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if:Trc:iote this opportunity to rldkc a progress report on th

1

govcrn nce proj organizations represented in this

of xluary, 1972 the U. S, Office of Education appre d a

entitled The Governance of Education: State Structures, Processes.

and Relationships:' Chief Mate School rifficers Ma-tin Essex of Ohio, Ewald

Nyq i of New York, and Jack Mix of Georgia became the Policy Board for the

Pr R Tct. In ddclitior, an Advisory Committee of some eleven members, in and

out (IF education, was established. A contract was let to Ohio State University

Farr- the m 3

ectors.

The rnajcar objective

udv of the project and Lhe two of us became the project dire

:he project is the development of s.ome alternative

..

l ci educaLional governance, The program is planned fora two and ones

!roll Year ocriod, Over the past ten months we have been engaged in a number

of taF,ks, To begin w th y we have taken account of other studies of both

general governance and educational governance at the state level. in our own

work we ma lass some 150 specific references to these related studies.

As a second task, we have developed our own approach to the study of

governance at the state level.. While building upon what others

had tbrIQ w ound i t necessary to conceptualize a framework which would seem

to contribute most tL the purpose of the study; the development of alternative

models if educational governance.

per r(,=pa --I for annual meeting of the "Big Six", Chicago, December 4, 197Z.
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A5 a third tosk, we have collected a great deal of information about the

novernane or education and related matters in all the states. It is clear

that wo cinnot study in depth, within the limits of our time and resources,

50 sultes, honclo we hav been faced with the selection of 12 or 13 states

for dctoMod cos tudies. To assist in the selection of these states we have

Golleetc lnformtion about all of the states in four major categories:

(1) -;(acic-econoHc, characteristics, particularly wealth and industrialization;

(2) the political culture; (3) governance structure, both general and educa-

tional; nnd (4) the nature of policy decision in eight selected policy areas.

Further elaborat inn of state selection and policy artas will be provided below.

As fourth tsk we conducted an eight week training seminar for the ten

persons who play major roles in doing the case studies. In order to pro-

vide o comvrove analysis among states it seemed essential that the same

research appronch he used in each of the states. To ensure this common format

for Si' e it seemed necessary that we have a training program for all

pnrticipnhts that they might become thoroughly familiar with the framework.

morc,ovr, it ap2e.:ired desirable for the entire group to participate in a pilot

study.where reeAro.h procedures and survey instruments might be tried and

Todified as found necessary. We used Ohio for the pilot study.

Currently, our research teams are collecting background data for each of

the twelve states where case studies will be done. One or more members of each

team has made or will make this month a preliminary visit to each state to

confer ith iajur informants about the governance process in the state and to

prepor for the were extended visit to the state early in 1973.

Hopefully, whA we ha.e said to this point provides some sense of what



the project is abou!: and what has been done to date. We would now like to

51vIre with you some of the major decisions we have made. They include the

selection o!' the level of governance, the selection of major policy areas,

the selection of .,tates for the case studies, the selection and development

of the research fromcwork, and the development of the survey instruments.

Finally, we would like project the study over the next year and one-half

and it,;; implementtion even beyond that.

Governance At The Statejevel

4.e have discovered that the phrase, "governance of education," means

many things co different people and brings forth a variety of latent images

Af ,In'/t, For some, governance refers to higher education, to

others iower cductinn. For some, governance .'efers to policy making, for

others policy implementation. For some, governance suggests the local level,

others'the stete level, and for still others the national level. Clearly,

for .1r,y finite project some limitations have to be imposed. We decided to

look at the goverrince of el ementary and secondary education and to focus at

the state level. This decision ieaves out higher education except as it

intersects with lower education. It also leaves out local and national gover-

nanre except are related to state governance.

