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CHAPTER I
AN OVERVIEW

This study explores the impact of unrestricted financial as-
sistance on complex organizations. The specifi~ program under scru-
tiny is litle V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

Grants to Sirengthen St.:te Departments of Education. Title V provides

resources with few strings attached to

stimulate and assist States in strengthening the leadership
resources of their State educational agencies, and to assist
those agencies in the establishment and improvement of programs
to identify and meet the educational needs of States.l
As part of this exploration, I describe the program's imple-
mentation in several state education agencies (SEA's) and examine the
ways in which they Have been "strengthened" consistent with Title V's
broad purpose quoted above. In addition, I explore why the program
was implemented as it was.. Tﬁis is particuiarly crucial because
Title ¥, although strengthening SEA's in ssveral ways, did not act as
the stimulus for insiituFionaI reform hoped for by some of its legis-
lative designers. By examining a variety of possible explanations,
I attempt to point out reasons wﬁy Title V did not live up to this
hope of the reformers and, more generally, to shed some light on the
use of unrestricted money as a device for promoting institutional
change.
Thére are several reasons for exploring these issuzs, One is
that many people believe that SEA's should play a major role in edu-

cation. This view was expressed succinctly by the 1964 Presidential

Task Force on Education:




The role of the State is strategii It supplies about 40 cents
out of every dollar spent by the average local district.* It
has legal powers that affect every local district, e.g., its
control over the size and shape of school districts. It plays
a key role in information gathering for the State as a whole.
Because of its fiscal contributions, its regulatory powers,

and its statewide psrspective, it enjoys a certain leadership
potential--not always achieved but always there....

The Task Force is deeply convinced that State education.
agencies must be given new strength and vitality,...3

Hence, it is important to weigh the impact of fuderal efforts to en-
hance SEA eapacity. This importance is underscored today by the in-
creasing interest both in greater state involvement in the financing
of education and ‘in improving state government generally.

Federal attempts to strengthen SEA's, then, are of sufficient
interest to motivate this investigation. 3But more than that, the way
SEA's have utilized general or unrestricted financial assistance has
critical implicaiions for the current debate over general versus cate-
gorical aid. Title V is important because it calls into question much
of the rationale for general assistance. Critics argue that narrow
federal categ;rica1~prpgrams have created administrative nightmares.
Excessive red tape, multiple guidelines, and complicated reporting
requirements are blamed for increasing governmental paralysis. Gen-
eral aid proponents believe that stste and local institutions have

lacked hoth the resources and the flexibility to meet their own--as

opposed to federal--priorities.

*In 1971, the figure was forty-one cents out of every dollar.2




What is needed, proponents say, is institutional reform through
greater use of general rather than «ategorical federal assistance.*
This approach would strengthen the capacity of state and loqallinsti-
tutions, themselves, to respond to state and local needs. Federal
bureaucratic stu.biing blocks would be eliminated and the locus of
power would be shifted closer to ''the people.! The belief is that
general aid ;ould stimulate creativity and result in comprehensive and
flexible’programs.

This approach raises fundamental questions. Does general as-
sistance, in fact, result in institutional reform? Are the obstacles
to more effective institutions really the absence of discretionary re-
sources and the overabundance of federal red tape? This study shows
how an understanding of the use of general assistance (Title V) by
complex organizations (SEA's) can, in turn, help answer these key
contempora.y policy questions.

The rcmainder of this chapter sets the stage for an examination
of Title V's implementation in various SEA's., 1 begin by delineating
some impurtant Title V background factors--the need for the legisla-
tion, its intent, and the findings of some earlier studies of Title V.
This is followed by a detailed discussion of what this study is about
and how- it was conducted. The final section sets out the reasons gen-

erally given to explain why Title V did not promote reform, and also

*0f course, other justifications might be offered in support of general
assistance. These include the need for sinple fiscal relief, more ser-
vices, or sharing in rising costs.




discusses sone concepts dravn from organizational theory which lead

to a different expianation.

I. Title vV Background

As with each part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, Titie V was designed with both educational reform and politi-
.cal reality in mind, According to U. 5. Commissioner of Education
Francis Keppel--the program's chief architect--Title V's reformist in-
tent was to "revitalize our State departments of education.'® This
revitalization, hopefully, would lead to more effectively adminis<ered
federal programs and would strengthen the institutional role of SEA's
in the governance of education. Keppel explained in 19585 congressional
testimony:

The success of past Federal investmants in isducation, and of
others that may come, depends upon strung snd blauced State
educational leadership, planning and coordination., This is
why title V is essential in the proposed new five-part pro-
gram [ESEA].

Thus, the essential consideration in formulating this le-
gislation was to meet expanded nation { needs in education
and at the same time to msintain and strengthen our decen-
tralized system of State, local, and institutional control....

In the long run, nothing we in education can do--whether in
Washington or anywhere else--can be more important than
strengthening the capacity of our States to respond to the
educational needs of our time.... In this Nation ¢ 59 States
with vast and independent enterprises for education, :he Fed-
eral Government must participate--not toward domination, but:
as a partner in a vital enterprise.

At the same time, however, Title V was widely viewed in 1945

Washington political circles as a way to line up the Council of Chief

s
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State School Officers* in support of ESEA's passaée. The "Chiefs,"
or at least their vigorous legislative spokesman, Edgar Fuller, appar-
ently were troubled by Title III of ESEA (school innovation) which
bypassed SEA's, and by other parts of the legislation authorizing aid
to children in-parochial schools. Title V, then, provided a carrot
to win the support of the state ;ducational establishment for all
parts of the legislation. Indeed, one participant in the development
of the legislation described Title V as an essential ingredient in
that "ingerious political contrivance,' the 1965 ESEA.7
Title V authorized three separste programs. One called for
personnel interchanges between the states and the U. S. Office of Edu-
catioﬁ’(U§OE).8 Another program authorized the U. S. Commissioner of
Education to make special project grants tc tiae states for solving
problems or testing new ideas common to two or more SEA's; fifteen
percent of the funds appropriated for Title V were to be reserved for
this purpose.9 The third program apportioned eighty-five percent10
of the funds among the states and outlying territories for use as so-

called basic grants.** This report focuses exclusively on this part

of Title V, section 503, since this is the program which in effect

*The Coumcil is a Washington-based organization of state superintenq-
ents and commissioners of education from the fifty states and outlying
territories.

**Up to two percent of this eighty-five percent was reserved for the
outlying territories. From the remainder, $100,000 was apportioned
to each of the states (including the District of Columbia). The re-
mainder was apportioned amon§ the statass based on their relative num-
ber of public school pupils,!il




priority in individual State proposals.™

provides general assistance to SEA's. Hereafter, in this study,

"Title V" neans specifically section 503 of Title V.

The law itself listed examples of the kinds of activities eli-
gible for funding as basic grants: educational planning, collection
and processing of statistical daé;, dissemination of information, re-
search activities, publicztion of curricular materials, teacher edu-
cation programs, finance studies, programs to measure student achieve-
ment, inservice training, and consultative services to local schools.12
Though this iist was set forth as part of the legislation, largely to
explain to the Congress what the Executive Branch thought Title V
might be used for, it did not set reqﬁirements but made '"only suggest-
ions." The law made it clear that "other areas may assume higher
13 To be sure, SEA's could
propose any activity consistent with the broad purpose of the law--
to ''strengthen'" SEA's.

The only major constraint on SEA activity was to be exercised
by USOE during the administration of the program. Before receiving
its apportionment, each SEA was required to submit project applica-
tions to USOE for approval describing "how the agency's leadership
resources would be strengthened."14 In practice, USOE conducted ne-
gotiations with some states, but the SEA's were able to spend the
money as they wanted; no application was ever rejected. Hence, Title V
became general aid with few string attached. The reasons for this are
discussed in detail in the next chapter.

In fiscal 1966, the first year of the program, $14.5 million

was appropriated for Title V basic grants, resulting in an average SEA
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budget increase of eleven percent. puring the first seven years of

the progran, some $175 million'S was allotted to SEA's through Title V.

Needs: The authors of Title V believed that SEA's badly needed

improvement, particularly with the new responsibilities facing them in
the administratién of ESEA. While some SEA's in 1965 were considered
well-managed and amply staffed, many had "reputations of weakness and
conservatism."17 Most lacked the resources even "for adequate lead-
ership, direction, and service of existing State educational programs."
The number oi professional emplojees in 1965 ranged from 613 in New York
to fifteen in North Dakota, with seventy-five professionals on the aver-
age SEA staff. Fifteen states had fewer than fifty professionals.19

Tre staffing problem involved not only the number, but also the
overall quality of SEA personnel. One long-time observer of SEA's
described the situation candidly:

Some state education departments are poorly staffed, too highly
bureaucratized, and politically dominated. Some are character-
ized by intellectual incest: the personnel, in training and
experience, seem to have come from the state's own educational
system, and often from small school systems.

The personnel problems faced by SEA's were also exacerbated by
lopsided staffing patterns created by federal programs. In 1960,* more
than half the SEA professionals worked for federally subsidized pro-

21

grams. In thirteen states, the figure exceeded seventy percent.

The result was that certain areas (e.g., vocational education and

*When Title V was debated in 1965, the latest available data on this
point were from 1960.

18




Certain subject matter disciplines) had disproportionately large staffs.
Other "vital areas“22 (e.g., planning and research) not subsidized by
the federal government were staffed sparsely,‘if at all.23

Despite their staffing problems, SEA's administered a wide range
of activities: collecting statistics, distributing state funds for edu-
cation, operating specialized sch;ols (e.g., schools for the handicapped),
and carrying out regulatory responsibilities (e.g., accreditation of
schools, and certification of teachers). In addition, SEA's typically
provided some instructional services to local schools, most often in
the form of subject matter consultants and curri-ula materials. SEA's
also were generally engaged in c=uch otheihactivities as inservice train-
ing of teachers, administration of federal programs (e.g., vocational
education) and consul;ation to school districts on- school transportation
and facilities planning.2

This diversity and orientation of SEA activity is important to
an understanding of Title V's impact. Although the above listing is
only a quick review of the functicns of an average SEA in 1965, it
underscores the fact that these small agencies had a broad range of
responsibilities and that most of their activities were oriented either

toward regulation or service to local public schools.

Hopes: As part of achieving stronger SEA's, it was expected that
Title V would be utilized to fill in important gaps in service and man-
agement. But, in addition, it was hoped that Title V would stimulate
SEA's to go beyond the strengthening of traditional activities. Com-

missioner Keppel in The Necessary Revolution in American Education

described the need for Title V:




If the national goal of equal educational opportunity is to be
met, if the nation is to assure the strength--perhaps even the
viability--of America's decentralized system of public education,
state organization and state poiicies will need a thorough over-
haul. “7To hiring about this change requires action in three key
requi rements: the need for better information on the condition
of education within the states and among the states; the need
for stronger leadership and planning by state departments of
education in relation to local districts; and the need for in-
novation based upon sound research throughout the educational
enterprise.2> (Emphasis added.)

It was assumod that Title V would help fill these needs, partly by
stimulating the hiring of more and better qualified educational pro-
fessionals as well as individuals with careers cutside education.

Commissioner Keppel noted:

The new legislation therefore makes possible the provision
of money to help provide skilled professionals now clearly
needed but infrequently found--economists, political scien-
tists, planners, sociologists and the likc.... 6

Hopes for what was to be Title V were also reflected in the
then-secret report of the President's 1964 Task Force on Education,
headed by John W. Gardner, who had been briefed on Administration
planning by Comnissioner Keppel. The report stated:

Too few [SEA's] are adequately organized or staffed to do the
job., Top-caliber State boards and first-rate superintendents
are rare. Not enough are insulated from political influence

by the governors and legislators whose programs they adminis-
ter....

The States need help in strengthening themselves adminis-
tratively. The Federal Government should provide support, per-
haps up to $75 million a year, to assist them to create satis-
factory administrative structures. For example, it could assist
in the improvement of State leadership and planning by support-
ing the kinds of specialists who could assist in long-range
educational plarning. It could provide funds to strengthen
the States' information and statistical services. It could
assist the Stata _in strengthening its research and develop-
ment capability.?7?
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So Title V had many purposes. On the political level, it was
-designed to soothe the chief state school officers and help insure the
Passage of ESEA. At the same time, it was assumed that Title V would

.bolster the management and services of SEA's, thus improving the ad-

e o

’_miniétrition of state and federal programs.” But more than that--even
though the law was flexible enough to Support practically any SEA ac-
tivity--the hope of some educational reformers, ;;iqbly Keppel and
Gardner, was that Title V would be expendad on more than services
traditionall& offered by SEA's. Rather, they hoped that Title V would
stiﬁulate*S@X'éﬁﬁ; undergo a '"thorough overhaul," to develop some en-
tirely new roles and activities (e.g., planning), and in the process
""to build the kind of balanced, professional, high-quality staff that "’
would be needed"28 for a position of leadership, And, ultimately,
Title V was viewed by both reformers and chiefs as a vehiclc'to main-

tain and strengthen the nationi's decentralized control of education,

How has.Title V worked in practice?: Several studies have evalu-

ated Title V's implementation and have found SEA's "strengthened" in
some ways but not in others. The only full-scale extragovernmental in-
-vestigation of Title V, conducted by Roald F. Campbell (then of the Uni-
versity of Chicago), and his colleagues, concluded in 1967 that Title \J
had a "major impact" upon SEA's, particularly in permitting substantial
growth in staff size and budget. But they also stated:

We have indic;ted pPreviously ¢ur concern that the funds, es-

pecially in smaller state departments of education, were being

used chiefly to provide more of the traditionai services. In-
sufficient attention has been paid, we feel, to those activities

ey
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incladed under the broad heading of research and development,
and public information and support. Overmuch attention has
been concentrated on activities such as consultation to local

districts. - T re

Further, we are now conceingd that many departments seem
intent upon providing new or extended services with the same
personnel, or more of the same”kind of personnel...they provided
virtually no evidence that they have been considering procedures
which might develop new sources, new career programs, Or new
inducemencs to attract top educators with a variety of talents.29

Further evidencef;hatﬁTitle V did not measure up to the hopes

B : ) .

of some reformers is”seen in thell968 statement of Ewald B. Nyquist,
then Deputy Commissioner of Education in New York:

While these funds [Title V]. provide a fine opportunity to

make departments as sgrong in practice as they are presumed

to be in theory, too many state education departments primarily
» -expanded their traditional functions (regulatory, operational,

service, and public support and cooperation).... Developmental

activities deserve the highest priority, with a particular 30
emphasis on comprehensive planning snd svaluation capability....

In addition, after three years of rqyiewing nationwide data on Title V,

the Advisory Council on State Departments of Education expressed con-

-

cern about the adequacy of SEA planning efforts. While the Council
praised Title V for strgpgphéning the services and management of SEA's,
it reported in 1968:
What remains a matter of’grave concern to the Advisory Council
is the readiness of the State departments of education for com-
prekensive statewide educational planning.
In sach of its previous reports, the Advisory Council indi-

cated its concern that State education agencies should recognize
the vital importance of this function....

Until there exists and is exercised a capabilit of antici-
gating.cﬂhcational needs and of EInnnIng cogproﬁonsiveTE for
them, the State educational agencies will not be the leadors
of cducational developments In their oStates, but mere reactors
to events which they cannot control . 31 ZEmpHasIs In original.)
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This concern about the lack of planning also was echoed by the
Senate Committee on Labcr and Public Welfare. In 1970, the Committee
concluded: ''As currently conducted, statewide educational planning
and evaluation is wholly inadequate."32 What's more, USOE reported
that "insignificant"33 amounts of Title V funds were used to establish
or expand planning units. The hope for a Title V-inspired focus on
planning was not met.

These reports, then, indicate that Title V resulted in SEA staff
and budget growth, but expansion took placeilargely in traditional
areas, For the wost part, funds were not used for hiring new kinds of
personnel or for defining new roles. Commissioner Keppel's hoped-for
"thorough overhaul" of SEA's through Title V apparéntly‘did not take

place.

II. This Investigation: 1Issues and Methodology

This study addresses the same basic question as the studies
discussed above: how has Title V woxked in pfactice? But my inves-
tigation goes beyond the earlier reports. Besides describing how ;
Title V was spent, I also explore seversl other facets of the progranm's
implementation which help to better answer the question above. These
include the influence of various forces (e.g., state politics and tra-
ditions) on Title V's implementation within a diverse group of states,
the cumulative effect of Title V over the years, the differing impact
of Title V from state to state, and USOE's role in administering Title Vv,

3

as viewed from the SEA perspective. In view of this broader aim, I
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conducted case studies in.a selected number of states, rather than
categorizing Title V-funded activities for all states.

Carrying vut this analysis required different sources of data
from that used in the reports cited above. Insfead of relying pri-
marily on information collected by USOE from official state reports

on Title V,34

I concentrated on gathering data during field observa-
tions in a variety of states. On these visits I examined, firsthand,
original budgets and memoranda, and matched official descriptions with
actual projects. Most important, I interviewed SEA officials and
others about SEA overations, specific Title V activities, and indi-
vidual state politics. Interview questions reflected my concern with
describing Title V effects in the setting of individual states.
Questions also were designed to discover how well Title V lived
up to its intent, 'to strengthen state departments of education."33
To devise the questions, a definition of "strengthening" was needed.
This was a problem for several reasons. First, the law ;nd Title V's
legislative history were ambiguous as to the precise meaning of
"strengthening". This ambiguity, of course, served political purposes--
anything and everything was eligible for funding. The ambiguity .also
reflected the fact that different individuals had different (and often
vague) conceptions of what the abstraction--'"strengthening'--meant.
Moreover, the matter of defining '"strengthening" was further compli-
cated by attempts to link SEA activities with what happens in schools.

To be sure, we know virtually nothing about what school inputs result

in outputs, much less how a SEA can be "strengthened' to enhance school
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outcomes. Despite these problems, relying on the broad intent of the
ESEA legislation and the hopes of the Title V designers, it was pos-
sible to devise some rough guideposts for the exploration of SEA
"strengthening" through Title V.

A SEA could be viewed as "strengthened" by Title V if its bud-
get or staff simply grew. If a SEA had more money and manpower, then
it had the resources to play a. potentially more important role in state
education. Thit view of "strengthening", however, needed to be an-
larged; bigger does not necessarily mean better.

Another way '"strengthening" could be ‘assessed was by focusing
on Title V's impact on a SEA's existing roles or traditional activities.
Therefore, I looked: at specific projects to compare past and present
performance in the particular area of SEA cperztion supported by Title V.
The implementation of a modern data collection system would be an ex-
ample of an activity "strengthened" by Title V. In addition to looking
at spec1f1c projects, I also focused nttention on the total impact of
all the Title V projects on the SEA. If the Title V projects were
"added up", did they result in more effective department-wide services
and management?

Also, I turned to the hopes of Commissioner Keppel and other
reformers as guidelines for two additional measures of “strengthening',
I sought evidence that Title V had stimulated a SEA to pursue 'new"
roles (e.g., planning and research), to recruit new kinds of staff and
generally to undergo a "thorcugh overhaul". I also sought evidence

demonstrating that Title V had "strengthened" a SEA in a political
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sense by enhancing its capacity to establish priorities and to carry
then out, A SEA's past and present influence with its state legisla-
.ture was utilized as the indicator.

It is important to point out that other measures of Title V

"strengthening" were not examined systematically in this study. First,
-1 conceivably could have gauged the past and present influence of SEA's
with local school districts. Limited time and resources did not per-
mit me to devise appropriate samples of school districts and then col-
lect the necessary data to draw conclusions.36 Second, I could have
attempted to measure systematically the effect of Title V on the past
and present influence of USOE with SEA's. Although federal-state re-
lations are explored in the administration of Title V (see Chapter II),
I did not examine changes in the overall bulance of power between USOE
and the states. The reasons for this omission were limited resources,
and the existence of other research>’ which conclude that the 1965 fear
of federal dominance by USOE was a misperception of power relationships
in education. If anything, the research suggests that the states'
"problen" is not federal control, but rather, local autonomy.

It also should be emphasized that Title V was not the only new
federal program in 1965 designed to "strengthen" SEA's. During that
year, State departments also received some $6.5 million for the admin-
istration of Title I of BSEA (aid to disadvantaged)38 and $2.4 milllon
for the administration of Title II (textbooks and school library re-

9

sources).3 Indeed, in 1970, forty percent of SFA administrative ex-

penditures came from federal sources, with only one-fifth‘o of these
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federal funds provided through Title V.* Unlike Title V, however,
these other funds are nominally tied to special projects or to the ad-
ministration of specific federal categorical programs. Nevertheless,
these so-called categorical funds did contribute to SEA "strengthening'.

While this evaluation is not meant as a full an#lysis of the im-
pact of the "federél presence" on SEA's, it should be not?d that it is
often difficult to isolate the particular and discrete impact of Title V,
as contrasted Qith the impacf of other federal and ctate money. This
is particularly true when judgments are made about changes in the over-
all operations of a SEA or its capacity to influence its legislature.
In these cas«s, a modest effort ;s made, with full recognition of the
problem, to assess the SEA changes and to identify Title V's role in
bringing these changes about.

Based on these definitions of "strengthening" and on my concern
with describing Title V in context, I asked a number of specific ques-
tions during the state interviews. These questions sought to determine
how Title V was spent, whether individual project objectives were met,
the relationship between the projects and past activities, the back-
grounds of the people hired, and how the SEA had changed since 1965.
Questions also probed the role of the state legislatures and the gov-
ernors' offices in Title V decisions, the general political environment

for education, and the role played by USOE in implementing the program.

*Although Title V represents only one-fifth of the federal contribution,
it is considered the "icing on the cake"l by the Chiefs because of its
unique status as unrestricted resources.
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In selecting SEA's for study, background variables were identi-
fied which reasonably could be expected to differentiate SEA's and
their experiences with Title V. The variables included size of SEA,
-region, SEA budget increase from Title V, percentage of school aid from
the stafc level, and others. SEA's were chosen to avoid a group biased
on these variables. (For more details, see Appendix B.) All in .all,
on-site interviews were conducted in nine states: Colorado, Kansas,
Kentucky, Maryland, Massaé:husetts, New York, South Carolina, Tennessee
and Texas. ,

Not all nine states were gPudied equally in depth. Those se-
lected for intensive study (Massachusetts, New York and South Carclina)
were chosen because they seemed to be exceptions to the overall conclu-
sions of the Title V reports cited earlier. That is, these SEA's seemed
to have rethought their priorities and to have started a '"thorough
overhaul" as a result of Title V. Upon closer examination, however,
it became clear that during the first year these SEA's budgeted Titie V
largely for the marginal adaptation of ongeing activities. Though
Title V helped facilitate marked change in one of these SEA's over the
years, the program did not act as a stimulus for institutional reform.

