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The problem of this study was to determine the purpose 

of ESEA Title II, 1965, and evaluate the impact of the opera-

tion of this legislation on selected public schools of Texas. 

The background study included a review of literature, a poll 

of Texas Congressmen, and a review of data at the Texas Edu-

cation Agency. The survey technique, using a jury-validated 

questionnaire, was used to collect data on the operation of 

the legislation in a stratified, random sample of Texas pub-

lic schools. 

The study was organized around eight questions posed 

concerning the intent of Congress, federal control, costs of 

administration, instructional improvement, and administra-

tion of nonpublic school provisions. The items on the ques-

tionnaire were keyed to the questions posed to provide 

logical sequence for the presentation of the findings. 

The introduction and the statement of the problem and 

purposes were presented in Chapter I, the review of litera-

ture and supplemental data in Chapter II, the collection of 

data in Chapter III, the findings in Chapter IV, and the 

summary, conclusions, and recommendations in Chapter V. 



The findings of the study support the critical need 

upon which Congress justified the allocation of direct cate-

gorical aid for the acquisition of quality library resources. 

The program was intended to improve the quality of education 

for all children. This intent was being met as indicated by 

participation of over 80 per cent of the children in atten-

dance in the sample schools. Schools with adequate to ex-

cellent collections of library resources increased to 60 per 

cent in 1970. Federal control existed to a reasonable 

degree. A majority of the sample schools reported the im-

provement of instructional programs, library resources, 

facilities, staff, and pupil access. Little hardship was 

involved in implementation of the act. The question of 

separation of church and state was not a factor in non-

participation . 

Conclusions 

The federal government has established for itself a 

strong role in education. Congress has extended federal edu-

cational policy to meet critical needs of children for 

quality education through the provision of categorical aid 

under Title II. The limitations on local autonomy imposed 

by Title II were reasonable for proper utilization of the 

funds. Broad participation indicated that the intent of 

Congress was being met. Title II had positive influence on 

instructional improvement, innovation in instructional 



programs and organization, and local allocations to facili-

tate utilization of library resources through improved 

facilities and staff. The question of separation of church 

and tate has not been an issue. The child benefit theory 

has been extended beyond tested limitations. Adequate plan-

ning and evaluation have not yet become a reality. Appro-

priation procedures have limited effective planning, 

implementation, and evaluation. Little qualitative evalua-

tion has been completed. 

Recommendations 

Effectiveness of the present Title II program could be 

improved through 

(1) Congressional appropriations prior to the fiscal 

year, 

(2) guaranteed funding to encourage long-range planning, 

(3) support for the development of evaluation models, 

and technicians for independent evaluations. 

Further research is indicated in the following areas: 

(1) the circulation and utilization of materials by 

children and teachers, 

(2) the replication of this study among librarians, 

teachers, and students, 

(3) the replication of this study in private and 

parochial schools, 



(4) the attitude and policy changes resulting from 

public and private school cooperation, 

(5) the impact of other ESEA titles on library resources, 

(6) the design of evaluation models based on the Texas 

Library Standards. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The public schools of Texas and the nation are facing a 

real crisis in competition for tax dollars. Our present 

system of local taxation based on the ad valorem tax is 

rapidly reaching a dead end. The public is questioning the 

results of expenditures for education as they face new 

demands on their dollars by tax increases at all levels of 

government as well as inflation (8, p. 13). At the state 

and national levels, legislators face increased pressures as 

they deal with educational needs (5, p. 16). 

Exton expressed sentiments to the effect that many well-

informed legislators, governors, and administrators are no 

longer satisfied to know the needs of education expressed in 

mere dollars. Today the politician is unimpressed with re-

quests for more input without some realistic idea of school 

output in terms of cost (2, p. 15). Instead of seeking new 

and more equitable tax sources or seeking more efficient 

means of operation and more effective utilization of avail-

able funds, many schools tend to retrench to more traditional 

academic programs and dispense with libraries and multi-media 

centers, counseling programs, curriculum development, and 

vocational programs (12, p. 90; 4, p. 60). 



The shift of emphasis by the federal government, as 

evidenced by the passage of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, may be a means of closing the gap 

between national educational needs and the ability of local 

schools to meet these needs. Almost all professional school 

men agree that the financial benefits the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 provided were badly needed 

(7, p. 558) . 

Title II was included in the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act to help fill a real need for more and better 

library resources and other instructional materials. This 

part of the act was designed as a five-year program to 

strengthen libraries in private and public elementary and 

secondary schools (3, p. 321). The act authorized 

$100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966. Con-

gress appropriated $102,000,000 for 1967 and $104,500,000 

for 1968. The Congress authorized $167,000,000 for 1969 and 

$206,000,000 for 1970; however, the appropriations for 1969 

and 1970 have been greatly reduced (11, p. 54) . These funds 

have been distributed to the states proportionately, based 

on school enrollments in each state. Texas qualified for 

just under 5-1/2 per cent of the appropriation. 

Since library resources, textbooks and other instruc-

tional resources are an essential component of elementary 

and secondary instruction, and since their quality and 

quantity can have profound effect on the significance and 



value of education to students, each state is required to 

set some minimum standards for selection and distribution of 

library resources under Title II. 

The law requires that schools plan utilization of the 

funds to improve library resources and to guarantee that 

local effort is maintained. Federal funds cannot be utilized 

to supplant local or state funds normally spent for library 

materials (9, pp. 10-11). 

The law also specified that while title to materials 

was vested in a public agency, plans must include an 

equitable means for making materials available to children 

and teachers in private schools (6). Suits were filed in 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York in 1966 challenging this 

provision (10). 

There have been considerable data gathered on increased 

spending for library materials and related needs, but little 

evaluation of the impact of Title II upon the public schools. 

The intent of Congress seems strongly inclined toward 

general aid to education, and Title II is a means whereby 

the federal government can support national goals (1). 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the purpose 

of Title II, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 196 5 

and the impact of the operation of this legislation on 

selected public schools of Texas. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the purpose 

and intent of Congress in passage of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title II, and the impact of 

the act upon public schools through its application in Texas. 

The analysis has involved a survey of factors influenc-

ing public school operation under Title II in terms of the 

following: (a) federal control and influence upon local 

autonomy in operation, (b) costs of administration, (c) 

changes in instructional program, (d) improvements in library 

facilities, quality and quantity of resources, and (e) prob-

lems relating to administration of the private school pro-

visions . 

An analysis has been made of data available from program 

reports and applications in the Texas Education Agency for 

evidence of program change, increased facilities, and in-

creased personnel. 

Questions for Which Answers Will Be Sought 

To carry out the purpose of this study, the following 

questions have been formulated. 

1. What was the intent of Congress in the passage of 

Title II, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965? 

2. Has the application of Title II resulted in greater 

federal control in the area of curriculum? 



Definition of Terms 

Authoritarianism was defined in the terms of the mea-

sures yielded by the Rokeach "Dogmatism" and "Opinionation" 

Scales. 

Critical thinking traits were defined in the terms of 

the measures yielded by the Watson-G.1 aser Critical Thinking 

Appraisal. 

Leadership traits were defined in the terms of the mea-

sures yielded by the Leadership Q-Sort Test. 

Perceptions were defined as connotation of terms (con-

cepts) , a yielded by a semantic differential. 

Personality traits were defined in the terms of measures 

yielded by the Gui1ford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. 

School administrators were limited to superintendents, 

assistant superintendents, and persons with equivalent posi-

tions. 

Values were defined in the terms of the measures yielded 

by the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to seventeen school administrators 

currently employed as full-time superintendents, assistant 

superintendents, positions equivalent to full-time or 

assistant superintendents, or those who had been employed 

in such administrative capacities in the recent past and who 

were enrolled as full-time students in the field of educa-

tional leadership. Such students, when used, planned to 



Democratic majority, political climate under Johnson and 

others combined to provide the opportunity for passage (1, 

pp. 69-70). 

The greatest controversy involved aid to parochial 

schools, its constitutionality, and competition for funds 

that might result (7, p. 560). The question of federal 

control was another major concern that was heightened by the 

close relationship between library materials and curriculum. 

The Vietnam War, shifting political alliances, and the de 

facto segregation issues created delays, but the basic con-

cept of federal aid has become established. 

The review of literature has revealed no other studies 

of Title II ESEA. An interview with several staff members 

of the Texas Education Agency has indicated that no evalua-

tion by an outside agent has been conducted regarding the 

impact of the Title II program on Texas public schools. The 

primary effort toward evaluation by the state has been the 

audits of fund expenditures and inventories of materials 

purchased. 

These issues that have been raised need to be answered. 

Expenditures of funds need to be made in terms of greatest 

output from the financial input. Has the Title II approach 

achieved the purposes for which it was intended? 



Definition of Terms 

Input—In this study input will refer to financial sup-

port from Title II funds. 

Output—pupil gain as evaluated by public school person-

nel . 

Library resources—primarily books that would be 

catalogued, periodicals, etc. 

Other instructional materials—pamphlets, documents, 

maps, charts, films, filmstrips, records, tapes, etc. 

Title II—the second subsection of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. 

ESEA—Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to the analysis of Title II, 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act as a categorical 

federal aid program in selected public school districts in 

the state of Texas. 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the utilization of random samples 

from different size school districts would be generally 

representative of public schools of the state of Texas. 

It was assumed that the public school persons would 

respond honestly to the survey instruments. 



The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal was used 

to measure the individual's critical-thinking traits. There 

are six different scales which yield data for the traits (13): 

(1) inference, (2) recognition of assumptions, (3) deduction, 

(4) interpretation, (5) evaluation of arguments, and (6) a 

composite score which is indicative of total critical-

thinking skill. 

A semantic differential was constructed to measure the 

administrator's perception of concepts pertinent to education 

and his role as an administrator. These concepts were 

limited to those fifteen which the members of the educational 

leadership faculty judged to be most relevant to leaders and 

leadership in education. The instrument was constructed 

according to guidelines established by Osgood (10). The 

three major dimensions of meaning—evaluation, potency, and 

activity—were represented by the appropriate scales. Eight 

of the scales were drawn from Osgood's original list (10, 

p. 37). The other four were taken from Kerlinger (8, pp. 564-

580). Eight of the scales were evaluation, two were activity, 

and two were potency. This particular arrangement, instead 

of equal numbers of each of the three factors, was in keeping 

with Osgood (10, p. 100) and Kerlinger (8, p. 569). They 

indicated that the evaluative factor is primarily concerned 

with attitudes and attitude measurement. 

The Rokeach "Dogmatism" and "Opinionation" Scales were 

used to determine the criterion profile, authoritarianism. 



evaluation, or operation of Title II. These were selected 

from educators, librarians, and consultants of public and 

private schools, educational service centers and the Texas 

Education Agency. The insight of this group was utilized to 

determine the final content and to clarify the wording and 

interpretation of the questionnaire. The contacts in the 

formulation of the questionnaire were by personal and tele-

phone interview in order that the most effective instrument 

would be designed for the major data gathering process. The 

instrument was submitted to a panel of five members with 

qualifications similar to those of the advisory panel. 

Approval by three members of this panel was considered 

acceptable for inclusion of items in the final questionnaire. 

It was felt that this procedure would lend validity to the 

study. (See Appendix A for sample questions of general 

nature.) 

In order to maintain balance of the sample for the final 

survey, a stratified random sampling technique was utilized. 

The public school districts in Texas were divided into six 

categories. For convenience the Texas Education Agency 

Statistical Report for the school year 196 7-6 8 was used to 

provide the basic list and groupings. This report covered 

the middle year of the five-year program under Title II and 

was the latest published report at the time of the proposal. 

The report lists all public schools alphabetically by size 

of Average Daily Attendance in the following groups: Group I, 
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over 50,000 A.D.A.; Group II, 10,000 to 49,000 A.D.A.; Group 

III, 5,000 to 9,999 A.D.A.; Group IV, 1,500 to 4,999 A.D.A.; 

Group V, 1,000 to 1,499 A.D.A.; and Group VI, under 1,000 

A.D.A. In order to maintain manageability, a sample equal 

to 20 per cent was drawn from each category utilizing a table 

of random numbers. A return of approximately two thirds of 

the survey questionnaires was considered adequate to support 

the objectives of the study. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

The data from the survey instrument were compiled and 

reported in tables. In order to assure anonymity to sample 

members in the reporting of data, the categories utilized in 

drawing the sample were regrouped into the following cate-

gories: Group I, over 5,000 A.D.A.; Group II, 1,000 to 4,999 

A.D.A.; and Group III, under 1,000 A.D.A. This procedure 

allowed the data to be reported in a form that will prevent 

the isolation and identification of data from any one school 

system. The percentages of answers were recorded for each 

question by school categories. The data from the Texas Educa-

tion Agency records were summarized in tables relating to 

appropriate questions designated in the purpose of the study. 

The conclusions and recommendations of the study are 

based on data collected from the following sources: the sur-

vey instrument, the review of literature, the study of Texas 

Education Agency records, and the study of views of officials 

involved in the passage of ESEA, 1965. 
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Summary 

Chapter I has had as its purpose the introduction and 

statement of the problem of the study. The information pre-

sented in the background and justification attempted to show 

the appropriateness of the timing of this evaluation. The 

lack of an evaluation has been noted as well as a concern 

for answers for questions that have been raised during the 

passage of the act. The intent of Congress and views of 

selected legislators were questioned and are dealt with ex-

tensively in Chapter II. 

The latter sections of Chapter I have outlined briefly 

the procedures taken in completing the study. The details 

of the procedures are reported in Chapter III. Chapter IV 

consists of the findings of the study. A summary, conclu-

sions, and recommendations are presented in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND 

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 

The review of literature and supplemental data was 

undertaken to provide a basic understanding of the problem 

prior to the development of the instrument for surveying the 

impact of Title II, ESEA on selected public schools in Texas. 

This review of literature was also undertaken to obtain in-

formation related to the intent of Congress and the operation 

of Title II during the 19 65 to 1970 fiscal years. The 

materials reviewed included books, unpublished dissertations, 

the Congressional Record, articles, government reports, 

letters from officials, and Texas Education Agency records. 

The review will be presented in the following sequence: 

(1) the historical background of federal aid to education; 

(2) the passage of ESEA, 1965; (3) the implementation and 

the amendment of Title II; (4) current views of Texas con-

gressmen toward Title II; and (5) data from selected reports 

of the Texas Education Agency on Title II operation. 

The Historical Background of Federal Aid 
to Education 

Eidenberg and Morey stated that the history of what 

Congress does with an issue is an important precedent for 

14 
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what they are likely to do with the same issue in the future 

(8, p. 9). National assistance to education in one form or 

another is older than the constitution. Campbell noted that 

there has always been a partnership, a local, state, and 

federal sharing of responsibility, rather than a sharp 

separation of powers. They list about twenty programs in-

fluencing education as examples of federal aid, beginning 

with the Survey Ordinance of 1785, the Northwest Ordinance 

of 1787, and continuing through the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (5, p. 3). Eidenberg and Morey list 

some fifteen acts of Congress as long-range evidence of 

federal aid beginning under the Articles of Confederation 

when a section of land was required to be set aside in each 

township for educational purpose in the Survey Ordinance of 

1785 and the Northwest Ordinance of 1787. These ordinances 

provided the only successful general aid to education in the 

long struggle for federal aid. 

Significant federal assistance to education was provided 

by the Morrill Act of 1862 which included land grants or the 

equivalent in script to states and territories for establish-

ing colleges specializing in agriculture and mechanical 

arts. This act has been renewed and expanded to provide 

cash grants annually to sixty-seven land-grant colleges in 

the fifty states and Puerto Rico (6, p. 16). The Smith-

Hughes Act of 1917 promoted vocational education in secon-

dary schools. This act was expanded tremendously in the 
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past twenty years to provide teacher salaries, equipment, 

as well as building construction on a matching-funds basis. 

The Lanham Act authorized aid to local communities for 

construction, maintenance, and operation of facilities 

affected by influx of military personnel and defense workers. 

This act continued to provide emergency aid to schools during 

World War II and the years immediately following. In 1950 

this act became the Impacted Areas school aid as PL 815 and 

PL 874 and has remained politically popular through the 

years as a means of providing some school construction aid 

to all states. The G.I. Bill of Rights, providing educational 

benefits for veterans, was unprecedented in that it included 

subsistence funds as well as tuition (6, p. 16). Among 

rapidly growing demands a variety of special interest bills 

were passed, such as the National Science Foundation Act of 

1950, the Cooperative Research Act in 195 4, and substantial 

aid in the National Defense Education Act of 195 8. These 

acts tended to benefit the larger, wealthier schools with 

the least impact upon the poorer rural and urban school 

systems (1, p. 20). 

As pointed out by Eidenberg and Morey, rapid growth and 

fiscal need became a national concern. Most of the schools 

were private schools prior to 1800, but by 1900 over 90 per 

cent were public systems. The enrollments soared to more 

than twenty-three million in 1945, to over fifty-one million 

in 1963, and are expected to exceed sixty-two million in 
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19 73. Enrollments have increased 44 per cent since 1954, 

while expenditures have increased 77 per cent. These 

pressures brought increased efforts to involve the federal 

government in greater financial support (8, pp. 10-16). 

Bailey and Mosher point out that ,the unanticipated 

growth in school attendance which caused secondary school 

enrollment to double between 1950 and 1965 was a major con-

cern. An additional concern related to the knowledge ex-

plosion with electronic communications and efficient publish-

ing making intellectual, economic, and technological 

information easily available (1, pp. 4-6). These new demands 

fell on public schools woefully inadequate in institutional, 

human, and fiscal resources. Deferred capital investments, 

traceable to World War II and the Great Depression, meant a 

school system overcrowded, old, and dilapidated. The needs 

far outstripped the revenue (1, p. 11). New pressures on 

state and federal government for aid resulted from the 

glaring inequities between districts and states. State ex-

penditures varied from 3,645 dollars per classroom unit to 

12,215 dollars per classroom unit. Wealth varied, access to 

funds due to legal restrictions varied, and levels of 

aspiration varied (1, p. 14). 

Kurland pointed out, in an article entitled "Politics and 

the Constitution," that 

In 19 38, the Advisory Commission on Educa-
tion reported to President Roosevelt—and in 1955 
the White House Conference on Education reported 
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to President Eisenhower--that the states were 
not providing adequate educational opportunities 
for their grammar and high school pupils. In 
some instances this was because the states were 
not willing to allocate sufficient resources to 
the purpose. In other cases, it was because the 
states lacked the resources to allocate to such 
an endeavor. As is so often the case in our 
time when the states prove unwilling or unable 
to meet their responsibilities, the answer pro-
posed is federal financial aid (14, p. 477). 

Bennion points out that proposals for greater partici-

pation in education at the federal level have always been 

highly controversial. Many more bills have been introduced 

and debated than have been enacted (3, p. 5). 

Munger and Fenno point out that the most controversial 

issues have been federal control, race, and aid to parochial 

schools (27, p. 19). Bailey and Mosher commented that all 

the general aid bills introduced in every session of Congress 

in the late 1940"s and the 1950's foundered on the three 

"r's" of race, religion, and reds (federal control). In the 

decade of the 1950's, the general aid bills faced threats of 

presidential veto, and were in any case cut to pieces by 

controversies over desegregation amendments added regularly 

by Representative Adam Clayton Powell (1, p. 19). Those 

congressmen that opposed federal aid on the basis of one or 

more of these issues often found it convenient to support an 

opposition amendment even though that was not the issue of 

concern in their case (10, p. 16). School aid legislation 

was controversial for so many reasons that church-state 

partisans often swung the balance of power (10, p. 17). 
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Kurland points out that the period between 19 38 and 

1964 revealed the power of coalescing minorities to prevent 

the effectuation of legislation supported in principle at 

all times by a majority of the legislators (14, p. 477). 

Those favoring federal aid argued that education is a 

national concern, while those opposing argued that education 

is a state and local concern and that federal aid would 

result in federal control (6, p. 3). Bailey and Mosher 

noted that traditional autonomy made cooperation among 

districts or states almost impossible (1, p. 14). Kurland 

stated that even though noted conservatives such as Dirksen 

and Taft led the fight for federal aid, there was always a 

group of stalwarts opposed to federal entry into the field 

of elementary and secondary education (14, p. 478). 

Eidenberg and others noted that many outside pressure 

groups opposed all federal aid. Notable among these were 

the United States Chamber of Commerce, National Association 

of Manufacturers, Southern States Industrial Council, 

National Economic Council, American Farm Bureau Federation, 

National Conference of State Taxpayers Association, and 

Daughters of the American Revolution (8, p. 13; 1, p. 16). 

Many of these argued that if Congress controlled the purse 

strings, they would also control the policies. The most 

prominent anti-federal aid block involved Chairman Howard 

Smith, ranking Democrat William Colmer, and the Republican 

members of the House Rules Committee. This committee was the 
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principal obstacle to school aid from 1955 through 1964 

(1, p. 24). 

The second of the major issues was the civil rights or 

desegregation question. Most authors dealing with this issue 

recognize the Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. Board of 

Education in 1954 as the point when this question began to 

have impact (6, p. 3; 14, p. 478; 1, p. 8). The order to 

end segregation "with all deliberate speed" gave the liberal 

northern Democrats the legal means they needed to press for 

desegregation. The most prominent leader was Representative 

Adam Clayton Powell and the technique involved was the Powell 

Amendment. Major general aid bills were proposed in every 

session of Congress and in almost every case a civil rights 

advocate, frequently Representative Powell, would offer an 

amendment to exclude federal funds from racially segregated 

schools (10, p. 16). Kurland stated that opposition in-

cluded two groups: one made up of strong civil rights 

members typified by Powell who opposed all legislation that 

did not require desegregation as a condition for federal aid, 

and another made up of those opposing federal aid like 

Representative Howard W. Smith, who would not accept legis-

lation that did require desegregation (14, p. 478). 