Why.the stale level focus? A number of reasons prompted this decision. In

the First nlarm, wo believe that most major policy decisions foreducation are

mode the state iovel. States have constitutional responsibility to establish

and ,14-,intiin public school systems. Governors, state legislature, _ta t- courts,

state dcparCmonLs of education, and other state agencies are constantly occupied

with the making of policy decisions cons nant w|th that legal mandate. While

national policy making for education has become increasingly important over



the last few decades and while state policy is often affected by national

policy, we hold that new models for educational governance can most appro-

pri tely be cons idered by the several states,

Second, s governors and legislators participate in policy making for

rducrition many of them find that educational demands occupy an increasing

proportion of their time and require an increasing proportion of the state

budget. These political leaders also share some of the disenchantment that

many people now experience with respect to our institutions, including our

schn 5 a result, political actors frequently raise questions about our

pattern or model of educational governance. Most chief state school officers

have probably heard these expressions of concern. Frequently, such expressions

question the r rotected or autonomous status of education in state government.

These questions have been given specific expression in such bodies as the

inn Col lee of the States. In a recent meeting convened by that

dv we h, Ord Governor Asked of Florida express that concern about as fol laws,

I (Thr,-lh,ligned on educatiomil issues and now that I am elected I refuse to be

k(!pt out of decisi pe.-taining to education," Askew and others are demanding

new models of ed- nal governance.

Third, uith urowing national influence in education, we think that state

influence should ae increased to provide an appropriate balance. Indeed, that

what Federa sm i all about. From the beginning of this nation we thought

some balance. between state and national influence should be established. In

recent years states have seemed derelict in holding up their end of that compact.

While we w would deny the importance of national action, we think states must

be in the posi t r,n of influencing and modifying that action. Indeed, local



Lonlr t1, n in this country, can probably not be sustained

without the pt otection ol stale influence. To say rt otherwise, we think

cdueoL i rt, 4 4111 be verned best when there is interdependence among local,

rn-itior

rrt

incre i-nif=e, of planning, research, and evaluation to their operation.

encios. States need to help preserve that interdependence.

departments of education recently have recognized the

This new emphasi related to the demand for more re ourc, or education, to

the rc 1 i nt on-ern with accountability in education, and to some disenchantment

with nur 'itchnok, noted earlier. Most state agencies are not yet very good

at throe new n5 but many attempts, frequently with federal assistance,

irk being come more effective in generating and using information

for drci ion rrrtl-ir,rl, whether it has to do with such problems as school dir'rict

tructurc2 or t effectiveness of a particular instructional program.

court decisions, such as Serrano in California and

Rodrion in ox-J, portend role for most states not heretofore conceived.

Wheth,o- or nr- the J. S. Supreme Court upholds Rodriguez, many state supreme

court5 will pr( )1y reaffirm the point that their current state school finance

programs ore tmconstitutional. If states go to full or essentially full state

lic schools a substantial realignment of resources will

be required in nost states. Quite frankly More money will be required for the

no.,) the case. This realignment will not be easy. Before

ieved govurnor, legislators, chief state school officers, and many others

will be deeply involved. All of this suggests another reason for examining the

structure5 and ==ses of governance at the state level.
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HdvH- ahcide 'o focus. At the state level, it then became necessary to

decide wh,J, to look Clearly, all policy decisions could not be examined,

only ohe or d few types oF decisions be scrutinized. We then ask

eurce!ves Whdt i|^ ,ritical policy areas were'. Our intial formulation included

i!rre: (I) :)rnfssional development and certiNcation, (2) desegregat(on,

(3) phnn;mq ,:v-:11udtion, (4) financial support, (5) district reorganization,

,7,nd (6) tc!:ich(th Icr(Hining. In our first meeting with the Policy Board two

adoiLionol curriculum reform and non-public school support, were added.

We then wondered how critical these eight policy areas seemed to those who

p:Articipotd in ,,Htihq policy in each of the stes,

concern led us Co go to key informants in each of the states. We

tke,,l the goverrwK the chief state school officer, a selected professor, and

the hed$ or terzhor organizations in each state to indicate on a five point

just how critical they judged each of the areas to be.

received rt,sponc, irom 56 percent of the governors, 90 percent of the chief

$chool 76 percent of the professors, and 63 percent of the

tcher organiettHe heads, a total of 143 responses out of a possible 228. In

t,2rms r.atinos liven by all respondents degrees of criticalness are shown in

Table I.

