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Abstract

The emergency conditions created by the Depression of the 1930s

provided the context for unprecedented experimentation by the federal
government in the development of direct educational programs and the
evolution of new ideas of federal responsibility for education. Theie-

programs, part of the New-Deal'S relief endeavor, were at once a radical

departure from previous views about the legitimate role of the federal
government in education and ultimately-circumscribed by the -manner in
which they were conceived and administered. Although the specific educe-

tional,Programs of -the New Deal-ended when-the relief agencies -were
disbanded, the Roosevelteducational experiments had important consequences
in tatablishing new goals for an-effective democratic education, equal
opportunity for blacks ,and-other -disadvantaged groups, add, federal res-
-pOnSibility -for-educatiOn-which-antiCipated more recent, policies and

perspectives.

5



Since the 1954 Supreme Court decision in Brown v Board of

Education, and especially since the 1960s ,Americans have become accustom

ed to active federal participationlin education. We often assume that the

recent past emergedfibm a kind of tabula rasa, a long prehistory of

federal quiescence in which educational matters rested exclusively and

naturally in the domain of the states and local school districts where the

silence of the ConstitutiOn seemed to leave-the matter. In fact, American

history is dotted with instances of federal activity affecting educationll

USuallhowever, these were simple legislative acts which, as in the case

of the MOrrill Act (1862) and SmithHughes. Act (1917),6rovided federal

assittance for special educational projects like the land grant universities

or subsidies to encourage vocational education. Rarely did the federal

gomernment actively design a sot of prograMs or policies which reached

broadly and deeply into the rePL:a of education.

The one important exception was the New Deal. The reform activities=

initiated by Franklin Roosevelt in the 193os to cope with the devastations

of the depression were unprecedented in many ways. Not the least of these

was the significant educational dimension of federal intervention which was

carved out of the jigsaw pattern of economic relief. This federal activity

was not only fundamentally new but had significant implications for defining

A-newtederal--responsibility4n-educational matters which anticipated.our

more recent experiences. In- telling the story of the New Deal's educational

activities, I will concentrate on three areas which I believe are most

Instructive in providing historical antecedents and contrasts to the concerns
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which have, dominated our seminar discussions: how the New Deal helped to
ti

redefine the legitimate and necessary responsibility of the federal govern-

nent for education; the effect of federal intervention for the education of

blacks and other educationally .deprived groups; the nature _of federal

administration and its consequences.. The New Deal provided important

precedents which fundamentally altered beliefs about the role of the

federal government in the area of education and) as significantly, made

it clear that the'education of blacks was integral to any new responSibility

-theTtederal government might a4iiine. At the same time, the Roosevelt
\

Administration failed to anchor these changes in,a Ittatihg-Wiy-15'ecause of

the manner in which its educational programs were administered and because

its educational innovations were not the result of a defined :Jet of policies

and goals concerning education, but were practical and temporary expedients.

In this sense, the New Deal both anticipated the educational developments of

the post-1960s period but had no direct lincs with it either in institutions

or programs.

The connections between the New Deal and the present are both real

and indirect. The Roosevelt Administration broke decisively with former

assumptions about the limited role of the federal government in education,

but did so in the context of emergency conditions, without a specific policy

or objective concerning education, and hoped tc limit its innovations to the

short term. In failing to institutionalize the changes'it inaugurated, the

New Deal fulfilled its own goals but never provided a lasting educaoional

--structure-nor-a-continuous bureaucracy t6-idminister the new vision it

helped to inaugurate.

7
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0In responsivenessto popular sovereignty, in adaptability to
varying need andaspiration, and in richness of experimentation-
conducive-to-flexibil#vand-to-progreig, our thanageiient of public .

schools is'without i-peer.,-Cirtainly no national system of public
schodls-maheged in a highly centralized spirit shows such substantial
democratic qualities.... ",

"The American people are justified in using their federal tax system,
to give financial aid to education in the States, provided they do.
this in a manner that does not delegate to the Federal Government
armor control of the social purpose and specific processes of education.!' 2

To understand the nature and scope of New Deal innovationst'it would

be useful, to begin with a brief examination of a classic document in

Ameridan educational history, the 1931 Report of the National Advisory

Committee on Education. Appearing before Roosevelt took office, the report

serves as a convenient frame against which to define-the changes introduced

by the New Deal. °The report is often remembered for its innovative recommenda-

tion calling for federal financial assistance for education, but this is

deceptive. In fact, the -port highlights and donfirms_traditionalrestric=r-

tions on the role of the federal government and the tensions in the report,'

.illustrated by the paired statements above, summed up the dilemma of the

Committee which at once urged financial assistance and denied the federal

government any active supervisory role. Although the- Committee appointed

by President Hoover in-1929, was composed of a varied group of educators,

public officialsi leaders of citizens organizations and private industry,

it was overwhelmingly dominated by professional educators. The makeup of

the.,:iroup-represented-,-11-not- a- drceig public thought on education

certainly a good sample of those who were thinking most seriously about

American education at the time. And the Committee as well as its report

most nearly approximated the dominant views of the eduCdtional community,.



The Committee took pains to discuss at length, and often with

sentimental flourishes, the traditional roots of American localism in
).

.

dation and its fundamental contribution to democracy and citizenship.

And even as it pointed to the precedents ior federal aid to education,

it carefully'differentiated the earlier forms Of federal aid, like land

. grantsewhich supported.local autonomy, from the later more intrusive

forms like the Morrill and Smith-Hughes Acts, which the Committee rejected
,

as unwarranted attempts by_ the federal government_to make policy. Noting

-the "conflict between our traditional policy of State awl local autonomy

and ibis growing trend toward federal centralization,"3 the 1931 Report

repeatedly reasserted the primacy of local control and left no doubt about

the dangers implicit in innovation.

The Report was not trying to build up an historical notebook of

cases to support increased federal participation. Rather _it hoped

delimit the proper rearm of what it called federal

"cooperation." This seemed especially necessaFyin the_light of the

Committee's recommendations for direct federal financial aid. The Committee

reluctantly supported federal aid because of its recognition of the indis-

putable economic and social changes which had taken place. as rapid

industrialization transformed a formerly rural society, and a newly national-

ized economy exposed-and aggravated the glaring inequities in provisions for

education by local communities. At,a time when industrial opportunities

were draining population into-a nationwide labor pool, the local school

district continued to serve as the exclusive basis for educational funding.,

:Ally of the local (especially rural) districts,hadbecome unable adequately

provide for the basic education necessary for a newly nationalized -

citizenry just when that education was becomlng a necessity for the national

state and the national economy.
O
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Accordingly, the Committee's recommendations can be summarized-es

follows: 1) Control of education must remain exclusively:With the states.'

2) The Federal government should assist the "states through asenerel

education fund, to-be-provided to the states with no strings attached, and

. ,

tolbe dietributed according to need. 3) There should be no federal aid

for special education projects which by their nature result in federal

direCtion and an exercise of ,controls. Along with this, the Committee

the elirhination of all federal matching fund requirements in.

existing legislation (for example, vocational education). 4) A maj8r

purpose of federal cooperation in education was thecollection and dissemina-

tion of- information. Therefore the federal government should actively

pursue, encourage and sponsor research activities: The,onifiii5timate

:__federal-,-require fOradministered aid is audits to ensure the proper

expenditure of funds. 6) The Federal government should establish a

Department of Education with a Cabinet level Secretary.

