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PREFACL

This study analyzes the overall state role in implementing federal
and state education programs, 't focuses on state management of the
two largest federal edu.ation programs, the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act (ESEA) Title I (now ECIA Chapter 1), which pro-
vides compensatory education services, and the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act, which serves special education students.
The study also examines state-funded compensatory and handicapped
education programs to compare how state governments and, spe-
ofically, state education agencies (SEAs) manage similar state and
federal mnitiatives. The analysis treats Jhe interaction between federal
program characteristics and state-level variables, 1t addresses a set of
pohicy issues that transcend individual programs and governmenta,
levels, such as the capacity and willingness of states to serve “special
needs’ students and promising strategies for SEA management 1n
a time of retrenchment and reduced federal direction. The research
was supported by the National Institute of Education, Law and
Governance Program, under grant NIE-G-80-0030.

The results of this study are intended for state and federal policy-
makers interested in improving the management of education policy
generally and in providing effective services for special neads stu-
dents This research also provides a basis for assessing the probable
effects of the most recent changes in federal education policy. particu-
larly the 1981 Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA).

m




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SUMMARY

Since the 1965 passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), the states have played a dual role in education policy. On
the one hand, they must meet their constitutional responsibilities to
all students by assisting districts in the financing and governance of
public education. On the other hand, they are aiso charged with im-
plementing a number of federal categorical programs largely designed
to serve special needs students. Although these two roles place differ-
ent, and sometimes competing, demands on state governments, they
cannot be analyzed independently of each other. The political =nd or-
ganizational characteristics that shape one also shape the other.

Consequently, this study, which began as an in-depth examination
of four states and their approach to federal program administration.
was broadened to analyze how states implement education policy
generally In addition, however, we focused specifically on state im-
plementation of the iwo largest federal education programs, ESEA
Title I,' which provides compensatory education services. and the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), which
serves special education students. We also examined state-funded
compensatory and handicapped education programs in order to
compare a state's implementation of its own programs with that of
federal initiatives.

This study builds on our previous field research 1n sixteen states
and numerous local school districts, and is based on elite interviews
with state __gislators, legislative and gubernatorial staff, state educa-
tion agency (SEAJ personnel, interest group representatives, general
inforimation respondents such as newspaper reporters, and a limited
number of intermediate unit and local district staff. Between October
and Decernber 1980, we interviewed approximately 30 people in each
of the four states in our sample. Our analysis also relies on record
data and other fieldwork and survey data we collected 1n these same
states two years earlier as part of a study of the 1974 ESEA Title IV
consolidation.

In analyzing these data, we used a framework that includes not

HIn July 1981, ESEA Title I was mod+fied and ircluded as Chapter 1 of the Educa-
tion Cansolidation and Imiprovement Act of 1981 (ECIA) The remaining titles of ESEA
have been consolidated 1nto Chapter 2 of ECIA

Thus study provid»s an analytical link between the two programs by examining the
state role in ESEA and then using this information to predict the effect of the new
ECIA legislation on state behavior.
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vnly the interaction between program characteristics and the bureau-
cratic setting within which they are administered, but also the larger
state political context that both shapes education programs and con-
strains SEA behavior Throughout this research we tried to identify
thuse variables that best explain implementation diferences across
states and programs In some instances, these differences result from
the way various state and federal programs are structured; in other
cases, such variation depends ot differences in state political and or-
gamzational factors.

EXPLAINING THE STATE ROLE

In most states, public education accounts for between 30 and 35
percent of total state expenditures and usually constitutes the largest
single item 1n the state budget. Consequently, even if the substance of
public education were not a political issue, its funding would be. Gov-
ernors, state legislatures, and various constituent groups pay close
attention not only to the total amount spent on public educatior., but
also to how funds are allocated among districts and programmatic
purposes. Both the process by which these decisions are made and the
decisions themselves shape SEAs—their organizational structure, pri-
orities, capacity, and their role in education policy. These SEA char-
acteristics, in turn, determine how state and federal education
programs are implemented in a given state.

With the exception of one governor, the governors and staie legisia-
tures in our four sample states show only a moderate, and primarily
fiscal, interest 1n education. Yet even at this level, general govern-
ment strongly determines what SEAs do and the resources they com-
mand. In addition, such issues as competency testing and improved
teacher standards are often placed on an SEA's agenda simply be-
cause general government expresses an active interest in them.

Perhaps the best example of how general government constrains
SEAs is in the area of federal program implementation. With the ex-
ception of handicapped education, programs for special needs students
are generally not a state priority. This finding is one of the strongest
to emerge from our study. Few governors and state legislators support
categorical funding, and with the exception of handicapped education,
interest groups representing special needs students command little
vistbility or political influence. As a result, SEAs are limited in the
emphasis they can legitimately give to special needs students. In es-
sence. this lack of support for federal program goals reflects a reality
of state poi\hc.s. Politicians win and lose elections not on how well




special needs students are served, but on how well the state’s primary
responsibility for general education is met.

Winning elections, and the broader notion Jf political payoff, also
determine whether governors and state legislators actively intervene
in education policy. We found that general government officials are
more 'ikely to do so if they can package their involvement in a politi-
cally appealing way—for example, if such involvement meets specific
constituerit demands or if improved public education can be tied to
politically relevant issues, such as greater state economic develop-
ment. We also found that active involvement, particularly if it comes
from *he governor, can produce very positive results. Public ewucation
is made more visible; the SEA has a powerful ally in its requests for
increased appropriations, and morale among state and local educators
rises because the governor’s active support signals that their work is
recognized as worthwhile.

In all four states, we were able to identify elements of the political
culture that influence the state role in education policy. The strength
of local control norms is critical in shaping the state role. If local
control 1s weak and popular attitudes sanction an active state pres-
ence in local jurisdictions, SEAs will play a much more active role in
school districts than their counterparts in states with a strong local
control ethus. However, this role can be either regulatory or assis-
tance-oriented in its focus. A strong state role does not necessarily
mean strong state control.

Citizen support for public education 1s another aspect of political
culture that has obvious implications for SEA behavior, particularly
in a time of fiscal retrenchment. in states where such support 1s high,
education ts much more likely to niaintain its relative share as public-
sector budgets contract. "

A final element of political culture. important for education policy,
1s public support of social equity goals. We found 1n both this study
and earlier ones that such zupport 15 very low in most states. General
government's lack of support for special programs to aid disadvan-
taged students, then, is quite consistent with popular sentiment. In
practice, this has meant that many states do not fund such programs
and even if they do, these programs are often designed to achieve
political, rather than educational, purposes.

Thus. the larger political context within which SEAs operate de-
fines not only their role in the state education policy system, but also
how they respund to the state and federal programs they must admin-
ister Both state political institutions_and the more nebulous, but
equally important, state political culture place powerful constraints
on SEA behavior.

After examining the state political context, we then looked within
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the SEA ita¢lf tu ¢ asess how its internal structure. role. priorities, and
capavity affect the programs ultimately 1impler:ented 1n local dis-
iricts There 15 no question that most SEAs have not only grown in
size. but'have also expanded their capadity over the pasc fifteen years.
Tncreasing state needs and responsibilities, aided by federal capacity-
building funds like those from the former ESEA Title V program,
have meant that many SEAs can now provide more technical assis-
tance services to local districts than they could 1n 1965, Certainly,
atate experimentation with different types of intermediate units and
fechnice! assistance strategies is evidence of this expanded capacity.

On the other hand, we found that SEAs still lack many of the re-
suurces needed to address the problems that states now face. For ex-
ample. SE\As usually plan 1n a narrow sense. preparing federal
nrogram plans and annual budgets to submit to the governor and
state legislature All but a few. however, are incapable of long-range
planning. whether to inform decisions about where the SEA and edu-
cation pulicy generally should move over the next five years. or to
determine what actions are necessary to achieve these objectives
Moust SEA- are also unable to predict, except in the grossest sense.
w here the state’s educational problems are likely to occur 1n the near
future This mability to plan or identify potential problems becomes
particularly serivus when SEAs must decide 1n advance how to dis-
tribute their limited financial and staff resources.

Related to the SEAs" mability to engage 1n long-term planning is
their organizational fragmentation by funding sour¢e and program.
Nt onls will the prior justification for this type of orgamzational
structure disappear as more federal programs are consolidated nto
bluck grants. but also such fragmentation weakens coordination
acruss programs and makes SEAs less effective in their dealings with
local districts This problem 15 not easily remedied The experience of
our fuur sample states 1ndicates that an integrated approach to.pro-.
sram management depends not on SEA structure, but on the prefer-
ences uf agency leadership and whether they stress coordination as an
organizational priority. Consequently. SEAs cannot simply reorganize
tu wope with the problems they now face Rather, there will heve to be
& Masaive rescelalization effort, particularly in those SEAs that have
traditivnally mangaged federal programs differently and indepen-
dently from state ones

Our sample states also suggest another subering conelusion. Unless
SEA capacity was developed during prior periods of public sector
growth. there 1= httle possibility of doing s0 now in economic hard
times With fiscal retrenchment. organizational capacity becomnes a
self-reinforung notion A fairly high level of organizational capacity
1= dearly necessary to manage retrenchment successfully  Yet, be-




cause of retrenchment, the funds necessary to build such capacity are
unavailable Consequently, short of a dramatic shift in state political
culture and perception of the SEA role, weak SEAs are likely to de-
cline in capacity even further. Ironically, this will occur at a time
wken local districts, facing their own fiscal problems, may be the most
needing of and interested in a stronger SEA rcle.

THE STATE ROLE IN COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION

Although three of the four states in our sample provide additional
state monies for compensatory education, only one actually mounts a
program with these funds. In the others, such funds are simply a
weighting factor in the state aid formula, with the SEA serving only
as a fiscal agent. Therefore, in analyzing the state role in compensato-
ry education for these states, we are basically examining the im-
plementation of the federally funded Title I program.

Despite major political and organizational differences across our
four sample states, we found few significant differences in state-level
Title I implementation. In fact, three of the four states run virtually
identical Title [ programs. Two factors explain this lack of variation.
First, the federal government has stressed administrative compliance,
almost to the total exclusion of program content or quality, in its di-
rection of the Title I program; the allocation of SEA Title I resources
thus reflects this federal emphasis. Second, because state commitment
to special needs students is so low, SEAs lack sufficient incentives to
require that local districts attend to program quality or to assist them
in such efforts As a result, even committed SEA staff are required to

treat the program as primarily an administrative task, rather than an

educational one.

One state in our sample has been able to impose its own signature
on Title [ and to coordinate 1ts implementation with both the stat.’s
own compensatory education program and the general education cur-
ricula. The state can do this because political commitment to disad-
vantaged students is fairly high and because the state’s political
culture sanctions a strong, directive SEA presence in local districts.
Consequently, SEA Title I staff can require that local Title I projects
meet clear program-quality standards and can also provide districts
with needed assistance in meeting these goals.

Since Title I is a mature program with few compliance problems,
the federal government could now maintain the program’s basic tar-
geting requirements, but modify other Title I regulations and shift




the focus to 1ssues of program ~ubstance and quality However, thisis
unlikely to happen. Not only dves the new federal compensatory edu-
cation poliLy weaken targeting guidelines, but also the program’s
funding le.vel has been significantly reduced. Consequently. disadvan-
taged students can only expect to receive fewer services in the future

THE STATE ROLE IN HANDICAPPED EDUCATION

The handicapped education programs 1n our four sample states are
similar 1n several basic ways. State laws were changed to conform
with the federal statute, state funds for handicapped education have
increased significantly to meet P.L. 94-142 mandates; individualized
education programs are now prepared for handicapped students; re-
quired due-process procedures are in place, and monitoring activities
consume a great deal of SEA staff time. The four states also share
common 1mplementation problems and similar difficulties in their
dealings with the federal government At the same time, they manage
their handicapped education programs in strikingly different ways—
not only 1n funding formulas and program activities, but also in the
extent to which handicapped education is integrated into the rest of
the SEA.

Although the basic mandate to serve all handicapped children in
the least restrictive environment. and the elaborate due-process
mechanisms established by 94-142, tie at the core of each state’s pro-
gram, there are still important elemcats that vary across the states
and that are explained by unique state characteristics. In fact, if we
knew no more than a state’s political context and SEA characteristics.
and had no specific knowledge of its handicapped education programs,
we could predict the extent to which handicapped education is coor-
dinated with other SEA programs. SEA priorities and management
style, not federal program characteristics, predict this aspect of each
state's implementation strategy.

To sume extent, then. state factors can modify federal-level vari-
ables and allow a state to stamp 1ts own 1mprint on even the most
tightly structured federal program. But not all states are able to do
this equally well. In one state in our sample, handicapped education is
essentially a federal program with few unique state elements This
situation can be partly explained by state characteristics such as SEA
leadership, capacity, and priorities, and by a political culture that
does not support a strong state role. But the tremendous costs of par
ticipating 1n 94-142 are at least equally significant in explaining this
state's 1mplementation strategy. Even if its political culture sup-
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ported a strc ager state role, most SEA staff resources would still have
to be diverted to such mandated activities as state plan preparation
and local district monitoring. A stronger state role necessitates staff
resources that are presently unavailable in smaller states, particu-
larly those with a large number of school districts, This suggests that
program quaiity and institutional capacity might be improved 1f the
federal government could treat states differentially depending on
their size and geographic configuration. The fixed costs of state par-
ticipation could also be reduced if 94-142 funds were allowed to flow
directly into those states whose own laws include certain core protec-
tions In other words, some federal requirements could be waived on
the condition that state laws guarantee a certain level of services and
specific due-process sateguards.

Since 94-142 is a relatively new program, the federal government’s
present emphasis on compliance is appropriate. At the same time,
however. the federal government needs to be sensitive to 1ssues of
proZram maturation and the peint at which regulatory approaches no
longer produce significant results. Given more substz atial state and
local political support for it, as compared with compensatory educa-
tion, the handicapped education program has the potential to become
less regulatory in its approach and pay more attention to program
quality and institutional capacity

CONCLUSIONS

Policy studies are rarely eonclusive 1n their predictions and recom-
mendations In this case, certainty is even more elusive because
American public policy and the intergovernmental system that sup-
ports it are now undergoing such radical change. Still, the findings of
this study and previous ones suggest that even in the face of fiscal
retrenchment and decreased federal aid, many states have sufficient
capacity to play an active role in shaping education policy and in
assisting local districts. .

An unanswered question is whether there exists sufficient politieal
will to maintain and stiengthen that capacity. How each state re-
solves this issue depends on whether SEAs and their allies can make
a strong enough case for their continued existence and can mobilize
the political system accordingly. Whether state political will trans-
lates into greater SEA capacity. then, is a question that will not have
a definitive answer for several years.

One thirg 1¢ certain, however. Most states lack the political com-
mitment to provide additional services for special needs students.

v
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With perhaps the exception of the handicapped, a reduced federal role
means fewer services for these students. Federal categorical programs
need to be reformed, but to weaken the federal partnership with
states and local districts that has prevailed for the past fifteen years is
to harm a largely powerless constituency.
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Chapter 1

THE STATES AND THE FEDERAL
SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

Since the 1965 passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), the states Lave played a dual role in education policy. On
the one hand. they must meet their constitutional responsibilities to
all students by assisting districts 1n the financing and governance of
public eduration. On the other hand. they are also charged with im-
plementing a number of federal categorica! programs largely designed
to serve special needs students. Although these two roles place differ-
ent. and sometimes competing. demands on state governments, they
cannct be analyzed independently of each other. The political and or-
ganizational characieristics that . hape one also shape the other. To
understand the state role in implementing federal programns, one
must alse understand the state role 1n implementing its own pro-
grams

Consequently. this study, which began as an in-depth examination
of four states and their approach to {ederal program administration.,
was broadened to analyze how states implement education policy
generallv In addition. however. we focused specifically on state im-
plementation of the two largest federal education programs. ESEA
Title 1.' which provides compensatory education services, and the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), which
serves special educatic~ students.: We also examined state-funded

"n July 1981, ESEA Title T w i~ modified and mduded as Chapter ©of the Edaca-
ton Con-olidation and Inprovement Act of 1981 ECLA The remaining titles of ESEA
have been con<ohidated into Chapter 2 of CIA

“Although the states serve as o magor instrument of national education policy . little
ishnown about their unigue role 1 mplementing federdl education programs Seseral
~tudies hove exanuned state level implementation of a single fuderal education pro-
gram but few have taken a comparative perspective and analy zed multiple programs
For xamples of single program studies. ~sec Jerome T Murphs. State Education Agen
cies wad Disorctionary Funds Lesangton Books, Lesington, Massachusetts, 1974, Lor-
raine M MdDonnell and Milbres W M Laaghling, Program Consolidation and the State
Role in . SEN Tath IV The Rand Corporation. R-2531-HEW, Apnl 1980 and Margaret
A Thumas~ State Mocatoor and Management of P L 94 142 Funds The Rand Cotpor a-
ton. N I5361-ED, September 1980

In 1950 the General Accounting Office completed a studs of eleven federal pro-
srams at the ~tate and bwal lesers however, at focused only on duplication of ~ervices

1
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compensatory and handicapped  education programs in order tu
compare a state’s umplementation of it own programs with that of
federal initatives

This broader focus wds necessary not only because stirte and federal
programs depend un the same et of pulitical and organizational fac-
tors. but alsu because the federal role in education 15 changing
dramatically. Through major funding reductims. deregulation of fed-
eral program mandates. and consolidation of categorical programs
into block grants. the Reagan administration has signaled & much-
diminished federal role in elementary and secondary education 1t 1S
assuming that with greater latitude, states and local school distriets
will be able w deliver educational services more effectively Yet, a
primary rationale for increased federal involvement in 1965 was the
failure of states and local districts to provide additional ~ervices for
special needs students In predictiag how states will respond o a
changed federal role, then. the issue of state ¢ mnntment to spectal
needs students must be considered

Over the course of other studies. we have found that state-level
commitment 1o speal needs students s generally lower than we ex-
pected. particularly given the number of states that provide addition-
al funds for such students A~ we indicate in subsequent chapters, this
finding 1= largely explained hy the larger political context and the
states” emphasis on general educatipn. In this present -tudy we also
found that even within the -ame state. the state education agency
(SEAT may manage state and federal programs differently In most
states. state-level admmistration of federal programs tends to coneen
trate vn compliance with program regulations and deal only mimimal
Iy with issues of program content and quahty In maaaging their own
programs, however. SEAS are more Iikelv to stress program ~ub-
stance. particularly if the state pohitical culture sanctions a ~trong
~tate role i local districts These differences are due not merely to
state attitudes toward federal programs for speaal needs students,
but at~o to the iederal programs themselves ond the assumptions that
underhe the ) .

In sum. this study was broadly conceved i order to explore the
iteraction between federal program charactenistios and state-level

and administrative costs and did not e xamine other aspects of prograa, mplemonta
tion SeeLAn Anabvas of Concerns i Federald bducation Programs Dupheation of Ser
Pces and Admmmitratue Costs Report to the Congiess of the United States by the
Compteoller General. US General Accounting Office: Washimgtin D A\pul {0
1usg Sumidarls another tecent study analszed state and Faal problons with mounte
nance of effort provisions in several tederal programs A S Guiwits L Darhimgs Ham
mond and > R Poase Mamntonanee of Bfjort Provicons An Instrument of Foderalion
i Fucatton “The Rand Corporatton, R 2601 1D June 1981




variables. and to address a ~¢t of policy 1ssues that transcend individ-
ual programs and governmental levels We first analy zed the political
and organizational context m which state governments design and
mmplement education polics We then traced the implementation of
two federal programs for special needs students and their state-funded
counterparts through the intergovernmental system Throughoud our
research we wied to identify those variables that best explain im-
plementatien differences acruss states and programs In some cases.
those dif'erences result from the way various state and federal pro-
grams are structured. in other cases. such variation depends on differ-
ences 1n state political culture. resources. and  organizational
structure.

Our final task was o use this analysis of state education policy to
address several major pohicy questions.

¢ What factors shape the role of SEAs 1n policy implementation
and lecal service dehivery?

® Do states have the capacity and willingness o serve specal
needs students in the face of reduced federal funding and di-
rection?

® (Given the severe fiscal constraints that muny states face. 1s 1t
posstble for them to continue deliverig effective seryices to
local districts”?

STUDY METHODS

Since we needed comprehensive mformation about the larger state
context 1in which educatonal policy decisions are made and imple-
mented. we chose to study a small number of states in depth In select-
ing these states we revisited four of the eight in which we had
ronducted fieldwork for our earhier study of ESEA Tude [V, Using
this strategy . we were able to build on our existing Jata base and thus
pursue study questions i greater depth Since data for the second
study were collected two vears after the first, we could also make
ongitudinal eomparisons These were important because one SEA
had experienced maor leadership changes and another state's
financial condition had worsened significantly i the two-year period.

The original eight states were selected to maximize varation on a
number of dimensions, including region, relationship "+ tween the
state and local districts, SEA structure. and approach to i deral funds
management In electing the tour for this study we tried to maintain

McDonnel! and Mdd.aaghhin ’
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varkation on these same dimensions, but also to select states that dif-
fer i thewr organizational capacity  Thus the states in our ~ample
represent various stages in the development of SEA and general gov-
ernment capaaty. For example. at one end of the continuum is a state
that assunies a strong role in relationship o local districts and has o
highly professional. integrated SEA. At the other end is a state with
a weak and fragmented SEA that exerts hittle influence over local
district ehavior. The other two states fall closer to the nudpoint on
thi~ continuum and are hikely to develop greater capacity in the near
future particularly n the area of technieal assistanee to local dis-
gt~

To maxinnze respondent daecess and candor. we promised confiden-
tality Therefore. 1in the course of this report. we will nanie nerther
individual respondents nor states, Athough this approach may make
Joss interesting teading and make replication of our study more dif-
ficult. we believe these disadv antages are outweighed by the advan-
tages .\ guatantee of confidentiahity allowed our respondents to be
mote tortheonung. particularly in instances where SEAS had chosen
to 1gnore or lousely nterpret federal program regulations Inaddition.
we believe 1t s eritical that readers concentrate not on individual
states. but on state tvpes that represent a configuration of specific
political. economic. and  organizational  characteristies Although
states vary greatly, we have found that commonalities exist among
them and these factors ean provide the basis for designing aid poliaes
and management strategies that are not particular to any one state.’

Both authors spemt a week between October and December 1980 1
each of the four states in our sample While there we mterviewed
approximately thirty people. including selected legislative and guber-
natonial ~taff, state legmslators serving on education or finance ¢)m-
mittees. SEA personnel at both the pohiey and operational levels, state
board of education members, representatives of relevant professional
and dient groups. and general mfornation respondents e g newspa-
pet reporters and university professorst who could answer questions

Hn categotizing ~tates alone a set of omunon dimensions, we are relving not only on
data from the four ~tates induded 1 this study but also on intormation from teelve
ather states that we visited in the course of our Title 1V yescardh and an eather studs
of the magr political and bureaucratic problens states face in managmg federal educa
von progrdams In addition to these ficldwork data, we are drawiniz upon surves data
wllected as part of b Tide IV studs om federal program managers and e 1V
adr strators i all fifte states

We <hould also note that two of the states i the prewnt study sample were induded
1 other mapr studies of state eddcation policy, whitle the other two have not been See
Martin Buthngame and Terry G Geske, State Polites and Eduaation An BExanuna
twn of Selected Multuple-State Case Studies, Educatonal Admistration Quartar s
Vol 15 No 2 Spring 1979, p 61
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about state politics generally We olso mterviewed o limited number
of intermediate unit personnel, particularly those involved in deliver -
ing Title I and handicapped education services to 1 al distriets. Inter-
views were open-ended and lasted from ore and une-half to two hours,

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this chapter discusses the assumptions underls-
ing traditional federal-state relations and how thes have evolved over
time, and presents the analy tical framework we used 1n assessing the
state role in federal program implementation. With this framework as
a basis. Chap 2 briefly describes each state in our sample and 1denti-
fies those political and organizational characteristics that shape
policy implementation Chapter 3 presents a comparative analysis of
these data and discusses the conditions 1nder which state political
factors are most likely to enhance SEA role and capacity. Chapters 4
and 5 look specifically at ESEA Title 1, 94-142. and state programs
serving similar ~tudent groups The final chapter addresses the poliey
quest'nns with which we began this report, particularly the 1ssue of
state capacity and its implications for changing federal and state roles
in publie education

FEDERALISM, THE STATES, AND THE
GRANTS-IN-AID SYSTEM

In the introduction to his essay . "The Federal Setting of State Poli-
cies.” Kenneth N Vines cites Woodrow Wilson's 1908 argument that
“the question of the relations of the states and the federal government
15 the cardinal question of our .. system.™ Yet throughout American
history  this relatienship has remained virtually  unexamined
Certamly. federal policies, beginning with the major Supreme Court
decisions of the nincteenth century and continuing through the
massive expansion of federal grants-in-aid in recent times, have
meant that vur notions of federalism and the relationship between the
federal and state governments have changed. One need only think of
the 1mages used to depict this relationship. They rahge from the
nineteenth century notion of dual federahsm and 1ts “laver cake”

“In Herbert Jacb and Kenneth N Vines teds 1 Poletecs i the Amerccan States 3
ed Lintle Brown and Company, Boston, 1976 p 3
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analogy on through the "marble cake.” and eventually arrive at the
“picket fernce”™ metaphor of the 1960s*

However. we would argue that these notions of federahism are sim-
ply a by-product of publie policy at any grven pomnt i time Rarely
since the time of the Federalist= has the role of state government been
debated independently  of specific interests and  policies - The
American coneept of federahism and judgments about the amount of
power state governments should have i relation o the tederal
government depend not on some national philosuphy about the proper
role of state government. but rather on an operativnal definition of
federalism that changes as pubhic  polies  preferences  shift
Consequently. the relationship between states and the federal
government 15 often ad hoc and fragmented

Our traditivnal beliefs about federal-state relations can be traced o
the Federalist Papers and Alexander Ham:lon's notion that each
level of government ought to contain the power and resources to be
self-~ufficient = With thie Depres-ion. however. the federal government
began assisting ~tates by transferring funds to them Despite this
radical change in pracuce, the national ideology was never altered
The federal government neither transferred o the states the
revenue-gathering  capaaty  needed  to support  massive
“pump-priming eftort~. nor did it directly mount and administer such
programs Instead. st became o bank for the states. permittng wide

*Alexander Hamulton [odvrar Paper Moo 41 Smencan Librany Editon New
York 1961 p 191 From Hamilton < concept emersod the rotion of Lavin cahe o daal
wderabinm Bath level of government was to be inde pendent of the othersan both -
re~ponsthilities and resources

Later ~tadents of tederalism <uch as Grodzins bave anphiasized o cmperanve fed
eral model with responsibilitios <hared among e ernmental lovls This = commonly
known a- marble cake  tederaliam Marton Gradzans Tho Ve Sy Rand
MeNallv Chicago 1966 p =

Another viewpoint espressed by Terry Sanford  charadenizes the carrent ~state of
intergovernmental relations o pechet fonoe Inans given progiam lovelsob e
ment are hinked verticalhy and funcon as one prokes However the horzontal aoss
dats wonnecting mdis idual programs cre considersbly wcaher and thu- aoss program
overstght and management dat eack governmental level are meffedtine Tamn Santord
Storn, Over the State~ MeGraw Hill New York 1967 p =0

“In his eamity on states in the fegeralist ssatem Leor Bpstam argues Most wiiter -
on American tederalism have preferences about hovo powerful state government-
“hould be in relation o national authority Now a~ alwavs thes preferences mingle
with Interests whose representatives percense their substantive polics goal~ as more
readily achieved at one level of government than another 1= hardly reali-nic toana
Ixze federal relations without an awareness of the political mterests <echin ty influ
ence the distribution of governmental powers  Leon B Rp<tem The Old State- i a
New Svstem. 10 The New Amervan Politcal Svstom Mierican bnterprise Institute
Washingtor . D C 1978, p 325

"Hamilton

“Edward K Hamsflton  On Nonconstitutional Management of o Constututional
“roblem ” Daedalus Vol 107 No 1, Wanter 1978 p 115
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variation 1n policy and practice.® In education policy this has led ‘o
what John Meyer calls “the centralization of funding without
authority.”" The result has been broad variation in state-level federal
program implementation and difficulty in the coordination of multiple
federal programs at all three levels of government.

As the federal grants-in-aid system has expanded, ambivalence
about a proper state role has persisted. The balance of power and
division of responsibility among governmental levels has shifted, de-
pending on how national policymakers view state capacity and state
will at any given time. For example, in the revenue sharing legisla-
tion of 1972, the House and Senate took very different positions on the
allocation of federal funds within the states. The Senate version fa-
vored state governments, while the House version would have allo-
cated a greater proportion of funds directly to local jurisdictions. The
assumption underlying the House’s position was that urban concerns
are not well served by state governments, which are traditionally
more receptive to rural and suburban interests. During the 1960s,
academics as well as politicians argued that cities were “better instru-
ments of popular government” and that state government was likely
to siphon off money needed by the urban poor.'* By 1979, 25 percent of
all federal grants-in-aid funding bypassed state governments and was
allocated directly to local jurisdictions, as compared with only 8
percent in 1960.12

Clearly, the failure of state governments to deal with such major
social problems as urban decay, discrimination, and inadequate social
sarvices not only led to federal intervention, but also legitimated fed-
eral demands for state compliance with civil rights and programmatic
mandates. Some people have also argued that the federal government
1s ir. a better position than the states to provide “technical assistance
in accord with the highest professional standards.”'* As we argue in
subsequent chapters, this assumption about relative federal and state
capacity may have been valid twenty years ago, but it is less so today.
Still, a strong belief remains that the interests of some groups are not

VJohn W Meyer. The Impact of the Centralization of Educat vnal Funding and
Control un State und Local Organizational Goternance. paper prepared for presentation
at the HEW Schoel Finance Study meeting on Resource Allocation. Service Delivery,
and School Effectiveness, September 1971 p 13

”Robert A Dah! as cited 1n Epstein, » 327

"David B Walker. “Congressional Federalism The Dominant and l)vblhtnlmg Ap
proach to Contemporary Intergovernmental Relations.” paper presented at the 1980
Ear] Warren Memorial Symposium, University of California. San Diegu, November
1980, p 1|

"Michael ) Reagan. The New Federalism, Oxford Umiversity Press. New York.
1972, pp 67. 83
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well served by states because states lack the necessary will and
capacity.™

Lobbying strategies have also affected traditional roles in the inter-
governmental system. Lobbies representing urban concerns ard the
interests of traditionally neglected groups have moved their activities
from the local and state levels up to the federal level in the hopes of
greater payoff. Congressional responsiveness to these groups is re-
flected in the large number of categorical programs initiated dusing
the 1960s and 1970s. The small amount of funding available for some
of these programs makes them little more than symbolic responses,
but their creation at least sent a signal that Congress acknowledged
the legitimacy of these groups’ interests. Congress also responded to
such organizations by creating formal roles for them 1n state «nd local
program administration, either as members of program advisory
groups (e.g., Title I parent advisory groups) or as service providers
under government contract (e.g., CETA contractors). This link be-
tween private interests and their Congressional supporters has fur-
ther clouded the state role in federal program implementation.

Ambivalence about the state role 1s particularly evident in educa-
tion policy. The programs included in ESEA, notably Title I, were
designed to meet the special needs of children traditionally unserved
by states and local school districts. Yet, with few exceptions, the fed-
eral government sends the bulk of this money directly to the states,
which then monitor 1ts use by local districts. At the same time, the
federal government has attempted to reconcile its somewhat ambiva-
lent view about the state role by imposing targeiing, fiscal tracking,
and evaluation requirements on the state«. These requirements apply
not only to aieas where state commitment was traditionally weak,
such as services for low-income students, but also where state commit-
ment 1 relatively strong, as in handicapped education. These regula-
tions apply eyually t0 mature and rzcently implemented programs;
they also aprcly in cases where compliance has been substantially
achieved and where continued adherence to federal regulations may
intubit effective educational practice.

Recent block grant and consolidation proposals represent a different
set of political interests from those that prevailed in the 1960s and
1970s The concern now is with minimizing the federal role and allow-
ing more {lexibility to states and local districts. But this latest debate
only illustrates once again how vulnerable states are to whichever
interests currently prevail and the level of government at which these
groups believe their interests are best served. At the program im-

"#This view has emerged unce again in the recent policy debate on block grants For
example. see Rochelle 1. Stanfield. “Block Grants Look Fine to States, It's the Money
That's the Problem.” National Journal, Vol 13. No 19. May 9, 1981, p 821
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plementation level, this lack of a clearly defined state role that tran-
scends individua' interests and policies has meant that federai pro-
grams are often not well integrated into the onguing functions of
SEAs and local school districts Coordination and substantive pro-
grammatic development often take second place behind more immeds-
ate compiiance concerns.

Therefore, in identifying the state role in federal program im-
plem¢ntation. it 1s important to remember that this role varies
greatly across states a.id individual programs and also over time. The
coneepts that replaced Hamilton's dual federalism are ad hoc and do
not depend on any philosophical or constitutional definition, but
rather on the balance among competing interests at any given point
in time. Consequently. the cues that each governmental level gives to
the levels below it, and the larger political and organizational context
in which specific policies are implemented, become critical in explain-
ing comphance and service delivery outcomes.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Based on our previous studies of federal programs and their im-
plementation in states and local districts. we leveloped a coneeptual
framework tu guide this current research. This framework. presented
in Fig 1. structured our field-data collection and analy:1» and allowed
us to examine o number of hypotheses formulated in the course of past
studies [tidentifies those factors affecting feceral policy implementa-
tion at all three governmental levels We present a complete frame-
work even though we only focused on the state level in our current
study We do this to show the interrelationship among levels, and
where possible we draw on other reseaich to supplement our limited
diseussion of federal and local factors

Our model of federal program implementation rests on two dasUmp-
tions First. 1t assumes that federal poliey will be transformed s 1t
moves through each level of government—from Congress to the U.S.
Department of Education (ED). from ED to the states. and from the
state to school districts Seeond. the model assumes that each level of
government has its own goals and viewpoint about federal program
objectives. and imposes 1ts own set of orgamizational and political con-
stramts on program implementation. As @ rosult of these differences.
we assumie not only procedural changes. but alse substantive modifi-
cattons a~ tederal policy moves through the three levels of govern-
ment

.
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Figure 1 indicates that the student services ultimately delivered
with federal funding are a function of:

e Federal policy and management choices, beginning with Con-
gressional intent and proceeding through program regula-
tions and management.

® The state political context, which in turn influences SEA
structure and behavior. This organizational environment
then shapes actual program management.

® Local management choices made in response to state action,
but filtered through the local social and political context.

Our conceptual model is designed to address two basic dimensions
of federal policy implementation. The first deals with compiiance and
focuses on the extent to which states adhere to federal program regu-
lations. The second stresses programmatic development and examines
ways in which federal policy goals have been operationalized.

Coimpiiance with federal program regulations is a particular and
iinuted notion of implementation. Compliance denotes the extent to
which minimal structures or routines have been established and fol-
lowed. Many would argue that mere compliance is insufficient to ac-
complish federal goals. A program is more than rules and regulations,
and is implemented only when the original policy aims have been
operationalized in some “°ngible way. A state's role in program im-
plementation can consist of little more than formulating guidelines,
monitoring, and specifying audit procedures, or it can involve sub-
stantive program planning and the provision of resources and techni-
cal assistance to local districts. State-level implementation in this
fuller sense 1nvolves programmatic development. This second dimen-
»ion of the state role directs attention to issues such as level and type
of technical assis.anve, frequency of contact with local districts, coor-
dination and interaction of state and federal programs within the
SEA, and level of staff expertise. It also requires examining the ex-
tent to which compliance requirements within and across programs
support or conflict with programmatic development.

A definition of program implementation that includes both compli-
ance and programmatic activities raises a number of important ques-
tions. For example, federal policies implicitly assume that compliance
15 a necessary and positive first step in state-level implementation of
federal policy goals. However, this assumption may not always be cor-
rect, particularly 1n states that have invested heavily in their own
program development. Federal regulations often assume "worst case”
conditions or attempt to prescribe a minimal response. Such regula-
tions may promote appropriate organizational arraugements in states
that have not already addressed a particular program voncern without
federal prompting. But worst case regulations can be counterproduc-
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tive in states that have developed their own programs and moved
beyond a simple compliance response.!s

A state’s role in federal policy implementation, then, is @ dual func-
tion of its compliance response and program development concerns. Ev-
idence of aderence to federal program regulations does not
necessarily mean that policy aims have been operationalized. Similar-
ly, the broad objectives of a federal policy can be implemented even
though a state or local district may modify program details, and thus
not fully comply with federal regulations. Regulation is only one in-
gredient in the complex process of po!’cy implementation.

Federal Policy and Management Choices

Three broad federal-level factors shape state response to federal
categorical objectives and requirements:

o Congressional intent
® A program’s legal framework
¢ Program management

Congressional Intent. Regardless of a state’s political and organi-
zational characteristics, its response to a particular federal program
depends at least partially on how the federal government chooses to
shape the program through legislation and subsequent administrative
regulations. Congressional intent is the first point at which variations
in federal policy choices occur. One of the major themes of past re-
search Fas been that Congress, in its efforts to balance conflicting
interests, often states its intent in a vague and sometimes even am-
bivalent manner.’® A number of explanations for this have been
offered. For example, Theodore Lowi argues in his analysis of liberal
jurisprudence that in order to preserve pluralistic bargaining among
interest groups, Congress often passes statutes that necessarily place
the burden of interpretation on other governmental institutions.!”
According to Helen Ingram, the need to make legislation acceptable to

15For example, some states have modified their response to federal regulations to
suit thetr own needs and level of expertise If degree of complhiance were judged 1n these
cases, the states would get low marks indeed. However, an examination of program
activities would reveal that the federal policy has been implemented, albeit with a
different strategy from what the federal government intended. Similarly, it 18 posstble
that a full comphance response could have perverse effects. For example, one state with
wetri-deve..ned referral procedures 10; handicapped children found that significantly
less service coula w 22!~ 7 to tais target group once they complied with the screen-
ing requirements set forth in the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (94-142)

16For example, see David B. Truman, The Governmental Process, 2d ed , Knopf, New
York, 1971, p. 443.

1"Theodore J. Lowi, The End of Liberalism, Norton, New York, 1969, pp. 126 fI.
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diverse interests also explains why Congress may choose a grant
program instead of a more coercive technique to further federal
objectives.!® L.kewise, “when grant programs are included to make
legislation more acceptable, there follows a tendency to be vague
about objectives.”1®

The vagueness or ambivalence of Congressional intent has implica-
tions for both Department of Education and state administration of
federal grant programs. In his analysis of ESEA Title I, Murphy
points out that in the original Title I deliberations Congressmen dif-
fered on whrher it was an antipoverty measure or a thinly disguised
general-aid-to-education bill.2> He argues that:

Although the language of Title I was clear as to eligible children, the
bill’s legislative history provided the semblance if not the reality of
general aid This confusion, and the fact that those reformers who
had pushed for passage left implementation to lower-level officials,
meant that USOE administraicrs could see 1n Title I what they
wanted to see. Where there was vague language in the law, it also
created later problems.?!

An ambiguous legislative mandate meant that, in the early days of
Title 1. USOE (now ED) did not have to stress or enforce the targeting
procedures that wouid make the program a compensatory measure.
States followed USOE'’s lead and did not impose priorities on local
districts. Hence, it was not surprising that some districts spent their
Title I funds as general aid—even to the point of purchasing band
uniforms and swimming pools.

Our own analysis of the ESEA Title IV consolidation also indicates
how lack of clear Congressional intent affects federal program ad-
ministration and, in turn, state and local program management. The
ostensible purpose of Title IV was to consolidate several categorical
programs—namely, aid for school libiaries, guidance and counseling,
innovative projects, and the strengthening cf state departments of
education—into a single, more effectively managed program. At the
same time, many members of Congress were still committed to the
concept of categorical programs as a means of furthering federal
objectives. Consequently, Congress enacted Title IV, which
consolidated seven categorical programs. At the same time, however,

8Helen Ingram. "Policy Implementation Through Bargaining The Case of Federal
Grants-in-Aid,” Public Policy, Vol. 25, No 4, Fall 1977, pp 505-506

Oibd, p 507

“Jerome T Murphy, "The Education Bureaucracies Implement Novel Policy The
Pohitics of Title I of ESEA, 1965-72," in Alan P Sindler ted ), Policy and Politics in
Ameriwca, Little, Brown and Comnany. Boston, 1973, p 169

Uibd, p 194.