One wonder how desegregation and non-public school support can be so

low. We then analyzed our responses for each state. In California desegregation

ronked pes 6 and was exceeded only by financial support at plus 8. In

New Ham-shire, on the other hand, desegregation ranked minus 6, the least

critical of all the areas. In similar fashion, non-public school support ranked

a plus 5 in Massachusetts, -Ohio, and Washington and a minus 4 in Michigan and



TABLE I

TOTAL RATM VALUES IVEN BY RESPONDENTS
TO PROPOSED POLICY AREAS

Policy Arc Rating Value

Financial Support

Plannin.7, and Evaluation

Curr;culum auforrn

Teacher Bargaining

District R(2ar8ani.,Htion

Pr3f0ssionli Developmt-nt and Ce-tification

Descgrc2gaLion

Nor-public School Support

237

169

122

108

93

90

54

45

7
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in Floridd jnd indiano. Clearly, degree of criticalness varies among

hy time perin,l,

r,onsiderotinn may argue that we should retain all eight policy

Olowjh we fin,: ome of them less critical in some states at this

Hut by looking at a variety of policy areas that we

idt:TititA (.11-ot-.0. number of a. tors who participate in making policy decisions,

limt6:!cu, it reasoneble that teacher organizations would be more

active regarding making in the certification area and that business groups

woWd be ric.re active in financial support areas,

ir w, ,t-e to examine how eight or more policy decisions were made

in oncb nt: 12 h..wct at least 96 decisions to analyze in detail - for

(iiLiHsion hen.w the demands were generated, who the actors were, what

. cl-iLtod, the nature of the enactment, and procedures established

t'-)r 6uc--1 an analysis for 96 decisions seemed to be impossible.

o ',hink about the matter we decided we would have to re-

Jiucm Ar.:1; from eight to three or four. It then seemed to us

oiJ', ought to focus on the policy making system composed

t-,5entlol!y lh oc)yyrnor and the legislature. Policy changes in financial

)1..,st area for that purpose and had also been ranked

most critical in our ureliMinary survev. Wa also thought that one of the policy

,ires should t'ocuS essentially on the sate department of education as a

policy making sytt2fi.i. Even though teacher and administrator certification had

ranked as 6 Hjhly ci itical issue in our preliminary survey, we thought

thoL in the area were important and might typify in many ways the

more touilne poi cy decisions which must be made in every state. We then locked

[or a policy area where the focus WAS on the courts as policy maker . Deseg-
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F r 9 a even though ranked low in our preliminary survey, perhaps because

ral courts more than the state cr'urts were the chief actors, seemed

t_ he the oh dots Jtoice. Finally, in the selection of a fourth policy area,

e thought it lal to pick an arena in which the state education agency

thl .1) tr its best job in exercising policy leadership. Precise

;,'ec_i ion vi 1 l thus vary among the states but in gross terms we called this

the drogram improvement area. Our contacts with states to this point suggest

that in ahout halt .et the cases prOgram improvement will refer to attempts to

e-tablish evaluation, accountability, or assessment programs.

We would emphasize two points in the selection of these four policy makino

,real. We can l
-st the extent to which decisions of a different nature,

finance and certificat;an, do involve different sets of actors. We also wish

t r r= that we are rnrr e interested inthe processes back of the decisions

than me ar in the nature of the decisions themselves. Thus, our study is

more concerned with t financial support arrangements are decided than in the

technical details those arrangements.

Selection of States

We began early collecting material related to the governance of education

ech of the 50 states. For instance, we learned with interest that the

chief school officer in Tennessee is Appointed by the governor and is

a member of the governor's cabinet. We also noted the recent reorganization

of the governor's cabinet in Massachusetts and the inclusion of a secretary of

educational aff:-irs in that cabinet. It soon became apparent that we needed a

more systematic ..lay of looking at ecucational governance in each of the states,

As part of this consideration, it scemed to us that each of the states might

first be viewed in terms of their political culture and socioeconomic development.
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lierhops nony ,!ifferences ir:Iong states could be explained by di'Jerences in these