__The_first,five points represint a fair summary of traditional values

modifies by the Committee's reluctant acceptance of the need for federal aid.

The last recommendation seems incongruous with the others. If, one may

properly ask, the federal government was to dispense funds'with no controls

and to restrict itself to simple audits and the encouragement of research,

why introduce a demand for a bureaucratic structure?, Or as a mincrity report,

written by two Catholic clergymen, aptly put it: "A Federal Department of

Education will inevitably bring about centralizatfia-ndor-federal control. . .

of education. . . . A Federal Department, headed by a Secretary in the

President's Cabinet, is of its nature an administrative institution and

nothing that ,could be written into any act setting up such a Department 4\

'`
could prevent it-from taking on administrative and directional functions in

the course of time. . . ."4 Why then, in the light of the rest of the report,

10
_
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this recommendation? In some ways, the recommendation is only comprehensible

in the context ofthe rest of the report, for only the last provision could '

ensure the delicate balance required by the others. Such a national center

could provide the legitimacy and stature which an increasingly self-cionsciOus

profession demanded while assuring it the,leverage, through access to the

President and Congress, for tie continuous floW*Of unrestricted funds. The

report wanted it both ways money and the recognition of-education 4...-

as a national concern, and no federal controls over education which technically

rested with the states and localities, but was in fact Increasi*ti, if leis

explicity, lodged in a self-confident profession. Only a department which

educators could' confidently hope to control would protect the schools from

independent federal action.

The only other minority report reminds us of issues the majority simply

ignored as beyond the scope of federal concern. This report, issued by three

Presidents of Negro institutions of higher education, presented the most
0

fundamental challenge to the report as a whole. While they proclaimed their

general agreement with the report, they asked the federal government to

assume the "moral obligation which binds a central governTentto exercise.

special solicitude for disadvantaged minorities." Presidents Davis, Johnson,

and :4oton declared that historical experience of the limitations of state

cction and the deplorable state of education for blacks made intervention

on their behalf through supplemental grants for black eddEation a necessity

and an obligation: These grants, they added, should be'administered just as

the general fund was administered, "its full accord with the principles of

state autonomy," demanding only "some definite increase in the per capita

amounts and in the perceritages of State support made available for Negro

education." They based their demands on the requirements of'fairness and

equity alone, and did not propose any restructuring of traditional federal-

11
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state relitiohships in education. .

... .

.,
I

This plea, carefully worded to uphold andrespect local autonomy and_

not to insult the Soukhern states, Wad no resonance whatever in the majority

report. The majority raised the issue.of.black education only to dismiss it

as one of the "perplexing problems" the solution to which "might appear

to be hastened brt4eTederal-Governmente" --Instead.the MajorXty noted
tf

steady improvement in Negro education and the "impressive advance made by

colored people," which the Committee beLiev would continue_to result from
1 \

Private charity. It seems clear that the actual limitations which still

operate to handicap Negroes are primarily due to `t in the
Si

i'31itical,/conomic, physical and social conditions often surrounding them.
0

In many ways, the CoMmittee's statement was worse than silence since it

_ap_plauded a progress which was a slap-in-the-face to black Americans..
.

But as significantly, the statement also suggested that the role of

education was limited, that education was qnly one of many-social forces.

and that equal opportunity in edudaiion could not.sOstitute for or

produce social equality. By 1938,.a new Advisory Committee, appointed by

Roosevelt and deeply affected by New Deal experience, would adopt a more,

imperial view of education and with it a different perspective on themie

of education in society and of the govc,ment's obligations toward all the

nation's cialdren.

P

I

?k-
P) 1

As the National Advisory Committee was deliberating and preparing to

issue its findings, /the American economy had colIpsed. The DepresslOnAthe
-

coming of Roosevelt, and the incipient destruction Of.the financial founda-

"tion ofthousands.of school systems across the naatpn would profoundly affect

I2
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educational experience in the decade of the thirties. But these changes

, ': did not immediately revise traditional beliefs about the role and responsibility
...--;-.,

.

of-the federal government in educational matters. Nor were the implicatlions

of the innovations introduced by the New Deal immediately apparent. Indeed

what is striking about the initial development of federal educational

kactivities in the thirties is how the federal government managed o assume

a good part of\the burden and responsibility for education without eeming

to alter traditional relationships between the federal government and the

schoals. In this, the New Deal's actions concerning education were like its

effects on. other segments of the economy and society neither Roosevelt

---41arinis Administration questioned the legitimacy or normal functioning of

bask erican .institutions.

The New Deal accomplished this, legerdemain by erecting parallel

structures to traditional educational institutions which were federally

stered and highly centralized, but whiCh did not technically interfere

with or Challenge traditional local and state control. New Deal structures

yr
,

were often vitallykconcerned with education, had an implicit educational

philosophy and purpose and were critical to the maintanence of educational

stability, ,but were organized and legitimated under the rubric of relief.

_That they could.do this effectively Suggests how. important. education had

become as a unit of the economy. It also suggests how-crucially Committed

the Mel! Deal_was-to-fediral intervention as a temprary expedient, not to be

confused with basic revision of traditional institutions. The New Deal

never overtly questioned the local basis of educational policy or the autonomy

of the states in decisions about schooling. Roosevelt never-even suggested

.
or offered federal assistance to the schools on a regular and contin baiis.

13
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Nevertheless, the actions of the New Deal focussed attention as never before

on the federal government as an active participant in all phases of social

life, accustomed American educators to federal action without necessarily

all at their fears, and directed attention to basic inequities,

ineff ci n *es and "paradoXes" that had been dormant-or-taboo-subjects:

In the end, the Roose4elt Administration injected the federal goverriment

into the educational arena in such a way that it not only exposed educational

failures but defined their redress as.a federal responsibility.

Eythe time Franklin Roosevelt took office, the schools like other

segments of the economy had taken a severe beating. After expanding

enormously in the twenties in capital_plantl_services_and_program offerings,

and population (especially in secondary schools),American schools

were financially wounded, and also under Beige from those t'ho

sought to impose economies in this so-called social luxury.
6

Some'

mostly in rural areas, were forced to close entirely and almost all school

districts reduCed their budgets, often by as much as one-third, cuttingrdd,

teacher staffing an salaries.? The National Educational Associa-

tion, as we shall see, responded with an urgent plea for immediate

federal aid as well as with a long term program of federal supports for

education. Roosevelt and the relief administrators most immediately involved,

°Harry Hopkins and-Harold-Ickes, also responded. But, aside-from a one-time

money grant amounting to something under.$201000,000 in 1934:-35 to keep

some schools from imminent collapse,
8 they responded in typical New Deal

fashion by assisting not the schools as organizations but school people

and plants. They did so through a mixed bag of work relief programs,

bl-i 'I Id - - __projects, work-study schemes, and

supplementary ocial work enterprises. The educational import of these

14
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relief activities would subsequently become clear and was described and

evaluated by Roosevelt!own Advisory Committee Reports issued at the and

i4

of the decade. But their immediate orientation and administration fell

within the much broader scope of general federal relief activities, organiz-

ed-by and subordinated to FDR's alphabet-soup agencies, the Public Works

Administration (FWA), Wort"TI-Progress-Atimiti-stratioh-(WPA-)T-the-C-ivilian

Conservation Corps (CCC), the deral Emergency Relief Administration

(FERA), and the National Youth Administration (NYA). These separately run

agenies, relying. heavily on discretionary administrative policies-whose

purpose was to provide maximum individual relief, were coordinated with 'a

--_variety-of7federal department-sT-but-alynost never-responsible-to the Office

of Education.

