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Federal Aid to Education: 
Support or Control? 

Barbara E. Keating 

During Llw past tlccatle the Unile<l Staks F1•<l1·ral 
Government initiated several measures which brought it 
more strongly into the l111siness of financing education Limn 
ever Lefore. AL the outset of these new acts the legality of 
massive fotleral involvement in education was 11ueslione<l 
and federal ai<I was viewed with alarm. Federal conlrol was 
fcarctl. 

The ncetl was grcal, however, antl fcderally·assisLt•tl 
programs offered unpreccdentc<I gains in c1lucation for the 
people of the nation. As probrrams were accepl1•d and 
implemen Led, apprehensions subsitle<l somewhat. Sorrn! 
skepticism continued however, particularly as demands for 
compliance lo federal r1~gulalions became more imposing. 
The appropriateness of federal involvement in education 
continued lo be questionable. 

Recent actions by the federal administration which have 
resulted in instability of fetleral funding in education and 
uncertainty of probrram continuation have again brought 
allcntion Lo this issue. The place of education among the 
fcder.tl interests is insecure. What is the role of the f1·deral 
government in education'! What should it be'? How much 
power should the federal government have in education'! 
Should it take responsibility or offer assistance'! Shoul<I iL 
provide support or control'? 

Historical Perspective 

From its inception, the federal government has sup· 
ported pu!Jlic education. i\lost present Stale school systems 
for example, were initiated by Lim federal government as 
Congress provided for public school systems in territories 
which later became Stales. Larul grants lo supporl general 
education Legan as early as tlw Land Ordinance of l 7B5, 

aiul the Morrill Act of 11162 provitled larul for coll1•ges 
Leaching sp1·cificd curricula. Ft•dcral suhsidi1·s, parliculnrly 
for abrricuhurt• and vocational t•ducalion, conli111wd through 
the late I BOO's and 1•arly I 900's. 

Fe<lt·ral participation in 1~ducational prob>Tams grew lo 
such an extenl that in ~larch of I B67, Conbrrcs.~ t•stahlishcd 
a Department of Education- a non-cahinl'l·ranking depart· 
mc•nt lo sent' Lill' Stall's aml Tt•rritories. The title aiul 
location of tlw dcpartmt•nt w1m· ~ubjc·ct lo occasional 
change until it hccam1• the Offic1• of Education and was 
opt!ralt•d undt•r Llw F1•d1•ral Security Agt•nc). 111 l 95.1, as 
1:,>Towlh in f1•dcr.1l aid Lo 1•ducation accl'lrralrd, thr Office of 
Education lwcamc part of the newly·crt•ated Dt•partmcnt of 
Health, Education and Welfare . 

The rise in frdcral spending in education which Legan in 
the mid-twentieth century can he illustrated hy rPvicwing 
feeler.ii expenditures o\er the past t wenly·odd years. 
Sample years in round figures show the follol\ing cxpcruli­
tures: 19,J5 · S292,000,000; 1955 · Sl,525,000,000; 1 %0 · 
S2,325,000,000; and I %5 · S6,400,000,000. 

In 195::!, when the National Dcfcns1· Education Act bill 
was passed, federal spending for education began lo mount. 
In l96iJ.65 a sudden increase occurrc1l. At that time six 
important Acts were passc·d- among them a 1ww NDEA, the 
Economic Opportunity Act a1ul the Elementary an<l Sec­
ondary Education Act. Passage of these Lills, particularly 
tlw ESEA, brought major changrs in the federal rule in 
education. 

Federal Participation in Education 

National support of education has always existed as an 
effort lo meet the demands of an open society, lo ex lend 



education lo the general populace in order lo ensure 
rffective participation in c1emocrJlic life. Historically, the 
federal government has prolest1·d the notion that l111sic 
education was lo lw available only lo a select few, and has 
offered opporl.unilic•s throughout the Stales for education 
lo larger num!Jers. The U.S. Government and the American 
peoplt· have always hclcl cc·rtain grneral exprclalions of 
national inlt•resl regarding tlw schools. Schools an· exprct­
t•tl lo transmit knowlecJge and skills nec•clecl !Jy t•ducalt•cl 
citizens, lo upholcl 1lcmocralic iclcals and leach structure of 
government, loyally lo lht· nation, and more• recc•nlly lo 
promote· international unclt!rslancling. 