#McDonnell and McLaughlin, Chap 3
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it ereated seven new categorical programs and another office within
ED which made 1 very difficult to administer the componients of Trtle
IV in a consohdated fashion  ED never consohdated program
operations into a single admimistrative unit Largely as a result of the
federal orentation. the states do not view Tile 1V as a consohdated
program. but rather a. simply an amalgam of the prior categoricals
Many states stmply followed ED's lead and made httle effort to
consohidate either the goals or the administration of Title IV at their
own level

The salience of ¢ particular progeam to Congress and relevant -
terest groups also affects federal program administration Congress
and 1ts various constituencies are more hikely to serutinize the ad-
mintstration of programs that ore either highly contros ersial or very
important to @ group’ interest The responsibie admmistrative
agency. 1 turn, will bey more Likely o enforee regulations and hold
states accountable éh(-.\v programs than for les~ visble or less
pohiticallv eontentious ones

Legal Framework. Congressional mtent and ED iterpretation
are eperationalized thraugh a program’s legal framework This frame-
work consists of program legislation, regulations. guidelmes. and
relovant admimi~tratine and judicid case kaw Through these mecha-
ntems. st e and local districts learn the conditions for accepting fed-
eral funu~. tacludmg  <tudent eligibility - requirements. ehgble
<ervices and activities. and evaluation and reporting requirements

Theoreticallv. . thix framework establishes mimimal performance
Jdandards tor ~tate and loeal admizistration of federal programs Be-
cause this federally imposed legal ~tiacture 1~ undifferentiated. how-
ever. 1t ~ometimes fails to acknowledge mportant. particularistic
aspects of state end local implementation A~ numerous studies have
now documented. there 1= an in perfect relationship between federal
program regulations and ~tate and local comphance with them There
are ~ome tnstance~. of course. in which ~uch noncomplianee 1~ due to
either malfsasance or outnight opposition to federal goals Fuall com-
pliance, however. mav also not be achieved because state officials be-
lieve 1t confhicts with best progeam practice  For example. most
federal Title [ regulations focus on administrative process rather than
program juality Consequently, in the interests of overall program
quality. state officials may compromise federal regulations

Such state ievel trade-offs in response to a program’s legal frame-
work are clearest in the older federal programs like Titles I and 1V
Rand's study of ESEA Title IV has documented wavs 1n which pro-




gram needs and proble.ns change as federal policy matures.?!
Similarly, other studies report that the technical management and
compliance problems of Title I's early years have receded. and that
the redistributional and targeting objectives of the program have been
substantially met# Furthermore, research indicates that
compensatory education programs are producing the hoped-for
cognitive gains.”* Thus, as Congress n~ted in the 1978 reauthorization
hearings, 1t appears that “ .. Title I has matured into a viable
approach to aiding the disadvantaged.™* But, from the perspective of
state officials, federal regulations do not always acknowledge the
changed federal and state role imglicit in a mature federal policy.

The situation for Title I and Title IV contrasts with that of newer
programs such as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act.
The procedures for identifying and placing eligible handicapped chil-
dren are not yet completely in place across the country. Until they
are, state officials cannot shift their attention from process to program
quality. Consequently, in considering the effect of a federal program’s
legal framework on state and local implementation, it 15 necessary to
control for program maturity.

The variability in legal frameworks resulting from Congressional
intent and ED interpretation is compounded by ED’s uneven ability to
enforce all program requirements effectively. In particular. the na-
ture of the grants-in-aid system with its fragmented authority means
that federal enforcement capacity 1s limited. For grant programs, the
most severe sanction is the federal government’s authority to with-
draw or recover funds from states and local jurisdictions for noncom-
phiance. But as a number of analysts have noted, this ultimate
weapon 1s rarely used. In employing it, the federal government risks
losing an important state ally and generating Congressional

SMceDonnell and McLaughhin

HCommittee on Education and Labor. L S House of Representatives. A Report on
the Education Amendments of 1978, HR 15 House of Representatives Document 95-
1137, 95th Cong . 2d Ses.. Government P .nting Office. Washington, D (", May 11,
1978 Coummittee on Human Resources, US Senate. Education Amendments of 1978
Report to Accompany § 1753, Senate Document 93-856. 95th Cong . 2d Sess . Govern-
ment Phinting Office, Washington, D C, May 15. 1978 Robert J Goettel et al, The
Adminustration of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Tatle I in Ewght States.,
prepared fur the National Institute of Education, Syracuse Research Corpuration. Octu-
ber 1377 National Institute of Education. Admunstration of Compensatory Education.
Washington. D C, September 1977a SRI International, Trends tn Management of
ESEA Tule I A Perspective from Compliance Retiew s. Menlo Park. California. Septem-
ber 1979

SNatwnal Institute of Education, The Effects of Services on Student Detelopment,
Washington. D €, September 1977b

SComnuttee on Education and Labor. p 7
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hostility.s” Consequently . federal agencies usually choose to negotiate
with a state or to bring public pressure against it by calling its
noncompliance to the attention of the media and relevant interest
groups -* Even short of using sancuons against the states. federal
agencles must be able to impose requirements that make compliance
verifiable and that are practical given program objectives. As Martha
Derthick notes. “Conditions must not be so demanding as to become
an obstacle to the functions of the program. at the same time,
conformance must be elicited sufficiently to sustain respect for federal
authority and to insure progress toward federal goals.”#

Program Management. The clarity of legislative intent, salience
of a program to Congress and to various constituencies, and capacity
of administrative agencies to regulate state-level behavior all pose
constraints on federal program management. How federal agencies
choouse to deal with these factors provides clues to the states about the
flexibility they will have in implementing a program at theiwr own
level. Because the weighting accorded to each of these factors varies
across programs, state agencies must, in effect, make a calculated
Judgment about the parameters within which they will have to oper-
ate Narrow parameters will suggest the need for a simple compliance
response. broader vnes may allow greater program development by
the states.

In making this calculation, states can draw upon past experience.
with one of the best predictors being the way a particular program
office within ED has traditionally conceived of its role. This role defi-
nition includes several dimensions. One is whether the office sees 1t-
self couperating with the states on an equal partnership basis. or
whether it views 1tself as forcing the states to do something that they
would not have done at all on their own or would have done inade-
quately.

FIngtam, p 309 See alvo Carl E Van Horn and Donald S Van Meter. The Im-
plementation of lutergovernmental Policy " in Charles O Junes and Robert 1) Thotnas
veds 1. Public Polics -Makung i a Federal System, Soge Publicativns., Beverly Hills, Cal-
fornia 1976, p 54 This reluctance to use the most severe sanction against nuncomplt
ant states demonstrates the seemingly contradictory situation many federal agenaes
face On the une hand, they exert sume auliority vver states ds o condition of providing
them funds On the other hand. grant programs depend on voluntary participation by
the states, and while it 1s usually unrealistic for a state to reject such funding. the
implied thredt of nonparticipation is always there In additivn. administrative agencdies
often need the states as dallies in their dealings with Congress over budgetary appru
priativns and progrant expansion For example. ED is very careful to cultivate and
maintain the support of the organization of chief state school officers

PPaul T Hill. Enforcement and Informal Pressure i the Management of Federal
Categoral Programs i Education, The Rand Corporation, N-1232-BEW, August 1979

SMartha Derthick, The Influence of Federal Grants Harvard Universiy Press,
Cambridge, Mass . 1970, p 200.
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In education, this latter attitude has generated antagonism be-
tween states and the federal government. Our past research indicates
that officials at all three levels uf government acknowledge the
legitimacy of federal initiatives to serve special needs students who
have previously been neglected by states and local school districts.
They also admt that federal efforts have been instrumental in chang-
ing state and local behavior.* However, in some instances the federal
government has moved into areas where state programs already exist.
Instead of viewing its role as a cooperative one, ED assumed that its
methods were dominant and sought to impose its own program
specifics on existing state programs. For example, a number of states
have well-developed special education programs and see the federal
government as a "Johnny-come-lately”™ in this area. In their view, it
was 3tate action that prompted federal interest and not vice versa.
(‘onsequently, most of the opposition that these states have expressed
against the Education for All Handicapped Children Act stems from a
belief thet the federal government has no right to mandate the details
of program implementation in an area where state priorities, as
measured by funding level or a substantially longer record of activity
and commitment, are better established than federal ones.

A second dimension of federal agency role 1s how brcadly staff de-
fine their responsibilities. Even within the same agency, the scope of
defined responsibilities can vary greatly. For example, the staff of
some programs view themselves as a funding conduit and emphasize
fiscal accountability with little concern about program substance,
while staff from other programs focus on programn substance. Conse-
quently, in monitoring state behavior these staff members will inter-
pret regulations according to their own beliefs on how services should
be delivered to students.

This discussion of federal policy choices illustrates major federal-
level factors that influence state response to a particul i federal pro-

“McDonnell and Pincus

"The federal bilingual program 1ESEA Title VID and ESEA Title IV illustrate
differences in the way federal agency staff define their respunsibiliies Despite the
unresalved debate over bilingualism vs biculturalism and the belief by many local
school districts that their programs should stress English language proficiency rather
than persistenee of a student’s native tongue. the federal program has emphasized
maintenance of 4 stude s netive cultute and language even to the detriment of En-
ghish fluency (For example. see Tom Bethell. "Against Bilingual Education.” Hurpers
Magazine, February 1979, pp 30-33

In contrast with Title VI and 1t~ strongly préscripuve standards, Title IV otafl view
thrir responsibilities as primarily fiscal making certain that eligible students are
served and thot funds are spent in 4 manner consatent with program guidelines But
federal staff avoid prescribing substantive priorities, and states and local sehool dise
tricts are permitted great flexibility in the kinds of programs they mount with Title IV
funds
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gram. As we shall see 1n subsequent sections, state-level factors can
a* times overwhelm federal factors. But to the extent that we observe
variations 1n implementation processes and outcomes across programs
within the same state. initial federal choices provide a partial expla-
nation.

State Context

Just as federal programs are not managed in a vacuum, state-level
implementation 1s influenced by multiple and diverse factors As Fig
1 shows, 1t 1s affected by SEA organizational characteristics which, ia
turn, are shaped by the larger state context Import.at state contextu-
¢ 1 factors include the role of the governor and legislature in educa-
uonal politics, interest group strength, state political calture, and the
fiscal health of the public sector.

Role of Gene* ' Government. The amount of SEA discretion in
managing and siiaping federal grant programs often depends at least
partially on the legislature and the governor’s office Most state legis-
lators and gubrrnatorial staff admit that they know very ittle about
the federal aid process in education The extent of their awareness
primarily reflects a fiscal rather than a programmatic concern, they
want to make certain that their state 1s receiving its fair share of
federal funds.

State legislatures traditionally have approved federal money with a
virtual rubber stamp. There 1s evidence. however, that this situation
1s changing. In a number of states. the legislature has recently de-
cided that 1t must appropriate all federai money coming into the
state.* Now, by closely monitoring the flow of federal funds. these

“Only four state legislatures appropriate federal funds iduding mtenim funds, in
spe cified amounts by object-class or line-item detall However, legislatures in §3 of the
50 states have at least ~ome formal procedures for appropristing federal funds In a
survey conducted by the National Counal of State Legislatures, seven states repotted
active legislative review of federal funds, while 22 reported moderate teview and 16 a
Limited review James E Skok. Federdal Funds and State Legislatures  kaecutive-
Legislative Conflict i State Government,” Public Admunistration: Revew, No 6.
November December 1980, pp 561-562

Legislative appropriation of federal funds raises questions about the separation of
powers hetween the state executive branch and the legislature. While the issue ~ull
remains an open one, the Pennsy Ivania Supreme Court held in Ghapp ¢ Sloan that the
power of appropriating federal funds 1= clearly within the conatitutional prerogatives of
the state legislature In dismussing the guvernor of Pennsylvania’s appeal “for want of
a substantial federal question,” the United States Supreme Court created the stare
dectsts effect of binding state courts and lower federal courts t the state court decisien
George D Brown. ‘Federal Funs'. and National Supremacy The Role of State Legisla-

tures in Federal Grant Programs.” The Amerwcan Uniceraity Lau Review, Vol 28, No
3. Spring 1979, pp 308-310




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

19

legislatures believe they can determine whether or not the state will
be able to maintain commitments begun with federal money if this
funding 1s terminated Some state legislatures have also become
inereasingly  concerned  about  educational  quality,  student
achievement. and the hnk between traming and employment
Legislators are questioning whether federal programs are eonsistent
with perceived state priorities (e g., vocational edueation focused
primarily on state employment needs rather than on ereating speeific
programs for special needs studentsy.

The decision of state legislators or a governor to intervene n fed-
eral program implementation s largely political These officials must
weigh the political costs and benefits of intervention, particularly
when the legal provisions for their participation are minimal (e g.,
signiay off on grant applications) A state legislator or governor must
determine which interests support a particular program and favor the
official's participation in its implementation. For example, state
policymakers are more likely to intervene 1n the implementation pro-
cess if organized teachers favor their involvement than if a resource-
poor client group favors 1t ¥

General government 1nfluence over federal policy implementation
ts hkely to depend not merely on officials’ degree of intervention, but
also un whether their eoncerns are substantive or fiscal. When legisla-
tive and gubernatorial coacerns are substantive, we would expect the
victbility of federal programs to inerease and support or vpposition to
them strengthen At the same time, substantive intervention by gen-
eral government ean also politicize a federal program and place
greater constraints on thuse who must implement it. If legislative or
gubernatorial concerns are primarily fiscal, they are unhkely to affect
the actual direetion and eontent of a federal program. However, legis-
latures often express their fiscal concerns by pressuring SEAs to find
way s to substitute federal funds for state funds. Such a situation
makes 1t more difficult for SEAs to achieve compliance with federal
regulativns and to eoordinate state and federal efforts Consequently,
in assesstng the role of state legislatures and governors n federal
policy implementation, we need to examine both the extent and na-
ture of their intervention.

Hinonly g few instances have state logislatares refused to appropriate money al-
ready granted to the state by the federal geoernment Nevertheless, the effect of dhs
requiremient has often been to delay the nuplementation of new federal programs by
several months

HOrgamzed teachers are usually among the most nfluential interest groups m a
state capital and tend to spend large sums of money supporting political candidates
Chent groups however, not unlv lack ressurces Like campaign funds and media access
but also the size of their constituencs ard the number of votes they can deliver are often
unclear
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Role of Interest Groups. The role of state-level interest groups 1n
federal program implementaticn varies greatly across program
categories Organizations representing handicapped and vocational
education are more active and influential than compensatory and bi-
lingual education groups. Federal programs are not a primary focus of
most state education groups. however, simply because state funding of
public education affects their constituents more strongly. Conse-
quently. most state-level groups concentrate on lobbying for increased
state funding and better state-administered programs, and only sec-
undardy for federal funds allocation and program management.

In most states. education interest groups have traditionally cca-
lesced 1n favor of increased funding for public education. Despite dii-
ferences in philosophy and interest. these groups were able to present
a united front at least on the 1ssue of education funding. This coalition
1~ nuw breaking apart. however. The growth of teacher collective bar-
gaining has meant that organized teachers are often pitted against
administrators and school beards. The increase in state categorical
programs now means that these interests are often in conflict with
those representing the general education program. Additional splits
result from the different interests of urban, suburban, and rural dis-
tricts Moral ssues such as sex education and school prayer have fur-
ther splintered education interest groups

This splintering comes at a time when fiscal stringency and enroll-
ment decline make it difficult to obtain any new funding for educa-
tion, even 1f education groups were united. Education must now
compete with other sectors for 1ts piece of a fiked pie.

The role of interest groups in state implementation of fede-al pro-
grams depends largely on where the impetus for establishing and sus-
taining a particular program comes from, and whether or not the
group that lobbied for the program at the federal level also has state-
level counterparts For example, the impetus for sustaining Title I has
come from such groups as the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law. a professional advocacy organimation that has few state-
level equivalents. Although there is a national Title I parents organi-
zation. Title [ parents are not similarly organized at the state level
On the uther hand, many of the national-level groups representing
the handicapped also have state and local chapters. In contrast with
Title [, 94-142 15 viewed as a program whose impetus came largely
from chents rather than from professicnal service providers.?

Ylitde 1 is an example of the kind of “topocratic” program Samuel Beer described in
his discussion of federal policies that depend on the lubl ying of state and local officials
See Samuel H Beer, 'Federahiam, Nationahism, and Desnocracy in America.” Amer weun
Political Sctence Review, Vol 72, March 1978, p 18
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Consequently, its base of political support is stronger, as 1s hkely to
become apparent if handicapped and compensatory education
interests ever have to compete for the same funds in states and local
school districts.

Those interest groups that do play a role in state-level implementa-
tion of federal programs both monitor SEA actions and support the
SEA in its efforts to obtain additional funding from the legislature for
similar state categorical programs. In monitoring the SEA, interest
groups attempt to keep it accountable to federal laws and program
regulations, and in some instances even assume an adversarial posi-
tion against the SEA. At the same time, client groups also function as
SEA allies when the agency presents its case to the legislature for
increased funding or a more comprehensive state categorical program.

In assessing the role of interest groups, then, we need to control for
the type of interest group (viz., client or professional) and the federal
program being implemented. We assume that interest groups will
play a stronger role in those prcgrams sustained by client organiza-
tions with state and local chapters than in programs that depend on
professional organizations for support and whose national-level advo-
cates lack state and local counterparts.

Political Culture. Political culture is ameng the most nebulous
concepts used by social .cientists. It refers to a distribution of popular
attitudes that defines how people of a particular nation or state relate
to the political system.* Political culture describes the context within
which policy is initiated and implemented. It includes popular
attitudes toward flocal control and acceptance of higher levels of
government, the role of the political party system, and the legitimacy
of other political institutions.

Despite the obvious difficulties in dealing with such a concept, we
know that states do have distinct political cultures that constrain the
behavior of political and administrative institutions. In particular,
state political culture strongly influences both the SEA’s strength
relative to jocal districts, and the support available to programs for
special needs students. For example, in one state we visited during
the Title [V study, the SEA established a technical assistance unit
designed to help local districts with a variety of programs. But broad-
er popular notions of local control and distrust of higher levels of gov-
ernment are so strong that the SEA unit can expect only limited
success even under optimal circumstances. Indeed, in stetes such as

¥Gabriel A Almond and Sidney Verba, The Cuic Culture. Little. Brown and Com-
pany. Boston. 1965.p 13.
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this. political culture severely constrains any action by the state
government ¥

The collection of survey data was beyond the scope of this study.
Nevertheless, we drew upon the work of ot'.ers who have examined
voting behavior. public opinion surveys. and the political and cultural
life of a number of states. In the course of our data collection, we also
asked elected officials. top SEA administrative staff, and general
information respondents how they perceived popular attitudes on
such 1ssues as local control, support for public education, the
legitimacy of federal action in states and local jurisdictions. and
policies to promote social equity or serve special needs students. ™

Public Sector Resources. Until quite recently. states were the
most fiscally stable level of government and some even enjoyed an-
nual budget surpluses. This situation 1s changing as many states face
an economic downturn (e.g., Oregon and Michigan) and others must
operate under fiscal limitation measures te.g., California and Massa-
chusetts) The amount of public sector resources available to a state
affects not only its own educational program, but also .- vesronse to
federal programs and mandates. This is particularly true for those
federal programs that require a direct state financial contribution
te.g.. vocational education with its matching requirements. and the
service mandates in Section 504 and 94-142) But even for other pro-
grams such as Titles [ and IV. maintenance of effort provisions affect
how states allocate funds to local districts and the way these funds are
eventually spent Levine and Posner discuss the “displacement ef-

“In her study uf welfare policy. Derthick (pp 214-2151 recognized the ~ame kind of
limitations imposed by political culture "The attainment of tederal objectives depend-
upon certain features of a stote s political system—the prevalence of values consistent
with federal activns. the presence uf federal allies, the puwer of thuse allies in <tate
politics. and the prevaihing idevlogy o1 political culture Esen apart frum their recep-
tivity to particular program goals, sume states are more receptive than uthers to federal
actiun per se In states that tend to be receptive to government acton in general and to
have nu ideological bias against federal action in particular. the charge of not taking
advantage of federal funds.” or of failing to ineet federal standards’ 15 putentially very
damaging to politicians In other states. where government actisity an general and
federal activity in particular are more resisted, the risks of nonpartiapation v defiance
are lower ”

*The following studies were particularly helpful in examiming state political ul
ture Jack Bass and Walter DeVries. The Transformation of Southern Polutns, Basic
Books. New York. 1976. and three books by Neal R Pierce The Bordor South States,
The Megustates of America, and The Pacific States, Norton, New York, 1972

MBecause we fucused on state-level wmstitutions and not on individual atizen att-
tudes. the discussion of pulitical culture presented throughout this report actually re
fers to the wmstitutional effect of pupuiar political attitudes In other words, we are
analyzing the structural manifestations of o state's political culture We realize that the
causal process by which indiv.dual attitudes trausf1im pohtical nstitutions and ehite
behavior 1s cumplex However. an exanunation of this process was beyond the scope of
our studs, ~o we are limiting our discussiont to this rather narrow definition of pohitical
culture

l'r
s




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

23

fects™ that can occur when state and local priorities are skewed and
distorted by the need to commit state and local funds to meet federal
program requirements *' They argue that many of these requirements
were imposed 1n a time of resource abundance, now. in a period of
austerity, such provisions can cause a “priority inversion." State and
local governments are forced to fund programs with low priority so as
not to lose federal funds. However, services with a high priority are
cut simply because they are funded entirely with state and local funds
and therefore not subject to federal requirements.*!

To some extent this displacement is occurring in handicapped edu-
cation Because of the relatively low federal contribution (approxi-
mately 12 percent of excess costs), states have to allocate more and
more of their funds to meet Section 504 and 94-142 service mandates.
In some of the most fiscally pressed states, this comes at the expense
of the general education program, which must forgo increases or in
some cases be funded at less than the previous year’s level. As would
be expected. such situations prompt political backlash and those who
support handicapped education are finding it harder to argue their
case successfully.

The fiscal health of a state aiso affects its commitment to state
categorical programs that supplement federal efforts 1n such areas as
compensatory and bilingual education. Even those states with a tradi-
tionally strong commitment to special needs students are finding 1t
difficult to maintain this support in the face of fiscal stringency and
reductions in the general education program.

However. une should not conclude that federal goals will necessarily
be compromised by fiscal stringency. Some states. especially those
that have experienced this condition for some time, have reorienied
their behavior and have learned to manage effectively even in ¢ time
of fiscal decline They have found that with different management
strategies, the needs of both general and special education can be met
despite fewer resources. This 1s a difficult lesson to learn, though.,
since decline 1s not simply the reverse of growth and most managers
were socialized in a time of public sector expansion. It 15 important,
then, in examining the effect of state fiscai health on federal program
implementation. to consider the organizational characteristics of the
agency coping with fiscal retrenchment

WCharles H Levine and Paul 1. Posner. “The Centralizing Effects of Austeiity on
the Interguvernmental Sv~tem,” prepared for delivery at the Annual Meeting of the
American Political Sctence Associatton, August 31, 979 p i

Hid p 23
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SEA Organizational Characteristics

Four basic organizational variables affect state management style
and federal program implementation:

<

® The organizational structure of the agency—e.g., line/staff
arrangements, functional organization, staff differentiation.

& Its role orientation in dealing with local jurisdictions—e.g.,
primarily as a funding conduit, a reguiatory agency, or as a
provider of technical and implementation assistance.

e Its overall capacity—staff expertise and ability to manage
faderal programs and assist local districts.

e The SEA’s program pr.orities and how these relate to federal
goals and programs.

SEA Structural Characteristics. These factors influence federal
program 1mplementation in several ways. In particular, they influ-
ence interprogram coordination, technical assistance activities, com-
phance 1ssues, and often program objectives. One important factor is
the extent t: which SEA staffing arrangements mirror those within
LD.USOE. As a result of the additional resources and responsibilities
that accompanied the advent of federal aid, state departments of edu-
cation have greatly expanded over the last ten years.* During their
time of greatest growth, most state departments developed
organizational structures that matched that of EDUSOE and
faithfully replicated, unit for unit, federal program categories. This
organizational structure resulted from a number of factors. Chief
among them was the 1nability of state departments to engage in
comprehensive planning, and to see the overall impact of all federai
programs rather than the isolated effects of each individual program

Federal audit requirements also explain the structural pattern that
has developed within SEAs. Tracking administrative expenditures is
easter 1f positions supported with federal funds are isolated from that
part of the agency that deals with state-supported services and pro-
grams. Although these patterns are now beginning to change, partly
in response to fiscal stringency and partly because of institutional
learning about effective practice—many SEAs have neither the will
nor the capacity to make the initial investment needed to integrate
federal and state activities.

Not only are SEA and federal structures similar, but state directors
of federal categorical programs often develop close working relation-

YBecause of administrative money available from variwus categorical programs and
other fuiding. the federal government now provides between 30 and 80 percent of SEA
budgets. In many states. the advent of federal funding meant an extraordinary increase
in the size of the SEA

L
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ships with their federal ¢ interparts Although t., ore sometimes
cast 1n an adversarial role with the federal governmen., these state
directors become, in essence, federal allies.' They often have more in
common with their federal counterparts than they do with SEA
colleagues who work on different programs.

Most respondents we have interviewed 1n past studies felt that in
the event of conflicting federal and state interests, a program direc-
tor’s loyalty would be to the state department. Still, a department
organized along categorical lines can present fiefdom problems. We
observed that state directors of federal programs are often the least
likely to advocate modifications in the existing categoricel system.
Thetr suggestions for change are within fairly narrow parameters
‘e g, alterations in the allocation formula), and they resist moves to
integrate federal programs with state and local ones.*” As one senior
state official observed, "The vocational education or handicapped
program administrators are a separate line of influence. ... If they
are dug 1n deeply and can resist integration attempts, they could
stymie any proposed reform.”

Not only 15 1t difficult to blur established categorical boundaries,
but 1t also may be harder to provide appropriate technical assistance
to local districts when a state department is orgamzed along these
lines How a state provides technical assistance to local jurisdictions
15, 1n effect. an intervening variable that affects program implementa-
tion Our past analysis of a number of education programs suggests
that technical ass stance 1s more effective 1f 1t is not program-specif
but rather addresses problems common to more than one program.
This 1+ particularly true in states with smaller school districts that
are vrganized and function around a general curriculum rather than
around a series of categorical programs that may only serve a
munority of the district’s students. To the extent that state technical
assistance addresses problems common to the district as a whole,
then, the implementation of eachi individual program will be
improved.

YDerthick pp 202-207, also discusses the tole of state administrative agencies as
federal allies

In thear study of major federal programs in enght states, Hale and Pulley found that
federally funded agencies appedt less tesponsive to state political controls than nonfed-
erally funded agendies See George B Hale and Marian Liet Palles. ‘Federal Grants to
the States Who Governs"" Admunstration and Soaets, Vol 11 No 1 Mav 1979, p 7

HMcDonnelt and Pincus, p 14

Pl fact g number of statcs reported that one of the obstacles o their own revrgani-
dation away from a categorical emphasis to one that tanstends mdivadual programs
and sy es dssistance to local disticts oncan overall program basis - s the existing state
department structure that doesels parallels existing federal categorwal program ad-

ministration
“MeDonnell and McLaughlin, pp 90.93
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Although the vast majurity of SEAs are organized according to fed-
eral funding categories. a few are organized along functional lines
For example, all language or all guidance and counsehing programs
are covrdinated regardless of ther funding source We would hypothe-
s1ze that SEAs organized along striet categorical lines will be more
compliant in their implementation of federal programs Federal policy
amms will be implemented according to federal program guiaelines
with httle change or modification.¥’ On the o.her hand, SEAs
organized along functional lines will probably be less compliant,
seeing a need to modify federal guidehnes to conform to broader SEA
objectives and provide comprehensive local technical assistance.
Consequently . broad federal policy aims may be implemented by these
departments. but they are likely to accomplish them with a different
program strategy from what federal officials may have envisioned

SEA Role Orientation. We have found that if an SEA sees 1self
primarily as a funding conduit. it will emphasize comphance behavior
to the exdluston of programmatic development.™ The state will
requite that Jucal districts adhere to federal regulations. but will be
unikely 1o ampose additional state priorities or to require that
districts develop then own substantive priorities We would also
expect that SEA~ with such an orrentation would actually have httle
positive effect on local 1mplementation outcomes.  substuntive
program implementation chuices would fall almost totally ot local
districts  In o these states. then. the significant  predictors  of
implementation outcomes will be federal choices and local factors

On the other hand. we would expect that states that try to shape

federal programs to promote themr own objectives will sigmificantly
aftect state and local implementation of federal policies These states
will be more lihelv to formulate their own polies wims that can be
superimiposed on an extsting federal program They will also be more
likely to provide technical asststance to local distriets and to expect
local programs to reflect state priorities,
T lhis hepothests s subpoct to seseral caveats Fust we are assumimg that the
tederad program in question 1 a4 catceorical one with a dearls speaified target group
Huwever aicthe case ot discretionary program that provides largels unfettered, gen
oral wid oswch s BSEA Bitle v designed to mmprove SEA onganzational capaatyy
toderal progran: requiteme nts are niimal and we would expect to see competition and
interagendy begaming regardiess of the organizational structure 1See Murphy 1970
p it

A setond caveat 1= that we are a~suming that implementation dedsions are made at
the program director fevel T cases where deasions must be kiched upstars™ to offi
Gals with responibihity over more than one program, unplemontation deasons mas
more Cosely resemble those of agrencor s otgamized along tunctional lines Officials with
respon~ibility for mere than one prograne bhase little or oo fidelits 1 a Washington

counterpart and are more apt to consider the broader interests of the state agencs
SMcDonnell and Ml aughlin p K9
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SEA role defimtion varies broadly across states It largels depends
on the state’s political culture and the historical relationship between
state government and local jurisdictions Some states exert significant
control vver the actisities of local juarisdictions, whilesothers display a
much stronger local control Wdeologs Inetfect. the 30 states represent
a4 continuum of state-loeal control #* Two states we exanuned 1n past
studies ure examples of the endpoints on this seale One is a state with
a strong tradition of local autonomy and a s.ate department of
education weak i its authorits over local districts The other 1s one
where the state department  exercises  preat  authority  over
predominantls small and rural. local districts  In addition, the
strength of the state department 1s remforeed by a system that allows
the state to deternune how lucal districts spend then state wid e,
state ard comes to local distriets designated for a specific number of
teachers, a specific number of textbooks, ete)

The strength of this state-local relationship m turn mflueuces the
SEN's role and whether it ¢houses to be merely a “check-writing” con-
dut for federal funds or whether the SEA decided to use federal pro-
gram mones to promote its own priorities, Weaker states tend simply
to pass federal money along to loeal districts and to impose no restric-
tions or regulations other than those mandated by the tederal govern-
ment  Stronger states. however. may impose additional regulations
and puidelines. The eftect of such regulations 1s to bring the adminis-
trution and targeting of federal aid closer to stace prionities Manv
district staff are unable to distinguish between federal and state
requirements. and therefore see all mandates as coming from the
federal level In such cases, state characteristies and prorties
interact with o federal program to determine 1t substance at che local
level

State response to Title 1V-C illustrates the effect of differing state
roles Because there are few federal constraints on this program.
states have the option to use the program to further then own goals
by limuting eligibility to only those local projects that reflect ~tate

ENLCDunnet]! and Pincus Laurence lannacone State Bducation Departments Then
Policy Role in Adnuni~tening Federal Programis  New York Uneorsity Bducation
Quuarterly. Winter 1974 p 11 Marun B Orland and Rebert J Goettel “Toward o
Cotceptual Framewark for Understanding the Intergoveramental Implementation of
Federal Aid Programs in Education paper presented to the Annual Meeting Awierns
aan Bducation Research Assoctation, April 19580, p 16

"For example some states heve chosen to tapose requitements inaddrion to the
tederal ones on the use of Title unds The federal government has faly ~oniet fiseal
tequirenents govermng the use of hitle T funds qcomparabilite etcr but it has not, tor
the most part mandated in detail low the mones should be used For mstance, states
may reyuire Lthat local districts spend Titde [ monesy ondy at the elementary level and
andvn certain subject ateas Conseguenthy, once Litle T mioney s targeted according to
tederal aidelines the program becomes substantively a state one

2
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atus. So, for example, a state that shapes the program to promote its
own objectives mught restrict the grants competition to projects that
deal with basic skills. drup-out prevention, and handicapped educa-
tion. Projects dealing with other tupics would be declared ineligible.
However, a state that acts svlely as a funding conduit will allow com-
petition in all subject areas, and eventual project characteristics and
implementation strategies will be determined primarily by local fac-
tors. -

SEA Capacity. An SEA’s role v tentation greatly depends on 1ts
overall capacity —that 1s. 1ts level ¢ aff expertise and 1its ability to
enforce federal and state mandates and to pr .« ide technical assistance
to lucal districts. Until the advent of federal funding, and particularly
Title V monies, most state departments lacked the resources needed
to hire well qualified staff, SEA salaries were not comnpetitive with
those 1n local districts, and little professional prestige was attached to
SEA emiployment This situation has changed considerably. and many
SEAs now employ large numbers of well-qualified professionals

SEAs have used Title V funds along with other federal and state
monies to strengthen their technical assistance capacity. Our
research indicates that local districts find this type of assistance
useful and wish to sce 1t continue But in 1 time of fiscal
retrenchient. S¥As are finaing 1t more difficult to mamtain this
capacity State funds are harder and harder to ubtain and federal
program funds must be used largely for monitoring and compliance
checks  Meyer 1d:ntifies this phenomenon when he refers to the
growth m federa' funding and the comamensurate "rise of what may
bruadly be cal'ed the accountani—the personnel who manage the
funding and re ,oriing relations with the central power.™

In a time of fi-ca) growth. the coinpeting demands of technical assis-
tance and compoaance moan:t. ring could be met by most SEAs. But
today that capacity s bemng scverely tested by a lack of resources.
Most SEAS acknowledge that compliaace 1s eritical if special needs
students are Uy be served adequately, yet monitoring without substan-
uve technicar assistance onlv ensures “paper compliance.” Sume
states have Lee ahie to restructure their technical assistance 1n the

TFor exangle, thiough the uwe of decentialized staff teams reither working out of
intermediate Units or the SEA itself), Jocar districts recetve technical assistance on an
ungoing basi~ Sutae SEAS provide traditivnal subject-matter speaalists tu work with
LEAs while others iave moved to o mmote process-oriented approach to technical assis-
tame The argumeat fur this latter type of asststance 1s that most distiiets have compe-
tent subject-tnatter specialisi~, but lack staff ¢ xpertise in problem-solving and effective
management Consequently Sk staft sponsor staff-development wcrkshops, help in
obtaining vutaide fands, wdent fv consultants and evaluators, and assist i ynplement
ing new management procedus es and accounting practices

“Mever p 13
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face of retrenchment by. for example. providing 1t on « regonal.
rather than a local district basis But many others have respunded (n
much less effecus e ways and have let their technical assistance capac-
ity deterorate In examining the implementation of federal programs,
then. we need to consider both the overall capacity of an SEA and also
how that capacity 1s utilized This factor will be important ty federal
puliey makers cunsider ing modifications or deregulation of federal pro-
grams They need to know whether federal regulations can be revised
to allow SEAs to provide more technical assistance, but still ensure an
adequate comphance level

SEA Program Priorities. These priorities are articulated through
a number of sources legislative mandates, state board of education
guidelines, and chief state school officer’s platforms They reflect both
policymakers’ judgments about what directions a state ought to take
and their response to pelitical pressure from various constituents. Pri-
orities are translated no action 1in a number of ways. including
spectal state-spunsored progiams like those for gifted or bilingual stu-
dents. ~tate curriculum standards that local districts must meet as a
condition uf continued state support, and guidelines that districts are
persuaded. but not required. to follow

Until recently . SEAs tended to promulgate multiple program prior-
ties. their lists sometimes reached ten or twenty items annually. Now
we find. however. that SEAs are limiting their major prionties tu
perhaps three or four at any given time This change 15 partially a
redction to fiscal retrenchment and the realization that new mitia-
tives must be limited But 1t also indicates the institutional learming
that has occurred. with SEAs now understanding that their actions
must be more focused to be effective,

This variable 15 1mportant 1n explaiming federz! program in-
plementatiun because 1t 1s @ measure of the consisteney between fed-
eral and state objectives. For example. we would expect that states
placing & high priority on improving their general education cur-
riculum will be less commutted to addressing federal concerns for
special needs students On the other hand, a state that assigns a ma-
Jor priority to improving the education of chronically underachieving
students will view Title L 94-142. and Title VII as a way to reinforce
this state concern It as also likely that in states with a strong SEA
role. and priorities consistent with federal goals, a discretionary pro-
gram such as Title [V-C will be directed to these same aims.

It 15 clear that these SEA organt.ational variables are interrelated,
it 1s difficult to determine the independent effect of any vne of them on
the services delivered to students Nonetheless. 1t s important to un-
derstand how they interact-—-how a change i one can affect the others
and thus affect the type of program services delivered For example,




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

HE

we know that an SEA s 1ole greatly depends on its vverall capacity If
that capacity diminishes fur one reason or another. the SEA role can
change from active to passive despite a political culture that supports
a strong central government. Likewise. an SEA’s capacity to provide
technical assistance and to engage i long-range planning s Likely to
improve i its structure changes from a categorical to a functional one.
but 1ts ability to ensure local compliance with tederal regulations may
be greater under a categorical structure In other words. determining
the independent effect of each of these variables on the dependent
vattable of program design and service dehivery s not as critical as
understanding how each of these variables relates to the others and
how together they affect vltimate service delivery

State Management of Federal Programs

The SEA fuaces & number of choices when a federal program 1~ 1im-
plemented Fiest. it must decide whether it s merely going to pass on
tederal program tunds to local districts. or whether it will mpose fur-
ther regulations o thenn use This deasion 1s largely a functuon of
how the SEA concelves of its organizational role Sume state regula-
tions may atfect the substance of a federal program. such as those
hmiting the grade levels and currieulum aveas meluded i local Title
[ program~ Regulations that are more procedural dv not directly af-
tect program substance reg . state regulations that go beyond 94-112
in spedify g the composition ot local district committees for the hand-
lcapped:

Second. SEA- muat decide what program activities thes will under-
take with federal administiative funds and state set-asides For exam-
ple. will staff concentrate on monitoring and technical assistance
directed only at local comphiance. or will then technical assistanee
deal with program substance” Or. will an SE\ provide local services
itself or contract with another mstiution such as a college or univer-
sity o provide them? A maor determinant of such decisions 1s a pricr
une regarding the kinds of pusitions that are funded with federal mor -
s A= we noted above, sume SEAs use federal program funds to sup-
port pusitions throughout the agency. while others tend to concentrate
them n one federal program burcau Our assumption 1s that greater
modifications in a federal program will occur when it actisiies ex-
tend throughout the agency and include general technical assistance
and curriculum staff than when program activities are concentrated
in only one bureau When program activities are concentrated. staff
tend to behave more like Meyer's notion of the “accountant™ and
stress compliance over programmatic development
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In managing federal programs, SEAs must also decide how program
administrators will relate to their counterparts at the federal and lo-
cal levels and to other SEA staff. The relationship between federal
and state staff largely depends on federal imtiatives, but the SEA can
decide how cooperative 1t intends to be when such 1tems as state plans
are in dispute. Some states have gained a reputation for questioning
federal decisions. while others are quite compliant. Some of our state
respondents argued that those states which are viewed as more con-
tentious by the federal government tend to receive greater scrutiny on
site visits and 'n the review of state plans. Whether this s true or not
1s difficult to determine without a careful examination of federal ac-
tions. But such a perception certainly affect, state commitment to
enforcing federal mandates.

Just as federal and state staff have differing relationships. so do
state and local staff. SEAs can view local staff as professional equals
and attempt to maintain a collegial, noncoercive relationship or they
can see themselves as needing to enforce certam standards m local
districts. Although most states fall somewhere between these two ex-
tremes, we have observed both types of behavior. Depending on state
political culture and SEA capacity. both approaches can be egually
effective. But in erther case. the relationship an SEA establishes with
local districts while administering a federal program needs to be con-
sistent with 1ts relationship 1n other types of state-local interactions.
When the two deviate. federal program effectiveness tends to suffer.

The relationship among federal program managers within an SEA
also is critical to explaining how programs are transmitted to local
districts Since resources are scarce and federal programs serve over-
lapping target groups (e g . vocational education and IV-C with thewr
handicapped set-asides). 1t would seem that program coordination 1s
essential Yet categorical barriers do not fall easily and the tradition-
al 1solation of such programs as vocational education persists in many
agencles

We would expect a prior: that federal set-asides such as those 1n
IV-C encoutrage interprogram cooperation However, we found 1 our
study of the Title (V consolidation that the best predictor of SEA pro-
gram coordination was not federal program mandates. but rather,
overall SEA management styvl» If an SEA traditionally supported
coordination across all types of agency programs. then it was more
likely to coordinate Titles IV-B and IV-C with each other and with
other state and federal programs *!

Choices about regulations. activities, and admimistrative relation-
ships must be made for all federal programs that come intu a state.

SMcDonnell and McLaughhn, pp 6667
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and those choices are shaped by the larger state and SEA context. Yet
they will also vary across federal programs. Given that federal priori-
ties and strategies as well as state concerns differ from program to
program, it is not unrealistic to ex.ect that state-level varicbles ex-
plaining federal policy implementation will also differ across pro-
grams, at least in their relative sigmificance. For example, we know
that various federal programs make different demands on states, and
that some are more visible than others, and hence subject to greater
scrutiny by sta.e legislatures and governors’ officcs. Our study of Title
IV found that 1t 15 perceived as much easier to administer than either
Title 1 or 94-142 It 1s also less salient to legislators and interest
groups than the other programs are.

Our past research suggests that even within the same policy area
the significance of state o unizational and political factors will vary.
depending on specific program characteristics. Among the most 1m-
portant are.

® The wisibility of a particular federal program.

9 The number of "strings™ or programmatic requirements at-
tached to 1t

® The extent to which federal program objectives conform with
state aims,

® Perceived legitimacy of the federal government in this area.

® Size of the existing state commitment 1n a federal program
area,

Just as program visibility affects tederal-level implementation, 1t
alsu constrains state officials. The more visible a programn 1s, the more
closely will interest groups and state officials scrutinize administra-
tive uperations Demands of competing interests that are unresolved
at the federal level may subsequently present problems for state ad-
ministrators. Such a situation 1s hkely to result in less compliance
with federal requirements as state officials attempt to modify pro-
gram strategies to accommodate state and local interests.