Thus, to speak of the New Deal's educational activities is bothtlto

describe a massive program of school construction and repair, teacher

'employment, courses in literacy and naturalization, vocational rehabilitation .

% nursery schools, correspondence courses, educational radio programs,

46
subvenkions tc high school and college students, and to describe no educational

policy at all. Inmost cases (the NYA was in part an exception to this)

education was a byproduct of work relief and the educational content and

purpose was defined in the course of the agencies' activities by the need

____to_find appropriate employment-for teachers, carpenters, masons, students,

nurses, and unskilled laborers. Because of the way in which they were

administered, it is difficult, probably impossibleuto estimate even how
.

:.. .

el-

much money was expended by the Ne, w Deal on educationally relevant programs.

The WPA spent over $213,000,000 on school construction and repay/and loaned

an additional $85,000,000 for this purpose. The most clearly school -based

program, NYA,spent $53,000,000 on scholarship-like student work programs in

the two year's between01935-37 and lesser amounts in subsequent periods.
9

15
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But how is it possible to determine what portion of the CCC budget was

directed to education, or which of the many WPA programs were educational?

Since many Of'its educational endeavor were unfocused,

the New Deal often discovered.its educational commitments.in the process

of program administration. When the CCC, the most popular of the New Deal-

work projects, got under 1.44, its aim was to provide out -of -work youth from

relief families with immediate employment in conservation work, expecting

that they would pick UP what they needed to learn in the process. This

would give them something useful to do while a portion of their salaries

was sent home to aid their needy families. It soon became clear that

explicit instruction, not only in the technical aspect_s4Econservation,

but often in basic literacy was urgently needed. Additionally, as the CCC

sought ways in which to occupy and stimulate camp enrollees in their non-
-

wolking hours, they turned to education. in subjects like Latin, mathematics

and history, as well as in vocational skills and literacy.
10

At first, these

activities were entirely voluntary, but the moral pressure on enrollees to

occupy their time usefully made the educational supplements almost: as basiQ

to CCC activities as the work regime. By 1938 -39, more man 9C per cent of the Corps

wad enrolled in some instruction, averaging four hor.Irs per week. Two-thirds

of these enrollees were in job related, but one -third were in Strictly

academic classes.
11 An educational adviser had early been attached to each

CCC camp and it is clear that the Oampa, by utilizing various local educational

resources, helped to educate thousands of young men, providing many with

basic literacy, remedial_instruction,_ and some with welcome advanced education.

WhenCOOngress extended the life of the CCC in 19371 it formalized its

educational activities by providing each camp with a school building and

J.gcreasing-speelf-ieally-educational_appropriation, credit for

16
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educational work completed in CCC camps was provided by 47 states and the

District of Columbia. The CCC had certainly become the center of a federally

adainistered educational enterprise, but the camps were run by the War

Department, with personnel and responsibilities shared with the Departments

of. Agriculture and Interior, and to only a limited degree, the Office of

- Education. //

The' ambiguities which marked the administration of the CCC and its

policies pervaded New Deal, educational activities. The National Youth

Administration, superficially more focused in its goals, was even more

administrativeiy fragmented. Established in 1935 as an autonomous division

d-the WPA, the áiüt OfthiNYA was clear ta perMit-itiiihnWain secondary

schools and colleges to continue their education by providing them with

part-time, often on-campus, jobs as clerks, janitors, research assistants,

or in construction projects, playgrounds, and nursery schools. The NYA also

provided work-'reliefwith a prevocational goal to unemployed out-of-school

youths of school age. During 1936-37, at the height of itaactivities, the

NYA provided almost/One-half million students with this kind of assistanpe.
14

Some cf this work had already been done under 'the auspices of the FA on an

ad hoc basis.
15 Organizationally autonomous, though nominally under the

WPA, the NYA "has in principle worked in close cooperation with local,

State, and other Federal governmental agencies and numerous nongovernmental

Agencies'," the 1938AdVisory Committee, taff Report-concludedT16 As-we-shall-

t

seep this close cooperation' was strongly disputed by some educators, who

felt that they had, in fact, been- ignored in both the organization and

administration of the NYA. More significantly, the, -Office of Education had

no major role in its organization or Onerationd17

In reality, the coordination of the NYA was often a nightmare chart

17
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sof responsibilities, with cooperation between student aid officers, work

project administrators, State Departments of Education, and school officials
4-

necessary to establish school quotas, to determine who qualified scholastically

and financially, and to define which jobs were necessary or desirable.
18

Students

receiving aid sometimes changed from month to month, depending on any number

of factors -- their continued needl.their academic status, the determination

of most appropriate work, whether quotas had been filled, etc. At each

step, a host of variables (with responsibilities in different federal, state

and School agencies) had to be coordinated. Nevertheless, .

the NYA worked from the perspective of the student who was

able to stay in school; of the public, with whom it:was popular; and in

terms of New Deal policies, whose principal objective was to keep youth off \\

the-labor market. Similarly, despite the resentment of educators, the NYA

in no way affected the content of education which was the main basis of

the stated_fears_ofLthe_educational_establishment. Educators, like Lotus

Coffman, President of the University of Ainnesotai, proposed that innovations.

like this provided but "an easy step, to a situation where the materials

of instruction were suggested and then required from Washington."19 In fact,

educators, as well as the NEA and the Office of Education disliked and were

suspicious of the NYA , . more because they were irked by the fact that

they had been ignored by Roosevelt in instituting and administering the

program and that-it-was-"divorcedfrom-the-existing-educational agencies"

than they were seriously worried about centrally imposed curricula. 20

Ey 1938, the Office of Education was actively seeking to undermine the NYA

and in 1941 the Educational Policies Committee of the NEA called for the

abolition of the NYA and the CCC.21 Thus the 'NYA both Succeeded and failed.

It succeeded in instituting,a truly radical. new program of student assistance

and initiating a wholly new sense of federal responsibility for education.

18
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And it failed, not because-it-was difficult to adminis%er, but:because it

did not muster the support of that educational establishment without whose

support'the NYAIA-ihnovationacould only be shOrtlived and temporary.;44.

