorized to do that—and furthermore the actual
deliberations, we are not allowed to conduct in public.”

Mr. Walker—“We might as well get down to the blunt question.” “Will you
or will you not meet with the people who are here, and if you will not, the
Board of Education will meet with you without them.”

Mr. Hazel—“We are prohibited from meeting with the public to discuss the
affairs of the school district.”

At this point the gentlemen not directly connected with the school board
withdrew from the meeting.

I certify that the above statements are verbatim excerpts taken from taped
record of the meeting on Friday night, July 29, 1966 in the Grand Jury room of
the Telfair County Courthouse with representatives of the Office of Education,
James H. Rich, Civil Rights Advisory Specialist; Marion W. Hazel, Program
Specialist; William Hermelin, Program Specialist, and a negro woman not
identified, and members of the Telfair County Board of Education, the County
Attorney, the County School Superintendent, and others included in introduction.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 1st day of December, 1966.

BonNIE S. TUCKER,
: Notary Public.

ExHIBIT “K”: INTIMIDATION
NEWNAN, GA,,
October 13, 1966.
Mr. JACK ACREE,
Georgia School Boards Association,
Biltmore Hotel Arcade,
Atlanta, Ga.

DeARr JAack: The following statement was made by Mr. James Rich, a repre-
sentative of the U.S. Department of Education, to Newnan Board of Education
on August 13, 1966. )

The problem concerned the placement of white and colored teachers in schools
of the opposite race. Mr. Rich was informed that the Newnan Board of Educa-
tion had asked for volunteers and received none. Also that the teachers had
threatened to resign if they were assigned to schools of the opposite race. Mr.
Rich was asked for a solution to the problem. A summary of his suggestion was
as follows: ) , .

“The teachers are under contract to the Newnan Board of Education and should
teach wherever they are assigned. Assignment being the prerogrative of the
board as the employer. Furthermore, if such teachers resigned because of such
assignment, they should be blacklisted and kept from securing jobs with other
systems since teachers with such little dedication to the profession should be
driven from the profession and not allowed to teach.”

JAMES A. BEAVERS, Jr.,
Member, Newnan Board of Education.

This is to certify that the above statement to the best of my knowledge is true
and accurate.

JAMES A. BEAVERS, Jr.

Attest:

Epwarp F. ADDISON.
Notary Public (Seal).
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ExHIBIT “L”: ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

HENRY COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION,
McDonough, Ga., November 30, 1966.
Mr. JACK ACREE,
Executive Secretary, Georgia School Board Association,
Atlanta Biltmore Arcade, Atlanta, Ga.

Dear Jack: I am enclosing three (8) copies of The Henry County Weekly of
Thursday, August 18, 1966. If I can locate any more copies I will mail them
to you. : :

I would like to explain to you about the letter to Mr. Harold Howe II from
the Henry County Board of Education. This letter was dated August 16, 1966.
I received an answer to this letter which was dated September 29, 1966 and was
received in my office on October 5, 1966. I am enclosing a copy of this letter.

I had been informed through the State Department of Education that Henry
County had been put on the deferred list.for Federal funds. I was never officially
notified when our funds were released. I talked to a member of the State Depart-
ment of Education staff and was informed that Henry County had been taken
off the deferred list about September 12, 1966.

Very truly yours,
CHARLES A. WAITs, Jr.,
Superintendent, Henry County Schools.
GEORGIA, Henry County: :

I, Charles A. Waits, Jr., Superintendent Henry County Schools, hereby certify
and affirm that the facts stated in above letter are true and accurate to the best
of my knowledge. )

. CHARLES A. WAITS, Jr.,
Superintendent, Henry County Schools.

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 30th day of November 1966.

LuciLE RowAN,
Notary Public.

ExHIBIT “M”: ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
OFFICE OF EDUCATION,
Washington, D. C., July 1}, 1966.

Dr. PAuL D. WEesT, Superintendent, Fulton County Schools, 500 Fulton County
Administration Building, Atlanta, Georgia.

DEAR Dr. WEsT: The report of anticipated student enrollment for the 1966-67
school year submitted by you for the Fulton County School System has been
received by this Office. A review of this report indicates that the anticipated
enrollment for 1966-67 of Negro students in previously all-white schools falls
substantially short of the increased enrollment expected for your free choice
plan to be considered effective in eliminating the dual school structure.

You have reported that in the 1965-66 school year, 18 of your 4,329 Negro
students (0.3%) attended school on a desegregated basis and that for the 196667
school year you expect that only 63 of 4,619 Negro students (1.3%) will attend
school on a desegregated basis. All of the white students are attending schools
originally established for white students only. We do not believe that your
desegregation plan, as it has operated thus far, can reasonably be considered’
-adequate to accomplish the purpose of the Civil Rights Act. As such, under
the Departmental Regulation, the plan- would no longer provide a basis for
‘continued participation in Federally assisted programs, unless the lack of
adequate progress can be rémedied. ’ )

As you know, the Revised Statement of Policies for School Desegregation Plans
Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 196} makes the assumption that a
voluntary desegregation plan based on freedom of choice can be a viable means
in the initial stages of desegregation. 'The Revised Statement of Policies, in
Section 181.54, also indicates, however, that if such a plan is used, it must
operate fairly and effectively, and that “The single most substantial indication
as to whether a free choice plan is actually working to eliminate the dual school
structure is the extent to which Negro or other minority group students have in
fact transferred from segregated schools.”
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The Revised Statement of Policies also indicates certain criteria (Sec. 181.54)
which will guide the Commissioner of Education in scheduling free choice plans
for review due to a lack of effectiveness. These criteria (Sec. 181.54) indicate
the approximate number of Negro students that should transfer from segregated
schools for the 1966-67 school year if your free choice plan is to be determined
as adequate with respect to student desegregation.

Before any full compliance review is conducted by this Office, however, there
are additional steps which the school system itself may take to increase the
_effectiveness of its free choice plan without abandoning the results obtained by
previous efforts. Such additional steps may include the reopening of the free
choice period (although if your community does not give the free choice plan
more support in the future than it apparently has in the past, giving students
and their parents a further opportunity to make a choice of schools would
probably be a futile gesture), meetings with parents and civic groups, further
arrangements with State or local officials to limit opportunities for intimidation,
and other further community preparation. Another method which may be
utilized is the amending of the desegregation plan presently in use to include a
provision for minority transfer. This type of provision, already applicable to
geographic zoning plans, specifies that:

“A school system may (1) permit any student to transfer from a school where
students of his race are a majority to any other school, within the system, where
students of his race are a minority, or (2) assign students on such a basis.”
(Section 181.33(b))

If the school system proposes to assign students, the criteria for assignment
must be approved by the Commissioner of Education in advance of such
assignment.

Since the identifiability of schools as being intended for students of a partleuhr
race, because of staffing practices such that teachers of a particular race
concentrated in those schools where all, or a majority, of the students are of
that race, most certainly has an effect on free choice, further faculty and staff
desegregation beyond the minimum required by the Revised Statement of Policies
might be a most practical means of achieving additional student desegregation.
Should the Commissioner conclude that a free choice plan is not operating fairly,
or is not effective to meet constitutional and statutory requirements, he will
require substantial further changes in staffing patterns to eliminate such
identifiability, in addition to such others steps as he may require to further
desegregation.

In addition, Section 181.11 of the Revised Statement of Policies describes
other types of desegregation plans that a school system might implement in
order to carry out its responsibility to eliminate the dual school system and
all other forms of disecrimination as expeditiously as possible. Other plans which
may be acceptable include the closing of schools which were established for
children of one race, and assigning all teachers and students to desegregated
schools, the Teorganization of grade structures so that schools are fully utilized,
on a desegregated basis, although each school contains fewer grades, or the
establishment of non-racial attendance zones. If the Commissioner concludes
that further steps taken under a free choice plan have failed to remedy the
defects in the existing free choice plan, he may require the adoption of a dif-
ferent type of desegregation plan, such as those described above.

Please inform us within the next 10 (ten) days of additional steps which
you feel may be profitably undertaken in your school distriet. Measures volun-

- tarily taken now which produce a 51gmﬁcant increase in minority transfers
may make further review of the operation of your district’s plan for 1966-67
unnecessary. If any administrative procedure of the types suggested, or others,
would modify your existing desegregation plan, as amended by the 1966
Revised Statement of Policies, approval as a plan amendment should be secured
from the Commissioner of Education before the procedure is implemented. My
staff is prepared to assist you in any way we can, so please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Sincerely yours,
W. STANLEY KRUGER, -
Director, Area II (Ga., Fla.,S.C.),
Equal Educational Opportunities Program.



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 691

ExHIBIT “N”: ARBITRARY JUDGMENTS RE PUPIL TRANSFERS

RECOMMENDED AMENDED PLAN FOR TELFAIR COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION FOR
THE 196667 ScHO001 YEAR

I. STUDENTS

1) All Negro and white first grade students of the two Milan Flementary
Schools (one Negro and one white) shall attend classes together.

All second grade students of the two Milan Elementary Schools shall attend
classes together. )

2) AN white and Negro first and second grade students at the two Lumber
City Elementary Schools shall attend class together.

3) All white and Negro first and second grade students at Central Elementary
and at Telfair County Elementary Schools shall attend classes together.

In all of these cases, there will be total desegregation of each and every
classroom.

II. FACULTY

1) There shall be a total of at least nine teachers teaching in schools where
their race is in the minority in the schools mentioned above, with no more
than four (if only nine switch) teachers crossing racial lines in any one of the
schools. ‘

2) Al of these teachers must be full-time classroom teachers.

3) At least four of these must be white teachers, teaching in a Negro school.

4) The assignment of teams of teachers is suggested.

III. TRANSPORTATION

As the guidelines state, all students will be provided with transportation to
the nearest formerly white or Negro school, whichever they have chosen to
attend or whichever school they are assigned to under this recommended
amended plan. :

1) Monitors will be provided to see that students are permitted to wait for
buses (wherever necessary because the student(s) rides more than one bus)
within local business establishments at the pick-up points, and that no incidents
ocecur on the buses.

2) Where buses pass by a student’s house and his school, they will pick him
up and drop him at the school, at an entrance to the school.

This plan is a package plan, with-the approval by the Board of all parts
necessary for recommendation to the Commissioner of Education.

The Office of Education stands ready to offer further assistance wherever it
can on any matters pertaining to the operation of the Telfair County desegrega-
tion plan, and hopes that voluntary compliance will be achieved.

ExHIBIT “O”: ARBITRARY JUDGEMENTS RE PUPIL TRANSFERS

RECOMMENDED AMENDED DESEGREGATION PLAN FOR THE HENRY COUNTY BOARD OF
EDUCATION FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1966-67

Students: All 1st and 2nd grade students residing in the McDonough area shall
attend the Henry County Training School. All 3rd grade students in this area
shall attend the McDonough Elementary School. All Ist and 2nd grade students
residing in the Stockbridge area shall attend the Stockbridge Elementary School,
All 3rd grade elementary school children in this area shall attend the Smith-
Barnes Elementary School. All students who reside in the Hampton area in the
1st grade shall attend the Hampton Rosenwald School. All students in this
area in the 2nd and 3rd grade shall attend the Hampton Elementary School.

In each case, all 3 grades are interchangeable, that is, 1st & 3rd or 2nd and 8rd
may be substituted for 1st and 2nd grade. All other choices shall be honored.

Faculty’ There shall be at least 11 teachers, full-time classroom teachers at
one school, with at least one in each of the 8 schools in McDonough, Stockbridge,
and Hampton. :
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The Board is asked to submit whatever proposal it adopts to the Commissioner,
wlho will make the final determination of the acceptability of the Henry County
plan.

/s/ JaxMEeEs H. RicH.
August 12, 1966,

ExHIBIT “P”: ARBITRARY. JUDGMENTS RE PUPIL TRANSFERS

SUGGESTED AMENDED DESEGREGATION PLAN FOR THE JONES COUNTY BOARD OF
EDUCATION FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1966-67

Students: A. All first & second grades will be zoned, that is, geographic zones
will be established around all the elementary schools in the district for the first &
second grades.

B. All first grade students residing in the Gray area shall attend the Maggie
Califf School. (All those students may attend the Jones County Elementary
School instead.) All second grade students residing in the Gray area shall attend
the Jones County Elementary School (all these students may attend the Maggie
Califf School instead).

C. Whichever of those alternatives is adopted, all other choices shall be
honored.

Faculty: Bither there shall be at least one full-time classroom teacher teaching
in a single school & in which he is of the minority race in the faculty of that
school in each of the schools in the system or the same number of teachers
shall be teaching in at least four of the schools in the system. (Each teacher
shall teach full-time in one school only.)

August 12, 1966.

Mrs. Green. May I call on Mr. Brewer, from the Tennessee School
Boards Association.

STATEMENT OF JULIAN BREWER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
TENNESSEE SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Brewrr. Madam Chairman, members of the subcommittee,
we are pleased to have the opportunity to make a presentation of our
views on Federal administration of various acts.

I will not read all of my statement, in view of your crowded
schedule.

Resolutions of prior years by the Tennessee School Boards Asso-
ciation advocated broad Federal support for education, without Fed-
eral control. This was also the accepted goal of the various educa-
tional professional organizations in the State of Tennessee.

Furthermore, the accepted goal was that this type of general support
should be on an equalizing basis; that is, greater amounts of Federal
support per pupil should go to States of low wealth, similar to many
State aid or foundation programs.

The dissatisfaction with the various categorical grants of recent
years prompted school board members in Tennessee to approve res-
olutions expressing concern and disagreement with recent Federal
legislation. ’

Excerpts from resolutions passed by the most recent convention of
the Tennessee School Boards Association indicate the following
points of view: '

1. That future Federal legislation affecting either elementary or
secondary schools should be enacted only after considerable consulta-
tion with local and State boards, superintendents, and their selected
personnel.

Jaxes H. RicH.
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2. That the U.S. Congress and the U.S. Office of Education be
urged to consult with local and State boards and their adminis-
‘{rators in adopting guidelines for implementation of existing legis-

ation.

3. That categorical aid programs are a threat to the control of edu-
cation at the State and local level.

Categorical aid programs are fragmented and piecemeal in nature. Most
categorical programs do not reflect priorities determined at the local and State
level: That it would be desirable to reexamine the present types of categorical
grants and work toward changing Federal policy to provide a general type of
aid to be distributed through the State departments of education in accordance
with a State foundation plan developed by local boards, administrators, and
State departments and approved by the U.S. Office of Education.

4. That Federal funds should flow from the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion to State departments to local education agencies.

5. That leadership be provided for the encouragement of further
study of the proper roles of the local, State, and Federal Government
in public education.

6. That at least equal weight be given to educational excellence,
as well as the promotion of socioeconomic goals and ideals.

7. That it would be desirable to know that various guidelines pre-
pared by Federal agencies are in keeping with the intent of the
Congress. '

8. That provisions be included to provide for judicial review of
legislation.

These concerns were also expressed by consensus statements de-
veloped in table discussions in a series of nine conferences held jointly
by the Tennessee Education Association, the Congress of Parents and
Teachers, and the Tennessee School Boards Association.

The debate and discussion on the control of education has stimulated
considerable evaluation of local and State efforts in meeting responsi-
bilities for education. Most are willing to admit that we have not
measured up to our educational responsibilities in many areas, for
various reasons, such as lack of finances, lack of understanding, un-
willingness to deal with issues, and other reasons. This, no doubt,
1s a worthwhile outcome of the debate.

" Most educators in Tennessee now accept the fact that Federal in-
volvement in education, at all levels, is here to stay, and that it is
likely to increase; if so, other questions quickly follow.

What will be the nature of the involvement, and how is it to be
managed ?

Is there anyone to speak for the States as a whole ?

Does the Federal Government speak with one voice ?

In general, how is the partnership to be implemented ? _

Partners are supposed to have intimate and constant communica-
tion, and each is to have influence upon the other. It appears to many
that where previous programs were organized to provide fiscal support
for programs determined in the States, we are now engaged in pro-
grams written in Washington and determined to be good for the

tates.

The Headstart program is an example of this. The point is not
whether the program is good or bad, but that it was not determined
or recommended by the States.
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This indicates a trend, if continued, of Federal establishment of
programs within the States, rather than Federal support for the
States’ programs.

This trend toward program writing in Washington should be re-
versed. Federal involvement should be largely financial, in support
of State plans made in States independently, and these plans should
be controlled by the Federal Government only within broad policy
objectives.

The States would become true partners in the enterprise, not ap-

plicants for participation in new programs about which they were not
consulted.

A Tennessee superintendent recently stated :

Categorical aid may have been necessary in the beginning to by-pass the
historical roadblocks of church-school and segregation issues. Is there a chance
that this type of aid may continue because the philosophy of those who initiate
legislation deem it desirable?

Perhaps too many are naively assuming a happy marriage between Federal
assistance and local administration of the money made available. Just as
marriage has been defined as a compromise, the compromise intelligence makes
with nature, perhaps with Federal aid we made a compromise between what was
urgent and what was important.

On_the question of philosophy, the U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
tion, Harold Howe IT, who, in a publication entitled “Education 1965 :
A Report to the Profession,” said :

The 88th and 89th Congresses, responding to the desires of the people, enacted
laws enabling the Federal Government to take its place in the local-State-national
educational partnership—toward this end, the Congress has enacted 24 major
pieces of education legislation in the past three years. These new laws are
channels through which billions of Federal tax dollars will go into our elementary
schools, vocational schools, colleges, and universities.

But this money is not simply handed out in the pious hope that it will be put
to good use. Each of the education laws is quite specific. Categories and condi-
tions of aid have been established to insure that these funds are spent in an
efficient and prudent manner.

Dr. Eric Lindman, writing in the September issue of the School
Administrator, states that :

This new federalism in education rests upon four rather clear premises:

First, it assumes that State and local school leaders, including State legisla-
tors and local boards of education, will not spend Federal funds prudently and
in the national interest without specific Federal direection.

Second, it assumes that a series of Federal categorical aids for selected serv-
ices or programs, with accompanying guidelines, audits, and reports, will result
in better local school management.

Third, it assumes that publiec schools throughout the nation have umniform
strengths and weaknesses which can be remedied by categorical aids applied
uniformly throughout the nation.

Fourth, it assumes that State and local tax sources will provide in the remain-
ing 90 percent of the school budget the funds needed to improve existing pro-
grams and services.