!actor`. H th:s woro true, it then followed that we must have other

/ix'. 0 :!Av. states. We settled on two other categories; governance

.:!)Lj or policy decisions. We spent sole time developing dimensien

to deF;cribe states in these four categories: s 10-economic

Hitical culture, governance structure, and nature of policy

docis ou,

Since this whole cx,orcise was largely for the purpose of assisting us in

the :4eloction ,t,Ae5 for the detailed case studies, we felt we must do the

expeditiohly as possible. This meant elying on the work of other

':;cholars who had c2Amined states across various dimensions. As many of you

hovo olready di5novered, any attempt to compare states on any dimension is a

most dill-Hull Losk. With considerable persistence we developed over forty

th,2 !our categories mentioned above. In the socio-economic category

1 fo:- "-,,;11th" and "industrialization", each of which has a number of

PolitH:11 culture was treated as a single dimension, largely the

txtent of a reform tradition. We divided governance into general governance

and odoLotiondl ilovornance. Under general governance illustrative dimensions

Inc!udet "ppw,'' the governor and the "effectiveness" of the 1 -gislature.

Undc:.r educational governance illustrative dimensions included degree of "citizen

control" ond thy "professionalism" of the state department of education. For

each of the ciiqht_ policy areas we developed one or more dimo,isions. For instance,

under financial support the dimensions included "amount", "equity", and "effort.';

under planhing and evaluation the dimension came to mean "state commitment to

planning an,1 uviuotion"; and under teacher bargaining the dimension dealt

with the continuum of "soft" to "hard" bargaining.



',4e round, ih,"xqi. a correlational analysis in which each of these variables

was correiate,i with each of the other variables. that many of the differences among

the stote5 tan be aWained in terms of their socio-economic or political cultural

erwract;?ri:,rics. For instance, industrialization and wealth in New Jersey do

s EAte from New Mexico. In like manner, the reform

triditiea seems to explain in large measure how that state differs

from Mk05-inpL ',Itth the socio-economic and political culture variables held

tbrouoli a Dartial correlational treatment, we then examined the relation-

ships berwc?pn ii-ictlycntal structural variables and the nature of the policy

deoklon ]n each of the states, In terms of our purpose, the building of

alternative or. governance, we became much interested in these structural-

'policy outcitifiT relationships, A summary of the data available to us for this

analysis is 5hcr4P For each of 16 states in Table 2.

As ri!-h,11 these analyses, we selected 12 stare_, plus the pilot state

91 the states where our case studies would seem to have greatest bo-

Lenti,:ll for exi.,L,inJtery power. Moreover, in this tentative selection we had a

number of pair & states, alike in many respects but different in some ways of

great interest to as_ Mew York and California, Minnesota and Wisconsin, Ind Florida

41«d TOX]5 are ,nch Hiirs. However, in this First cut of stat-_-- we noted that

two .reclions of fhe country, the plains and the Rocky Mountain area, were not

represented. This consideration led us to consider Nebraska and Colorado in

place of some states initially selected. Illinois with a long history of no

state boit=.td of education ano the only state with a school problems commission

also became an attractive alternate but we left it in that status. Initially,

we included Louisia,i1 hut we found conditions there_very much in a period of
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transition, hence %qr! substituted Georgia, one of our alternates, for Louisiana.

Upon our recommendation, the Policy Board approved our doing case studies

in the 11 states shown in Table 2. A number of arguments can be advanced to

_trotr- this selection:

=even of the ten megastates are included.

Most structural variations of major interest are found in these states.

Several chief state school officers reportedly active in changing

governance;_ arrangements are included.

4. Many of the states experiencing recent court actions are In the list.

All rrrajor regions of the country are represented.

i--ramewor_

Soi-ne In ing of states to facilitate comparative analysis is possible.

For most of the es named background data are available.

Finally, it. seems that ready access to each of the states is possible.

the Case Stud Research

To reiterate, the primary objective of the project is to develop alternative

fjovornance mode

nance,

, models that will emphasize a state-level focus. V.ith this in

our intent i5 to examine present arrangements for state educational gone

identily in these arrangements some of the elements of new models, and

f,0 provide empirical data relevant to assessing the outcomes that these models

are likely to ha re if adopted. We are organizing the research to answer these

-ic questions;

1. What have been the major policy demands made recently of educational
policy systems. How have these systems responded? Who were the major
actors in generating demands and in responding to them? Haw were these

What_ oifferences exist among state education policy systems in respect
I o selected vlicy-making dimensions?
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3. How much and what kind of difference does governme=ntal structure
nake for the way that states vary on these policy-making dimensions?
Why does structure make this difference?