A federal program with a greater than average number of strings
can affect state-level implementation 1n several ways. First, the
greater the number and the more precise the programmatic require-
ments, the harder 1. will be for the state to develop its own program
strategies. State officials may be able to comply with federal stan-
dards, but their inability to adapt the program to local needs may
mean that it is less flective than 1t might otherwise be. On the other
hand. to the extent that federal officials can enforce their program
mandcadtes, they can be certain that federal goals are being operation-
alized 1n a way consistent with federal intent.

A second way in which the number and scope of federal require-
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ments affect state operations 1s by the demands they place on the
standard operating procedure. of an administrative agency. Even if
states choose only a compliance response, a federal program can
strain agency operations. Reporting requirements are a typical source
of problems For example, the federal government requires states to
demonstrate that federal funds are supplementing, not supplanting.
state and local funds. But it may request the data in a form different
from the way state agencies customanly collect 1t from local districts.
Beyond the obvious effect such requirements may have on staff
morale, state agencies need to assess the costs of changing their own
procedures to meet federal requirements au compared with risking
noncomphance and the threatened withdrawal of funds

Ingram argues that through the grant bargaining process, federal
agencies are more likely to win improvements in state organizativnal
infrastructure than to change state action.™ For federal grants to
affect state policy. there must ke common nterests. Again, we would
expect that the degree of support from both administrative agencies
and stdate policymakers will be greater in cases where state objectives
and federal programs are similar. This should be true even when a
state and the federal government share common policy goals buu
disagree on the program chosen to operationalize them.

Federal grant programs have so thoroughly pervaded all areas of
public policy that there are few 1ssues today where the legitimacy of
the federal government’s action s ». ously challenged. However, per-
ceived federal legitimacy constitutes a continuum with one endpoint
marking areas where most agree that the federal government plays a
legitimate role te g, construction of major highway s, control and pre-
vention of communicable diseases) At the other end are policies for
which the federal role 15 much less accepted (e.g . some kinds of civil
rights and affirmative action enforcement, areas of economic regula-
tory pulicyr. In education, this continuum tends to represent not who
1> being served, but rather how close federal program requirements
wme to the dassroom dovr For example, several years ago the federal
government had to abandon its efforts to establish uniform competen-
¢y standards because educators and parents argued that such stan-
dards would compromise state and local authority and allow the
federal government to dec'de what should be taught. Where a particu-
lar federal program falls on this continuum of perceived legitimacy
wl significantly affect state commitment to its implemenaation,

The s1z¢ of an existing state commitment in a federal program area
can affect implementation in two very different ways, A large-scale
comnmitment means that the state has accepted these particular policy

“Hngram. pp 513-511
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aims as importent and 1 accustomed to working in this area At the
same time, if the state already has its own program in place. 1t may be
very reluctant to accept a federal grant 1f it means modifying an exist-
ing program This 15 particularly true when state funding 1s much
larger than the federal grant.

A state’s choice about how to manage a particular federal program
1s the last 1n a long series of state-level factors that shape the way

federal funds are transmitted to local districts. State management of

federal programs greatly depends on the type of SEA responsible for
these programs and the larger state context in which the SEA oper-
ates. Each of these variables represents a point at which the goals,
decisions, and resource base of one governmental level 1mpinges on
the actions of the level above 1t. As a result, federal education pro-
grams that leave Washington 1n one form may arrive in local distorets
significantly altered The research task, then, becomes vne of explain-
ing how and why programs are transformed, and how these changes
affect overall program effectiveness and the integrity of federal goals

Although our discussion of state-level factors has focused on their
relationship to federal program implementation, the same factors also
shape SEA ‘mplementation of state-funded programs  the most 1m-
portant factors in the latter case being the larger political context,
particularly the role of general government. and the ~tate’s political
culture

Local-Level Implementation

Because budget cunstraints confined our study to the state level, we
were unable tu observe the effects of state factors on loval implemen-
tation of state and federal programs. However, we can draw on our
extensive past research on local district behavior to outhine the link
between state and local factors.” The discussion of local-level
implementation 1s necessarily abbreviated here, but it suggests how
state and local variables interact to shape the services ultimately
delivered to students,

Many of the variables that are mportant in examming the state
context also apply to the local social and pelitical conteat We need to
know about the av.ailability of public sector resources and how 1t af-

PSee, for example McDonnell and McLaughlin P Berman amd MW McLaughln
Federal Programs Supporting lducational Change Vol IV The Findings in Recica
The Rand Corporation R 1589 ¢ HEW Apadl 1970 and P Berman MW McLaughling
GV Bass. B Paulv and G Zellman Federal Programs Supporting Educational
Change Vol VI Factors Afpecting Duplementation a o Continuation The Rand Cor
poration K-17m9 7 Apnl 1977
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fects local funding for education Included in local pulitical culture are
citizen attitudes toward support of the public schouls and toward
meeting the needs of special studeny groups such as the handicapped
and the poor. Also included i the loeal context are demographic data
such as enrollment trends over time and the proportion of special
needs students in a district,

The local soeial and political context affects district organizational
characteristics Included in this variable are.

® The district’s overall management capacity

® [ts ability to plan and implement new programs.

® District organizational structure and particularly the rela-
tionship between the central office and individual schools

® Superintendent leadership.

® The relationship between the superintendent and the board
of education.

® The district’s openness to community inputs.

District organizational characterisucs shape local management
choices These chouices 1nclude the decisions made not only by the
school buard and central office staff, but also by building administra-
tors and, ultimately, classroom teachers Local management of state
and federal programs requires decisions about program beneficiaries,
the services they will receive, and the way quality of program partici-
pation will be evaluated For non-formula programs like Titles IV-C
and VII, districts must also decide whether or not to apply for such
funds These decisions are most likely to be based un their assessment
of district ability to compete and tne congruence between state and
local and federal and local priorities.

In addition to choices about the management of individual pro-
grams, local districts must decide how to coordinate state and federal
programs with each othie: and with the district’s general education
program  Since multiple state and federal programs can serve the
same student pupulation. local districts need to make certain that stu-
dents do not receive overlapping or conflicting services from different
programs. Not only does such a situation mimimnize the overall effec-
tiveness of these services for individual student learming, but also 1t
can lead to “dollar stacking,” the provision of multiple seivices to one
sch.ui and noune tu a neighboring school with similar needs * In
examining the relationship between local Title [ and 94-142 services,
Birman found that duplication of services was not a major pgpblem
because teachers seemed to make a substantial effort to coovthnate

“Jackie Kimbrough and Paul Hill, Fhe Aggregate Effects of Foderal Education Pro
grams The Rand Corporation, R-2638-ED, September 1981
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services and thus avoid providing redundant or identical ones ** In a
more extensive study that examined eleven federal programs in six
states and 36 lucal districts, the Comptroller General also found that
school districts often structure their programs so that duplication of
services to students 1s minimal.” In these instances, then, school and
classroom management choices serve to integrate programs for
special needs students.

The coordination of categorical programs with the general educa-
tion program 1s particularly important 1n those districts that receive a
relatively large proportion of federal funds. Both for political reasons
and the soundness of the overall education program, local administra-
tors find 1t important to make certain that federal or state concerns
and requirements do not overwhelm local priorities. For this reason,
they often attempt to develop a comprehensive district strategy that
includes categotical programs as merely one of several components in
the district’s approach to student services. Where this does not occur.
a district can find that a state or federal program has become, in
essence. the district’s program. Such a situation tends to minimize
overall program effectiveness because the sense of local ownership so
critical to implementation success is lacking.”

Once a federal or state program filters through the local context, it
reaches 1ts ultimate destination, the individual classroom and stu-
dent. As we indicated, each of the variables outlined 1n our analytical
framework has the potential to shape and alter program design and
sertice delwery. Consequently, in explaining why categorical pro-
grams vary across states and local districts, we need to assess how
each of these political and organizational variables affects service
delivery. In this report, we focus on one level of the intergovernmen-
tal system 1n order tu explain how state-level factors shape program
implementation.

Subsequent chapters discuss these variables 1n greater detail and
describe how they differ across the states in our sample. Chapter 2
describes the determinants of policy implementation in each state,
and Chapter 3 assesses the relationship between state political factors
and SEA activities.

Beatrice ¥ Birman. Case Stadies of Overlap Between Tutle Land P L 94 142 Ser
wes for Handwapped Students. Research Report EPRC 26, SRI International, Menlo
Park, California. August 1979, p v

WS General Accounting Office, 1980

“Berman et al (1977), p 29




Chapter 2

FOUR STATE PROFILES

In most states public education accounts for between 30 and 35 per-
cent of total state expenditures and usually constitutes the largest
single item in the state budget. Consequently, even if the substance of
public education were n-~t a political issue, its funding would be. The
governor, state legislature, and various constituent groups pay close
attention not only to the total amount spent on public education, but
also to how funds are allocated among districts and programmatic
purposes Both the process by which these decisions are made and the
decisions themselves shape state education agencies—their organiza-
tional structure, priorities, capacity, and the role they play in educa-
tion policy These SEA characteristics, in turn, determine how state
and federal education programs are implemented in a given state.

This chapter describes éducation politics in each of our sample
states and identifies those political and organizational factors that
explain implementation differences across states. State political and
contextual factors include demographic and economic variables, par-
ticularly the fiscal health of the public sector; state political culture;
the role of the legislature and governor’s office in education politics;
and the strength of education interest groups. In examining the SEAs
in these four states we focus on the way each defines its responsibili-
ties, how it is organized to meet these responsibilities, and the re-
sources it commands.!

STATE A

State A 1s considered to be among the most progressive 1n the coun-
try for its support of public services, particularly education. It 1s also
unusual 1n the extent of state control over school districts through
student competency testing, individual school accreditation, and
teacher certification.

Despite a liberal image, State A has a competitive two-party sys-
tem. However, the Republicans who have served in Congress and as

'In order to protect the confidentiality of our responderts, we are not using conven-
tional citations for those bibliographic sources that would identify the states in our
sample or individual respondents However. sources used 1n preparing this report are
hsted in the-bibhography
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governor tend to come from the hberal to moderate wings of the party.
State A includes some of the largest cities in the country. these areas
are typically represented by Democratic legislators. At the same time,
State A also includes extensive rural and suburban areas where
Republicans are in the majority.

State A serves almost three million students in public elementary
and secondary schools. Statewide, approximately 30 percent of the
students are black and hispanic, but 1n the state’s largest cities this
proportion increases to over 65 percent. State A's state and local tax
revenues as a proportion of personal income rank its pubiic sector
spending among the five highest in the country, average per pupil
expenditures are also among the nation’s highest.*

The Governor’s Role

Perhaps the most unique aspect of State A's education governance
15> the power of the state board of education (SBE! Members are ap-
pointed by the legislature and govern all education 1n the state —pub-
lic and private. elementary, secondary. and higher Traditionally. the
SBE has collectively been the most visible and strongest symbol of
educational leadership in State A. As a result. both the governor and
state legislature defer to the SBE on most nonfiscal decisions.

The governor’s concern with education is primarily fiscal, and he
has consistently recommended less state education aid than the legis
lature eventually approves. Although his proposed budget-cutting has
not always been successful. he has been able to decrcase the state
share of education costs. He reduced state spending in all policy areas
in the wake of a fiscal crisis that hit State A in the mid 1970s At ats
height 1n the late 1960s, the state share of education costs was almost
50 percent. That figure was cut to about 39 percent. and has remained
at that level for the past five years.

The Role of the Legislature

The State A legislature is one of the most professional in the coun-
try. It meets for most of each year and has excellent staff assistance
Presently, the lower house has a Democratic majority and the upper
house a Republican majority. .

Legislative concern with education policymaking is confined pri-

2Education Commusston of the States, Retenues, Expenditures, and Tax Burdens A
Compartson of the Fifty States, Working Faper No 35, Education Finance Center. Den
ver, Colorado, Apnil 1981, pp 10-11. 16-17
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marily to fiscal inatters, and most maggor divisions within the legisla-
ture are reflected in debate over the state aid formula In fact. one
legislative staffer characterized education as the "single most predict-
able. ungoing partisan issue ” Since the early 1970s. the legslature
has never accepted the SEA's recommendations in toto. 1t always
modifies the formua before 1t s passed The state and formula 1s 1m-
purtant to state legislators fur two reasons. It symbolizes “bringing
home the bacon” and 1t has implications for local property taxes The
nute state aud the legislature can provide. the less pressure upon local
property taxes.

Although the le 1 wre tends to avoid classroom-level 1ssues, 1t
has become involver L some substantive areas Competency testing is
4 recent example Several respondents noted that legislative interest
in wmpetencs testing was a primary factor in prompting the SBE to
develop its own test. Although the SBE preempted the assue, it has
not been immune from legislative eriticism. A major flap oceurred
severdl years ago when the nine-year-old son of a legislator passed the
SBE's ¢ mpetency test designed for n:nth graders The SBE was
furced to revise the test before the legislature would appropriate funds
for examination centers,

The legislature alsu exerts a major ifluence on education policy
through it~ SBE appointments Because the lower house has three
tinies &» many votes on the matter as the upper house, the SBE must
be particularly responsive to this body Often SBE members are ap-
puinted because of thenr political connections and legslators remain
ose tu the SBE members they appoint. thus maintaming an informal
link between the legislature and the SBE In fact, some legislative
staff now regularly attend HBE meetings.

The o ldure then, tends to concentriate on the fiscal aspects of

educa..on policy to the excluston of more substantive 1ssues The state
aid formula i~ an 1ssue which 1s not only salient to all legislators but
1» alsu a subjedt of ongoing controversy and partisan division When
the legislatute does deal with an issue that affects school and class-
room up rativns, it s usually because this issue has receaved pubhic
and media attention- as 1> the case with competency testing  Al-
though the legislature’s concern with fiseal 1ssues eonstrains the SEA.
the fegislature defers on substant e issues because of the SBE's his-
torical role i education govern . and ts aet nowledged competence
and profe  aonalism -

A= inman other < aes the fegislature has considered mechani-ms to reappropr-
st bede ral fune s conn g nto State A and the ¢ apectation s that a bl at least requan
wo ot ae o oantorm the legislature about the amount and type of tederal tund-
thew mocenve will svertually be enacted

The Jews dature has ~everal concerns about tederad tunds The fiest 15 a behef that
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Education Interest Groups

Organized teachers constitute the most influential education inter-
est group in State A The largest group 1s the AFT affiliate, with the
much smaller NEA affiliate representing teachers in some suburban
and rural districts. Although State A has a collective bargaining law,
organized teacners have been unsuccessful in persuading the legisla-
ture to rescind its punitive strike penalties. But :n other areas the
teacher organmizations, particularly the AFT affiliate, wield tremen-
dous influence Because they support political candidates, organized
teachers command more attention from legislators anxrous to be re-
elected.

Special education groups (the physically handicapped, learming dis-
abled, gifted and talented) are the strongest and most active client
groups Stat. A has a comprehensive handicapped program, and in a
time of fiscal stringency, the state recently allocated new funds for a
limited gifted and talented program Organizations representing the
handicapped have networks of local chapters and do most of their
work at that leve! But each has a legislative director n the state
capit «| who is regularly consulted by the SEA and a legislative task
force un the handicapped. In addition. a number of local parent groups
have won several major court cases that will change how handicapped
education services are delivered in State A

Other chent groups tend to be quite weak Bilingual groups are
disorganized. and consequently there is no state mandate for bhihingual
education (despite large hispanic cnrollments in the state’s urban
areas! Likewrse. the PTA 1s diffuse and Title | parents are not orga-
nized at the state level

State Political Culture

Stai. A was one of the first to have a compulsory education law and
public support for education has always been very strong Residents
have been willing to spend a large proportion of their personal income
reluse to 6 percent 1n 19701 on pubhic schools, and political candidates
have been able to capitalize on these sentiments in advocating in-
creased expenditures for education.

Suppert for public education in State .\ has been high. particularly

without pruper uversight, executive agenaes may use federal tunds to thwart legisla-
tive intent  In fact, some have used discretionary federal tands thke ESEA Title Vion
th past o fund items for which the legislature would not approse state monies Legis
la orsan State A are also wneerned about program duplication and having w finance
programs begun with federal grants when federal funding ends

~
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in suburbdn areas of the state where education 1s. according to one
respondent. a "sacred cow " But public support 1s declining. All except
the ity school districts 1n State A must have their annual budgets
approved by the voters In the past. that approval was almost routine.
1in 1968, for example. 90 percent of the budgets were approved the first
time they were placed before the voters In 1978, however. only two-
thirds were approved the first time around

Although politicians pay Lip service to the notion of local control. 1t
15 fess a part of State A's ideology than 1t 1s 1n most states State A
residents have long accepted the concept of 4 strong central govein-
ment. and while local officials may complam about the burden of state
regulation. centralized control s generally accepted as legitimate, at
least 1n principle

Must respondents agreed that state control over district operations
I~ extensive One legislitive staffer went so far as to say that local
control 1~ a myth in State A He characterized the stute’s authority as
“an 1ron hand in a velvet glove.” and asserted that state control s
tightest in the areas of minimal standards, testing. and mandated
participation n state progiam The SBE'S testing program extends
not only to mimimal competency. but also to a s ries of exuminations
that rank college-bound students on a whole range of ucademic sub-
Jects Because districts want their students to do well on these exams,
local curricalum 1s designed to prepare students for the tests Conse-
quently., SBE SEA mandates affect not only district adninistrative
practices, but also what 15 taught in local classrooms

State A s ttaditionally charaeterized as & progressive state and its
commitment to educdational equity 1> probably among the highest of
all states in the nation The state aid formuala acknowledges the
spectal needs of handicapped and cducationally  disady antaged stu
dents On the other hand., State A has been relatively slow in dealing
with the problems of school finance equalization Not unul the late
1970s. only months before & major court decision. did the legislature
move to reduce the number of wealthier distiicts disproportionatels
benefiting from save-harmless provisions

State A~ political culture constrains the SEA less than i many
states The state has a long tradition of stronyg state control over local
jurt~diction- and public support for education has alway s been strong-
er than i most - ates Although fiscal stringency and public criticism
of educational quality are making the SEN's task more difficult. the
agency sull enjovs support from politicians in both political parties
and « hish degtee of autonomy  In fact, most constramnts on SE.A\ ac-
tivn~ come not from the larger political ss<tem, but imternally from
the SBE
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Public Sector Resources

In a sense State A 1s .n a much better positin than many other
states because it faced serious fiscal problems more than five years
azo. At that time, the state government was 1n danger of incurring
huge d=ficits and the state’s largest aity faced bankruptey. After the
shock of the 1r1tual disclosures, state and local officials moved quickly
to reduce spending, and both levels are on a much sounder financial
base today. However, the budget-cutting process was not easy. For
example, tue SEA’s budget has not been increased to keep pace with
inflation and the ageney has lost «hout 15 percent of 1ts s taff positions
pver the past five years But the SEA has reorganized and begun seri-
ously to address the problem of providing services with fewer re-
sources,

Cunsequuntly, lessons about managing fiscal retrenchment that
many states have yet to learn are now part of State A's management
perspective  Although the state and 1ts large cities still face difficult
times, most observers feel the worst 15 over. The state now has a bal-
anc. budget and the eities are moving in that direction

The State Department of Education

State A's SEA, vne of the country's largest and most professional
state education agencies. has plaved a streng. active role i public
education since 1ts meeption It assumed a posttion of leadership in
defiamg standards of educational quality. developing curricula fur the
state’s public schouls. and in specifving the focus of special project
activities, The SEN 1s a well-developed orgamization with sophisticat-
ed information sy stems. comprehensive planning routiies, and a dif-
fereutiated. speaalized staff  As staff to a prestigious. pobtieally
influenticet, and active SBE, the SEA sees 1ts responsibility as nothing
less than running the state's public school system Until recently. the
SEA fulfilled this responsibiity essentially as @ cegulator. the volume
of guidelines. regulations, and audit and evaluation procedures in
State A s probably not exceeded anywhere else in the country  How-
ever. new feadership. together with lessons learned from the past
decade's efforts to promute quality i local education agencies thEAs,
has also led the SEA to frame mtervention i terms of assistianee
strategies and to merease the coordinatron of SEA activities, regard-
less of funding sourves Increased coordination is also seen as a sur-
vival strategy by SEA leadership now that fiscal stringeney has
reduced staff resources

SEA Structure. The SEAX 1= a large. highly differentiated bureau-

~
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cracy with approximately 2400 staft Over 86 specialized units me
organized into substantive offices. which are brought together under
four Deputy Superintendents The Deputy Superintendent for Ele-
mentary Secondary. and Continuing Education oversees all federal
and state-supported K-12 education activities through four functional
offices Occupational and Contunuing Education. Special Education.
General Education and Curricular Services, and Education Finance
and Management Vocational and Speaal Educational programs are
housed 1n separate oftices. all other federal programs are located 1n
the General Education office. 1n units that correspond tu then ubyee-
tives Title IV-B. for example. 1s managed through the Library Ser-
vices umit. Title T s adrunistered by the Educational Opportunity
unit

The SEA itegrates and covrdinates its special project and general
education activities in a number of ways At the most general level,
SEA leadership has instituted organmizational routines that ensure
clear transmisaion of broad SEA goals and priorities throughout the
agency Consequently. there s a high level of horizontal and vertical
communication The three assistant supermtendents responsible for
general education and basie skills projects. ageney planning. and LEA
relations meet at least three umes a month to review special project
apphications and materials They work to ensure that project priurities
and activities are consistent with those of the SEA. and to identify
implication~ for planning. data collection. and communication with
local districts All ~cven assistant superintendents meet twice wechly
with the Chief State School Officer 1(SSO Immediatels follow ing
these meetings., assistant superintendents comniunicate the resulting
imformation direetly to theu staff An miportant part of the CSSO'S
strategy 1s well-developed mission statemoents which <how  how
agency activities do and should relate to goals and objectives as well
as to anticipated changes s a result of these activities, a consistent
message i1 dissemimated throughout the agencs This high level of
clarity and consistencey i SEA communication serves an important
role 1n coordinating activities throughout the vast ageney

[n State X staff assignment 1~ another management strategy that
supports the mtegration of federal and state programs The directors
of specially tunded <tate and federal projects serve primarily as fiscal
agents Federal prograin staff are dispersed throughout the AZONEY's
speetalized umits Staffin the reading unit. for example, are funded by
the state. but also by T.tles and 1V "From the beginning 1of federal
funding:.” explamed a top level administrator, “an effort was rade to
avord categorical fractionalization in the department Categerical
people are blended into the general agendy program We have always
taken a total-fund budgeting and planning approach ™
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Staff located 1n subject area bureaus are responsible for reviewing
and approving the curricular content of special project applications.
SEA subject area specialists review LEA applications for instruc-
“1onal quality. suund practice. and consistency with other departmen-
tal efforts in the same area. This policy provides quality control and
ensures that basic skills projects use consistent pedagogical methods
across both federal and state categorical programs and State A's gen-
eral education program.

This policy has recently been expanded to include a pro-rata staff
time charge policy. Thus a single reading specialist can work on Title
[ reading programs. Title IV reading projects, and reading efforts
funded through the state's special projects. as well as the general edu-
cation reading curricula. This policy has increased state-level coordi-
nation of similar activities. and has made it possible to integrate SEA
v isits to local districts A single SEA monitor can assist LEAs with all
their reading programs. regardless of funding source :

SEA Role. In State A. strong leadership. size. and a high level of
staft ditterentiation all support a strong state role in public education
The SEA ~ active mvoliement can be seen in the comprehensive
gudelines and standards 1t issues. and the high level of SEA 1nvest-
ment in curriculuni development. active monitoring. and technical as-
sistance to local districts At the dirvection of the SBE. the SEA has
added four new activities designed to improve local education quality
a statewide competency testing program for all students, new require-
ments for the registration of secondary schools. strategies to upgrade
teacher competency. such as a professional practice review board.
state-supported 1nservice education. and required teacher heensing
and nternship procedures: and finally. a targeted school assistance
program which directly channels SEA resources to schools identified
as underachieving The State A SEA has. in short. plaved a strong
and energetic role in shaping the inputs to—and assessing the outputs
of—local schools Given the SEA's view of federal funds as supplemen-
tal to state efforts. 1t 15 not surprising that State A’s SEA also plays
an influential role in federal program implementation Through addi-
tional regulation. the SEA has imposed a number of requirements
that LEAS must address in their federally supported projects In gen-
eral. these requirements have two goals. to promote local projects that
\ address state-identified needs and priorities, and to shape the local
implementation process in ways SEA officials believe will promote
quality. The umfied application and school-level advisory councils are
examples of this additional regulation. Further, Title L. Title VII (b1
lingual). and Title IV pryjects are required to focus on SEA-specified '
basic skills priorities. Through 1ts guidehines and directives, then, the ‘
State A SEA influences the focus of local projects as well as the way in i
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which they are implemented In the view of State A SEA officials, this
strong role 1s essential to promoting quality projects throughout the
state

SEA Priorities. State .\ has shown commitiment to special needs
students that matches 1ts active mvolvement in general education. It
was amony the first states ty pass legislation benefiting educationally
disadvantaged youth. bilingual students. and handicapped students
This state-level investment in categorical programs refleets substan-
tial and viaible need. any state antiative that addressed general qual-
ity 1ssues would alniost certainly have to address these categorieal
concerns a~ well But perhaps more important, this comnutment re-
flects the political influence of legislat s representing districts serv-
ing spectal needs students and the concomitant strength of interest
groups speaking for them

The SEA has identified “1mproved guality™ as its preemment gen-
eral education priority  SEA programs 1n school recertification,
teacher trammg and licensing, competeney exams, and the targeted
school assistanee program are strategies designed to address this ob-
Jective Thus it 15 not unexpected that State A's management of fed-
eral prooms shows diveettve concern for the quality of federa!
programs. thewr suceess, and their consistency with general SEA ob-
Jectives In State A\ state and federally funded efforts are seen as all
of a piece

SEA Capacity. State A, with its long history of active leadership
in public education. has significant capacity by almost any measure,
Although fiscal cutbacks have reduced the resources availiable to the
SEA. the sophistication. expertise. and level of activity in State A
remain impressive For example, curriculum materials produced by
subject area staff have received attention in national journals Profes-
stonal staff take an active leadership role in state and national profes-
stonal organizationa Technical assistance staff continue to spend over
50 percent of their time i the field Further. although SEA salary
‘evels are not competitive with school superintendencies or principal-
ships in larger districts. the SEA has managed to reeruit talented and
vigorous individuals to agenes positions Because of its active role,
State A’ SEA 1S seen as a unique professional challenge, rather than
the retirement pasture some SEAS have become Strong executive
leadership turther enhances SEA capacity in State A.

Staff activities in State A are also supported by a high level of ra-
tionality The SEA's ability to eollect and analyze information rele-
vant to pohevmakers and loeal practice s, to our knowledge,
unsurpassed by any other SEA Its investment in analytical capaceity
reflects in large measure the agencey's directive role 1n public educa-
tion  That 15, effective development of funding applications, stan-
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dards. curricula. tests, and the like depend upon good informition
about the nature and effect of state requirements and local practices
A detailed reporting scheme allows the state to track local expendi-
tures by category. student achievement. and special project activities
Within the next vear. the state expects to umplement a system that
will provide individual student data These data will allow staff to
analyze the effects of special projects over time. explore the relation-
ship between categorical and general »ducation activities. and con-
struct estimates of sustained effects The SEA also has a well-staffed
research unit to conduct special project evaluations beyond those
mandated by state or federal tequirements These products have prov-
en useful to SEA uffictals lubbying before the legislature for more
money and new programs For eaample. legislative willingness to -
vest in a statewide compensatory education program was m large
measure based on detatled evaluation of pilot projects tn the state’s
largest city

This high level of SEA capacity has mfluenced federal program im-
piementation 1n a number of ways State \'s level of staff expertse
has permitted the SEN to provide strong. substantive direction to lo-
cal projects Projects are approved on the basts of program guality as
well as compliance with the law. Where local applications ire seen to
be lacking. state staft work with local personnel to develop a better
propusal. Data collected from local projects have allowed SEA staff to
modify guidelines or develop new ones

Because ofthe consistency in State A and federal priorities and the
covrdination between the two sets of programs., the variables that ex-
plain implementation vutcomes are -imilar across programs The po-
Itical culture of State A legitimates a strong state role m pubhc
education. the legislature and governor both support and defer to the
SBE. and the SBE and (Ss{-have together provided the leadership
needed to capitalize on the supportive political environment in which
the SEA operates As a result. the State A SEA has the will and
capacity to address problems of educational quality effectively. de-
spite fiscal retrenchment

STATE B

"Paradox” 1» the word most often used 1n describing State B Al-
though 1t is traditionally portrayed as one of the most progressive and
prosperols states in its region. other states have now surpassed it in
economic development. This shift has left State B as one of the most
heavily blue-collar states in the country, with a per capita income
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that places 1t 1n the bottum one-fifth of all states State B's schools
were among the first to be desegregated and today 1t has one of the
most integrated systems in the country. Recently, however, State B
received national media coverage because of several violent encoun-
ters between blacks and whites.

State B 1s currently heided by a governor considered to be quite
progressive. vet its two U.S. senators are among the most conserva-
tive in Congress The main campus of the state university system has
a strong tradiuion of excelience and is ranked among the best 1n the
United Statr s At the same time. about one-half of the state's popula-
tion live 1n households headed by persons who did not complete high
school. and one-fifth of the households 1n the state are headed by per
sons with less than an eighth grade education. >

Largely because of the state’s poor educational attainment and 1ts
negative effect on future economic development, support for pubhe
education 1< still politically popular in State B The current governor
plays an acuve role 1n shaping education policy and 1s joined in this
endeavor by the legislature. For this reason. State B currently has a
national reputation as a state committed to publie educatin,

State B's elementary and secondary schools enroll shightly over one
million students, approximately 30 percent of whom are black, with
other minorities representing about 2 percent of total enrollment. [ts
state and local tax revenues as a proportion of persunal 1income place
State B in the bottom fifth among the states. Its average per puptil
expenditure places 1t shghtly higher in the state rankings. but still
well below the national mean

The Governor's Role

The governor of State B does not have strong eonstitutional powers
‘e g he cannot veto legislation), and only recently was allowed to
hold office for more than one term However. there 1= no alternative
source of power i the state that ean effectively counter his inflinence
The tegislature is an amateur one and the majority of 1ts members are
Democrats Consequently.if there are splits within the party. the gov-
ernor’s faction will prevail

The present governor has made education the keystone of his pro-
gram During his first electoral campaign he promised that every
child in the <tate would be able to read by the time he or she reached
third grade Once clected. the governor imituated a reading program
designed to put more resources mto the states primary grades The

Hducation Commission of the States
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governor 1s also largely responsible for the state's competency testing
program and another smaller program designed to develop commu-
nity schools tn tocal districts. As an “education governor,” the present
governor follows 1n a tradition. dating back to the 1930s. of several
State B governors who were actively concerned about public educa-
tion

The governor has continued to make education his central focus In
his reclection campaign he promised that he would now work to see
that every State B student graduates from high school The governor's
mnvolvement 1n education 1s surprising not only for 1ts extent. but also
because he helieves that education 1s an 1ssue that can help him
nohitically Altheugh the governor is politicaily ambitious. he does not
view involvement in education policy a» an vbstacle to future political
<uccess This perception contrasts with that of many polit:cians today
who avoid education policy n the belief 1t will jeopardize their ca-
reers The governor has capitalized on public concern about the qual-
ity of ~chooling 1 State B and has effectively argued that improved
public education will lead to greater economic development

The governor’s ivolvement in education has energized thie rest of
state government, particularly the legislature and the SEA The
('SSO 1= an elective position in State B and the present (SS0O 15 popu-
lar Consequently. the SEA enjoys considerable status, independent of
the governor However. the governor’s interest has further improved
the SEA'~ stature and increased the staff's sense of purpose But the
SEA has paid at least a modest priee for the governor's Interest 1n
education For example. the governor established a spectal math and
~ctence high school designed to attract the best students from all over
the state The SEA opposed this concept. arguing that 1t 1s ehtist and
would ‘cream” the best students from local districts  However, the
high ~chool was established despite SEA objections The governor also
has defintte ideas about how addition: 1 funds should be used and has
directed that they be spent on classroom aides This approach differs
from the SE's preferved strategy of reducing class size instead In
both cases. however. the SEA acquiesced. believing these costs wre
outweighed by the bencfits gained from an dactivist governor con-
cerned about education

The Role of the Legislature

State I3's legislature meets for only several months each vear and
has minimal staff capacity  Although 1t s constitutionally stronger
than the governor. the legislature tends to defer to inm m imtiating
policy  However. polities are consensual. and through an advisory
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group the legislature plays an active role in developing the governor's
budget This group consists of members from both houses of the legis-
lature and several gubernatorial appointments. The governor's bud-
get1s not presented to the legislature until the group approves 1t. thus
ensuring that the legislature will accept the budget essenually as
presented.

The legislature’s interest tn education 15 primarily fiscal, although
several 1ssues have substantive implications. The state funds approxi-
mately 60 percent of the cost of public education in State B and the
legislature mandates that each district spend 1ts funds within 70 bud-
get categories (reduced from over 100 line items several years agou).
For example, local districts are told how much they can pay teachers,
how many students ezch teacher will tcach. how often textbooks will
be replaced. and how many clerks and janitors a district can employ.
Districts can supplement state support with local tax revenues. but
state funds must be spent according to strict state guidelines. The
legislature has imposed these requirements largely as a means of
achieving fiscal accountability. but they have substantive mmplica-
tions For example, districts cannot dec " to increase class size and
spend the money saved on more textbooks

Teacher salaries 1in State B were traditionally among the lowest in
the country Due to the efforts of several recent governors. including
the present one. average teacher salaries in State B now rank close to
the nativnal mean. This change has also prompted legislative concern.
With the average teacher salary close to $18.000, teachers are now
among the highest paid workers in some of the state’s pourer commu-
nities Consequently, the legislature feels a need to justify these sala-
ries It has instructed the SBE to wrnite critema for evaluating
teaching personnel and has also established an educational personnel
commission This commission, most of whose members are from the
private sector, will recommend guidelines for teacher salary increases
to the governor and legislature. Legislative concern about teacher
standards and nroductivity has also prompted the SEA to make this
1ssue one of 1ts own program priorities.

Although the legislature tends to defer to the governor and CSSO in
substantive matters, its control over the fiscal aspects of education
clearly affects how lucal districts deliver services The legislature has
also Influenced the SEA’s current policy agenda with its concern
about teacher quality and productivity

Education Interest Groups

As in the other states in our sample, State B's most mfluertial edu-
cation interest group 1s the teachers” association. an NEA affi] ate




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

50

However, this organmization differs from the others because State B
has no teacher collective bargaining. Consequently, the teacher as-
sociation’s only source of influence 15 necessarily political. Without
collective bargaining and with teacher salaries largely established at
the state level, political action and lobbying are eritical to advancing
teacher interests. Since the early 1970s, the teachers’ association has
been quite successful 1n obtaining salary increases for teachers, reduc-
ing class size, and, along with other interest groups, was instrumental
in lobbying for a mandatory Kindergarten program in the mid-1970s

Since they do not make political contributions as the NEA affihate
does, other interest groups such as the PTA and the school boards
association are not as iniluential with the legislature. However. they
are listened to by iegisiators and, uniihe the teadhers’ assuciation,
these groups have a close working relationship with the CSSO and
the SEA. In fact, the CSSO was instrumental in selecting the new
executive director of the schoul boards association and the president of
the statewide PTA 1s an SEA employee

Chent groups with influence primarily represent special education
interests. These groups include a pifted and talented association, the
Association for Retarded Citizens (ARCH, a group representing the
hearing mmpaired. and a statewide Association for Children with
Learning Disabilities tACLD), which 1s just beginming te develop a
lobbying capacity. .

There are o client groups representing compensatory educat on,
although State B has a sizable student population living 1n poverty
However. many of these students reside 1n rural areas, so even the
organizational resources often available to the urban poor are lacking

State Political Culture

For education pulicy, the most important aspects of State B's politi-
cal culture are strong support for public education and the absence of
extensive loeal control As we noted above, the public realizes that the
state’s educational system needs substantial improvement and has
been willing to support policies to that end. This support has been
reinforced by strong political leadership and an abihity to hnk im-
proved education to greater economic development

As one former governor of State B noted. local control 18 not an
“overwhelming 1dea”™ 1n State B For example. there are no county
road systems because the state mantains most roads The state s also
responsible for the majority of prisoners, including misdemeinants,
because the county jaul system is so small As indicated previously.
the state controls most local education spending with its detailed cost
accounting requirements.
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These two aspeets of state politicai culture—strong publie support
fur education and weak local contiol—give the SEA considerable flexi-
bility 1n implementing state education programs. However, the state's
political culture does not provide the SEA similar latitude in 1ts ap-
pruach to federal program implementation Publie attitudes toward
the federal government are strongly negative and are reflected in re-
cent statewide voting patterns—the same voters who reclected a
progressive governor also sent a very conservative candidate to the
U S Senate The federal government 1s viewed as unnecessarily inter-
ventionist, with this image resulting largely from the federal govern-
ment's role 1n school desegregation and race relations generally

Despite the large black population in State B, there 1s virtually no
black political infrastructure except in one urba'. county. Conse-
guently. few political interests openly support the kind of equity goals
espuused by most federal education programs. (The exception to this
generalization 1s handicapped education, which recerves considerable
support - Tu some extent the governor has citcumvented th:s lack of
support for sucial equity 1in promoting his own education programs.
For example, rather than selling the primary reading program as a
way to help pour or black children, he used a traditional populist ap-
proach The program would benefit «/l children. Public attitudes
toward soctal equity and federal intervention mean that the SEA can-
nut appear to promote federal goals or enforce federal requirements
too strongly At the same time. State B 1s quite authority-oriented 1n
its political culture, so the SEA and local districts are expected to
achieve at least minimal complhiance with federal mandates.

#a

Public Sector Resources

While its problems are not severe, the public sector in State B faces
a period of fiscal retrenchment State B has not enacted o tax inerease
in 10 years and has funded all of its new programs out of economic
srowth Now, with economie expansion slowing and public sector costs
increasing, the statetaces some difficult decisions, State B 1s unhikely
to rarse taxes because of public opposition and the behef that its 1m-
dire ds d low-tax state will continue to attract new industry,

Grven that new taxes are unlhikely. programs will have to be cut
However all respondents agreed that elementary and secondary edu-
cation’s share of the state budget tapproximately 40 percents will
remaimn constant. if not mcerease shghtly Because of the governor's
commitment to education, he will personally protect 1t during the
budget-trimmun.g process Stll, education will not go untouched For
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example. state funds for istructional supplies have been frozen at 10
cents a day per student

Most observers. including the governor's budget staff, believe that
State B is 1n an excellent position to deal with retrenchment. The
state has no large urban areas with serious fiscal problems, State B is
sti!l experiencing some modest in-migration, there 1s no state debt.
and buth the governor and the legislature are fiscally prudent Conse-
yuently, the expectation 1s that state spending will be brought under
cuntrol before State B faces serious problems in five years or s0

In sum, education fund.ng in State B faces a time of fiscal retrench-
ment. but the effects are unlikely to be severe and budgetary cuts will
not unduly constrain the SEA. Strong gubernatorial support and a
willing public should protect education from the worst effects of fiscal
retrenchment.

The State Department of Education

State B has always exercised strong fiscal control over LEAs
through its state-specified salary schedule and line-item budgeting of
state funds for lucal districts. However. the SEA had liztle program-
matic capacity until strong gubernatorial support for public educa-
tion. combined with the stimulatory effort of federal funds, made an
active SEA possible The SEA defines its role exclusively in terms of
technical assistance and support for local activities and does not 1m-
puse many regulations on local districts Monitoring required by fed-
eral programs 1s done apologetically and with concern that these
federally imposed responsibilities will discredit SEA technical assis
tance efforts Consistent with its technical assistance philosophy.
State B's SEA has mnade a self-conscious effort to decentralize agency
activities Approximately one-half of the SEA’s 750 staff members are
now located 1n regional offices throughout the state The State B SEA
1> st1ll in the process of developing institutivnal capacity to carry out
1ts role. With a strong CSSO and the influential support of the gover-
nor, the SEA will be able to plead its case effectively to the legislature
as the state’s economic base contracts,

SEA Structure. The State B SEA, which has @ mixed categorical
functional structure. 1s managed by six Assistant Superintendents,
three of whom oversee federal programs. Title 1. child nutrition, and
migrant programs are housed in the Admimstrative Services Divi-
ston. Title 1V-C falls under Research and Development. Special Edu-
cation and Vocational Education are managed by the Assistant
Superintendent for Instructional Services, whuse division contains
most of the SEA’s staff and resources Title IV-B falls under the pur-
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view of he special assistant for federal relations. Only Vocational and
Special Education have a close orgamizational relationship to the
SEA’s general education and basic skills activities.

The SE.\ has virtually no coordination across programs and respon-
deats point to this lack of coordination as a mayor a; ncy weakness. In
fact, there 15 no structure in place to promo.e coordination even 1n
theory Nor 1s there reguiar communication among staff. agency-wide
m-etings occur only once or twice a year. There 1s also ro clear agency
mission to guide activities within specialized umits Consequently.
policy 15 developed by middle management, according to the perspec-
tive of individual admimstrators. Although Special Education and
Vicational Education are in the same unit. adnnnistrators contend
that administrative detail precludes coordination between these ac-
tivities cr with general education Title I1s functionally removed from
instructional services It is also physically removed from the SEA
staff. located several miles out of town in rented offices. Likewse.
Title IV-B and the federal projects officer are located at a distance
from the main SEA building. IV-B thus 15 operated independently
from the state’s reading, communications, and media activities.