. 7- 4te

In addition to the CCC and- NYAcwhich were the only exclutiv4Y -.4yv

.youth- oriented program4 the New Deal also provided_a variety of other

educational programs, many run by the WPA. These included WO14ker_educatIon,

nursery schools, vocational retraining,and parent education. In all

these programs, the federal government saw its role as simply providing

,

funds. It :selected personnel on the basis of relief needs, but left

program content to various. professional groups and state departments of

"Under the Works Pioiiess Administration the.emergency educa-

tion program is conducted. on a,State basis. This practice derives from

the principle of operation 'underlying all Works Progress Administration

policies, which assumes that the determination of the nature and content

of the program ia,gssentially a State and local government responsibility.
,23

In short, according to the Advisory Committee taf study which-issuedithis

statement, the federal government had no intent on of,determining educational

content. Indeed, it had no policy, concerning e ucation.

This was no doubt what Roosevelt wishedpto believe and was, probably,

initially also true because the educationaloprograms were mere spin-offs

.

of relief activities. A glance,at the WPA projects makes clear that the

programs.were careful to provide educational offerings that did not conspicu-

ously compete with traditional school programs, or compensated for cuts

made necessary by the emergency. In fact, however, this was a less than

candid assessment of the impact and donsequgnces, if not the intent, of

New Deal educational endeavors. In the first place, the New Deal programs,

ad hoc and administratively derivative rather thin policy oriented

.r9
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as they often were, were Making statements-about American-education and

direction. The programs were all work-coordinated; that is to say that

-education in the CM-camps, student supports, and various supplemental

programs' sponsored by the WPA were heavily vocational. In the process of .

administering relief, the New Deal discovered not only massive illiteracy,

but' also.a population with outdated and inadequate skills.

The relief propcts became actively involved in underwriting a practical

-vocationalism and helped to-define this as a deeply- educational issue and

a./

responsibility. In so doing, they helped to emphasize the value -df education

iri Sob s and-as-essential to-economic oppoftiiiiitY inlierica. Roosevelt's
S

Advisory Conmdttee-would confirm this relationship between education and

economic.opportunityl.in shaipcontrast to the 1931 report which had

proclaimed the more traditional,association-between education and citizen-

ship. Secondly,,the experience of education as a byproduciOrrelief

helped to legitimate a broader, more welfare oriented view of education

which included a variety of school-centered services like health, vocational

guidance, preschool and adult edttation, and woula:culminate in a policy

which eventually placed education in a broadly defined Department of Health,

Education and Welfare.

, Thirdly, the Roosevelt programs avoidedleven circled around-the Office

of Education. Thus, at a time when Federal involvement in education was

thickening, and might have invested. the Office with vastly more power, a
I

greatly expanded staff and proportionately increased vested interest in

continuing federal action, FM chose not to do so. This negative action

was probably crucial to the subsequent dismemberment of the educational

programs whichremained fragments of a temporary set. of relief expedients

It most likely also prevented the articulation of any real educational policies

which might have resultsd inwastly more federal control over education.

20
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In not wishing to deal with, compromise with, or contend with the educational

establishment, Roosevelt at once made certain that his programs would be

tentative and preordained that educators would evolve their own set of

principles or detands about federal aid. The NEAP as we shall see, did just

that.

Fourth, the educational programs of the New Deal were aimed at.the

poor. As the Advisory Committee Staff Report on the WPA explained: ."Bere,

perhaps-lies-It a-greatettc-earibiltion and its strength. An .educational

--offering ortijer tignificancahas been made available to the poor and the

needi. . That.there-was and isa demand for the aervicet rendered is

manifest in the persistence and growth of enrollments. The people can

learn; the people want to learn; the people intend to learn. What the

regUlar educational agencies have failed to provide the people have found --

in a relief program. "24 The point was clear: Education for all was a

possibility and an imperative. Only the inattention of traditional

educational institutions :had failed to' awaken or 'to feed the legitimate

educational needs of all the: people. The New Deal programs were at once:

:
an implicit criticism of established educational offerings and a demonstra-

tion-of the fact that the federal government could do what established

agencies had failed to do.NN

The criticism implied by an educational agenda for the .)por meant

more than an exte ion of education to those previously ignored. The New

Deal programs sncourag an-awareness of how poverty often undeilay

inequalities in educational ttainment. Before the 1930s, equal educational

opportunity was more often a cat phrase for providing people with only as

much education as they could use than t was a'platform for eliminating

Inequalities in access to'tducation. But NYA subsidies especialiy,

a
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pecwided-a profound-thalleCge to-this perspective. As Harry Hopkins made

clearin-an igormil address to NYA state administrators in 1935:

Val, I think wahavastarted something. It seems to_ me that what
we are starting it,thia: that anyone who has capacities should be
in Collage-and should g4t a higher edimition, and that he is going
to get .it irrespective: ,of -his,ecOnomic status. That is the crux of
tha-thig, to decide once -and tor all that this business of getting
an eduCation,and-going_to law_school and,medical, school and-dental
school and going to college is not to be-confined to the people who
have an economic ititus at hoie-ifiatpermits-themto:do,it.-

_ _

All this-about anYone4beiniLable_to.mto school_who..wants-to-go to-
-schoolls'sheer.-fiOnten*e_and allays has been, in my opinion. ,I_grant
yoU there are a few exceptional:students who.cando it, but-the--
great majority-of peoplecannOti and anyone who-kUowsanything about
thiS.saaie at' all kno*tthat in the.gooiold days of '28 and 129
tens orthoutands of yOungc people -were leaving school to go to
work for-ho-other reason than that they were poor. They were
quite capable_of going to college, fat more so than some of us in
this room. 25,

What Hopkins had done was to change fundamentally the meaning of

equal educational opportunity and to.propose that the federal government

mthoUld meet the problemof-equal educational opportunity head on. . . .

we propose to give anybody in the United States a chance to; o to college
. .

._.'
if he wants to.-

26
Whe

t
her the,source of this radical understanding was the

eye-opening experience of a depression during the long duration of which

from-one-quarter to one third of a normally hard-working population vas

unemployed, or whether the depression and the Roosevelt AdministratiOn prOvid-

ed-a haven. for the expression of radical ideas that could not havebeeh

voiced in such high places before, the New Deal provided a context in which

a new view of the role thetederal government could and should play in

making education available for all -.emerged, The New Deal programs

expoSed not only educational deficiences, but also the social condition which

explained them. In this context, the federal government became responsible

for education as part of its new found obligation to eliminate gross in-

equalities and social deprivations of all kinds. Once again, education became,

22
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Tait of a much larger national pictur,, too large in fact to remain

exclusiVely_the jurisdiction of the states or irithe care of those_

irofessionA1041Weoncernwaelargely_pedegogica4

Finally, the-NewPealis edUcational programs both exposed and were

attentive-td -the educational needs of black Americans in a wholly unprecedent-

ed way. this attention was the resat y/of the discovery of

-black-poverty-;=-- a poverty lenglodrne, but also deeply exacerbated by the

depression.- It is fairly.Clear#Orethe-most recent study of the'New real's

relationship to.biacksthat_gooSevelt initially had.no_plans or policies

to-deal with'the Special needs of black Americans, in education or anything

else Nevertheless, by the mid:thirties, Roosevelt, often through the

intercession oflis wife Eleanor, and in response to aggressive actions

-of :ndividUals like. Mary McLeod Bethune, President of the National

Council.ofNegro.Women, his Secretary of the Interior, Harold Ickes, and

the activist head of the NYA, Aubrey Williams, began to take note of and

make provision forfihe needs of blacks. Where tracks had received far less

than their fair share of relief in the early phases of the New Deal, they,

began to be employed in larger numbers in construction projects and other

"relief programs by mid-decade. More significantly for our purposes, black

schools and colleges received significant federal appropriations, some of

it specifically earmarked for Souther Negro colleges.28 The response of

blacks to New Deal offerings was enthUsiastle,. Turning eagerly to the

many opportunities for instruction offered through the WPA, blacks,benefitied

°eipecially from the skilled manpower programs and literacy classes. ,-Their

response revealed the extent of black educational deprivation and provided

blacks with instruction that had simply not been available to them before.--------