The Congressional Quarterly summarized the question: 

After 1954, several attempts were made to 
bar aid from segregated school systems. With-
holding of federal aid, it was argued, would 
spur local areas into desegregating their schools. 
But this argument ignored the fact that no school 
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bill barring aid to segregated systems would 
receive Southern votes and that Southern op-
position, combined with that of conservative 
Republicans, could kill a school bill altogether. 
This put Northern school aid proponents (often 
also civil rights proponents) in the position 
of arguing against civil rights provisos as the 
only way to secure passage of bills. Other 
Northerners felt compelled to vote for civil 
rights amendments (6, p. 5). 

Before 1964, Congress was able to pass programs such as 

NDEA to meet specific and pressing needs, but none was re-

garded as "general school aid" (6, p. 5). Bailey and Mosher 

stated that the Civil Rights Act of 196 4 had special impact 

upon education. The outlawing of discrimination in all 

federally aided programs added presidential and congressional 

authority to the Supreme Court school desegregation mandate 

of 1954. The civil rights issue in educational legislation 

was blunted and the Powell Amendment used to block federal 

aid so effectively was eliminated (1, pp. 30-31). 

The third major concern involved the church-state issue 

or aid to private schools. The opposition case was well 

stated by Senator Forrest C. Donnell of Missouri during the 

debates over the general aid bill of 1948. He was quoted in 

the Congressional Quarterly as follows: 

It is of fundamental importance—and I empha-
size fundamental importance—that public funds be 
not appropriated for the use or benefit of sectarian 
schools. . . . It is to the interest of both the 
public and of the religious groups themselves by 
which the respected sectarian schools are operated 
that such schools should not be supported either 
in whole or in part by public funds. . . . First, 
such support would permit public funds derived 
from people of all religious beliefs-~yes, and 
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perchance from people of no religious beliefs— 
to be used for teaching of religious views held 
by specific groups of individuals . . . . The 
support of sectarian schools by public funds 
would result in a situation of this kind: If 
one specific sect should receive and use such 
public funds, obviously other groups would be 
entitled to the use of public funds in their 
schools. . . . There is the danger—and very 
real danger—that the Government which provides 
funds will ultimately, even though it does not 
do so at the outset, attach conditions to the 
use of such funds. The Government will thereby 
interfere in the policies of the schools. . . . 
Such use of public money . . . tends, and 
strongly tends, to strike down what Thomas 
Jefferson termed the "wall of separation between 
church and state" (6, p. 20). 

Senator Robert A. Taft presented a different view. 

The issue is really a very narrow one. 
The Supreme Court has in effect said that we 
cannot appropriate money for education in sec-
tarian schools. The court has not ruled so 
clearly, however, on certain incidental services. 
There are 19 states which provide bus transporta-
tion for students attending parochial schools. 
That does not involve any considerable expense. 
. . . There are five states which give aid toward 
furnishing free school books, which, to some 
extent, reach those children. There are some 
health services . . . . What the (general aid) 
bill provides is that in cases where states pro-
vide such services they may use federal funds 
to supplement their own money in connection with 
the services. . . . We should not interfere 
with states which do not want to give these 
services and which have disapproved of them in 
many cases. We should no more force states to 
give them than we should prevent the states that 
want to give them from so doing (6, pp. 20-21). 

Bailey and Mosher recognized that the shortage of 

teachers, inflation, and increased enrollments created prob-

lems for sectarian schools as well as the public schools. 

The Child Benefit Doctrine encouraged increased parochial 
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school demands on public resources (1, p. 11). Kurland 

relates one example of the church-state issue as it related 

to the Barden Bill in 1949. This bill specifically excluded 

aid to parochial schools. Cardinal Spellman publicly 

attacked Congressman Barden and fellow "discriminators." 

Eleanor Roosevelt announced her opposition to federal aid to 

parochial schools and the Cardinal attacked her also. These 

public attacks hurt the parochial schools' cause as well as 

the possibility of federal aid to public schools (14, p. 478). 

Eidenberg and Morey list a number of organizations that 

favored federal aid, excluding private schools. These 

were not as influential as the National Education Association 

that favored federal aid but was opposed to parochial school 

aid and the United States Catholic Conference that favored 

federal aid only if it included parochial schools (8, p. 14). 

Bailey and Mosher state that the G.I. Bill, National 

Defense Education Act, National Science Foundation, College 

Housing Loans, National School Lunch Act, and the Hill-

Burton Hospital Construction Act had all provided some 

federal aid to sectarian schools. Many claimed the tax-

exempt status of parochial schools had been a legitimate 

acceptance of federal aid for generations (1, p. 35). 

Eidenberg and Morey noted that while an equitable formula to 

settle the church-state problem should not be impossible, it 

did not seem to be forthcoming under President John F. 

Kennedy. It was politically expedient for President Kennedy 

to oppose federal aid to parochial schools (8, p. 18). 
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Authors frequently have implied that all federal aid 

was unconstitutional; however, Masters pointed out that none 

of the church-state cases that had reached the Supreme Court 

had dealt directly with the constitutionality of a govern-

ment's allocating money to a church-related institution for 

the purpose of aiding education, .where the main purpose of 

the institution was considered to be education and not 

religion. The question is still important on the federal 

level and in those states where the State Supreme Court has 

not dealt with such a case directly. Thus the battle over 

proper interpretation of the First Amendment still rages 

(26, p. 117). 

An evident standoff between the forces favoring and 

forces opposing federal aid to private schools provides an 

obvious opportunity for compromise. In 1964 the change in 

the influence of the civil rights issue and the Democratic 

landslide, which wiped out many conservative opponents of 

federal aid, set a new climate for compromise and consensus. 

President Lyndon B. Johnson was a master tactician who knew 

how to use these factors well (8, p. 32). 

Other factors affecting the climate for change involved 

the makeup of Congress. The committee chairmanships shifted 

from southern conservative to northern Democratic Study Group 

members. This group of liberal Democrats was pledged to work 

within the system to implement the party platform legislative 

goals and eliminate some of the traditional roadblocks to 
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legislation. The House Rules Committee was increased to 

provide the liberals with a twenty-one to ten majority and 

a twenty-one day limit was imposed which allowed the Rules 

Committee to be bypassed after that time. The Republicans 

removed Minority Leader Halleck for a more liberal Representa-

tive Ford. The Republican party lost a total of over four 

hundred years of cumulative seniority in the election and in 

the Eighty-Ninth Congress the northern liberal Democrats 

held a sound working majority (8, pp. 34-50). 

Getting Congress to make a new departure is difficult 

even under favorable circumstances. It is considered much 

easier to expand programs or ideas that have already met 

their initial tests successfully. Therefore, the new edu-

cational proposals were slanted toward the War on Poverty 

program which had been previously passed (8, p. 51). 

The Passage of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, 1965 

Francis Keppel felt it worth noting that most federal 

legislation that has affected education has been the by-

product of other legislative purposes. Most government 

policies and programs which have influenced education were 

undertaken for some reason other than a conscious concern 

with the network of schools and colleges (15, p. 64). The 

history of congressional action since the late forties shows 

that only aid to meet critical needs has been successful. 

The fact that favorable action on a particular question by 
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prior sessions of Congress enhances future legislation was 

recognized by those preparing the 19 65 education proposals. 

Senator Morse is given credit for laying the groundwork 

for Title I of ESEA in the Eighty-Eighth Congress with the 

introduction of a bill to provide assistance to areas having 

substantial unemployment (10, p. 76). While this bill 

failed because of formula problems, this session of Congress 

was successful in passing the War on Poverty measure which 

brought into focus the effects of poverty upon the educa-

tional aspirations and achievements of the economically 

deprived (1, p. 31). 

President Johnson utilized the task force approach to 

program development. The Task Force on Education consisted 

of thirteen members with John W. Gardner, President of 

Carnegie Corporation, as chairman and William B. Cannon, 

Bureau of the Budgets, as executive secretary. The task 

forces were instructed to work without publicity, to con-

centrate on generating ideas of real merit, and to leave the 

questions of political feasibility to the President and 

cabinet (1, p. 39). The group was concerned with proposals 

that would contribute to the equalization of educational 

opportunity and to improvement of educational quality. The 

recommendations of the task force strongly influenced the 

formula for distributing aid to local districts, based on 

the number of children from impoverished families, and the 

lending of a child-benefit approach by providing aid to 

children of nonpublic schools (8, p. 79). 
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More specifically the final report consisted of four 

major themes: (1) the individual learner, (2) access to 

learning opportunities, (3) innovation, and (4) the federal-

state-local. balance. Among these were recommendations for 

aid for the disadvantaged, supplementary educational centers 

to provide special services to local districts, national 

laboratories for innovation, state education agencies and 

the Office of Education, and general aid under an equaliza-

tion formula. Many of these proposals were not new but were 

well organized and made highly visible by this prestigious 

task force (10, pp. 70-74). 

The task force reports were reviewed by various federal 

agencies and top officials under the leadership of Presiden-

tial Assistant Bill Moyer. Francis Keppel was involved with 

various planning staffs and helped facilitate the review of 

the task force proposals prior to presentation to President 

Johnson. The President made final decisions for inclusion 

of proposals in the administration's legislative program after 

personal study of the reports and consultations with members 

of the cabinet (1, pp. 40-41). 

Francis Keppel, Commissioner of Education, and Douglass 

Cater, a special assistant to the President, served as 

liaison with the Task Force on Education and actually sat 

with the groups as ex officio members. These two played 

important roles in laying the groundwork for acceptance of 

the President's program. Keppel translated the ideas of the 
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task force, Senator Morse's impacted area ideas, and ideas 

from special interest groups into a package of legislative 

proposals (1, pp. 40-41). Eidenberg and Morey singled out 

Francis Keppel as the key man in bridging the gaps that 

separated various factions. Keppel's experience in working 

for passage of the Higher Education Bill earned him the 

respect of the representatives of the National Education 

Association and the United States Catholic Conference as 

well as members of Congress (8, p. 82). 

These contacts led to a series of conversations and 

meetings with influential leaders such as Frank Hurley of 

the United States Catholic Conference, John Lumley of the 

National Education Association, and Robert Wyatt of the 

Indiana Education Association. Representative Carl Perkins, 

chairman of the Education Subcommittee, Representatives John 

Brademas and Hugh Carey also participated in the meetings 

that helped bridge the gaps between various factions. These 

informal meetings enabled Keppel to gain understanding on 

the part of different groups in order that compromises and 

solutions could be developed (1, pp. 44-45; 8, pp. 84-89; 

10, p. 101). Cater often used his office in the White 

House for group meetings when he felt this would be effective 

(8, p. 88) . 

Various other groups such as AFL-CIO, American Associ-

ation of School Administrators, NAACP, Urban League, etc., 
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were kept informed as the new legislative program developed. 

Support was developed in each of these organizations (10, 

p. 103). 

As these negotiations and consultations progressed 

great care was taken not to make any of the participants 

feel that prior decisions had been reached. The bill was 

drafted by the General Counsel's Office with Chester Relyea, 

a lawyer, and Samuel Halperin, Acting Deputy Commissioner of 

Education, playing lead roles (8, p. 89). The drafters, 

recognizing the complexity of pressures and counterpressures, 

were highly successful in designing a bill to anticipate and 

head off potential opposition. The package format of five 

titles was a means used by the designers to grant benefits 

for many, yet denying each group their full demands. The 

package was written with the intent of forestalling any 

major alteration in Congress without decreasing its politi-

cal appeal (10, p. 105). 

Title I accounted fo. five-sixths of the total funds 

and was based on a consensus that the use of federal funds 

to meet the needs of educationally disadvantaged children 

was appropriate and urgent. This new approach allocated 

funds to states and localities by formula. All specific 

projects were subject to approval by state authorities. The 

federal government set the criteria for determining the 

distribution of funds down to the county level and the state 

determined the distribution by districts. Equalization among 
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districts was attempted on an intrastate basis rather than 

interstate. Basic program design was the responsibility of 

the local district. This pattern gave influence and 

responsibility to every level in an educational partnership 

(1, pp. 49-51; 6,p. 46). 

Title II was designed to help alleviate a serious 

shortage in library materials and to make available updated 

textbooks and other instructional materials for the use of 

children and teachers in private and public elementary and 

secondary schools (25, p. 36). These materials were to be 

those approved for use by public schools. The needs of all 

children and teachers were to be considered though public 

ownership was to be maintained. Where states were prohibited 

by law from providing materials to nonpublic schools, the 

Commissioner of Education was authorized to make such 

materials available out of the state's allotment (6, p. 47). 

Title III aimed toward promotion of educational innova-

tions and special services that normally might be available 

in only the larger, more affluent school districts. The 

funds were granted on application by a local education agency 

and the agency was required to utilize a variety of advisory 

agencies in planning proposals. These participants might 

include cultural and civic organizations, universities, 

state agencies, and private schools. Services under this 

Title should be available to nonprofit schools. The funds 
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were to supplement and not supplant local or state funds for 

given purposes (6, p. 47). 

Title IV amended the Cooperative Research Act to provide 

funds to colleges, public or nonprofit private agencies, 

organizations, or individuals for research and dissemination 

of research information. The construction of regional 

centers for research was encouraged. Limitations were placed 

on use of funds in the area of sectarian instruction and 

religious vocations (6, p. 49). 

Title V authorized aid to assist states in strengthen-

ing state educational agencies. The grants were to encourage 

statewide educational planning, reporting state and local 

educational data, disseminating information, educational 

research and program development, and staff development. 

The interchange of personnel between the Office of Education 

and state agencies was authorized to facilitate carrying out 

their respective duties. States were granted rights of 

hearings and of judicial review on their applications for 

grants (6, p. 49). 

Title VI provided limitations of the act and a ten 

member advisory committee to advise the Commissioner on his 

functions under the act. This title stipulated that there 

should be no control over curriculum, instruction, personnel, 

administration, or selection of library materials in any 

educational agency or school system by a federal agency or 
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employee. This title stipulated that no funds be authorized 

for religious worship or religious instruction (6, p. 49). 

The act was specifically written as an amendment to 

Public Law 874 in order to tie it to a popular and familiar 

authorization. Provisions for advisory panels in Titles I, 

III, IV, and V as well as the administrative hearings and 

judicial review in Titles I, II, and V gave additional 

assurances against federal control. The federal adminis-

trators did retain appropriate access to program and fiscal 

data and broad discretion as to records and reports to be 

required (1, p. 58). 

On January 12, 1965, the administration's bill was in-

troduced simultaneously in the House and the Senate by 

Representative Carl Perkins and Senator Wayne Morse. Repre-

sentative Adam Clayton Powell introduced a slightly revised 

version of the bill. On the same day President Johnson sent 

his education message to Congress (8, p. 89). This formal 

process started the bill on its route through the legislative 

process channels. In spite of the detailed preparation and 

planning there was no assurance of success. 

Robert Bendiner provides the following estimate of a 

bill's possibilities in "The Nays Have It." 

A United States Congressman has two prin-
cipal functions: to make laws and to keep laws 
from being made. The first of these he and his 
colleagues perform only with sweat, patience, 
and a remarkable skill in the handling of creak-
ing machinery; but the second they perform daily, 
with ease and infinite variety. . . . In either 
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case the truth remains that for sheer difficulty 
the way of a serious legislative proposal through 
Congress is equalled only by that of a camel 
through the eye of a needle or a rich man into 
the Kingdom of God (2, p. 15). 

Normally a bill is introduced by the appropriate com-

mittee chairman for strategic purposes. In this case the 

chairmen were Adam Clayton Powell and Wayne Morse. Because 

of indications that Representative Powell planned some re-

visions, Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on 

Education, was provided with a copy of the administration's 

bill for introduction. These were printed, Powell's H.R. 

2361 and Perkin's H.R. 2362. The subcommittee hearings were 

announced for January 22 (10, pp. 107-108). 

The legislative climate appeared favorable to passage 

of the act. Concern for passage and hopes that the bill 

would be highly popular led to the development of a legisla-

tive strategy for passing the act (1, p. 60; 10, p. 108). 

Guthrie stated, 

The Administration's plan was explained to 
the leadership of Congress in a meeting at the 
White House. According to Cater, the President 
elaborated as to how important he felt the bill 
to be, and requested full cooperation of those 
present. It was agreed that the chances for the 
bill's passage were excellent, but that no undue 
risks should be taken. The key hope was for 
rapid passage. Hearings were to be held in both 
Houses as soon as possible, with the intent that 
the bill would be brought to the Floor before 
the opposition would have time to formulate its 
stand. Also, it was hoped that rapid action 
would enable the Administration forces to 
capitalize upon the disarray which typically 
accompanies the opening of a new Congress. 
Johnson also made a plea for keeping the bill 
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intact. He emphasized that it was a carefully 
balanced measure, and that amendments would 
increase the possibility of triggering a nega-
tive reaction. It was understood that all 
parties concerned would concentrate upon rapid 
passage of an unamended bill (10, p. 109). 

Bailey and Mosher relate similar strategy plans in that 

agreement was made to speed the bill through the legislative 

process and press for Senate approval without amendment to 

bypass a conference committee delay. There was some risk of 

alienating members by failing to render due respect to the 

independence of each House (1, p. 61). 

Eidenberg and Morey state, 

This view of how tenuous the congressional 
phase of the process would be led to the major 
tactical decisions taken by the Administration 
and its congressional leadership: 1) the bill 
would be considered in the House subcommittee 
with care, but with speed; and 2) whatever legis-
lation was finally reported from the subcommittee 
would become the legislative vehicle that had to 
be accepted without substantial change by the 
full committee, the House itself, and with no 
change in the Senate. The "no amendment" tactic 
and the speed with which the legislation was 
considered . . . led some Republicans to refer 
to the bill as the "Railroad Act of 1965" (8, 
pp. 94-95) . 

In his message to Congress, President Johnson stressed 

the needs of our young citizens. He said, "We must demand 

that our schools increase not only the quantity but the 

quality of America's education" (6, p. 50). The following 

excerpts from the complete text of President Johnson's 

message to Congress will provide a summary. 
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Johnson stated, 

Specifically four major tasks confront us: 
to bring better education to millions of disad-
vantaged youth who need it most; to put the best 
educational equipment and ideas and innovations 
within reach of all students; to advance the 
technology of teaching and the training of 
teachers; to provide incentives for those who 
wish to learn at every stage along the road to 
learning . . . . 

I will submit a request for $1.5 billion in new 
obligational authority to finance the programs 
described in this message. This expenditure is 
a small price to pay for developing our nation's 
most priceless resource. 

I. PRESCHOOL PROGRAM 

My budget will include up to $150 million 
for preschool projects under the Community 
Action Program of the Economic Opportunity 
Act. Education must begin with the very 
young. The child from the urban or rural 
slum frequently misses his chance even 
before he begins school. 

II. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

A. Aid to Low-Incorae School Districts 

I recommend that legislation be enacted 
to authorize a major program of assistance to 
public elementary and secondary schools serving 
children of low-income families. My budget for 
Fiscal Year 1966 will request $1 billion for 
this new program. . . . Just as ignorance breeds 
poverty, poverty all too often breeds ignorance 
in the next generation. This is a national 
problem. Federal action is needed. . . . 

Assistance will be provided: 
On the basis of Census data showing the 

distribution of low-income families among the 
counties or school districts within the States. 

Through payments made to states for dis-
tribution to school districts. 

With the assurance that the funds will be 
used for improving the quality of education in 
the schools serving low-income areas. 
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On the condition that federal funds will 
not be used to reduce state and local fiscal 
efforts. 

For the benefit of all children within the 
area served, including those who participate 
in shared services or other special education 
projects. 

B. School Library Resources and Instruc-
tional Materials 

I recommend legislation to authorize federal 
grants to States to assist in the purchase of 
books for school libraries and for student use, 
to be made available to children in public and 
private non-profit elementary and secondary 
schools. Almost 70 per cent of the public ele-
mentary schools have no library. Many schools 
have an average of less than 1/2 book per child. 
To meet the accepted standards for library 
materials would require a four-fold increase in 
current expenditures in our major cities. 

C. Supplementary Educational Centers and 
Services 

I recommend a program of federal grants for 
supplementary education centers and services 
within the community. We think of schools as 
places where youth learns, but our schools also 
need to learn. The educational gap we face is 
one of quality as well as quantity. . . . We 
need to take full advantage of . . . innovations. 
Within each community, public and private non-
profit schools and agencies will cooperate to 
devise the plan and administer the program for 
these supplementary centers. Their services 
should be adapted to meet the pressing needs of 
each locality. 

D. Regional Education Laboratories 

I recommend the establishment under the 
Cooperative Research Act of regional educational 
laboratories which will undertake research find-
ings . 

I further recommend amendments to the Act 
to: 

Broaden the types of research organizations 
now eligible for educational projects. 
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Train educational research personnel. 
Provide grants for research, development 

of new curricula, dissemination of information, 
and implementation of educational innovations. 

Support construction of research facilities 
and the purchase of research equipment. 

E. Strengthening State Educational Agencies 

I recommend a program of grants to State 
educational agencies. 

We should assist the States by strengthen-
ing State departments of education in their 
efforts to: 

Provide consultative and technical assis-
tance for local school districts and local school 
leadership. 

Formulate long range plans. 
Expand educational research and development. 
Improve local and State information about 

education. 
Identify emerging educational problems. 
Provide for the training of state and local 

education personnel. 
Conduct periodic evaluation of educational 

programs. 
Promote teacher improvement courses. 

Enactment of these proposals for elementary and 
secondary education is of utmost urgency. I urge 
early and favorable consideration by the Congress 
(6 , pp. 50-53) . 

The General Education Subcommittee, scheduled to hear 

the bill with care by administration strategists, was made 

up of six Democrats and three Republicans. This ratio had 

been in effect since the Democratic victory in 1958 elec-

tions, at which time five new liberal Democrats were added 

to the Committee on Education and Labor, thereby easing the 

attitudes towards federal aid to education. The subcommittee 

members were generally favorable to school aid. Among the 

Democratic members, Chairman Carl Perkins had voted yes on 
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every major education act since 1958 as had Representatives 

John Brademus of Indiana and Frank Thompson, Jr., of New 

Jersey. Representative Hugh Carey of New York, a strong 

supporter of Catholic education interests, had voted yes 

since his election in 19 61. Representative Ralph J. Scott 

of North Carolina, a conservative Democrat, had a split 

record, voting yes four of seven times. Representative 

Willard Ford of Michigan was a new member known for his sup-

port for federal aid to education. 