The coordination that does take place in State B occurs 1n the field.
State B's eigh. Regional Service Centers are an important component
of SEA operatiuns and part of a self-conscious strategy to decentrahze
agency services Each center serves from 16 to 20 LEAs, major activi-
tres include inservice education and curriculum development. They
are staffed by a director. a Title IV-C faailitator. Title I. vocational
and special education coordinators. and approximately 14 other pro-
fessional staff funded with state funds. However. federal program
staff in State B's Service Centers serve an evpheitly categorical func-
tion and report unly to their federal program counterpart 1n the SEA
Thus when coordination between state-funded and federally funded
efforts does occur. 1t occurs at the imtiative of individual staff or LEA
personnel There 1» no SEA effort to promote coordination between
federal program and state-funded staff,

However, 1t 15 important to note that State B's luck of suictural

srdinatien belies impressive agency coherence 1n management phi-
l-ophy The CSSO’s commitment to management by assistance and
suggestion rather than by regulation and direction permeates the
SEA Asone SEA administrator remarked. "It's Just something every-
body knows we're supposed to do.” The absence of coordination across
activities in State B. then. 15 accompanied by a high level of consis-
tency in the philosophy underlying them.

SEA Role. The SEA's role in public education. like the state’s polit-
ical culture. 1s paradoxical In one respect. there 1s strong state con-
trol over LEA activities. Legislative contr ' over teacher salaries and
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other line-1temn allocations. and the existence of a stete-approved text-
book list with few options. all constrain local activities in crucial
ways Esnecially in poorer LEAs where the state contributes up to 85
percen. of the budget. district staff have little discretion over how
funds will be spent. In contrast. the SEA has played a nondirective
role 1n education policy. leaving decisions about the content of local
programs to district staff. As one SEA administrator put it “"Our aim
is to give the locals as much flexibility and assistance as reasonably
possible. The state will tell the locals what they can spend their
money ou. but not how. It's their wagon to pull.” The SEA has been
extraordinarily active in providing assistance. Schools implementing
the state’s primary reading program, for example, have received ex-
tensive technical assistance from both regional and central office
staff. One SEA official commented “It's a rarve day. if ever, that each
district 1in the state doesn’t have at least one regional staff member in
it.”

State B's strong technical assistance role has influenced state 1m-
plementation of federal programs through its perceived conflict with
federally mandated monitoring and enforcement responsibilities The
SEA has dealt with this conflict by minumizing these federally im-
posed uversight responsibilities as much as possible. Nonetheless.
there 15 strong concern within the SEA that 1if the state has to con-
tinue to be hoth an enforcement and an assistance agency. 1t might
destroy its vice thrust. Consequently, SEA monitoring of local
projects supported with federal funds 1s mimmal and apologetic

SEA Priorities. State B's priorities are explicitly framed in terms
of enhancing local educational quality The governor and €SS0 be-
lieve that 211 students. incluaing special needs students, will be better
served by 1mproving the entire prograin With strong support from
the governor. the SEA has set about a systematic plan to do so, begin-
ning with the primary grades reading program now in place across
the state The suceess of this effort generated practitioner and legisla-
tive support for another major departmental effort aimed at secondary
schools. To supplement these efforts, the SEA has initiated a Princi-
pal’s Institute designed to provide principals with management and
planning skills Staffed by five SEA staff and seven principals on
leave. the Institute 1s expected to reach every principal in the state
this year

Federal programs are addressed in State B's priorities only as "gap
fillers.” For example. LEAs have been urged to target Title I funds on
grades 4-8. classes presently not included in state-supported efforts
Title IV, which 1s not seen as categorical, has been utilized to support
the state’s regional capacity.

SEA Capacity. Because of support from the broader political envi-
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ronment, State B has been suceessful in leveraging federal funds and
In acquiring state resources to build SEA capacity. State funds now
support 80 percent of State B SEA staff State B -anks in the high-mid
range among all SEAs in its orgamizational resources. The SEA staff
1> miuch larger than would be expected given the state’s population.
Further, the overall expertise and energy of the staff are high. The
strong leadership of the guvernur and CSSO have attracted staff eager
to participate in what has been described as the state’s "renaissance”
in public education. Most of this added capacity, however. has been
directed at state initiatives—namely, the primary reading program
and the secondary school effort—rather than at federal program im-
plementation Ncnetheless. the way in which the State B SEA has
utilized its staff capacity has influenced federal program operations.
The SEA's active and well-staffed network of regional centers has
broug..t state and federal staff closer to LEAs. As a result. local per-
sonnel respunsible for planning and implementing federally supported
projects have ready access to assistance in interpreting federal guide-
lines and preparing project applications. Regional federal program
staff members review local project applications before they are sub-
mitted to the central SEA office. Although these staff cannot approve
applications, they have been effective 1 spotting and correcting prob-
lems in local applications before they are forwarded to the state capi-
wal SEA staff report that this regionalized system has significantly
reduced the number of audit or other comphiance problems that must
be corrected before the SEA can approve local applications and has
brought some consistency tu local interpretation of federal regulation
and intent

Although SEA staff report that "1t has been sumewhat of a struggle
tu keep the regions from beconng eight separate state departments,”
steps tuken by SEA central office staff have, by the report of regional
personnel, effectively eliminated commiunication problems. Regional
location of SEA ataft has also allowed more technical assistance to
LEAs vperating federal programs chan mardated respunsibilities
would permut, if ~taff’ were located in the state capital.

State B's strong regional network, which provides ungoing informa-
tin to SEA staff about loeal activities and needs. combined with the
agencey’s expliat preference for a technieal assistance rather than a
regulatory role may explain why, in contrast to the SEA's relatively
strong staff capaeity, agency rationahity s low In the view of SEA
respondents, regional staff are able to provide sufficient information
about LEA needs and problems. Consequently, the SEA planning unit
1= small and ha~ Little interaction with other unita. [t spends most of
Ita tine on administrative matters related to personnel projections
and district staffing necds Simularly. there s hittle use of evatuation
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research 1n the azenes Only one member of the small research unit
engages 1n research besvend what 15 mandated, and evaluation staff
at'ached to federal piograms do hittle beyond completing prescribed
turt 1= Sinee the SEA assumea hittle direction over federal program
imtlementation, there s no appetite for information about local
uroject activities or routines for using such data

Like State A. then. State B's pohitical and organizational environ-
ment allows the SEA to play ¢ act ve ole in education policy The
state’s political culture ranctions such a role and above all, the gover-
nor » ieadership provides the SEA with the needed re sources and sup-
purt At the same time, State B also tllustrates now a strong state
need not be regulators and how an activist state government can in-
fluence lucal implenientation patterns as much through assistanee as
through control

STATE €

State O 1~ a large. populous state whose polities are domimated by
deavages between the state s largest city and rural and suburban in-
terests throughout the rest of the state At the state levell the Demo-
tratic and Republican parties are among the most competitive of any
in the country, with the Demudrats tepresenting urban constituents
and the Republicaas the largely suburban and rural areas

Despite the highly partisan polities of State (. education his not
been the tocus of major partisan splits However, 1t often forms the
basis of comproni~e bhetween the two political parties and thew re
spective constituerts For example. legislators from rural arcas will
agree to greater education funding for the state’s cities in exchange
tor increased road funds to be spent largely i thewr districts

Besides a strongly competitive two-party system, the other salient
Characteristic of State C's polities 15 a strong sense of local control In
edutetion this 1= illustrated by the large number of local distriets
State O sull has over 1000 school districts with the vast maority
enrolling fewer than 1000 students

State C eurrenthy enrolls vver two mullion students 1n public ele-
nientary and ~econdary education. approximately 30 percent of whom
are nunorities Although ~tate and local tax revenues as a proportion
of personal income place State C only shghtly above the national
mean 1ts average per puptl expenditure ranks 1t among the 10 high-
est-spending <states tor public education

Felraeinr Catr mission of the States
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The Governcr’s Role

Because the guvernor appuints the state board of education. which
In turn selects the chief state school officer. he potentially could exert
a majur influence over educativn policy making But elementary and
secondary education 1s a low priority for the present governor, and he
has left this policy area to the legislature. the SBE. and the CSSO.

Education i> not part of the governor’s policy agenda for three rea-
sons First. his majur gual has been to balance the state budget. which
he has done. and the state now enjuys 4 modest surplus. Second, he
believes there 15 little pohitical payoff from invulvement in this policy
ared, especially since advocating increased expenditures for education
would conflict with his image as a fiscal conservative. A final reason
1> that his substantive policy interests lic 1n areas closer to his own
professional background in law enforcement.

The governor has not completely 1solated limself from education
policy. huwever For example. in selecting a new CSSO. the SBE con-
sulted the governor's office The governor's office also assists the SEA
when 1t expertences difficulty in satisfying federal requirements. most
recently. this mvolved approval of the state’s 94-142 plan The state
NEA uaffiliate. one of the most powerful interest groups 1n the state.
supported the guvernur's reelection and :» pleased that he has signed
most of the legislation designed to benefit its constituents e ¢ . redue-
tion-in-force procedures and early retirement provisions In sum. e
governor and his staff are aware of major education policy 1ssues n
State € and play at least a perspheral role 1n many of them. but edu-
cation i not a top priority,

The Role of the Legislature

Like the governorship. which regularly alternates between Demo-
crats and Republicans., the political party system i the State C legis-
latii'e 1> very strong Presently. the Democrats hold a one-vote
maymity in both houses. The Citizens Conference or State Legisla-
tures has ranked the State C legislature amony the most professional
i the countey It has a permanent. professional staff and good public
and media aceess

The legislature’s interest in education 1s channeled through an ad-
junct budy oryinally established after World War 11 as o temporary
sroup to advise the legislature Prior to the constitutional reorganiza-
tion of State C s education povernance structure in the 1970s, this
organization was wnstdered the most powerful in school politics In
additien to the €SS0 and the state budget director. 1t consists of an
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equal number of members appuinted by the governor and by both
houses of the legislature. The governor's appointees iclude represen-
tatives of the must influential education interest groups, and the
legislature appoints thuse of its members who are acknowledged ex-
perts and leaders in education policy  Althvugh this group has no for-
mal powers and i~ only advisory, most of 1ts recommendations have
been 1ncorporated nto law

In the mid 1970s. State C ratified a new constitution that changed
the CSSO frum an elective to an appointive position and established a
state buard of education for the first tume Although the legislative
advisory group was involved in this restructuring of education gover-
naqee. the change has generated tension between the legislature and
the SEA ever since The 1ssue may be broader than a mere need to
delineate resporsthilities more clearly. Unlike the legislature, the
SBE 1S nonpo tisan. by its very nature the SBE 15 designed to act
inds pendent's of the political party system. While sueh a posture has
obviou~ advantage~. it also means that the Board cannot always work
e ffectivein with the legislature because of that body's very different
asumnptions aboat how decisions should be made Consequently, a
mayor =t lacing both the legislature and the SBE 1 whether the
SBE can operate effectively ina political culture and with a legista-
ture that places such a high premum on partisan bargaming and
COMPromIse

The major education policy 1asuea presentls betore the legislature
relate to education funding The legislature has consistently -
creased state education fundimg over the governor's recommended lev-
el- The legislature 1= al-o eonsidering changes o the school aid
tormula to offset the di~equalizing effects of categorical programs end
State transpottat.on aid Since the fegislature s sensitive to the effect
of unfunded mandates on local school distriets, 1t 1~ moving to nuni-
ilze ~uch requirement- an the future Despite this concern, however,
several legislators take an active mterest in the state’s handicapped
and bilimual education programs These legislators were mstramen-
tal in the passaue of state spearal education legislation in 1965 The
State also spotsors its own biligual program. which provides almost
four time~ more fundimy to State O than the federal Title VI program
doe~ .

The State t legialature reappropriates all federal funds comig into
the state. but few responaents vies this as a problem Legislative
concetn about federal tunds relates primarily to 94-112, which mem
bers view as ab anfunded federal mandate that has imposed an unfair
burden on the states Still. more thain 25 peveent of the new funding
the legislature approved for education over the past three years has
been allocated to special education
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Although 1ts intere~t i education i~ primaridy fiscal, the State €
legislature alwo plays o farly wctive role i program substance and
hence compensates for the governor's lack of imterest i education
policy In its support of state programs that serve students similar
thuse served by federal funds. the legislature gives tederal programs
for specidl needs students more legitimaey in State C and thus ads n
their implementation At the same tine, the legislature not only con-
strains the SBE and SEA by its actions te g0 its legislation to mini-
mize state mandates'. but it alsc places them at « distinet
di~advantage in their dealings with such o partisan body

Education Interest Groups

The mo-t influential education interest group 1= the NEA affiliate
Thi> vrganization 1s the largest contributor to state political cam-
paigns and supports candidates from both parues. Several legislators
belong to the group and one recently ran for president of 1t The AFT
affiliate 1= not as strong pelitically at the state level, but it <ull wields
constderable influence because it represents teachers 1o the state's
largest aities Nevertheless, State € does not have o state collective
bargaining law  Although 85 percent of the state’s teachers are
covered by local eollective bargaining contracts. the strengtn of the
pulitical patronage system and the conservatism of rural legislators
have prevented enactment of collective bargaming legislation For
this redson. teacher urganization political action s eritieal Through
state tegislation. organized teachers have been able to ohtaim such
items os reduction-in-force procedures and teacher dismi--al nehts
that would normally be covered 1n local contracts

The most influential client groups are those representing the haral-
icapped The president of « recently formed state-level umbrellaorga
niZzation wis appointed by the governor to the legialative adsior
group and alsu serves on the SEA'S special education advisory counii
There 1~ nu ~tatewide organization representing compensdatory educa
tion However. ~ome civtl rights groups lobby on behalf of this con-
st tuency  Other  professional  groups  lLike  those  representing
administrator- and local school boards have access to the legislature,
but are generally less influential in legislative matters than the
teacher organizations Groups representing other special programs,
such a~ vocational education and gurdance and counseling. exert some
influence over these progranis, but are less visible than groups repre
senting handicapped education
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State Political Culture

State (s pohitical culture 15 dominated by a highly competitive po-
litical party systenn and a strong predilection for local control. Most
ubservers characterize pulitics 1n State (C as “tough™ and party patron-
age 1 a fact of Life Such a system 15 particularly vulnerable to corrup-
tiun and necessitates that various pulitical interests work through the
twu pulitical parties. However, 1t also ensures that decisivns are made
guickly and. to sume extent. that electoral accountability 15 greater
than in state governments with weaker political parties.

The SBE und SEA are nonpartisan mstitutions in a distinctly parti-
san setting On the other hand. this means that the agency now has a
better-qualified and more professional staff than 1t did when the
('SSO was an elective pusition with patronage privileges. At the same
tume. 1ts lack of partisanship means the SBE and SEA uften need to
depend on the lobbying activities of education interest groups and
pro-education legislators Although the SBE and the SEA can take a
pulicy -tance apart from these groups. 1t 15 difficult to promote the
SEAN < po~ ton s the absence of a readily identifiable constituency
and an independent source of mfluence

Local control in State ¢ means that once the fruits of state-level
political ompromise reach local yurisdictions. the state has hittle to
~ay about how tunds are spent and service decisions made [t also
means that local governmental units. particularly ~chool districts., are
small ard nefficient The SEA hux attempted with hittle success to
persuade the legizlature ty establish a system of intermediate umits,
that «xemplify both the state’s strong sense of local contrel and its
reitance on political patronage

Because of the political strength of State (s cities, the state funds
« number of program~ designed to help special needs students, partic-
ulerly tn urban areuas These include the state compensatory educa-
ton program. one for linuted-Enghsh-speaking students, and a
program for school drop-outs

Clearlv, State s political culture constrams the SEA. Not enly
dves 1t make the agency less politically effective at the state level, but
it also defines the SEN's relation-hip with local districts The state’s
strong penchant for local cortrol rueans that the SEA cannot be high-
Iv prescriptive or regulatory i its dealings with school districts. but
instead muat rely on a strong technical assistance role to mmprove
local services
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Public Sector Resources

State C 1~ in reason,ably good fiscal condition. with a current sur-
plus equivalent to about 5 percent of 1t 19580 genceral fund exper.di-
tures However, the largest school svstenn in the state has teetered on
the verge of bankruptey for several years and the aty’s other munic-
pal services now face the same fate The state 1> now keeping a close
watch on other vities to ~ee that they stay fiscally sound While most
remain on o ~ohd footing. une other ety faces similar financial trou-
bles 1n the near tuture,

Although the new state constitution requires that the atate bear at
least halt the cost of public elementary and secondary education. 1t
presently pays vnlv about 45 percent of the bill Thi, represents a
~ignificant increase sinee the 1960~ when the state pad only 25 per-
cenit of the total cost ' Education expenditures consume about vne-
fitth ot the total state budget and respondents umiformly predicted
that edudation » share will remain stable throughout the 1980~. There
I~ dl=o no mdication that the state will have to reduce 1ts commitment
o categorical programs Although the legislature 1= less willing to
reduce districts” tunding below their previous vear's level, the mes-
sage 1s clear There will be no money for new programs. and at best,
education in State C faces a period of stable tunding

The State Department of Education

State s medium-sized SEN has undergone substantial change
~ince the nud-1770< when o constitutional amendment replaced the
elected €550 with an appotnited OSSO and established a nonpartisan
Board of Education Prior to these changes. the SEA was largely
staffed through patronage, niuch Iike the test of state government It
plaved a weak regulatory tole in the state’s education <ystem New
leadership reorganized the agency and replaced kev administrative
staff in an effort to redefine the SEX role to emphasize techmeal assis-
tance and suppott to LEAS This poliey reflected administrative taste
das well as the state's strong local control ethos The SEN has invested
wnsiderable energy i establishing o regronally based ~tructure ty
provide assistance However, federal program management continaes <
exsentially in the regulatory strictly eategorical manner of the past
The SEA'S role in the ~tate remains relatively weak. although its
lesel of interaction with LEAS has increased markedly However, lack
ot legnslative support for an active SEN, together with fiscal retrench-
ment. makes the ontinued development of State (s SEA uncertain

SEA Structure. State O operates with an explicstly  categorical
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structure Ot the 10 aasistant superintendents. only 2 have cross-cut-
ting responaibilities Federal programs operate under three Assistant
Superintendents Vocational Cducation. Special Education. and Fed-
eral and State Grants Despite this categorical 1sulation of federal pro-
grama. the State C SEA exhibits a4 moderate amount of coordination
among state and federal programs The Deputy Superintendent. who
Is resputisible for all day-to-day operations within the ageney. has ini-
tiated several measures to coordinate categorical activities within the
agreney First. with the exception of Shecial and Voeational Education.
all federal programs were brought together in one division with the
houpe of promoting wordination Thus far. this has not occurred to an
appreciable extent

The Deputy Superitendent alsu estabtished two councils to coordi-
nate state and federal activities, a Federal Programs Coordinating
Council and a Data Coordination Council The former reviews pro-
gram plan- for all federal programs and grant appheations by SEA
statf to ensure consistency with SBE priorities and across program
effurts However, because State (s SBE priorities are multiple and
vaguely ~tated. this review serves no effective covrdinating purpose.
The Data Coordinating Council serves prunarily to reduee redundant
data-collection efforts. not to integrate these activities

The Deputy Supermtendent has also worked to establish a deeen-
tralized assistance structure Where 1t exists. substantive coordina-
tion of federal projects with each other or with the general curriculum
takes place m the field Five regional LEA Services Teams have been
established composed of 11 to 16 members. The teams report to the
Asalstant Supermtendent for LEA Services Team members have a
gendralist orientat, 1 and are located 1n the regions they serve They
are 01 call to LEAs to furnish information, ass1st in preparing federal
applications, provide inservice education. and. when state or federal
program menttoring visits vceur. to serve s LEA advocates The
teams are tunded through ESEA Titles 1 and 1V, and 94-142

The teams bring coordination through themr “brokering™ of SEA-
lovel resources. assistance to developing local projects. and inservice
education The SEA administrator responsible for the Service Teams
exphiatly takes a “whole LEA™ view of Service Team operations This
perspective, enforced through extensive staff traming in process skills
and the generalist composition of the team. brings a measure of coor-
dination to special project management that does not exist at the state
level However. Service Team members receive little or no active en-
couragenmient from SEA tederal program managers in their efforts to
coordinate LEA actinitios and must await LEA requests for assistance
1n this area

SEA Role. Traditionally. State ("s SEA has not played a strong
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role in local schoul districts Although there have been attempts to
strengthen that role through constitutional amendments and the ef-
forts of top agency leadership, these imitiatives have net significantly
strengthened the SEA's pusition in the education pohiey system The
seat of education policymaking remains 1in the legislature, where a
strong SEA role conflicts with politically popular notions of local au-
tonumy The recent reformulation of the SEA rolé—from an exclusive
emphasis on regulation to a focus on technical assistance—centered
on state initiatives, not federal programs. Thus, the SEA remains es-
sentially regulatory nts federal program administration.

SEA Priorities. State C's responsibilities and priorities have been
defined primarily in terms of general education and do not expliatly
acknowledge special needs students. However, the SBE'S state goals
are extremely general, tov numerous to support focused action, and
are neither translated into SEA directives nor tied to the budget
review process Indeed, SEA respondents and agency ubservers concut
that the SEA's greatest weakness 1s 1ts absence of goals and lack of
vision “This [ISEA] 15 not goal directed . . it 15 not product-oriented.
We don’t even have expected guals su there 1s no meaning to success
or failure ™ However, admimistrative priorities are clearly defined by
the development and support of the LEA Service Teams as the key-
stone of the SEA’s assistance strategy.

SEA Capacity. State (s capacty 1s uneven, still developing. and
highly constrained by the larger political culture. Well-trained and
committed staff were attracted to the agency by the aggressive, na-
tivnaliy prominent former CSSO and the concomitant denuse of the
patronage employment system. However, fiscal stringeney combined
with legislative resistance to a strong SEA has prevented the SEA
from adding substantial ne  staff Instead, the SEA has deployed
staff differently with an eye to developing strong intermediate unit
structures The LEA Service Teams arc a central component of this
strategy  However, the SEA's definition of federal program respon-
sibilities as monitoring and vversight has meant that federal program
managers have been reluctant to release staff to assistance activities.
This posture, together with the unwillingness of the legislature to
fund more SEN positions, led a top-level administrator to comment.
“Over three-fourths of the agency’s staff define then jobs in terms of
mandates This supports non-thinking ™

The agency’s rationality 1= as yet underdeveloped  Although the
structures to enhance this SEA capacity are now in place and compe-
tently staffed  with « research vnit, evaluatton umt, planning and
policy analy=1s unut, and a separate department for data management

organizational routines for using this information and aaalysis do
not yet exist As one official put 1t, "At this time, planning 1in the SEA




now equals planning for planning for planning " Further, according to
evaluation umt staff, federal program managers have hittle interest in
evaluation beyond meeting mandates and filing reports on time. "We
could go away tomorrow and no one would notice ~

The State C SEA. 1n short. 15 a developing agency fucing uncertain
support from broader state government Although the SEA will likely
continue to define its role 1n terms of assistance, the future strength of
that role 1s unclear.

STATE D

State D 15 a medium-sized state with most of its population concen-
trated in a single corridor of small cities. The remainder of the state s .
rural and sparsely populated. Of the four states in our sample. local
control 1~ strongest 1n State D and until quite recently, the state had
only limited responsibihty for financing education It still does not.
play a major role in education pohcy.

State D's residents value learning and are relatively well educated
It> lliteracy rate is one-half the national average, and two-thirds of
the state’s high school graduates go directly to postsecondary institu-
tions. as compared with a 57 percent national average Yet State D's
educational system now faces severe problems because of & major
downturn in the state's economy. It 15 still too early to determine how
well the state will weather this crisis, but State ID's tradition of strong
local control and a weak state role mean that the leadership needed to
manage fiscal retrenchment 15 lacking

Public elementary and secondary enrollment in State D totals
slightly less than 500,000 students Its state and local revenues as a
propurtion of persondal income place State D above the national mean
In its average per pupil expenditures. State D ranks among the 15
highest-spending states

The Governor’s Role

State D voters tend to support moderate to conservative candidates,
regardless of party affiliation Consequently. the governorship has
regularly alternated between Democrats and Republicans. The
present governor 1s a Republican and former legislator

While in the legislature, the governor served on the education com-
mittee. but his interest in education has always been fiscal rather

“Education Commission of the States
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than substantive In fact, an SBE member recalls him saying. 1
wasn't elected [to the legislature] to help education. but to save the
taxpayers' money " The governui’s major policy interest 1s energy. but
recently his primary concern has been the state budget Two years
ago the state accumulated a surplu , equal to about eight percent of
its general fund expenditures for that biennium The legislature used
the surplus to initiate a major tax relief program. However, less than
a year later, the state’s major industry suffered a severe downturn.
Unemployment increased, with its attendant public sector costs. and
tax revenues fell precipitously As a result, the state found itself with
a shortfall almost equal to the surplus it had already spent on tax
relief

The governor 1snot act  ly involved in federal program implemen-
tation However, hie has joined with other governors in calling for an
end tu federal categorical funding and the development of block
grants Hi~ argument in favor of this change 15 the traditional one.
State D 1> 1n a better position than the federal government to 1dentify
its needs and how best to meet them.

Needless to say. the state's fiscal problems and the governor's ac-
tions to alleviate them severely constrain the SEA. Not only has the
governor recommended proportionally less funding for local districts.
but the SEA 1> also Likely to lose 10 to 15 percent of its agency budget.

The Role of the Legislature

The State D legislature 15 among the most amateur 1n the country.,
It meets for approximately si1x months every two years and has little
independent staff capacity Most of the staff available to the legisla-
ture work for the fiscal comittees. but even these committees lack
the abihty to collect and analyze data independentiy of the state ex-
ecutive agencies

For education pohicy. the legislature has another resvurce n addi-
tion 20 1t> own staff. In their efforts to obtain better inforination. the
finance committees created an independent organization with sepa-
rate staff resources This planning organization 1s vo. controversial,
Past governors have relied on 1t heavily, but the present governor
uppused the vrganization’s creation when he served in the legislatu.e
and does not use Its services now

As late as the end of World War 11, the state provided no funds to
stoport pablic education, ond until a few yedrs ago. the state provided
only about vne-quarter of the total cost The state cortribution 1s riow
up to 375 pericent. but 1t 15 hkely to fall to about one-third 1if the
governor’s budget 1s approved by the legislature Given this recent
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and still relatively limited state role, 1t 15 not surprising that the
legislature’s concern about education 1s «lso limited and primaruy
fiscal.

At the same time, because of organized teacher influence in elector-
al pohitics, the State D legislature includes one of the largest concen-
trations of classroom teachers to be found 1n any legislature in the
country These teacher-legislators control powerful positions, includ-
ing leadership of the upper house and the chairmanship of several
finance committees As a result, elementary and secondary education
does well compared with other social services. Still, State I) remains
one of the few states in the country without ¢ mandatory kindergar-
ten law because supporters cannot obtam sufficient votes for passage

State D also has few state categorical programs Its compensatory
educdtion program 1s basically a density bonus to the state’s largest
city 1t was established by the legislature as a side payment to the city
for accepting a school finance formula that penahzes high-property-
wealth areas like the aity. The state has a small gifted and talented
program ustablished largely ;through the efforts of two influential
legislators and a small group of suburban parents Although State D
now funds a full complement of handicapped education services, it has
fagged behind other states in services for the severely handicapped.
Unlike many states that established workshops and training pro-
grams for the mentally retarded in the 19505, State D did not imtiate
such programs until 1971 Even today. programs for the trainable
mentally retarded (MR are administered by the state health depart-
ment nstead of by the SEA

Relations between the SEA and the legislature have not been pro-
ductive State I)'s CSSO 1s elected, but his wonstituency 1s primarily
limited to local school personnel Evon his supporters charactenize
him as a “muddle of the road”™ person who ran vowing to be a non-
activist CSSO The ('SSO has not been forceful in defending the
agency's budget or it- mission before the legislature The SEA also
dues not present a unified pusition to the legislature Program direc-
tors think of particular programs as their personal turf, rather than
as agency-wide endeavors Since the SBE 15 appemted by the gover-
nor, 1t 1s not 1 a good posttion to oppuse his budget recommendations
Therefore. there 1= no effective voice speaking on behalf of education
funding generally Instead. the size of the overall education budget
and the continuation of specific programs depend un sympathetic
legislators and the balance of influence among education interest
groups

State D's legislature 1= among the most active m 1ts oversight of
federal tunds Every brennium. the legislature approves a cethng for
each state agency . if the agency plans to exceed that ceiling. regard-
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less of the funding souree, 1t must seek approval from an interim
legislative cotnmittee

The legislavire 15 generally critical of federal aid Part of this feel-
ing ~tems frum its upbosition to the notivn of catezorical funding and
its preference for general aid tu localities from }th the state and
federal governments. Sume legislators also feel that the federal gov-
ernment i~ now determining state priorities

The legislature’s role 1n education pelicy 1s somewhat ironic. then
Because 1t has o large number of classroom teachers as members,
there 1= legslative interest and expertise in education. But .ince the
legislature meets su mnfrequently, its attention 1s necessarily con-
sumed with resiewing the state budget As a result, the legislature
only compuunds the governor's lack of interest 1n education

Education Interest Groups

The NEA affiliate 15 the argest political action group 1n State D,
wontribating approximately turee times more to statewide politieal
campalgns than any other organization The payoff for this political
support has been the election of quite a few sympathetic legislators
State D has .1 strorg collective bargainig law, and organized teach-
et~ influence on the labor committee ensures that this law will not be
serwously vreakened.

The school administs *ors” organization s less influential than the
teachers’ assuciation, but 1= still listened w by the legislature Be-
cau-~v the school budards association 1s split mternally . most legislators
tend to listen tu their own lecal boards, rather than to the association
a= a whole However. when members of the schooi boards @ssociation
take 1 unified position, they are quite influen. ai.

Even the best-orpanized client groups are less 'nflaential in State D
than in the other states in our sample Although groups representing
the handicapped. such as the ARC, lobby the legislature. much of © 2
advocacy un behalf of the handicapped is done by a federally fund. d
nublic miterest law firm This has vecurred because few resourees are
available to inform parents of their rights and to organize them into
the network of local chupters that have been so successful in other
states .

State D's munority end bilingual populations reside primarily in the
state s largest aty Consequently, groups representing these constitu-
ernuies have concentrated their efforts at the local level and have been
cuceessful in changing the composition of the sche~! board there At
the state level, however, these groups are netther very uctive nor visi-
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State Political Culture

State D’s political culture 15 characterized by three major factors
relevant to education policy a vigorous reform tradition. a strong
sense of local control. and cuntinued public support for education.
State D’s reform tradition has meant that 1t has weaker political lead-
ership than other states with « strong party system and less direct
voter participation On the other hand. State D has avoided the politi-
¢al machines and related corruption that can flourish 1n states with a
weaker reform tradition.

Local control 1s consistent with State D's reform tradition and 1s
manifested 1n a number of wavs Because voters must approve school
budgets each year. they have significant control over the kind of edu-
catton services delivered to students. Many of the local jurisdictions n
State D are small. the state has over $00 school districts, with many
of the smallest enrolling fewer than 100 students (some enroll as few
as ten to twenty) These small units partly reflect the state's rural
character. but even 1n the most urbanized corridor, dist, cts are small
because local control 1s so highly valued. In education. weak state
government 1s consistent with the state’s political culture. The public
in State D does not see education as a state responsibility State fund-
ing of education 15 simply a form of local property tax relief. 1t does
not entitle the state to engage in designing and implementing educa-
tion programs In sum. there 1s little support for a strong or visible
state presence 1n education.

At the same time. State D residents place a high priority on educa-
tion and are willing to support it For the most part, voters approve
annual school budgets even to the exclusion of other nuel¢ services
Presently. about one-half of all local reviuues are used tor pubhic «du-
cation.

Clearly. State D's political culture severely constrains the SEA. but
1t also works against federal program implementation State D resi-
dents are very law-abiding, »o0 there 1s no question abuut complying
with federal regulations. but the state 15 geographically distant from
Washington and there 15 considerable suspicton about federal inten-
tions Federal funding . ~1ewed as tempurary and federal regulations
as msensitive to State )’s needs and problems

Public Sector Resources

Not only 1s State D facing severe fiscal problems, but they came
quickly and unexpectedly. Since no one knows yet whether the prob-
lems will be temporary or chronic, state administrat e agencies have
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nut begun tu ¢nange their vrgamzational structuce or therr approach
to delivering services

State and loeal revenues are primarnly derived from income and
pruperty taxes since there 1> no sales tax in State D Obsersers predict
th 1t. despite 1ts fiscal problems. State D 1s unhkely to initiate a sales
tax fur at least the next ten yvears because no political support exists
for it However, there 15 now sume feeling that the legislature may
have gone too far 1n 1ts reduction of property and income taxes. Conse-
quently. 1t may decide to reinstate the lower personal exemption that
had been raised as part of the legislature’s inconie tax relief package

An obvious effect of the decrease in state education aid 1s an 1n-
crease 1n local aistrict cests. Under State D5 tax levy system, how-
ever, the electorate must vote on two separate ballot measures one
for the basie school budget. and one for funds additional to last year's
local base plus inflation. Tiaditionally, the latter birdget was used for
new programs and district expan: 1on. but must now include funds to
comp -ate for the loss of state aid Voters are less likely to approve
this ballot beceuse the resulting taxes are exempt from property tax
relief and because 1t 1s viewed as an expansion, rather than @ mainte-
nance budget The situation 1s exacerbated by the loss of federal reve-
nue sharing funds. the bulk of which were used for education
‘onsequently, the state’s bleak fiscal picture 15 iikely to be mirrored
in local distriets with httle new revenue to comipensate for the losses

State Department of Education

The small State D SEA has never b <n 2 po er in public education
and the present (SS0), who campaigned on 4 platform of "no new
programs.” has no intention of changing matters Nor. 1n this state
where the legislature sces Ltate aid to local district~ as a form of prop-
erty tax relief. will the legislature support a stronger SEA Although
the SEA officially defines its role in terms of support for local prac-
tices. 1n reahty the State D SEA role has been pri nanily regulatory
In the absence of staff with either the expertise or the charge to pro-
vide technical assistance, State D SEA staff focus on carrving out
their state mandoted and federally mandated respe stbilities sehool
standards visits, program audits. and project monitoring No central
goals or missions guide this SEA's activities, institutional rationality

* 15 essentially nonexistent in the SEA. which has no regular channels
of infurmation from LEAs tv guide decisions, and no evaluation, plan-
ning. or analytical capability Pending budget cuts L. telv will reduce

. State D’s SEA capacity even further
SEA Structure. State D's 8¥ A gperates with a functional structure
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administered by five assoctate ~uperintendents, All state and federal
elementary and secondary education activities, with the exception of
Spectal Education, are lucated under the Associate Superintendent for
Instructivnal Services The SEA 1= small— approxunately 250 staff—
with few specialized units or ~taff. and o minimum of managers and
administrators Despite 1ts small size and functio. al structure. how-
ever. this SEA shows the least amount of coordiznation of all the states
in our sample. with federal programs managed in isolation from one
another and from other SEA activities.

The unly formal device to promote courdination acruss the agency 1s
the (S50’ Counal. composed of the Chiof and his five assvciate
~uperintendents Their twice-monthly meetings focus on administra-
tive detail, how ver. and seldom involve dizcussion of substantive de-
partmental activities or goals Nor does the Council serve a
dissemination function, there 1s no charge to participants to earry in-
formation back tu thewr divisions The Center for Program Coordina-
tion, located in the Instructional Services Division, 1s a second
strategy initiated by an associate superintendent hoping to promote
coordination For the present, however, the Center s nrimary function
is> to administer the Title IV-C program. coordination efforts have
been unsuccessful There 15 little incentive to cvordinate activities
since assuciate superintendents must appear before the legislature to
defend the programs and expenditures attached to their division
Consequentls, 1n the absence of CSSO support for coordination. they
tend to see these funds as “theirs” and are not aterested in eontribut-
ing to a common fund to support Center for Program Coordination
activities

SEA Role. The state’s strong local control ethos, combined with its
late entry 1nto public education finance. has kept the SEA @ weak
actor 1n the education policy ~ystem, and fiscal retrenchiment has vir-
tually extinguished the SEA's technical assistance capacity As g re- ]
sult, the SEA has become even more passive  As one HEA
administrator put it. “Tre mle of this SEA s seen more and more as

a conduit of federal funds to local agencies ™

SEA Priorities. State D) i~ anomalous. 1t his neither a4 substantial
special needs population corresponding to federal categories nor pri-
orities that guiae SEA policies and practices Neither the SBE nor
SEA plennming deruments show any clear state-level gouls or purpo-
stve plans. As one staff member, commenting on the agency’s lack of
direction. said, “"Nobody knows what picture they're supposed to fit
into IUs hike a jigsaw puzzle in which nobody can see the picture on
the box ™ |

SEA Capacity. Consistent wth 1ts weak role, State I)'s SEA has
never had a well-developed organicational capacity nor. with a few
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exceptiona. has 1t been able vy attract well-trained. ambitious staft
Given the absence of {eadership opportunities, few educators from the
state’s metropulitan ares have been willing to take the salary reduc-
tion assoctated with a mcve to the SEA Fiseal retrenchment has re-
duced capaaity even further Staff pusitions have been frozen and staff
travel restricted As « result, federal program activities dominate the
SEA Fur examplc. the ageney's reduced basic education staff is un-
able to provide techuacal assistance to either state or federai pro-
grams. all their tune beang requred to carry out mandated state
standardization visits Une adninistiator commented on the perversi-
ty of the faet that Federal money has now become the only “hard’
money 1n the agency.”

State D has a well-established intermediate unit structure that
would ass1at SEA staff in federal program implementation efforts and
effective!  multiply the diminishing SEA capacity There are approxi-
mately 30 Regional Service Districts throughout the state. Funded
almost tutally by local property taxes, these distriets provide technieal
assistance, facihities, purchasing. materials. special education courses.
and resource persunnel They alsu serve as fiseal agents for federal
programs operating in member LEAs The state has no legal or formal
responaibility for these regional units Nor. consistent with the state’s
strong lueal euntrol philuosophy. has the SEA ever sttempted to estab-
lish regular commun:cation with them Links between the SEA and
the Regional Serviece Districts therefore are mimimal. they have not
been utihized to deliver SEA serviees or implement state priorities as
they have been in States B and €

Srate D has effectivel, no planning and analytical capacity There
15 only one trained evaluation person on stafll. he divides his time
between mondaced Title T and Title IV evaluativns These reports. he
readily admits. “are never used by anyone :n the agency 7 Until this
vear. mandated 94-142 monitoring was contracted out to graduate
students 1n @ nearby universits The effect of this general absence of
SEA capauty i~ that the SEA has hittle influence on local implemen-
taton of federal programe  In State D, joeal factors determine federal
program outcomes

These tour state profiles illustrate how widels states vary i their
approach to program ymplementation ind the extent to which factors
i the larger ~tate environment, such as pohitical culture. can con
strain SEA action~ The next chapter tahes a compirative perspective
and use~ these descriptive data to explain how the variables i our
anay tical framework iteract to shape the range of state approaches
to program implementation




Chapter 3

EXPLAINING THE STATE ROLE

By comparing the four states profiled in Chap 2, we can begin to
understand the relationship between state political factors and SEA
characteristics and, ultimately, their joint effect on state and federal
program implementation. This chapter uses the framework outlined
in Chap. 1 and the data presented in Chap 2 tsummarized in Tables
31 and 3.2) to explore these relationships.

THE ROLE OF GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Except for the governor of State B, gubernatorial and legislative
involvement in education 1n our four sample states 1s only moderate
and primanily fiscal in nature. Yet even at this level, general govern-
ment strongly determin.s what SEAs do and the resources they com-
mand. For exrmple. co npetency testing was placed on the SBE SEA
agenda in State A, and reacher standard. on State B's agenda. largely
because the legislatures the.. olu.wed an active interest in these 1s-
sues.