The experience of blacks with NIA and CCC is especially instructive

since it reveals something of the manner in which Nevi Deal programs operated
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and'the possibilities of federally sponOred programs. At NYA, executive

director- Aubrey Williams, attacked as "a bigger-lover," saw "progress in

the-Negro's-educational and economic status as one of his top priorities."29

The NYA regulations-specifically forbade discrimination in student

AelectiOn-and paid black students exactly what was paid to whites for
-,,4

their jobS.: The program included almost all of the one hundred and

twenty. Negro .Colleges in- the student aid program. NYA also had a special

Pand-to aid "Eligible [black] graduate students who-cannot be cared for

within the -quota for graduate.aid of a particular institution, after it

has. made a-just allocation for Negro graduates from its regular quota.

Thit.fund, set aside for use by blacks only, was specifically aimed at

answering -the sad lack of opportunities for professional education for

-7-blacka.31
101

30

At the CCC camps, blacks initially shortchanged in their 10 per cent

quota were by Mid-decade enrolled up to that proportiori.32 At the same

time, the ,CCCprogram, useful as itwas for individuals, had less to

recommend it as an advance for black equality; since blacks were sequester-

ed in segregated camps-where educational aditisors but n4 other supervisory

personnel were black.33 Black GCC units constantly provoked local opposi-

tion and accordii .to,one student of the camps, "in response to any slight

.

---pressure-CCC-camps for -Negro enrollees were cancelled or moved." This

paradox, an apparently aggressive program to provide blacks with their

due and a program which continued traditional 'social policies, was

thoroughly in line with the New Deal's record in general. The explanation'

has as=mUch to do with the fragmented way in which the New Deal programs

were organized and run, as with Democratic party po4tics to which it is

usuallrattributed. The agencies provided a-Qide,berth for discretion,

24
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and positive leadership as well as stand pat policies where ,possible. The

CCC, 'run by the War Department which was accustomed to segregated units,

found it difficult to give blacks even their due; the NYA run by Williams

and Ickes sought to do more.

But the paradox is more far-reaching,,for New Deal policies, despite

the benefits rendered. blacks, can be summed up in the term "separate and

equal.* This sound inc to our poSt-1954_ears, but hid meaning

in the context of the manifestly deprived condition in which black schools

were kept in segregated states by state. appropriations - -a condition

Shockingly revealed ty New Deal investigations.35 _The retention of ;egregat

ed schools in the context of a developing ideology of equality meant that

New Deal activities were both ultimately limited and fundamentally

____________distinguisilable-from-the-is:sues-which define equallopportunity today:.

The'New Deal experience, especially at NYA with its special fund ford

additional graducSte instruction and its clear anti-discriminatory policies,

suggests that in the case of the education of blacks, experimentation

the federal government, and indeed administrative discretion, could and

did open.up new possibilities for blacks; providing many with literacy,

others with skills, building classrooms and permitting thousands to

remain at school. As signficantly, the New Deal experience demonstrated

the potential efficacy of federal intervention. As Aubrey illiams noted

° in a statement to the Chicago Urban Leaguein 1936, "It is only. by having

a national administration . . . that it has been possible to break down

and overcome. . . attitudes and provide a program in which all men are

treated as equals. . .'their need and not their birth nor their color

the only criterion for their treatment.
36

The New Deal thus provided a

significant precedent for federal intervention in efforts aimed at.

producing racial equality.
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At theSame-timec the Roosevelt AdministFation had established

0 -

neither a policy of equality or goals,tar black_education which could

institutionalize the advances achieved and insure the continued

sibility Of-the federal government for black. educational advancement.

In this sense, the exprience-of blacks in the New: Deill highlights

the failures as well as the successes-of the-New Deal in the field of

education generally. Clearly the federal government could intercede

effectively and. beneficially do behalf of a "disadvantaged minority."

But it did so in the way charity-Is dispensed through the gooa-

graces and caprice of the benefactor. Like oharity too, thi actions

made-the need for help apparent and theissties to social conscious

rms.I:kr-acting in this wAyuhowevert with no accompanying statement-

of the regal rights of the recipient .or the moral obligation of the

benefaCtor, the Npw Deal failed to establish a new pattern of government

intervention on behalf of ,blacks that,could bind its successor.

The manner in whiCh the New Deal went about, its educational business

through a package of relief expedients, without educationally specific

goali, with each program separately run and all of them largely independent

of the Office of Education-- meant that the New Deal was not burdened by

the views of the traditional educational establishment or confined by a

central administrative agency which defined policies across the board.

But this independence had its costs. Roosevelt was not able to enlist the

assistance of that 'establishment in his efforts, nor develop their stake

t

in the enlarged vision which was gradually emerging from New Deal experiences.
o

Instead of cooperating, the New Deal and the educational estabr.:_lment;

1
,4
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at, least in so far as this was represented by the National EducatiOn

:Association, went their separate ways. Throughout the twenties and thirties,
. .

-1!.--- !

theFNEA had hoped that the federal government would provide the profession

with more authority through.a new Department of Education. At the very

!least, they expected that, educational programs of the New Deal would be

directed brand channeled through the Office of Education, her the

-NEA's views and assistance would be sought. As we have seen, Roosevelt

acted, differently, usuallyignoring and bypassing the'Office in the

administration of his programs. Roosevelt,continuously acted apart from

loth the praession.and its closest- government bureau. As a result,.

professional educators found themselves alighted at just the time when

.education was becoming a federal concern. A took at the attitudes of the

NEA, the most articulate, well-organized and powerful of the professional.

educational organizations, demonstrates the degree to which the Administra-

increasingly diverged from the profession's more traditional views

about the legitimate role of the federal government ineducation. It also

helps to define-the actual limits of New Deal activities, since by failing

to 'develop- professional commitments to its innovations, the Administration

restricted the scope of those innovations and made their coordination with

' traditional views unlikely.
0

teginning.in 1932, the OA began a series of efforts in the form '

special emergency investigatory committees, educational: coalitions,

and legislative lobbying groups to alert teachers, the Congress and the

public to thedangers that threatened American education.37 Initially,

the NEA"hoped that Roosevelt would welcome its participation in efforts

',to meet the emergency situation and sought to find ways to "bring the

nation's schools . ._ within the beneficent sphere of the New Deal."34

Roosevelt, however, ignored the organizatilin. In that context the NEA

27 a-
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deVelopedits own comprehensive program for longterm federal aid to

education as well as demands for immediate relief. The overwhelming

consensusof NEA policies was that the time had arrived for some kind of

federal assistance to education, but that it should be assistance in

-- line-withtraditional federal -state relations. Thus, Willard Given,

Secretary of the Association, introduced the organization's recommenda-

tions bluntly: "Federal participation in the support of education is

inevitable.'. . The Federal Government has an inescapable interest

'in the maintenance of public education, and must bear with the

states the financial burden of supporting school facilities thruout [sick

the-nation."39-The-orkanizationts-actions-were-based-on-two-considera-

tions, onepractical; the other strategic -- the financial distress in

local school distrihts had now become dramatically clear, and the

educatiTal establishment had to act quickly, on its own, before as

many .feared, they were presented with a fait accomplis. This

conclusion' was partly based on exaggerated fears about the increasing

power of the federal government in all spheres; partly a Justifiable

recognition that the Roosevelt Administration was in fact developing

educational programs which increasingly threatened traditional

federal-state relations.