These conflicts suggest a reexamination. For this examination, each
partner should look at the problem through the eyes of the other
partner. Perhaps, if this were achieved, the word “improvement”
would become more significant than the word “innovation,” and ele-
mentary and secondary aid to give every child the opportunity to
develop according to his potential would hecome a reality.

T have some additional statements, and two or three letters from one
particular board of education, which I won’t read at this time, in the
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interest of others that want to speak, which are self-explanatory, I
think, in my prepared statement. '
(Mr. Brewer’s prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF JULIAN BREWER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, TENNESSEE SCHOOL BOARDS
ASSOCIATION

Resolutions of prior years by the Tennessee School Boards Association advo-
cated broad federal support for education without federal control. . This was also
the accepted goal of the various educational professional organizations in the
State of Tennessee. Furthermore, the accepted goal was thalt this type of general
support should be on an equalizing basis, that is, greater amounts of federal
support per pupil should go to states of low wealth, similar to many state-aid
or foundation programs.

The dissatisfaction with the various categorical grants of recent years prompted
school board members in Tennessee to approve resolutions expressing concern and
disagreement with recent federal legislation. Excerpts from resolutions passed
by the most recent convention of the Tennessee School Boards Association indi-
cate the following points of view :

1. That future federal legislation affecting either elementary or secondary
schools should be enacted only after considerable consultation with local and
state boards, superintendents, and their selected personnel.

2. That the United States Congress and the United States Office of Educa-
tion be urged to consult with local and state boards and their administrators
in adopting guidelines for implementation of existing legislation.

3. That categorical aid programs are a threat to the control of education -
at the state and local level ;

Categorical aid programs are fragmented and piecemeal in nature.
Most categorical programs do not reflect priorities determined at the
local and state level : That it would be desirable to re-examine the present
types of categorical grants and work toward changing federal policy
to provide a general type of aid to be distributed through the State De-
partments of Education in accordance with a state foundation plan
developed by local boards, administrators, and state departments and
approved by the U.S. Office of Education.

4. That federal funds should flow from the U.S. Office of Bducation to
state departments to local education agencies. -

5. That leadership be provided for the encouragement of further study

of the proper roles of the local, state, and federal government in public
education.

6. That at least equal weight be given to educational excellence, as
well as the promotion of socio-economic goals and ideals.

7. That it would be desirable to know that various guidelines prepared by
federal agencies are in keeping with the intent of the Congress.

8. That provisions be included to provide for judicial review of legislation.

These concerns were also expressed by consensus statements developed in table
discussions in a series of nine conferences held jointly by the Tennessee HEduca-
tion Association, the Congress of Parents and Teachers, and the Tennessee School
Boards Association.

The debate and discussion on the control of education has stimulated consid-
erable evaluation of local and state efforts in meeting responsibilities for edueca-
tion. Most are willing to admit that we have not measured up to our educational
responsibilities in many areas for various reasons such as lack of finances, lack
of understanding, unwillingness to deal with issues, and other reasons. This,
no doubt, is a worthwhile outcome of the debate.

Most educators in Tennessee now accept the fact that federal involvement in
education, at all levels, is here to stay and that it is likely to increase, if so,
other questions quickly follow. )

What will be the nature of the involvement and how is it to be managed?

Is there anyone to speak for the states as a whole ?

Does the federal government speak with one voice?

In general, how is the partnership to be implemented ?

Partners are supposed to have intimate and constant communications and each
is to have influence upon the other, It appears to many that where previous pro-
grams were organized to provide fiscal support for programs defermined in the
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states, we are now engaged in programs written in Washington and determined
to be good for the states. The Head Start Program is an example of this, the
point is not whether the program is good or bad, but that it was not determined
or recommended by the states. This indicates a trend, if continued, of federal
establishment of programs within the states rather than federal support for the
state’s program. This trend toward program writing in Washington should be
reversed, federal involvement should be largely financial, in support of state
plans made in states independently, and these plans should be controlled by
the federal government only within broad policy objectives. The states would
become true partners in the enterprise, not applicants for participation in new
programs about which they were not consulted.

A Tennessee superintendent recently stated—“Categorical Aid may have been
necessary in the beginning to by-pass the historical roadblocks of church-school
and segregation issues. Is there a chance that this type of aid may continue
because the philosophy of those who initiate legislation deem it desirable?

“Perhaps tco many are naively assuming a happy marriage between federal
assistance and local administration of the money made available. Just as mar-
riage has been defined as a compromise, the compromise intelligence makes with
nature, perhaps with federal aid we made a compromise between what was
urgent and what was important.”

On the question of philosophy, the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Harold
Howe II, who, in a publication entitled Education 1965: A Report to the Pro-
fession, said :

“The 88th and 89th Congresses, responding to the desires of the people,
enacted laws enabling the federal government to take its place in the local-
state-national educational partnership—toward this end, the Congress has en-
acted 24 major pieces of education legislation in the past 3 years. These new
laws are channels through which billions of federal tax dollars will go into our
elementary schools, vocational schools, colleges and universities,

“But this money is not simply handed out in the pious hope that it will be
put to good use. Each of the education laws is quite specific. Categories and
conditions of aid have been established to insure that these funds are spent in
an efficient and prudent manner.”

Dr. Eric Lindman, writing in the September issue of the School Administrator,
states that—“this new federalism in education rests upon four rather clear
premises:

“First, it assumes that state and local school leaders, including state
legislators and local boards of education, will not spend federal funds pru-
dently and in the national interest without specific federal direction.

“Second, it assumes that a series of federal categorical aids for selected
services or programs, with accompanying guidelines, audits, and reports,
will result in better local school management.

“Third, it assumes that public schools throughout the nation have uni-
form strengths and weaknesses which can be remedied by categorical aids
applied uniformly throughout the nation.

“Fourth, it assumes that state and local tax sources will provide in the
remaining 90 per cent of the school budget of the funds needed to improve
existing programs and services.”

These conflicts suggest a re-examination. For this examination, each partner
should look at the problem through the eyes of the other partner. Perhaps, if
this were achieved, the word “improvement” would become more significant than
the word “innovation, and elementary and secondary aid to give every child the
opportunity to develop according to his potential would become a reality.

In conclusion, I would like to make a few general statements pertaining to
the administration of various federal programs and the U.S. Office Guidelines
for complying with the Civil Rights Act.

It would be helpful if we could have some idea of funds available at the time
budgets are being prepared for presentation to Boards of Education. It is
rather difficult to recommend a desirable intelligent program in April which
is going to make use of an undetermined amount of money which may be avail-
able in August.

Fiscal years of the federal government and state and local agencies are dif-
ferent, which creates some problems.

In general, school systems don’t have the personnel to keep up-to-date on
what is available much less prepare necessary applications for obtaining aid.
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The paper work, etc., is involving too much time and some administrators are
ileglecting other tasks to prepare and administer projects under various legis-
ation.

Numerous conflicts have developed between local education agencies and OEO
officials, especially in the development and administration of the Head Start
Program. I am including statements from officials in Coffee County relative
to their experiences and beliefs about Head Start.

Superintendents over the State feel that they have experienced a certain
amount of unfair pressure brought about by articles in magazines, newspaper
releases, and speeches made by various officials.

As to complying with Civil Rights Act of 1964—many school boards have
the following concerns:

1. Are the requirements of the guidelines in keeping with exaect intent of
Congress? :

2. Clearer definitions should. be provided for many terms such as desegrega-
tion, discrimination, dual systems, etc.

3. In many cases, USOE officials have changed requirements, interpretations,
instructions, and opinions from week to week.

4. The inability of school officials to secure from USOE officials timely and
pertinent information in writing.

5. In several school systems of West Tennessee during the month of August.
one or two weeks prior to the opening of school, local school officials were told
that Freedom of Choice Plans were ineffective, therefore, it would be necessary
to pair certain schools, close certain schools, or to close a few grades in some
schools. At any rate, these demands, in fairness to local officials, should have
been made weeks in advance of school opening dates.

Corree CoUNTY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Manchester, Tenn., December 5, 1966.
Mr., JULIAN BREWER,
Executive Secretary,
Tennessee School Boards Association,
Nashwville, Tenn.

DeAR Mr. BREWER: Enclosed you will find an article which was approved in
the local newspaper the day after Dr. Evans, Clyde Evans, and myself talked
with Robert Moore, of the Atlanta Regional OEO office, via a three-way tele-
phone hookup. Neither of us had talked with the news media concerning the
conversation and as you can see in the article there are quotations from each of
us. This article is almost word for word the conversation which was carried
out on the three-way hookup. At this time they were trying to get one “Head
Start” program for the entire county which consist of three school systems.

Enclosed also you will find a copy of a letter which was written to a person
who is doing a paper, in a course in Public School Administration at MTSU, on
the effects of OEO Programs at the local level, The chairman of our board wrote
her this letter, which sums up our feeling toward Federal programs which do not
come through the proper channels.

I hope this information will help you get aé¢ross to the Congressional Sub-
Committee some of the things which are happening to us at the local level with
respect to Federal programs.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES G. JARRELL,
Superintendent, Coffee County Schools.

[From the Manchester Times, May 13, 1966]

“HEADSTART” PROGRAM FOR COFFEE Is URGED

The Federal Office of Economic Opportunity has proposed that school systems
of Tullahoma, Manchester and Coffee Counties operate a consolidated “Head-
start” kindergarten program for children of low-income families this summer.
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The proposal by Robert Moore, of the OEO office in Atlanta, provides for a
total budget of $40,962 in Federal funds for one center in Tullahoma, one in Man-
chester and six in the rural areas of Coffee County.

Coffee County, which participated in the “Headstart” program last summer,
and Manchester have filed separate applications for programs this year. Coffee
County has asked $32,724 in Federal funds and Manchester has asked $9,400.

However, James G. Jarrell, superintendent of Coffee County schools, and Clyde
Evans, superintendent of Manchester schools, said they would not object to a
consolidated program if details can be worked out.

WON'T PARTICIPATE

Dr. Ralph Evans, superintendent of Tullahoma schools, said the Tullahoma
School Board considered the program when it was started last year and decided
against participation. He indicated that the board’s position has not changed,
and that Tullahoma will not participate this year.

Dr. Evans said the Tullahoma School Board decided against participation last
year because a preliminary application of eligibility rules indicated a very small
number of children would be involved.

He said he informed Mr. Moore that the Tullahoma School Board had not
expressed an interest in the kindergarten program.

“We feel a responsibility to examine all these programs as they are presented
and see which would be of benefit to us,” Dr. Evans said. ‘“We participate in
many Federal programs, but it was not felt that ‘Headstart’ would be of great
benefit at this time. We feel we have an obligation as sitizens to turn down
any program unless we can wisely spend the dollars—even though they are Fed-
eral dollars.” )

He said Tullahoma has a few children eligible to attend the kindergarten, and
that these could attend centers at Jones Elementary School or Hickerson Station
School.

ESTIMATE “T00 HIGH”

Dr. Evans said an OEOQ estimate that 60 children in Tullahoma would be eli-
gible is “entirely too high.” He pointed out that the largest first-grade class is
at Bel-Aire School, where only eight would have been eligible for “Headstart”
classes.

Coffee County’s application is based on an estimated enrollment of 192 children,
and Manchester’s is based on about 50 children.

In a telephone conversation recently with the three superintendents, Mr.
Moore pointed out that a jointly-administered program would be more economi-
cal because it would eliminate duplication in administration.

Mr. Moore’s proposal calls for one director, eight head teachers, eight teachers,
20 teachers’ aides, eight cooks, one dietician, one bookkeeper, one transportation
supervisor and one maintenance supervisor.

TO PROVIDE BUILDINGS

The school systems’ contributions to the program would be to provide buildings
for the centers.

Supt. Clyde Evans and Supt. Jarrell said they had no objections to a combined
program if the details could be worked out.

“I don’t know whether it would be possible,” the Manchester city superin-
tendent said. “If some school system with transportation ability and centers
wanted to take it over, it might do well. We have no transportation potential
and couldn’t do it.”

Supt. Jarrell noted the time involved in the job of administering the program
in the county system last year and felt that each system should be free to make
its own determination.

“I feel this ought to be left up to the individual school system whether it
wanted to participate or combine,” he said. “I know I can only speak for my
system. It might be all right to combine the programs if the problems could be
worked out through the board of education. I certainly wouldn’t want to
administer the city’s program, but we might let them run ours.”

Both superintendents said they did not know what might come of the pro-
posal to combine the programs but were awaiting word on their fund applications.
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: : DECEMEER 1, 1966.
Mrs. SARAH BENET, ) o R o .
Murfreesboro, Tenn. - .

DEAR -MRs. BENET: In a special session on November 8, 1965, the Coffee
County Board of Education unanimously adopted the following policy :

“The Coffee County Board of Education will consider conducting or making
their facilities available only, for those programs which come through the State
Department of Education, or those initiated by the Coffee County Board of
Education,”

We feel that the local Board of Education should be permitted to perform the
following functions with regard to any program for which it is to be held
responsible.

1. Determine which programs, within the guidelines handed down from
the Federal and State levels are suitable for the people who come under our
jurisdiction. .

2. Develop the program and a budget to carry out said program.

3. Set up employment standards and employ all personnel to carry out
program.

4, Maintain all personnel and financial records which meets with the
approval of the “Internal Accounting Code.”

5. Carry out periodic evaluations to determine whether or not program is
doing what it was designed to accomplish.

OEO Programs which come through Community Action Agencies do not permit
many of the things which we have listed above. Some of our experiences and
guidelines of OEO are as follows: :

1. We have been told by authorities, the Regional OEQ Office in Atlanta,
that we have no choice as to the programs we will conduct at the local level.

2, The guidelines under which you develop your program are changed one
week after the program has begun. .

8. They withheld our “Head Start” funds because we refused to partici-
pate in a companion program called “Home Start.”

4. The guidelines state clearly that a citizens advisory committee will
select the “Head Start” director.

5. The guidelines state that one-half of Teacher Aides shall be parents
of target children.

6. They ask you to submit a budget for your program which they change
in the Regional Office in Atlanta. :

We could list others but we think the above is more than enough to justify
the action which our Board has taken.

Sincerely yours,

CLYDE WOOTEN,
Chairman, Coffee County Board of Education.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Brewer.

I think I will withhold any questions until we hear from the other
people on the panel.

Mr. McLaurin, from South Carolina.

STATEMENT OF JOHN N. McLAURIN, JR., REPRESENTING SEVERAL
STATE SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. McLaURIN. You notice, I have a very short statement.

Our executive director happened to be in the hospital. Our vice
president found out at the last minute he could not attend, so I am
the goat today, appearing for them.

I am also appearing in the capacity of chairman of a representative
group from several State school board associations.

At a recent meeting of these representatives in Atlanta, Ga., on
November 2, I was authorized to appear before the special congres-
sional subcommittee if and when hearings were scheduled.

73-728—67—pt. 2—23
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I wish to express my appreciation to the members of this subcom-
mittee for providing me with this opportunity to appear. o

The primary purpose of State school boards associations is to assist
local boards of education with common problems. The policies of
each State association dictate a positive and constructive approach to
those common problems to which the association addresses itself.

In no instance does an individual association, or combination of
associations, propose to engage in activities of an evasive or negative
nature.

Representatives of the associations meeting in Atlanta unanimously
concluded that a cooperative course of action should be carefully for-
mulated by the associations in developing good relations with the U.S.
Office of Education, and with other Federal agencies affecting the op-
eration and administration of our public schools.

The following objectives appeared to command the immediate in-
terest of these associations:

(1) The preservation of local and State control in the operation and
administration of our public schools.

(2) A clarification of the intent and the legal limitations of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 with regard to school desegregation. : ‘

3) The promulgation of policies and guides for the implementation
of proper legal interpretations of the 1964 Civil Rights Act which are
in keeping with the law. ' '

(4) The administration and implementation of policies and guide-
lines by representatives of HEW and other Federal agencies who are
qualified both by training and experience to work with State and local
school officials in a highly professional, ethical, and constructive
manner. ‘

This coordinated approach by the several State associations was
deemed advisable due to the following policies and practices of certain
Federal representatives:

Inability of State and local school officials to secure from HEW and
other Federal officials timely and pertinent information in writing.

Instructions, interpretations, and suggestions from HEW and other
Federal representatives which have been inconsistent, vague, and thus
most confusing.

People assigned by the Office of HEW to work with local school of-
ficials who have proven inefficient and ineffective.

The practice of many HEW representatives in bypassing local school
officials and securing fragmented information and unfounded opinions
upon which to base judgments with regard to the degree of compliance
of local school officials with HEW guidelines.

The development of a state of uncertainty and suspicion by some
Federal representatives in their relations with State and local educa-
tion officials.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that the members of this com-
mittee and other Members of Congress take necessary action to clarify
the provisions and intent of all Federal legislation concerning public
education.

Thank you.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you very much.

And now may we hear from Mr. Bement, from the Kentucky School
Boards Association.
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STATEMENT OF MAURICE D. BEMENT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
KENTUCKY SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

My. BemenT. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Members of the committee, I am Maurice Bement, the executive di-
rector of the Kentucky School Boards Association. , ,

We would like to say that we really express our appreciation to you
for giving us this opportunity, and also we want to express to the Con-
gress through you the appreciation of the Kentucky School Boards
Association and its 200 local school district facilities for the renewed
interest and concern of the Congress in public education in this
country. ' o '

We feel that recent Federal support programs are helping Kentucky
local school districts to provide new and improved educational oppor-
tunities to the children and youth of our State.

Our association, through Kentucky Members of the Congress, sup-
ported Public Law 89-10. We did so with the understanding that the
Federal Government would not exercise unreasonable or arbitrary con-
trols. We did so after reviewing section 604 of the 89-10 act—and,
Madam Chairman, you have already quoted it this morning—which
states:

Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to authorize any depart-
ment, agency, officer, or employee of the United States to exercise any direction,
supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of instruction, adminis-
tration, or personnel of any educational institution or school system, or over the
selection of library resources or printed or published instructional materials by
any educational institution or school system.

After a review of experiences of our State education agency and
our local school districts in the administration of programs under
Public Law 89-10, we raise a question as to whether all departments,
agencies, officers, and employees of the United States have acted in
compliance with section 604 of the act.

This association has accepted the philosophy as reflected in this
statement: : ,

American education—a local fuiection, a State responsibility, and a Federal
concern.