Why was this the case? Why did Title V not stimulate a '"thor-
ough overhaul® of SEA's? If part of this study describes what has hap-
pened, another part attempts to determine tl.e answers to these questions,

One way to begin to deal with these issues is to ask what led the
legislative framers of ESEA to believe that Title V in fact would lead

to a "thorough overhaul of SEA's. Apparently Commissioner Keppel and
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others assumed that the allocation of Title V would grow out of careful
and considered decisions. This seems evident from the procedures de-
signed to snape the decision-making process. First, the legislation
authorized JSOE to approve or disapprove Title V project applications
on a case by cass, merit basis. This authority was meant to furnish
USOE officials with leverage to insure quality projects. Second, the
original Title V proposal required the states to share in the cost of

Title Vv activitie:'\,"’2

This matching provision was viewed as a check
against low priority expenditures.43 Third, SEA's were encouraged by
USOE to undergo a "thorough review"44 to- find the best ways to enhance
their leadership capacity. This review apparently was presumed to mean
that a SEA would generally proceed in the ©ollowing manner. It would
assemble and study available information about ’ts short- and long-term
needs. The assessment would then be followed by planaing. This would
entail the definition of strengthening in terms of agreed-upon SEA
goals and objectives, the exploration of altermative ways to meet these
objectives, the weighing of the consequences of various courses of ac-
tion, and the choice of those alternatives maximizing SEA strengthening.
In short, Title V would result from a calculated choice to meet agreed-
upon objectives, .

That this process was anticipated is borne out by Keppel's con-
gressional testimony, which was drafted with the concurrence of the

Bureau of the Budget (BOB) and the other reform-minded elements of the

federal educational establishment:
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...title V has been written to encourage each department to
determine its own significant needs and to develop plans for
meetirg them. In particular, it asks each department,..to de-
velop and submit proposals specifically based on its own State's
needs.45 (Emphasis added.)

That the "thorough review' was to involve this sequence of activities
is further demonstrated by USOE's implementation of Title V. The
"initial task was to design a system that would promote quality Title V
applications from the SEA'.s."46 To accomplish this task, SEA's were
asked by USOE to undergo a "searching self-analysis of both their
strengths and shortcomings."47 This self-analysis or needs assessment
was to include a ''detailed agency [SEA] evaluation of its own program
performance; including projection of needs for the immediate and long-
range future, and priorities for immediate remedial action."8 The
main purposes of the self-analysis were to nzovide the SEA's with base-
line data and to assure 'that proposals were relevant to the State's
principal leadership needs."49 It also was meant to provide USOE with
information to assure "that program reviews and approvals were objec-
tive."50

I do not mean tc imply by this line of reasoning that Commissioner
Keppel and others had .carefully thought through in advance exactly how
decisions would be made in the states once Title V became law. Indced,
problems vere.being met a step at a time, and pfior to ESEA's passage
virtually all of Keppel's atten:ion understandably was directed at the
task of getting ESEA through the Congress. Still, the evidence does
suggest that Title V was based in part on the assumption--whether 'im-

plicit or explicic--that the stimulus of the legislation, and, later,
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guidelines for deciding on projects would prcduce a “rational" process.
for choosiny Title V activities.Sl It was assumed that out of this
process new leadership roles would arise, and the refbrmers hopes for
T1t1e V would Lhus be met. And, presumably, after the initial projects
were implemented, Title V would be used in a flexible fashion to meet
higher priority needs as new problems developed.

But none of these rrocedures had a significant impact and
Title V did not promote instituticnal reform. As noted earlier, USOE
for the most part did not pressure the states to move in new directions,
although negotiations took place. ‘The matching provision was first
postponed and later dropped from the legislation. The self-analyses
had little to do with Title V- decisions.* '

Was Title V's failure to stimulate new rriorities simply due to
negligence or incompetence? What went wrong? |

Answers to these questions full into two basic categories, In-
dividuals fumiliar with the program supplied a variety of reasons which
usually 'blumed" someone, some organization, or circumstances for Title V
falling short of the reformers' hopes. The differing viewpoints seemed
to depend largely on the official position of the person addressing the
issue. Since these reasons were expressed time and again, I here char-
acterized them as the '"conventional wisdom". Also, there is an ex-

planation drawn from organizational theory.

*This will be discussed explicitly in later cliapters,
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Kho is to blame? Perhaps most frequently, hlame was placed on
the SEA's for not behaving "as they should have"; presumably they did
not act vigorously enough in exploring all possible alternatives.
SEA's were described as unimaginative, consérvative, and looking into
the past.52 Chief state school officers were characterized as "damned
ornery".53 What's more, the Chiefs wanted Title V to be entirely '"free"
so that they would not have to face their legislatures to ask for
matching funds. They exercised their political clout and the matching
provision was removed, thus making Title V even less restricted than

was intended.54

«

Blame was placed on USOE for not being aggressive enough during
the process of approving grants. A Budget Bureau official stated that
getting USOE to move was like '"punching a pillow".ss

Blame was placed on the Congress. Appropriations were usually
tardy, preventing "pre-pﬁanning"56 and making it almost impossible to
hire SEA staff in the middle of the school year. In addition, Title V
appropriations did not grow as rapidly as anticipated.57

Elame was placed on the states. SEA salaries were not competi-
tive because of the refusal of state legisiatures to faise them. Also,
bureaucratic requirements prevented the hiring of qualified individuals
who lacked particular qualifications, And the states by and large did
not pick up the costs of projects started with Title V. According to
one UISOE official, the states were the 'real culprits".58

Finally, bhlame was placed on a variety of circumstances. There

was no clear conception in 1965 of what ought to be done with Title V.59
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Planning was viewed negatively by some state officials because the idea
was associated with coommnist countries.60 And the states were so under-
staffed that there was an "emergency situation";61 SEA's were forced
to use all their funds to fill in "critical gaps in service."62

What thesq}explaqgtions seemed to have in common was the belief
that had these dﬁstacles ;bt existed, then things would have been sig-
nificantly diffe;egfa ,If;éEA's had acted more vigorously in searching
for alternatives, if USOE had had a clearer conception of SEA needs and
had ac;ed more aggressively, if the Congress had appropriated larger
sums earlier in the fiscal year, and sogforth, then the reformers' hopes
for Title V would have been. met. Undougtedly these explanations are

helpful in understanding Title V's implementation. For that reason,

I explore the impact of these various factors in particular states.

The theory: But there is another explanation for Title V's im-
plementation which rests on the belief that the major "problems'" were
not simply the olstacles identified just above, but rather, enduring
attributes of organizations. Proponents of this position would argue
that organizations do not move flexibly to maximize efficiency, but
change slowly to minimize uncertainty. When problems arise, organiza-
tions do not seek the best solutions, but settle for ones that suffice
and produce the least disorder. In this view, to suggest that SEA's
should have acted in a substantially different manner when given wide
latitude in the use of funds is to substitute utopian hope for the

reality of organizational behavior. Stated differently, to ask "what




went wrong?' and to find something to 'blame' was to ask the wrong

question‘and supply the wrong answer. If anything 'went wrong', pro-
ponents of this view would argue, it was the way reformers thought
about complex organizations and how they change.

This view is based largely on recently developed theories of
_organizations which question the role of rationality in decision-
:ﬁaking. Rather than prescribing how organizations should behave,
these theorists are concerned mainly with describing how organizations

actually make decisions and change. Drawing from the work of a number
of these theorists,63 I have developed a series of propositions about
the way SEA's realistically could have been expected io respond to
general aid. These propositions are not meant as precise predictions,
but they do suggest what typicelly might be =xpected when organizations
are given unrestricted resources. In effect, they are the working hy-
potheses I have used in trying to explain why the money dig not' promote
the '"thorough overhaul' of SEA's that Commissioner Keppel and other
reformers would have liked.

First, one would expect competition for the funds, with the
money distributed to satisfy the interests of important elements in
the organization, rather than the targeting of funds according to an
abstractly determined set of agreed-upon priorities. In this sense,
Title V would be used to "grease the squeaky wheel.'' Second, Title V
would be exyended mainly to meet pressing provlems through the simple
expansion of existing modes of operation. Entirely .new priorities,

like planning, would rarely he established. Third, standard procedures




for fécruiting personnel would not be affected by the availability of
new resources. Fourth, organizational stakes would carry funded proj-
ects beyond the point where benefits outweigh costs; projects tend to
become permanent. Finally, SEA goals and procedures would change slohly
over time as a result of experience. Dramatic change usually would
result from heavy pressure from outside the organization (e.g., shift
in politics or breakdown in traditions).64
Although this is not the place to produce an extensive review
of the literature on organizations, it seems wise to indicate the theo-
retical considerations which led me to,ghese expectations. These con-
siderations center on four areas: the }niluence of organizational cul-
ture, the absence of organizational search for the 'best" solutions,
the impact of uncertainty, and the notion of organizations as coalitions
of participants with conflicting goals.
In the case of organizational culture, I assuﬁe that each SEA
has its own history, traditions, custovms, habits, accepted programs,
and standard operating procedures, Such'organizational culture deveiops
over time as a result of several interrelated influences: the environ-
ment of the state; the training, experiences, and expectations ;f the
individuals staffing the agency; the.structure of the organization and
its system of rewards and punishments; and the political constituency
of the SEA (e.g., the legislature, local schoolmen, and state teachers
association). This mix of influences results in a cultural setting

which could have a marked impact on SEA behavior. Writing about the

schools in 1971, Soymour B. Sarason has put it this way:
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-..bistory and traditions have given rise to roles and relation-
ships, to interlocking ideas, practices, values, and expecta-
tions that are the 'givens' not requiring thought or delibera-
tion. These 'givens' (like other categories of thought) are

far less the products of the characteristics of individuals

than they are a reflecti®n of what we call the culture and its
traditions....

‘One of the most difficult obstacles to recognizing that the
major problems in our schools inhere far less in the character-
istics of individuals than it does in its cultural and system
characteristics is that one cannot see culture or systems the:
way one sees individuals.65 (Emphasis in original.)

It is reasonable to expect that the uses of Title V would adapt to the
=>4
existing organizational culturd rather than to expect the culture to

adjust to Title V,

a ot e
s

The second centrai concept is that organizations and individuals
do not seel. the optimal solution to a problem but settle for one that
is "good enough".66 Or, to put. it another vy, rather than search for
the sharpest ncedle in the haystack, an organization will be content
with one sharp enough for sqéing.67 Organizations and individuals act
this way because, in Herbert A, Simon's words, "they have not the'wits
to maximize."68 That is, too much confusion and uncertainty exist in
a complex world for organizaiions to explore all available information
sources and cunsider all possible alternatives to come up with the '"best"
solution to a problem. 'To maximize" would put impossible demands on

. human capacity for thought.69
The third major concept is that organizations avoid the uncer-

tainty which seems to be an organizational fact of lifé.7° In the case

of SEA's, uncertainties arise over thé ‘behavior of the schools, the de-

mands of citizens, the proclamations of the legislature, and so forth.
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Moreover, there is usually insufficient information about complex
problems, and only limited knowledge of appropriate solutions. Con-
templating every uncertainty associated with particular actions is
painful anc puts an impossible load on organizational officials. How-
ever, to function at all, they must learn to cope with uncertainty.
One way is tc avoid the multiple uncertainties associated with future
events by reacting to immediate feedback from short-term pressing
problems. To be sure, one of the characteristics of a pressing prob-
lem (or a crisis) is that it is relatively well defined and hence un-
certainty is greatly reduced. Congequently, an outgrowth of this the-
oretical concept--uncertainty avo;aance--is that one would expect SEA's
to concentrate their efforts on solving short-term problems rather

than developing long-term strategies.71

But while these three notions from organizational theory ;ug-
gest some of the constraints affecting organizatiopai behavior, they
do not provide specific information about the way Title V decisions
were made. In my view, decision-making is better characterized by
consideraticns that have to do with intra-agency competition, bargain-
ing, and standard operating procedures than with things like the es-
tablishment of overall goals and calcuiated choices to meet these
goals.

This view rests on the notion tiat every organization is a coa-
lition of participants (some of whom are not necessarily on -its pay-

roll, e.g., the recipients of SEA services, the legislature, and the

state budget office) having disparate demands, changing focuses of




attention, and only limited ability to deal with all problems simul-

taneously.72

An organization's objectives result from bargaining among
coalition members, within the context of organizational precgdent.73
Although imperfectly rationalized in terms of more general goals, these
objectives act as constraints on an organization's bi:havior.-’4 Thus,
while the subunits of a SEA may be staffed by educators interested in
SEA ''stiengthening", different educators (and subumité) will see
"strengthening'" as meaning different things: the kinde;garten unit

will have different views from those in secondary education.

This conception of an orgééization leads to the expectation

that the availability of unrestricted resources could result in intra--

75

agency competition for funds'~ with different subunits expecting their

. . 76 .
"fair share'' = of the new resources. The dezree of competition would

depend or at least two important factors: the extent to which compe-
tition was ancouraged by top management, and the g;p between the re-
sources subunits had to do their jobs and the amount thought necessary.
To reach a decision about differeﬁt possible expenditures, some
procedure would be necessary. The SEA chief might unilaterally decide
how the money should be expended, but a more likely tendency would be
for the allocation to arise from an informal bargaining process char-
acterized by "give and take' and mutual adjustmegt among SEA top man-
agement.78 In this process, the needs of the SEA would be defined not
by a formal needs assessment or a self-analysis, but by those players
with access to the bargaining game.79 If & "need" does not have an

advocate, it usually would not be considered. 'Needs' would not be

77
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defined in the ahstract, then, but by individuals (or subunits) with
particularistic perspectives on SEA priorities.80

What's more, the action advocated by a particular player would
depend on his interests and experience, his perception of pressing
problems, and on his understanding of acceptable practices.81 The
player would avoid uncertainty by eliminat}ng short-term irritants
rather than attenpting to define and meet long-term problems, Little
attention would be paid to changing existing standard pfocedures, un-
less they were thought "unsatisfactory."82 The '"give and take", then,
would not be mainly about defining "sﬁg@ngthening" or "SEA leadership",
or setting general priorities,83 but agout what short-term remedies
advanced by what players should be funded.

The results of this process would depend sn s;veral factors.
The skill and power of the bargainers and the reascnableness of their
demands would play an important role.84 But at least two other con-
siderations also would be important. Organizational health could re-
quire SEA management to keep employees reasonably happy. Therefore,
to maintain the organization, the demands of different coalition mem-

bers would often be met85

and their activities supported from year to
year. Also, in complex organizations different subunits would be ex-
pected to process different information from the environment, thus

keeping top management informed on what is "needed" by the organization.86
As a result, it would be difficult formanagement to say "no" to a coa-
lition member backing up a reasoned request witii information collected

by his unit. In short, the process of allocating Title V would he based

more on organizational than goal-directed, analytical considerations.
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To gather information on the validity of my working hypotheses,
I investigated how Title V decisions were made. Who was involved?
What was discussed? Was "strengthening" ever defined? What alterna-
tives were considered? How were choices made? Where did the ideas
for projects come from? What was the impact of the USOE self-analysis
document? Were projects continued from year to year? Moreover, I de-

voted attention during my field observations to the environment in

which SEA's operated and also tried to identify the internal tradi-
tions, practices, and procedures influencing SEA behavior and Title V
activities. It should be noted that gathering these retrospective data
was often difficult particularly §§;ce the questions frequently

. ies . 8
touched on sensitive political issues. 7

Thé following chapters explore the vurious issues raised so far.
Chapters III, IV, and V describe in-depth the implementation of Title V
in three SEA's. These case studies highlight the differences in imple-
menting Title V and the diversity among the states. Description of

Title V's implementation in the six other SEA's studied are contained

in Appendix C. In Chapter VI, I present my conclusions about Title V-
strengthening of SEA's, and then try to explain why the program was im-
plemented as it was by returning to the conventional wisdom explanations
and my working hypotheses. Chapter VII explores some alternative courses
of action for strengthening the states further. However, before turning
to the case studies, it is important to recall that Title V in effect
became general aid to SEA's because of the way it was administered by

USOE. Chapter II explores the reasons why this happened.
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CHAPTER II
TITLE V AS GENERAL AID: FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS*

Chapter I suggested that USOE administered Title V as if the
program were general aid, that is, assistance provided with few strings
attached. The purpose of this chapter is to explain why. This entails
a discussion of USOE's legal authority, a brief description of USOE's
stance in administeriné the program, and an exploration of the reasons
for USOE's behavior. This highligkts some of the problems in exercising
federal influence in the nation's dggentralized education system., It
should be emphasized, however, that“%y purpose in this chapter is neither
to suggest what _SOE should have done, nor to examine fully USOE's vari-
ous activities to strengthen SEA's (e.g., technical assistance). Chap-

ter VII explores in detail alternative ways for USOE to deal with the

states.

The law: As discussed in Chapter I, each SEA was required to
submit to USOE project proposals designed to meet the broad and vague
purpose of Title V--to "strengthen" SEA's. While the law contained a
laundry list of suggested projects as'a guide, each SEA could expend
its Title V apportionment for virtually anything related to SEA activi-
ties. The only counterweight to this ulmost complete delegation of dis-

cretion to the states was USOE's authority to disapprove those projects

*Throughout this study the term "Title V" refers specifically to
Section 503 of Title V nf ESEA, which provides unrestricted resources
tn SEA's
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not making "a significant contribution to strengthening the leadership
resources of the applicant or its ability to participate effectively
in meeting the educational needs of the State."1 This authority was
spelled out even more explicitly in the federal regulations. Only
those Titlé V applications designed to meet "effectively educational
needs that have a high priority under carefully developed current and
long-range plans of the State educational agency"2 were to be approved.
This project-by-project approval authcrity was added to the draft
legislation in 1965 at the insistence of U. S. Bureau of Budget (BOB)
officials, who were skeptical about.SEA’s reforming themselves. View-
ing project approval a§ a way to ge;“"quality" in Title V's administra-
tio., BOB's William B. Cannon and Emerson J. Elliott thought '""only good
projects' would be funded by USOE.3 If USOE rejected an application,

however, a SEA could seek redress in the courts.4

USOE's stance: Since the program's beginning, USOE has focused

on the development and maintenance of cooperative federal-state rela-
tions, with federal influence exercised through gontls persuasion.S

A 1965 memorandum explained how USOE viewed its role:

The Office [USOE] has taken the position that the strengthening
of State education agencies requires a flexible approach in im-
plementing this program. Both in design and purpose Title V is
intended to exemplify a true spirit of helpfulness on the part of
the Federal Government by encouraging and assisting the States to
strengthen their State education departments without Federal con-
trol.® (Emphasis added.)

USOE's perception of its role permeated all facets of its deal-

ings with the states. The first year, for instance, SEA representatives

were consulted cn matters ranging from the forms for collecting state
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data to the federal regulations for administering the program. -Coop-

erative efforts focused especially on the SEA self-analysis, discussed
in Chapter I, which was designed to help SEA's assess their needs and

{ plan quality projects.

In keeping with its helpful and. flexible approach, USOE also

5

d . . . e g
sent teams of officials out to the states to assist them in filling out
the initial Title V forms and prcject applications. These officials

F acted mainly as consultants, T~ .xtent of their assistance depended

on their inclination and ability to offer suggestions, and the willing-
ness of SEA officials to seek advice:, "What we sought to do was to
understand where each SEA was in its'éevelopmcnt and to help the states
understand where they were so they could plan [for the use of Title V],"7
noted the first USOE Title V director.

Finally, USOE's helpful and “lexible approach was refiected in
the Title V project approval process. When received, the initial ap-
plications.were quickly reviewed. If there were questions, USOE offi-
cials discussed them by phone with their counterparts at the state
level, or visited the states for further negotiations. Discussions
focused on technical accuracy and, to some extent, substsntive content.
While USOE did try to persuade some states to place a greater emphasis
on the expansion of subject matter specialists, I found no evidence
that USCE applied strong pressure to any of the states to move in par-
ticular directions (including planning). None of the more than 9008

first-yesr Title V projects wz< rojected by USOS. In .short, USOE's

flexible approsch meant that basically it deferred to the wishes of

9
the statos.




Over the :ears federal-state relations have changed little, with
a continuing fbc&s on close intergovernmental working relationships and
federal influence exercised tli>agh gentle persuasion. USOE has con-
tinued its policy of approving all SEA Title V project proposals. There
has been one change in the administration of Title V, however, which
bears brief mention. The amouat of information required from SEA's
describing Title V expenditures was greatly reduced in 1968. The pur-
pose of this change purportedly was to curtail duplicative paperwork and
to shift USUE's attention away from the review of paper proposals to the
provision of more technical assistqqce to SEA's.10 One side-effect was
that USCE officials had only the vaguest notion of how much Title V
money was being expended for particular projects. ""A;plications [for
Title V] since 1968 have been a“f'arce,"11 noted one Title V program
officer. It is worth noting that beginning in fiscal year 1973 the
applications for Title V once more required'substantial and detailed
information on different Title V activities.

In sum, what developed between 1965 -and 1972 might be described
as a bureaucracy-to-bureaucracy program marked by little federal ;c~
countability. Problems we:e worked out through intergovernmental chan-
nels by friendly dealings among colleagues ' IE did not establish
hard-and-fast priorities, or use its project approval authority as BOB
officials had expected. SEA's were ablo to define their needs as they
caw them, with help if they wanted it, but with little federal direc-

tion.12 Title V, in effect, was administerei by USOE as if it were

peneral aid to SEA's,

s
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An explanation of USOE's behavior: While the above section

briefly describes what happened--or did not happen--several additional
questions need exploration. Why did USOE not adopt a more aggressive
posture toward the states? Why were all Title V projects approved?
Why were administrative priorities not established emphasizing such
things as planning?