In 1934, the NEA's Educational Policies Commission was organized

in light of "present trends to establish new educational agencies to

serve large'numbers of youth and then to remove them from the custody of

the organized agencies of public education and new practices in such fields

as preschool and adult education, and even deep into secondary and college

levels." ' We should note the word "custody" used here. As the thirties
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progressed, the NEA repeatedly made clear that it, together with the

traditional local and state educational boards, had a proprietary interest

inTthe nation's Chiidremand that the federal govdrnment threatened that,

interest. Thus, Lotus Coffman noted in a statement that undoubtedly touched

many sore wounds, "Every school superintendent knows that during the last

three years there have been at times as many as three, and sometimes more,

federal 'officers seeking jurisdiction over some of the youth of his

community. Each educator knows, too, that there have been established in

each state a federal officer-in charge of adult education and another in

Charge of the education of =employed youth; and that these officers

were appointed4in Miiii-intances without the knowledge or consent of the.

state superintendent8, and that they may operate entirely independently

of them."41 Note how easily Coffman moved from Claiming jurisdiction over

the youth of his community to a claim of jurisdiction by the states over adults

and unemployed persons who were manifestly not within the domain of state

.

superintendents. In the course of countering the perceived threat of

Roosevelt's relief programs to traditional sovereignty, the NEA engaged

in considerable turf protecting.

Indeedl-the NEA Was so eager to' protect its turf that its views

and policies tended to rigidify in response to New Deal activities. Through-"

out the thirties, the NEA sought federal aid and repettedly reaffirmed

traditional educational values. _Thusl-while-he noted that "Much discussion

has.,gone on rsicl America during the period of the emergency as

to whether the federal government has by grants and subsidies sufficiently

stimulated education. . . ." John Sexson, of the Educational Policies

Commission went on to declare, "Public schools should grow up as local

units; they should be administered by local boards, of education, elected

by tArote of the people. 'This however, should not

29
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=--interpreted\to-mean that the Federal Government should not render

finincial ass once to the states in carrying on services or institutions

OP-government which are un er-the control and management_of the states."42

Paul R. 14ort, who spent =oh of his time -duFing the thirties devising

mathematical formulas for federal aid to the states,43-reflected the

NU'S determinedposture most succinctly: "Our social and economic welfare

. demands a more adequate eduCational program than the poor states zan provide...,

There- would seem to be no question but that all people, rich and poor,

are vitally concerned with the establishment of a minimum of educational

opportunity at least \sufficiently high to safeguard ourselves Against.

danger. . This result cannot be attained without

federal aid."44 \..,

,

. ,

In its programsl\\the NEA proposed that bah interim aid 45 and more
-.

longterm comprehensivt federal assistance to education h e distributed to
\

1

the states directly according to a predetermined formula (so as to leave

Itno room for administr ive discretion) and "the manner in which the fUnds

\ \

received shall be used for the maintenance of a program of public education'

is left wholly to the esp7tive itates."46 In the various versions of

their legislative prog ems i)he NEA agreed to a limited set of conditions

upon which federal fun s would be contingent: that each state set a

\

minig6mterm'of 160 day ; that the states spend at least the amount per
------"

\
school age population teat thy had spent at some earliertime (variously

1936 and 1933); and tha the states in distributing aid take "into considera-

tion the total populati n and each population group for which schools are

specifically,maintained "47 Th s last proviso was meant to assure equal

distribution to black sc ools in segregated statea.' In fact, the first

1

contingent would have li tle af ect . on the quality of education received

by deprived groups unles t he sates also raised their minimum dafs require-

^ _ a a
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ments in compulsory school attendance laws; the second was playing with

depression shrUnken budgets; and the third could in no way prevent the

siphoning off of state and local appropriations from black schools which

would be substituted for, not Supplemented by, federal funds. The NEA

permitted the federal government just enough control to save face, but

not enough'to affect education. This version of the NEA legislative program

was the most federally muscular of all the versions prepared by the NEA.

In its programs the NEA consistently upheld local autonomy and

-general schOdl flind'aPpropriations. It opposed special appropriation's

which were viewed'aa a form of -federal control over the content

and direction 'of education. It decried federal interference in all

essential matters. Indeed, NEAls agenda profoundly resembled
a

'me proposals of the1931 Advisory Committee. The NEA stood pat

with its hand out.

The NEA's position em local control was at once traditional and

defensive. For the NEA, the depression and New Deal confirmed the wisdom

of conservative pdlicies. In this sense, Roosevelt was both justified in acting

-apart from the organization, since it seemed wholly unable to support

federal experimentation, and helped to-strengthen the organization's

intransigent posture. In acting separately from the recognized'organs

of the prcession and not including them actively in the formation or

administration of his policies, Rooselielt not only alienated a group which

remained constantly suspicious of federal encroachment on sacred turf, but

one whose active assistance would have been necessary to any continuing.

federal program an4 in the formulation of effective longterm policies.

Roosev4t appears to have been interested in preventing just such a develop

ment. He never proposed that educat,ion become a continuing part of federal

31
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activity nor cu.d he envision.a largeru more aggressive role for the Office

-of'Education, and certainly not ,a place for a Department of Education in

_ -
Washington. Roosevelt repeatedly ignored the NEA not from neglect, but

with Conscious intent. As a'result, the profession had no reason to

see the federal government as -anything- other than an antagonist. The

Administration had simply not used the occasion to educate the organization

to a- more .expansive view of federal- participation. Thus, while the New Deal

had raised federal participation in education to the threshold of social

,
consciousness and while. some individuals like 110.1cins and Williams had

begun.- to 'envision a new federal leadership in education;

the'NeW Deal'programs had not developed an effective cadre of professional

policy makersi'educational bureaucrats, and rank-and-file educatoris with

....a commitment' to and stake in that new federal participation.'

iv

.

The' NEA's experienta,,of the depression and the New Deal's growini

awareness of the requirements of American education as it bumbled along

were radically different. For the educational establishment, the depression

had emphasized the basic need for federal assistance to shore up an antiquat-

ed and inadequate financial. di.ucture Which underlay what they believed to

be a sound locally-rooted educational, enterprise. The Nfw Deal programs

had responded to human needs and miseries, primarily for bread, but eventually

for literacy, skills and other forms of learning. The relief e2forts

uncovered vast inequities not only- in local abilities to fund education,

but in Americans' ability to" afford to be educated and in their access

to the education they needed: This was agonizingly clear in the case of

blackst but also obvious from experience of students aided by the NYA,
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laborers in,WPA_projects, and nursery school children. .