Acceptance has also been given to the junior partner role of the
Federal Government in the development of education programs under
appropriate Federal-State-local relations.

In considering the three partners, it must be understood and ac-
cepted that the Federal Government is farthest removed from the
classroom where teaching and learning take place. The Federal Gov-
ernment is least able to plan and provide for the specific needs of
certain communities, schools, and children.

If we are to strengthen State and local education agencies and if we
are to plan for speciﬁc education programs to meet the needs of specific
schools and children, then we must reassess the Federal grant pro-
grams which employ a fiscal mechanism of control and administration.

In order to make the best use of the Federal, State, and local tax
dollar, to efficiently coordinate all education programs where teaching
and learning occur, and to preserve State and local control of educa-
tion, we respectfully present, for the consideration of the Congress,
the following criteria:
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1. General Federal sugport to education should be made to the
States under a basic foundation program principle determined on the
basis of need and ability of the States.

2. General Federal aid to elementary and secondary education
should be available to all pupils and programs, without discrimination,
as determined by State and local plans for improving educational
opportunity.

3. Federal funds for education should be made to State governments
to be allocated to local school districts by the States in accordance
with State plans.

4. Federal funds should be made available to the States, to be al-
located to local school districts, for the purpose of school construction.

5. Federal funding should be made known and available to the
States in time to permit proper planning in order to insure efficient
use of all available funds. Any expenditure of funds without plan-
ning and without the properly trained personnel can lead to waste.
‘Our educational needs cannot justify waste.

6. Accounting and auditing procedures of Federal funds made
available to the States should be in accordance with procedures re-
quired by the States. Separate accounting procedures should not be
superimposed on State requirements for local accountability of State
and local funds. ,

7. The administration of all Federal funds for all educational pro-
grams should be centered in the U.S. Office of Education at the Fed-
eral level, in the State education agency at the State level, and in the
Jocal education agency at the local level. )

8. Federal controls of funds made available to education programs
in the States, by the Congress, should be restricted to a determination
of basic intended use by the State education agencies.

9. Guidelines developed by the U.S. Office of Education should be
observed as guidelines, and such guidelines should not be viewed and
administered as regulations. L

Should the Federal Government observe these basic principles, and
manifest a respect for the ability and sincerity of the administrators
of State and local education agencies, we believe a more effective
partnership can be_developed for improving educational opportu-
nities for all the children and youth of our States and communities.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Bement.

Mr. Vittetow, could I ask you to summarize your statement, because
of the time.

STATEMENT OF FRANK H, VITTETOW, ASSISTANT SUPERINTEND-
ENT, STATE-FEDERAL RELATIONS, FOR DEPARTMENT OF EDU-
CATION, COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

Mr. Vrrrerow. I am Frank Vittetow, Assistant Superintendent of
Public Instruction, Commonwealth of Kentucky, in charge of Federal-
State relations. o

And I might express my appreciation on behalf of the Department
of Education of Kentucky, Madam Chairman, for the privilege of
appearing before the subcommittee, and also for the great concern
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and appreciation given to the Congress of the United States for its
intent In supporting this issue. ’ .

I would also like to state that this matter of redress of grievances
is so basic to all of us in America that sometimes in looking at the
operation of programs we forget the democratic process itself, and
I say this because I have just recently returned from 8 years in the
Far East, working for our foreign aid program. I just returned
to the United States in June. And I see this being denied many people
throughout the world, so I would like to throw this in first. And my
appreciation is given to you because of this.

If T may, T would like to just list some of the overall recommenda-
tions that our Department of Education would like to give to the sub-
committee for its consideration.

1. If Federal aid to education is to continue to come to the States,
the amount of money and time factors should be predictable to all
concerned.

2. All Federal funds for education should come to the States
under a minimum foundation program type of an approach, based on
an objective formula which would include consideration of the financial
ability of a State to support education.

3. A congressional task force should be empowered to study the
myriad of educational aid programs to the several States, offering
suggestions for consolidation wherever necessary in order to avoid
duplication, waste of effort, and possible inefficiency.

4. All Federal funds coming into a State for education should be
routed through the State Department of Education, which is the
legally constituted entity regulating all educational activities.

5. Basic planning by the U.S. Office of Education with State depart-
ments of education should be completed in the spring, so as to assure
enough leadtime for budget review and implementation on the part
of local school boards.

6. A conference should be held with State and Federal fiscal per-
sonnel to “clear the air” on basic requirements relating to accounting
and audit procedures pertaining to Federal funds.

These in essence would be the gist of our recommendations coming
from Kentucky at this time.

We appreciate it.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Vittetow.

The complete statement will be made a part of the record.

(Statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF FRANK H. VITTETOW, ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT, DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION, COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

The Department of Education of the Commonwealth of Kentucky would like
to express its appreciation to the Congress of the United States for its concern
for and support of public education. The purposes and intent of the past and
present educational legislation is clear to all of us—the improvement of the
welfare of the individual in his environment which in turn will provide for
the well-being of the United States.

The Kentucky school structure has always worked to its capacity in providing
the best possible education for its approximately 672,000 children now in school.

A break down of Kentucky tax revenues shows that approximately 659, of
each tax dollar goes into education. During the 1965-1966 school year Ken-
tucky’s Minimum Foundation Program sent $128,114.139 into the loeal school
districts. The local communities furnished an additional $53,601,000* in sup-

1 Required local effort.
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port of schools. In the same year the federal government provided almost
$46,000,000 for services and/or materials for programs under Vocational Educa-
tion, Rehabilitation Services, Titles I, II, III, V, National Defense Education
Act, Adult Basic Bducation Act, Civil Defense, OASI, School Lunch and School
Milk Act and Graduate Fellowships. .

Some examples of the types of program improvement being made as a result of
the local, state and federal relationship may be in order.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE I

The Federal Government working with the state and local governmental
agencies as a partner in education, has for the first time, provided major finan-
cial assistance to bring added opportunities to America’s disadvantaged youth.
In Kentucky, 196,000 public and non-public disadvantaged students in 196 local
school systems received these added opportunities during the first year of Title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Disadvantaged
students provided these opportunities ranged from pre-schoolers to drop-outs.
Opportunities encompassed special reading services, cultural activities, health
programs, and classes for the mentally and physically handicapped. These were
provided for during the regular school day, beyond the school day as well as
during the summer months.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE II

The Title ITI Program has been well received by all groups concerned. It is
felt that federal funds under this Title have assisted in strengthening the mate-
rial programs in both public and non public schools. Moreover, teachers have
had available more resources for the enrichment of the instructional program.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE IIT

The Commonwealth of Kentucky is divided into seven regions from which
projects relating to innovations in education are developed. Fourteen projects
were approved during the past school year. Typical regional projects repre-
senting cooperative educational efforts ranged from an educational diagnostic
and treatment center to a multi-discipline educational center for the diffusion
of emerging instructional techniques.

REHABILITATION SERVICES

The Bureau of Rehabilitation Services has experienced a cooperative and
supporting effort from the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration.

The new Rehabilitation amendments have enabled the Kentucky Bureau
of Rehabilitation Services to expand their services to 10,176 disabled Kentuckians
who were returned to gainful employment. The achievement ranked Kentucky
in the top 10 Rehabilitation Agencies in the Nation.

The Kentucky Rehabilitation Agency has utilized state appropriations as well
as support from other state agencies to secure the available Vocational Rehabili-
tation funds allotted to Kentucky.

The Region III office of the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration has
provided support, guidance, and technical consultation in the expansion of the
growing Kentucky Rehabilitation Agency.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

The 1967 budget estimates reveal a federal expenditure of $1.4 billion for
programs of vocational education, work training and other adult or continuing
education programs throughout the United States. Encompassed in this cate-
gory are vocational programs administered by the Office of Education, the Man-
power Development and Training Program, and training components of many
activities financed by the Office of Economic Opportunity. Much progress has
been made.

A sampling of major concerns pertaining to federally assisted programs
throughout the Kentucky Department of Education indicated the following:

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE I

Serious difficulties encountered during the first year of operation in this
program centered around three major areas: 1) lack of funds for planning
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projects; 2) late appropriation date by the Congress; 3) lack of adequate staff
and facilities at all levels.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE II

Basic problem area of this Title revolved around Section 117.5(c) Circulation
of Loaned Materials. This section concerns the requirement of a centralized
depository for materials and the preparation of a materials list for each school.
The following are some reactions to this section :

1. To provide a central depository for Title II resources is highly im-
practical for school libraries and such a plan is not consistent with the basie
philosophy of a central library within the individual school.

2. Equally unrealistic is the suggested regulation requiring card catalogs
or lists of Title IT materials as well as their location. Preparation time of
such lists is a prime factor.

3. At the present time, library staffs are involved to the point of having to
spend more time in the administering of Title II program with less and
less time being given to curriculum program development and service to
children and their teachers.

4. The figure of 59 allotted to each state to administer the program is
inadequate.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE III

Currently no funds are provided for administration cost for Title III. A
minimum of 3% would be suggested as the minimum for such support factors.

NDEA—TITLE IIXI

1. Uncertainty with respect to amounts of money and when such funds may
be expected into the program is of major concern.

2. The categorical approach to the NDEA Title IIT program requires a tre-
mendous amount of detail which, in view of the fact that almost all of the
elementary and secondary school subjects are covered, seems unnecessary.

REHABILITATION SERVICES

One of the greatest problems presently being experienced in all growing
rehabilitation agencies is lack of manpower and the training of key personnel.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

The coordination of educational activities throughout the ten cabinet depart-
ments and more than fifteen governmental agencies at the federal level seems to
be the major problem to be revolved. Because of such a lack of coordination at
the federal level a most perplexing problem presents itself to state and local
education administrators.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS OFFERED FOR CONSIDERATION

Eiementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I

The following suggestions for improving the opportunities for disadvantaged
students are: (1) The appropriation should be made by Congress in the spring,
(2) Regulations should be liberalized to permit more construction under Title I
funds, (3) The 15% cut made by the Congress during the current school term
should be restored, (4) Additional Title I funds should be made available for
the training of staff members.

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title IT

The provision requiring states to provide a centralized materials depository
and preparation of material lists for all schools under Title II should be
eliminated.

EBlementary and Secondary Education Act, Title IIT

Provisions should be made to allow State Departments of Education to develop
state-wide projects on innovation in education. Current provisions provide only
for local or regional development within a state.
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NDEA—Title 11T

With the addition of more of the subject areas to the program, the categorical
approach of aid should be dropped so that project applications could apply to
the overall improvement of instruction.
Rehabilitation Services

There is a continuing need to serve more disabled Kentuckians and to help
loeal communities with Rehabilitation facilities and workshops. Additional
funds in the Rehabilitation Laird Amendments would assist states in the reha-
bilitation of additional handicapped persons.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS OFFERED FOR CONSIDERATION

1. If Federal aid to education is to continue to come to the states, the amount
of money and time factors should be predictable to all concerned.

2. All federal funds for education should come to the states under a Minimum
Foundation Program type of an approach based on an objective formula which
would include consideration of the financial ability of a state to support
education.

3. A Congressional task force should be empowered to study the myriad of
educational aid programs to the several states, offering suggestions for con-
solidation wherever necessary in order to avoid duplication, waste of effort and
possible inefficiency.

4. All federal funds coming into a state for education should be routed through
the State Department of Education which is the legally constituted entity regu-
lating all educational activities.

5. Basic planning by the U.S. Office of Education with State Departments of
Education should be completed in the Spring so as to assure enough lead time
for budget review and implementation on the part of local school boards.

6. A conference should be held with state and federal fiscal personnel to “clear
the air” on basic requirements relating to accounting and audit procedures
pertaining to federal funds.

Mrs. Greex. Mr. Entwhistle.

STATEMENT OF JOHN ENTWHISTLE, PRESIDENT, NORTH CARO-
LINA STATE SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

Mr. ExtwaIisTLE. I don’t have a formal statement.

I would like to identify myself as John Entwhistle, president of the
North Carolina State School Boards Association, and on their behalf T
would like to say to you and your committee that we appreciate your
representation in Congress, and appreciate the time to come down and
be better informed on educational matters.

In North Carolina, I don’t think we have any specific complaints,
and I don’t think we have any specific praise for the Federal education
program, either.

I think the thousand members of the North Carolina School Boards
Association whom I represent are as fine a group of men and women
as you will find anywhere. I think their deep concern for the chil-
dren in North Carolina is evident.

And I think sometimes when a Federal program is handled down to
a State level, it seems that it comes to the State and local level in a little
bit of a spirit of criticism.

And my only comment would be that I wish it were possible that the
Federal program could be implemented in North Carolina and other
States in a spirit of cooperation, rather than in a spirit of criticism,
because the school board members in North Carolina would not ever
defy a Federal law, and they would not do anything to not carry out
any law of the land, National or State, or on any level.
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So I wish that the school board members in each and every State

could be put into a spirit of this real partnership that we hear dis-

“cussed with the Federal Government. I wish that we could work with
them more closely toward carrying out the aims of education.

That is all. '

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much.

And may I say that is one of the reasons for this subcommittee hold-
ing hearings, so that we can have the opportunity to work more closely
with you. _

May I ask: What is the average expenditure per child in elementary
and secondary education in Tennessee ?

Mr. Brewer. Last year I think it was approximatey $340, something
like that. :

Mrs. Greex. And in Kentucky?

Dr. Virrerow. Just around $350.

Mrs. Green. And in North Carolina? :
_ lgr. Entwaistre. I would guess just lightly below that, maybe $330
or $340.

Mrs. Green. And South Carolina ?

Mr. EntwaisTLE. Around $320, I believe.

Mrs. Green. And Georgia ?

Mr. Acrer. 1 believe ours was $340. Not exact, but I believe that is
approximately correct.

Mrs. GreeN. As representatives of State school boards, do you feel
this is an adequate amount?

Dr. Virrerow. Speaking for Kentucky, I would say it is not.

Mr. Brewrr. We feel the same way in Tennessee.

Mrs. Green. Are school board members elected in Tennessee?

Mr. Brewer. Tennessee has various types of school boards, and has
various methods for electing members. County school boards are
either appointed or elected by the people. Some are in cities ap-
pointed by city councils, and some are elected by the people.

Mrs. GreeN. What can the school boards do to increase the amount
of funds for education in your respective States so that the Federal
Government will remain the junior partner in the educational com-
munity ?

Mr. Brewer. We are doing two things on this. First, getting the
permissive legislation to increase the support at that level, and No. 2,
we are increasing our State support.

Mr. Acree. We have done a very similar thing in Georgia, in that
we are under local matching funds and State funds, and we have
increased the local requirement by 5 percent, as of 8 years from now.

And our tax evaluation and other schemes having to do with our

“property on which the school taxes are levied. The school board mem-
bers are in the forefront in bringing this to pass. ‘

We are going into a program of equalization, statewide. On that
basis, this will be reassessed. '

In addition to that, we are trying to get legislation to work on the
basis that some county that will not have an income—as long as they
make an effort to come up to a certain amount, they will be given an
-equal share to bring them up with the richer counties.
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As to the richer counties not being penalized, they are not being
enalized, but they are helping the poorer counties to come up to the
IS)ta,te level. A

Mrs. Green. I must say that my daughter-in-law could not secure
a babysitter for part of the year for what is being spent for a full year
on the education of children in many States.

Do you all agree that Federal aid is just as essential? Is there any
disagreement on that?

Mr. McLAURIN. Aslong as you leave it in the State, it is.

I think it should be left in the State to use for an educational pro-
gram, rather than send it to Washington and get it back, because there
%)s a lot lost between the time it leaves the State and the time it gets

ack.

Mrs. GreeN. What do you mean, “a lot lost”? -

Mr. McLaurix. All these kickbacks. There is a percentage
on handling the money, so when it goes from the States to
‘Washington——

Mrs. Green. I hope the National School Boards Association is
doing some research on this. I have heard statements that out of
every dollar 40 cents does not get back.

I think all of these studies and surveys show that the cost of the
administration of these school programs is under 2 percent.

Mr. Brewer. I would think it is 40 percent, or somewhere near that.
I would think that some of the programs in Washington are very good,
and others are not, under the present setup. v

Mr. Acree. I am sure I speak for a great majority, if not all, of
the school officials in the 196 systems of the State when I say that we
do recognize the need for Federal funds that are properly allotted, and
properly used, in keeping with what has been presented to you this
morning. :

Of course, ideally, with such a thing as Mr. McLaurin referred to—if
the money did not have to go there and come back—we could possibly
save some of that 2 percent, but to that point we would hope we could
receive some of these State funds and that they would not be used as
leverage or a whip.

Mrs. Green. Since you all are with members of school hoards, may
I say that I have welcomed what I seem to see in the National School
Boards Association as a member of the committee, I look to the school
boards across the country for much stronger leadership in educational
matters at the Federal level than I think they have exercised in years
past.

It seems to me that at least 10 or 12 years ago—I don’t know, Jack,
whether you agree or not—there was almost an emotional or an in-
stantaneous reaction of the school boards against all Federal aid, re-
gardless of what kind. There was not an objective analysis.

And T think this change in direction is something that we will look
forward to. I am sure we will all benefit from it, because I agree with
you that the school boards are closer to the people, and should be play-
Ing a very, very important role in planning legislation, evaluating it,
and implementing it. v

May I also say, Mr. Acree, that your brief will be studied with a
great deal of interest.
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Let me state very clearly my own position, and I may be in disagree-
ment with some people in the room.

But after having said that, may I also say that I was a very strong
supporter of the Fountain amendment in the last session of Congress.

I did think that the instances to which you refer in your brief, where
individual employees went out and circulated memorandums, where
tlﬁe 1action was deferred on applications for new funds—went beyond
the law.

I think the overwhelming vote in the House indicated that the
House recognized the problem you have stated this morning.

And I assure you that as one member of the Education Committee,
I intend to turn my attention to this in the next session.

Congressman Erlenborn.

Mr. Errensorn. I think, in the consideration of time, I will waive
any right to ask questions.

Mrs. Green. Congressman Flynt?

Mr. Fuynt., Thank you, Mrs. Green.

I am not going to usurp the prerogatives of you, as chairman, and
Mr. Erlenborn as a member of this subcommittee.