Earl} fctleral funding allt'mplccl lo overcome education 
lags in schools hy encouraging promotion of eclucational 
activilic·s and reforms lo meet these expectations. General 
support was givl!ll lo public schools, and though Stalt!s diJ 
not have lo accc•pt frdPral programs, all of tlwm did. Tlw 
clevclopmenl of initiative• for program op1•ration and r1·· 
sponsibility for pu!Jlic eJucalion rested with the Stales. 

The fed1•ral government was involved in a brreat many of 
these gc·ncrJI support programs prior lo 1965. The LJSOE 
comluctcJ approximately sixteen major pro:,,rrams, and at 
least fourte1•n other departmPnls of government also 
opt!raled educational probrrams. Among tht>Se were the 
Department of A:,,rrieulture, the Atomic Energy Commis-· 
sion, the Deparllm•nt of Commercr, the Fed1•ral Security 
Agc•nc}, ll11· D1•parlmenl of the Interior, the Department of 
Justice, the Department of Labor, the Military, and the 
Department of State. 

The new pro:,,rrams esta!Jlished under ESEA alone were 
many times larg1·r than the sum of the previously existing 
probrrams. They were also less general. AJloealions of funds 
were specified for such purposes as innovation and improve­
ment, personnel training, education of the underprivileged 
and hanclicuppcd, colleges and universities, l!lc. The f1•dcrul 
role in education was changing. Previous Stale leadership 
and responsi!Jilil) for operation of federally funded pro­
brrams became dissipated. The federal gO\ernmenl through 
the USOE look on a discretionary role. 

The USOE 

The Con:,,rrcssional Act which t."Slablished the LSOE also 
set up its IJasie purpos.·s. Tht.'SC were lo collect fuels and 
statistics lo show the condition and progress of education, 
lo Jiffuse information lo aid in the establishment and 
mainlcnuncc of cCficicnl school systems, and otherwise lo 
promot1• the cause of education throughout lilt' country. 
The purposes were lo !Jc attained through research, service 

ancl leadership activities. Tlwsc original purposes and 
activities arc still considered the primar} mi~ion of the 
U.S. Office of Education today. 

By l 966, however, it could !Jc seen that the func tions of 
the USOE had expandrd and changed . USOE had become 
an authorizing agency with regulator} func tions. IL was 
given the r1·sponsihility of granting funds anJ supervising 
expenditures for specific pro:,rrams. 'J lw specificity of the 
pro:,rrams and tilt' l' Xpancl1·1l role of the USOE have become 
the bases for concern which have grown into an unresolwd 
issue. 

The Controversy 

The development of frd1•ral involVl'mcnl in rducalio n 
has brought us lo the present point of controVt·rsy. Drn!!> 
the feJcral government havl' th1• right lo J etc rminc and 
regulate specific educational probrrams lo !Jc carried on in 
the States·~ On the other hand, can the States conduct 
adc11uak educational pro:,rrams witho ut direction and assist­
ance from the fcdt•ral government"! How much federal 
direction should there !Jc'! 

As one educator writes: "The stupendo us amount of 
federal support for education is indeed IJoth a threat and a 
promisr lo good education . .. " The threat: federal control; 
thl' promise : federal support. 

The Case for Federal Support 

FcderJI participation in education for the most part has 
been in response lo urgent aclion-wiJc needs and has 
encouraged activities in areas where these needs were not 
being mcl al the local level. This feJeral involv1•mcnl must 
he carricJ out in such a way that it falls within the law, 
however. The United Stales Constitution makes no refer· 
cncc lo education. Responsibility is therefore allocated to 
the Stales under the Tenth Amendment. It reads: "The 
powers nol dclcgalt·cl lo tlw Unilccl Stales by the Constitu­
tion, nor prohibited !Jy it lo the Stales, arc reserved lo the 
Stales respectively , or lo the people ." Any authority of the 
f1•1leral government lo finance or regulate cJucalion must 
he found in the implied powers dclcg-Jled lo the central 
government in one or more clauses of the Constitution. The 
Constitution is a very broad slalcmenl of principles. It has 
received numerous judicial interpretations since its adop­
tion, and the scope of the implied powers has been 
extended. 