A Pumber of interrelated factors help answer these questions.
First, USOE officials argue that shortly after ESEA was finded in 1965,
USOE was pressured by the White House to get the money out'to the states
regardless of the quality of the projects. This way statistics could
be generated immediately, demonstréfing the impact of the new law in
terms nf new services.13 Second, the Division of State Agency Coopera-
tion, the USGE unit administering Title V, was staffed with a mixture
of USOE old-timers and new employees hired tc implement the program,
To many of them, it simply was inappropriate for the federal government
to try to tell the states what to do because of the long tradition of
localism in education. USOE's Title V director explains how this view

was translated into action:

It is my point of view that wielding the stick in a program like
Title V doesn’t result in anything but polarization. In that
kind of situation nothing gets accomplished. So the ideal kind
of program officer is one who is perceptive about good practices
he has found in state agencies and can translate them into the
unique conditions of a new state. And he-doesn't do that by the
disapproval of algrojeCt but by eyeball explaining and descriting

how it can work.
Third, USOE officials content that it was not clear in 1965 how

SEA's ought to change. Although Commissioner Keppel had discussed the

abstract notions of "planning," "revitalization," and *thorough overhaul,"
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the operationalization of such ideas was no simple matter, 'We were

extremely interested in Planning," one USOE staffer noted, "but we

didn't have the Capability,
~
official put it this way’

We were babes in the“woods."15 Another

take place..., It was one thing [in 1965] to s
needed better Planning,

take to improve planning

ay that you
and another to know what it would

A fourth factor, and the one most often cited.by USOE officia}s,
was that the vague language of the Title V law did not allow USOE to

take a firm stand with the SEA's. How, it is asked, could USOE prove

in court that a Project proposed by a chief state school officer would

not make a "significant contribution"? Indeed, officials viewed the

law as providing virtually no federal authority, as reflected in the
following comments by USOE staffers who administered Title V in 1965:

The implicit :ssumption in the law itself was that the
States had_;?~ wight and the capability to define their
own needs, 17

1
We have no authority. Anything the states want we approve. A

We would only assume that when a Chief said he nad examined
needs and developed plans that he had done so.19

We almost had to write off section 503 [Title V] the way tho
law was written.20

We can't be tighter on the States. They've got the law on

their side, When you get right down to the nitty-gritty of
it, this is general aid to education,21

Lo
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In contrast with BOB, then, USOE took the pos&tﬁon that it did not have
the legal authority to tell the states what to do.*

While these factors undoubtedly had an impact on USOE's admin-
istration of Title V, I suspect that political considerations were
equally, if not more important, in determining USOE's behavior. For
one thing, fear of federal control of education was an important con-
cern in 1965; for political reasons USOE had to avoid the appearance

23

of telling the states what to do. For another, USOE was under some

politiéal pressure to take it easy with the states. Viewing the de-
sign of projects as a state resggpsibilitf:“Eﬁéaéaunci1 of Chief State
School Officers objected during 1965 congressional hearings to giving
USOE the authority to reject projects not making a "significant con-

24

tribution," Although the Chiefs did not wage a vigorous campaign

to have USOE's project approval authority removed from the legisla-
tion,** they apparently did lean on USOE not to implement it.26
In addition, the states themselves were under pressure which

on occasion they transferred to USOE. 'We were raided by every inter-

est group there could be," noted one Title V staffer. 'The [state]

*It should be pointed out that although USOE took the public position
that they had little authority, there was debate on this issue within
USOE. According to a 1965 memorandum, Title V was seen by some as a
"‘potentially powerful mechanism to influence the nature and rapidity
of state agency growth and development." The memorandum also urged
that "Specific steps designed to enlarge the State agency's capacity
to study, analyze, and to plan statewide programs of education should
claim high priority in Office approvals;..."s2

**It may not be a coincidence, however, that an amendment to eliminate
the project approval authority was offered by Representative Charles
Goodell (Republican, New York) during liouse debate on ESEA. Like vir-
tually every other amendment to the bill in 1965, it was defeated.25
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superintendent [of education] would call and we would ask who was on
his back. We would have to say 'yes' [and approve the projects]."27

Focusing on these political issues, a USOE official summarized the

situation iu 1965:

tate departments of education were at the center point of
sensitive federal-state relations. If there had been any
little implication that USOE was setting itself up as better
able to tell the states how they should spend money, [USOE]
would have run into great problems.... Very doubtful we
could have done more and sustained it. We could have brought
the house down around Title V,28

On occasion, a few USOE staffers did go too fzor in suggesting
ways for the SEA's to spend Title V money. When this happened, or
when other friction developed, a USOE 0l1d-timer and former chief state
school officer was there to calm the troubled waters:

[Wayne] Reed's job was to maintain informal contact with his
friends and acquaintances in the several SEi's; to quiet their
fears; to explain USOE policies; to reassure CSSO's [chief
state school officers] and local school administrators of
USOE's abiding commitnent to local control of education; and
to appear at various educational conferences and conventions
as a symbol of USOE continuity and conservatism.29

Political problems were neither limited to the initial projects
nor to feedback from the states and their professional association--
the Council of Chief State School Officers. Congress was directly in-
volved as well, 'You'd question something in the states," said one
Title V official, "and the next minute you'd get a call from a Congress-
man."30 This made USOE reluctant to take strong stands, as another

USOE official explained:

Under title V, we can't push the states too far. [USOE] did

do some negotiations, but never turned anything down. «¢oCongress
would have gotten on our necks. Even with the negotiations we
were getting calls from the Hill. ...We have to work prag-
matically. We have to steer a course between professionalism
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and poliitical pragmaticism. If we push too hard the Hill will
look unkindly upon requests for future appropriations.

This pragmatic attitude reflected the political realities of
administering federal education program. Recognizing the need for
congressicnal support to survive, top USOE officials avoided arousing
congressional wrath, particularly since they believed that withholding
funds was not possible anyway. USOE staffers still cite President
Johnson's overruling of Commissioner Keppel's decision to cut off funds
from Chicago in October 1965 for civil rights violations.32 A basic
problem affecting USOE's. role, then, was political, and Morton Grod-
zins describes the situation neatly:

[The dispersion of power and control] ccmpels political acti-
vities on the part of the administrator. Without this activity
he will have no program to administer. And the political acti-
vity of the administrator, like the administrative activity of
the legislator, is often turned to YepT=senting in national
programs the concern of state and local interests, as well as
other interest group constituencies...always [the administra-
tor] must find support from legislators tied closely to state
and local constituencies and state and local governments. The
administrator at the center cannot succeed in his fugdnnental
political role unless he shares power with these peripheral
groups .33

Moreover, I would argue that the behavior of USOE program offi-
cers has been adapted in part to take advantage of their strategically
weak bargaining position with the states. Since it would be virtually
impossible for USOE to cut off Title V funds,34 orders or demands by
USOE are hound to be ineffective; they cannot be backed up with action.
Furthermore, demands could alienate state officials who view themselves

as primarily responsible for education. This could result in loss of

communication, not to mention political repercussions. Since USOE's
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influence comes mostly from the power of persuasion and since it must
rely on the states for information about federal programs, it is essen-
tial that USOE maintain good working relationships with the states.
Under these bargaining conditions, the states are in a position
to exact a price for their good will? .Consequently, USCE will be will-
Y ing to sanction 'had" expenditures and to avoid establishing priorities
in exchange for vpen communications. For if communications were closed
and good working relationships did not exist, then USOE would be unable
to exert any influence at all. Thus, USOE's long-suffering attitudé
and deferential stance toward the states can be understood in part as
adaptive behavior designed to achieve the greatest possible influence

from a weak bargaining position.

, Concluding' summary: This examinaticn 5% Title V's federal ad-

ministration shows that the law meant different things to different
people. For some BOB officials, Title V was meant to be a project grant
program which approved only quality projects. For USOE staffers, by
contrast, the law was viewed as wide opzn with little workable author-
ity for USOE to second-guess the quality of SEA activities. The legis-
lation itself was a mixture of specificity and vagueness. While USOE
specifically was authorized to rej;;t individual projects, the law

did not contain objective criteria which USOE could use to decide
whether particular activities stroengthened a SEA. The rosult was the
approval of all Title V projects submitted by the SEA's. Problems were

worked out quietly through intergoJ;rnmental channels, with the influ-

ence of USOE officials dependent on personal working relationships with
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their colleagues at the state level. In short, Title V in adminis-
trative practice, if not in legislative intent, became free money to
SEA's with little federal accountability,

An exploration of why USOE adopted this deferential attitude
toward the states suggests that ambiguous legal authority was only
partly responsible for USOE's stance. Other important factors in-
cluded White House pressure to get the program moving the f?rst year,
the view that gentle persuasion was the appropriate federal posture
in dealing with the states, confusion as to SEA needs, and lack of ex-
pertise in such areas as planning. Perhaps most important, USOE's
weak political position precluded its adopting a more aggressi;e pos-
ture; political control of the program ran from the states to the
federal government, rather than the reverse. USOE's stance with the
states, then, did not simply reflect a lack of will, as some observers
have contended, but also a lack of political muscle.

Having shown that‘Title V was administered as if it were general
aid, it is now appropriate to explore the use of these unrestricted
resources by different SEA's., The next three chapters are devoted to

this task.
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CHAPTER II1I
TITLE V IN MASSACHUSETTS*

An evaluation of Title V's impact in a SEA requires focusing
on the program's implementation within- the context of the agency. Most
of this chapter is devoted to such an evaluation in the Massachusetts
Department of Education. However, in this state, as in many others,
the implementation of Tith V has been seriously handicapped by the De-
partment’s external political and bureaucratic environment. This first
case study especially highlights some of these environmental problems
by describing in detail the political and bureaucratic barriers which
impede the adequate staffing of the Massachusetts SEA. All in all, the
chapter analyzes the effects of Title V in =z weak agency operating in

a non~-supportive environment.

I. The Setting

There is hardly a derisive epithet that has not been used to
charactecize Massachusetts politics. Discussions of Bay State ways
are typically laced with words such as "corrupt," 'squalid," and "ir-
responsible."1 The reasons why the state has been depicted in such
sensational terms are complex and inter;wined; it is often difficult

to isolate cause from effect. For-the purposes of this analysis of

}

*Throughout this study the term "Title V" refers specifically to sec~
tion 503 of Title V of ESEA, which provides unrestricted resources
to SEA's,
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Title V, however, three characteristics of Massachusetts politics seem
Particularly relevant. The first of these deals with political style.
Since the nineteenth century, personal relationships have Played a

central role in decisions affecting the allocation of public resources

in Massachusetts. In a 1961 article entitled "Poisoned Politics,"
Elliot L. Richardson clearly depicted this style of behavior:

The most striking feature of the Massachusetts political scene,
as I view it, is the subordination of programs and principles to
personal relationships. Friendships and enmities, loyalties and
feuds, ourtesies and slights have an importance in determining
political alignments that is exceeded only by the pocketbook.
Anid this welter of personal conflict, the merits of issues are
soon submerged.

The second characteristic is Massachusetts' historically weak
state bureaucracy--"a model of administrative chaos."3 For decades,
the executive branch 1as been marked by fragmentation, archaic practices,
and Massachusetts' own brand of ethnic and class politics. An analyst
d;scribed the situation in 1965:

It is aumost a misnomer to speak of government bureaucracies in
Massachusetts, since the term connotes disciplined levels of pro-
fessional staffs working under unified direction. It is more typi-
cal to find policy and patronage favoritism. I% exists among a
wide array of cliquas including members of state agencies, in-
terest groups, and -elected legislative and executive positions.
With the notable exception of a few departments such as Public
Health and Mental Health, there is little professional policy
orientation in the operdtion of state government. The old notion
that a state job brings security or the opportunity for enrich-
ment to depressed immigrant-group members still exerts great
pressure o: the operation of public functions.4

The third important characteristic of Bay State politics arises
from the cherished tradition of localism. Since the colonial period,
Massachusetts citizens have relied mainly on the local level of govern-

ment for leadership. Nowhere is this more evident than in education,

N e
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“Local control of the schools is the Battle Hymn of the Republic of

New England educators,"S reports a Massachusetts SEA official. And one

writer has usod the phrase--the "religion of locaAisu"G--to emphasize
the importance of the Massachusetts tradition of local school control,
This attitude toward localism has reinforced the General Court
(the state legislature) in its slim support for governmental activity
at the state level. While only seven states have higher per capita
income. than Massachusetts,7~twenty-f1ve spend a higher per capita amount
for state governmental services.8 This absence of strong state support
is particularly true for education, The percentage of total revenue
for public education from the state level is less in only four states.9
and Massachusetts'per capita state expenditures for education is less
than any other state's.lo These traditions of localism and limited
state governmental activity were put in proper perspective by the 1971
annual report of the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education:
A hardy tradition of localism has survived the sixties.... This
is, of course, a strong Massachusetts heritage, rooted in a history
of village democracy. At its'best, the tradition nourishes the
strengths of self-reliance. At its worst, however, it spawns
parochialism, inefficiency, and internecine bickering. In Massa-
chusetts today...the tradi-ion of localism...combines with that
vacuum of state leadership to thwart efforts at even the simple
kind of cooperation and improvement that exchange of information
and experience might yield.ll
But. these characteristics of Massachusetts political 1ife--
personal politics, weak bureaucracy, and localism--have not continued
totally without challenge. Edgar Litt has argued that the meaning of
current Mussachusetts politics can be found in the conflict between

old and new cultures in the Bay State. On the one hand, a growing
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managerial class, lycated mainly in the suburbs, favors policy-oriented,
rational government, Often in alliance with upper-class patricians,
the managerial class seeks power and reform mainly through the office
of the governor. Conversely, urban ethnics, and rural, old-stock busi-
nessmen share ties to traditional values of localism and personal
loyalties, They often exercise their power through alliances of con-
venience in the legislature in an effort "to maintain the values of
. 2 ' .
the status,quc,!'1 -and- through. the. state. agencies which have become
1 \

""the union shop of the nonmanagerial strata." 3 Litt notes:

.+.managerialism and. the professional classes who sponsor it

are resisted by the legacy of class, ethnic and ideological

politics., The last is now losing much of its power as the

demands for efficiency and new services become more vocal.

But, the localism of the past, like the feudal guild system

in the early era of industrial capitalism, remains im-
portant .14

So personal politics, weak agencies, and the tradition of
localism, particularly in educational affairs, have been the legacy
of the past. The promise of the future is continuing conflict over
the ;aluesgznd purposes government is meant to serve. Meanuhile, a
situation exiéts which is not conducive to the development of strong
bureaucratic leadership. It is within this overall context that one

must appraise - 1e workings of the Massachusetts SEA.

II. The Massachusetts Department of Education

The Department of Education has been no exception to the gen-
eral pattern of weak state government prevalent in the Commonwealth.

This point was made a decade -ago in a series of articles in The Boston




vE,

45

Globe, by Ian Menzies and lan Forman, describing "The Mess in Bay State

15

Education.™ Pinpointing educational deficiencies in schools and

colleges alike, the authors placed part of the blame on the lack of

state leadership by the understaffed SEA where "pencil counting

dominates. nl6

The articles created a stir scross the state and helped inspire

"the establishment by the legislature of the Willis-Harrington Commis-

sion. After two years of investigating all facets of Massachusetts
education, the commission issued its report in 1965, confirming many

of the charges made by Menzies and for-nn.17

Describing the Department's checicored history in capsule form,

the Willis-Harrington Report noted:

A once strong Department with a national reputation, transformed
by political onslaught into a noisy, brzsi and controversial
organization became for some years a quiet, relatively non-
controversial but relatively non-combative enterprise. Today
the lepartment seems to be working diligently to improve its
status.

On a more somber note, the Report characterized the SEA as "a con-
glomerate historical institution trying earnestly and valiantly to
become an organization."19
Implementing some of the Report's recommendations, the legis-
lature passed a bill in 1965 calling for a major overhaul of the state
govérnance of public school education. A new Board of Education was
created with sole responsibility (at the state level) for elementary
and secondary education and ample legal authority to enforce its regu-
lations.zo The SEA itself was streumlined to meet its new responsi-

bility. Fourteen divisions and offices reporting directly to the
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Commissioner, and nine autonomous units "within" the SEA but not re-
porting to the Commissioner, were replaced with five major divisions:
Research and Deﬁelepment; Administration and Personnel; Curriculuwm and
Instruct:ou; Schosl Facilities and Related Ssrvices; and State and
continued into 1966. At the same time, Title V resources also became
available to the SEA. To be sure, the timing of Title V seemed ideal

Federal Assistance. The reorganization began immediately in 1965 and
for changing the "o1d" SEA from a passive bystander into a "new"

leader in Massachusetts education.

~—

Five years later, an sxtensive follow-up study of the SEA
sxamined the progress made in implementing the Killis-Harrington re-
forms. The so-called Gibson Report concluded in 1970:

The Department of Education, for many reasouni, continues to
carry out a wide variety of mandated funciions, most of which
have little to do with educational leadership or which have any
visible impact on improving quality ot education for students

in our schools...there have been very few imorovement;vdurin
the past five years in its operation or its nerformance of ex-
termnal functions, 2] Zsmpﬁasgs added.)

One way to explore this apparent gbsence of progress betwsen
1965 and 1970, despite a major reorganizetion end tihe availability of
new funds from Title V, is by focusing on a particular problem area.
An examingtion of manpower problems which hiave constrained net only
Title V activities but the entire operation of the SEA as well, can
provide helpful insights into the underlying political and bureaucratic

impediments to Title V reform in Massachusetts,

Mannower: In the Massachusetts SEA, manpower problems have

been serious for a long time. A high vacancy rate, inadequate staffing,
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rapid employee turnover, and staff homogeneity in care..e‘r patterns and
background have resulted in a staff ill-prspared to meet the burder..of
effective educational leadership. Low salaries, haphazard recruitment
procedures, arnd external bureaucratic interference have impeded sig-
nificant staff. improvement.

An important problem has been the non-competitive departmental
salaries which are pegged to those in other siate agencies. "Senior

supervisors" in the SEA, for example, earn roughly ten to thirteen

by

thousand doilars per year.zz These jobs mighkt entail the administration

| of a major program involving millions of dollars. Ye.t. these low-paid
SEA supervisors frequently work with local superintendents and princi-
pals who are puid an average of $21,000 and $16,000, mspm:tively.23

Low salaries can hamper the operation of a SEA in several ways.
They make recruitment of qualified staff difficult, a'nd no doubt, the
salary probl'em has been related to the Department's typically high va-
cancy rate. In January, 1970, for instance, more than twenty percent
of the approximately 300 authorized professional positions were un-
filled.”® In addition to the ability of the SEA to attract qualified
staff to join the agency, low salaries also affect the state's ability
to hold them. And holding competent staff is crucial if the SEA is to
develop st'rength and stability. In this regard, Massachusetts has had
a high turnover rate, with ihe most promising young professionals
leaving the agency after only a year or o of service.25

Even if all the authorized positions were filled, however, the

-SEA appears to have been understaffed in certair areas ard relatively
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overstaffed in others. For instance, in early 1971 the SEA had no
urban education specialists and no supervisors for mathematics, bi-
lingual education, or elementary education.26 Nonetheless, some forty-
eight persons were administering tne school lunch program. Although
this staffing pattern results partly from federal funds allocated spo-
cifically for school lunch program administrators, more than two-thirds
of these lunch positions were state f’unded.z7 This apparent mismatch
of resources with needs raises questions about legislative and depart-
mental priorities in the allocation of limited manpower resources.,

But even if salaries had been more competitive in the period
following the 1965 Willis-Harrington Report, and the state had author-
ized additional positions, attracting and hiring qualified personnel
still would have been haxpared by recruitment procedures. Many jobs
have been filled by friends of -existing employees, with the availability
of a .job frequently passed around by "word-cf-mouth." When the per-
sonnel office became involved, the standard operating procedure was to
post a new job on SEA bulletin boards. The job listing also would be

sent to a limited number of schools and colleges, usually in the Bay

State,z’8 which for years supplied persr nel for the SEA.* As a result,
the vast nmjorityz9 of the professional staff has come from Massachusetts
public schoois. One legislator weant as far as to characterize the SEA

as "a graveyard for superintendents."30

*Once again an important reason for this limited appyéhch was:a small
staff in the Personnel Office which was forced to spend most ‘of its
time "just keeping the place running."

\
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Moreover, a 1969 study of top managers in the Massachusetts SEA
found a striking degree of homogeneitv in career patterns and back-

g —t’ 4
ground. Of the eight officials who responded to-the study questionnaire,
all were born and raised in New England (seven of the eight in Massachu-
setts), all received their undergraduate training in New England (seven
of the eight in Mzssachusetts), all had prior experience as both teach-
ers and administrators, and none was bormn, raised or had been a teacher

31
or administ-ator in a city with a population of more than 100,000.
It should be emphasized that this pattermn of recruitment and
homogeneity is not atypical among SEA's. Summarizing the backgrounds
of staffers in three SEA's of different size, a 1967 study concluded:
The most obvious generalization which can be made in summarizing
our analysis is that the professional persomnel in each of the
states we studied comprise extremely homczeneous groups. These
state departments of education are iargely composed of men who
heve lived their lives in the rural areas of the states they
serve; who have gone to a state teachers college, and perhaps
the state university; who had begun careers as professional edu-
cators, generally in rural schools, before entering the depart-
ment; and who had been invited to join the departnent by another
member of the SDE [state department of education].3

Though staff homogeneity is not unique to Massachusetts, how have these

recruitment procedures and consequent staff homogeneity affected the

Massachusetts SEA?.

One might predict that the staff would help perpetuate prevail-
ing attitudes and standard operating procedures. I would argue, for
exsmple, that one effect of hiring personnel primarily from Massachu-
setts public schools is to staff the SEA with persons having well-
ingrained attitudes toward the sanctity of local school control. Rein-

forced by past friendships, such attitudes are conducive to friendly
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state-local relationships and probably are useful in encouraging school
districts to move in certain directions. However, such attitudes prob-
ably are not helpful in changing the Department's role from mainly pro-
viding services at the vequest of local schools, to a position of edu-
cational leadership in the state. If SEA's are to be involved more
aggressively in planning and evaluation (as writers on SEA's33 suggest
and Title V's legislative designers hoped), then individuals with
diffexent training and attitudes probably will be needed in greater

abundance,

Hiring friends of existing employees with basically the same
background ard career patterns may also contribute to a toleration of
procedures which were functional in a different era but long outmoded.
The Gibson Report sheds some light on this problom:

Members of the study staff have often asked MDE [Massachusetts
Department of Education] personnel why an obviously ineffective
administrative procedure is never changed, or why an MDE employee
persists in adhering to nineteenth-century office practices.
Occasional replies, such as, 'That's the way its always been
done' or 'He may be out of date, but he's a good guy,' compel
us to conclude that no recommendation we or anyone else might
me’ce about improving MDE extermal functions will have any im-
pact unless the internal bureaucratic operations are radically
changed and improved,34 '
Homogeneity, then, may lead to inbred attitudes and- approaches which
probably are resistant to new ideas and procedures,

Finally, another important manpower problem results from the
tight control of departmental personnel by the State Office of Admin-
istration and Finance. In a recent study of the Massachusefts SEA,

Laurence Iannaccone reported:
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Host.ility, suspicion and blurred commmication characterize the
A & F - MDE [Administration and Finance - Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Education] relations. A § F's Bureau of Personnel sys-
tematically downgrades MDE job clessifications for professional
personnel and consistently pares the number of jobs requested
by the MDE....