4. What other factors explain the variations that exist among states
(-)ri the policy-making dimensions?

5. What mechanisms exist at the state level to ensure the local im-

plementation of education policy decisions? How adequate are these
procedures?

In answering question #1,case study teams will be required to ascertain

what policy making demands have been made, and what responses, or indeed

lack 01 response,have been made recently in the four issue areas. Documentation

reporting th.se demands and responses will need to be secured. It should be empha-

that our definition of a "policy response" includes action by authorities

maintiin the ,,,,t1tu nu-

Since there

yell as the establishment of new goals and directions.

many more decisions than can be investigated, it has become

necessary to se with the help of appropriate informants, the four policy

areas in each state to be the subject of a thorough examination of participants

and process.

To get question #2 and after much thought about how the research could

be made most relevant to our model- building efforts, we finally decided upon

th_se steps: (1) to define a comprehensive set of state policy-making

characteristics; to gather through case study research information about

these characteris t if in each of the states to be 4n.estigated; (3) and to seek

in other data relevant to explaining the different patterns

that states exhibit- in respect to policy making. With these data in hand we

think we carp move to the development of alternative models and to a projection

of how proposer models ill probably work in practice, As a first step, our

tentative charact ri tics are shown below:



'Interest Participation' - Degree to which diverse individuals and
_pups are involved in the making of state education policy.

'Influence Concentration' - Degree to which influence is centralized
in the making of state education policy.

3. 'Information Utilization' - Degree to which research-based information
is generated and used in the making of state education policy.

4. 'Confl ict Accommodation' - Degree tc
reconnied and reconciled in the making _

J-licn conflicting demands are
state education policy.

5. 'LGucation-1 Autonomy' Degree to which professional educators are
the source of state education policy.

6. 'Intergovernmental Leverage' - Degree to which the state education
policy system initiates and sustains interaction with national and local
systems.

7. 'Monct:ry Support' - Degree to which the state policy system obtains
revenues frcro its environment for the public schools.

8. 'Fiscl Equity' Degree to which the state policy system redistributes
fiscal resources among school districts.

Thu ion of state policy system characteristics was based on much

cuion and advice. Hopefully, these characteristics will be looked upon

as being the important ones by a variety of interested parties. The choice of

these, as opposed to other characteristics, was Judgmental but it should be

str,2ssed that we have not attached values any particular position on the

choracteriti2. Put differently, a state policy system will be described on

each of the dimensi c. ns in terms of more" or "less", not as "good" or "bad".

It is one thine to conceptualize a set of characteristics, it is quite

another to design research that will produce accurate descriptions and con-

vincing ;[d-r For some months we have been hard at work in devising

a ga 1-q-i1,1"iii-,-,truments to be employed in the case studies. We have tested

survey instruments in the Ohio pilot and with a number of competent scholars.
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We n q have workable interview instruments for the governor and his staff,

for legislator. and their staff members, for state board of education members,

for chief state school officers, and for interest group representatives.

As for question #3 we have already obtained some information through

correlational analysis used to heir select the states. This analysis has been

of value in detectirrcl gross relationships involving socioeconomic development,

political culture, governmental structure, and the nature of policy deCisionS.

But to eollecL data that is fully responsive to the question demands that the

intens i ve search hich i s possible with the case study be combined with the

generalizing power t the comparative method,

Al though we Fol that our basic research strategy must be the comparative

case study, the re ry problems inherent in this method - namely that of many

variables with a ,mall` number of cases - which somehow must be minimized. More

specifically, in urd

ke, it i s nece5

to answer the question, what difference does structure

Lake into account the effects of other factors. Despite

there being no completely adequate way to do this, we have designed our research

so that ot least sonic "controls" can be instituted. For example, our procedure

for selecting states involved the choice of pairs of comparable cases. That is,

jic-states in each pair were similar in a number of important attribute .9.,
politica culture and socioeconomic development) but dissimilar in respect to

structural (e.g., the separation of educational governance from general

governanc

The last part of question # , along with question #4, requires that we must

seek to oxpla i rr "why" as well as to describe what" and ""when' ". Again the p

.1 many and ormid-h e. Still, we are confident that there are regularities

across state-policy systems, and that useful generalizations can be made about

the fctors at work in producing particulAr patterns of pol icy - making character=
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istics. This is not to deny that there are unique elements of importance in

the policy process of each state. But it is to affirm that our principal effort

will be to generalize.