In carrying on educational activities with the States, the 
federal government uses the term "cooperation," and it 
encourages the Stales lo assume responsibility for carrying 
out ~he fcdcrJlly-subsidized pro1,rrams. Usually the Stales 
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accept federal rc11uircmcnts for program 1111alification and 
outline dclaill'd plans for conducling tlw probrrams. Tlw 
USOE administers the ft.1frral funds wlwn the approprialt' 
Acts provide tlw authority for it lo do so, and il supcrvi1>1•s 
f1·dcrally funded programs. The degree lo which this 
administration of funds and program supervision might 
overshadow Llw original functions of llw l!SOE and tlw 
rcspousiliilit y for education in tlw Stal1•s has giv1·11 rise lo 
consid1•rahlc 11 ucstion. 

The government is aware of possibly ovcrslt·pping its 
limit of rcsponsihility and has allcmplt•d lo avoid the 
accusation of federal control in education. Fcderul l"onlrol 
is specifically prohibited undt•r ESEA, for t•xamplc. The 
dcvclopmt·nt of opt•raling procedures and guidelines for 
determining the course of a proposed projec t and tllt' 
utilization of frdl'ral funds were carefully formulated hy 
the USOE. The U.S. Office of Education ath.·mplc<l lo 
t•nsurt• its being rt•gardt•<l as an advisory and consulting 
agency r.tlhcr than a controlling body. 

Harold Howe, lll, Chairman of the President's National 
Advisory Council on Titlt! III of ESEA, emphasized tht' 
leadership and service aspccL~ of the federal role in slating 
the goal of the Elementary and Secondary Cducalion Act. 
lie said : "Thal goal was and is lo improve the 11ualily of 
education in America hy cneoumging, in the most produc· 
Live ways poSbihlc, Liu: wi1lt:hprcad adoption of constructive 
new itlcus and prJcticcs in education. The problem was lhal 
our schools, and our school systems, needed a stimulant lo 
seek out new ideas, lo risk the failure , the controversy, the 
difficulty that must incvituhly accompany the new arnl the 
difforenl, the untried an1J the unlestecl. Our schools 
naturally hesitated lo take the chances that real and ra1lical 
change required. They lacked resources lo take risks in 1ww 
programs. Sometimes they lacked iJcas nnd lcaJcr!ihip." 

The leadership function of the USOE is emphnsizcil hy 
some: of its members who maintain that the USOE has lht• 
responsibility for determining areas of major thrust for 
funding. "We arc not passive recipients lo the proposals 
that arc scnl lo us. Ours is a role of leadership. Through our 
guidelines we arc giving preference lo such proposals as 
relate specifically lo the educalional and societal goals 
which we have accepted" (4:66). 

Most educators agree that federal aid has provided 
service and support lo education. It is generally ai,rr1:cd that 
recent programs have provide1l a general upsurge of revival 
of Stale enterprise in education. Some note lhal rcc1·11t 
federal aid has done much lo c11ualt: educational opportu­
nities among poorer as opposed to wealthier States, and has 
also served lo c11ualizc educational opportunities within 

Stale boundarics. Because more money has bc1•n mad1• 
availahll' , probrrams not f1•asiblc on Stale• funding haVt' 
bcconw possihlc. Interest in n1•w as well as t•stablishcJ 
prohrrarrus has hccn slimulalt•d, arul urgent needs have been 
rccog11izcd. Tlw desir1· for t•quality of 1•ducalional oppor­
tunity has hct•n d1•monstral1•d an<l national conc1•rn for 
1•ducaLion has been fost .. rrd. 

Frdrral support to education cannot be dcnil'd in light 
of the assistance: uvailal1lc lo eclucation in lht' Stall's 
through the use of federal funds. The controversy ovt•r 
federal support versus federal control still exists, however. 
Statt'mcnL., sulistanlialing f1•cl1·ral support arc refuted on 
the :,rrounds that supportive• plans hccomc controlling 
prcssurns in at'lual practic1•. Spt•cificity of pro1,,'Tams and 
USOE direcliv1•s an· seen to cx1•rl pressures which arc 
in lt'rpr<'lccl as con lrol. 