SEAs are greatly influenced by general government not only in se-
lecting short-term priorities. but also in defining their roles and 1n
building organizational capacity. The most obvious reason for this re-
lationship is general government's control over SEA budgets But the
issue is more complex than simply one of money. In the autonomy and
resources 1t accords an SEA. general governinent 15 both responding
tu state political culture and acting on i1ts own view of the SEA’s
competence and usefulness to local districts. SEA stature in States A
and B as compared with that in C and D is largely due to differing
political cultures But 1t also results from the ability of the SBE and
CSSO 1n State A and the CSSO in State B to work effectively with
general government and to convince tnem that an active SEA role 1s
both appropriate and possible. Although the political cultures of
States A and B have traditionally sanctioned an active state role.
there have been times in both states when the SEA did not function in
this way (for State A, 1n the final year of the former CSSO's tenure
and 1n State B, urtil about seven years ago). In both these states,
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general government constrained the SEA untl it was convinced that
the agency po--essed the leadership necessary to play a strong role !
Perhaps the best example of how general zovernment constrains
SEAs 1~ 1n the area of federal program implementation. SEAs have
far less incentive and. in effect, latitude to play an active role in fed-
eral program implementation because of general government's lack of
support for federal program goals To the extent that SEAs 1n our
sample go beyond a minimal compliance response in federal program
implementation. they do so erther by using federa! regulations as jus-
tification or by subordinating federal programs to state priorities.
Even in states where education enjoy s the active support of general
government. this support dves not extend to federal programs for
special needs students In fact, we found that support for the goals and
activities funded by federal education programs 1s mintmal outside of
SEAs Governors and legislators are generally vpposed to categorical
funding. and except 1.r handicapped education groups, those repre-
senting special needs students command hittle visibility or political
influence Even in states hke A, C, and D. with their own programs
for special needs students. general government officials take the posi-
tion either that federal goals sheuld be subordinated te the state's. or
where this 1 not pussible. that federal programs should operate at the
periphery of the state’ general education system In other words,
while state commitment o special needs students has grown. this
change has not translated into general government support for federal
categorical programs The reason 1s not only opposition o federal
categorical requirements and a preference for bluck grants. but also a
rather pervasive attitude on the part of gencral government about
how special needs students should be ~eved. Even in a state like A.
with large number- of such students and a strong state commitment
to help . them. the governor and state legislature believe that these
programs should be subordinated to more general gouals. such as in-
creased competency 1in basic skills for all students In effect, many
governars and legislators subseribe to a trickle-down theory that
argues all student~ will be better off if overall educational quality 1s
mipreved This Jack of support for federal program goals also reflects
the reality of state politica Pol'ticians win and lose elections not on

Arecent urves of 30 stotes and then eftorts wamptoce local educational qualits
tound that i maority of <tates where the SEA changed t0 a more active tole the
inpetus for -ach i chamze came not from the educational ss~tem but from general
wovernment The author concdluded that whether legislative or gubernatorial in na-
ture ancreased wooneral cove rnment iterest i education has been diredthy associated
with mercased SEA activity responsibihite and tvprcally <upport Milbres W
McLeughhn Stanc Do ctvoment in Linad Educotionad Quality {ssin s The Rand Corpora-
fion forthooming
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Table 3.2

SEA CHARACTERISTICS

Characlerist: State A State B State € State D

Y Appuinted; strong Elected, strong Aprointed. strong rlected; weak
within SEA, weak
mutstde SEA

Appointed b. legis~  Apporated b, Appninre § by Appornted by
lature. strong ROVETNOT | Wwe kK ROVAIDOT . We ak Roveracr, we ik

Approavizate staff 2400 750 S 2.0

rgarizationd Panctionagl Mixed Categords al Functienal
SLrac biare

Level ot ynternal  High Mnderats Mederate
sordination

view towarg Tentr 1 oto SEA A LiTary o SEA Mixed--scme o altar,, Ancilliry to SEA
federal funds witivities and s Mo ocantral
~tarte goatls

Roae vit-a-vgs Active, primirily Active, primarils Moderatol e active Passive . primarily
LEAS regulatry assistancs primartl. as.astanc regal itory

Pririties Increasy local Incrcise general tetablioh intermediaty None
educarional quality  educittonal qualit structure

CApa 1. High Moderate, increasiop Moder e, fn re aiving Tow, decreasing
Intermediate Yes, independent Yes, regiona] Yes, repfonal ¢ tensiom Yew, indopendent
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how well special needs students are served, but on how well the state's
primary responsibility for general education 1s met.

Up to this point, we have analyzed the effect of general govern-
ment’s typical involvement in state education policy. But what about
someone like the governor of State B? Why, unlike the majority of his
colleagues, does he play such an active role in education policy and
with what effect?

We hypothe:ized 1n Chap. 1 that state legislators and governors
decide on their degree of involvement in education largely according
to their long-term political interests. The governors of States B arnd C
provide centrasting examples 1n this regard. Both are politically am-
bitious and would like some day to run for president. But the governor
of State C had decided 1t 1s prudent to avoid educational issues, a
member of his staff acts as a liaison with the SEA and sees to 1t that
the governor's involvement 1n education 1s minimal and pro forma.
The governor of State B, on the other hand, wants to be known as an
“education governor” and to use this designation in a bid for higher
office. by basing his support for education on the state's traditionally
low level of educational quality and its negative effect on economic
development. he has rendered his involvement 1n education politically
appealing Obviously, these two men have a differing degree of inter-
est in education as a policy 1ssue. But more importantly, they perceive
the political payoff from such involvement quite differently.

Which of these two strategies general government 1n other states
will follow remains an open question. Certainly in a time of fiscal
retrenchment, when new programs and increased spending for educa-
tion are unlikely, the political payoffs from a concern about public
edvcation are far less than they were in earlier periods of public sector
growth. At the same time. present economic conditions make 1t imper-
ative for some states to maintain their industrial bases and attract
new firms to their area. For this reason, State B's strategy may
bacome more appealing to general government.?

Certainly, the experience of S:ate B suggests that active general
government involvement 1n education produces positive results, par-
ticularly when the governor of  state takes an active interest. Public
education 1> made more visible, the SEA has a powerful ally 11 its
reyuests for increased appropriations, and morale among state and
local educators rises because the governct's active support trans'nits a
message that their work is recognized as worthwhile. At the same
time, when a governor or group of legislators takes an active and

‘A number of governurs gave education greater promunence in the., 'swate of the
«tate” messages this vear. and several linked improved educativnal quality with the
need to attract high-technology industry tu their states Georganne O'Connor, “The
State of the States Governors Talk about Education in Their Annual Messages.” Edu-
ration Tvmes, February 1, 1982, p. 5
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substantive interest in education policy. the SEA often pays at least a-
modest price For example. as in S ate B, the SEA may have less
flexibility 1n program implementation because general government
officials pay more attention to progrem details and have definite 1deas
about huw services should be dehivered Stull, these costs are usually
sinall compared with the ben “ts gained from having ddected officials
actively concerned about public ecucation

THE ROLE OF INTEREST GROUPS

In our four sample states. classroom teachers emerge as the preemi-
nent profesaional organization, and groups representing handicapped
education as the most influential client organizations Organized
teachers derive their influence from financial support of legislative
and exewutive branch candidates and from their sophisticated lobby-
ing vpetations Handicapped education groups such as the Association
for Retarded Citizens and the Association for Children with Learning
Disabihties are well organized and usually mclude a network of local
chapters that extends into nost ochool districts  Legislators hear
directly from local constituents, and these groups are viewed ae griss-
roots Organizations expressing leginimate parental and student con-
cerns The tact that handicapping conditions alsu cut across social
class and racial lines further enhances these groups’ access

Handicapped education contrasts with Title T and other compensa-
tory education interests that lack visible and organized political sup-
port Except for those in the largest urban districts. there are
virtualls no chien® groups working on behalf of Title T and compensa-
tory education 1t the state and local Tevels Those speaking for Title |
are professional educators. not parents or citizen groups Given that
Title I serves students from poor, largely unorganized constituencies.
thi~ finding 1~ not surprising Title . i contrast with 94-142, 15 an
example of a program that has been sustained by the concern and
actions of professionals working from the top of the system. rather
than through grass-roots efforts

This lack oi state-level support for compensatory education was not
critical as long as Waushington-based group. were successful in maim-
tamning federal funding levels and program targeting requirements
Now that the federal government’s corumitment to poor students is
declining. however. this lack of political support 1 state cap' s will
seriously affect the level of services aviulable to such students Not
only are there no new advocates stepping forward to persuade the
states to fill the funding gap left by the federal government, but ai H
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compensatory education’s traditional allies may pay less attention to
thi<issue than in the past For example. organized teachers supported
compensatory education because 1t increased the demand for teachers
and provided additivnal classroum resources to their members. But 1n
a time of no-growth budgets. greater state spending for compensatory
education could very well jeopardize salary mcreases and job security
for the majority of teachers who teach in the general education pro-
gram Consequently. 1t may no longer be 1n the interest of organized
teachers to support compensatory education.

Our examination of these four states. then. indicates the impor-
tance of stato-level interest groups in shaping education pohicy. espe-
crally fiscal decisions ebout how much will be spent and for what. To
be successful. interest groups need not spend a great deal of money. as
many of the teacher organizations do. but they must be well organized
and visible, and represent a large, broad-based constituency. Precisely
now that they need such resources the most. compensatory education
interests are the least likely to possess them. and consequently stand
to lose the most ¥ m a reduced federal role,

STATE POLITICAL CULTURE

Despife it lack of precision as an analytical concept, we found 1n all
four states that we could 1dentify those elements of the political cul-
ture that mfluence the state role 1in education policy Emerging from
our interviews with state policy makers and administrators was a con-
siatent picture of the limits on these officials” actions and their sense
of what they can and cannot do In deseribing such limits. state offs
clals were. consciously or unconsciously. describing the state political
culture in which thev operate

The element of political culture that most affects state policymak-
ing 1~ the strength of local control norms Both the role SKEAs play
state education policy and their capacity to assist local districts large-
Iy depend on the support they recerve from general government and
whether the political culture sanctions an active presence i local Ju-
risdictions Thi~ finding suggests that state pohitical eulture, in effect.
preordains SEA roles and that SEAs in states with a strong local
control ethos will always play a less active role and have less capacity
than their counterparts ni states where a strong central government
15 seen as legitimate To some extent. this conclusion s vahd The
SEN role needs to be conaistent with the Larger political culture. and
SEN capacity depends on the resources available to state government
generally While a political culture that supports strong state govern-
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ment does not automatically ensure a strong SEA, it at least provides
the necessary conditions for SEA leadership to use in building a
strong agency. On the other hand, SEAs in states with a strong local
control tradition will always play a more limited role. regardless of
the competence of their leaders.

However. State C's SEA provides an example of what an SEA can
do. at least at the margin. to strengthen its role. SEA leadership
recognized that despite the state’s strong local control ethos. school
districts. particularly smaller. rural ones. needed additional assis-
tance. Consequently, the SEA hus been able to expand its role by
providing such assistance on a regional basis This strategy does not
compromise local autonomy the way a more’ regulatory apprcach
would By offering a service LEAs need and want, the SEA has ex-
panded it~ presence in local districts. despite a political culture that
would ordinarily constrain such acticas In ocher words, our study
indicates that whi'e political culture strongly constrains an SEA's ac-
tion: .t does not dictate them. State D cannot become State A with its
strong regulatory focus. but with adept leadership. State D could
hecome more like State ¢ 5

(ttizer: support for public education is another aspeci of political
culture that has obvious implications for SEA behavior. particularly
in 4 time of fiscal retrenchment In states where such support 1s
strong. education 1s much more hikely to maintain 1ts relative share
as public ~ector budgets contract Even though public support is dif-
fuse and does not directly translate into active support for speatfic
policies. 1t gives those SEAs that choose an activist approach yet an-
other resource So. for exampie. in State A where public support is
strong. but elected officials do not play an active role i education
pohicy. the governor and state legislature are more likely to support
the SEA's general purposes und defer to the agency on specific poli-
cies In a sense. then. public support compensates for a lack of active
support from pohitical elites.

A final element of political culture. important for our purposes, 1s
public support of svctal equity godls The majority of federal categori-
cal programs were established to promote social equity by compensat-
my children who are educationally disadvantaged because of poverty.
race. national origm. sex. or physical handicap Given these policy
ubjectives. we assumed that state implementation of federal programs
would be more faithful to federal goals in those states where the polit-
ical culture supports similar social  quity concerns We also expected
that such support would be strongest i those states with more hetero-
gene ous populations and a large proportion of minority students Evi-
dence of this support would be primanly reflected m state-funded
programs for special needs students

i
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We tound o beth this < udy and earlier ones that public support tor
~ocial cquity wonds s low This Lack ot support can be attributed to any
numner of historcal ~oaal and political teasons, iecluding a tanly
widespread tecling that such concerns are not the responsibility of
~tate government  Although <tate comnmutment to ~pectal needs ste-
dent~ ha- grown over the past fifteen vears, the kinds of categorical
programs intiated by the federal government in the late 1969 are
les< prevalent in the states. Although all states sponsor programs for
the handicapped only 16 have compensatory education prograns and
only 22 tund programs for hilingual students

Huwever, as States C and D indicate, the existence of such pro-
grams~ does not necessartly demonstrate public suppors for socal
equity goals These programs have often been established to achieve
poittical. tather than educational, purposes Conse juently. they are
unhikely to have much effect on the implementation of federal
categorteal programs Even m State AL with a political culture highly
supportive of soctal equity goals, we found that this did rot necessani-
Iv tran-late into more fathful program implementation, at least from
the federal viewpoint Since state and federal goals are simular, State
A tries to mold federal programs to fit within state-funded ones
Conscquentiy, the result may be greater programmatic development
and more effective service delivery, but in some instances it has come
at the expense of compliance with federal regulations This situation
demonstrates the trade-offs mvolved when state commutment to
sprctal needs students 1= high On the one hand, federal goals are
aceepted as legitimate, but from a federal perspective, there may be
less compliance suaply because the state hes a program i place and
the federal grant 1= an msutficient meentive to change existing prac-
tices that the SEA views as effective

In ~umi the larger political conteat witlun which SEAs operate not
only defines ther role in the state edueation policy =vstem. but alwo
how thev respoud to the federal programs SEAS are required w ad-
mintster Both <tate political mstitutions and the more nebulous, but
cyually important. state political culture place powerlal constramts
on 3K\ behavior

PUBLIC SECTOR RESOURCES

The tour ~tate~ mn our sample all face varvimg degrees of fiscal re-
nenchment with State D facng the most severe shortfall This situa-
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tion has generated three serious problenis for public education. First,
education now has to compete with other state services merely to
marntatn its share of a shrinking state budget. Consequently, it is
more important than ever that eduedtion rematn visible and hold the
support of general government. Seeond, competition fur funds is 1n-
creastng not only between education and other soctal programs. but
also among programs within education. The stiffest competition will
occur between general education and programs for special needs stu-
dents such as the poor, handicapped. and limited-Enghish-speaking.
Given the political configuration of most states, officials will have to
make difficult choices among these pregrams and, ultimately, be-
tween general education and services for special needs students. This
dilemma suggests that state officials may either have to abandon
their commiument to special needs students or improve the general
education curricrlum so that it will benefit special needs students in
a way 1t previously has not.

Finally, fiscal retrenchment means that SEAs must find new ways
to fulfill their traditional responsibilities to local distriets. As we have
seen, SEAs, ltke most 1nstituttons, do not 1nitially cope well with fis-
cal stress. SEA leadership, expertenced 1n managing growth, often
find it difficult to reortent their strategies and operating assumptions.
But despite the hard lessons that must be learned, the experience of
State A’s SEA shows that retrenchment can be managed effectively
To do su, SEAs must first perceive that fiscal retrenchment neeessi-
tates doing things differently, not simply dong less of the same. De-
cline 1s not the reverse of growth, as the experience of State D
tllustrates The ineremental adjustments 1n managerial strategies
that were suffictent during growth periods will not work during re-
trenchment Rather, fiscal stress means that SEA leaders must think
about wys of doing their jobs quite differently from pust practiees

SEA CHARACTERISTICS

Organizational Structure

We hypothesized in Chap 1 that SEA organizational structure
would influence the extent to which federal programs are coordinated
with other state and federal efforts, and consequently the SEA’s ap-
proach to compliance. States organized along functional rather than
categorical lines, we expected. would be more likely to integrate state
and federal programs and, in that process, minimize eomphance to
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some extent This hypothesis, however, was not entirely substantiated
In cur sample states

States A and D operate with a tairls pure functional structure. or-
ganuzing federal prograims within broader SEA functions State C op-
erates federal programs through categorieal lines State B employs o
mixed structure. ineorporating some federal programs inte funetional
areas, senarating others Yet we found that state-level coordination of
state and federal effurts cannot be predicted by these organizational
structures alone

The differences we observed in‘programmatic and administrative
coordination of federal programs cannot be explained in terms of
strueture alone State D's functional organization produces none.
State C's categorical structure produces marginally more than States
B and D Structure, we find. does not dictate process Instead. this
aspeet of SEA program implementation—eoordination and integra-
tion—1s determined by two vther SE:. chuaracteristics. general man-
agement stvle and view of federal funds.

Agency structure does not promote coordination unless manage-
ment adopts coordination as & priority and establishes the organiza-
tional routines, particularly communication channels. to support it.
Agency efforts to coordinate federal programs also refleet an SEA’s
view of federal funds From the advent of ESEA. State A’s SEA has
viewed federal funds as additional resources for promoting its own
objectives. As a legislative assistant put 1it. "We take a cooptive view
of federal funds We manipulate these funds and use them opportunis-
tically whenever possible. Federal funds are yust the teing un the cake
—they are supplemental to our own efforts. We feel free to use them
as we see fit.” In contrast, States B. (', and D have traditionally
viewed federal programs as an administrative, rather than a pro-
grammatic, task. and as ancillary to core SEA activities The state's
responsibility, in this view. 1s simply to channel federal funds to SEAs
and to ensure local comphance with federal guidelines. Staff in these
SEAs generally see no additional SEA role in shaping th2 content of
local projects or in linking s milar state and federal effocts.

In this respect, the second component of our hypothesis—that
categorical organization supports compliance—1s parually vahd.
Where SEAs make an active effort to coordinate state and federal
efforts. compliance concerns are deemphasized and comphiant behav-
ior 1s often stretched to its broadest interpretation. State A SEA offi-
cials, while agreeing that SEAs have an obligation not to abuse
federal funds, also believe that present regulations obstruct effective
state and local practices, partievlarly in areas such as compensatory
education where the state has extensive experience. As a result, many
of State A's compliance activities are, at best, pro forma. For example,
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SEA ~tat] oo mo veasein to cnperadd theu resoutocs auonitoning proedt
comphiance o the <are s tlagship dsttats Consequentiv, <taft com-
prete the + paasnie chechliat e quichiy as possible and devote then
energy m=tead ‘o LEAS wih dess saccesstul compensatory education
orastwes There avnitoring consists fes~ of tompluance dheckhs than ot
technical as~i~tance and direction about procrans chosces Our ~amnple
~tates thens ~uzaest that programmatic comdination does not neces-
~vo lead o questwnabiv compliant behavior Rather it mean- tha

: .
con phance ceacs e suberdionaate to prog it colice Lis

sEA Rote

N~ we eypected the varaion o SE Y rote that we observed mow
fout ~ample ~tates o~ largely explgmed by ~tate pobtcad calture and
the stare ~ traditonal relation<hip with local jur-dicnons We alsa

PR

eapes ted that pas=ive SEA< Die that m state Dowould have httdes o
anv, sndependent effect on becal project activities Inooentrast, we
hvpothesized that wtive SEAS would exert a ~iamticant intluence
Aot local iplementation patterns For active SEFA- whether the
denine their role a- prumandy regulatory o assi=tance-orented would
turther determime SENX impact in local districts These ol assunmip-
tions were basieally borne out i our sample states

However differences in mplementation patterns acoss these ton
states also suggest that SEA role s not dwavs monohthic Except fo
State X where state and tederal projects are scenas part of o unified
SEA strategy, SEN officials distingwish their vole i state progratis
trom that in tederally suppotted ones Stote D sees it primary role as
~upporting locat districts. even though it has Tittle capaaty to act on
that role Both States B and € detine focal techniear asstatancee as a
vrimary function for SE statf, but such assistance s esscntially ab-
sent m thor federal program impicmeniotion Instead. federal pro-
SrAMs e ~een ds on adminstiative rather than 2 programmatic
responstbithty Thus, particularly tor States B and Co SEN yole differs
in cruetal wan s between state and federally supported activities

These differences are partially eaplained by the tradition of federal
program unplementation that has evolved in these agencies ESEA
and other federal efforts were not enthusiastically recerved in State B
State B espouses a strong states’ rights philosuphy and expetienced
stormy relations with the federal government over school deseprega-
tion, ESEA and 1ts kin were seen as additional federal inttusion The
state therefore set about to obey the letter of the law but no more, and
federal iritiotives were never viewed as part of the state’s education
policy system In State C. both federal and ot ¢ efforts were framed




ERI

{9

i regulatons terms ant? the nud-1970< Eftorts (o develop SEA tech-
mcal assistince capactty have thus far focused oo state efforts. but
this reflects petcenved constraants as well as admimistratn e taste 1as
uniihehy that State Cotficials can brng ~ttong programmatic mvolye-
ment to SEA tederal program activities. espeaally of the directive
fpe ~een in State A LEAS have come o regard federal funds as
‘their~. and Iocal objections to SEX intervention in program choiee
would find ~trong ~upport i the legislature State ¢ may well be
Incked into a wcatively nondirective tederal program role by the
~tate ~ politicat culture

SEA Priorities

The extent to which SEAs define therr roles diffrentially for state
and federal activities, as well as how SEAs mold federal programes.
canal-u be explned by speafic SEX priorities We expected SEAs
that detine thea prionties only n terms of the general education cur-
cieulune and evidenas hittle commutment to special needs populations
would ~how Jess myvestment in federally specified categorical objec-
tuves This relative Lack of concern. we hy pothesized would minimize
SEN role i federal progiam implementation The behavior of our
~ample ~tates supports this hypothesis

The i priorities of all four sample states deal with the general
educatinn curnicalun, to the exteni that special needs students are
considered 1t~ primanty with regard to handicapped education Only
in State X are spedial teeds students enough of o state priority to
warrant an imvestment i coordination across state and federal pro-
grams lu exanunimg sfate program priorities, we see once again the
inconaistency betw een ~tate and tederal objecaves, and thus the rea-
sons why SEA- mav play o very different role m federal program
implementation trora then role i implementing their own programs

SEA Canacity

FExvept for state D the states 1, our samipie dare grow ing in eapaeits .
particudarhsy 1 then ability o provide technieal assistance to local
district~ This increased capaeity o both a function of state support for
amore active SEA role and federal capacity -building funds like ESEA
Tole Vo hronealls, then, even an g state like B. which views federal
programs a- peripheral to its central mission. the SEA's capacity to
~erve local districts was enhanced by federal funds Because these
funds are likely to drop over the next few yvears, however, SEA capac-
ittv will depend more and more on state support.
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Our sample states also suggest another sobering conelusion Unless
capacity was developed during the good times. there 1s hittle possibil-
ity of duoimg so 10 cconvimie hard times To greater and lesser degrees,
States A. B, and C used the new funding that ¢ame with ESEA. par-
ticularly Title V. to develop ther present levels of expertise. identify
effective practices. and establish ways ot acquinng mformation about
local needs and problems The institutional learming that took place
during this expansionary petiod required considerable resourees
Identifving and building effective practices and organizational capac-
1ty required human capital mvestment in staff recruitment and train-
mg 1t oalso required risk caprtal that could be used to support
innovaiion. new project nitiatives, and expermments with alternative
practices, As a result ot such developmental efforts, these states have
relatively clear priorities to guide SEA management

State D never used federal funds. notably Title V. i a purposivels
developmental mode, Instead. these new funds were used essentially
to fill raps created by insufficient state support for SEX acuvities or
to ~uppurt. in 1solation from general SEA operations, mandated fed-
eral program responsibiities But now that state support 1= being re-
duced and decreased federal funding s Likely. State D has no
structure in place to acquire itormation about LEN needs. Iittle lead-
ership to aupport the rethinking of SE.A priorities and practices. and
few eaisting and valued routines upon which agency reorganization
could build Nor are the tunds necessary to, the in ttutional learning
that took place 1n the other states hikelv to materialize

CONCLUSIONS

The eaperience of our tour sample states shows how SEA structure,
role. priorities, and capacity work together to shape state and federal
program implementation Although these characteri. tics are interre-
lated. the SEA role in the policy systeni, as authorized and supported
by the state legislature, 1= pivotal Without legislative mvestiment
an active SEAL the agencey cannot expect o acquire the leadership.
effective prionities, or capacity to play o pusitive role either i state or
federal activities

We have also scen that even in states with relatively strong capac-
ity, the SEA role i federal program implementatior depends on
whether federal programs are seen as ancillary or central to ageney
concerns and, concomitantly, whether the political influence of groups
representing specidl needs students forces attention on categorical
concerns
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Anotuer lessun underhined by our four sample states 15 that SEA
influence un local activities depends on the way organizational re-
sources are used. as well as on then absolute level. For example,
through 1its close cuoerdination between state and federal program:,
State A has successfully avoided redundancy and has sent a consis-
tent message to LEA staff. This coordination represents an effective
mobilization of SEA resources, regardless of funding source, to sup-
port SEA prierities and promote local quality. From another perspec-
tive. however. State A’s SEA may not be making the most efficient
use of agency resources. Traditionally, this SEA has been highly cen-
tralized Prior to staff reductions, 1t was able to maintain th's man-
agement model. carrying out 1its mand .ed responsibilities of
extensive curriculum deselopment and annua! test preparation, in ad-
dition to spending substantial time i districts monitoring and pro-
viding technical assistance. Staff reductions have meant a serious
decrease 1in technical assistance capacity and m agency morale.

Despite the ubvious difficulties in continuing the same level of in-
wolvement with a reduced staff. the State A SEA has been slow to
decentralize resvurces and authority Only recently has 1t begun to
move to a regionalized model of workshops and technical assistance
and to make greater use of the state’s well-developed intermediate
units to support state priorities.' To that end. State B, through its
regional centers. and State C. through its LEA Service Teams,
exemphfy how a decentralized model can multiply SEN interaction
with LEAs and thus. in theory. its iluence on local activities.

Our sample states also offer insights about how and under what
conditions SEAs can cope with fiscal retrenchment. All four states
face fiscal stringency. but have responded differently to the threat or
fact of reduced state and federal funding Three factors appear to be
critical to an SEA's ability to manage cetrenchment without serious
damage to 1ts chusen role. strong SEA leadership. influential political
support. and well-developed nstitutional capaaity

State A the first of our states to encounter fiscal stringency, has
learned that simply doing less of the same, or even the same with
fower resourees. seriwusly erodes the quality of SEA activities That
i~. “lesa” of the same management and service dehivery model pro-

Hhe stale ~ intermediate servce units were established to serve regional not state-
level nevds These anit~ supported by state and local funds, provade services pramanils
0 occupational education ~peddl education and various management ared such as
de ta processing re~earch, and evaluation LEAS ontract sath the service amits vn o
tee-tor ~se1vice basis and also pav a share of adimnistrative osts propottiomaate to LEA
enrollment o1 dasessed valuation The SEA provides anincentive for local partiapation
by providing additional state aid to those LEAS who jomn an intermediate service unit
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duces an expunential. not a dorect. effect un the quality of SEA activi-
ties Consequentls. State A 1= striving to identify new models of man-
agement and service delivers Moves to modifs  its eentralized
moenagement model by atilizing regional structures has been one re-
sult The increased emphasis on mtra-agencs eovrdination is another
The SEA has also begun to train a new breed of goneralist 1o replace
or supplement the highly specialized eapertise that has 50 long char-
acterized this SEA. SEA administrators believe that a “brokering”
model will alluw them to target SEA expertise more effectively and
alsu 1 utihize knowledge found in LEAS across the state Officials
aknowledge that 1t will no longer be pousaible to suppuort all the exper-
ti~e needed by local districts within the SEAL nor. 1in the view of some
top-level admimistrators, 1s 1t de~irable

The reorganization under way 1n State A represet - tough deci-
~tons, i both pohitical and human terms, Which activities will be
reduced” Which will be consolidated® Who will be reassigned o1 ter-
minated” Both making and implementing decisions such as these de-
pend wbove all on strong agenty leadership and o clear <ense of
age ey mis~ton The effect of an absence of st leadership or lack of
priorities in the face of fiscal retrenchment o be clearly seen in
State D This SEAL by the report of staff, has managed retrenchment
by “doing nothing  sunply trying to maintain 7 The result of this non-
management  ~trategsy  has been almost random  staffing  shifts,
brought about by attiton rather than reassienment and thus an
unmtentional reweighting of ager 2y activities and focus

The mmportance of political support for education and for the SEA
during a time of retrenchment 1= also tllustrated by our samiple <tates
Such support exists in States A and B In both states. the education
budget ha~ done as well as. if not better than other public ~ecton
activitiva in the budgetary proce~s In State .\, legisiative conanit-
ment tu a ~trong Sk and high-gquality education. combined with the
intluence of the legilatively appointed State Board of Education.
have nunimized SEN budget cuts In State B, the governor = strong
~upport for the SEN < regional network and the influential conatituen-
v ol the elected CSSO dre Dkely to protect the SEN from dispropor
tonatte cuts as the state faces an econonue shortfall this yvear, State
C~and D~ SEA~ wie in much greater jeopardy The State ¢ governor
ha= little mtere<t in education and the legislature does not support a
strong ~tate role Further. the SEN lost a measure of pohtcal mflu-
ence 1 this partisan state with the constitutional change from an
vlected to an appurnted CSEO A\s funds become tight in State C. the
legi-lature i~ Tikely 1w pull edecation dollars away from the SEN and
u~e them a- direct aid to local distriets Cunsequently, the SEA' abih-
ty to wontinue developing the strong intermediate structure it envi-
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sions 15 1n doubt State D's situation 1s similar There 1> no support 1n
&= eral government for a strong SEA. the elected CSSO, who ran on
a piatform of increased local control, will do little to enhance the
SEA’s case for funding. State D's SEA's already weakened capacity 15
likely 10 be diminished even further.

In a time of fiscal retrenchment, organizational capacity becomes
self-reinforcing notion. A fairly high level of organizational capacity
is clearly necessary to manage retrenchment successfully. Yet, be-
cause of retrenchment, the funds necessary to build capacity are un-
available Consequently, short of a dramatic shift 1n state political
culture and perception of SEA role, weak SEAs are likely to decime 1n
capacity even further. Ironically, this will occur at a time when LEAs,
facing their own fiscal problems. may be the most needing of and
interested 1n a stronger SEA role, particularly in the provisiun of ser-
vices and technical assistance.

In summary, this chapter has shown how the SEA policies and prac-
tices that underlie both state and federal programs are shaped by
central SEA characteristics. organizational structure, role, prionities.
and capacity Our analysis also indicates the considerable extent to
which a state’s larger political system, particularly its political cul-
ture, shapes SEA characteristics. This breader organtzational and po-
litical environment becomes even more salient when fiscal
retrenchment replaces public sector growth.

The next two chapters examine the extent to which variations in
state implementation patterns are reflected 1n two of the largest fed-
eral programs. Title I and PL 94-142, and 1n their state-funded coun-
terparts They will also analyze the extent to which federal progran
regulations, as compared with state-level factors, explain implemen-
tation differences across states and programs.




Chapter 4

THE STATE IN COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION

INTRODUCTION

" Title I of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the
nation’s largest federal elementary and secondary education program,
provides over $3 billion annuaily to support comgensatory education
programs for children living in areas with high concentrations of low-
income families.! ESEA’s 1965 passage resolved the historical
stalemate over federal aid to education and established a new
intergoveramental partnership in the delivery of educational services.
Defining this partnership was a delicate political task. Title I's
architects purposely understated federal and state program roles in
order to avoid the specter of federal intrusion that traditionally had
blocked federz] education legislation. Title I's framers also believed
that effective SEA and LEA practices would require latitude. For both
political and substantive reasons. then, the Title I program role at 1l
levels of government was loosely specified 1in 1965. USOE was
charged with responsibility for establishing the “basic critena”
against which local use of Title I funds could be measured for
consistency with Congressional intent, SEAs were required to develop
procedures for distributing funds and approving, monitoring, and
assisting local Title I projects. Programmatic responsibilities rested
with LEAs, who were charged with identifying eligible children and
developing programs to meet their “special educational needs.”
Planners hoped tha* this division of responsibility was tight enough to
provide accountability and establish the legitimacy of federr]
categorical interests, but also flexible enough to allow for the play of
state and local interests in the development of Title I projects.

Early experience with Title I, however, brought a specificity to both
federal and state roles that Title I's original supporters had not in-
tended. Lack of experience with compensatory education and lack of
knowledge about effective practice, together with an absence of wide-
spread state and local commitment to Title I's categorical objectives,

'In August 1951, ESEA Title I became Chapter 1 of thé Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act ECIA1 Although the exact Chapter } appropriativn has not been
determined. the estimated 1982 budget reduces federal support for educationally disad-
vantaged students from $3 112 billion to $2 481 ithon.
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resulted in state and local practices that were clearly at odds with
Congressional intent. Evaluators charged with assessing local prac-
tices were unable to 1dentify Title I progra.ns.® A review supported by
national civil nights groups found dramatic examples of local
noncompliance, and drew attention to USOE’s failure to respond to
persistent reports from the Departinent of Health, Education, and
Welfare’s Audit Agency that more than $150 million of Title I funds
was being misspent.! Researchers examining national-level data
estimated that approximately three-fourths of the states were in
noncompliance with the law.* At the insistence of Congress USOE
responded to these criticisms by adding 30 positions to the Division of
Compensatory Education staff, seeking the return of about $10
million in allegedly misspent funds from eleven states, developing
tighter regulations co.cerning the use and oversight of Title I funds,
and shifting from "a passive service-oriented agency providing limited
direction” to an aggressive, regulatory agency.’?

SEAs, taking their cue from this new USOE posture, increased
their monitoring and vversight activities to the point that they began
to define their Title I responsibilities almost exclusively 1n terms of
“clean audit trails” and passing marks from federal monitors By all
reports, the result has been cluse compliance with federal program
regulations.’ Although problems occur from time to time, it appears
that Title I's legal framework is 1n place.” Another result of this
increased federal emphasis on regulation is that the states’ Title |
roles are remarkably uniform across the country Although,
consistent with other state-level Title [ studies we observed
variation among our sample states in the management and

‘B Masheck et al, Analyses of Compensators Education Programs i Fuo Dis
tricts Summary. Ceneral Electric Company. Tempo Division, Santa Barbara, Califor
nia, 1968

‘Ruby Marun and Phyllis McClure, Tutle Tof ESEA Is 1t Lelping Poor Children?
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Michael Wargo. Tule I A Reanalvsts and Svathests of the Evwdence, American In-
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"Lawyers Committee for Crvil Right Under Law. An Analvsi~ of the Legal Frame
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implementatin of Title 1. the ditferences generails were marginal.
Our sample contains few state-level differences i SEA Title 1
miplementation that wuld be capected to affect the quality of local
practices either systematically  or substantally This  chapter
examines SEA mmiplementaton of Title I and the factors that explain
the state Title I role A major question raised by our research 1. the
eatent to which the federal. and thus the state. roic continues to be
productive 1o view of the program’s maturity, the reality ol fiseal
retrenchment in ~tates and local distiiets, and uneven state-level
eomrmitment to ~pecral programs for disadvantaged ~tudenta,

STATE-LEVEL IMPLEMENTATION

SEA Program Activities

ESEN Tie I specie < two broad respunsibilities for SEAS regula-
tov and tebirgoa g oongr 0 SEN regulatory activities inelude devel-
opment and approval of local apphications, and monitoring local
project activitie Three of our states, B. C. and D. approach these
regulatony sesponsib, e 1 cssentially the same fashion None stray
far trom tederal langusge or impose additional regulations to shape
locet Title T projeat~ Tu do <o would run counter to the strong local
control tradition~ in States C and D In State Bl the state's Aadminis-
trative Provedures Adt would require a public hearing of the SEA
were to add anvthung to esi~ting federal regulattons In addition, as
we will discus- .n greater detat] velow, State B has never regarded
Title I e~ & ~tate program From the outset, 1t has been viewed as o
federal effort to be admimistered as expeditivusly as possible

Lucal application furms prepared by the very different State B, C.
and D SEA- are ~substuntially dentical, and carefulls truck federal
regulations Al require detarled mformation on LA methods for
wentifving cligible attendance areas and  participating students
itemized budget expenditures, and assurances of parent and nonpub-
hie ~choul involvement However, these local forms give only carsory
attention to project content. Althouch all include space for brief
project narratives, 'n States B, Coand D LEA Title 1 apphceations do
nut request information that could permit assessment of the quahity or
promise of proposed Title T activities Nor does subsequent Title |
application review and approval focus seriously on issues of program
substance Application reviews in States C and D are strictly compli-
an v checks Although subject area staff 1n State B are required to




review local Title §applications. these spoeralists report that no action
1= taken in response to then recommendations As a State B math
specralist explains, "SEN staff have tended to see federal program
administration as a review exercse Substance has never surfaced. |
guess thats why vur criticismis about program content are never ac-
knowledged ™

The focus of SEA Title I monitoring in these states also 15 substan-
tially identical Like LEA applications. the SEA checklists prepared
for monitoring visits track federal regulation categories—ehgibility
caleulatins, needs assessment. parent parteipation. and sv on Al
most all -1te review questions can be answered by o simple “ves" or

‘no " Form lotters delivered SEA assessments to local administrators

Monitoring. 1n short. 1s purely a compliance review. questions of pro-
gram quality are not an explicit part of this oversight activity Among
these three states. differences 1n frequency of SEA monttoring reflect
difference~ in ~taff capacity and program sructure State B. which
has located twelve Title T staff i 1t regional offices. monitors the
state’s approximatels 140 pryjects "comtantl) Jmand conducts o formal
review of each LEA program once a yeuar. State C uses about 20 of 1ts
approximately 30 or so staff position.. (‘M'lu.\l\cl} for momitoring It~
30 largest projects are monitored each vear, the more than 800 re-
matniag Title T projects are formally monitored exery other vear ' In
State D. the four SEX Title I staff are able to monttor the state’s over
300 Title I projects once every three years—the mmimuni required by
law

State D's mimimalist approach to local Title I project monitoring has
been criticized by federal site visit teams While 1t 1= true that State 1
Title I staff do only the monitoring required by law. and so have sub-
stantially less contaet with local projects than do staff i our other
sample states. 1t is also true that it would be difficult for State D's

“Title 1 staff to do much more. As the Title 1 director points out, "The

O
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1 percent administrative funding just barely covers the regulation
part We are lucky o see a ~chool every five sears We couldn’t pos-
stbly spend any more t'me 1n the field—we are out over 73 percent of
the time as it 15 " The State D Titke | program demonstrates the conse-
quences of avoding differential state requirements for admmistering
federal programs Because rural State D serves relativels fua Title [
students. the SEA recerves the mimimum allocation for state-level ad-
ministrative support However. the fixed costs of overseeing its many
small Tutle 1 projects are the same as in states serving more students.
It tukes almost as much time and travel o monnaor a Tide 1 project

Untd this woar Stat C < Program Service Team membors tunded through il |
plaved no role in program monutoring entral SEA staft assamed this responsibility
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serving 50 students as it does to mounitor a project twice or even three
times that size. Likewise, the (ime required to prepare state plans or
review local project applications does not vary substantially by project
sizesHowever, because State D serves relatively few Title | students,
the funds available for state-level adnmunistration can support only
four professional staff. Leaving one staff member to man the office,
only three SEA Title I staff are available at any time to monitor the
state’s more than 300 local Title [ projects. The problems generated by
the number of local projects are compounded by the size of State D
Highway t.1ps from the state capital to the eastern part of the state
take eight hours. Further, they must be made 1n the early fali or late
spring. as winter snow mahkes mountain roads impassable. In con-
trast. State B, which 1s about the same size as State D, has about 25
professional Title I SEA positions to mounitor the state's 140 or so Title
[ projects Given these fixed costs, differences in the quality and com-
prehersiveness of SEA administration are to be expected But they
represent Title I program characteristics, not SEA differences.

State .A's Title [ regulatory activities differ from those in our other
sample states in cructal ways. In particular, SEA regulatory activiues
stress program guality as well as compliance at each step. State A’s
local application forms, like those in the other states, require exten-
sive detail on needs assessment, determination of eligibility . nonpub-
lic involvement, and other areas of federal concern. However. unlike
our other sample states, State A also requires fairly comprehensive
evidence that LEAs have addressed 1ssues that SEA Title I staff be-
heve will prumote project quality. For example, the 10-page instruc-
tion booklet uccompanying the application specifies that local staff
must address such 1ssues as how resource teachers and regular class-
room teachers will coordinace instructional services. the time sched-
uled for compensatory and regular personnel to confer on student
progress. and how principals will be involved in decisions concerning
the program in their building. The SEA specifies program priority
areas. reading. writing. mathematics, and bilingual education. For
each area, SFA guidelines indicate the general structure and in some
cases the knowledge base expected in local projects. For example.
small corrective reading groups may have no more than eight stu-
dents, supplementary instruction must be provided for at least 30
minutes no less than three times a week, evidence must be supphied
that knowledge of current theory and research in writing has been
sought and applied in developing the writing program.

Likewise, State A's applicaticn review involves substantially more
than ensuring a “legal” project. After local applications are received
in the SEA Title I office. they are dispersed to specialists in the SEA’s
subject area units. Here they are reviewed for overall quality as well
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as consistency with SEA policies in that subst:  ve a.ca. The SEA
Title I director insists upon. and generally obtains. a ten-day turn-
around by subject area staff Unlike State B's pro forma subject area
specialist involvement, spectalists in State A concur that their com-
ments are influential 1n the Title [ application review process. For
example, reading specialists reported that as a result of review.
around 10 to 15 percent of the local projects are not recommended for
funding, another 25 to 30 percent are returned with comments and
suggestions for improvement. Local project evaluation data are also
tied to the application review process The SEA evaluation office
«ends project pupil profile data from the previous vear's project for
each LEA In this way. Title | program implementation profits from
the state’s unusually strong data-collection and analysis capability
As a result »f this check between last year's outcomes and this vear's
proposal. the Title I director reports that "we ask for modifications
about 20 percent of the time. We want to see program effects after
three years If there are none. we don’t want to see the same design
proposed [to us] again ™ Based on specialist comments and evaluation
data. SEA Title [ staff “negotiate™ with local staff and work together
to develop an acceptable Title I application.

State A’s monitoring also extends beyond federal mandates to ad-
dress program quality 1ssues. As in States B and ¢ “itle 1 1s mom-
tored through a regional structure. State A has established five
regional Title [ offices to serve 1ts approximately 750 projects Four
have four professional staff each, the office serving the state’s largest
city has twelve Title | staff ;nembers. Regional staff are in continual
touch with local projects. Formal monitoring is scheduled by project
size Projects funded at over $500.000 are monitored continuously.
those between $100,000 and $499.000 are monitored twice a year,
projects receiving less are monitored once every two years. In addition
to checking local records on student targeting and comparabihity, SEA
monitors alsu examine “process” components described on local apph-
cations, such as staff training programs. regular and compensatory
instruction coordination and planning procedures. SEA subject area
specialists funded by Title I are called in when problems in program
design or implementation arise. And whereas SEA monitoring visits
in our cther sample states focus on central office files ard staff. State
A Title I staff expressly include school buildings 1n site visits. they do
not spend the same amount of time in each district. however. LEAs
that are known to operate a comphant and effective Title [ project
receive only cursory attention. Instead, SEA staff focus theit monitor-
ing resources on LEAs flagged by regional s. T as problematic either
in program compliance or project quality.