The depression thus.generated.two quite distinct and irreconcilable

sets of perceptions. On the one hand, it sharpened the views already con-:

tamed .in the1931,National'Advisory Committee Report and reaffirmedby.thi,

:NEA which called for federal aid With no active, independent federal partici.:

:pation in education., On the other, it produced an unprecedented degree of

federal involvement in education which_for some New Dealers, like Williams.

and-Hopkins, resulted in a new vision of an aggressive federal leadership

in a new educational democracy.

. Just as'the-1931 National'Advisory Committee Report provides a

convenient statement of,pre4lew Deal views, its successort.published just

seven years laterla.Uows us an unusuni ly effective perspective on the .

possibilities and limits of federal participation opened up by the New Deal.

Although the Committee's report was never -adopted by either Roosevelt or ,

his immediate successors, it is significant to us because it articulated a

new vision of federal responsibility for education and a new ideology of

equal eduCational-opportunity which incorporated the New De4,s ad hoc

experiences. The 1938 Report provides a striking contrant. to that of the

1931 National AdvisorY Committee. The composition of the 1938 Committee was

very different from Hoover's. Significantly, educators were now i9, the

minority, their places takeh by a kind ct Rooseveitian coalition -- labor,

h5
government, agriculture and induitry. This personnel profile anticipated

the new, more comprehensive conception of education as a necessary part of

a functioning society that the Report would adopt. The report of the Commdtt,...i

and its twenty-one Staff Studies were based on an exhaustive set of investi-

gationslof various aspects of "American education,, as well as investigations

Itelred to definipg the legal precedents for federal aid and possible

financial aid formulas. These were conducted by a staff7of ninety-nine

researchers and advisors. A number of the staff reports summarized the
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4 educationa]. results -and implications of several New Deal ielief agencies

thus at once evaluating and legitimating- these new edudationa]. endeavors.

From the outset', the Committee report adopted abroad perspective .on
I

education, noting that the schools 'had become the most important educational.

agency in modern city-centered soä1etiiiiià community, church, and eren

'rañiily. According' to the Repàrt, children needed and the schools must

provide new social and welfãré services which would assume the burden of

-socialization once 'carried 'by a closely integrated network of family and

community agencies. Educators had said this often enough before, but the

report- must be compared. not with the isual rhetoric of educators, but with

&he modesty and local community orientation of the 1931. Report', which

-' described schools as ,part of and not a substitute 'for the richly democratic

life, of small communities. Where the earlier report emphasized how the schOol;'

were an extension and product of that local democracy, the new proposed that

the schools provide a means for bringing it about. The Report noted that

many of these new social services had been provided through rious agencies

of th New Deal and concluded that the time had arrived for a continuing 1

commitment to 'improved educational services for children. The American

peop1e are committed to the principl tht all of the children of this

_-------countryeidlii of economic status, race, or place of residence, are
entitled toan equitable opportinty to obtain a suitable education. . .

'principle has never been fully realized in practice. There' is now no

reason why it cannot be, and it' is time that it should be." The benefits of

-localism as the primary context of democzatic schooling had given way to a new

imperative or rational goals for the education of all of America's children, -4

and ,we can already hear the early strains of "entitlement" arguments with

wl4ch the 1960s and 70s have made us familiar. Finally, 'the Report noted
I '

that "The Coniflittee is, convinced -that the Federal Government must continte

and expand its. efforts, to improve 'and enlarg he social services, includ-

34



ing education, and that it,nnist exercise a large measure of constructive

national leadership, because in no other agency can representative national

teaderdhip.beliestod."49' The federal government thus had the obligation to

proteCt and to provide,for the legitimate rights of itg.citizens,in various.
c_

areas, including educatiori. The:document is in-fact dotted witls forcef

statements of this kindi ."If the educational programs -of local. communities

and states could and-woad accomplish all of the purposes that.are vital to,

the nation as a.i,inoileL the,Federal.government would not need to participite

ineducation. Past Federal participation ineducation has been necessitated

by-the fact that local programs never have been adequate to accomplish all

vital national purposes. . . "Education can be made a force to equalize

the conditions of men. It-is no less true that it may be a force to create

class, race, and sectional distinctions."5°The report thus raises not only

the principle of entitlement, but describes education as a force which can

and should be used as an instrummt to encourage social equality.

And yet, in the context of the trumpet blasting of enlarged principles

and objective, the report shows the strains of the mixed New Deal experience

whose innovations were at once radical and limited. Those limitations were

the result of the Neu Deal's failure to develop.a long termprogram for

federal action, a concrete set of objectives, or to challenge the traditional.

local basis of school control.and administration.

Roosevelt hdped his programs would serve their purpose and evaporate. In

fact, however, they generated new ideals and possibilities. At the same

time, they produced neither effective policies of a strictly educational land, nor,

a new professional educational. leadership,nor machinery for turning the

principles which were implicitly emerging from New Deal experience kto policy.'

This tension is reflected in the report which ineffectively knits togethe;
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new ideals with old procedures -- enlarged federal responsibilities with an

alMost exciuliVedependence on, local school administration and state

distribution.formulas. Those limitaUonslake the report a less than

completely convincingdocUment-of the possibilities of federal leadership

in education. In the end, the report shortdrcuitsits radical new vision

Nbyconcluding, not that the schools had been inadequate, but-that their

\.

financial`structures were inefficient: "The major reason for the great
.

inequalities in educational opportunity is the manner in which financial

support it\provided for the public schools." "If every lscality were

equally provided with taxable resources in education, there would be little_

need for FederaCparticipation in the financial support of education."51

The spirit, they implied, was willing but thpmrse was weak.

In fact,

especially that

conclusion flew in the face of .home of the evidence,

ovided by Doxey Wilkerson in a detailed study of the state

of black education in segregated school systems. The inequalities in
.

facilities, the disparities in funding and teachers'. salaries, the blatant.
_

discrimination againSt blacks and black Schoolsin ,segregateclsttes could
, .

not be defined as good faith inefficiently underwritten. And the:New Deal

programs had, as,we have seen, uncovered the special need of blacks in

-waya that could not be ignored if the federal gove nment was to exercise

real leadership. The response of the Committee, howe er was.not to call

for special aid for black education, or for new federally administered

ding program
.