I would like to say for the record, however, that I think that the
conduct of these meetings by you has been most meaningful. I think
that this is the most effective way that you could have obtained direct
information, such as has been presented to you yesterday and today
by dedicated people, people who are making every effort to make this
Federal-State-local partnership a fruitful reality. ,

In this instance, to make all funds, from whatever source derived,
that are allocated to education, improve educational standards, and
thereby improve the education which we are offering to the young men
and young women of the respective States and of our entire country.

If I may be permitted to do so, let me say this: Recognizing that on
some particular piece of legislation, the gentlewoman from Oregon
-and myself occasionally find ourselves casting opposite votes, during
the entire period of the service of the gentlewoman from Oregon, 1
have come to know her as a Member of Congress, possessing integiity
and ability. ' '

I think that in the field of legislation affecting public education at
elementary, secondary, and higher education levels, our colleagues in
the Congress recognize the gentlewoman from Oregon, the Honorable
-Edith Green, as a person who has done massive research, and has
applied to that research an abundance of good judgment and common-
sense. :

So I think that I not only speak for my colleagues in the Congress
when I say that we recognize her devotion and dedication to this sub-
ject of education, particularly as a legislative subject, but as a part of
the State of Georgia and of the southeastern region of the United
States, I think that I speak for certainly those with whom I have dis-
cussed this meeting, that we are indeed grateful to you and Congress-
man Erlenborn for coming and visiting with us and receiving the
points of view which we have heard.

‘We are indeed grateful to you. "

And T cannot let this opportunity pass without thanking my col-
league from Illinois, Congressman %rlenborn, for joining (%halrma,n
Green in the conduct of these hearings.
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Congressman Erlenborn is a relatively young Member of the House

of Representatives. He is a man who, In a relatively short period of
:service, has demonstrated outstanding ability and capability.

.- As a rather junior Member of Congress, we often see him as the
‘minority floor manager of important legislation. He is particularly
interested in the subject of education legislation.

.. And I would like to publicly recognize him as a colleague in whom
we have confidence, and whom we admire and respect. :

I think that we in Georgia, where this meeting is being held, and
that we in the Southeast, are indeed fortunate to have had Members of
Congress of the character, integrity, and ability of these two members
of this fine subcommittee who are here today.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Congressman Flynt, for your
Very generous comments.

And all of you who are here can see that if they do not persuade us
with arguments, at times, they always persuade us with their
southern charm.

Mr. Foynt. Madam Chairman, could I trespass on your time very
briefly to point out one thing, which I know Mr. Acree had hoped to
have a memorandum on at the time he made his presentation?

Without imposing on his prerogative to present this, I would like
to call to your attention and to the attention of the subcommittee an
incident which took place during a visit of a “compliance team” to
the Griffin-Spaulding County School Board, which is not only within
the district which I represent, but also my hometown.

I am not saying whether this statement that I am about to refer to
was made during a recess of that meeting, or whether it was made
after instructing the court reporter who was reporting the proceed-
ings to go off the record, but when the question arose about mandatory
assignments to create a racial balance in the faculties of different
schools, the superintendent of schools of this Griffin-Spaulding County
system told Mr. Rich and Mr. Pearlman and the other two members of
the compliance team that if he followed their verbal instructions and
directives, he would be confronted with either singular or mass resigna-
tions from members of the faculty, which was already understaffed,
and he said that he could not, 2 weeks before school opened, take a
position and issue transfer orders which would deplete an already
understaffed faculty. :

My recollection is that at that point Mr. Pearlman either asked—
-and he was a member of the compliance team—either asked to go off the
record, or, during a recess, in an outer office from the one in which
the meeting was being held, Mr. Pearlman seriously suggested using
economic pressure by making investigations and inquiries to find out
which members of the faculty of that school system were either in
debt or so economically situated that they could not resist a transfer
order, even though they would not like to comply with it.

Mr. Patrick and I were both shocked when we heard this suggestion,
and Mr. Patrick asked him if he understood him properly, and if he
did, would he elaborate on it.

Hesaid: A
" Yes. What I mean is this: It is for you to find a schoolteacher, preferably
a lady schoolteacher, who has an elderly or invalid parent dependent upon her

for support, so that she eannot resign her job if she is transferred to a school
that she does not want to teach in.
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To me, that was one of the most inhuman and cruelest statements
that I have ever heard uttered by any person in an official capacity with
the U.S. Government. ‘

I think that that particular statement, among many unbelievable
statements, which were made during this 4-hour conference between
the compliance team and the Griffin-Spaulding County School Board,
has certainly caused me to take a more than casual interest in this
overall subject, for the purpose of helping develop a record upon which
the Congress can base a mature and intelligent judgment when we
consider this legislation again next year, or the year after.

Because what we want to see done—and I think the members of
the subcommittee agree with me on this—is that we are interested in
seeing this legislation administered to improve education in the respec-
tive States, and throughout the United States.

We are not interested in seeing this entire Federal participation in
education jeopardized by imprudent and irresponsible actions of of-
ficials in the Office of the Commissioner of Education, from Mr. Harold
Howe on down to and including this man, Mr. Pearlman, who suggested
the use of inhuman and cruel methods to obtain his objectives. \

Mrs. GreeN. Thank you, Mr. Flynt.

My thanks to all of you gentlemen, who have come from various
States. I am well aware of the demands that are made upon your
time. It has been very helpful to me, and I think I speak for Mr.
Erlenborn, to have you come to the committee this morning.

Other members of our subcommittee are listening to school board
members in Minneapolis today. When we get back to Washington
we will compare notes. We will tell them of the testimony which
you gave, and they in turn will tell us of the testimony which they
heard in Minneapolis.

My thanks.

We now have a panel of the persons who have to be on the firing
line day after day, and to whom society has turned to cure all of the
ills of society.

We welcome to the hearing Dr. Paul West, Mr. W. L. Robinson,
Mrs. Nell Hallford, Mr. Samuel Wood, Mr. Jasper Griffin, and Dr.
A. D. Clifton.

We also have with us representatives from Kentucky, and North
Carolina, and Florida.

We are also glad to have Mr. Paddock from Houston in the audience
today.

I t?llink we will start out by calling upon Dr. Paul West, the super-
intendent of the Fulton County schools. :

STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL WEST, SUPERINTENDENT, FULTON
COUNTY SCHOOLS, STATE OF GEORGIA

Dr. West. Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
we understand we are under slight pressure of time. In view of the
fact that the first part of this deals with the programs in which the
Fulton County Board of Education is involved, and since there are
other statements which have been made in this regard by other school
systems, I think we may omit this.
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The first part is a joint statement by W. L. Robinson, president of
the Fulton County Board of Education, and myself, so I shall go
beyond a discussion of the programs in which we have participated,
and begin at this point.

Our school board commends the Federal Government for its in-
terest in, provision for, and sustaining of these programs which
strengthen American education, provided it does not attempt to ex-
ercise autocratic and unreasonable control over local schools.

Our major concern is with the implementation of the 1966 guide-
lines of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

We were greatly distressed by the confusion and chaos emanating
from the Office of the Commissioner of Education when he presented
the 1966 guidelines and their application to local school distriets.

We were shocked by the severity of his statements, and his unbend-
ing manner when professional and articulate questions were asked by
members of our professional group. His presentation was character-
ized by complete inflexibility and frigidity.

An ‘example of this uncompromising manner was his reply to a
school superintendent who asked him what a superintendent and
board of education would do in the case of a white teacher who might
be assigned to a previously all-Negro school, and who might refuse to
accept the new assignment. His cryptic reply was, “You would fire
her for insubordination.”

May I say parenthetically that U.S. Education Commissioner
Harold Howe said he was cognizant of individual school systems. He
said there could not possibly be a consistency throughout the land, that
each had its own personality, its own problems, and he did not feel
it would ever be possible to arrive at any iron-clad policies or regula-
tions which could be made applicable to every system in the country.

That, Madam Chairman, is my statement, and I think Mr. Robinson
would like to supplement it.

Mrs. Green. Thank you, Dr. West.

‘We will call on Mr. Robinson next.

STATEMENT OF W. L. ROBINSON, PRESIDENT, FULTON COUNTY
BOARD OF EDUCATION

Mr. Roeivson. Thank you.

Madam Chairman and Congressman Erlenborn, I am W. L. Robin-
son, president of the Fulton County Board of Education, and immedi-
ate past president of the National School Boards Association once
removed. Iserved as president during the year 1964-65.

I would like to supplement this joint statement prepared by Dr.
West and myself by underscoring the fact that the people in this area,
and, I might say, the people in 11 or 12 Southeastern States, and I
speak with some authority on this matter, because we have had two
meetings with representatives from 11 or 12 of the Southeastern States
here in Atlanta, because of their concern about the inconsistencies, the
ambiguities, and the contradictions that come out of the Office of
Education, and as a matter of fact, the contradictions of the Commis-
sioner of Education himself.

T did not know that Congressman Flynt would be here this morn-
ing. T have several exhibits that I would like to quote from briefly,
just to get them in the record.
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I am certain that you are familiar with the debate that took place
on the floor of the House, at which time Congressman Flynt said that
18 of his school districts had been notified of the withholding or
deferral of Federal funds, and Congressman Corman of California
went over to the Office of Education to check this statement and was
told that only one, Meriwether County, had funds withheld.

Congressman Flynt went back—and this is a direct quotation from
Congressman Flynt—went back to Mr. Howe’s office—

. . . and Mr. Howe has informed me there are presently outstanding at least
13 letters of disapproval, rejection, or deferral, and that he expects to recommend
that all 13 school systems be held in non-compliance.

That is an illustration of the confusion that I referred to.

From the News and World Report, this week, one of the questions
asked of Mr. Howe:

Your thinking has not yet reached the point where you would say to a school
district that it must change its set-up in order to obtain a mixture of pupils?

Answer:

On, no. First of all, we haven’t got that authority, and if we did have, we
wouldn’t use it. But we do think it is interesting for school districts to look
at these findings and consider how they might react to them.

Yet you will have, in these documented papers given to you by Mr.
Acree, that his men were given written memorandums to school dis-
tricts in Georgia telling them to move entire grades from one school
to another. ’ )

And one of the reasons that we have lost confidence is the fact that
the Commissioner either does not know what his men are doing, which
he should know, or else he is misstating the facts, when he says to the
House Rules Committee, as quoted in one of the Atlanta papers on
October 1: !

U.S. Education Commissioner Harold Howe insisted before the House Rules
Committee Friday that his office had not stepped outside the law in setting de-
segregation guidelines and getting local schools to comply. The Commissioner
denied charges that the Office of Education’s compliance officers had pressured
school -districts to achieve racial balance which is specifically prohibited by Title
IV of the 1964 Act.

“We are not engaged in anything of that sort,” Howe said.

Many of the people in these Southeastern States have suspicions of
the motives of the Office of Education and of the Commissioner of
Education, and they are well founded.

If we are to believe quotes from his speech, I would like to read this
quote: As recently as May 3, in a speech at Columbia University,
Mr. Howe was heard to say that if he had his way, the American school
would be built for the primary purpose of social and economic inte-
gration. o :

The Commissioner of Education, in short—this is an editorial com-
ment, not a quotation, and incidentally, this is from the Charlotte
News— v v

Mr. Entwhistle just finished testifying before you, here, but this is
an indication of the interest in other States besides Georgia. This
]c;omes from the Charlotte News of Charlotte, N.C., Tuesday, Septem-
ber 6.

The Commissioner of Education, in short, has never given the slightest shred
of evidence that he sees or values the difference between vigorous racial con-
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science and steam roller evangelism. Despite his repeated disclaimers, he often
pursues his obsession with race to the detriment, if not the total exclusion, of
education.

Now, we, as board members, Madam Chairman—and I have been
a board member for 17 years—are interested in the education of the
children, primarily. We intend to educate them within the confines of
the law to the best of our ability, and we hope that we will be permitted
to do this without pressure tactics, and without the Federal Govern-
ment using the fact that they do furnish part of the money for an edu-
cational program without their using that as a whip over us to bring
about certain philosophical social changes which you cannot legislate
overnight, but which takes time to bring about.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. Green. Thank you, Mr. Robinson.

(Prepared joint statement by W. L. Robinson and Paul D. West
follows:) - o :

JOINT STATEMENT BY W. L. ROBINSON, PRESIDENT OF THE FULTON COUNTY BOARD
OF BEDUCATION, AND PAUL D. WEST, SUPERINTENDENT OF FULTON COUNTY SCHOOLS

This is a joint statement by W. L. Robinson, President of the Fulton County
Board of Education and Paul D. West, Superintendent of Fulton County Schools.
The Fulton County Schools are involved in the following Office of Education
programs :

1. Public Law 874, affecting federally impacted areas—approximately
$210,000.00.

2. National Defense Education Ac¢t—Titles IIT and V.

Title III—Improvement of instruction in Mathematics, Science, Modern
Foreign Languages, Social Studies, English and Reading.

Title V—Testing, Counseling and Guidance.

For both programs—=$65,000.00.

3. Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Title I—For the disadvantaged child only—$400,000.00.

Title II—Textbook and Library Resources for all children—$64,000.00.

Title III—Supplemental centers or innovative projects. Planning grant
of $22,535.00; Operational grant approximately $200,000.00. .

NDEA—Titles III and V are handled through the State Department of
Education, although the funds are Federal.

ESEA—Title I is handled directly with the Federal government ; Title II
through the State Department of Education; and Title III directly with
HEW in Washington.

Our system is also the beneficiary of certain funds combined with state funds
for the operation of the Vocational Education Program ($58,000) through the
state.

Our school board commends the Federal government for its interest in, pro-
vision for, and sustaining of these programs which strengthen American educa-
tion, provided it does not attempt to exercise autocratic and unreasonable con-
trol over local schools.

Our major concern is with the implementation of the 1966 Guidelines of the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. We are greatly distressed by
the confusion and chaos emanating from the Office of the Commissioner of Edu-
eation with reference to this implementation at the local level. Incidentally, we
should like to make it perfectly clear that the Fulton County Board of Education
at no time has had any desire or intention to evade the laws of the United States.
Tt has striven in a conscientious manner for many years to operate the schools
so that all our children and youth might receive the best possible education. As
evidence of the good faith of the Fulton County Board of Education, the Board
President and the Superintendent accompanied a group of fellow Georgians to
Washington March 30, 1966 following a visit to Atlanta by Mr. W. Stanley Kruger,
Director Area II, BEqual Educational Opportunities Program, of the Office of
Education when he presented the 1966 Guidelines and their application to local
school districts. We were shocked by the severity of his statements and his un-
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bending manner when professional and articulate questions were asked by mem-
bers of our professional group. His presentation was characterized by complete
inflexibility and frigidity. An example of this uncompromising manner was his
reply to a school superintendent who asked him what a superintendent and board
of education would do in the case of @ white teacher who might be assigned to
a previously all negro school and who might refuse to accept the new assignment.
His cryptic reply was, “You would fire her for insubordination.”

‘Commissioner Harold Howe, several of his associates, and members of the
Georgia Congressional delegation participated in this Washington conference,
March 30. The Commissioner appeared quite perturbed by statements made by
the members of our Georgia delegation and requested a subsequernt conference on
April 5 with a small committee of scheol board members and superintendents
from Georgia. Our committee was heartened in this conference with the Com-
missioner when he explained that he was aware of gross misunderstanding as
between the Office of Education and the officials of local school systems insofar
as the implementation of Guidelines was concerned. The Commissioner took
great pains to state, first, that he was fully cognizant of the necessity of gradual-
ism in the process of desegregation; secondly, that the Office of Education asked
for nothing more than gradualism—progress year by year over the preceding
year. We left this conference with the feeling that the Commissioner had con-
curred in our understanding of the purposes, intention, and interpretation of the
1966 Guidelines. ' .

Ags a result of what we considered a highly satisfactory conference with the
Commissioner, our Board of Education decided to take steps beyond its deseg-
regation plans as previously approved by the Office of Education and to deseg-
regate all twelve grades in 1966-67 rather than eight, as well as to keep open the
period of Freedom of Choice for ninety days rather than the thirty days pre-
seribed by the Federal government. The Board also proceeded promptly with
faculty desegregation consistent with its understanding of the Commissioner’s
statement. Our Board of Education experienced a major shock when it received
a letter from Mr. Stanley Kruger under date of July 14, 1966 in which he implied
that the Fulton County Board of Education was not moving in good faith with
its desegregation program. He went so far as to suggest that the Board might
arrange meetings and conferences with parents and civic groups in order to limit
opportunities for intimidation. Consistent with the desire of the Fulton County
Board of Education to move professionally and properly, the Board President
and the Superintendent were immediately authorized to seek an additional con-
ference with Commissioner Howe. This took place August 4, 1966 and was at-
tended by Commissioner Howe, Mr. Kruger and Mr. David Seely. When the
Board President and Superintendent read excerpts from Mr. Kruger’s letter of
July 14, the Commissioner replied that he did not know the letter had been written
and that he felt there was gross misunderstanding with regard to the intent of
the letter. At this point, parts of the letter were re-read to him to give full evi-
dence of a lack of communication, confusion, and chaos which apparently charac- .
terize the activities of the Commissioner’s office. The Commissioner assured the
group that no other letters of this nature would be forthcoming.

Our concern is heightened by direct quotations of the Commissioner in magazine
and newspaper stories when his words are in direct conflict with the apparent
policies and actions of his office.

Mrs. Green. Now may I call on Mrs. Hallford, superintendent of
the Habersham County schools.

STATEMENT OF MRS. NELL HALLFORD, SUPERINTENDENT,
HABERSHAM COUNTY SCHOOLS

Mrs. Harrrorp. Madam Chairman and members of the subcom-
mittee, I, too, appreciate the opportunity to talk with you today.

T do not have any copies to submit to you, because my invitation did
not come with instructions, so I am delinquent. ’

My system is rural, having an enrollment of around 4,800 students.
There are seven elementary schools and three high schools. We have
172 classroom teachers. We do have in our community the services
of a State trade and industrial school.

73-728—67—pt. 2——24
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Our system has participated in numerous Federal programs, name-
ly, title I, with an appropriation of $126,000 the first year and $92,000
the second year; and title II, with appropriations of approximately
$10,000; and title ITI of the Elementary and Secondary Act.

Then, in several areas of the National Defense Education Act, chief-
ly NDEA titles IIT and V. Under the Economic Opportunities Act
we have participated in Youth Corps, adult education, Headstart.

And from each of these we have derived benefits.