) \ .
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Technical Assistance

Federal law requires tha- "Fach state educational agency shall car-
ry un a comprehensive proge. ‘o provide technical assistance to lo-
cal education agencies and stai  .gencies with respect to the use of
funds recerved under this title ©  a general, only two of the SEAs 1n
our sample approach the "comprehensive program™ of technical assis-
tance assumed by federal law In all four states, technical assistance
i~ primartly reactive. typically defined m terms of promoting local
regulatory compliance. and. excepting State A, s 1solated from SEA
Title I management procedures. Technical assistance varies substan-
tially 1n our four states, not surprisingly. 1t 1s minimal in State D,
given SEA staff rescurces By the report of SEA Title [ staff, most
oceurs s LEAs telephone the SEA with project complusnee concerns
SEA stafl also prepare bulletins imforming LEAs of acceptable prac-
tices 1n problem areds. such as secondary school programs and needs
assessment SEA-sponsured efforts to promote better local practices
resvolve around an annual statewide workshop, which last year was a
wellrecenved “show-and-tell™ i which local Title I staff from around
the state shared successful project strategies SEA Title T staff would
like to provide more technical assistance, h wever, therr time 1s con-
sumed by tionitoring responsibihties.

States B and € alsu spunsor statewide workshops. but rely on their
regional structures to provide technical assistance to local projects,
The nature of that assistance differs In State B by virtue of staff -
charge and backzround. Title I regional staff technical assistance con-
sista almost wholly of helping local staff prepare project applications
that meet federal criteria This service has been particularly valuable
in the state’s small, rural districts, which have neither the staff nor
the expuerience to manage Title I targeting. allocation. and compara-
bility calculations confidently, The result, in the view of SEA Title 1
staff, has been @ dramatic reduction m problems with local Title |
applications and pruject implementation. but these staff members are
administrators and do not have the expertise to assist local personnel
with substantive questiors of program design Further, although the
compaosttion of reglonal center teams provides the potential to address
Title I program issues by arranging for a mecting of Title 1 staff and
state-funded subyect area specialists, something which would not have
been possible befure Title 1 operations were decentralized. this vecurs
infrequently  But as the Title T director explained, "Reading special-
Ists have all they can do just to do their job Therr job does not include
Title 17 Rogional Taitle T staff have made attempts to inform local .
personnel of program vperations, such as national exemplary projects,
but as a regional compensatory education coordinator comimented.
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“We can only suggest. We can do little to insist on changed local prac-
tices.”

State C’s regional service teams are better equipped, because of
their generalist orientation, to provide the comprehensive technical
assistance mandated by Title I. The team members possess subject
area expertise in addition to knowledge of Title I regulation and
procedures. Regional team staff funded through Title I are required to
provide at least twelve workshops a year for LEA personnel; these
sessions treat programmatic concerns but typically they focus on ad-
ministrative concerns, such as parent involvement strategies, needs
assessment, and targeting. The SEA also sponsors three statewide
workshops each year which, according to the Title I director, focus 60
percent on regulation and 40 percent on issues of program design.

In both States B and C, regional team members, as well as SEA
Title 1 staff, doubt that their programmatic assistance efforts are do-
ing much to improve local Title I projects. For one thing, locals as well
as SEA staff tend to see their most immediate Title I “problems” in
terms of compliance issues; questions of program quality take a back
seat to running a "legal” Title I program. For another, neither SEA
nor regional Title I staff has any leverage to require LEA reexamina-
tion of questionable practices As one State C Title I official explained,
“There is a strong sense of local control in our state, especially in the
rural areas. They would really resent our getting involved in their
programs. We find the poorest programs in the state are those in dis-
tricts that don’t ask for help.” Consequently, both SEA and regional
staff believe the major impact their technical assistance efforts have
had is in interpreting regulations and assisting in the development of
local applications. Both states report that local compliance problems
nave eased; but in the absence of local interest, SEA Title I staff have
few if any ways to improve the quality of local programs. In States B,
C, and D, then, technical assistance to enhance local project quality 1s
dominated by comphance 1ssues and is effectively divorced from state
program administration

Only in State A is technical assistance tied to program manage-
ment Local application approval turns on questions of project quality
as well as program comphiance. Local proposals judged substantively
unacceptable are revised with the assistance of SEA subject area spe-
aiahists. Similarly, Title 1 on-site monitoring visits focus on program
outcomes as well as program comphance. Unlike our other sample
states, where local Title [ evaluations serve little useful purpose
beyond providing data for the mandated state evaluation, State A em-
ploys local evaluations to screen project applications and target tech-
nical assistance. Finally. State A’s policy of multiple funding for
single specialist positions means that in visiting LEAs, specialists can
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provide assistance on all district programs in a particular area, re-
gardless of funding source. However, even though SEA Title I techni-
cal assistance is managed to obtain the greatest benefit from
available resources, given limited staff, the central location of SEA
subject-matter specialists means that the average LEA in State A
actually receives little.direct technical assistance.

State A, in short, is the only state which has developed administra-
tive procedures that force local attention to the programmatic advice
provided by SEA Title I staff. Local attention to such advice does not,
of course, ensure better practice. At best, local attention to SEA assis-
tance in program design ma; be a necessary but not a sufficient condi-
tion for improved local Title I practices. But the experience of States
B, C, and D offers a clear lesson. In the absence of administrative
mechanisms to compel local consideration of more promising prac-
tices, local staff—especially where Title I projects are having the least
effect—may not act on the programmatic assistance available, partic-
ularly 1if present dctivities pass compliance review.

Coordination of Title I with Other SEA Programs

In the 1978 ESE/4 amendments, Congress explicitly called for
greater coordination of Title I with other state and local compensatory
education projects, and with the general curriculum. Not much coordi-
nation has been achieved, however; the obstacles lie both in Title I
regu'ations and in: state and local practice.

All four sample states fund compensatory education programs. Only
in State A, however, are state and federal compensatory education
efforts coordinated with each other and with the general curriculum.
The state’s unified compensatory education application requires LEA
administrators to show how state and Title I funds will be used to-
gether to meet the needs of educationally disadvantaged pupils. The
SEA also requres building-level councils that are responsible for
coordinating state and federal compensatory education funds with all
other funds coming into a school and with the regular instructional
program. The state's joint application also mandates coordination be-
tween remedial and regular schocl instruction. To reinforce this objec-
tive, SEA officials have “declared war on Title I pull-out programs ”
disallowing them except where district staff can show substantive in-
tegration with regular instructional activities and teaching staff.

According to State A SEA Title I administrators, there has never
been a problem in coordinating state and federal compensatory ef-
forts. State compensatory funds are exempt from LEA comparability
requirements since their targeting and programmatic requirements
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are “identical or similar” to Title I Consequently, local officials have
been able to use state compensatory education funds, which are allo-
cated on the basis of underachievement as measured on state norm
referenced tests, to serve educationally disadvantaged students who
do not reside in Title I eligible attendance areas or for whom there are
insufficient Title I funds. Coordination of compensatory efforts and
general education practices is also promoted through the use of sub-
Ject area specialists in project application review and on-site assis-
tance that stresses pedagogical consistency across remedial and
general education efforts.

State B coordinates Title I and its own secondary-level compensato-
ry education program by suggestion. Local staff are urged to target
Title 1 resources at grades 4-8, the grades not served by the state’s
primary reading program or by the secondary school compensatory
education program. However, in State B, Title I is not coordinafed
with the general education curricula at either the state or local levels.
At the state level, Title I is isolated both physically ard by function
from the rest of the SEA. Because the Title I office 1s located several
miles out of town, communication between Title | and SEA curricular
staff is difficult. Further, the program’s isc!ation from other state and
federal activities is enhanced by the program’s organizational location
in the division of administrative services. Two factors account for this
isolation: the SEA’s character in 1965, and current perception of Title
I rules, regulations, and purposes. Although the State B SEA cur-
rently is an active, technical-assistance-oriented agency, it was essen-
tially a credentialling and regulatory agency when ESEA was passed.
Title | was seen simply as another administrative chore. Making mat-
ters worse was the state’s perception of Title I as “another federal
program with the potential to cause us the same problems we had
with federal civil rights and OEO ([Office of Economic Opportunity)
programs.” However, even if the SEA had taken an early substantive
interest in Title I projects, the SEA’s mid-1960s regulatory character
meant that no staff were available to assist LEAs in program design.
As the Title I director explained, "We didn’t have the horses in [the
SEA] that could help design a good instructiona) program. We were
ail administrators We could help design a legal nrogram—programs
that were horrible, but legal.”

Similar concerns have defined local Title I projects as, at best, ancil-
lary to regular district activities. According to SEA and regional staff,
locals interested in increased coordination believe that the risk of
noncompliance is not worth the effort. It 1s simply easier and safer to
isolate Title I activities from other school services. The roots of Title
I's isolation in State B go deeper than that, however. Title I was seen
at 1us Inception as a special program for minorities, and there is little




100

v

political support 1n State B for efforts targeted at special populations.

Minority and low-income groups have little effective voice at the state

level. Further, the governor explicitly subscribes to the view that

special populations such as thuse addressed hy Title 1 will be served

best by programs that improve the quality of education available to

all students in the state. This perspective, combined with lack of state

und local enthusiasm for federal intervention of any kind, has made |
many local Title I programs what respondents at all levels call a |
“dumping ground.” As the President of the State Association of Com-

pensatory Educators put it:

It all goes back to the lack of commitment to [economically] disad-
vantaged kids and local view of the Title I program. My major prob-
lem 1s not having the autonomy I need to select the staff I want.
First, | have to go through LEA personnel. Then sometimes princi-
pals reassign the staff I pick. Princinals and LEA staff see Title I as
a dumping ground. They see it as the lesser of two ewils in terms of
where to put underqualified or incompetent staff

generally operates independently of general education activities.
States C and D make no effort to coordinate Title I and their state
compensatory education programs, primarily because these are pro-
grams in name only. Neither state, notably State D, is much interest-
ed in special services for Title I students. Both states have used the
compensatory education label simply as a way to channel extra funds
to particular districts. State D makes a flat grant to its largest city
and requires no pl:n or targeting for these funds. As a stale adminis-
trator explained, the compensatory education program “was simply a
trade-off. [The city] had the most wealth in the state and therefore
never participated in the equalization component of the state aid for-
mula. In order to get them to agree to the state aid formula, we had to |
sweeten the pot with some money.” The compensatory education pro-

i
1
|
|
For all of these reasons, then, at both state and local levels, Title I
|
|

gram in State C has a similar origin. Impetus for the extra funds
came from a teachers’ strike in the state’s largest city In order for the
state to provide money to that city to help end the strike, legislators
needed to allocate additional funds for other districts as well Orig-
inally, these funds were called a "density bonus,” with the bulk of the
money going to the state’s largest city. However, several years later,
as the state began to consider the implications of California’s Serrano
suit for state school finance, the program was modified to channel
more money to other districts serving poor children. Title I eligibility
was adopted as a weighting factor in the state’s general aid formula;
only thuse districts with large concentrations of Title I eligible stu-
dents are required to submit a plan, which is not monitored or evalu-
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ated. In both States C and D, then, the state compensatory education
program 1g not a "program” but simply a state-aid weighting factor.
Funds, accordingly, are treated by the recipient LEAs as general aid;
thus there are no special compensatory project efforts to coordinate
with Title I. In urban LEAs, however, where budgets are stretched
and many students qualify for compensatory services, general aid
may be the most sensible state strategy for this special needs group.
That 1s, LEA knowledge about the nature and distribution of comgen-
satory education problems is likely to support more effective resource
allocation choices than would be possible under a generai SEA plan
that pertained to all of the state’s districts.

Like State B, neither C nor D pursues state-level coordination of
Title I and general education activities. Title I administrators in both
states defend this lack on the grounds that their job 1s primarily to
ensure local compliance with Title I regulations, and that questions of
program design and focus are the responsibility of local staff. The
strong ivcal control ethos in both states precludes substantive state-
level involvement 1n local project operations. Nor 1s there any state-
level commitment to coordinated management. The regulatory pos-
ture of each state’s program serves to isolate Title I further from ongo-
Ing agency activities, which are explicitly defined in terms of
technical assistance. As the State D Title I director explained:

Title I has always fit in badly with the rest of the department [State
D] has tolerated the program over the years, but the [SEA] has never
really known what to do with 1t. They only see us as people who hand
out money and regulation Therefore, we're not seen as a genuine or
good education prugram We are highly regulatory, but we are forced
by the program itself to act that way This has becn a problem. It has
separated us even further from the basic education people The Title
I rules and regulations don't always make educationa! sense

[n States C and D, an analogous view prevails at the local level, and
deters coordina. on between Title | and other educational services
According to an SEA Title I specialist. "Title 1 1s still seen as a tempo-
rary appendage by 70 to 80 percent of the LEAs.”

In short, Cungressional intent that Title I be coordinated with other
special programs and with ongoing education activities has not yet
been addressed to an appreciable extent. Our sample states exhibited
virtually no coordination except 1n State A, where Title | is coordinat-
ed with the state’s compensatory education program through a joint
application, and with general education through application, monitor-
ing, and technical assistance procedures. Instead Title I efforts at the
state and local levels are peripheral to other activities.

One 1mportant explanation for Title I's administative and pro-
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grammatic isolation lies in the emphasis un federal compliance. Dis-
crete Title | efforts are easier to plan, audit, and monitor Besides,
substantial costs being associated with programmatic coordination,
especially at the local level, 1t is not surprising that few LEAs or
school staff are eager to assume these costs 1n the absence of state
mandates to do so For example, the costs to a conscientious principal
or teacher of coordinating Title I activities with other school pro-
grams, of making certain that the sequence of regular classroom ac-
tivities does not disadvantage students in Title I pull-out progr:ms,
and of keeping records on student Title I activities adequate to inform
subsequent teachers are substantial. Yet these costs are not reim-
bursed by Title I and typically are not recognized by district policies.
Hidden costs such as these present very real obstacles to local coordi-
nation of Title [ and general education programs.

A second reason is that few SEAs place a premium on coordination.
Only 1n State A is coordination an explicit SEA management objec-
tive Although State C is moving to increase coordination across
agency activities, regardless of funding source, the results thus far are
only superficial At the present time, none of our sample states, except
State A, has the managerial commitment or agency routines to sup-
port coordinated SEA program management.

A third reason 1s the character of SEA-LEA relations. For the rea-
sons discussed above, coordinatir.s is a practice that few LEAs would
elect. Althcugh all our SEA Title I respondents believe that greater
coordination would enhance ‘fitle I's effectiveness, only State A's SEA
has the tradition of active and directive involvement 1n local districts
to make such a coord:nation mandate politically possible.

A final factor minimizing coordination in States B, C, and D is the
lack of state pol'tizal support for special programs aimed at Title [
eligible students State-level commitment to this special needs group,
like that scen 1n State A, 15 necessary to marshal the broader SEA
resourees required to support active courdination of state and federal
compensatory efforts.

SEA Relationship with the Federal Government

Two dimensions describe an SEA's relationship with the federal
government (11 SEA response to federal monitoring and enforcement
activities and (21 SEA perception of the appropriateness of the federal
role Title I officials in all four states describe their relationship with
ED Title I staff as "fine.” By this they mean that they presently have
no fundamental disputes with federal staff over Title I practices.
X retheless, Title I directors in our sample states perceive serious
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problems in *he federal-state-local partnership. First, SEA Title I staff
continue to cite federal inconsistency in the interpretation and appli-
cation of regulations as irhsome." Federal responses to SEA requests
for clarification, and federal audit and monitoring assessments,
apparently vary depending on the ED Title I staff member contacted
or the composition of the federal monitoring team. As one SEA official
put it:

The regulations are a nightmare. Guys 1n other states have problems
Pve never heard of. Interpretation and inconsistency are *he biggest
problems Not only is there inconsistency among states, there's in-
consistency among the different audit teams We think we've gotten
ourselves squared away and a new person comes 1n and tells us 1t’s
wrong.

SEA officials also complain that federal monitoring and enforce-
ment fail to establish priorities among Title I program regulations.
For example, even though the “supplement not supplant” require-
ment theoretically is the keystone of the Title I program, federal
monitors allegedly devote inordinate attention to trivial cases. The
result is that they reportedly become absorbed in what one SEA offi-
cial called “dickey-do stuff” that has little to do with general state and
local compliance or with the effectiveness of Title I practices. (This
SEA official was particularly irked by protracted debate over the le-
gality of a summer school principal’s being paid from Title I funds
when a few non-Title [ children were in attendance, and over how an
LEA would ensure that equipment presently used for Tutle I eligible
children would not, in the future, serve non-Title [ students.) Another
supposed consequence of federal monitors equating the important and
the trivial is that SEA officials must follow suit and waste time dou-
ble-checking petty items during monitoring visits, This practice, SEA
officials argue, is a waste of scarce SEA resources and does hittle to
ensure the integrity or quality of the Title I program.

Federal attention to “dickey-do stuff,” SEA staff contend, is a per-
verse result of federal failure to modify the federal role in hght of
present Title I program realities at the sta. and local levels. To this
point, Title I directors in all four of our significantly different sample
states believe that the federal Title I role has become counterproduc
tive, and urged increased federal attention to questions of prograin
substance and quality. Title I directors in directive State A, strong-
state’s-rights State B, and local-control States C and D all argued for

""Fhis problem was identified in earlier studies of Title [ admumistration See espe-
aally Goettel et al . and Natwondl Institute of Education, Addmunstration of Compensa-
tory Education, Washington, D) C . September 19, 1977
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a stronger federal role in the development of better Title I projects.
They believe that issues of compliance should no longer define the
rederal state partnership. Comphance problems, in their view, have
essentially been resolved and the program’s legal structure is well
integrated at the state and local levels. Consequently, they contend
that the federal state partnership should be redefined to emphasize
the quality of local Title I efforts:

State A "It’s time for the feds to move out of regulation They should
be doing nnovative, creative things that the states do not have the
resources to handle. What we need s resource documentatien and
materials for classroom management We need to know what's hap-
pening in other states and what materials are being developed. Our
perception 1s very narrow—it's hmted by geographic boundaries
The breader perception of federal program staff could guide our own
research and development efforts. We would be very interested in the
federal government taking a lead 1n disseminating this information
nationally ”

Stu’e B “There 1sn't much of a positive impact of federal program
staff site visits or audit reports They come in and do their checklists
and so on. but they haven't seemed to have the time or interest to
help us build o better program 1 would like area desk men to share
more about what other states are doing I would also like them to
come in and spend several weeks. where we could lay out the 1ssues
'nd have them respund with substantive help. Their checklist doesn't
have much to do with what makes a program good. 80 percent is
always okay anyway. Aren’t we wasting a lot of tune checking things
that don't reed to be checked and don't relate to program quahty””

State ¢ "1 think we're doing a good Job with comphance. |The gov-
ernment’s| concern with waste and abuse has pushed the program tu
the wrong focus We need to swing back to concern for program qual-
ity We need more program-oniented things from the feds The feds
need to encourage states to develop exemplary projects ™

State 2 71 would like to see the feds get into more programmatic
stuff Over 80 perceat of the regulations deal with regulations, not
kids and program quality. And when the feds come . they don't
want to see the kids | would want a federal role where compliance
checks were taken care of by clerks in Washington and federal Title
1 staff come in to share wdeas with us and look at our programs "

It appears, then, that relationships with federal Title [ staff have
stabilized after the uncertain and often stormy period that followed
aduption of a vigorous federal emphasis on regulatory compliance.
The objectives underlying this federal concern, SEA staff beheve,

iz
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largely have been met. Research supports this claim.!! Where
compliance problems vccur now. our respondents contend, they are the
result of misunderstanding or unanticipated events. not malfeasance.
Further. they Lelieve that today’s compliance problems are marginal
and usually do not result in local program operations contrary to
Congressional intent. According to SEA staff, most local
administrators want to operate a legal program, and understand Title
I's objectives and regulations sufficiently well to be able to do so.
Consequently, continued federal emphasis on detailed regulatory
compliance, they believe, 1s inappropriate and unresponsive to
current program needs. One SEA official complained that “The feds
are wasting dollars—theirs and ours—through controls. They have
come to believe that the process 1s the product. There certainly 1s no
benefit to being good We get nickeled-and-dimed to death just like
every other state.” Another Title 1 administrator compared the
current federal Title I role to “"the people who hide in the mountains
until the war 1s over and then come down to kill the dead.” Thus,
although the states in our sample generally parn passing marks from
federal monitors, they behieve their curreltt relationship with the
federal government contributes by indirection to what they sec as the
most serious Title I 1ssue, program quality. To address this con.ern,
SE.A staff argue. a new federal role is required that stresses program
development and outcomes.

Implementation Problems

In general. the Title J program 1s running smoothly 1n our sample
states. with regulatory routines and program purposes well nstitu-
tionalized at the state and local levels. Sull, respondents pointed to
problems with specific program regulations, some of which are elimi-
nated by the new ECIA. Chapter 1. The new legislation, however.,
together with changing local fiscal conditions. raises new and poten-
trally more serious problems for state and local program staif.

In all four states, respondents pointed to the same Title I program
regulations as problematic. Mentioned most frequently were problems
with developing Title I secondary school programs, and in meeting the
parent participation mandates specified by the 1978 ESEA amend-
ments Secondary school students are not interested in attending
classes for which they receive no credit—but Title I secondary level
programs that provide credit risk violating the “supplement not sup-
plant” requirement Title 1 officials in all four states find this a dif-

Bsee, e g, Goettel et al . and Kirst and Jung
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ficult predicament ECiA Chapter 1 may help local officials address
this 1ssue. LEA administrators now have the option of developing ser-
vice justifications for practices that under former Title I regulations
would have appeared to supplant locally funded activities.

Parent involvement guidelines cause difficulty in their mandate to
elect parent representatives. (One SEA official quipped that it must
have been a typographical error, that Congress intended select, not
elect.) Urban areas, according to respondents, "have enough problems
getting parents involved, let alone elected.” In rural areas, problems
are even more severe, where parents are both physically and psycho-
logically at some distance from the school. Rural areas, according to
respondents, simply cannot find parents who are willing to stand for
election. Consequently, in at least one state, SEA Title I staff effec-
tivelv ignore this requirement. The Chapter 1 legislation effectively
ehminates this problem since parent involvement 1s now only
strongly urged, not required, the result will be a sharp drop in parent
participation 1n the Chapter 1 program. By the report of state and
loca! officials, energy and resources formerly spent to involve parents
in Title 1 often were expended only because of compliance concerns.
Parent involvement, then, wil likely become a thing of the past.

Finally. respondents pointed to aspects of the 1978 amendments
that have fallen short of their intended purpose The schoolwide
project concept, respondents agree, is commendable in principle but
unworkable in practice. Excepting the urban recipient of State D’s
compensatory funds, respondents in our four states could think of no
LEA implementing a schoolwide project. LEAs simply do not have the
additional funds required by law to take advantage of this program
option. In any event. the new law essentially eliminates this option

Respondents also believed that Congressional intent to reduce
paperwork in the 1978 amendments (and a. continued 1n ECIA, Chap-
ter 1) has not been realized, since auditing and targeting responsibili-
ties require annual data collection and analysis As one LEA official
put it

The three-vear apphication 1s nidiculous We still have annual needs
assessment. and annual ehgibility calculations We still have to rate
and select schools to be served The major part of the apphication 15
fiscal We have to do the whole budget every yvear anyway It's the
same amount »f work

Interestingly. State A officials had a quite different criticism of Con-
gressional efforts to reduce papervork. The Title I director argued
that reduced federal application and evaluation requirements undey-
mined the state's position on data collection and quality control State

fero
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A, accordingly, continues to require annual reporting. “How else,”
asked the Title I director, “can we control local quality?”

These specific implementat.on problems concern Title I admiistra-
tors, but do not seriously compromise the integrity or purpose of the
Title I program. However, SEA Title I officials in all four states be-
lieve that important implementation problems generated by changing
local conditions and by the new Chapter 1 are on the horizon. Al-
though no state or local respondent took exception to Title I's purposes
and general program framework, all believe that many targeting and
accounting requirements are disfunctional 1n light of fiscal retrench-
ment and enrollinent decline. The Title I comparability requirement,
for example, has begun to generate serious problems for local officials.
In cities where a reduction 1n the teaching force has left a tenured,
highly paid teaching staff, LEA officials have less latitude 1n assign-
ing teaching staff. Since sensor teachers are less apt to choose a Title
I'school, LEAs must spend extra funds to make Title I schools compar-
able As one LEA official put it, “Everyone knows that seniority does
not always mean better-quality teaching. I feel that dollars we are
having to spend just to be comparable could be put to much better use
for all our students, Title I and non-Title I.” Desegregation activities
also have exacerbated comparability problems For example, in State
C, new attendance boundaries drawn to integrate city sthools resulted
in "a host of inuuluble comparability problems.” Many district elemen-
tary schools are now organized on K-2, 3-5 groupings. According to
LEA Title I staff, the quality of programs at the primary centers has
been jeopardized by their mandated comparability to services offered
in the higher grades. In particular, the smalier elass sizes and greater
use of aides at the primary level made these services nuneomparable
to services in the 3-5 schools. As a result, aides had to be pulled from
the primary grades and put into the higher grades to achweve compa-
rability. One local Title I director estimates that prunary grades were
being penalized by this requirement at the rate of $10 per student.
Local Title I directors also point to the comparability problems that
arise as students transfer in and out of district schools:

Once a school meets comparability in the beginning of the vear. an
increase tor decreaset of only a few children can throw the whole

. thing off T would like to have. say. eight to ten percent latitude once
eomparakility has been met But because of these problenis, | can't
pay any attention to programs § spend almost all my time un compa-
rability and targeting 1ssues

In all four states. SEA Title [ staff comment that. 1n the absence of
extra loeal funds to round out eomparability problems. their recom-




IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC

108

mendations to local staff do not always constitute sound educational
practice. As one Title I director commented:

In order to comply with Title 1 regulations in current LEA fiscal .
circumstances, we have to start dividing kids into half-kids and frac-

tions of dollars. This 1s particularly a problem in any big district
where people resign and enrollment figures shift every day. Because
of comparability, you have to manipulate people, pupils, and dollars
and not always in ways that make educational sense.

In addition, particularly in State D where the percent of state con-
tribution to local education budgets is declining, SEA Title I officials
believe that maintenance of effort problems will become widespread
and severe in the next few years.!2 State C’s Title I director predicted,
“If the feds don't change the regulations, the new commissioner will
be doing nothing his first few years but determining maintenance of
effort requests.” Because of the time-consuming procedures for
obtaining maintenance of effort waivers, SEA staff worry that local
projects will experience substantial disruption in Title I services.
Declining local resources and student enrollment also raise ques-
tions of supplanting that did not exist a few years ago, since local
budgets can no longer fund the same level or breadth of services for
all students. These Title I allocation provisions, in short, have not
kept up with the times. As school district budgets grew, it was possi-
ble to meet Title I guidelines without compromising the educational
value of both compensatory and general education services. In many
LEAs, our SEA respondents contend, this is no '~nger possible. In
many districts, the assumptions underlying Titie ]  lirective that
LEAs provide compensatory services that “expand .nd improve” gen-
eral educationt opportunities may no longer be valid. The general
quality of regular district practices influences the effectiveness of Ti-
tle I programs in that it provides the base upon which Title I must
build. However, the current combination of multiple programs, un-
funded requirements, and fiscal decline puts enormous strain on
school district capacity. Many local officials claim that they are un-
able to maintain the quality of their basic instructional programs, and
cannot find the money and staff to implement external requirements
such as those imposed by desegregation orders or 94-142.!* Thus the
existing combination of program requirements and local financial
strains may undermine the basic assumptions upon which the federal
role in education, as well as Title I's strict targeting requirements,
have been based. As one local Title I director put it, “What can Title

Y¥This prediction is reinforced by a recent Rand study that examined maintenance of
effort responses across the country. See Gurwitz and Darling-Hammond.
BKimbrough and Hill,
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I do when the basic program 1s falling apart?” In a time of declining
enrollments and fiscal retrenchment, respondents believe, the ngidity
of Title [ targeting and allocation provisions will begin to function at
cross-purposes with broader Congressional intent—the provision of
effective services for educationally disadvantaged students.

The extent to which ECIA Chapter 1 will address these and simiiar
cencerns is unclear. Ambiguous language and the unwillingness of
ED staff to provide concrete interpretative guidance has left state and
local staff uncertain about “legal” program activities nnder ECIA.
While ECIA retains the old targeting provisions in broad outline,
either because of drafters’ oversight or Congressional interest in in-
creased flexibility, ECIA Chapter 1 fails to include all the allocation
guidelines included in Title I (e.g., the schoolwide projects provision)
and adds a new targeting criterion. In addition to the former Title I
provisions that permit funds to be allocated to attendance areas with
the highest concentration of low-income familes, or to all attendance
areas of a district that have a uniformly high concentration of such
children, Chapter 1 also allows that “part of the available funds” may
be used for services "which promise to provide significant help for all
such children served by such agency.” This third allocation provision
introduces considerable uncertainty, What is “part” and who are “all
such children” It is possible to interpret this language to permit the
dispersion of Title I funds throughout the district, thereby undoing
the past deczde’s effort to concentrate Title I funds. Further, if "all
such children” is interpreted to mean children from low-income fami-
lies, there is no apparent mandate to spend Chapter 1 funds on com-
pensatory education A district could choose, for example, to use these
funds to provide computer literacy courses for low-income students.

To date. the Education Department has been silent as to whether
old provisions intended to provide local flexibility but not mentioned
in Chapter 1 still apply, or how LEA administrators should interpret
Chapter 1's new targeting provision. The present vaguely stated legis-
lation and absence of federal guidance leaves even Title I veterans
uncertain about what they can “legally” do. They cast the same skep-
tical eye on this ostensible reduction in federal regulatory presence
with which they viewed past policy changes, and suspect that "this too
shall pass.” A later change of federal mind, in their view, could gener-
ate disruptive and debilitating audit exceptions. As a California SEA
official worried: "four or five years down the road a federal auditor is
going to come into a state with his owr =0tion of how the money
should have been spent and make us repay a pot of federal money.”!*

Bureaucratic uncertainty over future accountability will almos.

YEducation Dail . Qctober 7, 1981, p. 1.
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certainly promote conservative administrative decisions about “allow-
able” Chapter 1 expenditures. The result in many cases will be Chap-
ter 1 practices that are “safe” but also acknowledged as less
effective—especially pull-out programs, fragmentation of resource
use, lack of coordination between compensatory and general educa-
tion programs, and isolation of Title I staff.

ECIA, in short, has rekindled a host of compliance concerns that
had essentially been resolved over a long period of time for ESEA
Title I. The confusion over ECIA Chapter 1 may well displace develop-
mer “al attention in many SEAs and LEAs as administrators puzzle
once again over "step one” of the implementation process. what is
expected of them and what choices will pass compliance review. As a
Florida SEA official put it, “We don't object to being held accountable,
but we believe that we have to have the benefit of appropriate guid-
ance and clear authority from the outset. We are afraid that too little
regulation may be almost as bad as too much.”

Iromically, ECIA’s loosening of Title I's regulatory framework and
injection of ambiguity intc the "rules of the game” may be the worst
policy for federal compensatory education. Substantive prograr. de-
velopment can proceed only if procedural requirements are in place
and clearly understood. Confusion about allowable practice is appar-
ent now at both the state and local levels. Chapter 1's regulatory
vagueness also undermines efforts to coordinate planning, assistance,
and service delivery across programs since they, too, require clarity
about permissible activities. Chapter 1's openendedness further un-
dermines the position of compensatory allies. In the past, program
advocates 1n 1indifferent or hostile settings could appeal to federal au-
thority as justification for choices that forced broader system respon-
siveness to special necds students. It is no longer clear whether or to
what extent this authority exists. ECIA Chapter 1, in short, leaves
proponents of compensatory services in a weakened pusition The ob-
served uneven state commitment to the student group served by Title
I demonstrates how clear program regulations are necessary if eligi-
ble students to receive entitled benefits. ECIA has weakened this
"regulatory floor,” making 1t more difficult for program proponents—
particularly in states with little explicit commitment to the educa-
tionally disadvantaged—to maintain program integrity. State experi-
ence with Title I also demonstrates that regulation is a necessary but
not a sufficient condition for program success. A focus on quality is
crucial if “compliant” efforts are also to provide effective programs for
participating students. ECIA does not address this issue.




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Three themes stand out 1n our examination of Title I practices in
four SEAs: the extent to which Title I is seen as an administrative,
not an educational, preblem; the program's administrative maturity;
and the weak political support for compensatory education programs.
At both state and local levels, the confusion (or resistunce) of the early
years over Title I as general or categorical aid has largely disap-
peared. Because compliance concerns dominate Title I practices, how-
ever, it is possible that the program’s administrative maturity will be
unable to serve as the foundation for additional program develop-
ment, particularly now that ECIA las injecced uncertainty into ad-
ministrative decisions.

A major question motivating this study was the role of state-level
factors in federal program implementation. To what extent do federal
programs vary across states and how can these differences be ex-
plained? Although we observed state-level variation in the details of
Title I administration, the overall answer for our sample states is that
there are few state-level differences in Title I implementation that
substantially affect local practice. States B, C, and D run virtually
identical Title I programs. Although the regional structures of States
B and C permit ongoing cOntact between LEAs and SEA Title I suaff
and thus prevent compliance concerns from becoming compliance
problems, the regulatory or administrative concerns that dominate
these regional interactions do not necessarily lead to better Title I
programs And while this regional structure unquestionably eases the
local administrative burden, it is not clear that it promotes signifi-
cantly more compliant projects. Title I officials in all ;tat=s comment
that the fundamental purpose and central regulations guiding Title 1
are well integrated at the local level.

Only in State A is the Title I program significantly shaped by state-
level factors. State A is able to impose its signature on Title ! because
of its traditionally strong and directive relationship with LEAs. The
distinctive features of State A's Title I program represent general
SEA goals and priorities incorporated into Title I's regulatory frame-
work. In particular, SEA commitment to coordination underlies the
required Title I unified application; explirit state-level concern about
questions of program quality has supported SEA Title I staff attention

“to local project design and outcomes and to insistence on projecy
modification where promise or positive outcomes are not evident. In
State A then, the larger SEA role supports the use of regulation to
direct local attention to state-1dentified priorities and notions of more
effective Title I practice.

The regulatory posture that presently defines Title I is inconsistent
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with the broader SEA role in States B, C, and D. Although State B
has the potential to exert substantial control over local practice, the
SEA has chosen to use assistance, not direction, to encourage better
local practice. States C and D, too, have identified assistance as the
dominant factor in SEA relations with local districts. But in these
states, this choice was a question of political feasibility rather than
administrative taste. The strong local control ethos in States C and D
makes assistance the only politically acceptable mode of SEA involve-
ment in LEA activities. However, since regulatory responsibilities
consume the lion’s share of SEA Title [ administrative resources, and
federal emphasis makes compliance ascendant, program staff in these
states have been unable to develop SEA Title I implementation
strategies consistent with the SEA’s broader role. To do so would re-
quire greater SEA resources and capacity. None of these states pos-
sess the mstitutional commitment to the educationally disadvantaged
to make this contribution. All three define their SEA mission exclu-
sively in terms of general education. Categorical requirements, such
as Title I's, conflict with local control norms, or, in State B, with the
educational philosophy of SEA leadership. State-level commitment to
Title I objectives exists only in State A, where broader SEA resources
have been marshalled to shape Title I implementation. In our other
sample states, Title | remains effectively a federal effort where state
factors contribute 'ittle to the differential effectiveness of local Title 1
projects. The lack of variation seen in three of our sample states dem-
onstrates the extent to which Title I regulation has become the Title
I program, absent state investment in Title I goals.

In the 1978 Title I reauthorization hearings, Congress noted that
"Title 1 has matured into a viable approach to aiding the
disadvantaged.”** Indeed, as we have discussed, Title I's
administrative maturation is evident across our very different sample
states. However, implementing Title 1 programs consistent with
Congressional intent 1s a two-step process. First, state and local
project activities must be administered in accordance with federal
regulations. Second, effective practices must be developed to address
the needs of target students. Evidence from our sample states
suggests that continued strict attention to the compliance activities
necessary for accomplishing the first implementation step may well
impede the ability of state and local education agencies to address the
secorid, promoting program quality. ECIA’s ostensible "flexibility” is

"Commuttee on Education and Labor. US. House of Representatives. A Report on
the Education Amendments of 1978. HR 15, House of Representatives Ducument 95-
1137. 95th Cong. 2d sess. Government Printing Office. Washington. D C . May 11
1978. p. 7.
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unlikely to provide the necessary programmatic latitude for two
different reasons: the regulatory conservatism associated with
Chapter 1's ambiguity, and the weakening of regulatory protection for
Title I programs in nonsupportive environments.

The past exclusive federal focus on compliance issues dislocated pro-
gram quality issues at all levels. Because of compliance concerns, lo-
cal staff have been reluctant to try new approaches or to coordinate
Titie I and other educational services. The State A Title I director
commented, “Look at the incredible stability of local Title I projects.
It’s not because they’re good; it's because it’s tco much hassle to
change when you've already got a compliant project.”

The displacement of quality concerns by compliance issues is also
striking at the state level. In all four sample states, Title I directors
believe that much more attention needs to be paid to the substance
and effectiveness of local programs—that it is no longer enough sim-
ply to be “legal.” All can point to local projects that are compliant but
educationally ineffective; however, all contend that their present
regulatory responsibilities prevent them from providing the technical
assistance necessary to encourage local project quality. And, paradox-
ically, because compliance concerns dominate, current SEA technical
assistance is not what Congress intended. A substantial portion of
that assistance focuses on program administration and regulation, not
on better classroom or school building practices. ECIA’s reduction of
the state share of Chapter 1 funding to 1 percent from the 1.5 percent
allowed under Title I will reduce even further state capacity to focus
on quality. Similarly, ECIA's ambiguous legislative language and
ED’s silence about allowable activities, a posture that is consistent
with the Reagan administration’s insistence on a reduced federal
regulatory role, has served to exacerbate not diminish the compliance
concerns of the past. In the short term, this uncertainty can be ex-
pected to promote regulatory conservatism in many states and school
districts. In the long term, if the present passive federal role contin-
ues, ECIA most likely will weaken the regulatory protection that has
strengthened the integrity of the Title I program over time. State and
Incal Title I proponents have argued for regulatory latitude about how
compensatory services are provided to educationally disadvantaged
students, not for relaxation in assurances that funds are used to bene-
fit eligible children. ECIA Chapter 1's ambiguity, together with the
general weak commitment of many states to low-income students, can
be expected to result in diluted services for this target group. The
consequence of this service dilution becomes even more serious in the
face of significant dollar reductions in federal support for compensato-
ry education. Even where state comxmitment exists, states cannot af-
ford to replace these lost federal funds. Eligible children can only
expect to receive less in the future.




Chapter 5

THE STATE ROLE IN HANDICAPPED
EDUCATION

INTRODUCTION

Handicapped education differs from Title I and state compensatory
education programs in several important ways: It is more visible to
general state government and, consequently, more politicized in its
administration Programs for the handicapped also command a
greater proportion of SEA resources, and currently present state
agencies with some of their greatest management problems.

Several reasons exist for these differences. First, the federal hand-
icapped program (94-142) is both redistributive and regulatory in its
intent. It provides state and local districts with financial support for
handicapped education activitie. but, in conjunction with Sec. 504 of
the 1973 Rehabilitation Act and numerous judi.ial mandates, 94-142
also strongly regulates state and local behavior. Second, 94-142 is a
newer program than Title I, and many of the implementation difficul-
ties 94-142 is experiencing are similar to those that occurred durirg
the early days of Title I. While this suggests that some of 94-142’s
problems will be resolved as part of the natural policy maturation
process, the program will likely continue to experience major difficul-
ties. Title I was initially iinplemented in a time of public sector
growth; 94-142 comes during a period of fiscal retrenchment. Title I
also does not require a major state or local financial commitment in
the way that the regulatory apparatus surrounding 94-142 does. Fi-
nally. 94-142 exists in a political context very different from that of
Title 1. The federal government led the states in compensatory educa-
tion programs and states that have since initiated such programs
were prompted by Title I. Compensatory education’s constituency is
stronger in Washington than it is in most states, and state-level advo-
cates usually represent professional, not client groups. Handicapped
education, on the other hand, had its roots in state law rather than
federal law. Although states strengthened their handicapped educa-
tion statutes in response to 94-142, many already had articulated at
least some commitment to handicapped students in earlier laws. As
we noted in Chap. 1, political support for handicapped education is as
strong in most states as it is at the federal level. These two factors
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combine to make handicapped education more of a state-level policy
issite than compensatory education has ever been.

Despite these differences, however, state level implementation of
94-142 resembles Title I in one very important way. In their program
activities, three of the four states in our sample stress local compli-
ance, rather than program quality or institutional capacity. As we
will see, this emphasis is largely dictated by federal requirements and
their emphusis on process, rather than program substance. The need
to make certain that previously unserved children are diagnosed and
then provided with services also legitimately requires that SEAs
place a major emphasis on compliance. Still, this approach has meant
that little attention is paid to the appropriate match between a stu-
dent’s handicapping condition and the service he or she receives. It
also has resulted in handicapped students being mainstreamed into
regular classrooms with little teacher preparation or training before-
hand.