To guide our search for explanatory factors we have accepted the-utility

of a political systems orientation. Simply stated, this orientation posits an

interactive model in which demands are converted through the political process

into such outputs as policy decisions. We further assume that influence is

central to the interaction among system actors; that policy determination is

competitive, characerized by individuals and groups seeking to influence each

other so as to obtain decision benefits. Drawing, then, upon both systems and

distributive theory we have explicated an analytic schema in which the consid-

eratHns ielevalt to understanding state education policy making are set forth.

2
call y the resulti framework has gone through two revisions. Rather than

present the entire framework, we have listed below some of the categories which

e think will have explanatory power;

1. Beliefs, attitudes, and values of official actors
they attach to educational issues.)

the "saliency"

2. Recruitment and background characteristics of official actors
their"career mobility".)

3. Role exp -!:ations of official actors
that CSSO, Sty, board members, legislator
selves and rof each other.)

g., the "policy role ex
and governors hold for

4. Policy making behavior of official actor's
style" of the governor.)

the "leadership

ectations"
hem-

5. Policy-making behavior of interest groups, parties, and social move-
ments (e.g., the "lobbying activity" of state teacher associations.)

2This schema is delineated in Roald F. Campbell and Tim L. Mazzoni, Jr. "Revised
Outline of the Framework for the Case Study Approach." Educational Governance
Project, The Ohio State University, October 1972. pp. 1=13.
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6. E=stablished procedures for making state education policy the

nature of "routine" in policy-making organization.)

7. Social norms net guide policy making (e.g., the reliance on "expertness"
as the basis of education policy.)

8. Linkages to other policy systems (e.g., thc process of "emulation and
competition" among states.)

9. Political traditions of state education politics the strength
of the ideal of "localism".)

While we have not explored basic question #4 in full, we turn now to question

#5. We are concerned here with the mechanisms at the state level that ensure the

implementation of policy. All of us have probably experienced the apparent en-

actment of new policy only to discover later that everything has remained the

same. This may result from failure to appropriate money for a new program,

failure to provide any sanctions if the new program is not implemented, or

failure to place responsibility for the enforcement of compliance. We are con-

vinced, therefore,that we must not only find out about policy demands and response

but as a decision determine that it was a real decision.

Some of our advisors have suggested that we ought to follow policy decisions

from the state level to the district level and even to the school level. We

think this kind of effort would be useful and indeed it could help answer the

question of what difference policy decisions make in the actual operation of

schools and possibly in the opportunities afforded to the clients of the schools.

Much as we are interested in propositions of this kind, we see no way within time

and resources availabl- to us by which such extended implementation concerns

can bee made a part of our major study. Quite possibly some of our research

associates will find questions of this kind of sufficient interest to be pursued

on an individual basis. We also have prelimina-y indications from another research
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group that they would like to use our states and focus on implementation,

However, as part of our study, we do expect to apply a number of criteria

adequacy of implementation mechanisms. These include the following:

cl city and extent of communication regarding the policy enactment, c pre-

hensiven--s of implementation procedures, extent of organizational resources

committed to implementation, evidence of compliance and adjustment, and appraisal

of degree of implementation by those who participated in the policy enactment,

From Here On

We have tried to share our progress to date with you. We have reviee.red the

kinds of decisions our study has required. What about the future? We would

like to mention the tasks we still see for the project. We would also like to

suggest some activities in which you may wish to engage.

The initial proposal for the project described nine tasks or activities

to be undertaken roughly in chronological order. We have moved on four of those

tasks: the review of related studies, the establishment of a research framework,

the selection of states for the case studies, and the selection and training c

(se study personnel. Background data for each of our states are already in hand.