Among the Republicans, Representative Charles Goodell 

of New York, the ranking minority member, had voted yes four 

of six times. Representative Alphonzo Bell of California 

had voted yes three of five times and Representative John 

Ashbrook of Ohio had the only consistent negative record 

(10, pp. 124-125). 

Chairman Perkins had participated in the strategy 

sessions and the negotiations with special interest groups 

before the bill was drafted. John Brademus was a former 

educator with close contacts with Indiana Education Associa-

tion leaders as well as Catholic leaders from Notre Dame. 

He had sponsored some of the informal dinner meetings at 

which the interest group attitudes on federal aid were ex-

plored. Hugh Carey represented the official Catholic atti-

tude toward federal aid to education. It was generally 

believed that if these three men held firm then the rest of 

the full committee would go along (8, pp. 81-94). 
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The preliminary understandings worked out between 

various interest groups tended to minimize the question of 

federal control and the church-state issue. The supporters 

of the bill tended to imply the child-benefit theory. 

Robert McKay, chairman of the NEA Legislative Commission, 

testified for the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the NEA may I 
express the firm conviction that this program 
in no way violates the principle of separation 
of church and state. If it did, I would not 
be here testifying in favor of the bill. As I 
understood the operation of the bill, not one 
dollar will be given to any nonpublic school, 
private, parochial or otherwise. True, the 
benefits of some portions of the bill will go 
to children who are not enrolled full time in 
the public schools, but we do not consider this 
a violation of the principle which we hold very 
firmly, and that is that public funds should 
not be used for religious or sectarian purposes 
(7, pp. 268-269) . 

Arthur Flemming, representing the National Council of 

Churches, also supported the child-benefit theory. 

I believe that both the proposal for pro-
viding federal funds for school library re-
sources and instructional materials, and the 
proposal for providing federal funds for sup-
plementary educational centers and services, 
to the extent that they may involve nonpublic 
school students, are designed to give assistance 
to students as contrasted with assistance to 
private schools (7, p. 738). 

Monsignor Hochwalt of the United States Catholic Con-

ference supported the idea of public and private school 

partnership and withheld objections. 

Of great significance is the fact that 
the President calls for cooperation between 
the Nation's public and private schools. I 
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have always considered the public and private 
schools to be partners, not competitors in edu-
cation. . . . We look with favor upon those 
kinds of provisions and hope they can be worked 
out successfully (7, p. 842). 

On January 22, 1965, Anthony Celebreeze, Secretary of 

Health, Education and Welfare, testified that it "directs 

special and notable attention to the education of the poor, 

and at the same time, enhances the quality of the whole edu-

cation." Francis Keppel, Commissioner of Education, indi-

cated the program sought "to strengthen the quality and 

quantity of educational opportunity at its points of critical 

weakness." He supported the poverty formula based on 

families with less than $2,000 annual income as obviously 

poor wherever they live (6, p. 37). 

Representatives Carey, Ford, Bell, Goodell, and Powell 

all questioned the formula with recommendations that families 

on welfare be included even though they might be above the 

$2,00 0 figure. In the subcommittee Chairman Perkins held 

the line with a promise to review the matter. He said, 

After the disposition of this bill we will 
commence hearings and explore the problem of 
finances. . . . with the view of coming in with 
amendments next year and improving this legisla-
tion considerably. We will not lose any time 
but will start to work immediately following the 
disposition of this legislation (32, p. 558). 

A number of witnesses questioned the constitutionality 

of Titles II and III regarding the public ownership of 

materials and the status of service centers. Arthur Flemming, 
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National Council of Churches, questioned the clarity and 

proposed public-ownership. 

However we urge, for example, the addition 
of the word "public" in Section 203 (2A) and (2B) 
before the phrase "Library resources" wherever 
it occurs, and the inclusion of language indi-
cating that these resources should be available 
for loan to the libraries of any school, public 
or private, needing them (32, p. 738). 

Representative Goodell, ranking minority member, ques-

tioned the Title II constitutionality. 

Going to Title II for a moment, I am in-
trigued by what Mr. Brademas was discussing 
with you. We developed, with some other wit-
nesses, the idea that perhaps those books, if 
made on a loan basis and title never passed to 
private schools, this would perhaps make a 
difference, constitutionally (32, p. 1618). 

Representative Thompson indicated support for a change 

by the subcommittee. He stated, 

There needs to be a clarification with 
respect to the title to the books. I would 
think the committee in its executive sessions 
would make perfectly clear that the title to 
the books rests in the public agency and they 
are loaned as a service (32, p. 1511). 

On February 5, 1965, the Subcommittee on Education re-

ported H.R. 2 362 to the full committee amended to provide 

that public educational agencies would retain title to all 

library materials and textbooks purchased for use by children 

of nonpublic schools. The materials were to be loaned. The 

amendments stipulated that the supplementary educational 

centers established to serve both public and private schools 

would remain under control of public agencies (6, p. 38). 
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The House Committee on Education and Labor heard testi-

mony similar in nature to that offered in subcommittee. The 

greatest pressure came on the formula for Title I funds. 

The formula itself was not amended; however, children from 

families receiving more than $2,000 in welfare payments were 

included. The committee approved the amendments made in 

subcommittee and an amendment initiated by the Senate for 

assessment and reporting of progress under Title I. H.R. 

2 362 was approved by a twenty-three to eight vote (6, p. 39) 

The committee majority stressed that the bill was in-

tended to meet a national problem. The report stated, 

The schools will become a vital factor in 
breaking the poverty cycle by providing full 
educational opportunity to every child regard-
less of economic background. . . . The Committee 
had adopted language to insure that such programs 
would be supervised by "the local education 
agency" and funds and property would be adminis-
tered by a public agency. . . . The report said 
that more than fifty-three per cent of all pub-
lic schools, and almost seventy per cent of ele-
mentary schools, had no libraries, and that 
"quality in school library programs is directly 
related to academic achievement, to remaining in 
high school, and to continuing in college. 

The report said the program authorized under 
Title III would "stimulate and assist local pub-
lic educational agencies in the provision of sup-
plementary and educational services that are not 
at present available in sufficient quantity or 
quality" . . . School districts could establish 
"model or exemplary educational programs designed 
to encourage the adoption of improved or new 
educational programs" . . . It said the alterna-
tive to strong state departments is an educational 
lag and a default of leadership which can only 
result in a loss to the entire nation (6, pp. 39-
40) . 
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The Rules Committee passed a rule and sent H.R. 2362 to 

the floor on March 22, 1965. The House passed H.R. 2362 on 

March 26, 1965, by a vote of 253 to 153. The issues debated 

covered basically the same areas as had been debated in com-

mittee debates. The House defeated nineteen amendments and 

,accepted one that provided the Commissioner of Education 

could appoint a ten-member Advisory Committee with which to 

consult as to his functions under the act (10, pp. 178-179). 

The Education Subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Pub-

lic Welfare Committee began hearings on S. 370, the adminis-

tration bill, on January 26, 1965. In opening the hearings, 

Morse said, 

To these new members I say, that whether 
or not you know it, you have gone back to school. 
You are now registered students in the education 
seminar of the 89th Congress because this sub-
committee has always been conducted on a seminar 
basis. . . . We study together, to try to find 
out what the facts are about the very important 
education problems which confront us (34, p. 2). 

The Morse Subcommittee on Education was made up of ten 

members, seven Democrats and three Republicans. The subcom-

mittee consisted of Chairman Wayne Morse, Democrat of Oregon; 

Lister Hill, Democrat of Alabama, and Chairman of Senate 

Labor and Public Welfare Committee; Pat McNamara, Democrat 

of Michigan; Ralph Yarborough, Democrat of Texas; Joseph 

Clark, Democrat of Pennsylvania; Jennings Randolph, Democrat 

of West Virginia; Robert Kennedy, Democrat of Hew York; 

Winston Prouty, Republican of Vermont; Jacob Javits, Republican 
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of New York; and Peter Dominick, Republican of Colorado (8, 

p. 150). The average tenure on the committee was 8.7 years. 

Of these, Senator Robert Kennedy, Democrat of New York, was 

in his first year and Senator Peter Dominick, Republican of 

Colorado, was in his third year; all other members had 

served at least six years (10, p. 204). All of the Demo-

cratic members with the exception of Senator Hill were among 

the thirty-six co-sponsors of S. 370 (10, p. 150). This 

Senate committee had a favorable voting record on previous 

education bills and usually worked towards compromise and 

consensus (10, p. 204). 

The witnesses in the subcommittee were generally the 

same as those in the House hearings. In most cases the same 

testimony was presented. One difference was the careful 

questioning of Senator Robert Kennedy even though he was a 

co-sponsor of the bill and strong supporter of aid to educa-

tion. Senator Kennedy reviewed the definition of an educa-

tionally deprived child and the causes in the questioning of 

Mr. Keppel. Senator Kennedy asked, 

Is an educationally deprived child neces-
sarily, therefore, from a family of low income— 
a low income family? . . . You describe, and I 
think forcefully, the family and home background 
of a child and I think that does make for diffi-
culty and creates the kind of problems that you 
have described. I think also would you agree, 
that it is not restricted to that, that from 
your experience of studying the school systems 
around the United States, that the school.system 
itself has created an educationally deprived system? 
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Mr. Keppel replied, "I'm sorry to say that is true" 

(34, p. 510). Senator Kennedy continued, 

Would you not agree, Commissioner and 
Secretary, that one of the really great prob-
lems we have in this country, being blunt about 
it, is that school boards in some of these com-
munities, in some of these States, that they 
are just not going to take the necessary steps 
to deal with the problem? . . . I would like--
I wonder if we couldn't just have some kind of 
system of reporting, either through some test-
ing system which could be established which the 
people at the local community would know 
periodically as to what progress had been made 
under this program. I think it would be very 
helpful to the people living in the local com-
munities (34, pp. 511, 513-514). 

Senator Kennedy's concern resulted in the writing of an 

amendment that was presented first to the House Committee 

on Education in an attempt to keep the two versions of the 

bill the same. The House passed version of the bill in-

cluded the Kennedy amendment (10, p. 213). 

Another area of concern was the interest of several 

senators in a Teacher Corps to aid schools in central city 

and rural slum areas. Senator Morse was successful in divert-

ing this to the Higher Education bill and the way was opened 

after some delay for the committee to consider adopting and 

reporting out H.R. 2 36 2 rather than the S. 370. On March 30, 

1965, the committee agreed to work with H.R. 2362 (8, pp. 157-

158) . 

The full committee, after considering questions of addi-

tional judicial review and last minute formula changes to 

increase aid to poorer states, voted nnanimni^lu t-n 
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H.R. 2362 without amendments. The committee action on 

April 6, 1965, was followed by three days of debate on the 

Senate floor. The basic questions again involved the Title I 

formula and the matter of judicial review. Some wanted a 

flat grant of $200 per child and others wished to shift from 

$2,000 to $3,0 00 as the poverty level income. Eleven amend-

ments were rejected and the Senate passed H.R. 2 362 on 

April 9, 1965, by a roll call vote of seventy-three to 

eighteen and cleared it for President Johnson's signature 

(6, p. 44) . 

The analysis of the voting indicates a majority support 

by every major faction in the Senate. The northern Democrats 

voted forty to zero in favor, while the southern Democrats 

favored the bill by fifteen to four and Catholics twelve to 

two. The Republicans also supported the bill by a vote of 

eighteen to fourteen. This strong support developed in spite 

of the no amendment strategy (10, pp. 223-224). 

President Johnson signed the bill into law as P.L. 89-10 

April 11, 1965, at Stonewall, Texas. He chose to sign the 

bill in front of the one-room schoolhouse where he had first 

attended school. The President stated that the bill repre-

sented "a major new commitment of the Federal Government to 

quality and equality in the schooling we offer our young 

people." He appointed a task force to assist the Secretary 

of Health, Education and Welfare with organizational and 

personnel problems involved in implementing such a program 
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Implementation and Amendments of Title II, 

ESEA 

The signing of the act by President Johnson on April 11, 

1965, signaled a shift from potentiality to actuality. Ac-

tion at many levels was mandatory to transform the authorized 

funds into library books, textbooks, and other instructional 

materials in a student's hand. In terms of organization and 

personnel, the Office of Education needed major reorganiza-

tion to handle the new responsibilities. State education 

agencies needed planning and operational departments and in 

some instances either reorganization or a new agency. Many 

of the larger local education agencies faced similar problems 

and withstood additional delays until higher levels had 

worked out their modes of operation. 

President Johnson announced at the signing ceremony 

that he would appoint a task force to assist Secretary 

Celebreeze in the task of reorganization and staffing (6, 

p. 45). Bailey and Mosher considered the reorganization 

basically effected in July, 1965. The Office of Education 

needed to provide guidelines, regulations, and guidance 

(1, p. 134) . 

The basic responsibility for administering Title II was 

assigned to the Division of Plans and Supplementary Centers 

in the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education. Funds 

were to be distributed to the states based upon the number 

of children enrolled in public and private schools. Each 
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state was required to submit a state plan that should take 

into consideration the relative need of the children and 

teachers for materials in the allocation of funds within the 
# 

state. In order to provide maximum flexibility and suffi-

cient ground rules, a nine-page set of Regulations and a 

fifty-page set of Guidelines were developed by the appropriate 

personnel (1, p. 134). 

According to a survey by Bailey, about two thirds of 

the school systems did not receive adequate instructions for 

application for Title II funds until after January 1, 19 66, 

and some as late as April, 1966. An estimated 87 per cent 

of the schools were able to order materials by June. Some 

delay was occasioned by the development of state plans (1, 

p. 135). 

However, Bailey stated, 

One possible reason for the success of 
Title II applications is the fact that a sub-
stantial number of states simply copied or 
adopted the Title II proposal prepared by New 
York State's Department of Education. Frank 
Stevens of the New York department had been on 
a Title II advisory panel for USOE beginning 
in April, 1965. The fact that he was instru-
mental in developing the Title II Guidelines 
and that the New York State Department of 
Education was liberally staffed with specialists 
enabled New York to perform a "lighthouse" 
function for the rest of the States in the 
drafting of the Title II proposals. The State 
of Michigan, for example, took New York State's 
Title II proposal and used it verbatim except 
for substituting "Michigan" for "New York." 
Twenty-six other states borrowed heavily from 
the New York State submission. States with 
well-financed and well-staffed departments of 
education perform an important function in 
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setting the pace for the rest of the States in 
handling grant-in-aid programs. New York, 
California, and Texas are particularly influen-
tial (1, p. 135). 

School Library Journal reported that the Texas state 

plan for Title II was approved in November, 1965 and by the 

end of December Maryland, Colorado, Illinois, Pennsylvania, 

and New York had plans approved (2 8, p. 64). Johnson stated 

that the state plan is basically a contract setting forth 

the policies, organization, and procedures for strengthening 

and improving educational quality and educational opportunity, 

State plans must meet the requirements of the act and regu-

lations and conform to state law. In areas other than 

fiscal control and fund accounting, the state is allowed 

wide latitude (12, p. 27). 

Each state plan includes the following: 

1. Provision for the development and re-
vision of standards relating to school library 
resources, textbooks, and other printed and 
published instructional materials furnished for 
the use of children and teachers in the public 
elementary and secondary schools of the state. 

2. Criteria to be used in allocating 
materials provided under the title among the 
children and teachers of the state. These 
criteria (a) take into consideration the rela-
tive need of children and teachers for such 
materials and (b) provide assurance that to 
the extent consistent with law they will be 
provided equitably to private elementary and 
secondary schools. . . . 

3. Criteria to be used in selecting the 
materials to be provided under this title. 

4. Criteria for determining the propor-
tion of the state's allotment for each fiscal 
year which will be expended for each of the 
three categories of materials. 
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5. Terms by which such library resources, 
textbooks, and other instructional materials 
will be made available. 

6. Policies and procedures designed to 
assure that Federal funds made available under 
this title for any fiscal year will be used to 
supplement (in no case supplant) and, to the 
extent practical, increase state, local, and 
private school funds that would be made avail-
able for such materials in the absence of 
Federal funds (12, pp. 27-28). 

Outline of the Texas Plan 

Purpose.—Title II will provide printed and nonprinted 

instructional materials for the use of children and teachers 

in public and private elementary and secondary schools. The 

funds are intended to strengthen libraries through expanded 

collections of instructional materials in order to minimize 

a major difficulty in this field—that of not having suffi-

cient quality materials in the right places for the right 

uses. 

Allocation.—The funds will be distributed to the school 

districts on the basis of average daily attendance in all 

eligible public and private schools located in the district. 

The relative need of the district to share in the funds will 

be determined by applying inversely the proportionate share 

of the Minimum Foundation School Program paid by each 

district. 

Eligibility.—Basic standards for library resources and 

audio-visual materials necessary to support a desirable 
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instructional program will be distributed to each school. 

The schools will use these standards: (1) to inventory ex-

isting materials and to develop plans for using grants and 

other revenue sources to meet these standards, and (2) as a 

base for evaluating the results obtained through the use of 

Title II funds. Schools accepting the standards and in the 

following classifications are eligible: (1) all public 

schools; (2) all state accredited private schools submitting 

enrollment, attendance, and expenditure data to the Texas 

Education Agency; and (3) all unaccredited private schools 

certified by school districts for compulsory attendance 

purposes and submitting required records to the Texas Educa-

tion Agency. 

Procedures for participation.—(1) The school must main-

tain, and to the extent practical, increase their previous 

lev-\l of non-Federal expenditures for books and materials. 

(2) The school must submit evidence of how books and 

materials purchased from Title II funds meet the needs of an 

overall plan for improving the instructional program. 

(3) The school must make provisions for annual evalua-

tion. 

(4) Proper procedures for accounting and reporting use 

of Title II funds must be maintained. 

(5) Each public school district will be the applicant 

for all Title II funds for all children and teachers enrolled 

in all eligible schools within the district. 
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(6) Each applicant school district will retain title 

of and maintain accountability for all books and materials 

purchased from Title II funds. 

(7) The superintendent shall establish a committee with 

representatives from each eligible public and private school 

within the district to establish an equitable plan for making 

books and materials purchased with Title II funds available 

to all children and teachers in eligible schools. 

(8) Each school district shall abide by the regulational 

and statutory provisions as may apply (4, pp. 91-92). 

The Texas Standards for School Libraries (Appendix K), 

published as a part of the State Guidelines for Title II, 

established items or titles per pupil for books, audio-visual 

materials, and other resources according to the number of 

classroom teacher units. The space and staff requirements 

were established for central libraries. These standards 

were based primarily on standards of the American Library 

Association and revised by the Texas Education Agency to 

meet Texas needs (4, p. 91). 

Relatively few changes have been made in the Title II 

program since its passage in April, 1965. Congress passed 

an amendment in 1966 to extend the benefits of Title II to 

include the children and teachers in the elementary and 

secondary schools conducted for Indian students by the 

Department of Interior (30, p. 3). This amendment was ex-

tended to all Indian schools and overseas dependents schools 
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operated by the Department of Defense in H.R. 514 passed in 

1969 (33, p. 18). Congress also extended Title II of ESEA 

for five years beyond the current expiration date of 1970 

(11, p. 21). 

The major difference made by Congress was in the dif-

ferences made between authorization and appropriations. 

Congress authorized $100 million each of the first two years, 

$102 million the third year, $165 million the fourth year, 

and $206 million the fifth year. The authorization for the 

five-year extension was set at $200 million annually. Con-

gress appropriated $100 million for the first year, $102 

million for the second year, $99 million the third year, 

$50 million the fourth year, and $42 million for the fifth 

year of the program. The reduction of the appropriation to 

less than 25 per cent of the authorization has slowed the 

program (9, p. 322; 30, p. 5; 33, p. 9). 

Views of Selected Texas Congressmen 
on Title II 

In an attempt to provide relevant background, the 

current members of Congress from Texas were requested to 

answer four questions relating to Title II, ESEA. These 

questions were 

(1) What is your interpretation of the intent of Con-

gress? 

(2) In view of reports available to you, do you feel 

that acceptable progress is being made in meeting Congres-

sional intent? 
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(3) Have you had indications that Title II funds have 

been utilized effectively in less affluent districts where 

needs were great? 

(4) Do you feel new approaches should be utilized in 

federal aid to education? 

Returns were received from 55 per cent of the Congress-

men. Considering the facts that the letters were sent prior 

to the elections and while Congress was in session, the re-

turn seemed phenomenal. In response to the first question 

the consensus indicated a feeling that Congress intended to 

supply federal assistance for the improvement of elementary 

and secondary library resources, textbooks, and other very 

necessary instructional materials to overcome a serious 

national deficiency (15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22). Congressman 

Jim Wright concurred with an added dimension. He stated, 

In answer to your questions, the intent 
of Congress in Title II, I believe, was to im-
prove the quality of instruction in elementary 
and secondary schools through the provision of 
direct Federal assistance for the acquisition 
of high quality instructional materials (2 3). 

In answer to the second question all agreed that progress 

was being made towards meeting the intent of Congress bub that 

the need could not be met with the limited appropriations of 

approximately $400 million. Specific attention was called 

to the fact that Congress had actually authorized $6 73 

million for the first five-year program and $1 billion for 

the next five years and the actual appropriation for 19 71 is 
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$80 million (17, 23). Congressman Gonzalez indicated a 

concern for the utilization of books pi rchased under Title 

II (19). One member of Congress felt that the funds had 

been made available too late in the school year and that the 

results were not as sound as they might have been under 

better circumstances (15). 

In answer to the third question relating to utilization 

of funds in less affluent districts, Senator Yarborough 

indicated that considerable progress had been made in criti-

cal areas but that in Texas alone, 40 per cent of the ele-

mentary schools still have no libraries (15). Representative 

Eckhardt provided information indicating that approximately 

85 per cent of the children from low-income families eligible 

for Title I also benefited in Title II (18). Texas has made 

special consultants available to advise on the selection of 

media to meet the special needs of educationally deprived 

children. Alabama, Florida, South Carolina, and Michigan 

have allocated from 35 to 100 per cent of their Title II 

funds to meeting the special needs of children eligible under 

Title I. New York, Alabama, Nebraska, and Ohio have made 

special purpose grants to establish programs to meet the 

needs of poor children. Connecticut, New York, Virginia, 

Indiana, Michigan, Kansas, California, and Oregon gave 

special consideration to relative need formulas to benefit 

poor children (31, p. 4). 
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In response to the fourth question the Congressmen 

generally affirmed the need to complete the responsibilities 

set forth in the intent of Congress for ESEA. Representative 

Mahon felt that federal involvement in education would become 

increasingly massive (15). 