PossibJc Federal Control 

Som!' p1~opl1· may claim that fcch•ral control in 1•ducalion 
began as t'arl) as the l\forrill Ac-t of I H<i2, when lands w1•r1· 
granted fur use in genc•rally spt•cili1•d ways. Over lilt' years 
frJcrJI pro:,rrams hecamr more and more specific. During 
World War II, for example, programs were aimed al dcfmst', 
c1lucalion of veterans, in-service training, and military 
schools. \-Jilitary rf'scarch through univcrsiti1·s was intro· 
duc1•1I. In the promotion of curriculum 1lc\'clopmml, 
lr-Jtlilionally cm1i.id1•rccl a function for Stall· and local 
jurisdictions, tlw fcdcml goVt'rrtnlt'nl has promolc1I readily 
id1·n tifiablt· an·as such as voc:1lional 1•duealion and !teit•nct•. 

01w prolt'stor of fccleral control in education , Harry 
Goldwalt•r, strongly slat1•s that the U.S. Govcmmt•nl, in 
laking ovcr any of tlw lra<lilional Stall' functions in 
1•ducalio11, is usurping control an<l breaking the law. "There 
can be no 11ucslion but that fcd1•ral intervention in our 
c1lucalional system through aid programs is unconstitu­
tional. IL is the fashion these days lo say that responsibility 
for education 'traditionally' n·sls with th1• local communi­
ty as a prelude lo propo'sing an exception lo the tradi­
tional in the form of federal aid. This 'tradition,' lt•t us 
rcm1·mhcr, is also the law. Education is one of thr powers 
re-served lo the Stales hv the Tenth Amentlmenl lo thr 
Constitution. Ther1•fore dny federal aid probrram, however 
desirable it might appear, must he regarded as illegal until 
the Constitution is amended." Admittedly Goldwater's 
stand is an inflexible one , but it docs illustrate that 
the lack of speci fie <lctcrminalion of education in the 
Constitution can bl' legally argued from the conservutivc 
standpoint as well as the more liberal inl1•rprctation. 

Although most e<lucators will prohalily not agree that all 



federal aid lo education means control, many do conten1l 
that the expanded federal role in education has ereate1l 
demands and reslriclions which can only be interpreted as 
control. Federal aid lo e1lucalion has not always I.wen 
considered obj1•ctionabl1•. Undt•r general aid federal discre­
tion and local justification wcr1· minimized and allotments 
could he ma1le on Liu· hasis of c11ualizi11g formulas or 
indexes of need. The new laws r-.iiscd objections becuusc 
they violated the long-standing principle of the education 
profession which opposed categorical aid. It has been said 
that "he who pays the piper calls the tune," and the 
concern over fcder-.il control is umlouhtcdly based on Lhc 
fear thal this may he Lruc. 

Under categorical aid a possibility exists thal f11111Js 
could b1· assignc1l lo make education a polt•nl tool for 
promotion of federal intcresls rather than a meuns of 
establishing individual and social competency. Up to now, 
the federal interest appears to have been basically 1·ducu­
Lional. 

Clear-cul classifications of purpose would he difficult, 
hut federal probrrams such as those• of World War II and the 
present op1·mtiu11 of separate educational programs hy 
approximately forty different fc1leral dcparlmcnls and 
agencies beside:. the USOE certainly points toward special 
ft·deral intcn•sts in e1lucation. 

The Flcmcnlary and Secondary Education Acl is citt·d 
particularly as containing fcdt•ral control, in :.pile of it:, 
specific prohiliition of control. Gui1!1·li111:.~ and operating 
procedures established for allocating the fun1Js an: consid­
ered restrictive regardless of the care with which they were 
developed. They limit the kinds of projects that will bt• 
uecepted, as well as the range of discretion which may ht• 
exercised by USOE personnel in projccl acccpluncc. This, 
in cff1•cl, Lelis school udministralors lhc spl'cific conditions 
under which their districts may parLicipatc in federal 
probrrams. Orw wril1•r in describing these exacl conditions 
stated succinctly : "If lhis isn 'L Federal Conlrol, I don't 
know whal Fcdcrul Conlrol is!" 