Finally, the A § F belief that the MDE job standards should
conforn to the civil service pattern for all state employees
makes it difficult to maximize the employment of specialists
trained in educational evaluation--further reducing evaluation
or serious supervision of federal and state-funded programs.35
The Massachusetts Department of Education, then, has had sig-
nificant manpower problems for many years. The staff has been under-
paid and somewhat homogenous in background. The SEA has been under-
staffed, misstaffed, and unable to compete for the best people. It
also has been severely handicapped by rigid bureaucratic controls. As
a result, it is not altogether surprising that outmoded procedures have ~
persisted, that young professionals havc typically moved in and out of
the SEA quickly, and that there has been "a dearth of trained, talented

0036

manpower and '"ineffective people occupying some important professional

positions."37

Manpower--some remedies: Exploring ways to remedy these problems

also reveuls the political and bureaucratic barriers constraining de-
partmental operations and the options open to an aggressive SEA leader.
One possible approach would be to replace these ineffective professionals
occupying important positions. This appears at first relatively simple
in Massachusetts since most of the professional staff is not protected
by Civil Sarvice regulations. Actually it is extremely difficult, often

for political reasons, and particularly if the employee is a veteran.
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It is not uncommon, for example, to have such suggestions dirmissed
with: "It's impossible, his brother-in-law is a member of the Ccnmittee
on Civil Service,'" or "He has too many friends in the Stece House."
Discussing political intervention in the Department, a long-time legis-
lator has put the problem in its proper perspective: "I don't think it
[politics] makes a lot of difference in the hiring but if people make
frionds, it would make a holl of a lot of difference in the firing."38
No doubt, such political Bbstacles account in part for governmental
reformers' devotion to reorganization as a means to change bureaucratic
leadership.

Another possible approach to remedying the manpowsr problems
would be to change significantly the recruitment procedures by opeaing
up the SEA to different people with different backgrounds and attitudes
toward the apprOprlate state role in education Indeed, this has been
initiated by Commiﬂsioner Neil V, Sullivan, who joined the SEA in 1969

-Beginning in the Spring of 1971, an effort has been mada to recruit

. personnel f£rom beyond the borders of the Bay State; some outside edu-

cators have joined the SEA in key positions. Continuation of these ef-

forts, supplemented by attempts to recruit individuals from outside the

profbssion (e.g., those with public administration training), could re-

sult in some improvements. Such individuals conceivably might act more

creatively within the existinﬁﬁpoiitical and bureaucratic constreints, '

and miﬁht alter those constraints as well through fighting for changes

in standard procedures and for a greater say in state educational policy.
There is some evidence for this. The Bureau of Curriculum In-

novation, staffed mainly with new emﬁioyées paid from federal funds,
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secms to have adopted an unusually agressive role for the SEA in the
development of innovative programs. Similarly, the Office of Equal
Educationsl bpportuniiy, staffed largely with individuals recruited
from outside normal channels, seems to be pushing beyond what conven-
tional wisdom dictates are the limits established by the "religion of
localism." .

Strengthening the recruitment procedures, however, does not
necessarily guarantee that such individuals would be selected for
available positions. Scveral interviewees contend that some units of
the SEA display a distinct reluctance toward hiring anyone without the
traditional credentials and background. Accerding to these sources,
such applicants are viewed as outsideis and sometimes do not get the
jobs despite their qualifications. As one staffer put it: "I think
you are better off here if you went to Boston University or Suffolk
rather . than Yale or Harvaid."sg Consequently, improving recruitment
procedures may- have only limited impact if not accompanied by greater
flexibility in selection.

However, changes in recruitment and selection alone probably
would not have a long-term impact if not also accompanied by improved
salaries, While low salary levels have not been a problem recently be-
cause of high unemployment in the Boston area,* salaries are likely-yo

create problems once again when jobs generally become wore plentiful.41

*Indeed, the vucancy level and turnover rate have decreased markedly
since the publication of the Gibson Report in 1970. As one Massachu-
sotts staffer put it: "It's a buyer's market.'40
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Of course, it would be going too far to claim that more compe-
titi?e salaries would enhance the quality of SEA leadership overnight,
or that rate c% Pay is the only motivating factor in job selectior.
Such other factors as the chance to do something worthwhile, promotion
opportunities, and status in the profession are important in choosing
employment. Nonetheless, without a continuing economic recession,
the SEA will have problems attracing the best tglent available unless
the salary schedules become more competitive. This is particularly
true in a SEA such as Massachusetts'where buresucratic red tape has
been extensive, and non-monetary rewards have been fbw.42

Actually attaining competitive salaries is yet another matter,
Accomplishing this goal would take legislative action, but the General
Court has typically been less than generous in iis support frr the SEA,
A top official described part of the problem: 'The Department has no
bargaining power with the General Court. We have no jobs to give out,
nor do we have any political strength."43 Ironically, this lack of
support méy be best exemplified in the case of the Willis-Harrington
mandates for a stronger SEA, Despite the passage of the recommended
depaftmeﬂggi.;g;;;anization in 1965, little money was made available
for its implementation.44‘ After the Report was issued,

...Ben Willis went back to being superintendent of schools in
Chicago, Kevin Harrington went on to become Senate president in
the Massachusetts State Senate, and most recommendations went
into legislative committees, never to be seen again. Others
were adopted-[e.g., the SEA reorganization] but emasculated by
lack of money or staff.45

The difficulties between the SEA and the General Court have not

been limited to money. The legislature, which according to some observers
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views itseif as the "state board of education,"46 has been less than

supportive in other areas as well. Iannaccone writes:

The legislature is the central arena for the politics of educa-
tion in Massachusetts, insofar as there is-a state politics of
education.... Members of the legislature...gain newspaper cover-
age by attacking, in every educational crisis, the department's
well-docunented lack of leadership. In the General Court, some
legislators...criticize the department for its weak exercise of
the regulatory function. Others,, the dominant group which es-
pouses the religion of localism, oppose the MDE's withholding

of funds from LEAs [local education agencies] even when they
violate legislative mandates.47

The problem seems fairly clear. The SEA cannot improve unless
it can hire and hold a better staff. It cannot hold a better staff
unless salaries are competitive. Salaries will not become competitive
until the legislature acts. But even the reformers in the iegislature
are hesitent in supporting the SEA until it first improves. Since it
is unlikely that the SEA can improve withouc & pport, its double-bind
situation simply tightens.48 gut if the current "buyer's market” for
new employees at the SEA is taken advantage of, the SEA perhaps can

begin to break this self-perpetuating cycle.

This examination of manpower problems, then, not only reveals

fundaments ! impediments to departmental action, but also sets out some

of the serious political and bureaucratic obstacles which have impeded
governmental reform in the Massachusetts SEA since 1965. It is within

this general context that Title V must be evaluated.

ITI. The Implementatior of Title V

Massachusetts' first-year Title V application (fiscal 1966)
requested funds for three projects. Half of the Department's $317,000

apportionment was budgeted for a Data Processing and Inforsation Center;
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thicrty percent was set aside foxr the establishment of two Regional
Education Centers; and twenty percent was for expanded departmental
operations, par;;;;l;rly increased instructional services to local
schools. In addition, several other projects have been added ovsr the
years. Tkese include the support of several bookkeepers in the business
office, the establishment of a departmental library, partial staffing
of the federal-state coordinator's office, the hiring of printers, and
support for the legal services office.49

In discussing Title V's implementation, [ mainly describe and
analyze the three initial projects. These are the best documented and
enough time has passed to overcome the early hurdles of implementation.
What's more, their funding has continued over the years; five years
later in fiscal 1971, continuation and expansion of these '.rojects ac-
counted for more than half of the Title y budget.

But before discussing these projects in detail, two other facets
of Title V's implementation bear non;iqn. First, in addition to Title Vv
providing a continuing subsidy for the activitiss listed above, a small
part of Title V funds ha§e been used as a contingency fund to meet press-
ing problems as they arise. In the 1972 budget, for instance, $19,000

was set aside for "training programs."so

This rubric is a "misnomer,"
according to a SEA official. The funds were to be available during the
year to ''meet emergency situations.™! Indeed, a Title V contingency
fund has been used for a variety of purposes. In 1971, $5,000 of

52

Title V was allocated for the development of SEA goals. In 1972,

$10,000 of Title V was used to pay part of the cost of renting new offices

PP
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for the Commissioner.53 It is worth noting that the availability of
Title V to deal with crises in the middle of a budget year can be ex-
tremely helpful to SEA officials hamstrung by a stingy legislature.

In addition to the contingency fund issﬁe, one ought to remem-
ber that Massachusetts got off to & rather slow start in implementing
Title V. The state spent less than half its allotment the first year
with virtually all these funds used to purchase equipment.s4 In addi-
tion, more than one-fourth of its second year allotment was returned
to the . S. Treasuryss because of the Department's failure to obligate
the funds before the end of the fiscal year.*

part of the reason for returning the funds stems from the late-
ness of congressional appropriations--funds were not appropriated the
first year until after the school year had ziready begun. This reduced:
substantially the pool of schoolmen available for work in the SEA.

Also, finding competent staff willing to work for low SEA salaries was

" a factor. According to one analyst:

Associate Commissioner Thistle says that he interviewed literally
dozens of applicants for these positions, biut found that either
he could not offer the good applicants enough money to attract
them or that applicants were not qualified enough to hire in

the first place.56

Another factor, perhaps the most important, was the almost com-
plete absence of a financial and information management system in the

SEA. Project managers and top officials simply did not know how much

1

*The comparable figures for the nation were 70 percent expended the
first year, and 91 percent the second.
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cf their Title V funds had been expended at zy point 'n the year.

According tc a 1969 HEW audit of Massachusettz' Title V:
Had proper financial controls been established, we believe these
wnused funds could have been directed to better meeting the ob-
jectives of the [Title V] program. For example, we are advised
by onc project director that in each of the fiscal years 1966 and
1967 he curtailed staff service activities to local school dis-
tricts because of a lack of travel funds.57 :

Even though less than half of the 1966 funds were expended and programs

were being curtailed, three months before the end of the 1966 fiscal

year Massachusetts certified to USOE that the SEA would expend its

total Title V allotment.58

It should be noted, however, that management problems havé‘not
been limited to the implementation of Title V. Another HEWN audit team
found that for the fiscal years 1966, 1967 and 1968, the SEA allowed
Title I of ESEA allctments of more than $1 millicn to lapse each year
because of ineffective management.sg In other words, inadequate pro-
cedures apparenfly have been a departmentwide problem.

| Following the Title V audit report, the SEA hired several book-
keepers. Consequently, the management of Title V has been substantially
improved. A 1972 HEW follow-up audi; concluded:
The state agency's accounting raco.rd's and controls at the business
oftice adequately provide for the accountability and control of
program (Title V] furds and for furnishing program officials with
current financial data.60
Nevertheless, the obvious next step of computerizing the business of-
fice transactions has not taken place, even though the Commissioner
reported to USOE in Jgnuary of 1970 that plans to do so were under con-

siderat.ion.61 Consequently, the SEA has been content with patching up
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the standard and somewhat archaic procedures for posting the books by

hand.

Why the Department's computer has not been utilized is not at
all clear. One official argued that the manpower does not exist to
carry out the task. While this seems to be partially tha case, the
problem may have more to do with SEA politics and rivalries among com-
peting units., Indeed, the utilization of the computer may be a good
illustration of some decper managerial problems existing across the

agency. A 1971 USOE management review of tha SEA suggests these de-

ficiencics:

This State management review is the fifth management study to

be conducted for the department since 1965. The review team
found little evidence of organized, intensive followup on the
recomnendations made by these studies. The Commissioner requested
that this review team investigate the action taken by the depart-
ment on the recommendations made by the £SEA Title V management
review team in 1968. The similarities of the recommendsations

of the five studies made over the past five years support the
conclusion that little organized action utilizing 2 large segment
of the staff and directed toward implementing the recommendations
has taken place after each study.62

ﬁhelnote of exasperation evident in this conclusion is particularly
iméortant since USO%[g_?anagement review reports are typically cautious
and conciliatory in‘tpne;}

So, then, pnrt_of Title V has been used as a contingency fund
to medt crises as they arise, and the implementation of the entire
program hes been handicagped by internal management problems in addi-
tion to- the extefnal ;;i£;;c31 and bureaucratic problems discussed

earlier. Given this background, it is now appropriate to anailyze the

~three original Title V projects in some detail..
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Data Processing and Inform=*'»>n Center: In 1965, the Division

of Research and Statistics was staffed by three professionals laboring

under ‘'crippling handicaps"63«-too much work and virtually no uquipment

. to do their job. Receiving only 1limi”2d funding from the state, the

division relied mainly on support from Title X of the 1958 National -
Defense Education Act.64 Under these conditions, no research was cou-
ducted with most of the unit's time spent on the mundane but important
task of processing state aid for the schools. One official described
the division as a '"horse and buggy"6s operation,

As part of the Willis-Harrington reforms, the research division
grew in status from one of fourteen divisions, to one of five in the
reorganized SEA.' The unit's '"name' was escalated in importance as
well; it became the Division of Reseaxch and Development. To bee< up
the operatign, half of Massachusetts' Title V resources were initially
budgeted for a Data Processing and Information Center which has re-
mained:.the backbone of the new division largely subsidizing its opera-
tion; three-fourths of the division's costs were paid through Title V
in 1971. What's more, the center has continued since its beginning
as the largest Title V project.66,-

The original plan envisiogéd a center designed to provide basic
data about Massachusetts education and aimed at *bridging the gap be-
tween research and development, dissemination and evaluation."67 The
plan for the center had six objectives: to improve data collection and
analyris; to disseminate research findings; to establish a sound pro-

gram of research and development; to assist schools in organizing
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research; to train educators in conducting research; and to maintain

a library of data and pertinent re;earch studies. 58 Most of the
Title V funds were to be used for the installation and operation of a
sophisticated data processing system, which was viewed as the essen-
tial tool for the accomplishment of the division's mission of research
and development.®

The centef Qas slow in starting. Professionals were not ﬁi&ed
until theisiéaﬁa“?éar of the Title V program. First-year funds were -
left for the purchase and rental of unused equipment. The major prob-
lem once more was manpower. Finding qualified professionals was a
particularly difficult task for the research division. In addition to
the departmentwide problem of low sgiaries,'the reseazch division also
encountered long delays in clearing joﬂ descriptions for computer spe-
cialists with the Office of Adminisiration and Finance. The require-
ments of central clearance had a crippling impact on efforts to get
the program off the ground.69

Although the center currcntly is in full operation, the out-
put has not yef matched the objectives articulated in the 1965 plak,
Almost the entire operation is devoted to the collection and procéss-
ing of statistical data oa school finances, pupil enrollment, educa-
tional persecnnel, curriculum, and school facilities. The data analysis
consists mainly of producing simple frequency tables, means, and
standard deviations. There has been little or no attempt to go beyond

the presentation of rudimentary facts about Massachusetts' education.

e
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Vifﬁfa&ly no research on educational ,outf:omes is conducted by
the division. In fact, less than two percent of the division's 1971
budget was allocated to "develop research plans, initiate research
studies, develop ne techniques to meet emerging educational issues and
needs assessment activities of the Departm_ent."70

In addition, little effort has been made either to evaluate or
disseminate the findings of research studies conducted in universities
or other research organizations. The department's few ;‘orays into this
area, to say the least, leave something fo be desired. For example,

a discussion in a 1969 R§D Bulletin of what makes a good school system

states:

f2search conducted sometime ago by Dr. Paul Mort of Columbia
Univ_rsity revealed a positive relationship between expenditure
for’ education and educational quality. In general, the school
system spending more money .on education wer: providing superior
education for their children and youth. Those which were spend-
ing less were providing a relatively inferior educatiom,?’l

-It is curious to note that the more recent Coleman Report which reached

opposite conclusions was~not-mentioned.

The research division only recently has begun to go beyond the
collection of measures of school inputs to use its capability for the
evaluation of cutput data. In January of 1971 » the division con@ucted
its first statewide testing program, administering standardized tests
to fourth xr;lders. Viewing this evaluation as thé first of many, the

division director wants to "continue to move in the area of accounta-

i

bility." The biggest obstacle to doing more evaluation and resesrch,
in his view, has been the absence of job slots aiid the Department's

inability to attract and hold competent researchers. '"I can't keep

-~
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people here long enough to capitalize on thieir strengths," h;rsaid while
bemoaning‘the low state salaries.

Despite these protestations, there is an almost total preoccu-
pation with the collection of statistical information and a complementary
neglect of research. This pfobably would continue even if more staff
were available. Thiégimpression is reinforced by a May of 1971 memo-
randum from the giviéion director to the Commissioner setting out future
staffing needgi' Practicaliy all of the proposed nev job slots would

buttress the existing data processing operation.72

The Data Processing
Center, then, has been used primarily to equip the SEA with a data bank
containing simple statistics about input variable; in Massachusetts
education. The question Q}ises: How we’? has this task been done?

Leo Turo, a former senior supervisor at the center, was probably
fairly accurate whe; he argued in 1971 that the SEA has 'one of tﬁe best
data ba#k; in the country. We are really proud of it." Nonetheless,
several problems have impeded the implementation of this statistics
operation. For one ibing, problems have been created by the shortage
of personnel. According to a 1969 HSW Audit of Massachusetts'

Title V: -

We 1>und that (1) generally there was no appreciable expansion .
of programs or services over and above those which were in oper-
ation in fiscal year 1967, (2) Key EDP staff positions which, in
our opinion, comprise an integral part of an-effective computer
operation remain vacant since the project was approved by USOE
in February 1966,,..73 -

I

For another, the bulk of center time is sp. ~ mesting a variety
of emergercy requests From the SEA and local superintendents; gathering

data to put out "brush fires" takes precedence over research. But even




the time remaininz after meeting these ad hoc requests seems poorly

utilized. Despite needs in research, for instance, the center has used
its time to pump out an almost endless array of data, including such
tﬁings as a survey of school secretaries.

Finally, the cénter has. made poor use of its expensive equip-
menti' Renting at a cost of more than $50,000 a year, the computer has
operated only forty-four hours per week.74 a grossly inefficient util-
ization rate. An HEW audit team appraised the situation in 1972:
...available EDP resources in which substantial federal and
state funds are invested have not been effectively and eco-
nomically utilized to strengthen the management of the Depart-
ment of Education.... In our opinion the state agency has not
committed itself to developing and implementing a.plan of action
to expand the use of EDP resources. The state agency will im-
prove its EDP ogerations only if a concerted planning effort
is undertaken.’

-‘Problem-free collection and processing 57 information still
would be of only limited value if not accompanied by adequate proced-
ures for making the data-available. However, getting studies printed
has been 2 major undertaking, largely because the SEA has kad great
difficulty staffing its printing operation. This is not surprising
since the- SEA has paid its printers below union wages.76 Moreover,

a supervisor in the research center claimed that the center could use

its entire printing budget in a single week. In fact, the.center as

a last resort has taken to mimeogiaphing its findiugs‘sd*tﬁéi"ﬁéédh€“
available while they are still timely,

Dissemination is still another serious problem. Despite the
production of reams of statistics on Massachusetts education, virtually

none of these data, until recently, has been gvailable in the Department's
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public information office.* Just as the research division conducted
little research, so too the Deﬁartment's pﬁblic information office pro-
vided little public information. Dissemination has been carried out
by the research division on an ad hoc basis. Typically, single copies

of reports are sent to each school superintendent and the center

responds to specific requests.77

Tied to the dissemination problem has been the related diffi-
culty of communication among different SEA units and the research

center, A USOE review of SEA management in Massachusetts concluded

in 1971:

...there is a large amount of information available in the
division [of research and development] that. is not utilized

by other divisions. In fact, programs have gone outside the
department and purchased services of consultants without first
determining the availability of such services in the R & D Di-
vision. Such events support the conclusion that (1) communica-
tion between R § D Division and the staff is not what it should
be and can be; (2) the information requirements of the various
bureaus have not been .effectively communicated to the R § D
Division; and (3) feedback of the bureau to R & D Division on
services rendered has not been formalized.’

To help remedy these commmication problems, in the summer of 1972 the
R & D Center was moved to the central headquarters building in Boston
from its old location a good distance away.

One finai problem needs ‘mention. The SEA has been singularly

- ---unsuccessfulin-convincing the legislature to pick up the costs of the

L]

*In the spring of 1971, the only documents available were a compendium
of Massachusetts education laws and a-1967 énnugl report of the Com-
missioner which was the last one published. Since that time, sub-

stantial improvements have been instituted.
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Computer opsration. While a large portion of the staff salaries is
paid from state funds, virtually the total cost of renting a building
and a_computer--$117,000 in 1971--continues to be funded by Title V. 79
This is true even though the d1v151on was created by the legislature
and much of the work of the center is mandated by the General Court--
collecting and processing Teports from the schools.

The reasons for this situation are unclsar. The research dii
rector blqmed the legislature for its close-mindedness, saying that it-
had "a lack of understanding of what we do." He suggested that there
may be some political mileage in paying the salaries of departmental
eméloyees, but there is none in using state funds to pay rentai.charges
for a computer. Another SEA staffer argued that the legislature's
"standard prgctice"ao is simply not.tc use state funds to pick up the
costs of those activities supported by the federal government. On the
other ﬁand, one legislator summarized the criticism of the center, com-
menting: 'Lat's not R § D, it's a storage bin."81 In any case, the
center continues to expend each year the largest chunk of Massachusetts'
Title Q allotment, much to the chagrin of cther wnits in the SEA which
believe thét they need the resources-to meet their problems.

‘ In sum, the data processing operation has fallen short of its
original goals, Implementat1on has been marked w1th major problems,
many beyond the division of research's control. The progran implemented
has been basically an extension, refinement, and expansion of the pre-
1965 data collection operation. Current operations are a far cry from

"bridging the gap bhetween research and development, dissemination and
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evaluation,' referred to in the 1965 Title V application. At the same
time, howevef, if the research division is contrasted with other de-
partmental units, the quality of its stéff and the high morale are
impressive. Moreover, despite its problems, the data bank operation
is reasonably well developed and important. It provides a foundation
for serious excursions into regéirch and evaluation if and when the

resources--both human and fiscal--become available.

gggional Education Centers: Two regional education centers

were proposed ?he first year as a pilot project. According to the
' Title V application, their purpose was to provide field leadership to
school districts in curriculum development, teaching techniques, and
instructional materials. Tﬁey were to be staffed by a regional di-
rector, a secondary school specialist and =x olementary school special-
ist. To supplement—fhis small staff, colleges and universitiés would
be called on "for the dissemination of innovative practices, for re-
search functions, for curriculum enrichment and other consultative
purposes."82
Thg regioﬁal centers were t¢ havé a professional library, an
equipment d;monstration center, anu 2letype hookup with departmental .
headquarters.. Finally, the project was to be evaluated annually and,
according to tﬁe first application, "a major study is contemplatod at
the end of three years to determine the effectiveness of the experiment."
In short, the centers were designed to provide convenient instructional

services in those areas of the state far away from the Boston-based

SEA.
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In 1971, five regional centers provided assistance to local
schools across the state. Services included aid in the development of
local curricula guides, workshops on instructional methods{ and surveys
and evaluations of School districts. The centers also housed small

— professional libraries and provided access to the ERIC [Educational

—— bl

Research Information Center] system,

Implementation of the regional centers, however, has been marred
in several specific area;;* First, the project got off tq a late start,
1like the data processing operation, Staff was not hived until the sec-
ond year and the centers were not fully staffed until the third.83 - Sec-
ond, the proposed involvement of the centers with colleges and univer-
sities apparently has not taken place. Regional personnel have worked
almost exclusively with local schoolmen. Third, the anticipated annual
evaluations of ‘the pilot project and the three year major evaluation
promised in the first application for funds never have been carried out,
except in an informal fashion. Indeed, one long-time regional director
stated ;gat he was not even aware that a three-year evaluation had ever
been contemplated.84 Apperently evaluation has been limited to informal
monitoring of feedback from the field where the centers have been gen-
erally well recéived.