Selected Texas Education Agency Reports 

The statistical records are maintained to provide quanti-

tative measures related to district allotments and the amount 

and types of instructional materials purchased under the 

Title II program. The annual reports, the computer printouts 

for individual school districts, and a variety of summary re-

ports were examined at the Texas Education Agency. Relevant 

data were recorded on cassette tapes for use as background 

data in designing the survey instrument and supporting data 

for the review of literature. 

According to a compilation of expenditure data, Texas 

expended $5,069,674 the first year, $5,170,197 the second 

year, $5,037,079 the third year, $2,384,813 the fourth year, 

and $3,081,506 the fifth year, for a total of $19,743,269. 

The actual grant awards were often made late, for example, 

on November 16, 1965, January 9, 1967, February 8, 1968, 

January 3, 19 69, and April 7, 19 70. Of this total amount 

93 per cent was spent for catalogued library resources, 2 per 

cent for textbooks, 4 per cent for other instructional 

materials, and less than 1 per cent for processing and 
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delivering. These expenditures resulted in the addition of 

just over one million books per year for the first three 

years and while records were not available for the final two 

years the expenditure would indicate an average of about one 

half million each year. This indicates an increase of 

approximately two books for each participating student over 

the five-year program. The acquisition of textbooks was 

limited to approximately 35,000 per year for the first three 

years and a negligible number the final two years. Audio-

visual items averaged about 130,000 per year the first three 

years. Schools acquired approximately 420,000 subscriptions 

to periodicals the first year, but decreased to 88,000 the 

second year, and to 26,000 the third. These efforts indicate 

the stress put on plans to meet the standards established by 

the Texas Education Agency (29). 

In order to gain some insight into the qualitative im-

pact of the Title II program in Texas, the Division of Pro-

gram Development, Library Program, developed an evaluative 

instrument that was tested in a twenty-district survey. 

Generally, the report indicated progress from low to average 

on a nine-point scale in terms of meeting the standards for 

library resources. This reflected an average of slightly 

over seven books per pupil in the sample schools. Utiliza-

tion of library resources was considered above average with 

new instructional guides being developed in many areas. This 
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sample survey resulted in the recommendation that a statewide 

survey be considered (24). 

In summary, the evidence indicates that Congress passed 

a categorical educational bill of somewhat greater scope 

than in the past. The emphasis upon the poor, upon library 

resources, research, special educational services, and im-

provement of state education agencies mark this as categori-

cal aid. The intent of Congress in Title II was to meet a 

critical need in library resources to support a sound in-

structional program. As Congressman Jim Wright indicated, 

a primary concern was to improve the quality of educational 

instruction (28). Appropriation cuts and delayed grants 

have tended to work counter to the intent of Congress. These 

views have strongly influenced the development of the survey 

instrument. Federal and state reports indicate that progress 

is being made in a quantitative measure. Evidence is slight 

that equal progress has been made in a qualitative sense. 
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CHAPTER III 

COLLECTION OF DATA 

The problem of this study, in addition to determining 

the purpose and intent of Congress, was to determine the im-

pact of the act upon public schools through its application 

in Texas. The following procedures were designed to obtain 

appropriate data: (1) selection of an advisory panel, 

(2) construction of the initial survey questionnaire, 

(3) selection of a jury panel, (4) validation of the initial 

questionnaire, (5) construction of the final questionnaire, 

(6) selection of the stratified, random sample of schools, 

and (7) administration of the final questionnaire. 

Selection of the Advisory Panel 

In order to develop an efficient and effective question-

naire, an advisory panel of seven members was selected from 

people with experience in application and operation of 

Title II or people knowledgeable in evaluation techniques. 

These were selected from educators, librarians and consultants 

of public and private schools, educational service centers, 

and the Texas Education Agency. The educators considered 

consisted of superintendents, business managers, curriculum 

specialists, and college professors with appropriate experi-

ence of specialty. A list of twenty-one names was compiled 

62 



63 

with the advice of a representative of the Texas Education 

Agency, a representative of the American Library Association, 

and a college advisor. 

A seven-member advisory panel (Appendix B) was selected 

and described as follows: (1) a professor of education with 

special competencies in evaluation and survey techniques and 

experience as a consultant to public and private schools 

and educational service centers, with a Doctor of Philosophy 

degree from a western university; (2) a library specialist in 

the Texas Education Agency with major responsibilities for 

development of the state Title II program, with a Doctor of 

Philosophy degree from a major southwestern university; 

(3) a director of audio-visual and library services in a 

major Texas school district, recognized as a consultant and 

outstanding member of the Texas State Library Association 

and American Library Association; (4) a college multi-media 

specialist and public school consultant experienced in pub-

lic school library and Title II operation, an officer of the 

Texas State Library Association, and author of books and 

articles on organization and utilization of library and 

multi-media materials; (5) a Dean of a College of Education 

with experience in administration of large public schools 

and a recognized supporter of federal aid and innovation, 

with a Doctor of Philosophy degree from a major university; 

(6) a superintendent of a middle-sized school district with 

major federal aid support under ESEA, experienced in proposal 
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writing and operation of federal aid programs; and (7) a 

superintendent of a small Texas school district with a sound 

financial base, utilizing Title II funds to provide enrich-

ment materials, currently involved in a doctoral program. 

The role of the advisory panel was to clarify wording 

and interpretation of questions and to recommend additional 

questions appropriate to the study. Each member v/as con-

tacted and asked to participate and each accepted. 

Developing the Initial Questionnaire 

A review of literature, a review of application pro-

posals, inventory, and audit reports available at the Texas 

Education Agency, and consultation with librarians and Texas 

Education Agency library program development staff preceded 

the development of tentative questions for the questionnaire, 

Twenty-si;-: multiple choice questions (Appendix A) were 

developed with at least one and as many as five keyed to 

provide specific data upon which to base answers to the 

eight questions posed in the study. 

The tentative questionnaire and pertinent sections of 

the study proposal were mailed to each panel member. They 

were requested to study the material, prepare written recom-

mendations and to review these in personal or telephone 

interviews. Three members were interviewed in person and 

three members were interviewed by telephone within ten days. 

Due to conflicting schedules the seventh member could not 

participate in the interview. 



65 

The written recommendations were reviewed and one ques-

tion was deleted from the list because of conflicting 

opinions on appropriateness to the study. A number of sug-

gestions were made and accepted for clarification of questions 

to allow the respondent to check the answer or answers that 

were appropriate. Four questions were shifted in sequence 

to conform more closely to the study design. One suggestion 

for new questions was made relating to a specialized interest 

of a panel member. The area suggested applied to the Mini-

mum Foundation Program and was not accepted because it was 

beyond the intended scope of this study. This procedure 

resulted in an initial questionnaire of twenty-five questions 

(Appendix C). 

Selection of the Jury Panel 

The fourteen remaining members from the list of twenty-

one, chosen for selection of the advisory panel, were con-

sidered for the jury. It was considered important that each 

jury member be experienced in public schools and/or Title II 

programs. The five members (Appendix D) selected were 

(1) a Texas Education Agency area consultant with basic 

responsibilities in aiding local schools in proposal writing 

and in reading and approving applications; (2) a library 

coordinator for a large metropolitan school system responsible 

for planning and utilization of all library funds; (3) an 

assistant superintendent of a major city school system, 
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responsible for curriculum development and instructional im-

provement; (4) a superintendent of a middle-sized school 

system with a Doctor of Education degree from a Texas univer-

sity; and (5) a director of business and federal programs in 

a rural oriented county seat community with experience as a 

consultant and advisor for smaller area schools. 

Each prospective jury member was called by telephone 

and requested to participate in the validation procedure. 

Their role in approving or disapproving the items on the 

questionnaire based on clarity and appropriateness was ex-

plained. Each agreed to participate and to return their 

replies within seven days. 

Validation of the Initial Questionnaire 

The initial questionnaire of twenty-five items was sent 

to the jury panel to obtain their approval for validation of 

the individual items. A copy of the questionnaire (Appendix 

F), accompanied by a letter of instruction (Appendix E) and 

a self-addressed stamped envelope was mailed to each member 

of the panel. Each judge was asked to consider whether or 

not each item would provide appropriate information and if 

each item were clearly stated. A validity response was pro-

vided in the left margin of the questionnaire. Numbers "1," 

"2," and "3" were typed in red in the margin preceding each 

item number. The members of the jury panel were asked to 

respond by circling the red "1" if the question were clearly 
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stated and appropriate. If the jury member were undecided 

on an item, he was to circle the red "2." If the item were 

unclear or considered inappropriate to the study, the jury 

member was asked to circle the red "3." 

A space was provided at the end of the questionnaire for 

the jury member to submit additions or corrections. Each 

jury member was requested to certify the acceptance of the 

questionnaire as complete or with noted exceptions. It was 

decided that acceptance of an item by three of the five 

members of the jury panel would constitute validity and 

justify inclusion in the final questionnaire. 

Construction of the Final Questionnaire 

The final questionnaire was constructed from the re-

sponses of the jury panel. Sixteen of the twenty-five items 

received unanimous approval and all other items received 

approval of four of the five members of the jury. All items 

were ruled valid and included in the final questionnaire. 

No additions were recommended. One suggestion for the addi-

tion of ESEA to clarify the term guidelines in item five was 

accepted as was the exchange of the word judgment for evalu-

ation in item twenty. Item twenty-three had a phrase re-

vised to read "when working agreements exist with." The 

revised questionnaire was mailed to each member of the jury 

for response if changes were questioned. Ho questions were 

raised. Therefore all items with the changes noted were in-

cluded in the survey instrument. 
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The questions were typed on four balanced pages, 

photographed, and reduced in size. These were printed by-

offset press on a single fold, four-page leaflet. A pastel 

green paper stock was selected to provide an attractive, 

readily identifiable questionnaire. This questionnaire was 

used to survey a randomly selected sample equal to 20 per 

cent of the public school systems in Texas. 

Selection of the Stratified Random Sample 

The 1967-68 Statistical Report was used for a working 

list of public schools (3, pp. 3-12). This official list of 

schools is grouped by average daily attendance and schools 

are listed alphabetically in each group. This report 

covered the middle year of the five-year Title II program 

and was the latest published statistical report available. 

In order to assure balance of the sample in terms of school 

size, the statistical report Groups I through V were 

utilized above 1,000 A.D.A. and all schools under 1,000 A.D.A. 

were combined into Group VI. These group sizes were Group I, 

over 50,000 A.D.A.; Group II, 10,000 to 49,999 A.D.A.; 

Group III, 5,000 to 9,999 A.D.A.; Group IV, 1,500 to 4,999 

A.D.A.; Group V, 1,000 to 1,499 A.D.A.; and Group VI, under 

1,000 A.D.A. In order to maintain manageability a sample of 

20 per cent was drawn from each category utilizing a table 

of random numbers (1, pp. 286-287). 
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The schools in each group were numbered consecutively. 

An impartial party drew two numbers between one and fifty 

from a hat to provide the column and row number for the 

beginning number in the table of random numbers. Schools 

equal to 2 0 per cent were drawn from each category. This 

list was checked against the 1969-70 Public School Direc-

tory for current addresses (2). Eleven schools no longer 

existed and alternate schools were drawn from the appropriate 

category to maintain the total sample of 253 schools (Ap-

pendix G) . 

Administration of the Final Questionnaire 

The validated questionnaire was administered to the 

previously selected sample to collect data for the study. 

A cover letter (Appendix H) explaining the purpose of the 

study and requesting participation, a survey instrument 

(Appendix I), and a self-addressed, stamped envelope were 

mailed to the superintendent, by name, of each of the 253 

schools in the sample. The superintendent or his designated 

representative was asked to respond by checking one or more 

choices to the survey questions with the exception of ques-

tions seven, fifteen, and twenty-one. Question seven re-

quired a numerical ranking of answers. Questions fifteen and 

twenty-one required numerical quantities in appropriate 

blanks. 
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The schools in the sample were located and circled on 

an official state highway map to check the geographic dis-

tribution of the random sample. The geographic distribution 

was found to be balanced with every area of the state well-

represented in keeping with population distribution. 

The questionnaires were dated, assigned to the report-

ing group, and checked on the working list and map as they 

were returned. In order to prevent the isolation and identi-

fication of data from any one school system, the returns 

were grouped in three groups: Group I, over 5,000 A.D.A.; 

Group II, 1,000 to 4,999 A.D.A.; and Group III, under 1,000 

A.D.A. 

Approximately two weeks after the initial mailing, a 

follow-up letter (Appendix J) was sent to non-respondents 

appealing for their participation in the study. A second 

questionnaire and self-addressed, stamped envelope were en-

closed for their convenience. The follow-up letter suggested 

if they could not participate that the blank questionnaire 

be returned. These procedures resulted in a return of 209 

usable questionnaires or 83 per cent. Nine questionnaires 

in the second mailing were returned blank and six schools 

were reported consolidated to account for an additional 6 

per cent. Eleven per cent of the sample remain unaccounted 

for. This return exceeded the two-thirds standard considered 

acceptable by 16 per cent. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

The findings presented here are the results of the 

survey questionnaire, "A Survey of the Impact of Title" II, 

ESEA on Selected Texas Schools." The twenty-five items in 

the survey questionnaire were designed to provide data from 

which answers could be concluded for the eight questions in 

the section, "Questions for Which Answers Will be Sought." 

These questions were 

1. What was the intent of Congress in the passage of 

Title II, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and 

how is this intent being met in Texas schools? 

2. Has the application of Title II resulted in greater 

federal control in the area of curriculum? 

3. Has the application of Title II resulted in limita-

tions on local autonomy in operation? 

4. Has the application of the law worked hardships in 

terms of increased costs, maintenance, and service? 

5. Have the additional materials resulted in improved 

instructional programs? 

6. Has the major impact been to provide support for 

improved library resources and resource centers in Texas 

schools? 

72 



73 

7. Has the law resulted in increased spending to pro-

vide more adequate facilities and staff for libraries? 

8. Has the application of the law raised significant 

questions about separation of church and state? 

While the basic intent of Congress, raised in Question 1 

was determined from the review of literature and supplemen-

tary data in Chapter II, the degree to which that intent is 

being met is the purpose of Items 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the ques-

tionnaire. The degree to which Title II has resulted in 

greater federal control in the area of curriculum, raised in 

Question 2, will be concluded from data from Item 5 of the 

questionnaire. The answer to Question 3 regarding limita-

tions on local autonomy will be sought from data supplied by 

Items 6 and 7 on the questionnaire. The answer to Question 4 

regarding hardships created by operation under the law will 

be provided by Items 8, 9, and 20 of the questionnaire. The 

answer to Question 5 regarding the influence of Title II on 

instructional improvement will be concluded from data re-

ported by Items 10, 11, and 12 of the questionnaire. Ques-

tion 6 regarding improved resources and resource centers will 

be answered by data from Items 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 of 

the questionnaire. The answer to Question 7 regarding more 

adequate provision of facilities and staff will be concluded 

from the data provided by Items 19, 20, and 21 of the ques-

tionnaire. Question 8 regarding separation of church and 

state will be answered by Items 22, 23, and 24 of the 
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questionnaire. Item 25 of the questionnaire was intended to 

seek out supporting data for this study and will have impli-

cations for Questions 1, 5, 6, and 7. 

The data from each of the twenty-five items on the 

survey questionnaire will be presented in a separate table. 

These data will be presented in percentage of the sample for 

each possible answer. These answers are presented by cate-

gories of schools and by totals of schools in the sample. 

Summary of the Response to the Study 

The data presented in the tables in this section indi-

cate the number of schools in the sample and the distribution 

by categories. Also indicated are the number of potential 

returns and the actual returns by categories with the per-

centage of returns by categories. 

Inasmuch as the law is concerned with providing library 

resources to children, the Average Daily Attendance of the 

sample schools is reported in categories and the Average 

Daily Attendance of the schools returning surveys with per-

centages of returns by categories. The 25 3 sample schools 

represent slightly over 20 per cent of the 1,258 public 

school districts in Texas in the 1967-68 school year. 

As shown in Table I, a total of 209 schools responded 

to the questionnaire, for a total response of 83 per cent. 

This is well above the approximately two-thirds of the total 

sample that was considered acceptable to provide appropriate 
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TABLE I 

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE RETURNS BY CATEGORIES 

Category Number of Schools Number of Returns Per Cent 

Group I 16 16 100 

Group II 52 50 96 

Group III 185 143 77 

Total 253 209 83 

data from which to draw conclusions relating to the questions 

posed by the study. The prompt response by school adminis-

trators provided a 54 per cent return in ten days and with 

one reminder, the response increased to 83 per cent return 

in thirty days. Group I representing all sample schools 

over 5,000 Average Daily Attendance returned 100 per cent of 

the questionnaires. Group II representing all sample schools 

from 1,000 Average Daily Attendance through 4,999 Average 

Daily Attendance returned fifty of fifty-two questionnaires 

for a 96 per cent response. Group III representing all 

sample schools with less than 1,000 Average Daily Attendance 

returned 143 of 185 questionnaires for a 77 per cent response, 

Since the lowest response of 77 per cent was well above the 

level set as acceptable, no further efforts were made to 

elicit responses. Among the schools in Group III an addi-

tional nine schools representing 4 per cent of that sample 

returned blank questionnaires with no indication as to their 

participation in the Title II program. These were dropped 
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from consideration as were six schools in Group III that had 

consolidated or ceased to operate as discovered when the 

1970-71 Public School Directory became available. 

As shown in Table II, the responding schools represent 

511,374 students in Average Daily Attendance equal to 97 per 

cent of the sample school Average Daily Attendance of 527,911, 

TABLE II 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE STUDENTS BY AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE IN 
RESPONDING SCHOOLS 

Category 
Sample 
Schools Per Cent 

Responding 
Schools Per Cent 

Group I 358,633 68 358,633 68 

Group II 101,438 19 97,029 18 

Group III 67,840 13 55,712 11 

Total 527,911 100 511,374 97 

The sample school Average Daily Attendance of 527,911 repre-

sents 22 per cent of the total population Average Daily 

Attendance of 2,391,539. This indicated a high validity of 

the random sample. 

Group I schools, while representing only 6 per cent of 

the sample schools, actually represent 68 per cent of the 

student Average Daily Attendance. Group II schools, repre-

senting 21 per cent of the sample schools, represent 19 per 

cent of the student Average Daily Attendance. Group III 

schools, while representing 73 per cent of the sample schools, 
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actually represented only 13 per cent of the student Average 

Daily Attendance. In terms of responding schools, Group I 

responses from 16 schools was equal to 6 8 per cent of the 

sample Average Daily Attendance, Group II responses from 50 

schools was equal to 18 per cent of the sample Average Daily 

Attendance, and Group III responses from 143 schools was 

equal to only 11 per cent of the sample Average Daily Atten-

dance . 

Table III reflects the percentage of the sample repre-

sented by responding and nonresponding schools. The fact 

TABLE III 

PERCENTAGE OF THE SAMPLE AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 
REPRESENTED BY RESPONDING AND NONRESPONDING 

SCHOOLS 

Category 
Responding 
School ADA Per Cent 

Nonresponding 
School ADA Per Cent 

Group I 35 8,6 33 100 0 0 

Group II 97,029 96 4,409 4 

Group III 55,712 82 12,128 18 

Total 511,374 97 16,537 3 

that the nonresponding schools represent only 3 per cent of 

the sample Average Daily Attendance would tend to support 

the validity of the responses to the questionnaire presented 

in the following sections. 
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Data from the Questionnaire Related to 
Question 1 

The data presented in this section represent the views 

of superintendents or their designated representatives as 

reported on the survey questionnaires. The data presented 

in Table IV represent Survey Question Number One and indicate 

the percentage of each survey group participating in the pro-

gram for each of the five school years between 19 65 and 19 70. 

TABLE IV 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER ONE* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 88 75 75 69 63 0 
Group II 81 85 87 81 79 4 

Group III 50 53 59 52 44 11 

Total 58 61 66 59 53 9 

(a) 1965-66, (b) 1966-67, (c) 1967-68, (d) 1968-69, (e) 1969-
70, (na) no answer. 

Among the sample schools of Group I, 88 per cent partici-

pated the first year, declining gradually to 63 per cent in 

the fifth year. Eighty-one per cent of Group II schools 

participated the first year, increasing to a high of 87 per 

cent the third year and declining to 79 per cent the last 

year. Among Group III schools only 50 per cent participated 

the first year, increasing to a high of 59 per cent the third 
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year and declining to 44 per cent the fifth year. Four per 

cent of Group II and 11 per cent of Group III did not indi-

cate a response to this question. 

Survey Question Number Two reported in Table V provides 

responses indicating the reasons for nonparticipation. Among 

the reasons stated the most common were late funding and 

lack of funds for local effort indicated by 6 per cent each 

in the total sample. 

TABLE V 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWO* 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 6 0 0 0 13 81 

Group II 2 6 0 2 6 81 

Group III 4 6 3 7 12 45 

Total 4 6 2 6 11 54 

*Reasons for nonparticipation, if applicable, were 
(a) contrary to district policy, (b) late funding, (c) in-
sufficient staff, (d) lack of funds for local effort, (e) 
other, (na) no answer. 

Six per cent of Group I gave "contrary to district 

policy" as a reason along with 2 per cent of Group II and 

4 per cent of Group III. The most common reason for Group 

II was late funding and the most common for Group III was 

"lack of funds for local effort." "Insufficient staff" was 

indicated as a problem only by 3 per cent of Group III 

schools. The most common reasons listed under "other" were 
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(1) noncompliance with Civil Rights Act of 1964, (2) too 

little money for the red tape and record keeping, (3) extra 

expense involved, (4) Title I funds sufficient, and (5) did 

not know about it. 