(,divided by goals like teacher education, adult educationlvocional educa

tion, apprenticeship training, etc.) contingent on "an equitable distribution

programs, but to make each-of the elements of the federal

of the Federal funds between facilities for the two races."
52 This proviso

was repeated throughout the reccamenda/tions made by the Committee which,.\

by-prOhibiting,a reduction in stet end local funding when federal

_funds were received,. further protected Negro schoolS. The recommendations

pr-ammad
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otthe Committee were IMuCh_more,far reaching and much more specific than

those of the 1931 RepOrt, defining aliost of-target areas for appropriations

in addition to :the generalfUn4-and snaking each of these. contingent on equitable

lsllocation,to black.sithools, and-on other provisos, to which.I will

return. And it is it the context, of this Muth expanded view of federal

obligations that theistatemcataaitht equal opportunity for blacks must

be_Placed.Blackavaii 'toast their fair share. of each of the:allocated funds,

but the: report called not for equal. edutatiOn for blacks (obvious in its

acquiescence-in segiegatediiiiodli) and not even for equal though separate

The demand was restricted to eqUal distribution of federal

16

funds, and a maintanence of present levels of state and local approrr4tions.

In-other words, the federal government was not to correct the fundamental

inequalities, but would assist in improving

education for blacks, commensurate with the improvement offered to

,education in general. The mixed legacy of the New Deal for blacks:is
.

.
nowhere clearer than in this report, which was so much a,,product of

New,Deal experience.' The Roosevelt Administration raised the issue of

inequality-to national consciousness and made it central to any federal

aid to education, but never fundamentally challenged the traditional

institutional matrix within which this inequality functioned. The New

Deal had not questioned segregated schools, as it had not challenged, .

Segregated CCC Its goals for education as part of an enlarged

commitment to social welfare were large, but its procedures ultimately

limited to.tmail objectives like an "equitable allocation" of federal funds.

This was, in-fact, the limitation of the report throughout, and it,

illustratesboth the strength and weakness of New Deal educational activities.

The-NeW flea]. projected federal overnment into a new educational orbit,

but its MeasUeS were, meant to be temporary, so that after the depression,

the,nAidn:codid return-to,"norMal 'operations. The precedents set by the
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New Deal were thus self-lim4ting.In the long run, the only permanent machinery

artdlable for education were the existent state and local agencies. The

1*

New. Deal: had created no permanent federal agencies with A continuing

st educational_ outlook and policies which were intended to outlive the emergency.

Moreover, as:we-have seen, the:New Deal had done nothing to assuage the

ixce!assionis fears aboUt the dangers of federally sponsored education

programs.- Little wonder that the Advisory Committee fell back on local

administration. It had no basis for assuming_that any other form was

either possible or desirable. The one exception to this was the Committee's

recommendation that. the CCC and NYA be retained, and newly coordinated in

i-National Ybuth Services Administration to be run as a separate agency

under the auspices of "a.department including' publie.health, education and

welfare, if such a department should be established." 53 Here the New Deal agencies

provided a direct precedent, Loth in program and in administration.

The report thus tried to bridge the old and the newond in order

to effect the larger, educational purposes to which it committed the

goverment. it provided the government with considerable mdscle;----The

federal government could withhold money if certain conditions for funds

were'not met. _These terms included not only the already noted "equitable

distribution" clauses for black institutions, but the prevision that
.

certain kinds of aid school books, transportation and scholarships

/

be made available to children in private (including parochial) as well as

_public schools. This too was a notable departure, based on the principle

that the federal government issued these fdnds to individuals not to schoolsu

a view heavily influenced by New Deal experience.Another recommendation permitted

the federal, government to withhe,.i funds for school buildings if rural districts

did not proceed with consolidation projects;anotheirequired that the state

establish special departmentsthreugh which funds would be channeled and who
o

33
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would be responsible for overseeing proper expenditure and reporting.

The Committee-thus took seriously its belief that the federal governnfcnt

had an obligation to assist in the education of all its-citizens and that

it also had'a responsibility to see that the funds were actually used for

that Purpose.

In the end, despite its limitationsi the Report -of the Advisory

Committee provides a striking contrast to its predecessor. For the 1938

Committee, education had become a national responsibility not only because

many local school districts were poor, but because the education they

provLded. was weak, limited and unequal. The federal government's role was

efore to provide-financial assistance not Amply to remedy the districts'

por y as the 1931 Committee had proposed, but in order to rectify this

si tion. In ,contrast to the recommendations of the 1931,ComMittee which

reflected special education grants, the 1938 Committee sought to use money

fo very specific purposes -- for better vocational training, better

. cher training, in order to make textbooks free and available to all, to

ovide transportation, to permit college students to continue their
4

-..

education despite family poverty, to consolidate and enrich rural schools,

to strengthen black schools. Although Roosevelt,had hoped to return the

nation to a situation that existed in education in pre-depression days, the

Comnittee he appointed incorporated the experience of his emergency admin-r

istration to propose a profound Alteration in the federal government's

relation to education. For the Committee, the depression had brought

the federal government face-to-face with the underlying defects-of

American schools and made it clear that the federal government, could do

.

something about these.,
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While the depression thus changed the relationship of the federal.

government to-education, it did SO' iri ironic' and problematic ways. The.

New Deial.-had-operated-without a sense of the future., Its'-discoveries

about education 'and tile:goals it puraiued_came in the course Of experience.

At no:time-did-Roosevelt .seek to anchor his educational. programs in long

term commitments or in a-central bureaucracy with clear aims. and enforce-
.

raent _procedures: Roosevelt never intended. to challenge the traditional

principle of local control., He never- even supported iedeiii.ald to

eduCation. The National:Education Association never revised its views

about the rolele ofthe federal government in education and Continued to

seek_general aisistance, without federal supervision. The way.the New

. Deal operated, by providing temporary alternative channels of educational

,oppOrttin.ity, withant the active assistance of the educational. establishment

and without deVeloping a vested central educational bureaucracy, meant

that it failed to provide clear. policy goals or produce a vested educational

.6

interest in-innovative app6achei.

The New Deal thus, had a profound effect but left no immediate

legacy. Its greatest strengths experimentalism, freedom from rigid

central directives, ability to innovate by allowing agencies wide discretion,

45 at NYA "Ito create programs as it went along to suit the needs of its

client& as at CCC were also it's greateit Weakness. The NeW Deal could

be, innoyatiVe ,becaute it was"unencumbered by a bureaucracy whiCh would haVe-
enforced regularity and most likely have been dominated' by a generally

7_
;conservative profession. As a result, however, it has unable to leaye to --

At .

the futUre any -coritinu4g, programs, personnel or agencies. The New Deal

experiMents in education. were effectively over when 'one-by-one between

O
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1939 and 1942 the depression agencies, WPA, CCC, NIA were reduced and

disban4dd. The war, thd accompariyinglenewal otprosperity, an increasing=

.1

ervative.A;ongress, and the strengthening opposition of the NEA and '(

.

theOffiCe.ofEddcation to .educational programs.cpierating outside of

*normal" channels together turned the New Deal programs into temporary

experiments of an emerging welfare state. Although the New Deal programs

were tbui no more than an educational flash-in-ithe-pan, the experience

. i

nevertheleis changed the meaning and nature of all future discussions about

the feddraLgovernment and education. For the pdrceptioout the
.

nature of educational,de vation, the meaning -of federal respasibility,

the definition of equal educat opportunity and ,the right that

Americans possessed 3.n education, and the role of education for national
r

prosperity and the welfare of the people represented a quantum

leap in American educational ideology. Vald the New Deal itself would

serve as a precedent and reservoir of ideas in the 1960s. and beyond.

9
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