Finally, the teletype hookup with departmental headquarters has
nrver been implemented. Interestingly, three different SEA officials

attributed this failure to lack of resources.ss As I pointed out earlier,

*Some recent improvements will be discussed at the end of this section.




application: to provide the SEA with "eyes and ears" in the f‘ield.8
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federal -ssources in fact were ailo;ed to lapse each of several years.
The teletype hookups made an interésting proposal in‘the first Title V
application but the impetus to ever follow through was lacking.

At a more general level, it appeared in 1971 that the centers
had not yet left the pilot stage. Rather than evaluating,the two orig-
inal centers and refining their instructional services, three addi-
tional ones were established. As a consequence, the original centers
have been operated with essentially the same staff size and in the
same fashion as when they started, with little direction or instruction-
al assistance from departmental headquarters.86 Moreover, regional
field services were much the same as those provided by the SEA central

staff. School visitations were made at the request of local school

districts with no system of priorities to make the best use of limited

resources. Indeed, the only decentralization has b;en the geographical
location of this assistance; decentralization of decisi :n-making power
or program administration has not taken place.

This is not to say that the centers failed between 1965 and
1971; <they provided some useful services in previously neglected sec-
tions of the state. But tﬁe centers' major role was not in the area
of instruction. According to one top SEA official, the centers had
another important functgon'which was not spelled out in the original
7
Hence, the regional directors have spert a large part of their time

acting as departmental ambassadors to the schools with the role of in-

terpreting departmental policies, reacting to local crisis, and spotting

.potential problem areas. While this has been helpful to the SEA, it has

b
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seriously curtailed the development of the centexrs' role in instruc-
tion,

More recently, there are signs that the SEA is reevaluating
the regional center operation, focusing on ways to enhance the centers'
role. As part of this, control of regional operations has been trans-
ferred from the division level to the Commissioner's office with a
full-time coordinator. Also, a sixth center opened in 1972 on a Boston
area college campué. Its aim is té increase departmental involvemeént
in urban school problems. These tﬁ?égvdevelopments~«exploration of
the centers' role, expansion into Boston, and attempts at greater re-
gional coordination--suggest that the regiopal offices may finally
evolve beyond tﬂe pilot stage, and may be more than independently-

operated appendages out in the field.

Expansion- of departmental operations: Aside from the Data

Processing Center and the regional centers, Massachusetts' first-year
application identified a number of other specific areas that needed
strengthening, with consultative services to local schools accounting
for most of the proposed positions. This part of Massachusetts' pr&posal,
as noted earlier,’made up roughly a fifth of the proposed Title V budget
for the first year. In 1971, support for -supervision of instruction ac-
counted for about fifteen peréént of Massachusetts' Title V rosources.88
The proposal called for subject matter specialists in art, music,
English, dramatics, economics, >onservation, and health and safcty; It

also called for 2 public information officer, elementary guidance per-

sonnel, staff to work on teacher placement, an intercultural'eQucaxion
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specialist, and a systems analyst té upgrade business practices. 1In
addition, an Office of Urban-Metropolitan Education, and an Office of
Humanities were proposed.

The problems of implementation were similar to those encoun-
tered with the Data Processing Center and the Regional Education Cen-
ters. Once again, no one was hired until the sacond year, when five
of the proposed seventeen profbssicnal positions were filled. Inter-
estingly, those hired were all subject matter specialists who went to
work for the Division of Curricﬁlum and Instruction. Despite this
growth in staff, the basic problems in this division have remaine:
throughout the years. Gibson eValﬁated-the instructional services
operation in 1970:

There is remarkably iittle overall supervision of service per-

formance in the Department, no real planring for the carrying

out of sexrvicass, very little evaluation of the impact of ser-

vices on school achievement of students, and not nearly enough

feedback for service improvement.89
The Title V job categories which would have been totally new to the
SEA--systems analysis and intercultural education, for exampls--were
not filled, Also, the new Offices of Huuanities and Metropolitan-Urban
Affairs never moved beyond the drawing 'oard.

In shoxt, the state's objectives for this ' .tle V project have
bee~ et only bartially. Those proposals which might be categorized
as "new" were not implemented and the staadard way of providing ser-
vices, school visitations by subject matter specialists, was reinforced.

More recently, however, the SEA has taken a serious look at its

services. Commissioner Sullivan noted in 1972: "We're not oﬁuipped to
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provide the state of Massachusetts with subject matter specialists.
We're kid&ing ourselves."90 As a consequence, the SEA, in what appears
to be a sourd move, no longer provides assistance in particular subject
matter disciplines. Rather, it is attempting to provide more general
services to the schools. The same employees, of course, are involved

and many continue to be paid from Title V resources.

This discussion of the three original projects and their con-
tinued support over thg(years tells us how most of Massachusetts'
Title V has been expended, but it does not answer other important ques-
tions. Why did the SEA choose these particular projects for funding?
Were such -alternatives as long-range planning considersd? Was there a
thorough review nf the Department's activities z-d needs? Was there
a weighing of alternative means to reach organizationsai goals? In

other words, how did the SEA reach its Title V dccisions?

IVv. The Title V Decision-Making .Process

That USOE tried hard to have_SEkfs choose projects only after
careful analysis of all their problems is beyond dispute. Within a
few months of ESEA's passage in 1965, USOE had developed a self-analy-
sis form to be filled out by each SEA. USOE viewed the document as
essential "in conducting the kind of serious introspective ex;nination

Ol in SEA

that will lead tc significant improvements and refinements'
activities. Each state was asked to rank seventy-five departmentail
activities’ according to the current status of the activity, its need

for improvement, and its priority in terms of needed support.

-
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[f the allocation of Titlé V resources were based on & thor-
ough review of Massachusetts' needs, then one would expect a close
relationship between the rarkings in the self-analysis document and
the projects chosen for funding. To thke contrary, there seems to have
been little relationship at all. While half the Title V funds were
budgeted for:the Data Processing Center, the need for data processing
was ranked "3"--medium priority--on a ranking from one to five. At the
same time, twenty-two items were given a higher priority for immediate
funding.92 Nevertheless, the evidence suggests that most of these
higher rankiné items, including statewide planning, were never seri-
ously considered in the actual decision-making process. Focusing on
planning, one SEA official noted: "My guess would be that we had 2
Comnissioner at that time who was pretty self sufficient as far as
planning or evaluation was concerned.... Planning was not the fetish
it is today."93

Although it was filled out in good faith, the self-analysis
apparent ly had little direct impact on the decision-making process.
If anything, it helped sharpen preconceived notions about ways to ex-
pend the resources. Deputy Commissioner Thomas Curtin described the
role of the self-analysis in Massachusetts' Title V deliberations:

Commissiner Kiernan and I had always met periodically with
all of the Directors. As a group we had lived with the prob-
lems of the Dspartment needs and priorities over a long period
of time. We were acutely aware of our weaknesses. We hardly
needyq a self-evaluation to tell us those.9’

And as another 1965 staffer put it, "It was a rare thing if a director

didn't fire his needs up {to the Coulissioner]."9§ In short, top
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management 'knew" the departmental needs before the passage of Title V
and before the self-analysis form was conpleged.

How, then, were the -initial decisions actuaily made?

Deputy Commissioner Curtin was designated Title V coordinator
by Commissioner Cwen B. Kieman on Mazy 20, 1965, a little over a month
after ESEA was ;igned into law_.96 To help him in the developwent of
project proposals, Curtin assegbled a small group of top departmental
officials. In addition to Curtin, the group consisted of Everott
Thistle, then director of the Division of Elementary and Secondary
Education; Gerald F. Lambert, Special Assistant to the Commissioner
for Federal-State Relations; and Raymond Dower, director of the Di-
vision of Research and Statistics. This selection seems reasonable.
Thistle's division had responsibility for implementing ESEA and Lam-
ﬂert's 50b dealt with federal programs. The reason for Dower's in-
volvement is less clear, although he was the dizz:or of one of the
five new divisions established under the Willis-Ha:;.igton xofbg-s.

The exact details of what followed are simply not available.lp )
There is no written record and the memories of those invoived are sone;h
what hazy. Nonetheless, it is ﬁéssible to sketch the broau outlines
of the decision-making process. Apparently several meetings* were held
to discuss the best ways to use the Title V resources, with Commissioner
Kiernan providing regular input as well as reacting to suggestions.

Since the GEA reorganization in 1965 had not been followsd with funds

*For example, a meeting was held in Topsfield, Massachusetts on
June 9, 1965 to discuss the allocation of resources.97.




75

for implementation, Title V provided a ""golden opportunity' to imple-
ment the Willis-Harrington Act. Tﬁi; was viewed as 'completely within
the bounds of Title V."98 The three projects just discussed in detail
emerged from these meetings as the Departmmnt's plan for using Title V.
The reasons behind the Title V allocation decisions varied

somewhat from ﬁrojept to project. In the case of the data processing
operation, Dower had worked out a detailed plan prior to Title V for
.he expan;ion of his statistics office. 7™ e vlan was reasonable, and
“he had close ties at the top of the SEA. > and his staff were con-

sidered a "way-out front group"gg

that should be given the opportunity
to expand their small operation. As one official said, '"Ve had already
committed ourselves to statistics under:Tiile X [of NDEA]."mO In
addition, it was incumbent upon *the SEA to do something with its new
Division of Research and Development.m1 Title V provided the means.
As with the plan for data processing, the regional education
center concept was an idea in search of resources. According to Com-
missioner Kiernan, the SEA had tried for about four or five years prior
to the passage nf ESEA to persuade the legislature to fund the regionai

center concept.102

Unsuccessful in these efforts, the idea was simply
_‘taken. "off the shelf" when Title V became available. |
The eenters were viewed as a high priority for several reasons.
Top management believed that they could provide some needed assistance
in the remoter sections of the state, VIndgpd, the Crpmissioner and
other top officials had been "catching flak" from the field because of
103 -

the absence of departmentai services. Funding the centers, then,
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not only was responsive to a pressing problem, but reduced the 'heat"
on the SEA. And as with the data processing operation, the implementa-
tiocn of the centers concept was responsive to the recommendations of
&
the Willis-Harrington Report.

Finally, it is not altogether surprising that the third project
mainly called for additional subject-matter specialists who would spend
their time visiting schools; this was the standard operating procedure
for providing instructional services in 1965. In the eyes of top man-
agement, existing gaps needed to be filled. According to one official
involved in the initial Title V decisions, the process went like this:

What do we have now? Where are the gaps? What kind of people
do we need?... The conscious determination was made to zdd
subject matter specialists in those areas where we didn't have
them. [ don't think we ever said should we or shouldn't we 104
have them. [There was] acceptance of the fact that we should.

In other words, the gans were défined as a "need” and there was little

consideration of possibie alternative ways of providing ins.ructional

. st¢rvices to the schools.

All in all, the process spparently was fairly cut-and-dried

since ‘the major SEA needs were known prior to ESEA. One official noted:
"We had things thought through before Title V about where the Department
ought to be zoing. When money [Title V] came along, we had to fit the

ideas to the available funds."m-s

This "fitting," according to one 1965
staffer involved in the process, resulted from "give and take'" with the
allocation of dollars depending partly on who "yelled the loudest," and
"who was championing what particular cause."106

The Title V allocation process, then, was not the result of a

"rethinking" of the Department's iiission or the developwment of projects
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in line with overall depsrtmental goals, Top officials "knew" their
needs witaout going through a naw self-analysis or relating them to
»z.;.bstract agency objectivcs. Solutions were taken "off the shelf" when
Title V became available. Given the 'need" for the funded activities,
it is mere mderstmdablaﬂiy a project such as setting up a planning
office ~pparently .was not seriously considered. Not only was it not

& pressing problem in the short rim, but alsc the notion of planning
did not have‘ a strong advocate among those making the Title V decisions.
- In making these points, . do not mean to imply that the Title V
decision-making process smacked of‘ backroom dealing or that the offi-
cials involved shirked their résponsibilities. Rather, I am suggesting
that the decisions grew out of a process which basicaliy took the ex-
isting programs of the Department as a 'given." Title V was then di-
vi&ed up, partly as a result of competition for funds, to meet those
pressing problems facing the agency, as viewed by those making the

decisions. It should be emphasized that this process is consistent with

the notions from organizational theory set forth- in Chapter I.

V. Conclusions

At the time that Title V résources first beceme available to
the Massachusetts Department of Education, it was a weg!t.agency in need
of substantial change, and was undergoing a major reorganization recom-
mended by the Willis-Harrington Report. Title V ssan'o;d to provide the
potential for sigiiificantly improving the agency's operations and lead-

ership. But this has not been the case.
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- Title V was used mainly for projects designed to meet the more
visible pressing problems identified by the Will’s-Harrington Report
and long recognized by the SEA--the need for research and regionaliza-
tion. Progcess in implementation, hosever, has been slow with most of
the Title V resou.ces used for the continuing subsidy of these and
other projects established 1!41‘ the first two years of the Title V pro-
gram. (A small part of the remaining Title V has been used as a con-
tingency fund to meet emergencies.) Moreover, in implementing these
projects, there is little evidence ihat the SEA went beyond traditional
recrt;itment circles for <taffing. For e;:anple , all of the twelve vro-
}essionals hired for the first four regional centers "either came from
other jobs in the Department or from small superintendencics or prin-
cipalships in small Massachusetts school distric:s."m7

The result is not surprising. Title V has mainly funded the
extension and expension of fhe Department's traditional modes of opera-
tion. This is conspicuously true in the case of the smallest first-
year project--instructional services to the schools. The data process-
ing operation also represents a natural expansion from the calculator
to the computer, with the same primary focus on simple statistics.

And, finally, if one examines what the professionals in the regional
centers do (providing services to the schools), then it is clear that
Fhe centers have basically provided more of t*s same. Those i‘ems
calling for newer thrusts for the SEA--for example, research, or an
Office of MeiropolitanéUrban Affairs--have yet to materialize. O0l1d-
wine-in-new-bottles has been the Department’s major response to the

e 47

Willis-hurrington suggested reforms.
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Moreover, while these discrete projects have provided some 'isa-
ful services (and could provide the base for significant improvement),
they have been little more than "ad_q ons" or appendages to the on-going
activities of the SEA. These Title V expenditures have had no visible
impact on the ‘policy positions taken by the agency, on decisions affect-
ing the alincation of réesources, or on changing the overall operations
or mission of the agency. Besides pumping out endless statistics, for
example, the computer could have had a significant impact in the- modern-
ization of the financial management procedures of the agency. The com-
puter has yet to be utilized in automating the Department's hand-kept

accounts. As a result, Massachusetts' 1970 Title V annual Treport is

“fairly candid when it states: 'While the funds have been significant in

the total effort of the state educational aysncy, these funds [Title Vj

have not caused signiticant chenges in programs or operations." (Em-
phasis added.) , -

But the implementstion of Title V has not taken_ place in.a_ .
vacuum, as I have emphasized throughout this Chapter. 1Indeed, the SEA
has been iong plegued with. Sovere external problems, hamstringing a:-
tempts to achieve a position of leadershi; in the state. First, the
legislature simply has not looked to the SEA to Play a leadership role.
LOnce the 1965 reforms ware passed, for example, things seewed to return
to busiress. as usual botween the General Court and the SEA; only limited
funds wore provided to implement the departmental reorganization. Also,
the reforms apparently were not followed by any sustained legislative

pressure or support for the SEA to undergo significant change. In fact,
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between the 1965 Willis-Harrington Report and the 1970 Gibson Report,
there seems to have been little legislative interest in what the SEA
was doing, except when it created problems for a legislator's constitu-
ents. Even today there are ‘fe,w signs that the legisle ure plans to
abandon its roie as the statc board 6f education. Long concerned with

state educational policy, a respected legislator sumsed up the Depart-

ment's leadership problem succinctly: "I don't know if the functions

of the Depa::rtment have been ever spelled out to the legislature....

Nobody pays too.much attention to education at the state lcsmal."108

P

" e ‘A‘;\iecond major external problem has been created by the 95’

.-

of Administration and Finance which has seversly constrained depart- f -

-~

mental operation; with its rigid reyuirements, long delays, and bureau-

cratic reg_ tépé. Finally, the SEA operates in a state where the tra-

~—

d*tibn af 1ccal school control influences both what is expected of the

SEA and”the_.tasks it can perform. Local control has meant a limited

-

role fol e SEA at best.

» _But not all the blam: for the absence of progress in Massachu-

- hd

setts can be 1ai’ at the doorsteps of the legislature, or the Office

Fad -

of &minisi}itibn and Finance, or the cherished tradition of localism.
To be sure, I have pointed to basic problems w .in the agency hamper-

" Ly P L L .
ing SEA®¥perations. But the internal problems go ever deeper than

outfpifl managerial procedures. In the Massachusetts SE., it is not

10
unusual to hear discussions of '"empire building," S "massive lack of

. 110 111
communication,’

113

"fiefdoms," "jockeying"u2 for position, and

"cronyism.,"

Eadd

C o s

In fact, the quote from Elliot L. Richardson about




- limited influence with the state legislature.
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Massachusetts politics in the introduction to this chapter may apply_
in large measure to thé operation of the SEA. That is, "friendships
and enmities, ioyalties and feuds, courtesies and slights" appear to
play an important role in determining what tasks the SEA performs and
who performs them. Of course, these are common plaints expressed by
observers and employees of any active organization. Nevertheless, after
visiting nine SEA's as a part of this study, I‘am left with the distinct
impression'that %hesg internal problemszare found in the extreme in
Massachusetts.

All in all, the SEA was poorly managed and weak in 1965 and,
six years later, it still is plagued by outrmoded procedures, abnormal
internal -problems, the ébsence of a cleaf sense o7 direction, and only
114 A long-time observer
of the SEA accurately summed it up this way: ‘'The Department has im-
proved conside~ably, but they have so many problems that it is unbe-
lievable, 1> S

But all is nut gloom at departmental hendquarters. Long pre-

occupied with leading the fight for racial balance in the schools,

—

" Commissioner Sullivan turned moie attention in the last year or so to

the mundane tasks of shapirg up an ailing bureaucracy. Several changes
have been made"which could have important consequences for the SEA in
the long run. Recruitment procedures have been improved; this couplad
with an wnusualiy "good" job market has allowed the SEA to pick and
choose among job applicants. Also, an attempt has been made tv improve

the Department's overall operation; to this end, it was reorganized in
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the Fall of 1971. The Department's uyban orientation also has been
expanded, most notably through the establishment in 1572 of a regional
office in the Boston area. Finally, the Board of Education itself has
established a set of fourtsen educational imperatives for the Bay
State; these are thought to be the first step toward a master plan

for Massachusetts education.

While these change§ and others appear tov be important steps in
the right direction, not enough time has passed to weigh their effect
on actual organizational ‘behavior. What's mozre, matters currently are
in a state of suspended animation with the unexpected resignation of
Commissioner Sullivan in the sumer of 1972. These changes might in-
dicate, however, that the SEA is ripe for some significant improvements.

Indeed, Ian Menzies (co-author of The Boston Globe articles which

sparked the formation of -the Willis~Ha§ringtcﬁ Commission a decade ago)
recently made this point ip an August, 1972 article, ironically entitled
"Crisis growsin education": " |

‘The Willis-Harrington study was a landmark effort...but perhaps

because the study was as sweeping and appeared so definitive
everyone sat back feeling that osmosis would complete the task....

_ Perhaps...the resignation of Neil V. Sullivan as Massachusetts

Cummissioner of Education is gpportune as it reopens the entire

question of whether or not the state is succeeding in taking the

visionary leap into 'Education 1990', the declared objective of

the Willis-Harrington team.116

Whether significant change indeed takes place will depsnd on

the row-unkno:'n plans of the governor and his new Secretary of Education
(a post created under the 1971 reorganization of state government); on

.the interest of a new commissioner in accelerating the changes initisted
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by Sullivan; on the willingness of the legislature to give the SEA
some room to maneuver; and on puolic -and interest group pr'éssure for
greater state léidérship in education. If political sciéptist Edgar
Litt is correct that a new managerial class is becoming d'AOminant
force in Massachusetts politics, then one product could be a sigA;;i-

cantly improved Department of Education. But in Massachusetts politics,

any prediction is far from certain.
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CHAPTER IV

.
TITLE V IN NEW“YORK*

The preceding chapter focused on Title V's implementation in a
long-weak SEA operating in a non-supportive political environment. In
this chapter, by contrast, I discuss the program's effect in a sophis-

ticated, stablé, amply-funded agency with a long history of leadership

in education.

I. The Setting

' There is an old saying in Albany that New York State gevernment
has four oranches: the executive, the legislative, the judiciary and
the State Education Department.l. This §uip rather neatly depicts_the
importance of education in New York politics and, more specifically,
points to the unique position held by the SEA in state governmental
affairs,

There are many reusons fbr this situation. One of the st im-

portant stems from the political autonomy of the state governing body

¥ o s e

for education, the Board of Regents of The Uiiversity of the State of
New York. Created in 1784, the board is a non-salaried group of fif-
teen laymen elected by joint ballot of the two houses of vhe state

legislature. The board chooses the Commissioner of Education without

*Throughout this study the term "Title V" refers spacifically to sec-

tion 503 of Title V of ESEA, which provides unrestricted resources
to SEA's,
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.confirmation either by the governor or by the legislature, and each
y;;r submits its own législative proposals independent of the governor's
p}ogram. The most important distinction from other state education
1 boards, however, is that the regents are elected for fifteen year terms,
assuring them the opportunity to take stands somewhat free from the
fleeting political demands of the day.2
The combiiation of a nearly two hundred year tradition of lead-

ership, its wide-ranging responsibility as well as prestige, and the
long térms of its members enables the Board of Regents to cperate more
independently than any other government institution in New York State.
Indeed, .ephen K. Bailey and his colleagues concluded in & 1962 report:

The New York Board enjoys indepzndent executive, legislative,

and judicial power of such scope as to bring intc question its

.consonance with American constitutional principles of separation

_of powers and b_alances.:5 ‘ o -

This independence has enabled the regents to -.ulate the State

Education Department from man;vof the.direct political pressures typi-
cal in government. That is not to say that the SEA is nnaccountable
or unresponsive to poli;ical concerns, but rather, that the peculiar
status and power of the regents have provided the SEA with room to
waneuver and a strong base to deal with day-to-day atteﬁpts at politi-
cal interv: “¢en, Unlike many state agencies, for example, the SEA
has not always been obliged to ''check across the street" with the
legislature or the governor before it takes a stand or makeg a nove.

i ' As a result, the SEA has had the freedom to develop and impler:-t -

. ‘ 4
programs in an atmosphere rarely found in government.
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the Department's relative independence, however, is not suf-
fizieh;_to explain fully either the importance of education in New York
government or ‘the Depsrtment's national reputation for leadership. New
York also has the size and the resources to sSupport strong guvernmental
activity. It is the second most populous states and ranks fourth in
‘per capita income.6 Furthermore; the ‘resources have been matched with
high taxes and the willingness o support expesnsive state services. No
state taxes a higher percentage of its personal incamo7 and, if a few
small states are ei.cluded, no state spends more per capita for state

. 8
services.