Our system is completely desegregated. A desegregation program
was begun in 1965-66, when 10 Negro students entered formerly white
schools, under a freedom of choice plan. The system was completely
desegregated this term, 1966 and 1967, when all N egro students en-
tered formerly white schools. '

This program was accomplished without difficulty to speak of, ex-
cept in the case of faculty desegregation. And I could tell you a story
about that, but I think it is the same story that has been told.

Some misunderstanding came up about that, but was resolved after
many telephone calls and visits from the committee, from the Depart-
ment of Education, the Office of Education.

We had followed with all our faculty exactly the same rules and
regulations that we had done in all previous years, and just as fairly
as we know how todo. -

And at the present time, we have requested that we be allowed to
sign a 441 form, and we have not heard from that, but we should hear
from that any day.

We certainly appreciate the aid we have received, and commend
Congress for making possible many things we have always wanted
for our schools, but have not been able to afford financially.

I offer suggestions for improvement, because I believe we all realize
that no law was ever passed, no rule or regulation was ever made, that
was perfect, and not one of those was ever made of which all impli-
cations were realized before it was tried.

And T certainly feel that your purpose here, and our purpose here,
Is to see what difficulties can be made better, and T am speaking from
a very personal standpoint. I.am speaking from the things that I,on
the level with the committee, have seen, that my staff and T have found
out by ourselves. I was gratified to see how many things were parallel
to the people who are in larger systems and are looking at it from a
higher angle.

As far as titles T and IIT are concerned, we feel that the guidelines
should be stabilized, and dates of allotments and approvals of projects
made more timely,

The old cliche, “Haste makes waste,” has been evidenced in many
cases already. Personnel, for instance, must be employed, and prepa-
rations must be made prior to your actually starting the program, and
in systems like mine, when those preparations have to be made, it fell
upon the systems themselves to pay for things that had to be done
before the approval date became known and legal.

So I think that is one of the most important things, and that has
been brought out several times. We feel that insufficiency and in-
adequacy result from those things.

Second, we feel that limited Federal aid is ractically a necessity
in our educational programs, but local controlpis necessary in order
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for the most good to be realized. We would request that you have
some, or rather much, faith in the judgment and integrity of local
school administrators, who should know better than anybody else
what their needs are.

We would request that you allow more elasticity for meeting in~
dividual needs of each community, even to the point of approving
construction of buildings, without which many problems are just
impossible, particularly in systems like ours.

Then, that you allow continuation of some of the programs already
in existence, and by that I mean the financing of programs that are
already in existence.

It is my firm belief that administrators of school programs are
cognizant of the needs of all types of children, the advantaged and
the disadvantaged, and should have the privilege of determining
how funds can best be spent for the total good.

We are aware of, and in agreement with, the fact that deadlines are
necessary. However, we believe that it should be a two-way street.
If school personnel meet their deadlines, why cannot, the personnel in
the Office of Education submit to deadlines, also? We have to wait
amighty long time for them, sometimes. '

We sincerely request that an attitude of realism be applied to proj-
ects under title ITI.

Last week, I heard this statement concerning title IIT projects:
“Unless the title ITI project is wierd, and way out, it has no chance
of acceptance in the Washington office.”

Programs I believe should first build a strong, basic foundation,
and then become far out, if necessary.

Again we reiterate our appreciation and offer suggestions only in
the hope that our money may be spent to the best advantage. - We
must all cultivate the attitude that we are working together toward
the accomplishment of the same goal.

Thank you.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you, Mrs. Hallford, for your very helpful
suggestions.

Tt is my understanding that there are 197 superintendents of schools
in Georgia, and 159 county school systems.

Mrys. Harvrorp., Yes.

Mrs. Green. Mrs. Hallford, could you tell me how many women
are superintendents ?

Mrs, Harrrorp. Six.

Mrs. Green. I hate to be accused of a bias, but it does seem to me
there is rank discrimination.

Mr. Fry~nt. Those six make up in quality, Mrs. Green, what they
don’t have in quantity.

Mrs. Green. Mr. Flynt, T have been told that is the way the South
hlas been arguing for a hundred years. Asa woman, I will not accept
this.

T was just wondering if we could work in Congress to bring about
some kind of a balance, here. Would we have the cooperation of
your colleagues?

Mrs. Harrrorp. Definitely.

Mrs. GreeN. Thank you very much.

Dr. Samuel Wood, superintendent of the Clarke County schools.
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STATEMENT OF SAM W. W00D, SUPERINTENDENT, CLARKE-
COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Mr. Woop. I hold the position of superintendent in the Clarke
County School District.

The Clarke County District is a countywide district of, generally,
urban and suburban nature. The community has a population of
about 50,000, and a school enrollment of about 10,500 pupils.

The University of Georgia is located in Athens, and the general
level of education in the community may be somewhat higher than
that in districts of comparable size in the State, although there is a
wide socioeconomic range, and there has been considerable recent in-
dustrial devleopment in the county.

. The school system includes two senior high schools, three junior
high schools, and 18 elementary schools, with a professional staff of
approximately 475, in addition to a vocational-technical school with
about 600 students. Exclusive of the vocational-technical school,
the average annual expenditure per pupil is in excess of $400, not
including debt service.

The Clarke County School District is involved in programs under
titles I, I, and XTI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
and various titles under the National Defense Education Act. And,
of course, others that are not involved in the Office of Education.

The Clarke County School District began desegregation in the fall
of 1963, before the Civil Rights Act was enacted, under policies es-
tablished by the Clarke County Board of Education in 1959, pursuant
to the Supreme Court decision of 1954, but without court order.

At that time, the first applications were received from Negroes seek-
ing admission to previously all white schools, and five of the seven
applicants were accepted. The initial desegregation was carried out
smoothly and without incident. The following year the number of
approved Negro applications for formerly all white schools was more
than doubled. :

In 1965, the Clarke County Board of Education continued to follow
its policy concerning desegregation, resulting in the acceptance of
approximately 40 Negro pupils in formerly all white schools.

It was at this point that the Office of Education required the sub-
mission of a desegregation plan and form 441. The form was sub-
mitted, with a delineation of past performance and an explanation
of the plan.

After an unduly long period of time, notification was received that
what had been done was not acceptable.

Two trips to Washington were required in order to determine what
would be necessary to placate the Office of Education.

It was at that time that it became apparent that past performance,
sincerity of purpose, and forthrightness of approach were of no value
to the Office of Education officials. In fact, I was told by an attor-
ney in the Office of Education that statements about what we had done
was merely “preamble,” and was of no interest, and not worth reading.

The result of the trips to Washington was that the Clarke County
Board of Education was required to reopen the “freedom of choice”
period. This created considerable confusion, but resulted in some
Increase in the number of Negroes in formerly all white schools.
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T must add that, in response to a letter of complaint, a representa-
tive of the Office of Education appeared in my office. - Having a copy
of the letter of complaint, I quickly proved that it was baseless by

.displaying a copy of the local newspapers in which the desegregation
plan had been published.

Without going into minute details, which would be too time con-

_suming at this hearing, the situation in 1966 was even worse. :

The Clarke County Board of Education submitted form 441B with

‘a statement that it would comply with only such modifications that
would be in keeping with truth, fact, and feasibility in this community.

On this basis, the procedures were carried out, resulting in 17 per-
cent, more than 500 of Negro pupils being accepted in formerly all-
white schools.

This created crowded conditions in some schools, and left empty
rooms in others.

As to staff desegregation, the school district has 13 teachers assigned
and functioning well in desegregated situations. In addition to these,
seven employees in supervisory and consultative positions serve on a
desegregated basis.

On July 18, 1966, a letter was received stating that the school dis-
trict was on a “deferral” list, and that no funds would be approved
for any new programs involving Federal money. The letter pointed
out that the “deferral” was based upon :

(1) Notices to parents were not sent by first-class mail.

(2) A slight change was made in the text of a letter which required
the signature of the superintendent.

(8) It was required that parents or guardians exercise the “freedom
of choice.”

The position of the Clarke County Board of Education was that:

(1) The first-class-mail requirement was ridiculous on its face. The
responsibility of the board was to send notices, explanations, and “free-
dom of choice” forms, and to receive the “freedom of choice” forms
from parents.

This responsibility was carried out.

(2) The text of the letter which required the signature of the super-
intendent stated :

Our community has adopted a school desegregation plan.

This was, in point of fact, untrue. A change was made so that the
letter read:

Our Clarke County Board of Education has adopted a school desegregation
plan, as required by the U.S. Office of Education.

(3) To accept choice of schools made by 15-year-old children would
tend to abrogate the responsibility of parents for their minor children.
No issue arose as a result of dealing with parents or guardians.

On August 9, 1966, three individuals who identified themselves as
Mr. Corrigan, Mr. Prager, and Mr. Nelson, and who stated that they
were representatives of the Office of Education, conferred with me
in the presence of the attorney for the board of education.

This conference was recorded on tape. After a review of all points,
they stated that they were satisfied that everything was in good order,
and that they would so report to their supervisors.
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- ‘Without reference to numerous telephone calls, in which suggestions

were made as to what the school district should do, it is significant

that at the late date of September 19, 1966, a copy of the following

%}egram was sent to me by State Superintendent of Schools Jack P.
ix:

- We are reviewing the situation regarding Clarke County in view of the infor-

mation you have furnished. In the meantime they should not be included on

the deferral list. New activities can be funded at this time. We will continue
to discuss with county officials their desegregation plan for this year and next.

DAviD SEELEY,
Director, Office of Equal Educational Opportunity,
U.S. Office of Education.

Nothing further has been heard from the Office of Education, but
I must admit that I cannot anticipate 1967 relationships with the
Office of Education with any degree of enthusiasm. I should like to
feel that the Clarke County School District may be allowed—without
harassment—to continue its progress, including compliance with the
purposes of title VI of the Civil Rights Act.

It should be true that the all-important item is “results,” and not
adherence to minor technicalities and relatively insignificant require-
ments that are largely academic in nature.

The Clarke County School District has produced amply acceptable
results. I state to you emphatically that no school system in the State
of Georgia has accomplished more under title VI of the Civil Rights
Act than has the Clarke County School District. -

As to the “guidelines”: Why are they not of general applicability
tjilroglghout the Nation, as provided by section 602 of the Civil Rights

ct?

Where, in the law, is there a provision for deferral of Federal funds?
Is it not in violation of section 604 to make requirements concerning
teacher transfers and assignments? Is it not impractical to require
the sending of notices by first class, or any other class of mail? Isit
not an assumption of authority to determine whether or not a plan is
acceptable solely on the basis of the percentage of children choosing
transfers? :

Why was it ever even suggested that 15-year-old children be allowed
to choose their schools, when this is clearly the responsibility of
parents? :

These and other such questions may well be appropriate to ask.

Thank you.

Mrs. Green. Thank you, Mr. Wood.

© Mr. Griffin. :

STATEMENT OF JASPER M. ‘GRJI‘FIN, SUPERINTENDENT, COBB
COUNTY SCHOOLS

Mr. GrirFiN. Madam Chairman, Congressman Erlenborn, Con-
gressman Flynt, my name is Jasper M. Griffin, superintendent of the
Cobb County Schools (student average daily attendance 85,511),
Marietta, Ga.

The Cobb County school system participates heavily in numerous
Federal programs administered by HEW as outlined below. .
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I had intended, Madam Chairman, if I may be permitted to digress
here just a moment, to press very strong personal appreciation to the
chairman of this committee for her very strong interest in the educa-
tional welfare of the youth of this Nation, and her strong and con-
tinuing acknowledgment of the fact that the Congress of this country
has a responsibility there, also.

The average daily attendance of Cobb County schoolchildren in-
creased from 9,904 in the school year 1952-53 to 35,511 in 1966-67.
This abnormally large increase is the result of Lockheed Aircraft
Corp., Air Force plant No. 6; Dobbins Air Force Base; U.S. Naval
Air Station—all of which are located in Cobb County.

The Federal Government has removed from the tax rolls of Cobb
County 10,000 acres of land. The total bonding capacity was com-
Ele’oely exhausted in 1961, with many schoolchildren not properly

oused. The Cobb County school system is heavily dependent upon
Federal funds for maintenance and operation as well as housing.

Madam Chairman, the Federal program in the next eight or 10 pages
is set forth, and if I may go to the following page, I will conclude.

(Pages referred to follow:) .

FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Pubdlic Law 874

The following funds were received by the Cobb County School System under
Public Law 874 for maintenance and operation :

1960-61 $486, 330. 53
1961-62 444, 081. 00
1962-63 613, 983. 00
1963-64 : 743, 222, 00
1964-65 772, 284. 00
1965-66 1, 036, 674, 00

Total - 4,096, 574. 53
BEstimated total, 1966-67 1, 250, 000. 00

BEstimated grand total 5, 346, 574. 53

Public Law 815

The following funds were received by the Cobb County School System under
Public Law 815 for buildings :

1959-60 None
1960-61 None
1961-62 None
1962-63 None
1963-64 $152, 709. 00
1964-65 830, 964. 00
1965-66 i 434, 300. 00
1966-67 1, 797, 173. 00

Total 1, 435, 944. 00
Bstimated additional funds for 1966-67. 536, 000. 00

BEstimated grand total 1,971, 944. 00

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I

In 1965-66 the Cobb County School System received the following funds under
TitleI:

Summer Reading Program $152, 000. 00
Library Books (approximately) 150, 000. 00
Head Start Program 45, 000. 00
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Application for $57,000.00 for a Head Start Program in the summer of 1966-67
has been filed.
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title IT :

In 1966-67 the Cobb County School System received a grant of $64,821.00 for

-library materials.

Hilementary and Secondary Education Act Title IT1

In 1966-67 the Cobb County School System received a grant of $31,800.00 for a
Pupil Personnel Center.
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) Title I11

In 1965-66 the Cobb County School System received $11,740 for strengthening
elementary and secondary instruction.
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) TitleV

In 1965-66 the Cobb County School System received $30,796.57 for strengthen-
ing the county-wide eounseling programs.
Economic Opportunity Act Title I1, Section B, Basic Education

In 1965-66 the Cobb County School System received $14,312.89 for an adult
education program. -
OTHER FEDERAL PROJECTS

A. In 1965-66 the Cobb County School System received $213,227.23 for lunch-
room operations.

B. In 1966-67 a commitment of $121,355.37 was made to the Cobb County School
System to finance a vocational program for Juniors and Seniors with saleable
skills in various vocations.

Mr. GrrrFin. Funds received from Public Law 874 and Public Law
815 have benefited the Cobb County school system more than all of
the other Federal programs. Because of the present increase of 3,000
students each year, it would be impossible to offer comparable services
without these funds.

The programs are efficiently administered. The service is prompt
and courteous.

The other Federal programs administered by HEW, in which the
Cobb County school system participated, appear to be well organized.
Most of these new programs will require additional time for objective
-evaluation.

There is a very strong feeling that the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
it applies to school systems, has been operated in a very inefficient and
inconsistent manner. Information has been most difficult to obtain.
Some information received from different HEW officials has been
contradictory.

The guidelines were not received in time to comply in an efficient
and orderly manner with them.

Although the Cobb County school system seems to be considered in
compliance, notification has not been received to date.

The superintendent and a school board member recently visited the
Washington HEW office for the express purpose of determining
whether or not the system is in compliance. ~After a conference with
three or four courteous HEW officials, a letter was promised, but has
not been received.

It is strongly recommended that clear-cut, understandable guide-
lines be provided well in advance of their expected implementation,
thereby avoiding the chaos that we have literally had in this State this
past year. R o v - '
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. Tt is recommended that experienced and able elementary and sec-
ondary school men and women be placed in positions of authority
along with the lawyers and college students.

Appreciation is expressed for the opportunity of presenting the
material herein to Members of the Congress.

Thank you.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you very much.

Mr. Clifton.

STATEMENT OF A. D. CLIFTON, SUPERINTENDENT, CANDLER
COUNTY SCHOOLS, METTER, GA.

Mr. Crirron. Iam A. D. Clifton, superintendent of Candler County
schools, Metter, Ga.

Our system is a small system with 1,716 students and 84 teachers;
1,094 of the students are transported. Jighteen of the 84 teachers
are paid in part or in full from Federal funds administered from the
U.S. Office through the State department of education.

‘We have only three schools, and all of them qualify for title I funds
under Public Law 89-10. Our allotment is a little more than $130,000,
and we have what we think is an excellent program.

Five of our teachers are vocational teachers, and part of the funds
for these programs come from Federal funds administered from the
U.S. Office of Education through the State department of education.

I feel that this arrangement, whereby the U.S. Office of Education
works out agreements with the State department of education, and
local systems work with the State departments, is a good arrangement.

I feel that the U.S. Office of Education is making the right approach
when it assists with finances and encourages local systems to develop
their own programs. Through this approach there will be many
innovative programs that will help students to greater achievement
than there would be if the U.S. Office of Education prescribed the
programs for the schools that participate. This is assistance without
Iocal control. This, I think, is the business of the Office of Education.

However, I think the progress of education has been hindered when
educational programs, such as Headstart, have been permitted to
be operated by agencies other than the schools.

When the Federal Government decided to use the schools as the
medium through which the civil rights laws would be enforced, they
imposed problems upon the schools that have made it very difficult
to make the progress that needs to be made in education.

When the U.S. Office of Education exercises the control over the
use of Federal funds, and cuts off these funds when school systems
cannot or will not comply with certain guidelines, in many cases the
students that have the greatest need of education are the ones that are
gep(li'ived the most from lack of these programs financed with Federal

unds.

In my opinion, this is too much Federal control.

The U.S. Office of Education has had a serious lack of communica-
tion with the local school boards and local people. This has been
brought about by :
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1. Consultants from the U.S. Office of Education, in many cases,
have not been educators, and they have little knowledge of the prob-
lems that exist in trying to operate a good school program.

2. These consultants-have not taken into consideration the prob-
lems that local school boards have in dealing with local people.

8. They have refused to talk to boards of education in the presence
of representatives of the press.

I feel that these programs under the National Defense Education
Act, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and other acts
administered by the Office of Education are excellent programs, and
do much to raise the level of education of all students who participate.

There is a need, however, for adjustments in the law—and I am
referring to title I—that will enable more schools and more students
to participate. I feel that these programs contribute much toward
equal educational opportunities for all students, regardless of where
they live or what their social backgrounds may be.

I do feel very strongly, however, that control of these programs
should be with local people, rather than with the Office of Education.