An example of lhc ESEA program restriction can bl' 
found in its Title Ill. The Title as originally cstaLlishcd was 
inlcndcd lo fund innovative programs designed Lo mecl 
crilical educalional needs. Programs designed by lhc Statco 
under federal guidelines were submitled lo lhc USOE for 
approval and funding. Originally, funding was made directly 
from the U.S. Offic1• of Education. In subsc11ucnl years the 
funds wt•rc released lo Stale dcpurlmcnls of educalion for 
local allotment. In 11)(18, Stutes were given responsibility 
for awarding 75% of allocated funds, with the USOE 
directly awarding the remainder. In 1969, Stales were 

ullowcd Lo adminisll•r I 00% of the funds. This y1·ar 15% is 
being withheld for dirccl award at USOE discretion lo 
ensure local opportunity for prubrram purticipulion und Lo 
encourage operatiw projects which can prove they hold 
national interest. 

As Title Ill funds were lunicd owr Lo the Stales for 
local allocation, ft'dcml guidelines became more stringent. 
Opcr.iling procedures and program requirements incrcasc1l 
in specificity. A plan outlining Liil' proposed use of Tit II' III 
in Lhc Stale and meeting rigid federal rc11uircmcnls was 
nccc~ry Lefore funds could be released. Slate dcparlm1·nts 
of educulion could allot funds lo local prob'T.tms under their 
approved Slate plan. Among other n ·11uircmcnls, a Stale 
Advisory Council for Tith• Ill, whose membership was 
!>lriclly outlined, was c!>lablishcd lo ensure compliance with 
Title Ill requirements in the Slate a111l lo rt•vicw projt•cl 
proposals for rt.•cornmcndation Lu the Stalt• D1•parlme11L of 
Education. Detailed program r1·porls a111l evaluations wcr1• 
also rc11uirc1l. 

In addition, the purposes of the Tillt! lll program also 
became more rcslrictivc. Percentages of the Stale allot· 
ments were specifically designated for such categories as 
handicapped, guidunec and counseling, testing, and Stale 
adminislration of Title Ill. 

This kind of rigidity in federal guidelines and probrram 
acccplancc is considered lo he beyorul tire USOE functions 
of leadership and scrvic1:, and is viewed as control. A recent 
polling of a group of U.S. school superintendents revealed 
federal conlrol lo he a mujor concern among issu1:s a111J 
prohlcms which they pcrcdvc in cducalionul udministralion 
lo1lay. The supcrintcndcnls agreed that categorical ai1J 
dcfinitdy led Lo control ("It gels districts lo do certain 
things in certain areas'), and they voiced objections lo 
restrictive guidelines accompanying categorical aid. "When 
a federal ugency develops criteria for the allocation of funds 
other than on a formulary Lasis , when it Jevclops guiflclincs 
for Lhc making of proposals and the distributions of 
authorizations, and when it ext•rcises dbcrt:lion on the basis 
of value judgments, it is certainly cnguging in acls of 
control. " 

Further, some superintendents saw the availability of 
specified funds as containing pressure for atccptancc. They 
viewed the funds as "local money coming buck, and if we 
don 't spend it, it's losl. " These admini::.Lralors maintained 
thut 1listricls comply with specific re11ucsts if they wish lo 
rc<:civc aid, and the fear of funds h1:ing withheld is a mcuns 
of control. The threatened withholding of funds by 
the USOE under the Civil Rights Act lo ensure that 
certain conditions he met sugg1:sts that this may be a very 
valid concern. 
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Effects on the Stales 

One of the major concerns almut categorical federal aid 
is the l'ffccl which it may have upon the States and local 
educational districts. With increasing federal control a 
corresponding lack of local control is feared . Where 
c1l11cational leadership and service could help strengthen 
State probrrams and solve· local problems, federal control 
couM weaken lotal administration. As federal judgment 
incrt•asingly hccom1•0 suhstilutcd for local judgment, 1•w11 
in ar1·as whl'rl' local judgment would be clcsirable, and as 
local needs and desires arc owrlookcd a111l overruled, local 
districts lll'comc weake1wd. Local responsibility lcNsens ai. it 
becomes more i11volv1•d and dependent on government 
1lccisiun. 