The Survey Question Number Three presented in Table VI 

provides an estimate of the condition of the libraries in 

TABLE VI 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER THREE* 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 6 50 19 25 

Group II 2 35 42 15 4 

Group III 3 25 26 10 10 

Total 3 29 29 12 8 

*In your district in 196 5 library resources were by ALA 
standards (a) an excellent multi-media collection to meet 
most needs, (b) an adequate collection of books and selected 
media, (c) deficient in most areas, (d) a major priority 
need, (na) no answer. 

the sample schools in terms of the American Library Associa-

tion standards. Among the Group I schools, 50 per cent 

considered their library resources as an adequate collection, 

25 per cent judged theirs as a major priority need, 19 per 

cent as deficient, and only 6 per cent indicated an excellent 

multi-media collection. Among Group II schools, 42 per cent 

indicated deficient and 35 per cent indicated adequate 

library resource collections. Group III schools indicated 
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26 per cent as deficient and 25 per cent as adequate library 

resource collections. 

Among 75 per cent of the sample responding to the ques-

tion, over half, or 41 per cent, indicate a deficiency in 

most areas or a major priority need, while 32 per cent indi-

cate an adequate to excellent collection. This strongly 

supports the Congressional intent in meeting a critical need. 

Survey Question Number Four was identical to the pre-

ceding question except it sought information as of 1970. 

These data, shown in Table VII, should provide indications 

of change influenced by the Title II program. Among the 

TABLE VII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER FOUR* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 6 56 38 0 0 

Group II 23 58 10 2 4 

Group III 6 47 7 3 11 

Total 10 50 9 2 9 

standards (a) an excellent multi-media collection to meet 
most needs, (b) an adequate collection of books and selected 
media, (c) deficient in most areas, (d) a major priority 
need, (na) no answer. 

Group I schools the percentage indicating excellent collec-

tions remained the same, schools indicating adequate collec-

tions increased from 50 to 56 per cent, while those 
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indicating deficient collections increased from 19 to 38 per 

cent with none indicating a major priority need. Similar 

results occurred in Groups II and III, so that in the totals 

10 per cent of the schools indicated an excellent collection 

as compared to 3 per cent in 1965. Fifty per cent of the 

total sample indicated adequate collections in 1970 as com-

pared with 29 per cent in 1965. In 1970 only 9 per cent 

indicated deficient collections and 2 per cent as major 

priority need as compared to 29 per cent and 12 per cent in 

1965. Two schools indicated improvement of their libraries 

but a step down due to the change in American Library Asso-

ciation standards. Most schools evaluated on the basis of 

the standards issued when the program began. 

In summary, the data indicate that at least 53 per cent 

and as high as 66 per cent of all schools represented in 

this sample participated in the Title II program. Twenty-

six per cent did not respond to the question, combining the 

9 per cent with no answers and the 17 per cent not returning 

questionnaires. Based on previous projections of Average 

Daily Attendance from these sample schools a minimum of 82 

per cent of the students participated in the first year. 

Late funding, reduction of appropriations, maintenance 

of local effort, and lack of compliance are the prime 

reasons for a decline to the minimum level of about 64 per 

cent of the students, as represented by the sample Average 

Daily Attendance. 
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The improvement shown in library resources during the 

five-year period was impressive, with the increase from 32 

per cent of the schools showing adequate to excellent collec-

tions increasing to 60 per cent of the sample schools. 

Those schools indicating their library resources as a major 

priority need decreased from 12 per cent of the sample 

schools to 2 per cent, with Group I schools decreasing from 

25 per cent to 0 in this response, Group II schools decreased 

from 15 per cent to 2 per cent, while Group III schools 

decreased from 10 per cent to 3 per cent. Title II has had 

definite impact in Texas, and progress as indicated is being 

made towards meeting the intent of Congress as evidenced by 

these factors. 

Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 2 

The data presented in Table VIII report the opinions of 

superintendents or their designated representatives on 

Survey Question Number Five. 

Only 7 per cent of all sample schools indicated the 

opinion that the law or guidelines had influenced local 

control of the curriculum or instructional policy to an 

extensive degree. None of the Group I schools felt influence 

extensively. The largest percentage in each group was indi-

cated as "moderate to the extent of influencing some pro-

grams. " Group I indicated 44 per cent, Group II indicated 

40 per cent, and Group III indicated 31 per cent for 34 per 
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TABLE VIII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER FIVE* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 0 44 38 25 0 

Group II 8 40 29 15 6 

Group III 8 31 21 8 10 

Total 7 34 24 10 9 

*In your opinion, to what degree has the law or ESEA 
guidelines influenced local control of curriculum or in-
structional policy? (a) extensive to the extent of influenc-
ing board policy, (b) moderate to the extent of influencing 
some programs, (c) little to the extent of influencing selec-
tion of materials, (d) none, (na) no answer. 

cent for the total sample. Groups I, II, and III indicated 

little influence on the local control, as determined by 

responses of 3 8 per cent, 29 per cent, and 21 per cent 

respectively. Twenty-five per cent of Group I indicated 

"none," as did 15 per cent of Group II, and 8 per cent of 

Group III. Forty-one per cent of the responses indicated 

from moderate to extensive influence on instructional policy 

and curriculum. No school reported such influence as a 

reason for nonparticipation in the Title II program in 

Table V. Thirty-four per cent indicated little or no in-

fluence on local control and 9 per cent chose not to answer. 
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Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 3 

The data presented in Table IX report the opinions of 

the respondents as to the extent of federal control of local 

operations as posed in Survey Question Number Six. 

TABLE IX 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER SIX* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 0 50 31 19 0 

Group II 4 19 63 6 6 

Group III 9 24 28 5 11 

Totals 8 25 35 6 9 

*In your opinion, to what extent has federal control of 
local operation of Title II been evident? (a) Extensive to 
the extent of limiting budgeting and purchasing, (b) moderate 
to the extent of influencing library procedures, (c) little 
to the extent of reasonable records and inventory, (d) none, 
(na) no answer. 

The major level of influence reported by the total 

sample was "little to the extent of reasonable records and 

inventory" as indicated by 35 per cent. This level also had 

the strongest level by any one group as indicated by 6 3 per 

cent of Group II. The highest level reached by Group I was 

50 per cent at the level of "moderate to the extent of in-

fluencing library procedures." Only 4 per cent in Group II 

and 9 per cent in Group III were of the opinion that local 

control was influenced at the level of "extensive to the 
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extent of limiting budgeting and purchasing." Only 6 per 

cent of the total soaple felt that there had been no federal 

control of local operations. Thirty-three per cent indicated 

moderate to extensive federal control of local operations, 

while 41 per cent indicated little to none. 

Table X reports data from Survey Question Number Seven 

which seeks to identify major factors representative of 

federal control of local operations in rank order of their 

influence. 

TABLE X 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER SEVEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 19 31 13 25 0 0 

Group II 25 19 4 40 0 6 

Group III 17 22 2 21 1 17 

Total 19 22 3 25 1 13 

*Rank the following provisions in order oJ : their in-
fluence in federal control of local operations. (a) Compli-
ance with Civil Rights, (b) maintenance of local effort, 
(c) planning and administering project with non-public 
schools, (d) record keeping and evaluation, (e) others, (na) 
no answer. 

"Record keeping and evaluation" was ranked first as the 

major factor representing federal control as evidenced by a 

response of 25 per cent of the total sample. This factor 

was also accorded the highest rank by an individual group as 
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evidenced by 40 per cent of Group II. The second ranked 

factor was "maintenance of local effort" with 22 per cent of 

the total sample so indicating. The schools of both Group I 

and Group II ranked this first as evidenced by responses of 

31 per cent and 22 per cent respectively. The third ranked 

factor was "compliance with Civil Rights" as indicated by 19 

per cent of the sample. Groups I and II listed compliance 

as third with 19 per cent and 17 per cent respectively, while 

Group II ranked it as second with 25 per cent. All groups 

ranked "planning and administering project with nonpublic 

schools" in fourth place as indicated by only 3 per cent of 

the total sample. Only 1 per cent of the schools offered 

other factors. Comments listed under "Other" were "red tape" 

and "none." 

In summary, the major factor supported in Table X as 

representative of federal control over local operations was 

"record keeping and evaluation." In Table IX the most fre-

quently noted opinion as to the extent of federal control 

was indicated by "little to the extent of reasonable records 

and inventory" with 35 per cent of the sample. This indi-

cates that even the factor ranked highest by the superin-

tendents was also considered of "little extent by reasonable 

records and inventory." No comments were made to indicate 

disagreement with the options offered by the question. 



88 

Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 4 

The data presented in Table XI indicate the action 

taken by schools to apply for, secure, and administer the 

funds. These data serve as one possible measure of hardship 

resulting from application of the law. 

TABLE XI 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER EIGHT* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 31 38 19 44 0 
Group II 6 19 15 58 6 
Group III 2 10 12 44 13 

Total 4 13 13 47 11 

j w Quuuui. u i a t i i U L LU d p p i y r o r f 
secure, and administer Title II funds required (a) additional 
administrative^staff, (b) additional clerical staff, (c) ad-
ditional administrative expenses only, (d) managing with 
regular staff and facilities, (na) no answer. 

As indicated by the data 47 per cent of the total sample 

managed Title II funds with regular staff and facilities. 

Groups I, II, and III reported "managing with the present 

staff" with the highest percentage listing 44, 58, and 44 

per cent respectively. Group I and Group II indicated "addi-

tional clerical staff" as second ranked action taken with 

38 per cent and 19 per cent respectively, while Group III 

listed, this category as third with 10 per cent. "Additional 
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administrative expenses only" was listed as the same by the 

total sample with 13 per cent. The addition of administra-

tive staff was indicated by 31 per cent of the schools in 

Group I, 6 per cent in Group II, and only 2 per cent in 

Group III. This indicates that the addition of administra-

tive and clerical staff was an action taken by relatively 

few schools represented by 17 per cent of the total sample, 

while 60 per cent of the schools indicated only some addi-

tional administrative expense or managing with regular staff 

and facilities. By combining all three actions that required 

expenditures of additional funds, the data indicate only 30 

per cent of the total sample were involved in such action. 

Table XII reviews the judgment of superintendents as to 

the complexity of forms and procedures for making application 

as posed in Survey Question Number Wine. 

The highest percentage of the schools indicated "com-

plex but not too difficult" as their judgment of the appli-

cation for funds as indicated by 34 per cent of the total 

sample. Groups I, II, and III were in agreement with 56 per 

cent, 40 per cent, and 31 per cent respectively. All schools 

judged the application as a "reasonable task for a secretary 

or clerk" as second as indicated by 21 per cent of the total 

sample. Only 16 per cent of the sample judged the applica-

tions as "too complex and complicated." Two per cent of the 

schools indicated "other" reactions. Some of these were 
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TABLE XII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER NINE* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) ( c ) (d) (na) 

Group I 19 56 19 6 0 

Group II 15 40 35 2 6 

Group III 16 31 18 2 10 

Total 16 34 21 2 9 

*In your judgment the forms and procedures for making 
application for Title II funds were (a) too complex and 
complicated, (b) complex but not too difficult, (c) reason-
able task for a secretary or clerk, (d) other, (na) no 
answer. 

(1) too much red tape, (2) the returns were well worth the 

reasonable time required, (3) changing guidelines, and (4) 

spasmodic funding complicated matters. 

Table XXIII reports Survey Question Number Twenty data 

relating to the effects of the requirement for maintenance 

of local effort. This table will be reviewed in detail under 

Question 7; however, some aspects are pertinent to the ques-

tion of hardship. Seven per cent of the total sample, re-

flected by 13 per cent of Group I, 8 per cent of Group II, 

and 6 per cent of Group III, judged that this requirement 

resulted in excessive financial expenditures. Seventy-

three per cent did not indicate that maintenance of local 

effort was considered excessive. 
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In summary there seems to be relatively little evidence 

of real hardship involved in application, securing, and 

administering Title II. The greatest amount of staff addi-

tion came in the Group I and II schools as would be antici-

pated due to size of the schools and size of the allocations. 

Only 16 per cent of the sample considered the application 

procedures as too complex and complicated and the question 

of expense involved in maintenance of local effort was judged 

excessive by only 7 per cent of the sample. 

Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 5 

The data presented here deal with the influence of 

Title II instructional materials on improvement of instruc-

tional programs. 

The data in Table XIII report .responses to Survey Ques-

tion Number Ten covering the degree of impact on instructional 

programs. In response to this question 47 per cent of the 

sample indicates that the Title II materials had resulted in 

"improved programs in most curricular areas." The reports 

from Group I and Group II schools indicate 69 per cent and 

73 per cent respectively, while Group III schools indicate 

38 per cent, though still the highest percentage of any 

response to the question. The second highest response was 

16 per cent of the sample indicating "little effect on in-

structional program." This response was indicated by 19 per 

cent of Group III, 12 per cent of Group II, but 0 per cent 
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TABLE XIII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 69 31 6 0 0 

Group II 73 6 6 12 6 

Group III 38 6 3 19 12 

Total 47 8 4 16 10 

*The influence of Til :le II materials has resulted in 
(a) improved programs in most curricular areas, (b) improve-
ment of selected programs, (c) the development of new pro-
grams, (d) little effect on instructional programs, (na) no 
answer. 

by Group I schools. "Improvement of selected programs" was 

indicated by 31 per cent of Group I schools and 6 per cent 

each by Group II and III schools. The response of 4 per 

cent indicates relatively few schools have developed new 

programs as result of the influx of Title II materials. 

Another aspect of strengthening instructional programs 

is reviewed by Table XIV. The data reported in this table 

represent the responses by superintendents of the sample 

schools to Survey Question Number Eleven. This question 

explores the development of curriculum guides based on new 

content, guides listing new library materials, new study 

units, supplementary listings of new library materials, and 

other possibilities. 
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SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER ELEVEN* 
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Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 19 31 19 56 19 0 

Group II 6 19 29 58 8 8 

Group III 1 8 17 35 8 17 

Total 3 11 19 41 9 13 

*Title II has resulted in strengthening instructional 
programs as evidenced by (a) new curriculum guides based on 
new content, (b) curriculum guides listing new library 
materials, (c) new study units based on new library materials, 
(d) supplementary listings of new library materials, (e) 
others, (na) no answer. 

The highest response by each group was reported for 

"supplementary listings of new library materials," as indi-

cated by 56 per cent for Group I, 58 per cent for Group II, 

and 35 per cent of Group III. Nineteen per cent of the sample 

indicated the development of "new study units based on new 

library materials." Only 14 per cent indicated the develop-

ment of new curriculum guides based on new content or listing 

new library materials. Nine per cent of the schools re-

sponded with other reasons, the most common being that either 

the materials or the options listed were of no value in 

strengthening the instructional program. Others felt that 

quantity and variety of materials had strengthened the pro-

gram. 
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Data provided in Table XV report the responses to 

Survey Question,Number Twelve, which explores the effect of 

TABLE XV 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWELVE * 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 31 19 50 38 13 0 

Group II 17 6 56 19 13 19 

Group III 6 5 28 10 10 24 

Total 10 6 36 14 10 21 

*Title II encouraged innovation in instruction or 
organization as evidenced by (a) team planning and teaching, 
(b) continuous progress or non-graded plan, (c) individual-
ized instruction, (d) teaching kits, (e) other, (na) no 
answer. 

Title II in encouraging innovations in instruction or 

organization as evidenced by involvement in "team planning 

and teaching," "continuous progress or nongraded plan," 

"individualized instruction," "teaching kits," and the option 

of listing "others." 

Thirty-six per cent of the sample indicated involvement 

in individualized instruction as evidence of innovation en-

couraged by Title II. The response was reported by 50 per 
* 

cent of Group I schools, 56 per cent of Group II schools, and 

2 8 per cent of Group III schools. Fourteen per cent indi-

cated involvement in use of "teaching kits." Ten per cent 

of the sample reported involvement in "team planning and 
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teaching." The Group I schools were the leaders in each 

response area with the exemption of "individualized teaching" 

where Group II schools indicated a higher percentage of in-

volvement. Twenty-one per cent of the sample consisting of 

schools from Group II and III did not answer this question. 

Sixty-two per cent of the schools indicated involvement on 

one or more of the innovations suggested. Ten per cent 

listed other innovations, among these were (1) research, 

(2) program enrichment, (3) greater utilization, (4) special 

collections, (5) new curriculum guides, and (6) Title II has 

no influence on innovation. 

In summary, 59 per cent indicated some influence by 

Title II materials toward program development or improvement, 

while only 16 per cent saw little effect on the instructional 

program. In terms of new guides, supplementary listings, 

study units, and other evidence of strengthening instruction, 

70 per cent of the schools responded that Title II had in-

fluenced one or more of these items. Sixty-two per cent of 

the sample schools indicated some involvement in some innova-

tive practice resulting from the influence of Title II. 

Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 6 

The data reported in this section detailed the views of 

superintendents of the sample schools relating to the impact 

of the Title II program in providing support for improved 

library resources and resource centers. Table XVI reports 
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data on new approaches or organizational concepts in utiliz-

ing library resources. 

TABLE XVI 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER THIRTEEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 38 56 25 25 19 0 

Group II 23 31 19 21 8 15 

Group III 5 16 18 13 7 23 

Total 11 22 19 15 10 20 

*Title II has infl Luenced 1 ;he devel Lopment of new ap-
proaches in utilizing library resources as evidenced by 
(a) district-wide multi-media resource centers, (b) individual 
building multi-media resource centers, (c) central process-
ing, (d) district-wide central libraries, (e) other, (na) no 
answer. 

Twenty-two per cent of the sample, consisting of 56 per 

cent of Group I, 31 per cent of Group II, and 16 per cent of 

Group III, reported the development of "individual building 

multi-media resource centers." Twenty per cent did not re-

spond. Nineteen per cent utilized "central processing" as 

recommended by a Seriate committee and 15 per cent report 

"district-wide central libraries." Eleven per cent of the 

sample, with Group I leading with 38 per cent, Group II with 

23 per cent, and Group III with 5 per cent, indicated the 

development of "district-wide multi-media resource centers." 

Thirty-three per cent of the schools indicated the development 
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of the multi-media resource concept. Other schools indi-

cated improved circulation and better inventory as improve-

ments resulting from Title II. 

Table XVII presents data on extended utilization of 

libraries in terms of pupil access as explored by Survey 

Question Number Fourteen. 

TABLE XVII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER FOURTEEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 56 19 0 0 25 13 

Group II 71 21 4 2 8 14 

Group III 48 6 2 1 13 19 

Total 53 10 2 1 13 18 

*Title II has encouraged extended utilization of 
libraries as evidenced by (a) every pupil having weekly 
access to library during school hours, (b) library hours ex-
tended before or after school hours, (c) library open to the 
community in the evening, (d) library open Saturday and/or 
Sunday, (e) other, (na) no answer. 

Seventy-one per cent of the schools in Group II indi-

cated weekly access to the library for all pupils during 

school hours. Fifty-six per cent in Group I and 4 8 per cent 

in Group III responded that their pupils had weekly access 

to the library. Only 10 per cent of the schools extended 

library hours before and after school. Only 2 per cent have 

libraries open to the community in the evenings and 1 per 
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cent have libraries open on weekends. Approximately 4 per 

cent listed summer library programs as extended utilizai.ion. 

Table XVIII reports the data collected by Survey Ques-

tion Number Fifteen regarding new libraries opened to serve 

children and teachers. 

TABLE XVIII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER FIFTEEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 50 0 0 44 25 

Group II 48 17 6 10 44 

Group III 18 6 9 2 50 

Total 26 8 8 6 47 

opened as indicated by the numbers in the appropriate blanks 
(a) Elementary libraries, (b) secondary libraries, (c) all 
level libraries, (d) professional staff libraries, (na) no 
answer. 

Twenty-six per cent of the schools reported opening new 

elementary libraries. Fifty per cent of the Group I schools 

opened new elementary libraries as did 48 per cent of Group 

II schools. Eight per cent of the sample schools opened 

secondary libraries and 8 per cent opened all level libraries, 

Six per cent of the sample schools opened professional 

libraries with a major emphasis in Group I schools where 44 

per cent were involved. Forty-seven per cent of the sample 

schools did not reply to this question. By deducting the 
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47 per cent from the 83 per cent returns, we get a total of 

36 per cent that added one or more types of new libraries. 

Table XIX reports data on the specific types of library 

resources emphasized other than library books which made up 

over 90 per cent of the purchases in Texas. 

TABLE XIX 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER SIXTEEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Group I 6 13 81 56 69 6 

Group II 6 33 60 42 37 6 

Group III 8 36 30 18 15 18 

Total 8 34 40 26 23 14 
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books has been on (a) textbooks, (b) periodicals and paper-
backs, (c) films and filmstrips, (d) slides and transparencies, 
(e) tapes and recordings, (f) other. 

Forty per cent of the schools reported a major emphasis 

on "films and filmstrips." Thirty-four per cent indicated 

"periodicals and paperbacks" had priority. Twenty-six per 

cent listed "slides and transparencies" and 23 per cent chose 

to emphasize "tapes and recordings." "Textbooks" were listed 

for major emphasis by only 8 per cent of the sample schools. 

A few respondents added research materials under "other." 

Table XX reports data from Survey Question Number Seven-

teen, which concerned those responsible for selecting 
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SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER SEVENTEEN* 
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Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 31 50 44 69 6 0 

Group II 13 44 31 48 6 6 

Group III 8 23 27 24 5 15 

Total 11 29 29 32 5 12 

*The materials under Title II have been selected by 
(a) building principals, (b) professional librarians, (c) 
teachers, (d) all of the above participating, (e) others, 
(na) no answer. 

Title II materials. This responsibility was shared by the 

principal, teachers, and librarians in the case of 32 per 

cent of the sample schools. Twenty-nine per cent designated 

professional librarians and the same percentage listed 

teachers. The principal had this responsibility in 11 per 

cent of the schools. Others listed were superintendents, 

counselors, audio-visual coordinators, supervisors, adminis-

trator.-, assistant librarians, and library aides. 