Mrs. GreeN. Thank you very much.

Let me turn to you, Congressman Erlenborn. Do you have ques-
tions?

Mr. ErensorN. I would take it from the statements each of the
members of the panel have made that you are pretty well agreed that
the receipt of Federal funds is necessary for the operation of your
school districts.

My question is: Is this merely a monetary need? Do you feel that
the reason you appreciate the receipt of the Federal funds is that you
just need more money, and this is one place that you can receive it when
1t is difficult or impossible to raise these funds locally or statewide?

And I am going to make a pretty long question, here, but I hope it
can be answered.

I think that I can put the question in this way: Do you believe in
categorical aid? Do you believe in these programs, like title I or title
IIT? Or would you be just as well satisfied or possibly better satisfied
if you just got the money without the direction of the Office of Educa-
tion or the Congress as to how you would spend these funds in specific
programs?

Dr. West. May Ireply? .

T always like to think of the statements of the late and very dis-
tinguished Senator Robert Taft, who in my judgment shed a light
that was characterized by equanimity, and T think this was quite evi-
dent in his attitude about Federal aid to education.

It was Senator Taft who said that there must be in America a
partnership as among the local, the State, and the National level,
insofar as education is concerned. We can never educate our people,
otherwise.

As you remember, Senator Taft felt that some Federal control was
necessary, but he said the country would make a great mistake if it
ever come to the time that the Federal authorities would try to dictate
the educational policies of the Nation.

I do not think, Congressman, that we would be true to the ideals
of our profession if we thought purely in terms of the monetary.
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We might add parenthetically that we cannot get along without
the cash, and we are not going to try to do it. But I think that our
philosophy goes far beyond that. You may know that the highest
professional associations and organizations in this country stoo for
general Federal aid.

It was not the thinking of these groups that this money should
come without any control, without any suggestions, and, we might
say, without mild guidelines.

But we realized that in the first place there was going to be a
tremendous amount of extravagance, and waste, with these airtight
programs that we have. And I would like to give you an illustration.

In our system, we have had a title I program, Headstart, for only
a summer session, because our facilities did not make it possible to go
beyond that, but if this program had been projected for a year, with
all the restrictions, with all the ramifications, with all the provisos set
forth by the Federal Government, it would have cost us $1,605 per
pupil, whereas we provide what we think is an excellent program of
education for our pupils in the school district at about $435 per year.

So I feel that there is a half-way point, somewhere. I think what
we are all going to have to do is to develop a common understanding
of what we are trying to do for all the children in this land.

I think the present program goes entirely too far, insofar as its re-
strictive elements are concerned. I think we are boxed in. I think it
is foreing upon us extravagance and waste, which I think the Congress
of the United States strongly disapproves.

T do not advocate simply giving the money to the State and saying,
“Spend it as you wish,” but I belive if we are going to have this three-
way partnership, each group must recognize the integrity of the
ability and the philosophy and the point of view of the others; that it
must not get out of line to the extent that we have bureaucratic control
of education, to which we are opposed.

Mr. Errenpory. I think that is a fine statement. Does anybody
have anything to add to that?

Mr. Grrrrrx. I would like to make a long statement on this, but I
would like to show a little more courtesy than to make a very long
statement. ‘

First, I would like to say that I believe very strongly that this
Federal Government of ours has a responsibility to every citizen in
itsland. I think we need to recognize the fact that in various sections
of this country there are varying degrees of economic ability.

T think we need to recognize the fact that if the Federal Govern-
ment does not join hands and participate in the education of the
youth of this country, we are going to have certain sections of our
country where we will have ignorance and poverty from then on out,
until there is an industrial development moving into that area.

I think these are factors that we cannot overlook.

- And I would like to say that I believe that the Armed Forces will
also bear out the fact that our country cannot be strong when large
sections of it are wealk.

Therefore, I think very strongly that this Federal Government of
ours does have—and I think, and I want to say to my former classmate
and good friend Carl Flynt, that I wish he would move a little closer
to our chairman, over here, on this—that the Congress does have a
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responsibility to help finance the education of the youth of this
Nation, wherever they are. o :

Secondly, I would want to point out this: Yes, I want the money. I
am interested in the money. I don’t hide that at all. I have heard
all my life, though, that when you get money from the Federal Gov-
ernment, they are going to take over control. I have lived several
years, as you can note. These public laws to which I have just re-
ferred—this money comes to the Cobb County Board of Education.
It goes into the same account that our tax money goes into. The Fed-
eral Government has no control over it whatsoever. And we have
numerous bills in our county, handled exclusively, 100 percent, by
this, with no control.

For many, many years, we have had Federal funds coming in, and
for some reason or other we still hear that we are going to have Fed-
eral control.

I do not want Federal control. I do not want our schools run by
the Federal Government.

But I do get a little bit tired of hearing, over and over again,
people who say that the Federal Government 1s going to move in and
tell us how to teach history and how to teach English, and what to do.

I do recognize, unfortunately, that in recent times, in the implemen-
tation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, certain elements have entered
in there that have given impetus to this sort of thing, and that I regret
very much.

But I am strongly, unalterably, and wholeheartedly interested in
the Federal Government participating in the education of the youth
of this Nation.

Thank you.

Mr. Woop. May I add one short sentence, reaffirming what Mr. West
has said, and Mr. Griffin?

I just want to add that there is also a new disease among many
superintendents around about the country, known as innovative in-
digestion.

Mr. Ropinson. Mrs. Green, you are interested in equality amon
the sexes, so perhaps you would be interested in equality of equa;
opportunity among board members and superintendents.

You have heard from three superintendents. As a board member,
may I say that I think board members throughout the country, and
particularly in the South, to answer your question, Congressman,
would much prefer general Federal aid than categorical aid.

The reasons for that are evident, and have been expressed, here, that
you have more controls, you are boxed in more, and it costs more, and
the needs of different sections of the country, even in a State, are
different.

And what a group of people in Washington would set up for a
program in one State, or even in north Georgia, would not be the type
of thing that would fit as well in south Georgia, and therefore general
Federal aid in my estimation would be much preferred.

Mrs. Hatrrorn. I feel the same way about the State that T feel about
the Federal Government. We have to have their money. But we do
not want too much of their control, either.

And when I say that: An individual school system is just as indi-
vidual as an individual is. And to do everything in my county that
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another county does may be total waste. I may already have that sort
of thing. So I want to say that we don’t mind accounting for money.
I think accounting for it, and taking suggestions, are well. But tied
so tightly that we cannot move, when with the same amount of money
we could have really much more adequacy if we had leeway to go with
it—that is all I mean when I say I don’t want Federal aid, or State
aid, legislation, either, to interfere with who teaches history, or what
history is taught, or when it is taught, or where.

I don’t think that ought to be in 1t.

Mr. Crrrron. I might make one complaint about this Public Law
89-10. I referred to it in my statement.

This does not apply to my little county so much, but in so many
counties you may have a third ‘of your children who are just as
culturally deprived, in schools that do not participate or cannot par-
ticipate, as you do in the two-thirds or maybe almost half that do
participate. .

And it seems to me that this is an unfair situation, when part of
your children participate, and your other part cannot, who are just
as culturally deprived as the ones who participate.

We talk about discrimination. We are discriminating in a law
that is trying to alleviate discrimination.

Mr. ErLEnBorN. May I ask just one other question ? ,

Outside of the field of the enforcement of the Civil Rights Act,
how is your relationship with the Office of Education ?

Mr. Woop. May I say to you that under the title I projects, the re-
lationships have been, in my experience, very good.

Like Mr. Beemon, who testified before you earlier, I can say that
has worked out very nicely.

I think the only criticism that I would make would be the fact that
in just a little over a year, the basic guides for title I have had com-
plete major revisions six different times, and only during the past
week, just that recently, we have received amendments revising some
part of it, No. 19. _

It is an almost impossible task to keep abreast of the various changes
they are making.

Dr. West. May I just make this brief comment?

I think our relationships are very cordial in this regard. Of course,
we are tremendously concerned about what we call excessive redtape,
about all these changes.

It takes an enormously expanded staff to carry out all the direc-
tions that are given. v

Someone said the other day that one of our troubles at the present
time—and I think this statement is applicable now—is that we have
too much paralysis of the analysis and too much friction of the diction.

I would hope they might be reduced. I would think it might save
us time and money.

Mr. Grrrrin. Congressman, I believe that many people have been
quite unhappy over some of the recent Commissioners of Education
that we have had, and some of their philosophies, perhaps; but if we
can get away from the fact that the Federal Government is going to
step 1n and demand, and control, and take over, I think our relation-
ship in the past years has been good.
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For example, Mr. Lilywhite, Mr. McEwen, Mr. Cherry—those
are three gentlemen that administer 815 and 874, and we have found
them to be extremely courteous, extremely polite, and very, very
efficient. '

So Public Law 89-10—I cannot say too much for that. - As T said
here, I think we need more time to evaluate part of it. g

But general Federal aid, as Mr. Robinson, here, has mentioned, I
think would be the answer.

We get criticized for receiving this impact money, when some other
systems do not receive it.

So I do think that a general Federal aid program, with a minimum
of Federal control, is the thing. That would be my philosophy.

Mrs. GreeN. In conclusion, may I make a couple of comments.

Mr. West, you referred to Senator Taft. I recall in 1949 that he
was “one of those awful Socialists,” and some referred to him as left of
the Socialists, because he would be so bold as to suggest that there
should be Federal aid for education.

I wish to heaven that we had followed his good advice in 1949, for
in 1969 we might not have the problem we will if we had done it.

And T think of Luther Burbank, who said; a long time ago, that if
we paid no more attention to our plants than we do to our children, we
would be living in a world of weeds.

This is why we have our problems today, because we have been
unwilling to finance education properly, and we have placed burdens
upon school superintendents without giving them the authority and
the means of doing the job.

And then in regard to your comments, Mr. Griffin, I was delighted to
hear them. As one who has strongly supported Federal aid for edu-
cation through the years, and who has seen the necessity for it in my
own part of the country, and when I review the rate of rejections in
the military, I cannot help but be convinced that we have done an
inadequate job in education.

And I must say that I have never seen, until the last couple of years,
any indication of any Federal control in any educational program.

For the first time, in the last year, perhaps, and I think it is the
enforcement of the civil rights, I have seen a bit of a problem that does
bother me, and I think that we need to be alert to it in the Congress,
and we need to be alert to it in the educational community. And if
we are alert to it, and we provide the kind of leadership that we
should, I see no reason why major problems should develop. I, too,
want this control and direction of education at the local and the
State level. ,

If we do not see some of you again, may I express my deep grati-
tude, on behalf of the committee, for your willingness to come here
and give up time that I know is precious.

We are grateful for the comments and the recommendations you
have made.

We are very grateful to those people who made it possible for us to
use this very charming, very delightful room, where my colleague
tells me he tried many cases. Coming from the part of the State that
has timber—lumber—as a No. 1 industry, and the finest lumber in
the world, I appreciate the wood paneling.
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And I am exceedingly grateful to Dr. Martin and the regional of-
fice for all of the arrangements that he has made, and the many cour-
tesies, the many kindnesses, that have been extended to us in our brief
visit here. It hasbeen most helpful.

And to Congressman Flynt, and to his colleagues, with whom we
have had a very close working relationship over the years, Phil Lan-
drum, who served on the Education and Labor Committee for about
10 years, to Mr. Landrum, Mr. Flynt, and John Davis, and our very
dear friends Charlie Weltner and Mr. Mackey, I want to express
our appreciation for their cooperation and their help in making this
visit possible.

Our colleagues from Georgia are most effective legislators, and we
on the Education and Labor Committee have benefited by their views
and by their interest in the legislation before the committee.

We hope also that we may have a closer working relationship in
the Congress on the Education Committee with you people who are
on the firing line, as I suggested, and who have the responsibilities
that we sometimes wisely, and perhaps sometimes unwisely, place
upon your shoulders.

Thank you again.

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at 2:15 p.m. the same day.) :

AFTERNOON SESSION

Mrs. Green. This was not originally included in our on-the-record
hearings, but it seemed to me that it might be advantageous to have it.

I hope this afternoon we can make this very informal and discuss
the problems as you see them. :

Mr. Green, we are glad that you could rearrange your schedule
to be here at this time, and we appreciate your willingness to dis-
cuss the problems as you see them.

STATEMENT CF J. GREEN, DE KALB HUMAN RELATIONS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Green. I might say we appreciate very much the opportunity
to be heard, and we regret that on such short notice I was the only
one who could manage to flip his schedule around so as to make it
here. However, everybody else wished me good luck over the phone,
and hoped I would say the things others could say better than I.

‘What we have to tell is sort of a story of our efforts in human
relations, concerned with improving human relations, and promoting
racial understanding and racial integration in our home district, and
our efforts to try to in particular bring about desegregation of the
De Kalb County schools, in line with the Civil Rights Aect, and
our attempts to get the U.S. Office of Education to perform in the
manner we felt the law required them to perform in, and cooperate
with citizens in a4 manner that we would feel was reasonable.

For a variety of reasons that are not open to our knowledge, in
many instances, we ended our letter to you asking to be heard, saying:

Our efforts as citizens to concern ourselves with the problems we face here
in De Kallb County in education have been totally defeated by the action of
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the Office of Education. We are-totally frustrated by the failure of that office
to enforce its own guidelines. We have appealed in writing to Commissioner
Kemis, Commissioner Howe, Mr. Howe, Mr. Johnson, and others, but no investi-
gation has ever been made of our complaints.

If you could stand it, I would like to give you a much abbreviated
chronological version of some of the things that happened, and why we
feel so strongly that it was the operation of the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion that has in fact prevented the ending of the dual school system in
De Kalb County. We think it could have been ended at any time.

T might, just for clarity—I am not sure how much you know about
De Kalb County, but I think it contributes a great deal if you realize
it is a largely white bedroom county with a school population of
around 70,000 pupils, of which only about 3,000 are Negro, living in
small pockets scattered around the county.

At the present time, we have achieved some integration of schools
and faculty. However, some schoolhouses which were integrated last
year are segregated this year. Negro children are still bussed out of
their attendance districts to Negro schools. In fact, some of them are
bussed past several white schools in order to get to the Negro schools.

We still have in existence two very small Negro high schools, with
limited course offerings. One of them has only something like 120
pupils in the whole school. There are many over-a-thousand pupil
sc%mo%s within a couple of miles, or 5 or 10 miles, in any case, of this
school.

Our superintendent of schools boasts that he received $5 million
of Federal aid to education in the last year. We have repeatedly
suggested to Mr. Seeley’s office that just the suggestion of the with-
holding of Federal aid would bring De Kalb into immediate
compliance.

Now, this all started, as far as we are concerned, back in 1965, but
I won’t go through what happened during the year 1965, but pick it
up in the spring of 1966. '

We reported by letter to Mr. Seeley, in the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, in February of this year some of the particular points concerning
the events in De Kalb County that we felt needed correction, such as
that there was no faculty integration, and there was no individual
notification concerning the possibilities of transfer of schools. The
burden of proof at that time was entirely upon the Negro, and we had
very clearly and obviously gerrymandered school districts. We asked
the Office to intervene. We got no response to that letter.

We then wrote to Mr. Peter LeBasi, a month later, asking for help
in getting the Office of Education to pay attention to our complaints.
We also sent a copy of this letter to Mr. Howe.

‘We received no response to the letter to Mr. Howe.

On March 21, however, we did receive a reply from Mr. LeBasi,
apologizing for the Office of Education not responding to our com-
plaints, and stating that Mr. Kruger would follow through.

In the meantime, on March 11, we had written again to Mr. Seeley,
right after the new guidelines were prepared, noting not only that
their Office had not answered our letters, but we thought the new
guidelines were just great.

We still think that the guidelines themselves were a very fine docu-
ment, and a very intelligent one, that was produced by someone who
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understood what the problems of getting some kind of compliance
would be. , '

We suggested in this letter that Federal pressure would be needed
to make De Kalb County comply. Our reasons for this were our own
personal experience, plus published statements by the superintendent
of schools, boasting of his success as a segregationist.

For example, in an Atlanta Constitution article back in 1965, Mr.
Cherry was quoted as saying:

I suppose I am the most successful segregationist in the country.

I am just taking this in order. ‘

We didn’t know about this, but on April 14, Mr. Harper, the assist-
ant superintendent of schools in De Kalb County, who is more or less
in charge of dealing with the U.S. Office of Education with respect
to segregation, silenced by Mr. Cherry, superintendent of schools,
went to Washington, and we were told later in a letter from Mr. Seeley
that Mr. Harper was told at that time that the county was operating
under a geographical zone attendance plan.

I am sure you are not basically concerned with the features of this
as such. I hope you understand there is a difference between a geo-
graphic-zone plan and a freedom-of-choice plan, because around this
distinction a good deal of our difficulties in dealing with the U.S.
Office developed.

De Kalb County, then, according to Mr. Seeley, did not have a
freedom-of-choice plan, had an attendance-zone plan, and Mr. Seeley
claims that not only had De Kalb. County chosen to do this a year
before, but in his conference with Mr. Harper on April 14, this had
been reiterated and made explicit.

In the meantime, we began to read in the newspaper, and hear
discussions, and get notices and comments from the school people, that
seemed to indicate to us that the county was now operating under a
freedom-of-choice plan.

This was not our notion of the greatest idea in the world, but any
plan was better than no plan. '

We read the guidelines, and the guidelines laid out certain require-
ments to be followed by school systems, following a freedom-of-choice

lan.

P They were not being followed completely, just in part, at that time.
We wrote Mr. Seeley and asked that he explain what was going on.
On April 22, we got a reply from Mr. Seeley, saying that De Kalb

had until April 80 to mail parents, giving name and location of the

school to which the student had been assigned by the school leader,
and information about bus service, and that they were supposed to
publish map attendance zones, and so forth.

We received notices from the school system on May 2. '

Now, these notices were freedom-of-choice notices. They were
exactly the notices that the guidelines said should be sent under a
freedom-of-choice plan.

We pointed this out to everybody we could, and in the meantime
we made some complaints to various and sundry people, that the free-
dom-of-choice procedures were not being followed.

For example, the freedom-of-choice plan covered what choices were
not offered at all high schools. This was never done, for obvious

reasons.
73-728—67—pt. 2——25
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In any case, Mr. Kruger at this point took a hand, and while I don’t:
know the details of what he did, at all, and I do not claim that what
I have here is an accurate report of what he did, it is what we under-
stand happened.