A corresponding effc1·t , lhl• loss of local interest, is also a 
concern. As support and control of education increases 
from outside the community, local interest and concern for 
education decline. As community resources begin to reprc· 
sent a smaller percentage of local expenditures, areas open 
Lu local concern and decision art• narrowed and interest 
want..'S. Community indifference lo local educational mat­
ters mul apathy towanl meeting local needs and problems 
may dmclop. Educators themselves may lose intl'rt'sl. Even 
though greater funds may bt• available for education than 
ever hcfore, the rigidity of catrgorical aid muy stinc 
discowry and invention of ctlucational proi:,JTams suited lo 
local needs. 

Another effect of categorical aid upon States and local 
districts concerns thl'ir funding and budgeting. Even though 
federal aid to education has been cill•d as an c11ualizer of 
opportunity, categorical uid makes it difficult to provide 
educationally balanced IJudgt·ts. Fcdcrally-spccificd pro· 
grams operate on budgets out of proportion with those 
funded locally. The superintendents polled reported the 
opinion that too many restrictions and directives in the 
controlling guidelines for federal funding resulted in in· 
equalities among local instructional programs. 

Categorical aid can also create b>realcr financial hurdcns 
upon poorer States than upon the wealthier one:;. This is 
particularly evident wh1·r1· Crd .. ral funding calls for match· 
ing Stale funds. Stales must allot money for specific 
purposes equal lo that available from the federal govern· 
menl in order to qualify for the federal funds. This creates 
an unc11ual financial burden on poorer States because a 
higher percentngc of their already lower budgets must be 
invested to qualify for federal spending, and already less 
well developed local programs may in turn IJc curtailed. 
Calt'gorical aid in this case docs not ticem to he in the best 

interest of c11ualizing either the lax !Jurden or educational 
opportunity. 

The effec t on Stale and local districts of administering 
federal education programs should not be overlooked. 
Guidelines and report rc1}llircmcnts arc so complex and 
tlt·tnilcd that they require coneiJcrahlc administrative staff 
and time. The USOE specifications arc not coiulucivc Lu 
fostering educational leadership or State initiativ1-, and 
local problems arc not considert•d, according lo tlw 
conccrrll'd superintendents. They identify some sp1·cific 
problems in administering tlw federal probrrams as: tlw 
clahorat1• application proc1·dun·s ancl disproportionate 
amount of Lim1: spent in preparing proposals, endless delays 
and inappropriate timing of funding, instuhilit y of funds, 
deadlines and rc1l'1ircmcnts for report making, lack of 
coordination between feclcral rc11uircmcnts and local school 
operation, staffing and salary difficulties, and inconsisten· 
cics in fe1frr.1l aUitm.lcs. 

The effects of categorical aid on the Stales suggest that 
the original USOE functions of scrvict• and lead1~rship have 
been overlooked a111) the regulatory functions hav1· lwcomc 
the major rol1·. It has even been suggt..'Sled that, considering 
the demand fur complianct• lo federal stipulations, the rolt·s 
have been reverst•d and the Stales arc now serving the 
USOE. 

Some measure of f1•dt~ral control in education must IJc 
recognized as justi fiahlc, however. Bl'causc it is generally 
accepted that the federal government has a legitimate 
interest in equal educational opportunity and a concern for 
the cfft'ctivcncss of education in the Stales and that the 
abundant resources of the federal government should be 
allocate1l for just such national conccms, it St'ems reason· 
able that State proi:,rrams and expenditures should he 
evaluated lo ensure that federal money be used for its 
in tended purposes. This docs not mean that control must 
be so slringcnt as to threaten Stale and local autonomy. 

The Need to Take a Stand 

Authoritarian fcd1·ral control of education is antagonis· 
Lie lo our form of democracy. Education remains essential· 
ly a function of the Statt•s. Federal activities which 
strengthen initiative and responsibility for education in the 
Stales arc considered good, but if they diminish thest• they 
arc considered undesirable. In spite of disdain for federal 
control expressed on all sides, there is some evidence that it 
is a rcalit y. 