Table XXI reports data on reports of public approval of 

Title II materials as provided by Survey Question Number 

Eighteen. Fifty-four per cent of the schools report positive 

approval from teachers. Thirty-four per cent report pupil 

approval, while parent approval of Title II materials was 

reported by 26 per cent. School board members expressed 

positive approval of the materials in 25 per cent of the 
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SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER EIGHTEEN* 
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Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 50 38 81 38 13 13 

Group II 42 40 ' 67 40 10 17 

Group III 31 21 48 20 4 21 

Total 34 26 54 2b 6 20 

*Positive reports of public approval of Title II 
materials have been received from (a) pupils, (b) parents, 
(c) teachers, (d) school board members, (e) others, (na) no 
answer. 

schools. Superintendents and other administrators were 

listed by a number of schools as voicing positive approval 

of the Title II materials. 

In summary, Title II did exert positive influence in 

improvement of library resources and resource centers. 

Fifty-three per cent of the schools indicated development of 

new approaches such as multi-media concepts, central process-

ing, and district-wide libraries. Sixty-six per cent indi-

cated extended utilization by providing pupils with increased 

access to the library. Thirty-six per cent of the sample 

schools opened one or more types of new libraries. A wide 

variety of films, filmstrips, periodicals, paperbacks, slides, 

transparencies, and recordings were selected as supplementary 

materials. Book selections were made by combinations of 

personnel in 32 per cent of the schools, with professional 
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librarians and teachers being named most frequently. Posi-

tive public approval of Title II was reported by the follow-

ing: (1) teachers in 5 4 per cent of the sample schools, 

(2) pupils in 34 per cent, (3) parents in 26 per cent, and 

(4) school board members in 25 per cent of the sample schools 

Data from the Questionnaire Related to 
Question 7 

The data presented in this section represent the views 

of school administrators as reported on the survey question-

naire. Table XXII presents data from Survey Question Number 

Nineteen which explored areas of local expenditures to 

strengthen facilities as influenced by Title II. Forty per 

cent of the sample indicated the "purchase of audio-visual 

TABLE XXII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER NINETEEN* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 0 25 31 88 6 0 

Group II 8 23 40 50 12 15 

Group III 3 15 24 36 3 20 

Total 4 17 28 40 5 18 

*Title II has infl Luenced the spending of 1 Local funds to 
strengthen facilities by (a) bonds voted for additional 
library space, (b) remodeling existing buildings for library 
space, (c) providing additional furniture and fixtures for 
existing library space, (d) purchase of additional audio-
visual equipment to facilitate use of Title II materials, 
(e) other, (na) no answer. 



103 

equipment to facilitate the use of Title II materials." 

Twenty-eight per cent "provided furniture and fixtures for 

existing library space." Seventeen per cent "remodeled ex-

isting buildings for library space," while 4 per cent "voted 

bonds for additional library space." Twenty-one per cent 

actually provided new library space. Sixty per cent indi-

cated local expenditures to strengthen facilities as a result 

of Title II influence. 

Table XXIII presents data collected by Survey Question 

Number Twenty regarding the effect of the requirement for 

maintenance of local effort. 

TABLE XXIII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 13 31 63 25 0 

Group II 8 40 46 4 10 

Group III 6 31 29 2 15 

Total 7 33 35 4 13 

local effort resulted in (a) excessive financial expenditures, 
(b) an increase in local effort, (c) careful management to 
remain within budget, (d) other, (na) no answer. 

Only 7 per cent of the sample schools indicated that 

this requirement caused "excessive financial expenditures." 

Thirty-five per cent indicated the ability to remain within 

their budget, while 3 3 per cent of the sample schools 
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indicated "an increase in local effort." Group II most 

commonly reported "increases in local effort" as shown by a 

response of 40 per cent of the schools. 

Table XXIV reports data from Survey Question Number 

Twenty-One, which queried superintendents about the addition 

of staff members to facilitate use of Title II materials. 

TABLE XXIV 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY-ONE* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 19 0 19 56 0 38 

Group II 27 2 6 50 4 33 

Group III 5 11 1 20 5 42 

Total 10 9 3 28 4 39 

to facilitate use of the materials, please designate the 
number of each. (a) Full time qualified librarians, (b) 
librarian-teacher combinations, (c) media specialists, (d) 
clerical or library aides, (e) others, (na) no answer. 

Thirty-nine per cent of the sample schools did not re-

spond to this question. Twenty-eight per cent of the schools 

added library aides. In Groups I and II, 56 per cent and 50 

per cent of the schools added library aides. Media specialists 

and professional librarians were added in 19 per cent of the 

Group I schools. Twenty-seven per cent of the Group II 

schools added professional librarians. Only in Group III 
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schools was the library-teacher combination fairly common as 

shown by the 11 per cent responses. 

In summary, some 60 per cent of the districts indicated 

expenditures to strengthen facilities. Thirty-three per 

cent increased local effort in providing library materials. 

Forty-two per cent of the schools listed specific additions 

to the staff, predominantly library aides. Title II has had 

influence in the area of improved facilities and staff with 

the most prominent being in the area of facilities. 

Data from Questionnaire Related to 
Question 8 

The church-state issue is the subject of the data pre-

sented in this section. Table XXV records the data regarding 

TABLE XXV 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY-TWO* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 44 6 0 0 56 

Group II 23 0 0 2 71 

Group III 3 0 0 9 66 

Total 9 0 0 7 67 

*If you have a working arrangement with a non-public 
school within your district, please check the type. (a) A 
parochial school, (b) a private non-profit school, (c) a 
private for profit school, (d) other, (na) no answer. 
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the types of schools other than public with which the sample 

schools had working arrangements. Sixty-seven per cent 

gave no response to this question. 

Nine per cent indicated working arrangements with 

parochial schools and 7 per cent with others such as Com-

munity Action Head Start and State Schools. 

Table XXVI reports data from Survey Question Number 

Twenty-Three regarding the management of funds in working 

TABLE XXVI 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY-THREE* 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 13 31 13 0 50 

Group II 8 12 2 2 73 

Group III 1 1 2 5 69 

Total 2 5 3 4 70 

*If applicable, how are Title II funds managed when work-
ing agreements exist with non-public schools? (a) Funds 
allocated to be spent by non-public school staff, (b) materials 
purchased by public school and placed on long term loan, 
(c) non-public schools participate in selection of materials 
available for routine check out by their teachers and stu-
dents from a public facility, (d) other, (na) no answer. 

with nonpublic schools. The superintendents or their desig-

nated representatives seemed reluctant to commit themselves 

in answering this question. Only 14 per cent of the schools 

replied to this question. None of the replies could be 

considered significant. 
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However, Group I indicated 31 per cent of their schools 

placed materials on long-term loans to nonpublic schools. 

This procedure was indicated by 5 per cent of the total 

sample. Two per cent of the schools in the sample indicated 

that funds were allocated and spent by the nonpublic school 

staff. It is assumed that these options were misunderstood 

by the responding schools in that these two options do not 

meet the requirements of the law and were inadvertently in-

cluded in the questionnaire. 

Table XXVII reports data regarding questions raised re-

garding separation of church and state. Survey Question 

TABLE XXVII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY-FOUR* 

Survey Groups 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (na) 

Group I 13 13 63 0 19 

Group II 2 2 69 2 21 

Group III 1 1 46 2 29 

Total 2 2 52 2 27 

*Has the operation oj Title II raised questions in your 
district regarding separation of church and state? (a) Ques-
tions as to legality of law, (b) questions of technicalities 
in operation, (c) no questions raised, (d) other, (na) no 
ansvrer. 

Number Twenty-Four offered as options "questions of legality 

of law," "technicalities in operation," "no questions raised," 

and "other." Fifty-two per cent of the sample schools 
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reported that no questions were raised in their districts 

about separation of church and state. Twenty-seven per cent 

chose not to answer. 

In summary, the only significant data resulting from 

the preceding three questions was that 52 per cent of the 

districts had no questions raised regarding separation of 

church and state. 

Survey Question Number Twenty-Five as reported in 

Table XXVIII was added to elicit information on local efforts 

TABLE XXVIII 

SURVEY QUESTION NUMBER TWENTY-FIVE* 

Answers in Percentage of Sample 

Survey Groups (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (na) 

Group I 13 13 6 19 6 63 

Group II 6 8 2 10 4 73 

Group III 4 6 2 9 5 57 

Total 5 7 2 9 5 60 

projects relating to Title II, please check the types. (a) 
Testing pupil gain, (b) evaluating instructional improvement, 
(c) evaluating administrative procedures, (d) evaluating 
staff utilization, (e) other, (na) no answer. 

to develop research on evaluation projects relating to Title 

II. Sixty per cent of the sample schools did not respond. 

Some efforts have been made to "test pupil gain," "evaluate 

instructional improvement," "evaluate administrative pro-

cedures," and "staff utilization." With only 23 per cent of 



109 

the schools responding, none of the types of projects were 

reported by more them 9 per cent. This did not add signifi-

cantly to the study. 

The summary for this chapter has been presented at the 

end of each section which detailed the findings on specific 

questions. Additional summary is presented in Chapter V in 

support of the answers to specific questions. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study has been to analyze the in-

tent of Congress in the passage of the Elementary and Secon-

day Education Act of 1965, Title II, and the impact of the 

operation of this legislation on selected public schools of 

Texas. Special attention has been given to a survey of 

factors influencing public school operation under Title II 

such as (a) federal control and influence upon local autonomy, 

(b) costs of administration, (c) changes in instructional 

programs, (d) improvements in library facilities and resources, 

and (e) problems relating to administration of the private 

school provisions. 

This study involved a review of literature concerned 

with federal aid to education with specific attention to the 

development and passage of Title II, ESEA. In addition, the 

Representatives and Senators from Texas were questioned by 

mail as to their views relating to Title II. Also, the study 

was discussed with staff members of the Texas Education 

Agency and the Agency reports and records relating to Title 

II were reviewed for supplementary data. The survey tech-

nique was utilized to secure data and information on the 

operation of the Title II program .in selected Texas schools. 
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Ill 

Ihe survey questionnaire used in the study was developed 

with the advice,of a seven-member advisory panel following 

the background study and review of data from the Texas Edu-

cation Agency. The questionnaire was validated by a five-

member jury of experienced educators with special knowledge 

of Title II. The survey questionnaire was mailed to the 

superintendents of a randomly selected, stratified sample 

equal to 20 per cent of the public school districts in Texas. 

Responses were received from 209 representatives of the 25 3 

sample schools. This return of 83 per cent was well above 

the approximately two-thirds of the total sample that was 

approved as acceptable to provide appropriate data from 

which to draw conclusions relating to the questions posed by 

the study. 

The survey data presented in this study represent the 

combined opinions and judgments of the superintendents or 

their designated representatives as to the impact of the 

Title II program in the sample schools. It was assumed that 

the utilization of a stratified, random sample, selected by 

a table of random numbers, would provide data generally 

representative of the public schools of the State of Texas. 

The sample size of 20 per cent, the response of 83 per cent 

of the sample schools, and the 97 per cent of the total 

sample Average Daily Attendance represented by the responding 

schools have added support to the validity of the assumption. 

It was further assumed that five years has provided sufficient 
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time and evidence upon which to base substantive observa-

tions of program results. 

To carry out the purpose of this study, eight questions 

were formulated. The questions have been answered here and 

reviewed in terms of the review of literature in Chapter II 

and the findings in Chapter IV. 

1. What was the intent of Congress in the passage of 

Title II, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965? 

The review of literature revealed that Congress accepted 

the written and oral testimony that there was a critical need 

for library resources, textbooks, and other instructional 

materials to support a quality educational program. The in-

tent of Congress, based on this need, was to improve the 

quality of instruction in elementary and secondary schools 

through the provision of direct federal assistance for the 

acquisition of high quality instructional materials. Con-

gress also intended that suitable record systems and evalua-

tion processes would be implemented to determine the effec-

tiveness of the program. 

The data support the fact that the need existed in Texas 

in that 32 per cent of the sample schools indicated adequate 

to excellent library collections, by American Library Associ-

ation standards, in 1965. Forty-one per cent indicated 

deficient or a major priority need in library collections. 

Progress in meeting the intent of Congress was indicated by 

the data which showed an increase to 6 0 per cent of the 
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sample schools reporting adequate to excellent library col-

lections in 1970. Those schools having deficient or major 

priority need collections decreased to 11 per cent in 19 70. 

This evidence was reinforced by data that revealed approxi-

mately 82 per cent of the elementary and secondary pupils of 

the sample schools participated in the Title II program the 

first year. Participation in the Title II program increased 

through the third year. 

2. Has the application of Title II resulted in greater 

federal control in the area of curriculum? 

The data have shown that the operation of Title II did 

involve some increase in federal control and influence in 

the area of curriculum. The opinions of a majority of the 

respondents revealed that this influence was moderate to 

little. The larger schools felt federal influence less than 

the smaller schools. Only 7 per cent considered this in-

fluence excessive, but none indicated this as a reason for 

nonparticipation in Title II. 

3. Has the application of Title II resulted in limita-

tions on local autonomy in operation? 

The data support the fact that there were some limita-

tions placed on local autonomy in operation under Title II. 

The most frequently reported factor in limiting local 

autonomy was "record-keeping and evaluation" as indicated by 

25 per cent of the respondents. Thirty-five per cent of the 
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sample agreed that these records were reasonable. Eight per 

cent of the respondents considered the federal control to 

be extensive. 

4. Has the application of the law worked hardships in 

terms of increased costs, maintenance, and service? 

There is little evidence in the data that real hardship 

was involved in applying for, securing, and implementing the 

Title II program. Sixty per cent of the respondents indi-

cated that they operated with the regular staff and facilities 

with 13 per cent having additional administrative expenses. 

Additional staff was added in 17 per cent of the sample 

schools, primarily the larger schools. The application pro-

cedures were considered "complex but not difficult" or 

"reasonable task for a secretary or clerk" by 55 per cent of 

the sample. There has been some implication that maintenance 

of local effort worked a hardship; however, 7 3 per cent indi-

cated that this factor was not considered excessive. 

5. Have the additional materials resulted in improved 

instructional programs? 

Yes, the additional Title II materials have had a posi-

tive influence on improvement of instructional programs. 

The data support this with a strong majority of the schools 

responding with 59 per cent of the sample schools indicating 

influence on program improvement. Seventy per cent of the 

sample schools had developed new supplementary guides, units, 

or listings of materials. Sixty-two per cent of the sample 
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schools had attempted one or more innovative practices in 

instruction or organization based on influence of Title II 

materials. 

6. Has the major impact been to provide support for 

improved library resources and resource centers in Texas 

schools? 

Title II did exert positive impact in support of im-

proved library resources and resource centers in Texas 

schools. Fifty-three per cent of the sample schools indi-

cated the development of new approaches such as multi-media 

concepts, central processing, and district-wide library 

centers. Sixty-six per cent indicated extended pupil access 

to library resources. Thirty-six per cent of the sample 

schools opened one or more types of new libraries. Highly 

balanced selections of other instructional materials were 

added to provide a broad spectrum of library resources. 

Responsibility for selection of library resources rested 

primarily with professional librarians, teachers, or a com-

bination of these. Sixty-three per cent of the sample 

schools reported positive public approval of the Title II 

resources. 

7. Has the law resulted in increased spending to pro-

vide more adequate facilities and staff for libraries? 

Yes, the influence of the law did result in increased 

local expenditures to provide more adequate facilities and 

staff. Sixty per cent of the sample schools reported 
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expenditures to strengthen facilities ranging from additional 

equipment to remodeling or building of new library space. 

Thirty-three per cent increased local expenditures for 

library resources. Forty-two per cent of the sample schools 

listed specific additions to the library staff, predominantly 

library aides. 

8. Has the application of the law raised significant 

questions about separation of church and state? 

The answer to this question is not clear-cut. The data 

were not conclusive due to light response to two of the 

survey questions relating to the working arrangements with 

nonpublic schools. Fifty-two per cent indicated that no ques-

tions xvere raised regarding separation of church and state 

in their districts. This did not seem to be a factor in 

nonparticipation. 

Conclusions 

Within the limitations and scope of this study and 

based on an analysis of the preceding data, the following 

conclusions are inferred: 

1. The federal government has established a strong 

role for itself as a member of a federal-state-local partner-

ship in elementary and secondary education with the provision 

of substantial funds under the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act of 1965. 
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2. Congress has extended the concept of federal aid to 

education and broadened federal educational policy to meet 

the critical needs of children for quality education. 

3. Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, 1965, does represent categorical aid specifically 

designed to provide quality library resources, textbooks, 

and other instructional materials. 

4. Title II has resulted in some limitations on local 

autonomy in operations; however, the limitations are generally 

those reasonably anticipated to insure effective utilization 

of federal funds. 

5. The broad participation of children in Texas public 

schools in Title II programs is indicative that the intent of 

Congress is being met; however, cuts in appropriations have 

had a direct impact on this participation. 

6. Improvement of instruction has been influenced posi-

tively by the availability of library resources provided by 

the Title II program. 

7. Innovation in instructional programs and organiza-

tion for learning has become more feasible with the avail-

ability of a broad spectrum of library resources, textbooks, 

and other instructional materials. 

8. Local schools have been willing to provide addi-

tional local funds to facilitate the utilization of Title II 

materials as evidenced by increased local effort for materials, 

equipment, staff, and library space. 
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9. Questions relating to separation of church and 

state have not been a major factor in participation or non-

participation in the Title II program. 

10. The child benefit theory under which Title II 

materials were made available to private and parochial 

schools has been extended beyond the statutory limitations 

previously tested by state and federal courts. 

11. The President's recommendations for long range 

planning and periodic evaluation have not yet become a 

reality at the federal, state, and local levels. 

12. The appropriation procedures of Congress have 

placed limitations upon effective planning, implementation, 

and evaluation of Title II programs. 

13. The public schools have conducted only limited 

qualitative evaluations of the Title II programs. 

Implications 

The following implications have been drawn. 

1. Outside or independent evaluations may be required 

to provide an adequate assessment of federal programs. 

2. Special skills in long range planning and evaluation 

have been unavailable to many educational agencies at various 

levels. 

3. The effectiveness of the Title II program would be 

measurably improved if Congressional appropriations passed 

in a given calendar year were subject to being expended in 
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the next fiscal year beginning after the close of the said 

calendar year. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are based upon the find-

ing, conclusions, and implications of this study. 

1. Some basis should be established for guaranteed 

funding that would enable state and local educational 

agencies to institute effective, long-range planning. 

2. Special funding should be included to provide for 

the development of evaluation models for program evaluation. 

3. Programs for the training of evaluation specialists 

should be encouraged to provide third party evaluation to 

increase the effectiveness of federal grants to education. 

4. Further research should be instituted in the area 

of circulation and utilization of materials by children and 

teachers. 

5. Significant findings should result if this study 

were replicated using librarians, teachers, and pupils as 

respondents. 

6. Significant findings should result if this study 

were replicated using private and parochial schools as 

respondents. 

7. Significant findings should result from a study 

designed to evaluate attitude and policy changes in the area 

of public and nonpublic school cooperation. 
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8. Significant findings should result from a study of 

the impact of library resources made available by other ESEA 

titles such as Title I and Title III. 

9. A study with the purpose of developing an evalua-

tion model or set of guidelines based on the criteria estab-

lished by the Texas Library Standards issued with the State 

Title II Guidelines would malce a significant contribution to 

education. 
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SURVEY QUKSuIONNAIRS 

(Sample) 

1. It has been stated that the intent of Congress in passing Title 
II was to provide direct federal assistance for improving library 
and instructional resources to overcome a nationwide deficiency 
in such resources. In your district in 19^5 these resources 
were: 

a) excellent multa media collection to meet most needs 
b) adequate collection of books and selected media 
c) adequate book collection 
d) deficient in most areas 
e) major priority need 

2. In your district in 1970 the resources were: 

a) excellent multa media collection to meet most needs 
b) adequate collection of books and selected media 
c) adequate book collection 
d) deficient in most areas 
e) major priority need ' 

3. To what degree has the law or guidelines influenced local control 
of curriculum or instructional policy? 

a) extensive 
b ) r/ioclera be 
c) little 
d) none 

h. To what degree has federal control of the local operation of 
Title II been evident? 

a) extensive 
b) moderate 
c) little 
d) none 

5. Rate the following provisions in order of the influence as fed-
eral control of local operation. 

a) compliance with Civil Rights provision 
b) maintenance of local effort 
c) planning and administering project with non-public schools 
d) record keeping and evaluation provisions 
e) other (list) 
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6. Please check the years in vhieh jour district participated, 

a) 1965-66 
b) _ 66-67 
c) 67-68 
d) 68-69 

e ) 69-70 

7. Check reasons for non-partieipation. 

a) district policy opposed 
b) late funding 
c) insufficient staff 
d) not worth time 
e) indirect costs 
f) lack of funds for local effort 
g) other (list) 

8. Please check below the action taken by your district to apply for, 
secure, and administer Title II funds locally. ' 

a) additional administrative staff 
b) additional clerical help 
c) added administrative expenses only 
d) none 
e) other (list) 

9- Hhat is your evaluation of the forris and procedures for making 
application for Title II funds? 

a) too complex and complicated 
b) not too difficult 
c) simple and easy 
d) other 

10. What influence has Title II materials had on instructional pro-
grams? 

a) 
b) 

improved current programs in most curricular areas 
improved selected instructional programs (list) 

c) resulted in development of new programs 
d; has had little effect on instructional programs 

11. Has Title II resulted in strengthening instructional programs as 
evidenced by: 

a) new curriculum guides based on new content 
b) new curriculum guides listing new library materials 
c) new study units based on new content 
d) supplementary listings of new materials to faculty 
e) other (list) 
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12. Title II encouraged innovut Lor: la i a;-:ivuotion or organization. 

a) team planning & teach lug 
, b) continuous progress or non-graded 
c) teacher cycling or rotation 
d) individualize! instruction 
e) flexible grouping 
f) teaching kits 
g) other (list) 

13- Has Title II influenced the development of new and different ap-
proaches in utilizing library resources? 

a) district vide multi-media resource centers ' 
b) individual building multi-media resource centers 
c) district wide central library 
d) central libraries in individual buildings 
e) central processing 
f) other (list) 

1^. Title II has encouraged extended utilization as evidenced by: 

a) every pupil has weekly access to library during school hours 
b) every pupil has scheduled library period 
c) library hours extended before or after school hours 
d) library open to community evenings 
e) library open Saturday and/or Sunday 

15. If your district has opened new libraries to serve children and 
teachers please indicate the number of each: 

a) elementary libraries 
c) secondary libraries ______ 
c) all levels 
d) professional staff library 

l6. Has the major emphasis in resources other than library books 
been on: 

a) textbooks 
b) periodicals and paperbacks 
c) films and filmstrips 
d) slides and transparencies 
e) tapes and recordings 
f) other (list) 

IT- How have the materials under Title II been selected? 

a) principals of buildings 
b) professional librarians 
c) teachers 
d) all of the above participating 
e) other (list) 
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18. Has Title II influenced the cpe/i&ing of local funds to strength en 
facilities? 

a) bonds voted for additional library space 
b) remodeling of existing buildings for library space 
c) additional furniture and fixtures provided for existing space 
d) purchase of additional audio-visual equipment to facilitate 

use of Title II materials 
e) other (list) 

19. Evaluate the effects of the section requiring maintenance of 
local effort. 

a) caused excessive financial expenditures 
b) caused an increase in local effort 
c) kept within normal budget allotment 
d) other (list) 

20. Has Title II resulted in addition of staff members to facilitate 
use of additional materials? 

a) added full time qualified librarians 
b) added librarian-teacher combinations 
c) added clerical or library aides 
d) added media specialists 
e) other"~(e>:plain) 

21. Please designate the number of staff members normally provided. 

a) full time qualified librarians __ 
b) librarian-teacher combinations 
c) library aides or clerical workers 
d) other (explain) 

22. Do you have a working arrangement with a school other than public 
within your district? 

a) a parochial school 
b) a private non-profit school 
c) a private for profit school 
d) other (specify) 

23. How are the Title II funds managed in relation to private or 
parochial schools? 

a) funds allocated to be spent by private school staff 
b) books and materials purchased by local district and placed on 

long term loan 
c) private schools participate in selection and designated 

materials are available for routine check out by children and 
teachers from a public facility 

d) other 
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24. Has the operation of Title II raised significant questions in 
your district regarding ntpi?,ratio a of church and state? 

a) questions regarding .legality of lav 
b) questions of technicalities in operation under the law 
c) no questions raised 
d) other 

25. Has your district developed research or evaluation projects re-
lating to Title II operation? 

a) testing for pupil gain 
b) instructional improvement 
c) administrative procedures 
d) staff utilization 
e) other „ 

26. Have you had positive reports of public approval of Title II 
materials from: 

a) pupils 
b) parents 
c) teachers 
d) school board members 
e) others ° 
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APPENDIX C 

A SURVEY OF THE IMPACT OF TITLE II, ESSA 
OK SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOLS 

Identifying Data 

ADA 
District Name County 

Instructions 

Please check one or more of the choices to the survey 
questions. 