We _understand that on May 3, Mr. Cherry received a telegram
from Kruger, Mr. Kruger at the Office of Education, saying that let-
ters should have been sent prior to April 30, assigning students to
school, and then a transfer permitted, also that the system should have
submitted a map by April 13, and asked for immediate publication
of a geographical request zone plan, and a requested explanation.

The next day, Mr. Harper stated to the Constitution that he knew
of no deadlines for mailing letters.

. We understand that Mr. Cherry was incensed by this telegram from
Mr. Kruger, and said he would have no further dealings with him,
that he would only talk with Mr. Howe.

On May 6, the De Kalb Council met with Mr. Corrigan, of the
U.S. Office of Education. He reiterated that the procedures for a
geographic plan would be enforced. He also stated that all faculties
would be integrated. And he stated that preparation of pupils,
teachers, and staff for desegregation was an important consideration
in the Office’s considerations of compliance.

On May 9, we wrote a letter to Mr. Corrigan, pointing out the
variety of courses currently offered in De Kalb schools, and asked
when we would receive new notices.

We got no answer to this letter.

It was on May 11 that Mr. Cherry was quoted in the paper as
saying he would not deal with Kruger, because of statements made.

We had community support, then, for insisting that there be com-
pliance. I can point to articles in the Atlanta Constitution pointing
out there should be no reason why there should have been any diffi-
culty, under the guidelines.

On May 16, Mr. Cherry saw Mr. Howe, and came out of the meeting
with a letter in hand in which Mr. Cherry was absolved completely.
And Mr. Howe said Mr. Cherry was doing just great, that he did
not have to have any notices of attendance zones, because “each child
understands that he is initially assigned to an attendance area.”

In the meantime, in fact following this for a number of weeks, our
committee in the schools were being told that they must sign these
freedom-of-choice forms.

My own job people, for example, told a third grade student that
he would not be able to go to school next year unless his parents
completed the freedom-of-choice forms.

However, some did not complete those forms, and we did want to
see if we would ever get a notice of our attendance zone.

On June 8, assignments by attendance zone were made for those
who had not completed the choice form. This was after school closed.

In the meantime, we wrote to Mr. Howe, on May 26, citing what
we considered to be 10 violations of the guidelines, and asking him to
answer this letter.

We never did get a reply to this, although we wrote him a month
later asking if he could not reply, and since we could not get any
information from that point, De Kalb County paid no further atten-
tion to us.
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In fact, they did not have to. Mr. Howe’s letter resolved the con-
dition of the guidelines. : :
"~ And while they answered our letters in due course, they were evas-
ive letters, and just said, “I am sure if you take any particular child
to a school, the questions will be answered for that child.”

I might note that although the assignments were given at the end
of June, that was not universally true. The principal -of one Negro
school said he did not assign seventh grade students to the school.

In De Kalb County, grade eight is the beginning of high school, so
that apparently none of the children in that school were told which
high school zone they lived in.

On June 10, we wrote a letter to Mr. Corrigan, asking for some
specifics about what aspects of the guidelines still applied to De Kalb
County, if any, such as the unlimited transfer permissible for bus
service to Negro children, and asking who was in charge of compliance
in De Kalb County now. -

We got no answer to that letter. In fact, we never, nearly, until
a few days ago, got anything further out of the U.S. Office of Edu-
cation, and we made a number of attempts, but we never really did get
any. A
We became totally ineffective. What newspaper support we had
for the notion that De Kalb. could comply vanished immediately,
was all a misunderstanding, and Mr. Cherry and Mr. Howe agreed
that the thing that De Kalb County was doing was great.

As we note in our letter to you, Congresswoman Green, late last year,
you had been told by Mr. Howe, we understand, that he would see to
it that De Kalb County was investigated. As far as we know, that
is not true, and has never happened.

In fact, in August, representatives of the Office of Equal Oppor-
tunity were in Atlanta doing a field investigation in Georgia, and
at that time we were told that Mr. Seeley had refused to give permis-
sion for any investigation in De Kalb County.

I will call your attention to only one other thing.

On June 22, of this year, the Atlanta Constitution front page head-
lines had an article referring to Mr. William Page’s memorandum to
Secretary Gardner, in the local office, which said in part:

The ineptitude in handling the De Kalb County matter is unequaled in our
experience. Local people in this Regional Office have attempted for a year to
get this problem handled constructively by the Office of Education. If any of
the 2,000 school superintendents can negotiate his case with Commissioner
Howe, why should 10,000 hospital administrators not have access to the Surgeon
General ?— )
and so on.

We feel rather strongly that this is a case of a bureaucracy tripping
over itself; in its efforts to accomplish one thing, it is accomplishing
something else.

I don’t think any of us doubt the individual personal sincerity of
the people in the Office of Education. We nevertheless feel that we
personally have been treated shabbily, but above all, a number of
children 1n De Kalb County could have been in some semblance of
adequate schools, or still remain in the segregated schools unneces-
sarily, and we really had come to a dead end when we had the oppor-
tunity to be heard by you.
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Mrs. Green. How many schools are there in the county, and to what
extent are they integrated ?

Mr. Greex. Number of schools—we are a rapidly growing suburban
county, and T am not sure of the exact number of schools at the
moment. There may be something like 60-odd schools, or more.

Mrs. Green. Elementary ?

Mr. Green. Around 55 elementary schools, maybe 10 to a dozen
high schools, something on this order.

Mrs. l?'ZREEN. And your high school is from the eighth grade through
the 12th?

Mr. Green. Eighth through 12th.

There are around, as I say—enrollment figures, 70,000, and Negro
enrollment figures are in the neighborhood of 3,000. ‘

There is no large concentration of Negroes in De Kalb County.
They live in scattered pockets, scattered around the county. That 1s,
all those that are eligible for the De Kalb County schools. The city
of Atlanta extends into De Kalb County, but that is a different
question.

Mrs. Green. I don’t understand. Are you saying you have a
completely dual system in De Kalb County? There is no—

Mr. Green. No. I am sorry.

You asked about integration.

As of October, according to my best information—this is not official
information—we did discover later on that there was an official report
available— '

Mrs. Greex. As of what date?

Mr. Green. As of October of this year.

Our attempts to find these official reports—we finally came across
them, but it takes a lot of getting anything out of the school office these
days, forus. We are not very welcome there, and when they can evade
our questions, they do. :

Our information is that there are about 25 Negro teachers or staff
in previously all white schools, and about five white teachers or staff
in otherwise Negro schools.

The number of Negro pupils in integrated schools in the county at
this time——

T seem to have a blank. Let me give you a figure off the cuff that I
think is approximately correct: 400.

Mrs. Green. 400 Negroes in all 55 schools?

Mr. Green. They are not in all of them. There are approximately
17 or 18 schools that have such a situation, as far as students are
concerned. The remaining schools are either all Negro or all white.
Both of my children attend schools that are all white.

We really think there is no reason for this, at all, in this county.
It is a well to do, wealthy county.

T don’t mean that the people who live there are all in favor of inte-
gration. Don’t misunderstand me, at all. "We think that if it became
a matter of obeying the law, they would obey the law, without any
question. )

Mrs. Greex. Are they operating under freedom of choice?

Mr. Green. No. We have a school attendance plan.

- There are many difficulties with this plan, as we see it. There are
difficulties with the districts. There is difficulty with the application
of the plan.
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Operating with an attendance zone plan followed by freedom of
choice—now, what exactly this means 1s one of the things we have
been unable to discover, but this is the description of the system.

Mr. Howe’s letter to Mr. Cherry on May 16, 1966, this 1s the de-
scription of it as given, that we have attempted to find out what this
really means, but we are told that basically it is a geographic plan,
with attendance zones, and children assigned by zone.

Mrs. Green. Do you know of any instance in De Kalb County where
a student presented himself at any school and said, “I would like to en-
roll in this school,” and he was denied the opportunity to attend ?

Mr. Green. Not in direct fashion; no. We know of some instances
in which there were some discouraging steps taken, but, no, I would
have to say that any child who made a direct, clear, cleancut request
to be assigned to that school—we could not say anybody had been
rejected for race in that school.

Mrs. Green. What do you think the Office of Education ought to
have done that they did not do?

Mr. GreeN. We think they ought to have asked that De Kalb
County toe the line on guidelines.

Mrs. GreenN. What, specifically? What guidelines? And what do
you mean by “toeing the line”?

My. Green. Using the 1966 guidelines, we believe that perhaps the
most important thing that should happen, that has not happened, is
that every single parent and child in the county receive notice of his
zone, of the attendance zone in which he lives.

There are still many children, particularly Negro children and par-
ents, in De Kalb County, who don’t really know. They know their
children go to that Negro school, a number of miles away. They don’t
know whether they live in that zone, or they live in that white school
zone, or that Negro school zone.

Now, I don’t deny that those who care about it strongly enough to
take the initiative, to go down and visit each school in turn, can, by
looking at the map on the wall, find out whether they live in the
zone at that school, and after making the rounds at several schools,
they can probably find out in just which attendance zone they live.

Then they could, presumably, next year apply to transfer to that
school, and my guess is that that request would be granted. There
would not be any basic difficulty. ;

But we think that the burden of this kind of thing should not be
put upon the transferring of Negro children.

Mrs. Green. Then you say, one, you think that the Office of Edu-
cation should see that a notice is given to everyone in the county?

Mr. GreeN. That is correct.

Mrs. GreeN. Now, what about the Human Research Council? Have
they taken leadership, sent out notices, done an educational job in the
county ? ‘

Mr. GreeN. Yes, and no. In fact, in many respects this is one of
the things that had us so very angry, at first. In 1965 we did just ex-
actly that. We spent our time in notifying parents. : '

In 1965, first and eighth graders only were allowed to transfer. We
spent a great deal of time and effort finding families that had rising
eighth graders and entering first graders, and notifying them of the
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possibilities of getting their children in this school or that school, and
finding out what could be done about transportation, which has been a
very difficult problem.

Part of our difficulty the following year was that we believed the
U.S. Office of Education’s statements that they meant to enforce their
rules, and as we read the rules, I still believe t{mt if the rules they had
lﬁaidldown had been observed carefully, there would have been no dif-

culty.

MrZ. Greex. How much success did you have in 1965 with the first
and eighth graders? Did you send everyone a notice that had children
in the first and eighth grades?

Mr. Greex. No. In most cases this meant a door-by-door attempt,
attending church meetings, going from door to door, in this little Ne-
gro community, trying to find out who had such children. We did
not have any master list from which we could work.

In 1966, we simply did not do this. We thought all we would do
was watch the national Office of Education enforce the guidelines.

This was a terrible mistake, which we regretted very much.

However, in the fall of 1965, nearly 250 pupils transferred. It only
went up to 400, or thereabouts—I don’t claim I know the exact figure—
in the following year, when all grades went up. I am sure that we
could have done much better.

" Mrs. Greex. You have said one thing. What else do you think the
Office of Education ought to do?

Mr. Green. They have a paragraph in their guidelines saying they
will not tolerate the existence of small, isolated, inadequate schools.
“There is at least one school of roughly 120 pupils in De Kalb County,
an all-Negro high school. That is five grades, now, we are talking
about. That is being maintained, which we think is in direct con-
tradiction to the provisions of the guidelines.

Yet it is a good provision, and we don’t believe that that high school
should be maintained.

There is also an elementary school on the spot, and we are not sug-
gesting that that spot should be eliminated.

We believe that in the immediate action, the U.S. Office of Education
should investigate at the very least the actions of the school system
with regard to its bus transportation.

hSome buses that were desegregated last year are segregated again
this year.

Unfortunately, I could not get some people of the council here who
know in precise detail about this particular point, but there is one story
of the Negro community in Tucker, which is a small community or city
or town in De Kalb County. It isa very small Negro community, and
four buses go around through that little Negro community.

Many of the children go to a nearby white elementary school. AsT
understand it, and this is hearsay on my part, now ; I have not investi-
‘gated this personally—the bus to that school, to that white elemerntary
school, with the Tucker Negro children, used to go down the sireet,
where they lived. It was an integrated bus. :

They discovered that a bridge over which that bus had to go was
-defective, and the white children on that bus were taken off the bus
and put on other buses, and the Negro children continued to ride that
particular bus, which now is segregated going to school.
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. There are other cases where segregated buses take children to schools,
and particularly the high school ¢hildren, the Negro high school chil-
dren, I understand, resent this very much.

Mrs. Green. These instances that you cited—can you document this ?

Mr. Green. T can get people to testify of their own personal knowl-
edge of these circumstances.

I am sorry, very sorry, we are not here in force, so that I could turn
and say that so-and-so knows about that experience.

Mrs. GreeN. What else would you ask of the Office of Education?’

Mr. Green. Specifically with respect to promoting understanding—
‘how shall T rephrase that—we do not feel that De Kalb County has
taken any really constructive steps to help, officially to help, the people
of the county understand about desegregation.

We think the U.S. Office of Education could have helped the county
and assisted, as they say in their guidelines that they demand positive
action by the school system to instruet people about this, to promote
understanding and acceptance of the guidelines.

We do not think the Office of Education has urged this, even.

Mrs. Greex. Do you think this is really the responsibility of the
Office of Education?

Mr. Green. I had better speak personally on this. I don’t know
about the people in the country generally.

We do think that if an agency of the U.S. Government announces
it is going to follow a policy, it ought to follow it, or admit publicly
it is not, and retract. :

Mrs. Green. In this case, of what policy?

Mr. Green. In this case, enforcing the act.

Mgs. GreeN. But let’s take the point of bringing about better under-
standing. ' ’

Mr. %}REEN. Should they have undertaken the responsibility?
Should they have the responsibility of trying to bring about desegre-
gation? Isthis what you are asking? '

Mrs. Green. No. Onyour last point, I asked: What else would you
have the Office of Education do?

Mr. ErenBorN. I think you were saying that there is a guideline
that requires this.

Mr. GreeN. Yes.

Mr. ErcEnBorN. And I think here the point is not whether you feel
they should do it; but if it is in the guidelines, they should do it; or
if they should not do it, it should not be in the guidelines.

Is that a fair way to put it?

Mr. GreeN. Yes, it is.

- Mrs. Greex. Is that in the guidelines, that the Office of Education
shall come out with proposals?

Mr. Green. No; it is in the guidelines that the school systems will
come out and do the same, and this is one of the criteria.

Mrs. Green. The school systems will come out and do what?

Mr. Green. Will take action to obtain acceptance of desegregation.
. This is one of the official provisions of the guidelines, that this
Office of Education said it would use as a judge of whether or not the
.school system is in compliance, if they in fact take steps to win public
acceptance. : o L
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I don’t believe that the U.S. Office pays any attention to this, at all.
Certainly there is no evidence of this for De Kalb County.

Mrs. Greex. How would you have them do it, specifically? What
would you have the Office of Education do?

Mr. Greewn. In this particular case, I would have them say to De
Kalb County, “This is something you have not done. For heaven’s
sake do something.”

They have not gone anything. They could have programs explain-
ing this. They could promote a positive attitude among school em-
ployees, and ask for it.

I think there are many things they could do to promote better
human relations, generally speaking, within the county.

The school system has grudgingly complied, rather than being
forced to comply.

How much of this sort of thing there is, and how effective it is, L,
don’t know. I belong to an organization that dedicates itself to try-
ing. We don’t claim that we know the answers on human relations,
either. We just try.

Mr. ErLexBorN. You made reference to a letter from, I believe, the
regional director of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, to the Washington office. Is that right? During this last year,
have you been in fairly frequent contact with the regional director?

Mr. Green. Off and on, people in our council have been in contact
with the regional office.

We have always found that they understood. I think we have al-
ways found they understood the nature of our problems quite well.
For the most part, they have been unable to help us.

Mr. Eriexsorn. Let me put the question to you this way: Do you
think you would have a better job done if the job of civil rights enforce-
ment were decentralized, and the regional director had the authority?

Mr. Greex. Yes, I think so. I think most of us at this moment
believe that would be the case.

Mr. Eruexeory. I will just make two quick observations. .

I think your experience in De Kalb County is probably just about
the complete antithesis or contrary experience of other counties that
we have heard about; but interestingly enough, your conclusion is
about the same as the conclusion of the people on the other side of the
fence, that local enforcement would be better.

I think this is rather interesting.

Mr. Greex. And one of the reasons we wanted to be heard was that
we were fairly sure that this was the circumstance, that is, that we
were on one side, and almost everybody else was on the other.

We do agree with the conclusion, anyhow. We may be wrong.
Until it is tried, I am not sure. But I really think that there are just
so rlx)lla.ny layers to the bureaucracy, here. This has been our major

roblem.
P I don’t think anybody has intended to undercut anybody else. I
suspect this is true on the other side of the coin, too. _

No, I don’t see any reason why there could not be some local au-
thority on this matter. Atleast it ought to be given a trial.

Mrs. Green. You don’t have any other specific recommendations
for the Office of Education ? : ‘



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION 739

Mr. Green. No, I don’t.

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Green. :

Mr. Green. Thank you for the opportunity of presenting the coun-
cil’s views. ’

Mrs. Green. Next we have representatives here from the American
Friends Committee. _ )

This seems to be an afternoon of the Greens. Miss Winifred Green,
and Mr. Green of the public relations council, and myself are no rela-
tion, to my knowledge. We just happen to all have the same name.

Would you introduce the people who have come with you, too?

STATEMENT OF MISS WINIFRED GREEN, ALABAMA COMMUNITY
RELATIONS PROGRAM, AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMIT-
TEE; MEMBER, AFSC-LEGAL DEFENSE FUND SCHOOL DESEGRE-
GATION TASK FORCE

Miss Green. I certainly would.

My name is Winifred Green. I am a member of the Alabama Com-
munity Relations staff of the American Friends Service Committee.

Sitting to my immediate right is Miss Teretha Lemmon, a 10th
grade student at St. George High School, in South Carolina.

Next to her is Mr. Hayes Mizell, a member of the South Carolina
Community Relations staff of the American Friends Committee; Mrs.
Frieda Mitchell, a program associate of the school desegregation task
force, and chairman of the Beaufort County Education Committee;
Mr. Henry Aronson, a legal attorney with the NAACP Legal Defense
and Education Fund; Mrs. Annie Mae Williams, a program associate
of the task force from Wetumpka, Ala.