The present dilt!mma has undoubtedly arisen bccausr the 
federal government has never adopted an ovcr·all policy 
regarding its educational uctivities. Legislation has been 



piece-meal, programs uncoordinated, activities sponsored 
by sp .. cial inlcrrsls, funding somelimes general and other 
Limes highly specific. No relationship belwecn federal 
financing and fedcrJI conlrol is cvi1lenl. Granls have been 
made wiLh little or no conlrol and more recently with a 
b'Teal amount of federal control. Congress writes Lhe Act 
according lo whether or not it desires particular controls. A 
consistent policy has not bc1•n Pstablislwd. In carrying out 
Lhl' Conb'Tcssional Acls and selecting programs for large 
funding allocations, Lhe USOE is drawn into establishing its 
own and federal educational policies. This policy-making 
function is not an estahlislwd role for the USOE and no 
general f1•deral stance on education exists lo provide 
direction. 

The 1wcd for a federal policy on education has been 
evident for many years. A report on educational activities 
included in a federal government study conducted by the 
Hoover Commission and published twenty years ago in· 
eludes this statement in its preface: "Certainly most of Lhc 
difficulties regarding federal education stem from our 
failure lo recob'l1ize that a properly developed policy should 
be the kt•ystone lo the organization of its educational 
activities" ( l ). 

It is clear that a comprehensive federal policy in 
education should lw formulated. A workable and accept· 
able ab'Tccmcn l is needed whcrrby federal funds could be 
used as effectively and efficiently as possible for the 
maximum benefit of education for the people of thl' 
nation. This is a tall ord1·r, which may explain why it has 
never been accomplished. Suggestions have been made for a 
federal policy in education; however, they have not hccn 
thoroughly prepared for implemenllllion. Ramifications 
and complexities of such a policy undo11Lt1•dly preclude 
acceptability. Any plan requir1:s decisions for en forcemcnl, 
and whenever d1·cisions arc madr control is exercised. 
General agreement is seen in some areas: 

l. The control of and responsibility for education in the 
nalion arc Slate and local functions . 

.2. The assurance of equal opportunily for education al 
public expense is a federal function. 

3. A working partnership and sharing of responsibility 
should be established helween the federal governm1·nt and 
Lhe Stales lo provide for these functions. 

4. Stale and local agencies should determine local 
educational purposes and assess local needs and should plan 
and administer educational programs and school operations 
accordingly. 

5. The federal governmcnl should mainlain the role of 
leadership and service lo the Stales by carrying out such 
activities as: 

a. centralizing all cducalional prob'Tams under one 
federal agency and coordinating available resources lo 
ensure effectiveness of educational 1lcvclopmcnl and Lo 
safeguard ubrainsl authoritarian or parlisan domination of 
educational programs, 

b. carrying on wide-spread professional services such 
us research and planning lo delcrminc areas of need aiul 
melhods for mccling identified needs, and making 
research <lulu available, 

c. making reliaLl1• fiscal assistance availabl1• lo States 
on a broad, general basis lo provide equal educational 
opportunity and growth througlwul the nation, 

d. supporting leadership and iniliativc in Slates lo 
promote balance of strength and dcv1•lopmcnl of re· 
sponsihility, 

I', providing opportunities for Slates to make changes 
in 1•ducalional activities where inadc11uatc or neglected 
areas arc defined. 

The problem of cslablishing a federal education policy is 
one of halancing lcgitimalc federal concern with thal of 
maximum development of iniLiative and leadership at the 
State and local lcwl. Education must be disencumbered 
from the controversy urn! allowed lo proceed toward urgent 
needs. The role of the federal government in education 
must be established and education's proper place secured. If 
conlrolling tendencies arc ohjcctionahlc, Congress must he 
ma1lc aware. If it can he assumed that Congress represents 
tlu· people, it can also Le assumed that appropriate federal 
involvement in education can be cslablishcd al the will of 
the people. 

We musl keep in mind that John Q. Public is intcrcsled 
in having every dollar of his heavy federal Lax hurdcn 
accounted for, as rightly he should he. But he also desires 
lo reserve his right of local leadership. He has the power lo 
make a choice. Whal docs he want in education- federal 
support or federal control'~ 

Mrs. Barbara Keating has served as a Teacher-Planner with 
the Hawaii Curriculum Center and is a Graduate Student in 
Education, She holds the Bachelor's Degree from the Ore­
gon College of Education and has taught in the schools of 
Vancouver, British Columbia, and Oregon. Her extensive 
experience with federally funded programs in the State of 
Hawaii particularly qualifie.f her comment., in this article. 
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