Absolute anonymity is assured. No school or person will be 
identified by name, number, or implication. 

A report of the results of this study will be provided if 
desired. 

1. Your district participated in the Title II program in 
a) 1965-66 . 
b) 1966-67 . 
c) 1967-68, 

' d) 1968-69 . 
e) 1969-70. 

2. Reasons for non-participation, if applicable, were 
_____ a) contrary to district policy. 
~ b) late funding. 

c) insufficient staff. ' 
d) lack of funds for local effort. 
9) other.(list) 

3. In your district in 1965 library resources were by ALA 
standards 

a) an excellent multi-media collection to meet most 
needs. 

______ b) an adequate collection of books and selected media. 
c) deficient in most areas. 
d) a major priority need. 
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In your district in X??0 1 jbt?.ry resources v/ere by ALA 
standards 

a) an excellent nvu.lti-nedis.. collection to meet most 
needs, 

J_. b) an adequate collection of books and selected media. 
c) deficient in ivos't areas» 
d) a major priority need. 

5. In your opinion, to what degree has the law or guidelines 
influenced local control of curriculum or instructional 
policy? 

a) Extensive to the extent of influencing board policy. 
b) Moderate to the extent of influencing some programs. 

„ c) little to the extent of influencing selection of 
materials. 

d) None 

6. In your opinion, to what degree has federal control of 
local operation of Title II been evident? 

a) Extensive to the extent of limiting budgeting 
and purchasing. 

b) Moderate to the extent of influencing library 
procedures. 

c) Little to the extent of reasonable records and 
inventory. 

, d) None 

?. Rank the following provisions 1, 2, 3> etc. in order of 
their influence in federal control of local operations. 

a) Compliance with Civil Rights 
b) Maintenance of local effort 

_ c) Flanning and administering project with non-public 
schools. 

d) Record keeping and evaluation 
e) others (list)_ 

8. Actions taken by your district to apply for, secure, and 
administer Title II funds required 
______ a) additional administrative staff. 

b) additional clerical staff. 
c) additional administrative expenses only. 

. d) managing with regular staff and facilities. 

9. In your evaluation the forms and procedures for making 
application for Title II funds were 

a) too complex 
b) complex and complicated. 
c) reasonable task for secretary or clerk. 
d) other. 
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10, The influence of Tit!a II materials has resulted in 
a) improved programs in most eurrieular areas. 
b) improvement of selected programs. List 

e) the development of new programs. 
_ d) little effect on instructional programs. 

11# Title II has resulted in strengthening instructional 
programs as evidenced by 

a) new curriculum guides based on new content. 
b) curriculum guides listing new library materials. 
c) new study units based on new library materials. 
d) supplementary listings of new library materials. 
e) other, (list) . 

12. Title II encouraged innovation in instruction or organi-
zation as evidenced by 
_ a) team planning and teaching. 

b) continuous progress or non-graded plan# 
c) individualized instruction. 

__ d) teaching kits. 
_e) other, (list) 

13* Title II has influenced the development of new approaches 
in utilizing library resources as evidenced by 

a) district wide multi-media resource centers. 
b) individual building multi-media resource centers. 
e) central processing. 
d) district wide central libraries. 

__ e) other. 

1̂ ", Title II has encouraged extended utilization of libraries 
as evidenced by 

a) every pupil having weekly access to library 
school hours. 

b) library hours extended before or after school hours. 
c) library open to the community in evening. 
d) library open Saturday and/or Sunday. 

_______ e) other. 

15# New libraries to serve teachers and children have been 
opened as indicated by the numbers in the appropriate 
blanks. 

a) Elementary libraries 
b) Secondary libraries 
c) All level libraries 
d) Professional staff libraries 
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16. The major enphasis in resources other than library books 
has been on 

a) textbooks . 
_ b) periodicals and paperbacks, 
o) films and filrnstrips, 

_ d) slides and transparencies. 
e) tapes and recordings. 
f) other, (list) 

1?. The materials under Title II have been selected by 
a) building principals. 
h) professional librarians. 

_ c) teachers. 
d) all of the above participating. 
e) others. (list) 

18, Positive reports of public approval of Title II materials 
have been received from 

a) pupils. 
. b) parents. 
"" c) teachers. 

______ d) school board members. 
e) others. (list) 

19« Title II has influenced the spending of local funds to 
strengthen facilities by 

a) bonds voted for additional library space. 
b) remodeling existing buildings for library space. 
c) providing additional furniture and fixtures for 

existing library space. 
d) purchase of additional audio-visual equipment to 

facilitate use of Title II materials. 
e) other, (list) 

20. In your evaluation the requirement for maintenance of 
local effort resulted in 

a) excessive financial expenditures. 
b) an increase in local effort. 
c) careful management to remain within budget, 
d) other. 

21. If Title II resulted in the addition of staff members to 
facilitate use of the materials, please designate the 
number of each. 
_ a) Full time qualified librarians 

___ b) Librarian-teacher combinations 
c) Media specialists 
d) Clerical or library aides 
e) Others 
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22, If you have a working arrangement with a non-public 
school within your district, please check 'the type, 

a) A parochial school. 
"b) A private non-profit school 
c) A private for pr,of„lt school 
d) Other 

23. If applicable, how are Title II funds managed in relation 
to non-public schools? 

a) Punds allocated to be spent by non-public school 
staff 

b) Materials purchased by public school and placed 
on long term loan 

c) "on-public schools participate in selection of 
materials available for routine check out by 
their teachers and students from a public facility 

d) Other _________ ______ 

2k, Has the operation of Title II raised the questions in 
your district regarding separation of church and state? 

a) Questions as to legality of law 
b) Questions of technicalities in operation 
c) No questions raised 
d) Other 

25. If your district has developed research or evaluation 
projects relating to Title II, please check the types. 

a) Testing pupil gain 
b) Evaluating instructional improvement 
c) Evaluating administrative procedures 
d) Evaluating staff utilization 
e) Other 

Would a report of the results of your evaluation project 
be available to this researcher? Yes Mo 
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Mr. Frnest Roberts, Consultant 
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225 West Hickory 
Denton, Texas 76201 Telephones 

AC21̂ -2.53 3555 

AC8.17-387 8233 

Mr. James Bailey, Assistant Superintendent 
Fort Worth Independent School District 
32.IO West Lancaster 
Fort Worth, Texas 76IO7 Telephones AC817-336 2h$l 

Dr. R. Eugene Tenney, Superintendent 
La Marque Independent School District 
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A P P E N D I X E 

NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

DENTOX, TE X A S 
76203 

DitPARTMEXT of FmrcATioy February 9, 1971 

Dear 

Your assistance is requested in establishing the validity of a 
survey questionnaire to be used as a part of a doctoral disserta-
tion at North Texas State University. The dissertation is being 
done under the direction of Dr. Vaughn Huffstutler, Professor,, 
Division of Educational Leadership. 

The study will involve a survey of factors influencing public 
school operations related to Title II, ESEA in terns of federal 
control, costs of administration, influence on instructional pro-
gram, improvement of library facilities and resources, and prob-
lems relating to non-public school provisions. A validated ques-
tionnaire, printed on a single fold, four page leaflet, will be 
sent to a random sample of superintendents in Texas, 

As you react to the questionnaire, decide whether or not each of 
the 25 items will provide the researcher with needed information. 
If an item is appropriate and clear, circle the "1" in the left 
margin. If you are undecided, circle the "2". If the item is 
inappropriate or unclear, circle the "3". At the close of the 
questionnaire there is a place for your comments, corrections, 
and deletions. It is the researcher's intent that the final 
questionnaire be an efficient and effective instument. Your 
assistance in this task is highly appreciated. A self-addressed, 
stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Frank Buell, Director 
Research & Experimentation Project 
P.O. Box 13823 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

FJB/fio 
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APPENDIX 1? 

A SURVEY OF THE IMPACT OF TITLE II, ESEA 
ON SELECTED TEXAS SCHOOLS 

Identifying Data 

ADA 
District'Name County 

Instructions 

Please check one or more of the choices to the survey questions with the 
exception of questions J, 15, and 21. Question 7 requires numerical rank-
ing. Questions 15 and 21 require numerical quantities in appropriate 
blanks. 

Absolute anonymity is assured. No school or person will be identiiied by 
name, number, or implication. 

A report of the results of this study will be provided if desired. 
VALIDITY 
RESPONSE* 
.1 2 3* 1. Your district participated in the Title II program in 

a) 1965-66. 
~ b) 1966-67. 
"" c) 1967-68. 

• " d) 1968-69. 
~ e) 1969-70. 

1 2 3 2. Reasons for non-participation, if applicable, were 
a) contrary to district policy. 
b) late funding. 

__ c) insufficient staff. 
__ d) lack of funds for local effort. 

_ e) other.(list) 

V3 ^ * In your district in 1965 library resources were by ALA standards 
a) an excellent raulti media collection to meet most 

needs. 
b) an adequate collection of books and selected media. 
c) deficient in most areas. 
d) a major priority need. 
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k. In your district in 1970 library resources -were by ALA standards 
a) an excellent isultt media collection bo meet most 

needs. 
b) en adequate collection o? boc&s and selected media. 

2 °) deficient in most areas. 
~ d) a major priority need. 

5. In your opinion, to what degree has the law or guidelines 
influenced local control of curriculum or instructional 
policy? 

a) Extensive to the extent of influencing board policy 
' b) Moderate to the extent of influencing some programs 
~ c) Little to the extent of influencing selection of̂  

materials 
d) None 

6. In your opinion, to -what degree has federal control of local 
operation of Title II been evident? 

a) Extensive to the extent of limiting budgeting and 
purchasing 

b) Moderate to the extent of influencing library pro-
cedures 

- c) Little to the extent of reasonable records and in-
ventory 

d) None 

7. Rank the following -provisions 1, 2, 3* etc. in order of their 
influence in federal control of local operations. 

a) Compliance with Civil Rights 
b) Maintenance of local effort 
c) Planning and administering project with non-public 

schools 
d) Record keeping and evaluation 
e) others (list) 

8. Actions taken by your district to apply for, secure, and ad-
minister Title II funds required • 

a) additional administrative staff. 
b) additional clerical staff. 
c) additional administrative expenses only. 
d) managing with regular staff and facilities. 

9. In your evaluation the forms and procedures for making ap-
plication for Title II funds were 

a) too complex and complicated. 
b) complex but not difficult. 
c) reasonable task for secretary or clerk. 
d) other. 
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10, The influence of Title II materials has resulted in 
a) Improved programs in most curricular areas. 
b) jinprovesient of selected pi'ogrsi&s. List 

c) the development -of new program. 
d) little effect on instructional programs. 

11. Title II has resulted in strengthening instructional pro-
grans as evidenced by 

a) new curriculum guides based on new content. 
__ b) curriculum guides listing new library materials. 
__ c) new study units based on new library materials. 

d) supplementary listings of new library materials. 
e) other.(list) 

1 2 3 12* Title II encouraged innovation in instruction or organization 
as evidenced by 

a) team planning and teaching. 
b) continuous progress or non-graded plan. 
c) individualized instruction. 
d) teaching kits. 
e) other.(list) 

1 2 3 13- Title II has influenced the development of new approaches 
in utilizing library resources as evidenced by 

a) district wide raulti media resource centers. 
b) individual building multi media resource centers. 
c) certral processing. 
d) district wide central libraries. 
e) other. 

1^. Title II has encouraged extended utilization of libraries 
as evidenced by 

a) every pupil having weekly access to library during 
school hours. 

b) library hours extended before or after school hours. 
c) library open to the community in evening. 
d) library open Saturday and/or Sunday. 
e) other. 

15. New libraries to serve teachers and children have been opened 
as indicated by the numbers in the appropriate blanks. 

a) Elementary libraries 
b) Secondary libraries 
c) All level libraries 
d) Professional staff libraries 
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16. The major emphasis in resources other than library books has 
been on 
___ a) textbooks. 

b) periodicals and paperbacks. 
__ c) films and filiastrips. 

d) slides and transparencies. 
___ e) tapes and recordings. 
______ f) other, (list) __ 

17. The materials under Title II have been selected by 
„ _ a) "building principals. 

b) professional librarians. 
__ c) teachers. 

_____ d) all of the above participating. 
__ e) others. (list) _ __ 

l8. Positive reports of public approval of Title II materials 
have been received from 

a) pupils. 
b) parents. 
c) teachers. 
d) school board mrnbers. 
e) others. liisl) 

2 3 19* Title II has influenced the spending of local funds to 
stiengthcn facilities by 

a) bonds voted for additional library space. 
______ b) remodeling existing buildings for library space. 

c) providing additional furniture and fixtures for ex-
isting library space. 

_ d) purchase of additional audio-visual equipment to 
facilitate use of Title II materials. 

e) other, (list) 

2 3 20. In your evaluation the requirement for maintenance of local 
effort resulted in 

__ a) excessive financial expenditures. 
_ b) an increase in local effort. 
_____ c) careful management to remain within budget. 

d) other. 

2 3 21* If Title II resulted in the addition of staff members to 
facilitate use of the materials, please design3.te the num-
ber of each. 
______ a) Full time qualified librarians 

b) Librarian-teacher combinations 
c) Media specialists 
d) Clerical or library aides 
e) Others 
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If you hdvc- a working arrangement "iith a non-public school 
wic-hin your district, please? check the type. 

a) /• parochial school 
A private non-profit school 
A private for profit school 

d) Other 

23. If applicable, how are Title II funds managed in relation to 
non-public schools? 
____ a) funds allocated to be spent by non-public school 

staff 
b) materials purchased by public school and placed on 

long term loan 
c) non-public schools participate in selection of ma-

terials available for routine check out by their 
teachers and students from a public facility 

d) other 

2k. Has the operation of Title II raised questions in you dis-
trict regarding separation of church and state? 

a) Questions as to legality of law 
b) Questions of technicalities in operation 
c) No questions raised 
d) Other 

25- If your district has developed research or evaluation pro-
jects relating to Title II, please check the types. 

a) Testing pupil gain 
b) Evaluating instructional improvement 
c) Evaluating administrative procedures 
d) Evaluating staff utilization 
e) Other 

Would a report of the results of your evaluation project be 
available to this researcher? Yes Ho 

Validity Study 

After reading and responding to the validity of the items on 
the questionnaire, I find it complete with the following 
additions or corrections: 

Signature^ 
Date_ 

(Use additional pages as needed) 



APPENDIX G 

ALPHABETICAL LIST OP SAMPLE SCHOOLS 

Alanreed Independent School District 

Albany Independent School District 

Andrews Independent School District 

Angleton Independent School District 

Antelope Independent School District 

Anthony Independent School District 

Archer City Independent School District 

Argyle Rural High School District 

Gray 

Shackelford 

Andrews 

Brazoria 

Jack 

El Paso 

Archer 

Denton 

Austin State School Independent School District • 

Travis 

Austv/ell-Tivoli Independent School District Refugio 

Avinger Independent School District Cass 

Axtell Rural High School District McLennan 

Barbers Hill Independent School District Chambers 

Beeville Independent School District Bee 

Belton Independent School District Bell 

Bertram Independent School District Burnet 

3la dwell Rural High School District Nolan 

Blue Ridge Rural High School District Collin 

Blum Independent School District Hill 

Boles Home Common School District Hunt 

Boling Independent School District Wharton 
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Bonham Independent School District 

Boyd Independent School District 

Brazosport Independent School District 

Bridgeport Independent School District 

Broaddus Independent School District 

Bronte Independent School District 

Bruceville-fiddy Rural High School District 

Bruni Common School District 

Bryson Independent School District 

Buckholts Common School District 

Buffalo Independent School District 

Burkeville Independent School District 

Burleson Independent School District 

Calallen Independent School District 

Caldwell Independent School District 

Campbell Independent School District 

Carbon Independent School District 

Carthage Independent School District 

Cedarville Independent School District 

Celeste Independent School District 

Central Heights Independent School District 

Chicota Independent School District 

Chillicothe Independent School District 

Chireno Independent School District 

Cistern Common School District 

City View Independent School District 

Cleveland Independent School District 

Fannin 

Wise 

Brazoria 

Wise 

San Augustine 

Coke 

McLennan 

Webb 

Jack 

Milam 

Leone 

Newton 

Johnson 

Nueces 

Burleson 

Kunt 

Eastland 

Panola 

Dallas 

Hunt 

Nacogdoches 

Lamar 

Hardeman 

Nacogdoches 

Fayette 

Wichita 

Liberty 
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Clint Independent School District 

Colorado Independent School District 

Columbus Independent School District 

Coolidge Independent School District 

Cooper Rural High School District 

Coppell Independent School District' 

Corpus Christi Independent School District 

Corsicana Independent School District 

Crane Independent School District 

Crosbyton Independent School District 

Crossroads Independent School District 

Cromwell Independent School District 

Culberson County Independent School District 

Dallas Independent School District 

Danbury Independent School District 

Dawson Independent School District 

Deanville Common School District 

Deer Park Independent School District 

Delmar Independent School District 

Del Rio Independent School District 

Denison Independent School District 

Devers Independent School District 

Dodd City Rural High School District 

Dodson Independent School District 

Doss Common School District 

Duncanville Independent School District 

Eagle Mountain-Saginaw Independent School 
District. 

£1 Paso 

Mitchell 

Colorado 

Limestone 

Lubbock 

Dallas 

Nueces 

Navarro ' 

Crane 

Crosby 

Henderson 

Foard 

Culberson 

Dallas 

Brazoria 

Navarro 

Burleson 

Harris 

Lamar 

Valverde 

Grayson 

Liberty 

Fannin 

Collinsworth 

Gillespie 

Dallas 

Tarrant 
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Eanes Independent School District 

Eetor Independent School District 

Ector Rural High School District. 

Sdcouch-Elsa Independent School District 

El Campo Independent School District 

Elysian Fields Independent School District 

Etoile Common School District 

Eustp.ce Independent School District • 

Evant Independent School District 

Fabens Independent School District 

Ferris Independent School District 

Flomot Independent School District 

Forsan Independent School District 

Frankston Independent School District 

Gainesville State School Independent 
School District 

Galena Park Independent School District 

Garland Independent School District 

Garner Common School District 

Gause Independent School District 

Gholson Common School District 

GiHiland Common School District 

Grand Frairie Independent School District 

Granger Independent School District 

Grapevine Independent School District 

Greenwood Independent School District 

Groesbeck Independent School District 

Travis 

Ector 

Fannin 

Hidalgo 

Wharton 

Harrison 

Nacogdoches 

Henderson 

Coryell 

El Paso 

Ellis 

Motley 

Howard 

Anderson 

Cooke 

Harris 

Dallas 

Parker 

Milam 

McLennan 

Knox 

Dallas 

Williamson 

Tarrant 

Midland 

Limestone 
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Harmony Independent School District 

•Hartley Independent School District 

Hartsbluff Common School District 

Hawkins Independent School District 

Hereford Independent School District 

Hermleigh Independent School District 

Hidalgo Independent School District 

Highland Independent School District 

Ho.ll.iday Independent School District 

Huffman Independent School District 

Hughes Springs Independent School District 

Hull Daisetta Independent School District 

Hungerford Independent School District 

Hunt Independent School District 

Huntington Independent School District 

Upshur 

Hartley 

Titus 

•Wood 

Deaf Smith 

Scurry 

Hidalgo • 

Nolan. 