This chapter examines these problems as part of an analysis of 94-
142 and state programs for the handicapped. Although most of the
chapter focuses on state-level implementaticn, 1t begins with a discus-
sion of the federal policy context and how 1t influences state actions.
In examining the state level we will analyze how the larger political
system, particularly state political culture, constrains SEA activities
and how factors internal to the agency, such as organizational struc-
ture, shape SEA response to 94-142. Particular attention will be paid
to how 94-14Z has affected the relationship between SEAs and local
districts and between special education and the rest of the SEA.

THE FEDERAL CONTEXT

As part of their study of 94-142's implementation in one urban
school district, Erwin Hargrove and his colieagues analyzed the pro-
gram'’s legislative history.' Their ciscussion provides a good sense of
the federal context from which states have taken cues about how the
law should be implemented. Four years after the legislation was first
introduced, both houses of Congress overwhelmingly passed 94-142 1n
1975, despite the Ford Administration’s concern that the bill was
promising more than it could realistically deliver.?

Besides strong Congressional support for its passage, 94-142 1s also

'Erwin C Hargrove et al , Regulations and Schools  The Implementation of Equal
Education for Handicapped Chuldren, histitute for Public Policy Studies, Vanderbilt
. University, Nashville, Tennessee, March 1981, Ch.p 1.

!Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1975, Congressional Quarterly Service, Wash-
ington, DC., p 656
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notable for 1ts precise legislative language. As Hargrove indicates,
94-142, unlike many other education laws, 15 specific enough to per-
mit a high degree of correspondence between statutory language and
administrative regulations.’

The driving force behind 94-142 was a coalition of handicapped edu-
cation interest groups led by the Council for Exceptional Children
(CEC) and also including the ARC, the Children’s Defense Fund, and
the Amer:ican Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities. These Zroups
presented the legislation to Congress as an extension of civil rights
protections to a previously neglected segment of the population.’
Another strong argument in the bill's favor was the belief that 1t
would provide funding w states and school districts already under
court order to serve the handicapped * Although most participants
real:zed that actual appropriations would never reach the authorized
level (40 percent of excess costs by 1982), the assumption was that
federal legislation would ease the state and local burden.

In retrospect, it seems that Congress did not clearly foresee the
consequences of 1ts actions. Packaged as a civil rights measure, 94-
142 had no orgamzed opponents and few members of Congress wished
to be in the position of appearing to deny basic civil rights to the
handicapped As Hargrove and his colleagues note, members of Con-
gress viewed 94-142 as non-zero-sum legislation which conferred a
benefit on one group without hurting any other group.” However, the
scope and specificity of the legislation, coupled with fiscal
retrenchment, has meant that gains for the hanuicapped often come
at the expense of educational services for other groups.

Another interesting aspect of 94-142 is its emphasis on process
rather than the substance of handicapped education. one obvious rea-
son being 1ts mnitial formulation as civil rights legislation. Despite the
law’s specificity. emphasis was placed on equal access and due pro-

SHargrove et al . p 218

bid . p 18, and John C Pittenger and o ver Kuriloff. "Educating the Handicapped
Reforming a Radical Law.” The Public [nterest. No 66. Winter 1982, pp 72. 75

'At the time 94 142 was enacted, the most significant judicial decisions 1n the area
uf handicapped educatiun were Pennsyltana Assoviation for Retarded Chddren ! PARC)
¢ Pennsyliunia an 1971, and Muls « Board of Edwcation in 1972 Both these decisions
required that an apprupriate education be provided all children regardless of mental.
physical. or emotional handicap In addition, the PARC consent decree was largely
based on model legislation developed by CEC and now embodied 1n 94-142

“Part B, Sec 611 of 94-142 authornizes federal grants as a percentage of the average
naticnal per pupil expenditure This allocation formula was used because. at the time
94 142 wa~ enacted, adequate data did not exist on the costs of speaal education The
best estimate was that, un average, educating a handicapped student costs twice as
much o+ educating a nunhandicapped une Hence wverage per pupil eapenditure was
made a roxv for excess cost.

"Hargrove et al , p 218
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cess, rather than on the services to be dehivered. Another important
reason for this emphasis was the scanty knowledge about effective
education for the handicapped at the time 94-142 wag enacted. For
example. much of the research on TMR students had been conducted
in highly structured university settings, s0 1ts broad applicability in
public school classrooms was largely unknown. Research on mildly
handicapped students showed little educational effect:veness for those
in special classes. but the social consequences for students in these
classes were more positive than for those mainstreamed into regular
classrooms. Yet this lack of consen-us about how to educate the mild-
ly retarded was rarely acknowledged during Congressional hearings
on 94-142. The argument for a least-restrictive environment, regard-
less of handicapping condition. was based not on educational effective-
ness but on the traditional civil rights position that "separate 15 not
equal.” Thus, Hargrove and his colleagues conclude:

The legislative history of PL 94-142 indicates that the law was
viewed as an important symbol by 1ts supporters, representing a -
tional commitment to the constitutional rights of handicapped chil-
dren There 1s, however, a great deal of uncertainty regarding the
educational theory and practice necessary to deliver on this commit-
ment The 1ssues of implementation arising from this uncertainty
were addressed primarily by resorting to admimistrative and proce-
dural requirements This necessarily entails a federal role that em-
phasizes uniform comphiance There 1s lttle guidance 1 the
legislative record uvn questions of organizational change and effective
service delivery. especially in regular public schools.®

In sum. as states looked to the federal government for cues about
how to implement 94-142, they saw four major factors shaping their
actions. First. unlhike the earlier ESEA Title I legislation. the statuto-
ry language of 94-142 15 clear 1n its intent and quite precise in its
language. Although states would later find phrases such as "related
services” difficult to interpret, they realized that Congress assumed a
fairly uniform compliance standard could be achieved nationally.
Hence. states saw hittle flexibility in how they implemented require-
ments for individualized education programs (IEPs), due process. and
state monitoring responsibilities.

A second fact that states had to face was that 94-142 is both a
grant-in-aid program and a avil rnights statute. Consequently, they
had tu expect directives and compliance monitoring from both ED's
Office of Special Education (OSE) and the Office of Civil Rights

“Ihd . p 26
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tOCR'* The nability of these two agencies to coordinate their own
activities until quite recently has meant that state implementation
and enforcement processes have been further complicated.!"
Third, states also recognized that the impetus for 94-142 came from
client groups, not from the service providers like themselves who
would ultimately be charged with implementing the program. From
the state perspective, this implied that client groups would continue
to play a major role 1n the implementation process at both the fedeial
and state levels. In practice, 1t would mean that federal compliance 1
standards would be more rigorous than if poovider vrganizations were ]
the primary reference group for OSE and OCR. It would also mean
that state »dvisory councils would be more active in program im-
plementation than is usually the case
Finally, 94-142, coupled with the requirements of Sec. 504 and vari-
ous Judicial mandates, meant that states needed to bring their own
laws into conformity with the federal law. In addition, the configura-
tion of federal mandates necessitated significant new state spending
for handicapped education, regardless of federal funding levels.
Perhap. more than any other federal education law, 94-142 con-
veyed very clear and strong signals to the states. It had to be taken
seriously the federal government expected faithful implementation
as defined by a set of compliance standards, and regardless of their
traditional relationships with local districts, SEAs needed to move
districts in a major new direction.
The next section describes state-level implementation of 94-142 and
discusses similarities and differences among our four sample states.
We then assess the significance of various state and federal factors in
explaining the implementation outcomes we observed

STATE-LEVEL IMPLEMENTATION

The four states 1n our sample differ in the proportion of students
classified as handicapped and in the ratio of state to federal funding
for handirapped education. At the same time, many SEA activities in
handicapped education are quite uniform from state to state, and all
four share stmilar problems in their relationship with the federal gov-
ernment. Despite the overwhelming influence of federal mandates,

05K has since been reorganized and 1 now called the Special Education Program

SEP: How ver, sinte it was knowh as OSE at the time of our fieldwork, we refer to 1t
as such
YEor o discussion of these 1ssues, see Council of Chief State School Officers. Policy
Statement on Implementing 94 142, August 1980, and Education Daily. October 29,
1980, p 3
.
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however, some SEA special education activities are consistent with
the larger political culture and the agency's traditional relationship
with local districts. This is particularly evident in the way SEAs ap-
proach their monitoring responsibilities and in how they allocate 94-
142:discretionary funds.

All except State D had a state law mandating educational services
for handicapped children prior to the passage of 94-142. However,
none of these state laws required IEPs or included due process re-
quirements as strong as those in 94-142. State D provided support for
the education of children with some handicapping conditions, but not
others. In fact, as late as 1969, TMR students could be excluded from
local schools under State D law. Despite varying levels of prior com-
mitment to handicapped education, then, all four states in our sample
had to revise their state laws in response to 94-142. Presently, these
laws are quite similar and are at least as comprehensive as 94-142,
with some provisions even stronger than those in the federal law.

During the Congressional hearings prior to the passage of 94-142,
OSE officials estimated that 12 percent of the nation’s school-age chil-
dren needed some type of special education. This figure was then in-
cluded 1n the 94-142 legislation as an upper limit on the proportion of
students who can be counted eligible for 94-142 funds.!' In practice,
however, the 12 percent figure has become a goal that states are
expected to approach in their own child-counts. There is now
considerable evidence that 12 percent may be an overestimation of
actual incidence rates, an | even such advocacy groups as CEC are no
longer pressing this goal.!- Still, states believe they must defend or
explain their own incidence rates since so few approach 12 percent. As
of the 1979-80 school year, the states in our sample provided
handicapped education services to the following proportions of
students:!s

State A, 06.3 percent
State B, 08.6 percent
State C, 11.7 percent
State D, 08.8 percent.

State A's incidence rate 1s lower than the others because it chose to
serve learning disabled (LD) students under the state’s compensatory

Hp 1, 94.142, Sec 81liandnAnn

“Geoffrey O'Gara, “Where are the Children® The New Data Game at HEW.” The
Washington Monthly, Vol 11, No 4, June 1979, p. 37

"These percentages represent the total number of students identified us hand
icapped and reported in the states’ 1980 94-142 state plan. divided by total elementary
and secondary enrollment Since State D did not include such data in its state plan, the
lnftgmalion was obtained during personal interviews with the SEA specia education
statl,
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education program. The state argued that LD students receive bast-
cally the same services as compensatory education students, and ac-
knowledger that classifying them as handicapped would increase
state costs since handicapped students are weighted more heavily in
the state aid formula. The state also argued that 94-142’s due process
requirements would greatly increase state and local costs if LD stu-
dents were reclassified, particularly since almost 25 percent of the
handicapped students in the state’s largest city are learning disabled.
Parent groups did not accept this argument ad filed suit against the
state. State A is now under court order to reclassify its LD students as
handicapped. The state’s incidence rate therefore will increase consid-
erably as these students are given IEPs and placed in special educa-
tion programs.

Our four states also 1llustrate various approaches to state funding
for handicapped education. State A weights its student aid formula so
that LEAs receive 2.7 times the regular student allotment for each
handicapped student ticy serve. State B also weights 1ts student aid
formula at about 1.75 for handicapped students. State C's formula is
cost-based and districts are reimbursed on a prior-year basis through
siX separate categorical programs. Districts receive funding for a cer-
tain proportion of the teacher salary, transportation, and nonpublic
tuition costs incurred in educating handicapped students State D
pays 30 percent of the average excess cost for handicapped students
and also funds regional education programs for the deaf, blind, and
low-incidence handicapped. In terms of the amount of state funds
spent per handicapped pupil served, State A 1s the lhighest of the four
and ranks above the national average, States B and C are just at the
national average. State D is among the lowest five states.!

Table 5.1 indicates the proportion of state and federal funds spent
by each of the four states 1n 1979. Again 1t shows a range of state
effort

SEA Program Activities

P L 94-142 requires tnat SEAs prepare a state program plan every
three years, review child-counts and allocate funds to districts accord-
ingly. establish and maintain due process procedures. monitor local
districts to ensure compliance with federal regulations, and provide
technical assistance to local districts. These federal requirements con-

BAllan Odden and C Kent McGuire, Finanang Educational Sertices for Speaal
Populations The State and Federal Roles, Working Paper No 28, Education Finance
Center. Education Commission of the States, Denver, Colorado. May 1, 1980, p 23
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Table 5.1 .

PRroOPORTIONAL DisTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDING
FOR HANDICAPPED EDUCATION, 1979-80

Percent of Total Federal and State Spending

Federal Allocation a .
State (94-142, Part B Grant)  State Appropriation

A 13.2 86.8
B 10.6 89.4
C 25.6 74.4
D 29.1 70.9

SOURCL: C. Kent McGuire, Jtate wr/ Federal frosrars
Jop Zlemeniary Seconaary Senvol Studoncs wiih ool
s ie, Lducation Commission of the States, Denver,
Colorado, May 1981, pp. 16-17.

“This grant accounts for over 70 percent of federal
spending for handicapped education, but other federal
programs also provide funds. These include Jitle I
state-agency handicapped grants, the Title IV-C and
vocational education set-asides, and other provisions
of 94-142 that provide funds for personnel development,
regional centers, and early childhood education.

stitute the mimimal set of activities that SEAs are expected to perform
in implementing 94-142 and related state and federal programs. If an
SEA chooses, however, it can go much further. For example, its tech-
nical assistance can extend beyond informing loca. districts about
their responsibilities under 94-142 to questions of effective service
delivery. An SEA can also take the lead in shaping handicapped edu-
cation policy, especially if its division of special education establishes
a good working relationship with the state legislature and the gover-
nor’s office. As we will see, some SEAs, largely because of {actors
beyond their control, play a minimal role in handicapped education,
while others define their responsibilities quite broadly.

State Program Regulations. All four states have taken the posi-
tion that since 94-142 is so specific in its requirements. the SEA
should not burden local districts with further state regulations
Nonetheless, each state has impose” at least one other major regula-
tion and some have imposed several that shape and constrain local
district behavior. Thess regulations are one way the states can

i )
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express their own individual needs and priorities, despite the homoge-
nizing effect of federal program regulations.

As part of their teacher certification responsibilities, all four states
require that those teaching or delivering specialized services to hand-
icapped students (e.g., speechstherapy) be credentialed in special edu-
cation. In this area, then, state regulations exceed those of 94-142,
which does not deal with the issue of teacher qualifications. Three of
the four states have imposed other regulations on local districts 7.
well. State A has established class-size limits for handicapped educa-
tion, and its requirenients for members of local committees on the
handicapped are more precise than the federal ones. State B has
established class-size limits for special education classes.

State B is also one of the few states to mandate special services for
gifted and talented students along the same lines as for handicapped
students. For example, it requires an IEP for gifted and talented stu-
dents and 1s currently spending more on gifted edu~ation than any
other state in the nation. State B’s mandate is a response to two politi-
cal factors. Interest groups representing gifted students constitute a
well-organized lobby in State B; and both the legislature and the SEA
see the gifted program as a way to expand political support for all
special education and thus make 1t politically easier to allocate in-
creased funds for handicapped education.

The major regulation that State C imposes beyond the federal ones
1s a requirement that local districts spend 10 percent of their 94-142
grant on teacher inservice training. Local districts must develop a
plan for inservice training that includes a needs assessment, proce-
dures for providing such training, and a method for evaluating inser-
vice activities. State C 1s thereby responding to one of the most press-
ing needs in handicapped education: preparing regular classroom
teachers for dealing with handicapped students. As we will see in
subsequent sections, the lack of this training is a major implementa-
tion gap in all four states. State C’s SEA has also decided that a dis-
trict set-aside, rather than SEA provision of such training, is more
consistent with its organizational role. The special education division
in State C’s SEA defines its responsibilities as primarily policy devel-
opment (designing legislative proposals, regulation writing) and regu-
lation (reviewing local applications, district monitoring). In the
division's view, it 1s more effective for the SEA to provide information
about inservice resources, and for the regional service teams to broker
such resources, than it is to provide inservice workshops and similar
services directly to local districts.

State Program Plan. As a condition for receiving 94-142 funds,
each state must submit a plan to the federal governinent outlining
how it will administer the program and how 94-142 goals will be met

11,,\
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‘eg, implementir.  ne lzast-restrictive-environment provision and
maintaining a comprenensive system of personnel development). As
of FY 1981, this plan wnust be submitted once every three years. In
her study of state-level implementation of 94-142, Margaret Thomas
reported that the delays states had experienced in plan approval dur-
ing the first few years of the program have now largely disappeared.'s
For the most part, this .s also true for our sample. Staies now view
plan development as fairly routine, and SEA staff are able to
Incorporate material from previous years’ plans merely by updating
it

Still, some problems remain. One state complained that it had four
federal state-plan officers in three years. This situation is further ex-
acerbated because the state-plan officer is not a member of the federal
compliance team that visits the state and monitors adkerence to 94-
142 requirements.i6

Approval of State C’s most recent plan was delayed several months
because the federal government contended that the financial arrange-
ments for students placed in private facilities violated the notion of
“free” education However, jurisdiction over such matters in State C
rests with an interagency board, not solely with the SEA. Conse-
quently, the SEA was not in a position to modify these procedures to
bring them into conformity with federal regulations. G-y after sev-
eral months of negotiations and the intervention of the governor's
office could the SEA meet the federal government’s requirements.
This is a particularly clear exampls * where SEA authority is insuffi-
cient to meet 94-142 mandates. In ... case of State C, there was suffi-
clent interagency cooperation to achieve comphance, but 94-142
assumes a level of interagency cooperation that often does not exist 1n
many states.

Despite more timely approval of state plans, respondents com-
plained that t} » purpose of the plans is not well defined and that OSE
mictekenly uses the plans as compliance documents. Representatives
from all our sample states, except State D, recently participated 1n
drafting a Council of Chief State School Officers’ policy statement on
94-142 They recommended that the state plan be viewed as evidence
of state commitment to 94-142 and an outline of procedures for meet-
Ing program goals, but should not be used to substantiate current-
vear comphance. particularly by local districts.'” Respondents argued
that the state plan 1s really a planning document that the state can

DThomas pp 26 27

*Thomas also found turnover amony federal plan officers to be a problem in sorne
states Ibid p 26

PCounail of Chiet State School Officers, p 4
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use as a guide 1n its implementation efforts. At the same time, the
state should be free to change its procedures if a better way is found to
complete an activity, such as identification of handicapped children.
Respondents also suggested that if the state plan itself complies with |
federal objectives, then the states should receive 94-142 funds. In this |
way, the state and all its LEAs will net be at the mercy of any local
districts that mav be out ot compliance. In summary, the task of
preparing the state plan is fairly routine for our sample states, but the
functions the plan is designed to serve are still unclear.

Monitoring Local Districts. SEAs are expected to monitor local |
districts once every three years to assure their compliance with 94-
142 requirements. Probably more than any other mandate except the
basic one .0 provide an education for all handicapped children, this
federal monitoring requirement has most constrained SEA activities.
In fact, in State B it has seriously distorted the agency’s traditional
mussion, and in State D the requirement has overwhelmed SEA staff
capacity

Given 94-142's emphasis on the process instead of the substance of
handicapped education, state monitoring visits largely consist of
reviewing local district procedures, but not actual program content.
SEA staff check to see that [EP< are completed correctly and are on
file for each identified child, .hat parental participation 1s adequate,
and that student records are confidential. Basically, in their monitor-
ing activities, SEAs are trying to hold local districts accountable for l

what the SEAs will. 1p turn, be held accountable by OSE.™ Therefore,
SEAs en.phasize correct procedures rather than such issues as the
appropriate match between diagnosis and the educational services a
handicapped student receives.

Heavy monitoring responsibilities are most consistent with the tra-
ditional organizational role of State A’s SEA The SEA historically
has 1mposed precise requirements on lo «l districts, and State A dis-
tricts are accustomed to being held accountable to these standards
Consequently, 94-142 monitoring is not a major departure for State A
Approximately 70 percent of the SEA’s special education staff is en-
gaged in full-time monitoring. Monitoring visits are thorough, with
approximately one month of staff time allowed for each school district
visited. This month includes time for SEA preparation, the actual
wvisit, a written report, and negotiations with the district on a compli-
ance timeline. In addition to school district monitoring, the SEA also
checks all state institutions housing handicapped children, private in- |
stitutions with such students, and all the state’s intermediate units
(allow:ng up to six months of staff time to review 1U activities) State

¥ibd , p 34
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A informally withheld 94-142 funds from the state’s largest city last
year to try to force 1t to speed up the placement of students identified
as handicapped Aside fro.n the placement backlog in urban areas and
the problem of identifying learning disabled (LD) students mentioned
previously. most districts in State A are in substantial comphance
with 94-142°s procedural mandates. However, as we will see in the
next section, the state’s emphasis on monitoring and compliance has
come largely at the expense of needed technical assistance.

If State B were not constrained by federal guidelines, 1t would
monitor only those districts from which the SEA has received paren-
tal complaints F.esently, less than 10 percent of the state's LEAs
have had such complaints filed against them. Heavy monitoring runs
counter to the SEA’s traditional role and is done reluctantly. Of the 70
professionals i the division of special education, only four monitor
districts on a full-time basis. Over half of the special education staff
are engaged 1n full-time technical assistance activities. However. be-
cause only half the districts in State B had been monitored as of last
year, technical assistance staff are required to undertake some moni-
toring responsibilities Their visits are organized so that they do not
monitor the same districts for which they provide technical assis-
tance Client groups in State B complain that because the SEA deem-
phasizes monitoring. local districts are not as compliant as they ought
to be Currently, the major comphance problems in State B have to do
with the provision of adequate services in rural areas, a disproportion-
ate number of black students in educable mentally handicapped
(EMH) classes, and a corresponding preponderance of white students
m LD classes However, State B's SEA has chosen to address these
problems through increased technical assistance rather than more in-
tensive monitoring The state has never withheld 94-142 funds from a
local district and 1s unlikely to do so in the future. The director of
technical assistance noted that the division director would require
SEA staff to live in a district for several months to help correct its
problems before he would withhold funds

State C's approach to 94-142 monitoring resembles State A's. About
70 percent of 1ts special education staff spend their time on local dis-
trict monitoring and other aspects of compliance, such as local plan
review The SEA has also withheld 94-142 funds from two district
consortia for several months to force their compliance with program
mandates. although such actions run counter to State C’s strong local
control ethos and to the SEA’s emphasis on technical assistance. The
director of special education 1s committed to a strong regulatory ap-
proach. however, and has the backing of handicapped education client
groups The result 1s that federal program requirements. in concert
with strong state leadershin. make handicapped educition unique
among State C's SEA programs.
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State D illustrates the effect of treating all states uniformly in fed-
eral regulations. State D’s division of special education has only 95
professionals on staff, who must monitor about 100 local districts each
year. This contrasts with State B, where fewer than 50 districts have
to be monitored with seven times the professional staff. Obviously,
with a much larger student population, State B has many more hand-
icapped students and thus, in one sense, a heavier workload than
State D. But State D, with far fewer staff resources, must prepare a
st~ e plan and monitor local districts on the same timetacle as larger
ste —requirements that have been almost paralyzing. Initially, the
SEA contr.cted with a research center at the state university to un-
dertake local monitoring responsibilities.™ However, the state paid
for these services out of 1ts 94-142 discretionary funds and this year
the federal government ruled that such activities must be funded from
the 5 percent state administrative set-aside. Because the SEA could
not afford such a change, all the special education staff, including the
director, are now engaged in almost full-time monitoring Not only
must the staff monitor 100 districts each year, but their visits need to
be scheduled so that travel to rural, mountainous parts of the state is
completed before the winter snowfall makes the area impassable. For
State D, then, the result of this federal requirement is an
overburdened staff that can only treat local monitoring like a
bookkeeping procedure. As one staff member described the
1aonitoring process, “It’s a paper and pencil job on paper and pencils "
Besides reduced staff morale. the overall effect has been to decrease
seriously. 1f not entirely eliminate, SEA technical assistance to local
districts.

Clearly. monitoring is necessary if the service mandates of 94-142
are to be met There i~ sufficient evi.ence to indicate that some local
disuricts might refuse to serye the low-incidence handicapped or the
severely mentally retarded if federal requirements were weakened or
state monitoring minimized. But the experience of our sample states
suggests that major trade-offs can result, particularly when SEA ca-
pacity 1s seriously strained by federal monitoring requirements

Technical Assistance. Local districts need various kinds of assis-
tance 1n 1mplementing 94-142. We have already mentioned inservice
training for regular classroom teachers. Other needs include assis-

1The monitoring teams were composed of graduate students, and several prot
resulted from their status and behavior in local districts Not wanting to offend disti. .t
offivials 1n face-to-face contact, the monstoring teams told LEA staff during exit confer-
ences that their district complied with 94-142 requirements Hovever, the university
teams then reported numerous viulations tu the SEA. causing districts to be surprised
and angry once they recetved written reports sume siX to nine months after the moni-
toring visit
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tance in identifying certain handicapping conditions, particularly
those for which diagnostic criteria are not well established (e.g., some
learning disabilities); ways to inform parents and encourage their
participation in the IEP process; and the provision of educational and
related services to the low-incidence and severely handicapped. All
four of our states provide some type of technical assistance to local
districts, with funds coming from the discretionary portion of the
state’s 94-142 VI-B funds, from VI-D grants. and from state sources.
State B delivers technical assistance directly, the other three states
fund intermediate units or outside agencies such as postsecondary in-
stitutions to perform these tasks.

With perhaps the exception of State B, however, the states in our
sample are much more effective in monitoring than they are in de-
livering technical assistance. This imbalance is largely due to the fed-
eral emphasis on regulation and compliance, but is also an artifact of
94-142’s natural development as a federal program. In the first five or
six years of any program. we would expect to find staff absorbed in
institutionalizing compliance and reporting mechanisms, with lesser
attention to program substance. Even in that period, however, techni-
cal assistance is necessary. As one official in State B asked rhetorical-
ly, "What are you going to do after you find noncompliance?” Clearly,
the state has an obligation from the outset to provide local districts
with the resources they need to achieve compliance. The SEA task,
then, is to find some way to provide at least a modicum of technical
assistance in the midst of its monitoring responsibilities. All four of
our states have confronted this dilemma. some more successfully than
others.

State A’s major inservice effort is implemented through a network
of regional and local training centers, many of which operate as part
of the state’s intermediate unit structure. These centers lend resource
materials to teachers and parents and also run training workshops for
local boards of education, parents. administrators, and classroom
teachers Workshops for teachers are often held in the evening and
are quite comprehensive, usually meeting for several hours each week
for 10 to 15 weeks Outside experts discuss various handicapping con-
ditions and how children with such disabilities can be mainstreamed
nto regular classrooms. General topics such as working with poor
readers, motor development. and arts education are also covered. The
workshops are free to teachers, but they are not paid for attending.
I"nfortunately, these training sessions are but a drop in the bucket.
Four years after 94-142's implementation, less than 2 percent of Stave
A’s teachers have attended such workshops. Less comprehensive
training has also been provided to school board members and local
committees on the handicapped. Over half the local boards in State A
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have had some of their members briefed on state and federal hand-
icapped education laws and their requirements. About one-third of the
committees on the handicapped have received some training on due
process procedures. The SEA has also prepared a series of booklets for
teachers, parents, school board members, and committees on the
handicapped. These booklets are clearly written, and the one for par-
ents is printed in several languages. SEA staff, intermediate units,
and various parent advocacy groups have distributed the booklets
throughout the state.

SEA monitoring staff also provide some limited technical assistance
in the course of their local district visits. For example, if a district’s
IEP form is not particularly good, they ask if the district would like to
see forms designed by other districts. On a very limited sasis, moni-
toring staff also provide inservice training on topics that are directly
related to monitoring (e.g.. diagnostic testing)

The technical assistance provided in State A is mostly effective, but
clearly not enough of it is provided. The state has committed a large
proportion of its discretionary funds to preschool projects run by LEAs
and to special aid for the state’s largest cities. Both of these purposes
are current state priorities and are consistent with federal legislative
and judicial mandates. consequently, more money for training is un-
likely to come at the expense of these competing priorities. One alter-
native 1s to sponsor less comprehensive teacher workshops so that
more teachers can be reached initially. There are obvious drawbacks
to such an approach, but it may be the most feasible one until a
majority of the state’s teachers are familiar with the basic practices
required by 94-142. Another alternative for State A is to spend less of
1ts 94-142 administrative monies on monitoring activities and more
on technical assistance. While less fre et district visits are not an
option under federal guidelines, less thoru th ones are Monitoring
staff report that with a few major exceptions, most districts have met
minimal requirements, so a shiit from monitoring to more technical
assistance may be a natural progression for State A.

State B's technical assistance i3 delivereu directly by two types of
SEA staff: 13 specialists in specific handicapping conditions who work
out of the SEAs central headquarters, and about 30 generalists who
operate out of the state’s regional offices. Central office staff visit
about 70 percent of the state's school districts each year to help them
identify handicapped children, write IEPs, and conduct inservice
workshops. State funds pay substitutes’ salaries and participant trav-
el expenses. The workshops last one and a half to three days, and deal
with 1dentification of handicapped children and how to teach them in
regular classrooms. Using state funds, the SEA held 21 such work-
shops this past academic year and will hold several more summer

L1y
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workshops paid for with federal funds With this strategy about 10
percent of the state's classroom teachers have participated since 94-
142’s initial implementation.

In response to pressure from State B's ACLD chapter, SEA staff are
also sponsoring nine. workshops for parents of LD children. In the
past, similar workshops have been held for parents of children with
other types of handicapping conditions.

In addition to the technical assistance provided by the central office
staff, three to five staff in each of State B’s regional offices regularly
provide assistance in handicapped education to local districts. These
staff primarily respond to district requests—often for help in prepar-
ing an individual IEP or locating appropriate services for a child. Re-
gional staff also specialize, for example, one member might work with
special education teachers and another on materials development.
The entire regional staff also provides both formal and informal inser-
vice workshops on an as-needed basis to local districts—assistance
that is particularly important in the rural areas of State B. There,
districts often lack the staff expertise to diagnose some handicapping
conditions and then provide appropriate services. Consequently, they
need SEA staff either to assist them directly or to link them with
available resources. Regional center staff consume the bulk of State
B’s discretionary 94-142 funds.

State B's system of technical assistance in handicapped education
reflects the SEA’s overall priority in this area. Because such an em-
phasis reans that monitoring has been downplayed, 1t 1s possible that
compliance 1s less extensive than in our other sample states. on the
other hand, through its technical assistance State B may be able to
bring districts ints compliance faster than other states where the re-
sources to remedy district violations are less widely available.

State C's technical assistance comes iargely through the mandated
LEA set-aside for inservice training and from five staff members who
are now assigned to the SEA’s regional service teams. The only direct
. training the SEA provides is on the low-incidence handicapped. al-
though it contracts with other institutions such as colleges and uni-
versities for some 1nservice training.”! However. the SEA does help
local districts identify training resources and then monitors LEAs to
make certain that they provide inservice activities in accordance with
the plan they submit to the SEA

"L nlike the other three states in our sample. which pass thiough only the required
77 pervent of the state ~ 94 142 grant to local districts, State B passeas almost 95 percent
directly to LEAs

*Like State A, State C hdaa also prepared some booklets that discuss topies ~uch as
least-restrictive environment 1n a clear. nontechnical format
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Because handic..pp d education staff were not added to the regional
service teams until November 1980. it 1s too soon to assess their im-
pact. However, their announced purpose addresses one of the major
prublems 1n 94-142 program administration. following up on districts
that are found out of comphance with federal and state requirements.
Regional service staff will now be able to focus on these districts and
help them remedy violations before follow-up monitoring occurs. In
addition, with an explicit handicapped education component on re-
gonal service teams, districts will become accustomed to requesting
this type of assistance from SEA technical assistance staff.

The extent of technical assistance in handicapped education avail-
able from State C 1s less than that provided in either State A or B.
With the addition of the regional service team staff, however. that
capacity 1s now increasing. State C's overall strategy 15 also consistent
with the state’s strong local control ethos. Districts are required to
provide teacher inservice. but have the option of providing it 1n what-
ever manner they feel 1s most appropriate In addition. such an ap-
proach 15 likely to reach more teachers 1if districts implement
inservice training concermng handicapped students as part of their
overall inservice agenda

As part of its required comprehensive plan for personnel develop-
ment. State D spends about 20 percent of its discretionary VI-B funds
on teacher traiming The SEA does not provide this service directly.
but rather issues requests for proposals (RFPs) to such organizations
as schoul districts. intermediate umits. and postsecondary institutions.
Inservice training 1s thus provided by these institutions on a compets-
tive basis. Workshops have been held for surrogate parents. hearing
officers, school administrators. and school nurses.

State D 15 also in the third vear of a VI-D grant that has been used
to train about 60 teachers for several weeks each summer These
teachers receive updated traiming regularly throughout the school
vear and are then expected to conduct similar workshops in their own
districts. This 15 an efficient way to approach inservice training. since
the SEA lacks the resources to deliver these services directly or the
authurity to mandate that local districts provide such training them-
selves. Of course. the SEA must still rely on LEAs to pay substitutes’
salaries while teachers attend the workshops and to sponsor the local
workshups directed by the state-trained teachers. This training also
will no longer be provided once State D's VI-D grant ends.

A recent survey of over 700 teachers in State D's largest metropoli-
tan area found that 40 percent of the elementary teachers and 57
percent of the secondary teachers had received no training at all on
implementing 94-142 About one-third of the clementary teachers and
over two-thirds of the secondary teachers felt they were unprepared to
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- identify children who may qualify for services under 94-142. A much
larger proportion (over 75 percent on some items, felt unprepared to
use an IEP as an instructional guide, to interpret diagnostic informa-
tion about handicapped children, or even to assist in preparing an
IEP % Like the other states in our sample, State D has huge unmet
teacher training needs.

The fixed costs of complying with 94-142 requirements mean that
State D can provide only cursory technical assistance. On the other
hand, the state’s intermediate umts constitute an alternative struc-
ture for delivering such services However, the SEA has no control
over these units and the scope and quality of their services vary
greatly Some intermediate units provide a full range of services for
every handicapping condition, including diagnosis and testing, re-
lated services such as speech therapy, special classrooms in local dis-
trict schools, and teacher inservice. Other units, however, provide just
a few services for only three or four handicapping conditions. There-
fore, unless State D establishes a uniform network of intermediate
units, these institutior.s are an unreliable source of technical assis-
tance in handicapped education.

Since so many of State D's LEAs are small,*' the SEA also provides
another form of technical assistance by funding 23 regional programs
for students with different handicapping conditions (blindness,
dea 'ss, autism, neurological handicaps, and severe multiple
hanaicaps) These programs consume about 60 percent of the state’s
discretionary VI-B grant.

Like our other sample states, State D has 1ssued several informa-
tional papers for local school districts,”* but these papers are more
technical and less readable than those developed by the other sample
states They were designed primarily for district administrators and
are of little use to parents and classroom teachers.

In sum, all the states in our sample recogmize the mportance of
technical assistance. particularly in preparing regular classroom
teachers for their new responsibilities. Yet. a vast maority of the
teachers in all four states have not been adequately briefed on 94-142

“This surves was conducted by o ~chool district consortium in the metrepolitan
area

210nly 30 percent of the districts w State D are large enough to meet the tederal
requirement that onlv districts recenving more than $7500 10 94-142 funds can apphs on
an individual basis The remainder of State s districts must apply as consoitia

#n preparing and printing these papers, SEA staff were assiated by the 94-142
funded regional resource center inthen wrea SEA staft in State D were complimentary
of the center and viewed the tederal mones as well spent. SEA staft in State A, how-
ever were critical of the center in therr regon and judiged it unsesponsive to SEA and
LEA needs Since we did not examine thewe centers. we do not know whether these
differing opintons result from varving center quality and orientation or from the differ-
ences in organtzatwonal development and re~outce level of State A s and State D s SEAS.
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requirements and their implications for classroom practice. Only
State B has sufficient SEA staff available to pro’ide technical assis-
tance on an ongoing basis and in response to specific district needs
State C's required LEA set-aside and State D’s attempt to train teach-
ers who can then train colleagues in their own districts are both good
ideas and are consistent with each state’s political culture. But the
imbalance between monitoring and technical assistance is unlikely to
be redressed until the states perceive that the federal government and
handicapped education groups are wiliing to accept such a change

Policy Leadership. Beyond fulfilling their mandated responsibili-
ties, SEA divisions of special education can also take the lead in ar-
ticulating distinct policy pusiticns and serving as a focal point for
other actors interested in influencing handicapped education policy
Above all, SEA directors of special education can attempt to shape
their vwn programs, at least partly independent of federal require-
ments. Three of the four SEAs in our sample do this in varying de-
grees. The director of special education in State A is a lawyer who
oreviously worked for one of the state’s most influential politicians.
The director 15 a strong. articulate leader who enjoys the unqualified
support of the CSSO. He has very clear ideas on how handicapped
education should be managed. and what should be expected of local
districts ('lient groups in State A are somewhat distrustful of him,
however. and label him politically ambitious. At the same time, they
acknowledge that he has helped make handicapped education politi-
cally visible in State A.

His counterpart in State B is mach more low-key. but SEA staff and
chent groups alike characterize him as effective and responsive To-
gether with the CSSO and his deputy, the special education director
has been particularly effective in obtaining increased funding from
the legislature for handicapped education Even when client groups
have disagreed with him, they have found him responsive and willing
tu compromise. The directors in both State A and State B have set a
definite t  ne for their programs and each has done more thdn merely
react to federal mandates.

The directors 1n States C and D are less visible, even to hand-
icapped education constituents. However, the director in State C
works clusely with the coalition of handicapped education groups and
regularly joins them in lobbying the legislature for increased hand-
icapped education funding. Until recently, he had successfully kept all
his administrative funds within the special education division despite
its obvious links with other parts of the agency In this way he was
able to maintain a more regulatory focus in handicapped education
than the rest of the SEA has. As we will see in the next section, the
director’s autonomy has somewhat diminished with the coming of a
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new CSSO The subsequent addition of five 94-142-funded positions to
the regional service teams has given the program less of a regulatory
focus.

SEA leadership of handicapped education in State D can only be
characterized as weak. The director of special education’s presenta-
tions before the legislature are lukewarm at best and he has never
made a strong case for increased funding. In fact, the chairman of one
legislative finance committee noted that the director of special educa-
tion will not even appear before the legislature unless that body re-
quests it. Given this leadership vacuum, client groups and
sympathetic legislators must shape handicapped education policy
without SEA participation. As a result, the SEA’s behavior is entirely
reactive, not only to federal mandates but also to state policy.

Clearly, it is easier for the directors in State A and State B to act as
policy leaders. The political environment supports such a role and
local districts expcet state-level leadership. Although the State C di-
rector may be absolutely less influential than his State A and State B
counterparts, his ability to shape a strongly regulatory program, de-
spite the state’s political culture, indicates his relative strength as a
policy leader It would be difficult for the director in State D to play
any but a pass:ve role in program administration. A nonsupportive
political environment and few organizational resources have meant

that policy leadership in State D rests outside the SEA.

Program Coordination Within the SEA

In examining the implementation of handicapped education pro-
grams, we need to look not only at what an SEA does, but also at how
it does it Coordination between state and federal programs and with
other agency activities is a critical aspect of an SEA’s implementation
strategy Unlike compensatory education, state and federal hand-
icapped education programs essentially operate as one program 1n all
our four sample states. This coordination occurs because state laws
now conform with the federal one and both programs serve the same
students Hence, monitoring and funding decisions can be handled in
a coordinated fashion State funds are allocated using the same child-
count used in the combined 94-142 and 89-313 (Title I funds for hand-
icapped children residing in state institutions) programs. Districts.
can outline how they will use federal and state monies in a single plan \
and then combine funds frdm both sources to operate a single local **
program.

The only major problem in coordinating state and federal programs
that we observed exists in State C. Since 94-142 funds are forward-




134

funded and state support 1s reimbursed on a prior-vear basis, local
districts cannot use a single funding application. Not only does State
C’s system require separate claim forms for state and federal funds,
but also districts must submit multiple claim forms for state funds
because different cost and student categories are authorized in sepa-
rate categorical programs.

Despite program ccordination within handicapped education, our
sample states differ in the extent te which they coordinate hand-
icapped education with other SEA activities. As might be expected
from the discussion thus far, the special education divisions in State A
and State B are fairly well integrated into the larger SEA. Like other
federal programs in State C, handicapped education is 1solated from
the SEA’s state-initiated activities. Since the entire State D SEA is
basically a loose confederation of programs, it is not surprising that
handicapped education is uncoordinated with other SEA activities.

Integration of handicapped education with the larger SEA occurs in
two related ways in State A. First, handicapped education administra-
tive funds are useu wo support some staff positions outside the division
of special education. In this group are staff from curriculum bureaus
such as physical educatior, vocational rehabilitation, and vocational
education. A second way the special education division coordinates its
work with other divisions is through joint activities. This strategy is
pairticularly evident 1n vocational education, since a lack of such
traimng for handicapped students was found to be a major weakness
in the state’s handicapped education program. Joint regional confer-
ences were held for local special education directors and their voca-
tional education counterparts. The two SEA divisions then collaborat-
ed on a follow-up booklet outlining the problems involved in providing
vocatior.al education for the handicapped and summarizing recom-
mendations for future action. A training package has since been de-
veloped that can be used as part of State A's regional technical
assistance network.