The big task for this coming year .is the completion of the case studies. We

anticipate that most of the field work will be done during the Winter of 1972

and that the analyses And reporting of the cases will be completed no later than

June 1973.

With the case studies in hand, five other tasks remain. The first is the

development of governance options. From the case reports, a number of governance

ions, possible components of more comprehensive models, will be developed

by the central staff. Each of the options will be analyzed logically and in
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The next task requires that we formulate and administer a survey embodying

.once options to a number of groups in and out of education. We must

detemine the degree of acceptance the various options have among educators and

non-educators. The central staff, with appropriate help, will perform this

but cooperation will be required from each of the groups whose members

are to b included in the sur including groups represented in the "Big Six."

The preparation, Iministralion, and analysis of results will require the period

April through Sept ember, 1973.

Cn the h, is work done to this point, the central staff will devote

the per July through October, 1973 to the development and explication of

lite nativ- models of .governance. A consultant will be used to help with legal

codification cif the t.te del s, if that level of development seems desirable.

Pram October through December, 1973 seven to nine regional conferences will

urydni.,:eo amid held ,)r the purpose of examining the alternative models. A

n of -ersons with interests in education and government will be

invited to e,nch of the conferences. Central staff, Policy Board member. s, and

,civt- ittee members will partiripate in the conferences. In addition,

035-iever will l UQ`: at cad- of the conferences. Feedback from the confer-

ence will be u re orking the models.

From lonwiry th, ugh June, 1974 the central staff will prepare reports on

a comparative Lino ,sip of the states and on the alternative models. Tentative

dnc nri wi 1 revie d by the Policy Board, the Advisory Committee, and

reOresentotives o other -ppropriate groups. Final reports will be available

the 0,- Office Education, to all persons who have cooperated in the study, ,ind
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These activities will probably mark a termination point for the contract

now in effect at Ohio State University. However, in planning the project it

was anticipated that some money would be reserved to be used for the dissem-

ination of project findings and recommendations. It was thought that some agency

with ready access to poi tical and educational leaders in the severe states

might be given a contract t such things as: prepare brief popular reports

on the alternative models, prept-- as needed a number of specialized reports

for different audiences in-and out of education on the nature and implications

the various models, encourage and perhaps assist many groups in and out

education to use the model formulations as part of the agenda for their annual

meetings.

But what about the "Big Six" and members of your organizations? We realize

that you were involved in the initial decision to support _ study of educational

governance. Each of you organizations nominated persons to the Policy Board,

for places on the Advisory Committee. The initial meeting of the Advisory

Committee was devoted to reactions to the proposed design of the study:and

that design was modified in response to those reactions. In particular, our

basic research question having to do with implementation of nolicy, grew,

in large part, from advice given at the first Advisory Committee meeting.

The Policy Board has approved another meeting of the Advisory Committee

for June, 1973. At that time, we will be in a position to make a preliminary

report of some of our findings and to seek some additional advice. We also

plan to meet with the Advisory. Committee in October, 1973 prior to the regional

conferences. We hope to have all members of the Advisory tee participate
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In one or more of those conferences where the beginning formulation of the

alternative models will be given their first examination by persons in and

out of education. After the alternative models are reworked and while we are

H the process of formulating our major reports for the project, we suspect

still another meeting with the Advisory Committee will be desirable.

At some point, Tim Mazzoni and I will let go. As noted above, another

group may continue -with the implementation aspect of the project. Even so,

what finally comes of this whole effort depends upon you and the many able

persons in educati n who you represent. With you, we think education is at a

critical point in our history. With you, we doubt that we will be permitted

to c,Intinue educat -mai governance at the state level as usual. We fully expect

to have some alternatives for educational governance which have been tested em-

pirical)y and logically and which deserve your attention and the attention of

the American people. We believe that with your interest and persistence these

alternativ= s ill be [tested further in the political real itiies of each state and

such testing can do much to help states understand the state governance of

ducation aid to =level op more effective arrangements for that governance.

have confidence that the "Big Six" will meet its full responsibility in the

reexamination of educational governance.