Archer 

Karris 

Cass 

Liberty 

Wharton 

Kerr 

Angelina 

Kurst-Suloss-Bedford Independent School District 
Tarrant 

Hutto Independent School District Williamson 

Italy Independent School District Ellis 

Jarrell Independent School District Williamson 

Joaquin Independent School District Shelby 
* 

Jonesboro Rural High School District Coryell 

Judson Independent School District Bexar 

Kennedale Independent School District Tarrant 

Kirbyville Independent School District Jasper 

Klein Independent School District Harris 

Knippa Independent School District Uvalde 
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Kountze Independent School District-

La Gloria Common School District 

Lake Dallas Independent School District 

Lake Worth Independent School District 

Laneville Independent School 'District 

Langtry Common School District 

La Foynor Common School District 

Leander Independent School District 

Lefors Independent School District 

Leonard Independent School District 

Levelland Independent School District 

Lexington Independent School District 

Lingleville Common School District 

Lovelady Independent School District 

Lufkin Independent School District 

Lufkin State School Independent School 
District 

Lyford Independent School District 

Malone Independent School District 

Marlin Independent School District 

Marshall Independent School District 

Martinsville Independent School District 

Maud Independent School District 

May Rural High School District 

McCawiey Independent School District 

Medina Valley Independent School District 

Mercedes Independent School District 

Hardin 

Jim Wells 

Denton 

Tarrant 

Rusk 

Valverde 

Henderson 

Williamson 

Gray 

Fannin 

Williamson 

Lee 

Erath 

Houston 

Angelina 

Angelina 

Willacy 

Hill 

Falls 

Harrison 

Nacogdoches 

Bowie 

Brown 

Upton 

Medina 

Hidalgo 
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Vlertzon Independent School D5.str.lct 

Mexia State School Independent School District 

Miami Independent School District 

Kiddiewell Common School District 

Midway Independent School District 

Miranda City Independent School District 

Mobeetie Independent School District 

Moody Independent School District 

Morton Independent School District 

Mculton Independent School District 

Mount Calm Independent School District 

Mount Enterprise Independent School District 

Mount Pleasant Independent School District 

Muleshoe Independent School District 

Mumford Independent School District 

Kavasota Independent School District 

Newark Independent School District 

New Caney Independent School District 

New Home Independent School District 

Noodle Horn Common School District 

Nordheim Independent School District 

Normangee Independent School District 

Northeast Houston Independent School District 

Northside Independent School District 

0'Donnell Independent School District 

Oglesby Independent School District 

Olmita Independent School District 

Irion 

Limestone 

Roberts 

Moore 

McLennan 

Webb 

V/heeler 

McLennan 

Cochran 

Lavaca 

Hill 

Rusk 

Titus 

Bailey 

Robertson 

Grimes 

Wise 

Montgomery 

Lynn 

Jones 

DeWitt 

Leon 

Harris 

Bexar 

Lynn 

Coryell 

Cameron 
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Faint Creek Co mm on School "District 

Palaeioa Independent School District 

Panhandle Independent School District 

Pasadena Independent School District 

Patton Springs Independent School District 

Pawnee Independent School District 

Peaster Independent School District 

Pep Common School District 

Petrolia Independent School District 

Pf'lugerville Independent School District 

Pilot Point Independent School District 

Plains Independent School District 

Ponder Independent School District 

Pond Springs Common School District 

Post Independent School District 

Haskell 

Matagorda 

Carson 

Harris 

Dickens 

Bee 

Parker 

Hockley 

Clay 

Travis 

Denton 

Yoaktam 

Denton 

Williamson 

Garza 

Powderly Independent School District 
(North Lamar Independent School District) Lamar 

Premont Independent School District Jim Wells 

Presidio Independent School District Presidio 

Putnam Common School District Callahan 

Quail Common School District Collingsworth 

Quinlan Independent School District Hunt 

Ramirez' Common School District Duval 

Red Water Independent School District Bowie 

Relampago Common School District Hidalgo 

Ricardo Independent School District Kleburg 

Richards Independent School District Grimes 
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Rio Grande City Independent School District 

Robinson Independent School District 

Rockdale Independent School District 

Rocky Kill Common School District 

Ross Common School District 

Round Rock Independent School District 

Royse City Independent School District 

San Augustine Independent School District 

San Diego Independent School District 

Sands Independent School District 

Sanger Independent School District 

San Isidro Independent School District 

Santa Anna Independent School District 

Sciiulenburg Independent School District 

Shady Grove Independent School District 

Shamrock Independent School Distri ct 

Sheldon Independent School District 

Sierra Blanca Independent School District 

Slidell Independent School District 

Smithville Independent School District 

S & S Common School District 

Stockdale Independent School District 

Sudan Independent School District 

Sunray Independent School District 

Tahoka Independent School District 

Tatum Independent School District 

Terrell Independent School District 

Starr 

McLennan 

Milam 

Gillespie 

McLennan 

Williamson 

Rockwall, 

San Augustine 

Duval 

Dawson 

Denton 

Starr 

Coleman 

Fayette 

Dallas 

Wheeler 

Harris 

Hudspeth 

Wise 

Bastrop 

Grayson 

Wilson 

Lamb 

Moore 

Lynn 

Rusk 

Kaufman 
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Thorndale Independent School District 

Three Way Independent School District 

Torn Bean Rural High School District 

Trahin Common School District 

Trinity Independent School District 

Troy Independent School District 

Union Grove Independent School District 

Valley Kills Independent School District 

Vernon Common School District 

Vidor Independent School District 

Vysehrad Common School District 

'Westphalia Common School District 

West Sabine Independent School District 

Whitev/right Independent School District 

Y.'hitt Common School District 

Wingate Independent School District 

Winona Independent School District 

Woden Independent School District 

Woodville Independent School District 

Wortham Independent School District 

•Milam 

Bailey 

Grayson 

Freestone 

Trinity 

Bell 

Upshur -

Bosque 

J asper 

Orange 

Lavaca 

Falls 

Sabine 

Grayson 

Parker 

Runnels 

Smith 

Nacogdoches 

Tyler 

Freestone 



A P P E N D I X H 

NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

DENTON, T E X A S 

76203 

D E P A R T M E N T O F E D U C A T I O N 

November 5, 1970 

Dear Fellow Administrators: 

Your help is requested in a study of factors influencing 
public school operations under Title II, ESEA. The 
study is being done as a part of a doctoral dissertation 
under the direction of Dr. E. Vaughn Huffstutler, Division 
of Educational Leadership, North Texas State University. 
The questionnaire is being sent to a randomly selected 
sample of public school superintendents. 

The identification requested on the questionnaire will 
enable me to maintain balance of the sample if alternate 
schools must be selected. No school identification will 
be revealed by fact or implication. 

A response from each superintendent or his designated 
representative will be an important contribution to the 
study. The completion of the questionnaire should require 
no more than thirty minutes without reference to records. 
Your consideration in returning the questionnaire to 
enable me to meet a November 21st schedule will be most 
highly appreciated. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Frank G. Buell, Director 
Research anc' Experimentation Project 
North Texas State University 
Denton, Texas 76203 

FGB/bh 
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APPENDIX I 

A S u r v e y of t h e I m p a c t of T i t l e II, E S E A 
on S e l e c t e d T e x a s S c h o o l s 

I d e n t i f y i n g D a t a 

ADA 
D i s t r i c t N a m e C o u n t y 

I n s t r u c t i o n s 

P l e a s e c h e c k o n e o r m o r e of the c h o i c e s to t h e s u r v e y q u e s t i o n s w i t h t h e 
e x c e p t i o n of q u e s t i o n s 7 , 15, a n d 21. Q u e s t i o n 7 r e q u i r e s n u m e r i c a l r a n k -
ing . Q u e s t i o n s 15 a n d 21 r e q u i r e n u m e r i c a l q u a n t i t i e s in a p p r o p r i a t e 
b l a n k s . 

A b s o l u t e a n o n y m i t y i s a s s u r e d . No s c h o o l o r p e r s o n w i l l b e i d e n t i f i e d by 
n a m e , n u m b e r , o r i m p l i c a t i o n . 

A r e p o r t of the r e s u l t s of t h i s s t u d y w i l l b e p r o v i d e d if d e s i r e d . 

1. Y o u r d i s t r i c t p a r t i c i p a t e d in the T i t l e II p r o g r a m in 
_ a) 1965-66 

b) 1966-67 
c) 1967-68 
d) 1968-69 
e) 1969-70 

R e a s o n s f o r n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n , if a p p l i c a b l e , w e r e 
a) c o n t r a r y to d i s t r i c t p o l i c y . 
b) l a t e f u n d i n g . 

_ _ _ i n s u f f i c i e n t s t a f f . 
^ d) l a c k of f u n d s f o r l o c a l e f f o r t . 

e) o t h e r . ( l i s t ) 

In y o u r d i s t r i c t i n 1965 l i b r a r y r e s o u r c e s w e r e by A L A s t a n d a r d s 
a) an e x c e l l e n t m u l t i m e d i a c o l l e c t i o n to m e e t m o s t n e e d s . 
b) an a d e q u a t e c o l l e c t i o n of b o o k s a n d s e l e c t e d m e d i a . 
c) d e f i c i e n t in m o s t a r e a s . 
d) a m a j o r p r i o r i t y n e e d . 

In y o u r d i s t r i c t in 1970 lib r a r y r e s o u r c e s w e r e by A LA s t a n d a r d s 
a) an e x c e l l e n t m u l t i m e d i a c o l l e c t i o n to m e e t m o s t n e e d s . 
b) an a d e q u a t e c o l l e c t i o n of b o o k s a n d s e l e c ted m e d i a . 
c) d e f i c i e n t )n m o s t a r e a s . 
d) a m a j o r p r i o r i t y n e e d . 
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5. In y o u r o p i n i o n , to w h a t d e g r e e tra s t h e l a w o r ESEA g u i d e l i n e s 
i n f l u e n c e d l o c a l c o n t r o l of c u r r i c u l u m o r i n s t r u c t i o n a l p o l i c y ? 

a) E x t e n s i v e to t h e e x t e n t of i n f l u e n c i n g b o a r d p o l i c y 
b) M o d e r a t e to t h e e x t e n t of i n f l u e n c i n g s o m e p r o g r a m s 
c) L i t t l e to the e x t e n t of in f luenc ing s e l e c t i o n of m a t e r i a l s 
d) N o n e 

6. In y o u r o p i n i o n , to w h a t d e g r e e h a s f e d e r a l c o n t r o l of l o c a l o p e r a t i o n 
of T i t l e II b e e n e v i d e n t ? 

a) E x t e n s i v e t o the e x t e n t of l i m i t i n g b u d g e t i n g a n d p u r c h a s i n g 
b) M o d e r a t e to t h e e x t e n t of i n f l u e n c i n g l i b r a r y p r o c e d u r e s 
c) L i t t l e to the e x t e n t of r e a s o n a b l e r e c o r d s a n d i n v e n t o r y 
d) N o n e 

7. R a n k the f o l l o w i n g p r o v i s i o n s (1, 2, 3, e t c . ) in o r d e r of t h e i r i n f l u e n c e 
in f e d e r a l c o n t r o l of l o c a l o p e r a t i o n s . 

a) C o m p l i a n c e w i t h C i v i l R i g h t s 
b) M a i n t e n a n c e of l o c a l e f f o r t 
c) P l a n n i n g a n d a d m i n i s t e r i n g p r o j e c t w i t h n o n - p u b l i c s c h o o l s 
d) P^ecord k e e p i n g a n d e v a l u a t i o n 
e) o t h e r s ( l i s t ) 

A c t i o n s t a k e n by y o u r d i s t r i c t to a p p l y f o r , s e c u r e , a n d a d m i n i s t e r T i t l e II 
f u n d s r e q u i r e d 

_ a) a d d i t i o n a l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t a f f . 
b) a d d i t i o n a l c l e r i c a l s t a f f , 
c) a d d i t i o n a l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e e x p e n s e s on ly . 
d) m a n a g i n g w i t h r e g u l a r s t a f f a n d f a c i l i t i e s , j u d g m e n t (1) 

In y o u r j u d g m e n t the f o r m s a n d p r o c e d u r e s f o r m a k i n g a p p l i c a t i o n f o r T i t l e II 
f u n d s w e r e 

a) too c o m p l e x a n d c o m p l i c a t e d . 
b) c o m p l e x b u t no t d i f f i c u l t . 
c) r e a s o n a b l e t a s k f o r s e c r e t a r y o r c l e r k . 
d) o t h e r . 

10. T h e i n f l u e n c e of T i t l e II m a t e r i a l s h a s r e s u l t e d in 
a) i m p r o v e d p r o g r a m s in m o s t c u r r i c u l a r a r e a s . 
b) i m p r o v e m e n t of s e l e c t e d p r o g r a m s . L i s t 

c) the d e v e l o p m e n t of n e w p r o g r a m s . 
d) l i t t l e e f f e c t on i n s t r u c t i o n a l p r o g r a m s . 

11. T i t l e II h a s r e s u i t e d in s t r e n g t h e n i n g ins t r u c t i o n a l p r o g r a m s a s e v i d e n c e d b y 
a) new c u r r i c u l u m g u i d e s b a s e d on new c o n t e n t . 

s . _b) c u r r i c u l u m g u i d e s l i s t i n g new l i b r a r y m a t e r i a l 
c) n ew s t u d y u n i t s b a s e d on new l i b r a r y m a t e r i a l s . 

_d) s u p p l e m e n t a r y l i s t i n g s of new l i b r a r y m a t e r i a l s , 
e) o t h e r , ( l i s t ) 
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12. T i t l e II e n c o u r a g e d I n n o v a t i o n in i n s t r u c t i o n o r o r g a n i z a t i o n a s e v i d e n c e d b y 
a) t e a m p l a n n i n g and t e a c h i n g . 
b) c o n t i n u o u s p r o g r e s s o r n o n - g r a d e d plan.. 
c) i n d i v i d u a l i z e d i n s t r u c t i o n . 
d) l e a c h i n g k i t s . 
e} o t h e r . ( l i s t ) _ _ _ _ 

13. T i t l e II h a s i n f l u e n c e d the d e v e l o p m e n t of n e w a p p r o a c h e s i n u t i l i z i n g l i b r a r y -
r e s o u r c e s a s e v i d e n c e d b y 

a) d i s t r i c t w i d e m u l t i m e d i a r e s o u r c e c e n t e r s . 
b) i n d i v i d u a l b u i l d i n g m u l t i m e d i a r e s o u r c e c e n t e r s . 
c) c e n t r a l p r o c e s s i n g . 
d) d i s t r i c t w i d e c e n t r a l l i b r a r i e s . 
e) o t h e r . 

14. T i t l e II h a s e n c o u r a g e d e x t e n d e d u t i l i z a t i o n of l i b r a r i e s a s e v i d e n c e d b y 
a) e v e r y pup i l h a v i n g w e e k l y a c c e s s to l i b r a r y d u r i n g s c h o o l h o u r s . 
b) l i b r a r y h o u r s e x t e n d e d b e f o r e o r a f t e r s c h o o l h o u r s . 
c) l i b r a r y o p e n to t h e c o m m u n i t y in e v e n i n g , 
d) l i b r a r y o p e n S a t u r d a y a n d / o r S u n d a y . 
e) o t h e r . _ _ 

15. N e w l i b r a r i e s to s e r v e t e a c h e r s a n d c h i l d r e n h a v e b e e n o p e n e d a s i n d i c a t e d b y 
the n u m b e r s in t h e a p p r o p r i a t e b l a n k s . 

a) E l e m e n t a r y l i b r a r i e s 
b) S e c o n d a r y l i b r a r i e s 
c) A l l l e v e l l i b r a r i e s ; 
d) P r o f e s s i o n a l s t a f f l i b r a r i e s 

16. T h e m a j o r e m p h a s i s in r e s o u r c e s o t h e r t h a n l i b r a r y b o o k s h a s b e e n o n 
a) t e x t b o o k s . 
b) p e r i o d i c a l s a n d p a p e r b a c k s . 
c) f i l m s a n d f i l m s t r i p s . 
d) s l i d e s a n d t r a n s p a r e n c i e s . 
e) t a p e s a n d r e c o r d i n g s . 
f) o t h e r , ( l i s t ) 

17. T h e m a t e r i a l s u n d e r T i t l e II h a v e b e e n s e l e c t e d b y 
a) b u i l d i n g p r i n c i p a l s . 
b) p r o f e s s i o n a l l i b r a r i a n s . 
c) t e a c h e r s . 
d) a l l of the a b o v e p a r t i c i p a t i n g . 
e) o t h e r s , ( l i s t ) 

18. P o s i t i v e r e p o r t s of p u b l i c a p p r o v a l of T i t l e II m a t e r i a l s h a v e b e e n r e c e i v e d f r o m 
__a) p u p i l s . 

b) p a r e n t s . 
c) t e a c h e r s . 

j 3 ) s c h o o l b o a r d m e m b e r s , 
e) o t h e r s . ( l i s t . ) 

19. T i t l e II h a s i n f l u e n c e d the s p e n d i n g of l o c a l f u n d s to s t r e n g t h e n f a c i l i t i e s b y 
a) b o n d s v o t e d f o r a d d i t i o n a l l i b r a r y s p a c e . 
b) r e m o d e l i n g e x i s t i n g b u i l d i n g s f o r l i b r a r y s p a c e . 
c) p r o v i d i n g a d d i t i o n a l f u r n i t u r e a n d f i x t u r e s f o r e x i s t i n g l i b r a r y s p a c e . 
d) p u r c h a s e of a d d i t i o n a l a u d i o - v i s u a l e q u i p m e n t to f a c i l i t a t e u s e of 

T i t l e II m a t e r i a l s . 
e) o t h e r . ( l i s t ) 
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20, In y o u r j u d g m e n t the r e q u i r e m e n t f o r m a i n t e n a n c e of l o c a l e f f o r t r e s u l t e d in 
a) e x c e s s i v e f i n a n c i a l e x p e n d i t u r e s . 
b) a n i n c r e a s e in l o c a l e f f o r t . 
c) c a r e f u l m a n a g e m e n t to r e m a i n w i t h i n b u d g e t . 
d) o t h e r . _ 

21. If T i t l e II r e s u l t e d in t h e a d d i t i o n ot s t a f f m e m b e r s t o f a c i l i t a t e u s e of the m a t e r i a l s , 
p l e a s e d e s i g n a t e the n u m b e r of e ach , 

a) F u l l t i m e q u a l i f i e d l i b r a r i a n s 
b) L i b r a r i a n - t e a c h e r c o m b i n a t i o n s 
c) M e d i a s p e c i a l i s t s 
d) C l e r i c a l o r l i b r a r y a i d e s . 
e) O t h e r s 

22. If you h a v e a w o r k i n g a r r a n g e n e n t with* a n o n - p u b l i c s c h o o l w i t h i n y o u r d i s t r i c t , 
p l e a s e c h e c k the t y p e . 

a) A p a r o c h i a l s c h o o l 
b) A p r i v a t e n o n - p r o f i t s c h o o l 
c) A p r i v a t e f o r p r o f i t s c h o o l 
d ) O t h e r 

23, If a p p l i c a b l e , how a r e T i t l e JI f u n d s m a n a g e d w h e n w o r k i n g a g r e e m e n t s e x i s t w i t h 
n o n - p u b l i e s c h o o l s ? 

a) f u n d s a l l o c a t e d to be s p e n t by n o n - p u b l i c s c h o o l s s t a f f 
b) m a t e r i a l s p u r e ha s ed by p u b l i c s choo l and p l a c e d on long t e r m l o a n 
c) n o n - p u b l i c s c h o o l s p a r t i c i p a t e in s e l e c t i o n of m a t e r i a l s a v a i l a b l e f o r 

r o u t i n e c h e c k out b y t h e i r t e a c h e r s a n d s t u d e n t s f r o m a p u b l i c f a c i l i t y 
d) o t h e r 

24. H a s the o p e r a t i o n of T i t l e II r a i s e J q u e s t i o n s in y o u r d i s t r i c t r e g a r d i n g s e p a r a t i o n 
of c h u r c h and s t a t e ? 

a) Q u e s t i o n s a s t o l e g a l i t y of l aw 
b) Q u e s t i o n s of t e c h n i c a l i t i e s in o p e r a t i o n 
c) No q u e s t i o n s r a i s e d 
d) O t h e r 

25. If y o u r d i s t r i c t h a s d e v e l o p e d r e a s e a r c h o r e v a l u a t i o n p r o j e c t s r e l a t i n g to 
T i t l e II, p l e a s e c h e c k the t y p e s . 

a) T e s t i n g pup i l g a i n 
b) E v a l u a t i n g i n s t r u c t i o n a l i m p r o v e m e n t 
c) E v a l u a t i n g a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p r o c e d u r e s 
d) E v a l u a t i n g s t a f f u t i l i z a t i o n 
e) O t h e r 

W o u l d a r e p o r t of t h e r e s u l t s of y o u r d i s t r i c t e v a l u a t i o n p r o j e c t b e a v a i l a b l e 
to t h i s r e a s e a r c h e r ? Y e s N o 



A P P E N D I X J 

N O R T H T E X A S ST A T E U N I V E R S I T Y 

DENTON, T E X A S 

76203 

D E P A R T M E N T O F E D U C A T I O N 

November Ik, 1970 

Pear Fellow Administrators! 

Several days ago you were mailed a questionnaire 
concerning the impact of Title II, ESEA on Texas 
schools. As of this date I have not received the 
completed questionnaire. 

As a part of a random sample your response is 
very important to the study. Will you respond 
and return the questionnaire? For your conven-
ience I am enclosing another copy. If for some 
reason you are unable to participate, would you 
return the blank questionnaire in the enclosed 
envelope? Thank you for your time and coopera-
tion, I appreciate your help. 

Sincerely, 

Frank G. Buell, Director 
Research and Experimentation Project 
North Texas Stat® University 
Box 13823 

Dentcn, Texas 76203 

FGB/sg ENC. 
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