To my left, Miss Constance Curry, of the desegregation task force,
and southern representative for the American Friends Service Com-
mittee. :

Mr. Ervexsorn. Might I suggest before we get started that we
might explain our time limitations, so that the presentation could be
tailored to fit our plane schedule. - : :

‘We do have to catch a plane this evening, to go to Kansas City, and
from what we understand about the traffic, and the time between here
and the airport, we will have to leave here at about quarter to 5, so that
gives us about half an hour.

I thought you should be advised of this, so that you could tailor
your presentation to fit what is a rather stringent time limitation, I
realize, but if we are going to get to Kansas City, that is the way it is.

Mrs. Green. If you could, summarize your statement, and then the
entire statement will be made a matter of the printed record, not only
for us to refer to and read, but also for our colleagues.

Miss Green. I planned to read sections of this, and summarize, but I
think, in view of the time schedule, if it is all right, I will only read
the five recommendations that we have to make, and then have the
people, many of whom come from a long way, make their presentations
in regard to this. .

I wonder if we could let them make their statements, and leave the
remainder of the time for questions when finished. : ‘

I will just say, to start out, that the American Friends Committee
is speaking out of 15 years of community programs. , :
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Mrs. Green. We are very familiar with the American Friends Serv-
ice Committee. I have great respect for it.

Miss Green. We have recommendations in five areas.

Our first recommendation is that the guidelines should be strength-
ened, and you will notice on page 2 of our report their comments about
that.

Our second recommendation, on page 4 of the statement, is that the
Office of Education should develop an informational and educational
program to interpret the goal of abolishing the dual school structure,
to inform Negro citizens of their rights, and to win a broad base of sup-
port for securing equality of educational opportunity.

On page 5 is the third recommendation.

At this critical juncture, the Office of Education must launch an
affirmative compliance program, with adequate machinery and staff,
and with a strengthened technical assistance component.

Our fourth recommendation is that the Office of Education should
develop a well coordinated approach to compliance, so that Federal
programs are working toward the same goal. :

Our fifth recommendation is that the Office of Education should
build into its compliance program a process of systematic factfinding
and evaluation, so that it can make an accurate assessment of progress,
identify areas of weakness in the guidelines, and strengthen its com-
pliance machinery on the basis of documented experience.

I think that the exhibits indicated in the statement are clear, except
Exhibit E is not marked. That is a letter received this morning.

Mrs. Greex. Are vour recommendations particularly pertinent to
Georgia, or to all of the South?

Miss Green. They are pertinent to the nine Southern States where
the desegregation task force has operated. ’

I would like next to let Mrs. Williams from Wetumpka, Ala., speak
about her experience in desegregation in Elmore County, Ala.

STATEMENT OF MRS. ANNIE MAE WILLIAMS, PROGRAM ASSOCI-
ATE, SCHOOL DESEGREGATION TASK FORCE, WETUMPKA, ALA.

Mrs. Wiriaas. I am a parent of four children in the desegregated
schools in Wetumpka.

Last year 19 Negroes were enrolled in the white school at Wetumpka.
Forty signed up, but lost their nerve for one reason or another.

One reason some of the children did not attend is because the
attendance supervisor went around in the Negro community encourag-
ing parents not to send the children to the white school.

In October of last year, the home of Mrs. Cara Teavey was burned
to the ground. The fire department let this house burn all night, and
all the whites stood around all night. Her car was broken into by a
group of white boys. The fire department let the house burn, and never
came back.

This happened after Mrs. Chew integrated the schools.

Deborah Gracie, a Negro girl in the 11th grade at the desegregated
school, was shot by rubberbands by the white students from the very
beginning, and no one did anything to defend her. S

After taking all she could, she had to defend herself. When she hit
back, she was expelled from school, put in jail, and kept there over-
night, without bail. She was kept out of school almost 4 months.
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The day before Deborah was to return to school, her parents’ home
was destroyed by firebombs. It was a total loss. Nothing has been
done to replace the home, or punish anyone for the crime.

My son Victor’s arm was broken in physical education class. The
white kids laughed and said, “Oh, goody, ‘Nigger’ got his arm broke.
It should have been his neck.” ;

The lunchroom workers treated the Negro children very cruelly.
They just treated them different from all the others. The teachers
made jokes about “niggers” and helped the students laugh at the Negro
children.

The harder the Negro children were working to make good grades,
the lower the grades would be.

Three Negro girls were refused admittance to Wetumpka High by
white students because they were told their transfer blanks had gotten
lost. This loss of transfer blanks did not prevent them from return-
ing to the Negro school. ’

During the past summer, we worked very hard, trying to encourage
Earent-s to send more children to the white school. The things that

appened to Teaveys and Deborah made others afraid to send their
children. Others were afraid of losing their jobs, or being cut off
welfare.

I had gone to work before then as practical nurse and assistant
teacher, but after enrolling my children in the white school, I am no
longer called to do any work.

We worked very hard, and got almost 300 promises for the present
school year, but many were afraid, and did not keep the promise.

We were happy to get 150 children enrolled throughout the county.
This year we were so proud we had some larger boys attending the
formerly white school.

Some of the boys went out for sports, but soon had to stop, because
the whites treated them so cruel. "Two of the boys were hurt during
football practice, and they were never protected by the white players.

The spectators started going to watch the practice, and encouraged
the white boys to spank the Negroes. Two of the boys were hurt and
taken to the school doctor. The doctor always treated the Negroes
very cruel.

When time for basketball came this year, the Negro boys thought
they would have a better chance. They were allowed to practice, but
they couldn’t play on the team. They were told they couldn’t play
t}l:e first year they transferred, even though the guidelines clearly say
they can.

The whites buses are not transporting the Negro children to the
white school. Only one bus is bringing children fo the white school,
and this driver sat back and watched while the whites sprayed de-
odorant in the faces of the Negro kids.

One gir] was hit in the face with a baseball bat.

Most of the children had to ride the bus to the Negro school and
then walk to the white school, rain or shine, and some of the time they
are punished for being tired.

The home economics teacher makes the Negro girls sit on a sewing
machine, while the whites were at tables. She always told the Negro
girls to clean the bathroom and wash inside the toilets. The whites are
never told to do this.
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The worst thing that happened to those of us who work so hard is
that the children in the integrated school have an easy chance of going
back, and many children have changed their minds and gone back,
because of the grades, and the treatments they received. And all they
have to do is to ask for a little yellow slip and say they want to go
back, and it is easily done.

The few Negro children who attend the white schools are outnum-
bered, so they are left out on all activities, such as homecoming.

Small, inadequate schools, with outdoor toilets, are still being used.
They are heated by old potbelly stoves. According to the guiﬁelines
these schools should be closed.

Dobey High School, the Negro school, is so crowded they have classes
in the halls, and some teachers have as many as 50 or 60 children at
one time.

Everything that has been going on has been reported to the Office
of Education, but we are still waiting for some action.

Mrs. Greex. Thank you, Mrs. Williams.

Mr. Hayes Mizell.

STATEMENT OF HAYES MIZELL, SOUTH CAROLINA COMMUNITY
RELATIONS PROGRAM, AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMIT-
TEE, MEMBER, SCHOOL DESEGREGATION TASK FORCE

Mr. Mizevr. The findings I have made in South Carolina during the
last 8 months are contained primarily in exhibit C, and I will just
refer you to that for my primary criticisms, observations, et cetera.

Now I would like to introduce Miss Teretha Lemmon, who is a 10th
grade student at St. George High School, a desegregated high school
in St. George, S.C.

STATEMENT OF TERETHA LEMMON, 10TH GRADE STUDENT, ST.
GEORGE HIGH SCHOOL, ST. GEORGE, S.C.

Miss Lenatox. I am at St. George High School. - From the day we
have wallked in that school, we have been treated like little dogs—like
a person who goes in a place and you are not wanted.

And our principal is very nasty.

Even though Negro students, we try to be as nice as we can, and if
someone do something to you, well, we ignore them for a while, until
they push us too far, and then, if we hit back, we are sent to the
principal.

He doesn’t wait for us to give our side of anything. He always
listens to what the whites have to say, and whenever a Negro's state-
ment doesn’t count, we get the punishment, whereas some of us maybe
are put ont of school, and the rest of them remain in school.

And in our classes, we sit in the back of the classroom, and the whites
are ahead of us, or either we sit on one side, and they sit on the other
side, whereas the teacher stands in front of the white kids and displays
things to them. : )

And if we have questions, and we ask our questions, she seems to
ignore us, as though she doesn’t even hear us, as though we are not a
part of the class. And if we hold up our hands and answer a question,
she looks over our hands and calls on some of the white kids.
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All right, then. The bus seating: We sit on one side of our bus,
and the whites sit on the other side. And we do this because the prin-
cipal came on the bus one day and told us where we had to sit, and
we are not allowed to sit on the other side. ‘

The door on the bus has a hole in it, and the wind comes in, and quite
naturally we wanted to sit on the side where the heater is, too, but we
aren’t allowed to sit on that side.  We sit on the opposite side all the
time. ’ :

In the class, we sit there because the teachers tell us to sit there.

We aren’t allowed to participate in any activities, And the reason
for that—they don’t give us a reason for that.

And in the gym, we sit on one side of the gym, and they sit on the
other side of the gym.

And we pass the students in the hall. They call us “niggers” and all
kinds of things, names, throw paper on us, and we report this to the
principal and the teacher, and they don’t say anything.

And I say that a whole lot of students around there are tired of it,
and a whole lot of our students have transferred back to the Negro
schools. And we asked one—Miss Jennie Patricia asked to transfer
some students over there. He said they couldn’t take the school time to
transfer students over there, but they would take time to transfer Negro
students back to a Negro school. And the Negro students have Negro

teachers and the others is all white teachers teaching Negro students.
© Mr. Mizerr. Madam Chairman, we had planned to hear from Mrs.
Mitchell, of Beanfort County, but the statement is similar, and I think
we will go on to Mr. Aronson, and come back. ' :

STATEMENT OF HENRY ARONSON, ATTORNEY, NAACP LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND

Mzr. Aronson. For 12 years, the law of the land regarding segregated
schools has been unequivocal. They are illegal. Every school district
which does that is acting in violation of the Constitution.

The fact is that southern school districts, with few exceptions, con-
tinue to be operated in whole or in part on a segregated basis. :

Recognition of the fact that the Supreme Court decisions require
action only of the party or named parties to the decision is basic to
understanding the current segregated status of southern schools.

While the principle that segregated schools are unconstitutional,
as enunciated in Brown, applies to 2,000-plus southern school districts,
the decree requires desegregation only, and required desegregation only
of five school districts, namely, those school districts that were parties
to the Brown litigation. v

The limited reach in terms of mandatory action of a court decree
explains the essential failure of litigation as a technique to effect wide-
spread desegregation. = : ‘

Too few attorneys are available to conduct litigation against the
hundreds of segregated school systems in existence at this time.

And in particular deference to Congresswoman Green—and I know
your very real concern for local autonomy in local school districts
doing their job—I think it is relevant to note that school districts have
not been willing, anywhere in the Deep South, to voluntarily
desegregate.
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The law of the land—and we are told that we are a nation of laws,
and not men—was that segregated schools were unconstitutional and
illegal. Yet, in 1964, there was not one desegregated school system
in the State of Mississippi.

1t is ironic to tell schoolchildren that this is a nation of laws; yet
those school systems don’t feel bound by those laws.

‘Administrative remedies, such as title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, assume monumental importance here. It is nothing less than
a tragedy that the conceptual scheme and enforcement procedures
adopted by the Office of Tducation have been ineffective to effect the
results required by the 14th amendment to the Constitution.

Statisties published by the Office of Education are deceptive. We
are told that # number of Negro children are attending school with
white children, usually a geometric percentage increase over the
previous year.

Our natural inclination is to marvel at such astronomical improve-
ment.

A closer examination of the unstated facts should dampen our
“response and discredit the numbers gained.
~ Examples of the unstated facts would include, one, that nowhere in
Mississippi, in one district in Alabama, in one district in South
Carolina, and in only a handiul of districts in the remainder of the
Deep South, do white children attend schools formerly maintained by
-Negroes. :

The Negro schools continue to exist. And T am aware of no action
or plans on the part of the Office of Education to abolish this segre-
gated institution.

There has been no progress worthy of note in faculty desegregation
in the Deep South.

To my knowledge, there are no Negroes teaching as regular teachers
in formerly white schools in all of Mississippi. There are two in
the whole State of Alabama.

Similarly, to my knowledge, there are no white teachers in Negro
-schools in Alabama and Mississippi, and the pattern is the same, with
few exceptions, throughout the Deep South.

Not one Negro team has played a team from a formerly white
school anywhere in the Deép South.

Segregated transportation systems are maintained throughout the
Deep South to this day. Little or no effort has been made to consoli-
date routes serving both white and Negro students, even where these
children attend the same schools.

As of this time, new schools are constructed to accommodate children
of one race. In Alabama, prior to a new school being constructed, the
State department of education takes a census of only those children of
The race for whom the school is built.” The Alabama State Board of
Fdueation has been found by the Office of Education to be in compli-
ance with title VL '

And I might add that these racial censuses were testified to last
week in Alabama, in the case of Lee v. M ason County. Alabama.

" The existence of all Negro schools, segregated facilities, segregated
athletics, segregated transportation, continued building of schools
for children of one race. suggests that the Office of Education’s stand-
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ards of practice, the number of Negroes in white schools, are of little
or no value, and even where these statistics are considered, they are
pretty unimpressive 12 years after Brown v. T'he Board of L ducation.

The continued existence of pervasive segregation within school sys-
tems can be traced in large part to the use of freedom-of-choice as
a means of accomplishing desegregation.

Southern school superintendents readily admit that white children
will not choose Negro schools. Extraordinary pressures exist in
msﬁnylconununities which inhibit Negro children from choosing white
schools.

The ugly events of this past September in Grenada, events which I
IS)erscﬁla.lly witnessed, carry a message to Negro homes throughout the

outh.

Aside from violence, there is the omnipresent threat of loss of jobs,
of homes, to countless Negro families, who choose to do no more than
exercise their constitutional rights. :

The failure of the white, coupled with the fear of the Negro, will
undoubtedly insure the continued existence of the Negro school so
long as freedom-of-choice is relied on by the Office of Education as
the primary technique for accomplishing desegregation.

The Negro community cannot in good conscience be expected to as-
sume the burden of desegregating schools. The burden must be shifted
to school authorities. They alone created segregated schools. They
must assume the responsibility of desegregating their schools.

If we accept the thesis of fitle VI, that Federal moneys cannot be
used to support segregated institutions, a thesis that I feel is com-
pelled by the Constitution, the Office of Education is subject to criti-
cism for doing too little, rather than too much. :

The criticism we have heard from Southern whites is simply not
supportable in fact.

Nine Mississippi school districts which at this time are considered
to be in compliance with title VI have not one Negro in a formerly
white school, not one white in a Negro school, and no faculty deseg-
‘Tegation.

Tor the record, they include Bay Saint Louis, Franklin County,
Jones County, Lowndes County, Monroe County, Pawnatuck, Union
County, Wayne County, and Union Special Municipal School District.

In fact, most, if not all, school districts found to be in compliance
with title VI would be required to do more, if they were brought into
court.

T find it ironic that the Office of Education has not been defended
by the Southern States, for the Office of Education has added respect-
ability and credibility to the continued existence of segregated prac-
tices in countless southern school communities.

The Congress has an obligation, and I sincerely hope that the work
of this subcommittee will lead the way, to enact further legislation
‘which will provide funds and a mandate to the Office of Education and
all other Federal agencies to insure that Federal moneys are in fact
ot used discriminatorially.

Title VI, like Brown versus the Board of Education, set down a
principle. Hopefully, further legislation will provide for the realiza-
tion of this principle.

Thank you.
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Mrs. Green. Let me interrupt here to clarify my own position.

One, you made reference to my belief in- autonomy at the local level.
My statements on this have been with regard to leadership. Ihave at
no time said that I thought the enforcement of the Civil Rights Act
should be left to the local level.

We have raised questions whether the enforcement should be taken
out of the Office of Education and put either in the Justice Depart-
ment or in a new office in HEW, but my concern is that there should
be local leadership, and that this should remain at the State and the
local level.

Mr. Aronson. Iam sorry. I didnotmean to misstate your position.

I say as far as I am concerned, I would like to see local leadership.
I think it is a sin and a crime that we have to sue school district after
school district, and use countless energies to effect only that which the
court said must be effected 12 years ago. o

Méss ?GREEN. Mrs. Mitchell, is there any point that you would like
to add? :

- Mrs. MrrceeLL. No, unlessthere are questions.

.B'Vhat I was going to say is very much similar to what has been
said. :

Miss Green. We certainly appreciate this opportunity to be here.
- Mrs. Green. Do either of you wish to speak ? :

Miss Green. I would like to use the remaining time for questions.

Mr. EruexBorN. I don’t want to be quarrelsome on your figures, but
one thing you said caught my attention, because I had heard some-
thing just to the contrary in the last day or two.

In some of your figures, as to the lack of desegregation, you stated
that there were no football games played between Negro and white
schools. Is that correct? Was that one of your statements?

Mr. Aronson. Mr. Congressman, I referred to the Deep South, and
most particularly to my intimate experience with Alabama and Mis-
sissippi. I have been informed by people from South Carolina that
the same thing is true there. v

Mr. ErLenBornN. I just had related to me that here in Atlanta they
have had- o

Mr. Aroxson. Ibelieve that is true, but I think that isan exception.

Mr. ErcenBorn. That may be, in your definition of the Deep South.

Mr. Aronsox. Certainly not Atlanta and the general area, no, sir.

Mr. EruexBorN. Do you feel that the Office of Education is the
proper instrument for the enforcement of the 1964 Civil Rights Act?

Mr. Aronson. With respect to schools and education ?

Mr. EruexBorN. With respect to schools, right.

Mr. Aroxsow. I think their work should be more closely dovetailed
with the Department of Justice, and I think that the failure of the 1966
Civil Rights Act, which would have given the Department of Justice
authority to bring suit on its own initiative, as opposed to having the
necessary complaint under title IV of the 1964 act, would have in-
creased the Federal abilities a great deal.

I think the Office of Education is as proper an agency as any other
agency, if they are willing to follow their own rules, and secondly, if
they are willing to set down rules which will accomplish the task that
needs to be accomplished.