One consequence of this fiscal effort has been a relatively
effective state government. A 1970 study ranked New York second only
to California in the quaiity of its legislature.9 Even going back a
geners;ion, good yovernment clearly has been an important pait of the
state's heritage, as noted by a 1954 analyst:

Ther, is probably no other American state today in which compe-
tence places so highly as a political value. New Yorkers, with
sow2 conspicuous local excepticis, seem convinced that only an
cificient government can be effectively responsive.. .New York
was first of the states to adopt & civil service system based
upon merit and fitness and has carrisd budget administration to
the point of refinemunt beyond thr't of any msjor American juris-
diction. Probably no other state ‘has coordination between de-
partments and programs institutionalized and developed to &
degree comparable to that of New York. The state is one of few
places where competent public administratio~ is an effective
electioneering argument .10

There might be some dispute today about New York standing alone, but
one can'hardly deny that effective state government has long been part

of New York's political fabric.
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As part of this generally high level of support for state se:-
vi;es, politicians have placed a particularly high priority on educa-
tion for several reasons. Supporting better schools and colleges has
long been gnod politics in a state placing a high value on an educated
populace; many candidates for pub{}c office have been elected on plat-
forms advocating increased educatién expenditures. And along with this
general support for education, the SEA which adainisters a wide variety
of state prugrams, has grown to the point wher:., as one legislative aid
put it, "Education is to the government of the state of New York as
defense is to the federal government in terms of expenses, etc."11

But probably a more important reason for partikaurlylstrong
political suppoxt for education and the SEA is the unitea ront pre-
sented to’ the state power structure by those arguing for increased aid
to education. Started in 1937 and composed of the state's nine major
educational groups, the New York State Educational Conference Board
has acted as a coordinating coalition designed to stand unanimously
behind agreed-upon plans for improving New York education and to sub-
mergeadifferénces among competing gioups.lz After visiting SEA's in
the sixteen most populous states, Michael D. Usdan repovted:

Although these states all had relatively effective teachers
associations, statewide organizations of school board memb~—s
and administiators, and PTA's, in no state in my estimation

was there a cluster of politically sophisticated lay and pro-

fessional educational leaders comparable to those found in
New York .13 ~

Not only have these groups joined‘fbices to promote education,
but they also have worked closely with New'Yotk SEA officials in the

development of policies and legislative proposals. Usdan summarizes
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in 1963:

... tducational leaders in the state do not limit their activities
to the organizations to which they belong. Their influence is
far more pervasive than this, not only in their close cooperation
with the leadership and members of other statewide organ:zation,
but also in their intimate ties, based omn mutual goals and re-
spect, with officials of the State Education Despartment,

This cooperation manifests itself in legislative efforts which
are remarkahly coordinated. In .other words, New York's educa-
tional lezdership is almost fratemal;... This basic rapport
among the leading figures of the various educational organiza-
tions is based upon mutual regard *=d iespoct for one ancther
as people working for the same cause.l? (Emphasis added.)

In sum, 7 .: power and prestige of the regents, the tradition

of well-supported effective gc.arnment, the faith of New Yorkers in

kthe value of education, the political capital from supporting educa-

tion, and the symbiotic relationship between the powerful Educational
Conference Board and the New York SEA have combined to put a high
premium on quality education in New York and to make the SEA a particu-
larly influential agency in state government. Indeed, if SEA's had
theme songs, until recontly New York's could quite appropriately have
been, ''Whatever Lola wants:'Lola gets."

Times are changing. Several converging forces increasingly
are placing the SEA under greater scrutiny ﬁnd are seemingly diluting
its\position of influence. Part of this resui;s érom the growing un-
certainty about education. For years educators. have argued that-their
problems were created mainly by insufficient resourcss. For years

politicians have had faith that more money would result in better

‘Scho-ls: Indeed, New York has backed its zhetoric dith.dollars and

has been a leader in supporting education. This faith seess to be
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eroding. Teacher strikes, campus riots, divisive fights over school
decentralization, and the apparent failure to demonstrate school suc-
cess, particularly with the disadvantaged, all in their way have con-
- tributed to a growing disenchantment with educators and their pleas
for more money. These factors have led as well to a growing skepti-
cism about departmental raquests for expansionary activity. Unlike
the past, legislators-are beginning to asi: for evidence of inereased
school quality as a result of increased expenditures--before allccating
even more money tc education. As one legislative aide commented: ''We
always assumed a cost-quality relationship [in education]. And they
[legislators] used to run on it. No more. Now it is a millstone

around their neck."15

A second related force is the growing fiscal crisis in New York.
This is reflected at the local level in taxpaer rebellions. In 1971,
132 out of 679 New York school budgets were tirned down by local voters.16
And at the state level the political consensus in 1971 was thaé taxes
had reached a limit and state services had to be cut., Consequently,
the SEA was hit with employment freezes, travel restrictions, and the
elimination of about 250 positions from its rosters, including the
firing of about fifty people.17

This growing fiscal squeeze also has been accompanied by grow-
ing professional staf}s for the legislature and the Division of the
Budget, facilitating day-to-day monitoring of departmental activities.

In the past when resources were reaiiiy available, the SEA basically

received block sums of money with considerable discretion. Departmental
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activities we-e overseen by one budget examiner who had responsibilities
for other agencies as well. More recently, this one-man operation has
been replaced with about seven examiners, and increasingly they are
making substantive decisions about line items.18
Finally, the coalition of schoolmen and laymen presonting a

united program for educational improvement no longer functions effec-
tively. Fredurick M. Wirt in a 1972 study of New York noted:

Like all such coalitions, the ECB [Educational Conference

Board] .contained potential divisions--vhich were widened

severely by events during the sixties. The growing militancy

of the United Federation of Teachers (long only an occasional

participant, but most often a critic of the coalition) pushed

the State Teachers Association toward enlarged demands. These

were increasingly opposed by the Schonl Board Association,

whose local members balked at grovidingvlarger resources

to meet such teacher demands.l
Indeed, the power of different interest groups has shifted rapidly
during the last few years In his 1963 study of New York, Usdan
pointed to the central role of the Educational Conference Boardzo in
the development of state educational policies, while not even men-
tioning the teachers union. In 1969, only six years later, a survey
of more than half of the New York state legislators reached strikingly
different conclusions. More legislators (fifty-four percent of the
respondents) identified' the teachers union as a powerful interest
group than any other educational organization. Only five percent of
the legislators ranked th= Educational Conference Board as a powerful
21 ’
interq;t group.,

All in all, the growing concern about the efficacy of school

expenditures, the pressure of fiscal stringencies, and the increased

manpower to monitor departmental activities have combined to reduce the
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Department’'s independence and have contributed to a growing ambivalence
on the-part of some politicisns toward the agency. It continues to be
highly regarded by many merbr.rs of the legislature, but an increasing
number apparently are concerned *sith the expense of maintaining its
far-flung activities. 'The Education Department is not a 'miversally
popular unit with the Assembly:"zz commented a legislative aide. Fur-
thermore, and perhaps most significant, these factors as well as the
waning power of the Educational Conference Board seem to have contri-
buted to a shift in the locus of state power in New York education.
Looking back over New York education in the last decade, Wirt summar-

izes the situation in 1972:

The forum for decisions about school programs and moneys has been
altered. That no lcnger lies in a once monclithic coalition of
schoolmen, which first internally rescived conflicts among its
Parts and then pressnted ths product to a complaisant legislature,
while the governor idly watched. Such a description may not have
been accurate at any but the briefest times in the past.

As internal divisions among schoolmen became no longer con-
tainable, the governor and legislature took on new interests, re-
sources, and direction in shaping school policy. The regents,
commissioner, and department officials may well be increasingly
professional and competent. Their program interests may be more
varied and their imnovations broader than in the past or than in
other states. But as zll programs must ultimstsly operate with
funds, schoolmen must face the constraints and preferences of
those who allocate funds. These have increasingly been found
across the street from the education buildings in Albany, in
the legislature's Victorian rockpile snd the executive offices
[of the governor].23

The long-run consequences of these changes are far from certain.*

In the short run, though, the SEA is off the "gravy tra.in"u and its

*Political prognostications are made even murkier by the unknown con-
sequences of ths 1972 merger of the New York State United Federation of
Teachers and the New York State Teachers Association.
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influence may well be at a low ebb. And as one SEA official noted,

"I see some rough years ahead."zs

II. The State Education Department

A visitor to the SEA cannot help but be'someyhat awsd by its
size ana scope of activity. It is the single largest agency in New York
State government with a staff of about 3,700 employees.z6 It is the
largest SEA in the country; even the California SEA has only half the
number of emplqyees.27 Its staff is so large that if one were to add
together the total number of employees of the seventeen smallest SEA's,
the result would stili not match the figure for New York.28 And simi-
larly impressive, the New York State Education Department has more
employees than USOE,29

The question arises: what does this huge agency do? The an-
swer is that it does practically everything conceivable in education,
end more. As New York Commissioner of Education Ewald B. Nyquist likes

to say, the agency is concerned with all education from "two to tooth-

less."30

Besides its responsibility for elementary, secondary, and higher
education, it -also is r?sponsiblo for vocationsl rehabiiitation which
in 1971 had a staff of 888 ellployer.31 Additionally, the SEA rums tie
state -ﬁseum, the state library system, ‘and the Office of State History.
It operates a school for the deaf and a school for the blind. It li-
censes state citizens in twenty-two professions, vanging from landscape

architecture to veterinary medicine.32
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Long recognized as a leader amoung SEA's in such areas as research
and evaluation, the New York agency supports research ar;alyses, compiles
Studies, and funds experimental research efforts: And, while many other
states are struggling with achievement testing, New {oﬁ is experiment-
ing with other measures of performance, including the development of
non-cognitive measures. The direction of the Department's activities
as well as the quality of its efforts are sophisticatcgd and impressive.

Size and scope by themselves, of course, are rot enough to build
an influential SEA. A critical ingredient is the quality of its staff.
While the SEA has not been free from manpower problems (which will be
discussed later), it has been successful in attracting and holdir.lg some
outstanding officials, particularly in top management positions. Unlike
many SEA's, it has not been hampered by grossly non-competitive salaries;
New York State takes effsctive govemnentkseriously. as noted earlicr,
ard has been willing to pay its employees reasonable salaries. A science
specialist in New York earns about $16,000 per year, for example, while
his counterpart in the neighboring state of Massachusetts earns 312.000.33

The absence of political patronage and the opportunity for pro-
fessional growth also contribute to the Department's reputation as a
leader, no doubt facilitating the recruitment of talent. As a rasult,

a 1971 SEA report is probably accurate when it states:
We have the most comprehensive Qducation. department in the
nation, with specialists in every field of education. New
York's Education Department has long been considered a pace-

settor, and many of our staff members are nationally recognized
leaders in their fields of specialization.34




94

Departmental influence also derives from the norm of profes-
sionalism., The selection §f SEA employees is based specifically on
their credentials as professional educators, their school experience,
and their ability to understand and identify witﬁ local problems.35
Indeed, just as departmental officials have had close ties with their
cclleagues in the Educational Conference Board on political matters, su
too SEA staffers have worked closel, with their reers at the local level
in the schools. Wirt explains the impacf of the norm of professionalism
on state-local relations: |

Professionalism characterizes the overall operation of the
agency....

Program edministrators spend much time consulting with their
local school reference group. They rely on consensus and indi-
vidual schocl-by-school negotiation, as -among peers.,...

Furthermore, the same personnel, who review and comment on
proposals and applications are responsible for site visitation
and evaluation. Since they are considercd 'professionals'--

that is, above any conflict of interest or shortage of objec-
tivity--it is only fitting that they should evaluate as well

as allocate, 36
The norm of professionalism, then, promotes harwony and unity of pur-
pose among individuals sharing similar values, backgrounds, and training.*
Despite the Department's national reputation as a leader and its
good working relat;onships with many local schoolmen, it has not been

immune from serigﬁﬁn biems or from sevsre criticism from New Yorkers.

*It also suppo:§23§5¢
those of profbgggb“‘
fully in Chapter ¥ili:.

ot wmhasdee e e oo
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managing the flow of federal funds to local agencies. New York City
has claimed an annual interest cost of $200,000 because it was required
to borroy money while awaiting its allocation .from Albhny.37 Stemming
from inefficient SEA management procedures, this problem has been cor-
rected.

A second problem area has been the Depertment's high vacancy
rate. Despite its ability to attract qualified professionals, the SEA
has not been notably aggressive in keeping its slots filled. For the
last few years the vacancy rate for professionals has remained rather
consistently at fifteen percent. SEA officials have been concerned with
this problem but it has been easier to identify than to solve, particu-
larly since much of the recruitment is decentralized throughout the
agency. Contributing difficulties have bezn the unavailsbility of pro-
fessional educators in the mi&dle of the scﬁool year, salary schedules
which for a while were not as competitive as now, and officials who
could comfortably postpone the filling of vacancies because of the depth
of available resources in the agency. The high vacancy rate has now
virtually disappeared. Most vacincies were eliminated with the recent
cutback in SEA jobs. The remaining job slots have bscome more attrac-
tive because of a pay raise and the nationwide economic recession, 38

Finally, the SEA is by no means universally viewed as a pace-
setter. It has been charged with operating in a vacuum and with poor
procedures for the dissemination of 1nfbrnntion.39 Indeed, it is viewed
with hostility, apathy and cynicism by many "down-state" schoolmen, ac-

cording to a long-time SEA obsorver.4° Staffing the agency mainly with
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"'up-sitate" schoolmen unfamiliar with the problems or New York City and
Long Island gives rise to this observation. |

Department officials are aware of this staffing pattern but are
not sure of the causes. Departmental salaries, particulirly with a re-
cent increase, are reasonably competitive with "down-state" salaries,
but apparently many proféssioﬁals are 1ot eager to move to Albany. In
any case, key administrators are concerned with this and other staffing
problems. Indeed, it is interesting to note that top departmental
managers viewed the recent cutback in jobs as having one beneficial
side effect. It allowed them to weed out individuals thought.to be
relatively incompetent.41

So, the SEA has had its fair share of typical bureaucratic prob-
lems. On balance, however, it has long had a range and depth of human
resources most SEA's would find hard to match. Hence, when ESEA becams
law the SEA did not need to play "catch-up ball' and build a basic or-
ganizational infrastructure. Indeed, according to one'éfficial, the
SEA by itself, in 1965, had more than half of the subject matter special-

42

ists Qmployed by all SEA's in the country. This is impressive for a

state with less than ten percent of the nation's 1965 public school
population.43 ‘e

Moreover, when ESEA was passed the SEA already was actively en-
gaged in the major areas of concern addressed by that legislation. New
York was one of only three states, for example, which had passed legis-

lation geared to the disadvantaged prior to 1965.44 Also predating the

focus of Title III of ESEA on innovation, the SEA in 1964 established &
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Center fg; Innovation. Finally, the SEA for many years has been urging
expenditures fbf early childhood education, long before it became a
major goal of educators.

It js within this general context, then, that one has to view
the implementation of Title V. When the SEA received its first year
Title V apportionment of about 3785,000,45 it was operating in an en-
vironment valuing effective government and willing to pay the price to
hire competent staff. Education was held in high repute, with the SEA
working closely with the Educational Conference Board in developing
programs that the legislature supported. The SEA itself was well
staffed, stable, highly proféssionai, amply funded, and reputed to be
& pace-setter in education. Given these conditions, which might be
considered ideal, the question emerges: How did New York expend its
Title V funds?

III. Title V's Implementation

During the first five years of Title V, New York was apportioned
more than $6 million, an amount exceeded only in Califormia. During
these years, New York used this money to fund approximately seventy-five
different projects.46 If nothing else, this indicates a decision not
to target resources in on; or several areas with the greatest potential
for development, as had be;n suggested by § comeittee of state schoolmen
in 1965.47

Before discussing the decision-making process which resulted in
the funding of those seventy-five projects, I first intend to describe

them briefly, and then offer a serics of observations about these
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expenditures with illustrations arawn from specific Title V projects.
In presenting these descriptions, I discuss the first year of the pro-
gram separately. It was the most interesting year of Title V; after
that SEA officials had very little flexibility, in their view, since
most of the money was tied up in periinent positions. Also, this ap-
proach heips minimize the complexity of describing briefly many of the

seventy-five or so projects. ¥

1965-1966: New York funded forty separate projects during the
first year of Title V. Twenty-four of these were submitted initially
as a single package, with the remaining sixteen trickling into USOE
over the course of the year. It is useful to begin by considering the
twenty-four original applications as a unit, since they represent he thik -
ing of the Department's top officials on how best to use its Title V
funds to strengthen the agency.

The original projects were small in size, ranging from about
$12,000 to $50,000, with two exceptions.*8 oOne project proposed $102,000
for on-site research in the state's six largest cities to gather basic
information about the urban school situation. The other proposed $70,000
for the establishment q£ two pilot regional offices for educational
planning and development. The remaining original projects called for =
wide variety of activities. Funds were used to establish several new
offices. An Office of Science and Technology was established to act as
a coordinating and liaison unit on questions of scientific and technice)
education. An Educational Exchange and Comparative Education Unit was

created, with its main responsibility being to assist foreign visitors
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to the SEA. A bureau office was established to coordinate the pepart-
ment's Cooperative Review Service, & program providing assistance in
instruction to school districts.

Several projects were designed to strengthen internal SEA acti-
vities. Funds were used to expand the statistical operation of the SEA
with the aim of developipg an Information Center for 'Education, a dis-
seminating unit for statistical information. Another projeét proposed
several new approackss to staff development, including exchanges with
other education agencies. Extra staff was proposed for the Office of
Business Management and Personnel to fill jobs from picking up mail to
recruiting. A new slot was created for an Assistant Commissioner for
Research and Evaluation,* and it was also proposed (but later cancelled)
that Title V be used to hire an additional Associate Commissioner and
Assistant Commissioner tokreduce the growing workLoad of the Commissioner
of Education and the Deputy Commissioner. Finally, one project callad
for the hiring of a professicual staffer to be concernsd solely with
long-range SEA planning. (This prcject was not funded until 1967--with
state resources.)

A third category of projects in the first go-round was designed

to provide basic consultative services. A consultent wes hired to work

*It is interesting to note that this new position iad tc a promotion
(and a raise) for a deyartmental employee. In fact, his job was filled
by a subordinate and the latter's job was filled by still another sub-
ordinste.49 What's moze, the creation of the bureau office for the
Cooperative Reviei: Service, mentioned sbove, similarly ied to an in-
ternal promotion and a raise for its new director.50 This use of

Title V resources, however, seems to have been mors the exception

than the rule.
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with schools in recruiting Peace Corps returnees for teaching, Thess
activities later were carried out by a new Office of Volunteers in Pub-
lic Service. Consultants were alsc hired to help disadvantaged students
seeking a college education, to assist colleges in making use of vari-
ous programs of student financial aid,xto provide technical assistance
for teacher education, and to aid local schools in the development of
projects to be funded under Title III of ESZA (supplementary educational
centers and servicss).

Rescurces also were used to pay for studies of data processing,
in-service training of teachers, “ome study programs, and the impact of
the state's regents examinations. Finally, several miscelianeous ac-
tivities wers supported: the development of a humanities curriculum,
in-service training for school administrito.s, and the provision of
museun services to schools.,

As time passed, it became clear tlat these twenty-four original
projects would not expend all the mmmey originally budgeted for thes.
Obstacles in getting projects off tha giound in 1965 were created by
the delay of the congressional appropriation until September, by the
difficulty in finding the righ: people for the new positions, and by
the need ror state clearince of "classicication and conpensation."s1
Consequently, some of the activities originally p. :~sing new staff
were switched to contracts as the end of the fiscal year approached.
Also, sixteen additional projects were approved, half of which called
for contract studies: a state plan for integration, an anaiysis of

cost data reporting on. school buses, o : iew of financial aid prograes

]

ey
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for college students, a study of acoustics iﬁ school buildings, and a
management review of the Division of Professional Licensing Services.
Finally, there was QUEST, a contract to develop a standard formet for
ad hoc questiornaire construction.

The remaining eight projects funded the first year also covered
a variety of subjects. Resources were used for a reading conference,
regional institutes on the problems of the emotionally disturbed, field
visits to kindergartens, and a conference on employee relations in the
public schools. The latter led to an Office of E-ployerlﬁuployee Rela-
tions whose staff members act as brokers in contract negotiations for
teacher salaries. Equipment and materials were also purchased, in-
cluding camera equipment to make a pictorial file of exemplary school
facilities, films for in-service training, and a microfiche reader-
printer. Finally, a proposal was approved for a trip to India to study
scientific training and research. This project was later switched to
Ford Foundation funding and Title V was not used for this purpose. In
short, New York supported a widely diverse group of projects during the

first year with most of Title V finally being used for outside contracts.

1966-1970: During subsequent years, Title V reswurces have been
used largely to subsidize projects previously started. In fact, almost
ninety percent of the funds in 1969 either supported Title V projects
proposed the first year (fiscal 1966) or ac&ivities started previously

under NDEA.* Although the data are not broken out as neatly for later

*In 1968, the federal funding for SEA supervisory positions under
Titves III and X of NDEA was terminated with an ecqual amount added to
the total Title V appropriation. New York switched those previously
funded under NDEA over to its-Title V account.
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years, the same pattern clearly has continued through fiscal year 1972

propizosals.s2

Title V, in short, has acted largely as a subsidy forwthe
‘continuing support of SEA staff.

After the first year, a number of small additional Title V proj-
ects have been funded which resemble the first-year ideas in scope and
diversity. More studies have been funded, including a review of con-
tinuing education and -an investigation of thermal environments in school
buildings. Money has also been used for promotional activities. A
multi-media presentation was developed to encourage participation in
state-supported in-service education, and resources were used to take
photog;-aphs of federa;l pmjécts for use in presentations. Finally, ac-

tivities were funded to develop indicators of educational performance

and to hire additional staff for the Office of Long-Range Planning.