In State B coordination also occurs in two ways Special education
staff working 1n the central SEA office coordinate their activities with
Title IV-C, handicapped education. and primary reading program
staff. Staff from these areas are involved 1n preparing the state's 94-
142 plan. and special education staff are similarly involved in estab-
lishing prionities for the IV-C and vocational education handicapped
set-asides. Special education staff also participate in monitoring these
projects.

A second level of coordination occurs in State B's regional centers.
For example, 1n the regional centers we visited, Title I, special educa-
tion, and vocational education staff regularly meet together along
with their local district counterparts. In these meetings they decide
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who will take primary responsibility for specific groups of children
and who will have secondary responsibility for supplementary ser-
vices Staff also discuss how various program funds can be most effec-
tively combined.

In contrast with State A and State B, special education staff in
State C have largely 1solated themselves from the rest of the SEA.
There is some coordination between special education momitoring
staff and staff in the SEA unit that reviews district compliance with
state regulations In fact, joint monitoring visits are conducted for
some of the state’s larger school districts. Beyond this coordination,
however, special education staff operate quite independently. Tradi-
tionally, special education staff did not work with the regional service
teams, and at times made it difficult for team members to obtain 1n-
formation about special education that had been requested by their
client districts The regional service teams even held technical assis-
tance workshops on aspects of handicapped education. yet SEA special
education staff did not attend when invited. This situation has
changed somewhat since the CSSO ordered the special education di-
rector to fund five regional service positions with handicapped educa-
tion administrative funds. Although this change should promote
better coordination between handicapped education and other SEA
activities, the impetus for 1t was fiscal, not substantive. Because
ESEA Title V support has decreased, the regional service teams
needed an alternative funding source. Since handicapped education is
one of the major problems facing client districts, special education
administrative funds were a logical alternative. Perhaps fiscal strin-
gency will bring greater coordination to handicapped education 1n
State C Until now, however, the special education division has pur-
posely distanced itself from the SEA’ emphasis on technical assis-
tance, and instead has stressed local 1n0. 1toring and compliance as 1ts
primary role.

Handicapped education, like the other programs administered by
State D's SEA, operates independently of other parts of the agency. It

“has no incentive to do otherwise, since SEA leadership does not en-
courage cooperation or program integration. Besides, coordination
across programs takes time, and with staff resources spread so thinly
because of monitoring responsibilities, such coordination becomes a
luxury.

Since program coordination is not required or ever. actively encour-
aged by the federal government, we would expect state-level factors to
be more 1mportant in predicting the extent of SEA coordination in
handicapped education. Only State C’s situation seems not to be fully
explained by such factors as SEA priorities and capacity. Given the
agency's emphasis on coordinated technical assistance, we would ex-




pect handicapped education to be better integrated into this network.
However, we need to remember that program coordination and a gen-
eralist approach to technical assistance are relatively new directions
for State C's SEA. This approach is still developing; and because fed-

- eral programs have traditionally operated independently of the rest of
the agency, we would expect that they would be the last to change. We
have some indication that fiscal stringency may have accelerated this
movement toward greater coordination even in federal programs.
Thus. even for Siate C. program coordination seems to depend more
on state factors than on the federal context.

Handicappe? Education and the SEA’s Relationship
with Local School Districts

We have already described our sample states’ contact with local
districts in the course of their local plan review, monitoring, and tech-
nical assistance activities.”® One question remains, however: To what
extent has 94-142 altered the SEA's traditional relationship with
local districts” When 04-142 was first implemented, a number of
states argued that federal monitoring requirements would force SEAs
to change from a “friend” to a “policeman” in local district eyes.*
Since we collected only the most limited local-level data, we are not in
a position to report on local district perceptions of how 94-142 has
altered their relationship with the SEA, but all four SEAs in our
sample report that 94-142 has strengthened their regulatory control
over local districts.

Even in State A, where local districts expect to be regulated by the
SEA. 94-142 gave new meaning to the concepts of monitoring and
cumphiance SEA monitoring staff report that districts responded to

aitial site visits with hostility and a questioning of the state’s author-
ity. Even today much of that hostility remains despite well-institu-
tionalized monitoring procedures and substantial district compliance

Sume SEA staff in State B originally reported that 94-142 threat-
ened to alter fundamentally the state's traditional relationship with
local districts. The actuality proved much less serious, perhaps be-
cause the state made a conscious effort to downplay monitoring and
increase 1ts technical assistance capacity in handicapped education

SE A also intervene in bocal distriets in therr mandated role as an appeals body for
patents who are dissatisfied with the deusions of district commuttees on the hand-
1apped and local hearing officers

< Bruce U Boston. Education Polis and the Bducation of M Handwapped Children
At P Loyt 142 Instituie for Educational Leadership, Washington, D C 1977, p 25
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We have already noted that 94-142 monitoring requirements seri-
ously contravene the strong local controi ethos in States C and D.
Since the Title I program in State C 1s strongly regulatory, local dis-
tricts probably expected a similar emphasis in 94-142. But 94-142 re-
quirements have caused State D’s SEA to be even more heavily
regulatory than it has been in other federal programs. In sum, be-
cause of 94-142, SEAs are now a much stronger presence in local dis-
tricts Federal mandates in handicapped education, together with
fiscal stringency, also mean that this new SEA presence is often
viewed by local districts as placing unrealistic expectations on them
without providing sufficient financial or technical assistance.

The SEA’s Relationship with the Federal Government

SEA contact with the federal government largely occurs during
state-plan approval, in clarifications of federal regulations, and
through federal monitoring visits. In contrast to the diversity we ob-
served 1n SEA program activities, assessment of federal-level act---
ties was quite uniform across our four sample states. Basically . .A
stff perceive both OSE and OCR as captives of handicapped educa-
tior client groups Consequently, SEA staff argue, the federal govern-
ment has been insufficiently responsive to the problems that SEAs
and LEAs face as they implement 94-142. It was not unce™™on to
hear comments like, “I'll bet there wasn't an educator wiu n en
miles when the 94-142 regulations were written.” Although th. bulk
of SEA special education staff strongly support the goals of 94-,42
and act as advocates for the handicapped within their own agencies,
most feel the federal government is unrealistic in 1ts expectations of
what can be provided to handicapped students, particula.! with
iadequate federal funding

SEAs face some of the greatest problems 1n their dealings with. Jhe
federal government v hen they attempt to obtam clarification on pro-
gram regulations and guidelines. This problem 1s particularly serious
in handicapped education because judicial rulings on such 1ssues as
telated services » ¢ | psychotherapy and catheterization), year-round
= oling, and the use of 1Q tests for student placement have not al-

43> beel cunsistent across the country. The experience of State D 15
vy pical for vur sample. over the past three years its SEA has asked
OSE twelve questions about federal regulations. One of the twelve
wa- answered verbally by OSE staff. For another question, the SEA
recelved a wiitten response on plain paper with no signature. The
remaining ten questions remain unanswered. State D’s SEA respon-
dents also complained about 1nconsistent interpretations between
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OSE and OCR and from one state plan to the next.? SEA staff
requesting nformation about effective practices 1n such areas as
child-find and cumplaint procedures have alse been disappointed in
the federal government's inability tv provide 1t Although states have
varying approaches to these tasks and OSE 15 aware of such
differences, the federal government has no way of assessing or even
indexing this information Consequently. state plans and monitoring
visit> are only used to document comphance, not as a basis for
improving practice

On-site federal monitoring, called program aa 1nistrative review
tPAR/ visits, continues to cause concern and frustration among SEA
staff They have three chief complaints. insufficient federal prepara-
tion and knowledge about the state and its activities federal conclu-
siuna about state and local compliance based on limited and cursory
visits to local districts, and delays in reporting back to the states by
OSE staff The special education director in State A characterized the
PAR visits as "Keystone-Coppish 7 SEA staff who accompanied the
PAR team described its approach as “shoddy ™ In State A, federal staff
visited nine or ten local districts within three days, one visit lasting
only twenty minutes The team was unclear 1n its requests to district
officials and later accused the district of not having parenta! consent
forms on file, although the PAR team had never asked to see them

SEA staff in the other three states voiced similar complaints As
~tafl 1n State B nuted. the state's federal-plan officer 1s often not a
member of the PAR team Team members read only the state plan
and several local applications, and know little or nothing aboat the
state’s unique problems, program priorities, politics. or geography
State C reported that the PAR team ated one of 1ts local districts as
sut of compliance after losking at vnly vne student folder State €
walted four mounths for a draft report on its PAR visit and then was
expected to reply within 30 davs State D reported that the SEA's
respuonse to a preliminary draft of OSE’s site visit report was not re-
flected 1n the final report

In sum. the relationship between our sample SEAs and OSE is not
mutually productive Tu sume extent. the problems and tensions gen-
erated by 94 142 are similar to the federal government’s historica!
relationship with states through other federal programs s ~h as Title
1 But there may be one major difference. The celuctance  serve a

“For g turther discassion of thi~ problem see Counal of Chiet State School Officers,
Bl One way ~umme of the <tales have addressed the problem of inconsistent federal
iterpretalions aross slates has been to establish anintormal yroup Spead! education
directors from e ven of the nation ~ largest states pow meet three times a vear (o dis
cis their relativns with the tederal government and to share solutions to common
problems

15
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federally designated population that exists in som. tates for T:tle I 1s
not present in handicapped education. Although states may balk at
providing what they consider to be medical services as part of a child’s
educational program, special services for the handicapped are viewed
as legitimate and enjoy considerable political support. Therefore, we
did not observe the anger at the federal government often present for
other federal programs that are seen as “ramming something down
the states’ throats ™ Rather, in their attitudes toward OSE, SEAs re-
flect resignation and almost a kind of sadness that their problems
cannot be resolved more smoothly.

Implementation Gaps

Several years after its initiation, 94-142 1s st1ll not a fully imple-
mented program Both professional educators and parent groups in
our four states agree that few handicapped children remain to be
identified. The vast majority have been diagnosed and are receiving
at least some special services But these services are neither always
appropriate nor sufficiently comprehensive. For the most part, due
process procedures are also 1n place, but parents often fail to take
advantage of them because of insufficient information.

As numerous discussions of handicapped education have imdicated,
inadequate financing 15 one of the program’s most serious problems
Our respondents felt that, largely because of the state’s financial con-
tribution. funding 1s adequate for basic supplementary services (e.g..
speech therapy. small-group instruction) for handicapped students.
but that transportation and private placement posc serious cost prob-
lems All four of our states have substantial enrollménts m rural
areas, which means that small number of students must be trans-
ported over considerable distances. thus increasing per capita costs
For example. local districts 1n State D niust pay $:3000 to $4000 a year

20ne of the problems many of vur respondents noted 1~ the nuddle-Class bias of
94 142 Parents and professional educators alike argued that 94-142 as~mes that a
high level of patenta! vartidapation can be guaranteed and that patents will has e suffi-
cient information and expertise to pres= their child's interests before comnuttees on the
handicapped and pos-ibly, hearing officers Regional SEA staff in State B talked about
the difficulty of en-uring such parental partapation w rural areas with high dhiteracs
rates, where some parents can only sign the TEP with an “X " Stnolarls. Tocal district
staffin State (7s Lirge-t aaty discussed the problems i trying to encourage poor parents
to come i and discuss therr children’s programs

Our findings correspond with those reported by Michael Kirst and Kay Berthen in
their study of pecial education tar heanngs in Calitornia They found that low-1ncome
and ninority parents partiapated loas often in heanings than then numbers 1o school
districts would predict See How Fair Fair Hearings? 1FG Poliy Notes Vol 2. No 1.
Winter 1981, pp 5
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to transport deaf children.-' Private placements usually constitute
less than one percent of a state’s handicapped student population, but
such services ted to be costly. often in excess of $20.000 a year if
vut-of-state placement 15 required. Although such placements
constitute a small fraction of the tutal costs of handicapped education,
they place a burden on lucal districts that are required to share part of
these custs with the state. Again. the burden 1s particularly great in
smaller districts. Related services such as catheterization also strain
district budgets. and 1in some cases are simply not provided. State
teacher organization representatives reported that the lack of such
services serUsly compuunds the problems faced by regular classroom
teachers as they attempt to mainstream handicapped children into
their classrooms

We have already discussed the magor gaps 1n inservice training for
regular classroom teachers This 1s probably the greatest problem fac-
ing handicapped educdacion in terms of the resources needed to rectify
it and it~ effect on student outcomes

But per-unnel problems in handicapped education are not limited to
regular classroom teachers. all four states reported shortages in spe-
cidhzed persunnel The most acute are shortages of physical thera-
piats. occupational therapists. and speech climeians Although SEAs
are required to de.ign a comprehensive system of personnel develop-
ment as part of their state plans, implementing it 1s another example
of the limits un SEA authority. The SEA must depend on the state’s
pustsecondary institution to train needed personnel, and although the
SE\ can work with colleges and universities and encourage them, 1t
huas nu independent authority to establish or enlarge such training
programs. For example. State D neeas occupativnal and physical ther-
apists, but no institution 1n State D offers this training

Other prublems vary frum state to state and often revolve around
classification and due process issues. For example. State A must ad-
dress the 1ssue of classifying LD students correctly. and State B the
preponderance of black students in EMI classes State C i dealing
with the ssue of how tu evaluate handicapped students for purposes of
the state’s high school competency tests As more states require
competency tests for high school graduation. the question of how to
treat handicapped students equitably will become even more 1mpor-
tant

Th's summary of implementation gaps in our four sample states
suggests that while sume process issues still p1 sent problems, most
revolve daround substantive 1ssues such as appropriate services and

“Fur a discussion of this proble 1 on a nationwide basis. ~ee Education Daddy, Sep-
tember 24, 1980, pp 5-6, and December 10, 1980, pp 3-4
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adequately trained personnel. These problems are unhkely to be re-
solved quickly in the face of fiscal stringency and limited rew re-
sources for handicapped education.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The handicapped education programs in our four sample states are
similar in several basic ways. State laws were changed to conform
with the federal statute; state funds for handicapped education have
been increased to meet 94-142 mandates, IEPs are now prepared for
handicapped students; required due process procedures are in place;
and even in State B, with its emphasis on technical assistance, meni-
toring activities consume a great deal of time. The four states also
share common implementation problems and similar difficulties in
their dealings with the federal government. At the same time, the
summary in Table 5.2 indicates that our sample states show striking
differences in how they manage their handicapped education pro-
grams Variation occurs not only in funding formulas and program
activities, but aiso in the extent to which handicapped education is
integrated into the rest of the SEA.

At the beginning of this chapter we noted that 94-142 1s one of the
most precisely worded pieces of federal education legislation and that
it conveyed clear and strong signals to the states. In explaining state
implementation strategies, then, we need to ask whether federal fac-
tors have so sverwhelmed state characteristics that handicapped edu-
cation is cssentially a federal program in our sample states At one
level, this seems to be the case. Certainly, the federal context has
dictated state-level behavior in the areas of due process, IEP prepara-
tion, monitoring, and related services. Even State A, whose own
orientation 1s closest to that of the federal government, would not
operate its own program in the same way if federal constraints were
removed. Also, certainly, federal-level factors explain why state hand-
icapped education programs emphasize process over substance and ac-
count for the rapid increase in handicapped education expenditures.

Although the basic mandate to serve all handicapped children 1n
the least restrictive environment and the elaborate due process
mechanisms established by 94-142 lie at the core of each state’s pro-
gram, there are still important elements that vary across the states
and can be explained by unique state characteristics. The most obvi-
ous example 15 State B s emphasis on technical assistance and its re-
duced emphasis on monitoring. Another is the differing degree of
prograrn integration within each sample SEA. In fact. by only know-
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Table 5.2
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ing about a state’s political context and SEA characteristics, but with
no specific knowledge of 1ts handicapped education program, we could
predict the extent to which handicapped education is coordinated with
other SEA programs. SEA priorities and management style, not fed-
eral program characteristics. predict this aspect of each state’s 1m-
plementation strategy.

To some extent. then, state factors can modify federal-level vari-
ables and allow a state to stamp 1ts own imprint on even the most
tightly structured feds val program. But not all states are able to do
this equally well Stawe D s an example of a stute where handicapped
education is essentially a federal program with few unique state ele-
ments. This situation can be partly explained by such state character-
1stics as SEA leadership. capacity. and priorities. and by a political
culture that does not support a strong state role. But the tremendous
costs of participating in 94-142 are at least equally significant 1n ex-
plamming State D’s implementation strategy. Even if State D's political
culture supported a stronger state role. most SEA staff resources
would still have to be diverted to mandated activities such as state
pian preparation and local distriet momtoring. A stronger state role
necessitates staff resvurces that are presently unavailable 1n smaller
states. particularly those with a large number of school districts. This
suggests that program quahity and institutional capacity might be im-
proved if the federal government could treat states differentially de-
pending on their size and geographice configuration. The fixed custs of
state participation could also be reduced 1f 94-142 funds were allowed
to flow directly into those states whose own laws nclude certain core
protections, In other words. some tederal requirements could be
waived on the condition that state laws guarantee a certain level of
services and specific due process safeguards

The federal government might consider @ number of other changes
as part of handicapped education's Aatural maturation process. An
obvious example would be to modify 94-142 so that SEAs and LEAS
are responsible only fur those services normally delivered by schools. ™
As we have noted, such a change would simply reflect existing limits
on SEAs™ authority and thewr inability to constrain the activities of
other guvernmental agencies. Numerous other incremental changes
can also be made 1n such areas as program plan review. defimng
related services. and federal monitoring visits :

"It a recently prepared working paper, SEP staff have recommended o lumt on the
number of related services that school disticts must provide and greater state disae-
twn n deading which services are to be required under 94 142 These changes are
likely to be incorpurated in new 91 142 regulations which will be published withun
several munths See June Behrmann, Regulativne Changes Would Eaw Compliance
Paperwork Burdens in Handicapped ED Law.” Education Tunes, February 1, 1982
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But perhaps the most important i1ssue facing 94-142 is the lesson
this program can learn from the Title | experience. In many ways.
regulation and compliance have become the core of Title L. rather
than program content or good teaching practice. At one level. 94-142
has the potential to avoid this problem. In contrast to Title I's empha-
s1s on controlling the use of program funds, 94-142 focuses on service
entitlements and procedural fairness, and less on where funds for ser-
vices should be obtained.’ Consequently, 94-142 has not become
bogged down 1n all the fiscal accounting detail that afflicts Title 1. In
fact. SEAs and LEAs have considerable discretion in how they spend
94-142 funds.

Despite this fiscal flexibility. however, 94-142 15 1n danger of follow-
ing the programmatic history of Title I und continuing to stress com-
pliance at the expense of program quality and institutional capacity
Certainly. this trend 1s reflected in the states’ emphasis on monitoring
and procedural 1ssues. The states are simply taking their cues from
the federal government and stressing those areas that OSE 1s likely to
focus on 1n 1ts uwn compliance checks. Although we know that atten-
tion to other program components varies from state to state (depend-
ing on a state > own priorities), all states would devote more attention
to substantive matters if the federal government encouraged it

The issue for handicapped education 1s whether it will mature dif-
ferently from Title I. Given more substantial state and local political
support for it as compared with compensatory education. handicapped
education has the potential to becomre less regulatory 1n 1ts approach
over time. with more attention paid to program quality and institu-
tional capacity.

The final chapter summarizes what we have learned from this
study and previous ones about state approaches to inplementing edu-
cation poiicy. and then discusses the implications of these findings for
changing federal and state roles in education.

HBirman. pp 7-%
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Chapter 6

THE STATE ROLE IN CHANGING TIMES

Perhaps our most startling experience during this study has Leen
watching the policy environment shift so dramatically over a scant
eighteen months. ESEA, which dominated federal education policy for
over fifteen years, 1s now terminated, and its successor programs are
unlikely to play anything but a very modest role in states and local
schoul districts The fiscal stability of state governments is so threat-
ened by recession and statutory tax and spending limits that the Na-
tional Governors Association reports that 30 states will end the
current year with a deficit or with only a one percent surplus. These
changes mean that states will be unable to continue "business as usu-
al” and that policy analysts will have limited ability to predict future
state behavior or to recommend preferred options for federal and state
officials. Prior analyses of state politics were based on assumptions of
public sector growth and the federal government's active involvement
in education policy. Thus far, no new conventional wisdom has
emerged to replace these increasingly outmoded notions

Despite these difficulties, three of our major study findings provide
some 1nsight into how states are likely to behave 1n the near future.

® The amount of resources an SEA commands and the way the
agency defines its role primarily depend on poliucal factors,
not on organizational or technical factors.

® Programs for special needs students enjoy little visibility or
support 1n state government.

& Although 1t 1s still imited in some 1mportant areas, such as
policy analysis and long-range planning, SEA capacity has
increased significantly cver the past fifteen years.

In this final chapter we explore what these findings imply for the
state role in an emerging climate of fiscal retrenchment and a reduced
federal role This involves using data from this study and previous
vnes to speculate on how effectively SEAs will serve local districts 1n
the future, how attentive they will be to special needs students, and
how well they will respond to increased responsibility and discretion.’

'In particular this analysi= draw= on McDonnell and McLaughlin, McDonnell and
Pincus and unpubhished research by Mclaughhin
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STATE ROLE AS A POLITICAL ISSUE

To say that a state’s education policy role results primarily from
political factors 1s perhaps to belabgr the obvious SEAs understand
this constraint, governors and state legislatures, by definition. act
politically 1n their efforts to shape SEA behavior, and interest groups
know that success depends on their abihity tu mob:lize the support of
the political system. Yet 1t 15 not uncommon for policymakers and
administrators ahke to underestimate the powerful effect of state po-
litical factors 2

One of the best examples of this miscalculation 15 the extent to
whach the federal government persistently overestumated the autono-
my and authority of SEAs. In deciding to treat them uniformly and
impose the same categorical program requirements or. all states. the
federal government made a number of implicit assun,ptions about the
balance of political power within the states—notably, that state con-
trol over local districts 15 strong enough to force them to comply with
feder. rogram mandates. That assumption is correct for some otates.
but for states with a strong local control ethos. 1t 15 not. Consequently
in some states federal categorical programs have severely distorted
the traditional state-local relationship.

Federal officials have misunderstood not only how political culture
constrains state authority over local jurisdictions. but also the limits
of SEA influence within state government P L. 94-142 regulations,
which hold SEAs responsible for the education of children residing in
institutions operated by uther state agencies. and for related. nonedu-
cational services also within the jurisdiction of other agencies, illus-
trate how this msunderstanding of state  political  realities
complicates federal program implementation SEAs in fact have no
effective authonity tu shape decistions within these agencies

Now. as the federal government moves to reduce its role in pubhe
education. 1t has reversed its assumptions about political relations
between states and localities. Instead of assuming that state govern-
ment 1» preeminent. the federal government has »- - Lceordid that
position to local districts For example. Chapter 2 of the new educa-
tion bluck grant (ECIA 1. which tukes effect in July 1982, requires that
SEAs allocate at least 80 percent of a state’s grant directly to local
districts, LEAs have “absoiute discretion” to spend this money as they
wish within any combination of three broad categories basie skills
In his exaimination of slate human service agency reotgatitzations, Lvnn reaches a
stmilar conclusion about the degree to which those mvolved i state level organization
al reform mistakenly see 1t as an essentially tecknical issue, rather than a politicat one

See Laurence b Lynn. Jr . Lhe Stute and Human Sercwes Organcational Change in g
Political Context MIT Press, Cambiic e Massachusetts, 1980
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development, educational improvement. and special projects. In other
words. local districts have gained flexibility at the expense of state
government Thus. states that have traditionally set limits and estab-
lished priorities for local spending can no longer do ~v with this fed-
eral money ' ECIA Chapter 1's reduction of support for SEA
administration from 15 percent to 1.0 percent also signals a reduced
state role 1n local mmplementation of compensatory education
program> SEAs that have shaped local efforts through technical
assistance or support for planning and evaluation will be hard pressed
to continue these efforts Instead. SEA management 1s likely to be
defined primarily in terms of check-wr.ting and mandated reporting
and auditing responsibilities.

Ironically. these new federal assumptions will produce a dvsfunc-
tional effect similar to those generated by the former categorical pro-
grams [n promulgating an admuinistrative solution to a political
problem. the federal government has once aguin upset the traditional
balance of power within some states Categorical program regulations
assumed too much state and SEA power 1n states ke D, and thus
distorted the traditional state role, now the federal block grant as-
sumes that tocal districts are preeminent and thus undermines the
traditionally strong state role in states like A

To continue as a responsible partner in the intergoverpmental sys-
tem. the federal government needs to become more sensitive to differ-
ences 1n political traditions across states and ensure that its actions
acknow ledge historical distributions of power between state and local
governments One obvious way to accomplish this 15 to allow gover-
nors and state legislatures to decide whether SEAs can impose addi-
tional restrictions or priorities on district use of Chapter 2 funds.
Another 1s to treat states differentially, at least to the extent of fram-
ing federal program requirements that acknowledge variation in a
state’s enrollment and in the number and size of 1ts school districts.
This approach would help states that presently lack the capacity to do
anything but monitor local districts. Although such a chonge would
not guarantec that >taff resources freed by fewer monitoring respon-
sibilities would be diverted to technical assistance, at least the oppor-
tunity would be there for those states whose political culture and
priorities would be amenable to such a change Also. as we suggested
in Chan 5, mudifying 94-142 to include only those services normally
within the jurisdiction of SEAs would acknowledge hmits on SEA au-
thority and their mability to prescribe what services other state agen-
ctex should deliver

Other analysts seem to share our wndusons dbout Jessened state authort v under
the new ¢ducation blk grant See Robert Sthverstein and Sandra McMullan, Ques-
tinns Arise about New Block Grant Law.” Education Tones, September 14, 1981, p o
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Although SEA officials understand the relationship between state
pulitics and public education better than their federal counterparts,
not all of them are equally adroit in acting on that knowledge. Yet in
the present policy environment. the need for pohtical skills 1s more
cnitical than ever if SEAs are to serve local districts effectively. With
fiscal retrenchment, declin.ng enrollment, and a reduced federal role,
local districts now face problems they have never faced before, and are
unlikely to solve on their own. In fact. one finding that emerged from
our earlier research on local districts was that even in states where
local control norms are strong, district offictals now need and expect
greater assistance from their SEA.+ Whether SEAs can provide 1t will
depend on the svpport and resources they receive from general
government—which in turn will depend partly on their politica’
skills.

This study has shown that political support for a stronger SEA role
can be mobilized if governors, legislatures, or SEAs can present a
convincing ca.e that improved educational quality will enhance a
state’s ecorumic development. In another survey of state effurts to
improve educational quality, we found that governors and state legis-
latures are likely to strengthen an SEA's role erther as a response to
constituent dem.ands for improved educational quality or because they
believe that increased state spending for education necessitates
greater local cost-efficiency and accountability.” In sum, SEAs need
general government support if they are to meet local district needs.
that support will only be forthcoming if SEAs can sell themselves to
general government on either economic efficiency grounds or as a way
of responding to the demands of broad-based and pohitically active
constituencies.

[t 1s nct easy, in a time of fiscal retrenchment. to convinee general
governnient that 1t should pay greater attention to substantive issues
of educational quality. Governors and state legislators are over-
whelmed with just trying to cut costs and balance state budgets, in
such an atmosphere, substantive concerns often seem like unafforda-
ble luxuries. Elementary and secondary education must also compete
with other policy areas such as higher education. where the state’s
preeminent responsibility 1s clearer Faced with too many problems,
too Little time. and shrinking resources, 1t 1s easy for legislators to
dismiss elementary and secondary education as a local responsibility.
even In states with a traditionally strong state role

There 1> no quest:on that an SEA’s ability to serve local distriets

f.\!c[)onnvll and McLaughlin p 105
"McLaughhn. p 1
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and shape education policy will depend more and mcre on its political
skills With the federal role in education declining, SEAs can no long-
er rely on federal funding and their responsibility for enforcing fed-
eral program regulations as justification for their continued existence.
SEAs will have to mobilize political allies and convince anhincreasing-
ly overburdened and politicized state government that they are impor-
tant and useful.

7

THE STATES AND SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS

With the exception of handicapped education, programs for special
needs students are generally not a state priority. This finding 1s one of
the strongest that has emerged from this and previous studies. Few
governors and state legislators support categorical funding. and with
the exception of handicapped education. groups representing special
needs students command httle visibility or political influence® As a
result. SEAs are limited in the emphasis they can legitimately give to
special needs students

The tmphication of this finding 1s clear: Unless the federal govern-
ment maintains its commitment to special needs students, they will
receive fewer services than in the past, particularly low-income stu-
dents who have virtually no organized voice in state capitals.”

"In his study of state human service organizativns. Lynn reached ~imilar cunclu-
stons abuut the weakness of vategorical interests vnce federal restrictions on state ac-
tions are removed Lynn. pp 172, 182

The firct instance 1n which we are likely to see reduced commutment to special
needs students will be in the state allucation furmulas for the ECIA block grant SEAs
are requared tu allucate funds to local districts on the basis of LEA enrollment. adjusted |
to acknuwledge the proportion of high-cost students 1n o given district However. vur
research n the analoguus Title IV-B formula indicates that state ECIA furmulas will
be unhkely to serve any redistributional purpose In examining [V-B formulas in all
fifty states. we fuund that appruximately one-third of the states used three or more,
often exclusive. indicaturs to define the high-cost factor 1n thewr IV-B formula—for
example, propurtiun of low-income children. pupulation density. proportion of bilingual.
gifted and talented. and handicapped students The practical effect of these multple
indicaturs wds tu make the high-cost factor inclusive of a large number of students.
thu~ osely appruximating general enrollment Given this state approach, it 15 not
surprising that the most significant factor 1n determining the size of a district’s IV-B
grant was general enrollment In fact. we found a nearly perfect correlation ¢ 99) be-
tween the number of students enrolled in a district and the size of its [V-B grant Title
IV B served effectively no redistributional purpose See McDonnell and McLaughlin,
pp 67

Given that Cungressiunal intent Is even vaguer for the block grant formula. we
wuuld predict the same distributional effect as for IV-B- Without strunger Congression-
al direction. states are likely to minimize high cost students as « distributional crite-
tiun The Title IV study also showed that even where high-cost students generated
additivnal funds for LEAs. these tunls were not then spent on high-cost children
Again. we would expect the same patiern under the block grant The najority of funds
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Even in those few staies with a strong. substantive comnutment to
special needs students., fiscal retrenchment is likely to prevent state
government from replacing lost federal furds with 1ts own revenues
Without a wntinuing federal commitment, the best hope for special
needs studenis ] s in those states that are trying to improve their
entire educational system Even in those states. special needs stu-
dents are unhkely to receive additional services, but they should at
least benefit margivally from increased attention to goed teaching
practices and a more accountable system.

Current federal programs for special needs students, even 1f con-
tinued intact, could be improved. Our research on state implementa-
tion patterns has 1dentified several areas where federal programs can
certainly be improved. At the same time. we would stress that as
federal programs undergo modification and reform, the integrity of
targeting requirements needs to be maintained 1if special needs stu-
dents are to be served adequately. Otherwise. they will receive a
smaller propurtion of the federal aid pie than they iiave 1n the past,
and low-income students will lose more than other special needs
categories

Assuming that present federal policy does not portend abandon-
ment of federal commitment to speci.] needs students. we would
argue that it needs to pursae two objectives. to protect the 'nte ests of
specidl needs students by maintaining clear targeting requirements
and. at the same t.me. to give the states maximum flex'bility in the
prugrams they design to serve these students. We believe that these
two guals can be pursued most effectively by a number of incremental,
though profound. changes in past and present federal poliy ap-
proaches Such changes would include restructuring federal programs
to emphasize program content once basic ¢~ ipliance mechanisms are
1n place, reducing the fixed costs of participation in federal programs
for smaller or more rural states. and moving the large federal pro-
grams for special needs students coser to an ESEA Title [V-C model
that encourages states to fit federal programs within their own state
program framework. Such changes would encourage states to extend
to federal program administration. the capacity they have developed
in managing their own programs
will bt -pent vn g per capita basis and speaal nzeds students will not receive propor
tonately more services

I[ths prediction is also consistent with the findings from studies of other federal
bluck grants See for example, U S General Accounting Office, The Communits Detel
opmnt Block Grant Program Can Be More Effectice in Revitalizing the Nation's Cites,
Repurt to the Congress of the Unuted States by the Comptroller General, Washington,
DO April 30 1941, p 7, and George D Gre aberg, "Bluck Grants and State Discre

tnn A Study of the Implementation of the Partaership for Health Actin Three States,”
Polis S nces Vol 13, 1981, p 156
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Since previous chapters have already discussed the 1V-C model and
reduced program participation costs for smaller states. we will briefly
fucus here on another reform option relaicd to program maturity. We
believe that federal programs can be structured differentls. depending
on their maturity as social polictes As we noted in Chap 4, the new
ECLA legislation has significantly changed elements of the Title [ pro-
gram But while arguing that the federal government should use a
differential strategy. depending on program maturity, 1t is still in-
structive to compare the former Title I program with 94-142. Title I 1s
an older program with 1ts targeting and procedural requirements
bas®ally in place Given that the states aré in substantial compliance
with Title I mandates. 1t would now make sense for the federal gov-
ernment tu concentrate less on procedural requirements and more on
program substance Such a shift means that the federal government
would send differential cues to the scates through its program regula-
tion~ and monitoring procedures While basic student-targeting re-
yutreme rit~ would remain, the federal government could relax other
oversizht requirements, thereby freeing state program resources to
provide more technical assistance on program planning and content

Under that system. for example. except for states that may have
eaperienced substantial comphance probiems, most states could sub
mit less detatled »tate plans less often than they do presently, Moni-
toring of local districts could be reduced and the resvurces freed
thereby cuuld then be spent on such activities as workshops on suc-
cesstul program management or how to teach various types of Title 1
students more effectively Likewise. the time and money presently
spent un federal monitoring could be used to hold regional woerkshops
for exchanging information among the states ED staff might also
spend more of therr time identifying effective Title 1 projects and
brokering resvurces among the states As with differential treatment
for ~smaller states, thi- approach would not guarantee that states and
focal districts would pay more attention to technical assistance or pro-
dram content. but given that comphance with Title 1 s already sub-
stantial, sume lovsening of federal requirements weuld not seriously
devrade compliance and would probably stimulate more attention to
provram substance 1n many states and school districts

Tile I ontrasts with 9 4-142, a younger program still experiencing
compluance probloms At this stage of 94-142°s development. federal
Jodals are probably best served by a framework that stresses regula-
tion antd duce process over program coneent or quahity. Buat the (ederal
Soverntnent heeds 1o be sensitive to issues of program maturation and
the pomnt at which regulatory approsches no longo produce signift-
cant results At that time, both federal and state roles need to change,
For tederal staffo it medans concentrating less on momtoring and en-
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farcement. and more un identitying effective practices and disseminat-
ing this information «mong the states The preferred state role woud
be similar, with cues from the federal level now reinfo.cing this ap-
proach Neither Congress not ED has been particalarly sensitive to
the fact that the federal role needs to change as a pulicy matures
Over time. states and local school districts accept the compliance re-
quirements that federal programs impose on them. Once this happens.
regulatory 1ssues need to recede and a focus on substantive program
develupment move to the forefront of federal concerns. However. 1n
advocating that federal requirements be reduced as programs mature.
we are not arguing that </l requirements should be abandoned We
know from our research on state politics that targeting requirements
need to be retained if the basic integrity of programs for special needs
students 15 to be preserved.

SEA CAPACITY

The former sterevtype of the "backward SEA™ 1= no longer vahd
Even those agencies with the fewest resources are able to do more
than they could fifteen years ago. and most SEAs are capable of pro-
viding significantly more serviees to local districts As we have seen,
new technical assistance strategies constitute the most mmpressive
area of SEA improvement Many states now have some form of mter-
mediate unit. whether 1t be a branch office of the SEX or a locally
governed one, and as a result. mechanisms now exist to provide more
and better services to ivcal districts

Much of thi~ increase in SEA capacity resulted from the availability
of federal capacity -building funds hke ESEA Title VA we mndicated
above unce such funds start to decrease. SEAs will need to rels more
and more on political skills to maimtain their capaatsy Of course, pu-
Iticad <kills alone will not saffice 1 a time of fiseal retrenchment.
SEN officials must also seek wayvs of making ther agencies more pro-
ductive and cost-effective

Agency reorganization is often viewed as one way to improve SEA
capacity Now that the federal government 1s moving away from its
emphasts on categorical programs, more SEAs are Lkely to consider
changing the categorical basis on which thewr own agences are nga-
nized Since many SEN organizativaal structures are an artifact of
the federal wid framework, these agencies will lose their organuing
rationale once more federal programs are consolidated Consequends
not only a search for greater effectiveness. but also the changed fed-
eral emphasis, may prompt many SEAs to reorganize away from a

ttegorical structure to a more functionally oriented one
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Countrary to our expectations. however. we found that organization-
al structure does not. 1n and of itself, predict how well an SEA will
coordinate 1ts activities An integrated approach to program manage-
ment depends not on SEA structure. but on the preferences of agency
leadership and whether they stress coordination as an vrganizational
priority

This finding suggests that in addition to all the distributional 1s-
-ue,. adjustment to federal block grants may present some difficult
internal problems for SEAs. These problems cannot be “reorganized”
away, instead, they will necessitate a massive resocialization effort in
many SEAs This will be particularly true for those SEAs that have
managed federal programs differently and independently from state
unes Still. our research has identified effective SEA models of inte-
grated program management, and, although these models cannot be
tran-ferred without modification from one state to another. they
present conerete options for dealing with problems common to many
staes

Fiscal retrenchment means that even the areas of greatest SEA
capacity. such as technical assistance strategies, will need to be reex-
amined The traditional model of SEA curriculum specialists working
with individual districts 15 no longer economically feasible 1n most
states As we noted. many states have already begun to modify their
technical assistance strategies with the introduction of intermediate
units and the use of generalists with problem-solving expertise.
rather than a curricular specialty But since this model may not be
appropriate for all states. SEAs need to consider their current staff
capacity and relationship with local districts before they change tech-
nical dssistance strategies For example. since 1t 15 unhkely that new
staff can be hired 1n most states. what are the financial and psycho-
logical costs of retraining existing staff? Does 1t make sense for an
SEA to create branch offices throughout the state or should it devolve
more resources to locally governed district consortia?

SEAs will also need more accurate estimates of how much 1t costs to
deliver various services. For example. is 1t more cost-efficient for SEA
staff to provide such technical assistance services as teacher traiming
workshupa. or to contract for them with other agencies. such as col-
leges or universities” Is 1t more cfficient for the central SEA office or
for regonal staft to review local {unding applications? What does it
cost tu sepdrate technical assistance and monitoring responsibilities”
I> the additional cost worth the gain in local access and program effec-
tiveness” These are the kinds of yuestions SEAs have to ask as they
think about different ways of meeting their responsibilities to local
districta We would argue that although no one state has the answers
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to all these questions. the states as & whole have the neeessary infor-
mation and experience for answering them The problem is collecting
and analyzing these data so that states can learn from each other's
experience

The capacity to serve local distriets effectively depends on a number
of other SEA functions, particularly an ageney’s ability to analyze and
apply relevant trend data, and to formulate lcng-range plans based on
local district needs. the SEA's own orgamizational goals, and its antie-
1ipated resources SEA capacity is generally weakest, however, in
long-range planning and policy analysis. SEAs are accustomed to
planning in the narrow sense of preparing federal program plans and
annual budgets to submit to the governor and state legislature. But
most are mcapaile of long-range planning—of deciding where and by
what steps the SEA and state education policy should move over the
next five years—or of projecting, except in the grossest sense. where
the state’s major edvcational problems are Lkely to oecur

Unfortunately . if that capacity was not developed i a time of public
sector growth, it will be almost impossible to develop in a time of
retrenchment Yet the need for long-range planning 1> much greater
now than it ever was during growth periods. Given limits on individ-
ual SEA resources. 1t seems to us that the states’ best hope for build-
Ing such an analytical capacity 1s to work together in either regional
or national consortia Although individual states need plunning SYS-
tems that suit their own context, the basic analy tical expertise can be
provided centrally in much the same way that intermediate units pro-
vide assistance to local districts

To some extent. SEAs have a tradition of working together through
such organizations as the Council of Chief State Schoo! Officers
1CSS0 and the Education Commission of the States (ECS But these
collective efforts have usually been narrow and have not 1nvolvea
mutual assistance or shared institutional resources on an ongoing ba-
sis For example, ECSs work has largely {ocused on sehool finance
questions The CSSOs™ organization and others. such as the assoeld-
tions of state Title 1 directors and handicapped education directors.
have concentrated no st of thewr energies on modify ing federal pro-
gram legislation and regutations In the future. however, such organi-
zations may be able ty work together on broader ssues of institutional
development

CONCLUSIONS

Poliey studies are rarely condusive i their predictions and recom-
mendations  In this case. certainty 1s even more elusive because
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American public pulicy and the intergovernmental system that sup-
ports it are now undergoing such radical change. Still, the analysis
presented both 1n this study and previous ones suggests that even in
the face of fiscal retrenchment and decreased federal aid, many states
have sufficient capacit, to play an active role in shaping education
policy and in assisting local districts.

An unanswered question is whether sufficient political will exists to
maintain and strengthen that capacity. How each state resolves this
1ssue depends on whether SEAs and their allies can make a strong
enough case for their continued existence and can mobilize the politi-
cal system accordingly. That will take time, and the outcome is uncer-
tain.

One thing 1s certain, however: Most states have insufticient politi-
cal commitment to provide additional services for special needs stu-
dents. With perhans the exception of the handicapped. a reduced
federal role means fewer services for these students. Federal categor-
cal prugrams need to be reformed, but to weaken the federal partner-
ship with states and local districts that has existed for the past fifteen
years 1s to harm a largely powerless and needy constituency.
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