General dbservations: During the course of my investigation, I

questioned sumeone about practically every funded project. Not sur-
prisingly, neither the genesis of the projects nor thei;' implementation
consistently matched the problem-free pictures painted in the Title V
applications and annual reports to USOE. With a few exceptions, how-
ever, most of tl_ie projects seem to have been reasonably succe.';sful in
meeting the often vague objectives set out in the applications for
funding; some are rather impressive. In thissense, Title V has strength-
ened the New York SEA.

There are several reasons for this success. As mentioned earli«w.
the SEA is gble to attract and to hold a reasonably talented staff which

takes its responsibilities seriously. Another is that the agency follows
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well-developed procedures--for example, nsed to justify projec.s, state

' clearance of jobs and pay rates, budget controls--which are designed

to prevent misuse of funds. Finally, another important reason is that
almost none 6f the projects called for fundamental organizational change,
freeing implementation from many normal bureaucratic entanglements.

Because of the reasonable success of most projects, I will not
explore each one's imglementation. Rather, I will fbéus mainly on the
nature of the projects, on their common characteristics and, in the next
section, on how and why they were proposed in the first place. This
effort is meant to demonstrate the close correspoqdence between the
theoretical notions set forth in Chapter I and the actual behavior of
the New York SEA in implementing Title V. But before tuming to these
matters it is important to discuss briefly che two largest original
projects. Both demonstrate how rlans can be sidetracked during imple-
mentation.

The urban education project called for $£02,000 the first year
mainly to gather basic information about education in New York's six
(later eight) largest cities. The project was designed to provide a
factual base to “'support recommendations to the Commissioner of Educa-
tion for mwodifying the organization of the Siate Education Department
to deal more directlyvand effectively with the problams of urban edu-
cation."53 Instead, the funds were used in Puffalo and Rochester for
the ''development of plans for quality desegregated education...."%
‘These studies were undoubtedly useful, but it is fairly clear that they

Played little role in the subsequent establishment of an Office of Urban
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Education or in what the office does with its time and resources. In
short, it appears as if Title V was partially diverted from the original
cbjectives to meet what was viewed as 2 higher priority need, namely
plans for desegregation in two cities.

The other large project, calling for two regional offices and
eventually six across the state, was amended shortly after it was pro-
posed. Why this happened is not clear. Accordipg to two top SEA of-
ficials, several members of the Board of Regents were concerned about
potential 'competition" in the field if the SEA were decentralized.
Local educators could tumn to a regional office for information and ad-
vice rather than ask the regent from that area, thus challenging the
regent's hegemony in his section of the stagp.ss Another SEA staffer
argued that in opposing the regional ceaters several regents were re-
flecting the concern of local schoolmen about SEA intrusion on local
turf.56 In any case,57 local groups were uniting in 1965-1966 to form
regional bodies with resources from Title III of ESEA, thus making
Title V- supported centers somewhat duplicative. As a result, the
Title V funds were diverted to a series of small grants to these locally-
formed regional bodies to provide liaison services for the SEA. The
hoped-for decentralizatior of the SEA--the idea behind the original re.
gionalization proposal--has never been implemented, despite its descrip-

tion in early 1965 as "our biggest project in our plan to use Title V

funds."58

Aside from the gap between original goals and implementation in
these two large projects, common characteristics of several New Yofk

Title V projects bear mention. The absence of thought-out priorities

7




105

by those administering the individual Projects seemed to be typical,
Several examples help make this point. As mentioned earlier, funds
were used to establish an office for coordinating the Cooperative Re-
view Service (CRS), an activity providing comprehensive consultative
services on instruction to school districts. Since the program began
in 1961, CRS has provided services each year to about thirty school
districts.59 At this rate, it would take approximately twenty-five
years to visit all the school districts in the state, without time for
follow-up ‘assistance. Since CRS has many more requests than can be
filled, some system is needed for choosing among school districts. In
préctice this entails visiting those districts (or nearby districts)
which results in CRS having an "impact' upon the greatest number of
students. Factors such as relative need, wsalth, or the availability
of local resources are not considered. "There really is no attempt to
eliminate a school district because of its resources,"?o commented the
CRS bureau chief. This absence of need criteria has led to a CRS visit
to Great Neck, one of the wealthiest schbol districts in the state and
in the nation. "Everyone needs it."61 explained the former CRS director.
This virtual absence of priorities continues despite the estab-
lishment of a Title V-funded office to coordinate overall CRS activi-
ties, despite criticism of CRS in the 1961 Brickell report on the SEA,5?
and despite a 1966 study which explicitly recommended "establishing a

priority system for Providing direct departmental assistance to those

districts needing it u.ost."63 The existing method is not considered

unsatisfactory and therefore it is continued.
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Another example of absence of priorities is found in the Title V
project supporting field trips to innovative out-of-state programs.
Funding decisions are handled basically on a first-come, first-served
basis, until the money runs out each year.64 Apparently no attempt has
been made to think threugh alternative methods of distribution which -y
possibly result in better utilization of fumnds.

These examples of activities supported by Title V apparently are
not exceptions to typical departmental behavior. A bureau chief in a
subject matter area, for instanée. stated that while it would be im-
possible to provide services to all New York schools, his staff will
visit any school regardless of need if services are requested.ﬁs In
short, the consideration, establishment, and implementation of priori-
ties other than on the simplest grounds does not seem to take place,
Current standard operating procedures seem satisfact,oryD and little
thought apparently is devoted to the exploration of improved methods.
As a result, the impact of many Title V projects has been less than
optimal,

Let me be more specific about a possible alternative, It is
conceivable, for instance, that the CRS leadership could work out a sys-
tem for ranking school di'stricts according to need. Criteria such as
wealth, reading scores, number of disadvantaged students, and so forth
could be utilized. Guided by a ranking, priorities for CRS services
could be established. While it may be politically unwise to refuse to
visit a school district which has requested services, the visit could

be. delayed until needier districts had been served. Furthermore, thoss




districts needing attention and not requesting the service could be

encouraged to ask fbr a CRS visit. Of course, administrative judgment
would remain the key ingreaient in making a choice among districts;

too rigid adherence to priorities in some ca;es could do more harm than
good. Nevertheless, by raising the level of consciousness about the
need for more thought-out priorities, it is possible that the CRS ac-
tivities could have a more beneficial effect.

Another characteristic of many New York Title V projects was the
absence of clearly stated objectives for the different activities. In
some cases the applications for federal funding were umintelligible.
For example, one New York application approved by USOE concluded:

The Office of can hardly launch pilot programs

without incurring a charge of partiality to city of area chosen.
Its planning is an operational procedure .66

These sentences defy irterpretation.

Still another characteristic of Title V's implementation phase
was the virtual absence of formal procedures for evaluating Title V
activities. The little evaluation taking place was essentially informal,
involving an intuitive assessment of the man on the job end the general
reaction to the program in the field. The evidence suggests no at-
tempts to make go/no-go decisions on'Title V projects. For example,
federal funding for SEA personnel supported by Titles III and X of NDEA
was terminated in 1968 with an almqst equal amount added to New York's

Title V appropriation. Personnel previously funded under NDEA gppar-

ently were switched automatically to the Title V account without any

formal evaluation of this use of Titie V resources.




108

Another example involves the Office of Volunteers in Public
Service which continues at about $50,000 annualiy even though the prob-
lem it was mainly designed to meet--a shortage of teachers and a ple-
thora of returned Peace Corps volunteers looking for jobs--is no longer
a probler. No doubt, the division in which the office operates is not
anxious to give up the Title V resources. For the last two years, in
fact, the funds have been used for other activities in the division
with the office director devoting only part-time to the volunteer proj-

ects.67

In both examples, the activities have continued without any
formal evaluation.

While better evaluation seems desirable, one must wonder about
its limits. The SEA does have a unit for evaluating departmental pro-
grams. Interestingly, it has nsver recommended that a program he ter-
minated. "It's hard to identify a program that doesn't meet some kind
of need somewhere."68 noted one SEA staffer responsible for evaluating de-
partmental programs. Also, there is another important ro;son for ques-
tioning the limits of organizational evaluation. In the eyes of de-
partmental officials, removing staff from the payroll is sizsly not an
available option, even if legal constraints do not stand in ‘the way.

"Almost the last thing yéh drop are people,"69

stated a key SEA staffe-
That is, the SEA has not fired staff except under extrsordinary circum-
stances, -as wis the case during the recent manpower cutback. Conse-
quently, departmental constraints on firing employees and reluctance ¢~
declare a colleague's program a failure mean that once a program is

funded it is likely to continue, with -or without evaluation.
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A final characteristic of Title V's implementation was that
problems were encountered when praojects called for changes in bureau-
cratic procedures. This is exemplified by New York's staff development
proposal--one of its more impressive efforts, at least on paper. The
bulk of the money was to be used for employee exchanges with other in-
stitutions. For instance, a depzitmental employee might work for a time
with a private testing firm or a professor might jqin the SEA staff,

In fact, none of the funds was used for this purpose. The employee ex-
change idea was never implemented mainly because of the bureaucrstic
red tape created by attempts to switch individuals among agencies. The
problems were not unsurmountable, but the project administrator did not
have the time to solve them.’° Consequently, the course of lesast re-
sistance was followed and virtually all the money was expended on an-
other part of the Title V proposal providing funds for employee travel
to educational innovations in and out of the country. As mentioned
earlier, the type of bureaucratic problem just described was met common to
Title V projects since most of them were of an "add on" vn}iety and did
not require significant changes in bureaucratic procedures.

In addition to the foregoing discussion of the characteristics
of the Title V's implementation, several other observations grow out of
an examination of New York's Title V efforts. First, Title V was used
for virtually anything and everything. Studies, new units, conferences,
expansions of existing programs, and so forth were all funded. Proiects
supported activities at the preschool, elementary, secondary, and higher
education levels, [unds also supported museum education programs and

the study of the Department's responsibility for licensing different
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professions. In these various projects, most of the money was used for
staff salaries (siity-nine percent in 1970).71 To be sure, if a project
could be justified on its own merits, indepondent of the relative merits
of other projects, it was apparently eligible for SEA approval. Depart-
mental officials clearly interpreted the Title V mandate in the broadest
possible terms. The question of Title V priority setting, springing
from this observation, wiil be treated in the following section on
Title V decision-making.

A second observation is that most of the projects funded over
the years appeared to be simple expansions and marginal adaptations of
ongoing activities designed-to meet pressing problems, with old idcas
frequently taken "off the shelf." The personnel office needed more re;
cruiters. Title V was used. The museun wanted to expand its education
program. Title V hired new staff. There was a backlog of teacker cer-
tificates to be typed and sent out to applicunts., Title V funded a
project called ATTAKCERT tc hire office staff for twelve weeks. The
supply of state-supported in-service education resources exceeded
tescher demand. Title V was used for a multi-media presentation to
promote the departmental activity. The Fiscal Crisis Task Force, formed
because of state aid cutbacks, needed to "build the case for additiona)
funds."’2 Title V was used for a comparative study of the cost of edu-
cation in New York and six other states.

These are not isolated instances. Indeed, at least half the
initial projects funded in 1965 and still funded in fiscal 1972 clearly

fall into the category of expansion and marginal adaptation of ongoing
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activities to meet pressing problens.73 A few examples from this group
help make the point. The College Committee on the Disadvantaged
started in 1964 needed a full-time staff and publication of a report.

A Title V project was designed to meet this need. The Cooperative Re-
vié@ Service started in 1961 had a large backlog of unfinished reports.
Title V funded a unit., Staff of‘thé Division of Higher Bduéition needed
help in advising colleges about the new sources of student aid. Title V
funded a position.

In addition, several of the new units created with Title V re-
sources and still funded today were largely responsive to the immediate
needs of the day as contrasted with an assessment of long-range needs
of education in the state. For example, one reason for establishing
the new Education Exchange end Corparative Education unit reportedly
was to ronove’an irritant. The SEA had many foreign vi;{to;s with no
one responsible for making necessary arrangements. Bur&ensono details
ended up being discussed at departmental cabinet meetings. Through a2
Title V project this responsibility has been dolegated.74 Another ex-
ample is the Office of Employer-Employee Relations. It was created in
anticipation of the about-to-be-passed Taylor Act, authorizing collec-
tive bargaining for all public employees.

Finally, two of the other offices still supported in 1971 by
Title V were old jdeas funded with the new Title V resources. Title V
was used to facilitate the development of an Infbr-niion Center on
Education, a notion conceived several years before ESEA. Previ-

75

ously proposed in 1964, " the Office of Science and Technology also was
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responsive to an immediate need. According to a justification for the
Office: '"Unless we increase our own attention to these matters [science
and technology], functions of an educational nature will go by default
to other agencies outside of the Department. Some already have."76

In shert, a striking number of Title V projects were designed
either to put out small fires, to avoid them in the immediate future,
or to fund previously conceived ideas. There is little evidence that
the advent of Title V resulted in a rethinking of agency priorities or
generated much original thought about the long-term needs of the SEA.
Stated differently, U. S. Commissioner of Education Keppel's hoped-for
""thorough overhaul" did not take place, ‘

A third .observation is that the SEA seems inclined to meet new
problems with 'smll new units. As one SEA official put it, "Thé history

is that if there is a problem in the field then a new bureau is fomd.""

It is interesting to note, however, the size of the offices created.md
maintained by Title V. T‘i;e largest, the Office of Employer-Employee
Relations, has only three professionals, The smallest, the Office of
Volunteers in Public Service, never has had more than one professional.
Currently it is staffed only on a part-time basis. The commitments in
the different areas, therefore, do not seem t‘c?: be more ‘than token. For
example, if the SEA were committed to doing scmething in the area of
science and technology, one might reasonably expect more than the cur-

rent effort--one professional working full time and another part time.

In short, there seems to be a preoccupation in New York with doing some-

thing in every ares, & "cover all bases" philosophy of operation; one

78

staffer called it an "obsession." This is not to say that what is
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being done is not useful, but rather, that a characteristic of the
Department's organizational culture seems to be a concern with an un-
flagging appearaace of leadership in every area as much as a concern
with a reccrd of solid achievement. This observation is not altogether
new. In his 1961 study of the SEA, Henry M, Brickell commented on the
general problem:

It is sometimes charged that the State Education Department is

too large.... The Cunsultant counters with another cbservation

based upon information gathered during the survey: The Depart-

ment is too small--for the job it is attempting.... It assumss

that it is performing functions which it camnot perform; it

promises aid which it cannot give.’ :

Finally, Title V in New York has been used to a considerable ex-
tent for racther mmdane projects (e.g., filling personnel gaps), as
contrasted with efforts designed to bring about significant organiza-
tional change. It should be noted that there is nothing wrong with
such expenditures; they often are necessary to keep an organization
operating. But Title V was used as well fo; a number of rather incon-
sequential programs; for example, taking photographs of federailv sup-
ported programs or spending $25,000 to Produce a guide on thermal prob-
lems in schools. However, there is a partial explanation for these ex-
penditures which should be mentioned. Many of these rather inconse-
quential projects were funded toward the end of the fiscal year. The
alternatives were to let the federal money lapse or to Support them;
naturally the latter was chosen. But the lapsing of funds does not
provide a full explanation by any means. In fact, my two examples were

funded early in the year, long before lapsing funds becams an issue.3
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IV. Title V Decision-Making Process

New York's Title V expenditures raise a number of questions.
What decision-making process ied to the funding of forty projects the
first yesr, and approximately seventy-five during the first five years?
How were these rarticular projocts chosen? What was the nature of the
planning activities? What impact did USOE have on priorities?
As mentioned in earlier chapters, USOE officials were concerned
sbout how ti.e new money would be expended. Hoping that SEA's would
use the resources to meet their highest priority needs, USOE asked e‘:sh
of them to go through a self-assessmont process, ranking its areas of
greatest need and its priorities for spending. This sglf-wsesswnt
document was filled out by the chief budget officer (also thu Title V
coordinator) in New York's SEA. Basing the rankings on his general
knowledge of departmental needs and priorities, he did not believe that
this "horrendous'" self-assessment "had any significant impact" on the
Title V decision-making pmcess.81
Title V planning in New York was delegated o Deputy Commissioner
{and now Commissioner) Ewald 8. Nyquist. In February of 1965, two months
prior to the passage of ESEA, he wrote a mamorandum to dapartmental
cabinet officers soliciting ideas--
.s.along any one or all of three lines:
(1) Where do we have gaps in our intemal staffing which need
to be repaired such that significant gains would be made in
carrying out the functions of the Department in creative ways?
(2) What operational programs can you think of, either expansion
of existing ones or the establishment of new ones which, if we
have available funds, in greater measure would enable us to make

significant differences in the field as far as leadorship func-
tion of the Department is concerned?
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(3) What do you think the Department needs to add which will
help it in performing planning functions looking toward the
future in known or unknown areas of importance to the Degut-
ment? This is primarily a long-range planning function,32

Although Nyquist hoped for "creative' projects, no one was precluded

from submitting proposals and any justifiable activity in effect was

eligible for funding. As one 1965 staffer put it, "In almost any bureau-

cracy when money becomes available it is put up for competition, as was

B3

A routine procedure was then followed for developing proposals.
Lower units of the agency were informed of Title V's availability.
Ideas were solicited once more with virtually no constraints. Rough
proposals were generated at all levels of the bureaucracy, and made
their way through channels to the desks of the Department's assistant
and associate commissioners. At this point the proposals allegedly

were appraised with appropriate ones passed on to the Title V coor-

dinator. In the meantime a more informal process apparently as taking

place. Telephone cal_“;s,‘ a quick discussion over lunch, a word or two
after conferences supplemented the "through channels" formal proced-
ures. For instance, the director of the Title V-supported Office of
Science and Technology stated that he approached the Commissioner di-
Tectly to suggest Title V expenditures for that proposed new office.84
Approximately thirty to foriy ideas emerged from this process,

including those of the Commissioner and the Deputy Commissioner. The

key SEA administrative officers then formed a co-it;eo to consider the

ideas. Deputy Comrissioner Nyquist acted as chairman. What exactly

transpired in the subsequent Title V meetings is not entirely clear;
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memories have faded and detailed minutes were not taken, as far as I
know. Nonetheless, several interviewees painted the following spproxi-
mate picture. The rationale for various projects and the logistics of
implementing them were discussed, with funding decisions ultimately
made by Nyquist. It was suggested that his decisions probably were in-
fluenced by his own roster of departmental needs, by the persons advo- .
cating a particular project and, in general, by his judgments about 7
whether garticular proposals made sense.8S |
Various criteria emerged from the early discussions which re-
portedly also helped in making these Title V decisions. According to

an internal memorandum, these criteria were:

1. To procure staff for various functions for which it would
be difficult or impossible to secure State funds.

2. To take care of immediate needs for which State funds are
not now available, nor might they be even after April 1, 1966.
[i.e., the state's new fiscal year.]

3. To promote innovative changes within and outside the De-
partment, ’

4. 8y definition of the ESEA, to stress primarily eledentary
and secondary education, but to consider strengthening an:’
function of the Department for which an imaginative proposal
was submitted.86 (Emphasis in original.)

Indeed, one state budget official noted: 'We have found that the SED

[State Education Department] has used Title V funds for things that

they couldn't get state aid for."87

All in all, there is little evidence of conflict in these meet-
ings since enough money apparently was available to fund most of the

major ideas. After several meetings and review with the Comsissioner,




twenty-four projects were chosen. Most of the other proposals were

not turned down, but simpiy postponed. After the ideas were agreed
upon, a list of Title V priorities was established which in effect
listed the areas covered by the proposals. The agreed-upon projects
then were submitted to the Board of Regents and later to USOE for
what appears to have been little more than pro forma approval.

This first submission of ideas was supplemented with new
proposals when it became clear later in the year that all the Title V
funds would not be expended. A memorandum once more went out to the
cabinet, stating: "The purpose of this memorandum, therefore, is to
ask you to submit new proposals or revive old ones which we could not
approve for the first submission." There were no restrictions on
proposals except the following: 'Incidentally, I can tell you in
advance that we will disapprove of any proposal which camnot be im-
plemented within this Federal fiscal year."88 (It should be men-
tioned that SEA freedom to use ﬁp its apportionment during the
course of the year was one of the most liked characteristics of
Title V, as explained by a New York staffer: '"Title V was flexible
in that funds were available anytime during the fiscal year--not
true with state ftmds.")89
) Since the first year, however, flexibility in establishing new
projects has been seriously curtailed., Permanent positions established
under Title V have forced departmental officials, in their view, to ex-
pend 8 large amount each year for the continuing subsidy of original

projects. Also, despite the growth in Title V appropriations, the new
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money hus been needed mainly to pay normal salary increases and wunex-
pected fringe benefit costs for Title V staffers,90 and to cover the
cost of programs switched to the Title V account.91 Consequently, the
solicitation of the bureaucracy for ideas has been much less in subse-
quent years than during the first. .New projects have been approved by
the Beputy Commissioner without fanfare. "There wasn't very much
[money] to make noise about,"92 noted a SEA staffer.

What emerges, then, can be described as an agency-wide competi-
tion for funds with most of the original proposals receiving support.
While there was some hope for long-range activities, most of the proj-
ects, as discussed earlier, were designed to meet pressing problems.
In fact, one top 1965 official said that he '"was disappointed"93 with
the lack of serious attention given to the proposals by the departmental
assistant and associate commissioners. It appeared to him as if they
simply passed on virtually all the proposals generated below without
adding their own priorities or culling out poor proposals. After the
first year, the flexibility all but disappeared with Title V used
largely to pay the continﬁing cost of permanent staff positions.

Yurthermere, the evidence suggests that choices were avoided in
1965, whether consciously or unconsciously, by spreading the ample re-
sources among competing proposals. Organizational tranquility also
was maintained with each of the major units of the agency sharirg a
part of the funds. On this latter point, two of the original projects
were for the Office of the Commissioner, two were for the Office of

Business Management and Personnel, three were for elementary and
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secondary education, seven were related to higher education, three were
for the Center for Innovation, four were for research and evaluation,
one was for the Office of the Associate Commissioner for Finance, and
one was for the state museum. In setting forth their organization
theories, James G. March and Herbert A. Simon could have been describ-
ing the 1965 situation in New York when thay said:

Organizations functioning in a benign environment can satisfy

their explicit objectives with less than a complete expenditure

of organizational 'energy'. As a result, a substantial portion

of the activities in the organizatich is directed toward satis-

fying individual or subgroup goals.... When resources are rela-

tively unlimited, organizations need not resolve the relative

merits of subgroup claims. Thus, these claims and the ration-

alizations for them tend not to be challenged;...
But March and Simon point out that when money is tight, as is currently
true in the SEA, the situation changes: "...as resources are reduced
(e.g.,...after a legislative economy move in a governmental organiza-
tion), intergroup conflict tends to increase."gs

In short, Title V was spread over the SEA in a scét;er gun
fashion, ‘There is little evidence of an attempt to define the abstrac-
tion ''strengthening", or of any significant effort to rethink agency
priorities and use Title V for long-term efforts to improve the SEA.
Rather, Title V supported a series of ad hoc projects mainly designed
to meet pressing problems through the expansion and marginal adaptation
of ongoing activities.
The issue of priorities, however, has not been limited to Title V

activities. For example, the McKinsey and Company consulting firm, in

a $100,000 study, reported in 1966:
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In our study of the Department, we were unable to find any or-
ganized, department-wide system of priorities to guide the
overall allocation of scarce resources to ensure their most ef-
fective use. This, of course, does not mean that judgment and
selectivity are not used in making decisions within the De-
partment. But, it does mean that the evaluation process is
not comprehensivs enough to identify the parts of the educa-
tional systems that are most in need of departmental attention.

96
T%g agency officials have been concerned not only with the problem of
Briorities but also with the overall issue of improving the quality of
organizational decision-making. This concern has resulted in signifi-
cant steps recently in the planning area in an attempt to improve the
allocation of scarce resources.

In the following section, I &iscuss these planning efforts for
several reasons. One is that the Office of Long Range Planning is
partly funded with Title V resources. A seFond reason is that if
Title V funds were to be substantially increased, any change in the
pettern of Title V expenditures might be related to the efforts of
the departmental planners. Finally, it seems import.ant t¢ describe
one of the more sophisticated examples of SEA planning, particularly

since a }10 million federal program of comprehensive educational

planning is expected to be funded as part of the fiscal year 1973

budget . *

V. Priorities and Planning

In 1967, the Commissioner established the Office of Long Range

Planning for "the sole purpose of insuring that information was available

*Comprehensive educational planning is discussed in detail in Chapter
VII.




121

to him in order that they [departmental officials] could make better

decisions. °7

For the first few years most of the effort focused on
the implementation of the PPB (Proﬁram-Planning-Budgeting) system, in-
stituted bv the state in 1964. A .comprehensive study of these activi-
ties through 1968 concluded that while there had been "significant ac-
complishments in instituyionalizing the system,"98 PPB did not have
any "signiricant impact on organizational behavior, nor did it change

“

the way in which resource allocation decisions were made within the

Department."99

The study attributed this failure to the way the system
was implemented. Too much attention was devoted to the "informational
elements of PPB over the production of analytic studies"100 and too
little attention was paid to the prepcration and involvement of the de-
partmental personnel in the change process.101
Aware of these problems, departmental officials have been work-
ing toward strengthening the planning procedures. An important part
of this activity has been the further deveiopment of formal procedures
for the generation of agency priorities.m2 The procass begins in the .
fall with departmental personnel offering ideas about problem areas
needing priority support. Supplemented by suggestions from the field,
these different views are weighed and sifted at the lower levels of the
bureaucracy. Through the coordination of a Planning Group for Ele-
mentary, Secondary and Continuing Education, for example, eighteen
priority work areas were selected in 1969.103 Such suggestions and

others from different parts cf the agency filter up to the Commissioner

where his priorities are added and others deleted. .Several months later,

. . _a
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after preliminary analysis of these problem areas and after consulza-
tion with the Board of Regents, a final listing of both short- and
long-term agency priorities is published. The purpos® of this document
is to guide decisions about the allocation of scarce resources by pro-
viding the framework for the annual development of the budget and of
legislative proposals.

This process of establishing priorities, hovever, is just a part
of the Department's overall planning operation. In fact, a major shift
since 1969 has been away from departmentwide PPB activities toward em-
phasis on detailed problem or issue analysis. That is, planning con-
centrates on the analysis of broad issues such as drug education, help-
ing the handicapped, or equalizing educational opportunity. The issues
given the most attention are derived mainly from the departmental pri-
ority statement,

The SEA is quite explicit in what it currently means by planning,
defining it as: "'providing the decision-maker with all the pertinent
informa'ion that he needs to make rational decisions and helping him
formulate action strategies for implementing these decisions'."104
""Rational" means that decisions ave based on a needs assessment, prob-
lem and constraint identification, establishment of objectives, and
"programming out alternative programs and determining which are most

cost-effective."105

The planning sctivities, then, are meant to design
the best cost-effective solutions to problems in all areas, but with
the spotlight on priority issues identified by the SEA.

This current focus on problem analysis also has been accompanied

since 1969 by greater involvement of all levels of personnel in the
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process. SEA officials explicitly do not view plamning as centralized
"plan-making" but strongly believe that if better decisions are to be
implemented, then planning must be decentralized with planners working
"cheek to juwl"106 with the program managers responsible for adminis-

2y tering any new efforts. The reason for this approach has been stated

-

simply:

For onl: those plans will get acted upon which have the commit-
; ment of those who must carry them out. And the best way, we

believe. to gain that commitment is tc have people make their

own plans. This means that line managers cannot depend upon

a specialized planning office to make their plans for them,

If they do not plan, planning does rot get dorie,l107

Consequently, the major roles of the central Office of Long
Range Planning are to monitor the decentralized planning operations,
to work toward the internalization of the "rational thought processes’
by the professional staff and, more generally, to help develop the
tools of planning throughout the SEA. Furthermore, the long-term goal
of the office is to move the agency away from primary concentration on
immediate issues toward the consideration of longer-range problems.
Or, as cne c¢fficial described it, "to be proactive rather than reactive."loa
New York's planning endeavor appears rather sophisticated. The

materials describing its activities and hopes are characterized by the
latest ideas of professional planners: systems analysis, cost-benefit
analysis, PPB, fiow charts, PERT, program analysis reviews, Delphi tech-
niques, simulation, organizational development, contextual mapping, and
so forth., Moreover, the influence of microeconomic theory with its

concern with the value of efficiency is ever-present. Documents dis-

cuss ''greatest marginal effectiveness' and constant reference is made

=
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to "effitiency and economy.'" Every attempt apparently is being made to
explore and utilize the best ideas available. The SEA on paper, then,
"probably has one of the most impressive planning operations among SEA's.

In implementing the procedures, however, the SEA is still a .long
way from achieving success. There is little evidence of changes in re-
source allocations that would not have taken place in the absence of
these planning efforts. On the other hand, an official argued that the
general level of dialogue about problems and issues has become more
sophisticated and the procedures have had some impact on internal de-
cision-making. He pointed out, though, that it is i long frustrating
process to get officials to internalize the rational thought processes.
Indeed, sufficient time probably has not yet passed to evaluate fairly
the recent emphasis on problem analysis and 'cheek to jowl" involvement
of personnel in the process.

However, it is possible to raise some questions about the de-
partmental priorities. An examination of the fiscal 1972-73 priority
statement of the SEA shows that they '"cover the waterfront."llo At
least sevénty-five differeat priorities range from humanizing educstion

to drug aducation to better use of technology.111

Given their number,
diversity, and frequent vagueress, it is hard to conceive how a budget-
minded legislature could or would support them on more than a toxen
basis. The fact that there are so many, however, is not altogether
surprising. After all, priority setting is as much a political procese

as it is an educational one, and the demands of different individuals

and groups can often be met by including their concerns. Nonetheless,

109
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imperfect as it may be, the very exercise of consciously establishing
priorities may well be an improvement over the past.

In aay case, it is obviously impossible to assess the impact of
these new planning procedures on Title V since they were not instituted
until after the crucial first-year Title V,decisions. But these planning
procedures do hold out the hope, if not the current reality, of better
decisions in the future. The efforts, then, might have important con-
sequences foy Title V if additional resources become available, This
is particularly true today with the shortage of state funds for new en-

deavors,

VI. Conclusions

This discussion of the implementation of Title V in New York is
revealing, It shows what happened in one state when a iarge, affluent,
sophisticated SEA received a sizeable amount of unrestricted resources
($785,000 the first year). . Several points deserve elaboration, Per-
haps most important, Title V was not viewed in New York as a cohesive
program with overall objectives or an overall design to achieve dramatic
6rganizationa1 change. While New York's top management hoped that proj-
ects would address long-term needs, by and large Title V apparently was
viewed by the bureaucracy as a stringless pot of money to fill in gaps,
expand existing operations, and meet pressing problems. Vague notions
of developing 'leadership" were never defined or explored.

These findings should not be strprising upen reflection., After
all, common sense as well as organizational studies suggest that it

would be unusual for most program managers to search for basic reforms

[



in their own cperations, unless prodded. Like all of us, bureaucrats
are constrained by habit and think in terms of perpetuating existing
structures and how things can be improved to better achieve their goals.
And quite naturally any improvement 'strengthens' the agency. In a

SEA like New York's with its history of developing new approaches, this
'"hard" thinking about improvemsnt allegedly goes on all the time. Why
should an increase in its budget of less than five percent produce
"harder' thinking, leading ‘to much more than the marginal improvement
of what already exists?

Hence, given an agency virtually without major overall problems,
with no conscirus set of priorities, and a new source of discretionary
resources, what did it do? The Department followed routine procedures
by putting the funds up for agency-wide competition., It should be noted
that following these procedures does allow ideas: to surface and, per-
haps more important, it invovles the egos and energies of a large number
of staff members in the decision-making process and in the distribution
of the wealth.

A consequence of such procedures is that Title V strengthened the
SEA on an ad hoc basis in many discrete areas; snd many of these efforts
were impressive, On the other hand, Title V did not have any noticeable
impact on the way the SEA goes about its business, hires staff, or makes
its decisions. New York did not use the money for fundamental reform
and none took place. More specifically, the funds were used largely to
put out small "brush fires'", to facilitate growth of ongoing activities,
to meet noeds in the middle of the budget cycle, to fund small items

that the stato would not support, or to add small offices. But once
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ostablished, there has been a tendency to fund these projects from year
to year, turning Title V largely into a subsidy program. A departmental
publication on federal reform efforts of the '60's nicely describes

part of the outcome:

New Federal funds were used to add new Tograms to the existin
structures. One result was that the rest of the s sten was left
mmm
gram than to remove or change an old one, another resuit was that
too Tittle cf the problem-solvin sEiIIs, and too 1ittle of the
energy that could Ee developed by the use of funds by the inno-
vators, went into dealin witﬁ tEe basic structure o§ the system.
However, many of these 'add-ons' have roved to be valuable and
will be used in future develo ment.... Insufficlent attention
was paid in the 1960's to such critical factors as namely, indi-
vidual and institutional behavior, 112 ZEmpEasis in original.)

Furthermore, the Department's influence with the state legisla-

ture seems to be on the wane, despite the agency's growth in size and
budget, and despite the addition of a number of new programs since the
passage of ESEA in 1965. Those things that the federal government can
provide (financial and technical assistance) do not appear to be the
main determinants of SEA influence, at least in New York's case. Local
factors-such as a growing disenchantment with education, the nature of
the state's political power structure in education, and a statewide
fiscal crisis appear to be much more important. SEA influence, in short,
seems to depend on state and local factors which the federal government
cannot control,

“Aside from the ways in which Title V has strengthened the New
York SEA, several other findings need mention. Title V decisions in
New York were accountable to no one outside the SEA; little wonder de-
partmental leaders are keen on this kind of support. The governor's

office and the Division of Budget have had virtually no effect on tne
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expenditure of funds other than the approval of staff positions and

pay rates. The legislature has paid iittle attention to the program.
As a SEA official commented, "Title V is not cleared across the street.

We just file our applications [with USOE]."!3

This is now changing
with the growth in staff for the central budget office and the legis-
lature, and with the scarcity of state resources.

It also is obvious that USOE has had little impact on New York
Title V decisions. As stated .3irlier, the =elf-aszossment was viewed
as an irritant and it apparently did not influence SEA policy. But this
absence of impact also applies to USOE approval of projects. USOE just
does not have much leverage over New York becaise of the state's size,
reputation, and strong representaticn on both the Senate and House Cdu-
cation Comnmittees., "If the New York Commissicner of Education ig will-
ing to sign his name," stated ¢ ,: long-time USOE staffer, "well it be-

114 A second

comes a question of whether it's a‘violation of the law.'
reason for the absence of federal leverage was made clear when USOE
officials raised questions about Title V expenditures in New York con-
cerned mainly with higher education, rather than elementary and second-
ary education. The General Counsel's office of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare ruled that the expenditures were con-
sistent with the broad and vague language of the law and therefore had

to be al.lowed.115

As a result, Title V in New York is an example of a
bureaucracy to bureaucracy program with the recipient accountable to no
one. As a general principie, this absence of accountabilivy yaises

quustions about the proper management of public funds.
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What emerges in New York, then, is a program (Title V) with
vagué‘koals of “strengthening" the agency and developing *'leadership"
which has been treated not as a single unit to maximize change, but as
a supplemental resource to be divided up to meet a series of separate
&4 problems mostly of an immediate nature, While some m ~ criticize the
SEA for its planning and priority procedures, this outcome raises more
fundamental issues about how organizations behave when provided with
unrestricted resources, The literature on organizational theory, cited
in- Chapter I, suggeéts that orgénizations would use the money mainly
for expansionary activity to meet pressing problems. The interesting
point is that the New York SEA, even with its tremendous resources and
relative freedom from political pressure, was no exception. If this
is the case among the best of organizations, then it raises serious
questions about what we ;an expect in organizational change as a con-
sequence of providing free resources, While money may be a necessary
condition for significant organizational change, it is by no means

sufficient,
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CHAPTER V

TITLE V IN SOUTH CAROLINA*

Belmont Plantation is a 6,000-acre game management area near the
Savannah River. Operated by the state and supported by taxes, for many
years it has been used for quail and deer hunting by those who matter
in South Carolina. When recently asked why members of rhe judiciary
were imited to hunt, the plantation director replied, "So they can be
informed of what we're doing. They're interested in good government."1
Had such activities been publicly reported a decade ago, the disclosure
would have been thought in bad taste and the incident quickly forgotten.
Not so in South Carolina today. Belmont is front page news and has
created a minor scandal.’ This example epitomizes the atmosphere of
change enveloping the state; vgngkés of the past remain, bgt no longer
do they zo unchalleriged.

A poor and conservative state historically, South Carolina has
indeed 'mdergone significant change-in the last few years. Demands for
economic progress and social equality, reapportionment and massive fed-
eral assistance have all challenged traditional South Carolinian ways.
And as the state has changed rapidly, so too has the State Department
of Education. A wéak, fragmented and poorly staffed agency, the South

Carolina SEA received its Title V apportionment just as it began to come

*Throughout this study the term "Title V'' refers specifically to sec-

tion 503 of Title V of ESEA, which provides unrestricted resources
to SEA's.
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under sustained pressure for improvement in the wake of these economic
and sscial changes. This chapter, then, unlike the previous two chap-
ters, descr:bes the strengthening of a SEA in a state in transition.
The chapter begins with an exploration of the forces shaping
;raditional South Carolina politics and describes departmental aétiﬁi-
ties within this context. Then, to emphasize the extent and nature of
the organizational change, I describe the SEA in 1971. Next, I iden-
tify those key factors, particularly focusing on Title V, both in and
out of the SEA, which help to explain the rapid organizational change.

Finally, I assess critically the impact of these changes.

I. Traditional Politics

South Carolina has long been dominated by what politicians like

to call "legislative government";3

the real power in the state has
rested in the legislative branch (the General Assembly). Having little
formal pow~ . governors cannot succeed themselves and have no executive
budgeﬁ. Many of the key executive agency heads are either appointbd by
the legislature or elected by the people. Furthermore, the legislature
has long been extremely conservative, placing low priority on govern-
mental program;.4 Not surprisingly, the result has been a generally
weak and ineffective governmental bureaucracy. An analyst's descrip-
tion of the executive branch in 1944 is probably accurate for the
period prior to the '60's:

Doubtless the overwhelming majority of the voters of the State

are mildly in favor of good government in the abstract, but

few indeed seem to realize that sound and efficient government

comes through constructive planning and constant and concerted
action.... From the very beginning they [South Carolinians]
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have been willing to sacrifice efficiency for insurance against
tyranny.... As a result the structure of the government of
South Carolina is so cumbersome and disjointed that responsible
administration in many departments is utterly impossible,
Several'factors help account for this inefficiency and deempha-
sis on governmental action. One outstanding cause has been the Barnwell
Ring which has largely controlled the legislature for more than forty
years.* Led by legislators from rural Barnwell County, these men "with
a large stake in the established order...are keznly conscious of their
state role in the defense of the status quo...."7
More generally, legislative strength and administrative weak-
ness car be traced back to South Carolinians' bitter reaction to the
widespread corruption during the Reconstruction period following the
Civil War. A political analyst noted that "€rom Wade Hampton [1876]
onward, it was accepted as an article of faith among South Carolinian
political leaders that the least expensive government was the best gov-
ernment."8
A third contributing factor to governmental inaction has been
the clubbish mentality which has permeated the behavior of South Caro-
lina's wnite leadership and continues to some extent today. The Bel-

mont Plantation example illustrates this phenomenon., Everyone who was

anyone in this small state seemed to know everyone else. They worked

*

*It is interesting to note that V. O. Key stated in 1949: '"South
Carolinians make much-to-do about the Barnwell Ring, which is, of
course, only g transient grouping. Its members are growing old...."
Indeed, twenty-three years lucer the same leaders of the Barnwell
Ring are still in power. They are ney really old and i11, and in-
creasingly they are being challenged by younger urban legislators
seeking their day in the sun.




together as gentlemen, as if conforming to unwritten rules which strong-

ly discouraged offensive or controversial bchavior. Outsiders were
distrusted and the emphasis was on maintaining the status quo. Above
all, members of the club were polite. This clubbish atmosphere com-
bined with a well-engrained concern with doing things the "right" way
led white South Carolinians to place a high premium on avoiding open
conflict, maintaining stability, and moving forward slowly and cauti-
ously...with style and grace.*

Underlying the clubbish mentality, the Barnwell Ring, and legis-
lative strength was yet another factor, probably more important,
which helps explain the weakness of South Carolina government in gsrap-
pling with statewide problems. Describing the "politics of color,"

V. 0. Key wrote in 1949:
South Carolina's preoccupation with the Negro stifles political
conflict. Over offices there is conflict aplenty, but the race
question muffies conflict over issues latent in the economy of
South Carolina. Mill worker and plantation owners alike want
to keep the Negro in his place. In part, issues are deliberately
repressed, for, at least in the long run, concern with genuine
issues would bring an end te the consciousness by which the
Negro is kept out of politics. One crowd or another would be
tempted to seek his vote.9

Issues in South Carolina were clouded by the politics of race,
The style of politics and the politics of style shunned controversy.

The legacy of the Reconstruction imparted a conservative view of state

intervention in social problems. And the conservative Bamwell Ring

*There have been exceptions. "Pitchfork Ben" Tillman and Cole Blease
were vocal, controversial politicians who took on the establishment.

By and large there has been a distinct tendency to abide by the gentle-
manly rules of the game. .
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dominated the legislature-controlled government. These forces provided
the framework in which the SEA operated prior to the advent of Title V

in 1965S.

II. The Traditional State Education Department

School desegregation had been a fear of South Carolinans for
several years prior to the landmark 1954 Brown decision. In fact, an
Educational Finance Commission was created in 1951 to build new schools
for Negro children reportedly as a tactic to delay desegregation.10
This probably was the most significant new education endeavor during
the twenty-year term (1946-1966) of Superintendent of Education, Jesse
T. Anderson. Perhaps the second most significant educational effort
during the Anders?n regime was a drive to improve the quality of tech-
nical education. The General Assembly in 1961 established tbe Technical
Education Committee to train workers in order to attract industry to
South Carolina.11 In both these endeavors, it is important to note
that -the legislature bypassed the SEA and established separate agencies.
This helped assure that the legislature, not the independently elected
State Superintendent of Education, had control over these new units.

Other than the?e two educational efforts, little attention was
paid to upgrading sciiools while Anderson was in office. Cohsidering
the '"politics of color," it would have made little sense for the SEA to
spotlight serious deficiencies in Black schools or become involved with
desegregation, Also, in keeping with the clubbish mentality, Superin-

tendent Anderson was not disposed to behave controversially or to alter

the status quo. Rather, he used the SEA to provide services to his




constituency, mainly the county superintendents of schools. (One ob-

server described Anderson as a "better politician than a superintend-
ent."lz) The period of Anderson's superintendency, then, was not one
of bustling activity for the SEA. .

In keeping with the generally weak executive branch and the
state's aversion to big government, the SEA was fairly small in size.
In 1965, it had some seventy professionals among a total staff of 166.13

Furthermore . SEA salaries were grossly non-competitive with those for

. . ‘s . 14 .
- other education professional positions in the state. The Superin-

tendent's annual salary in 1965 was $15,000, while his chief deputy for
instruction earned less than $11,000 per year.ls One consequence was
that the SEA tended to attract either young professionals seeking a
vantage poiut to view the statewide job market, or worn out schoolmen,
often political supporters of the Superintendent, who viewed the SEA as
a resting place before their formal retirement. Intermixed with these
extremes were a number of dedicated and competent professionals Jho be-
lieved that the SEA provided the best forum for helping children. The
overall result was a low quality, transient staff with political con-
siderations generally counting as much as professional credeﬁtials.

The Department's style of operation reflected its sizo and
political constraints. The agency was loose and informal with little
sense of urgency or clear direction; one Abserver described it as a
"foot on the desk operation."16 Each division director had wide lati-
tude in carrying out his responsibilities, that is, as long as his

activities did not create political problems for the Superintendent,
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Most departmental efforts were directed toward administering
state aid programs to local schools. About sixty perceat of public
education financing in 1965 came from the state level.17 As a result
of a program started in 1924,18 most of this money supported teacher
salaries. The second major effort was in vocational education, empha-
sizing the traditional areas of agriculture, home economics, and trades
and industries. Finally, the SEA certified teachers, accredited schools,
and provided limited instructional services to those schoolmen request-
ing assistance.

[n sum, Jesse T. Anderson's SEA was in tune with the times and
the .demands of the day. It handed out money and passively provided
services to schoolmen, generally keeping local superintendents happy.
And when education-related-problems did develop (such as the need for
more technically trained workers), the SEA was bypassed by the General
Assembly., One observar commented succinctly: "It was a calm govern-

ment in a fairly calm time."19

I1I. The State Education Department in 1971

The State Education Department changed significantly between
1965 and 1971. The changes are manifested in its current size, activi-
ties, style of operation, and in the way top management views the De-
partment's role in improving education. More specifically, the SEA
is larger, more businesslike, and less passive.

The SEA currently has ‘a staff of some 450--almost three times
its size in 1965.20 It is tightly organized, and closely controlled

by top management. Informality and professional independenco have been
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greatly reduced through management by objectives, work plans, bi-weekly
reports, and what one departmental employee labeled "wall to wall ad-
ministration with accountability."21

The Superintendent's salary is double that of six years ago and
his chief deputies earn $22,000 a year.22 While middle management sal-
aries are 5till not competitive with local wages, the gap has narfowed
considerably, Also, the current Superintendent apparently is not using
job vacancies to build a political constituency. The emphasis seems
to be on the selection of the most competent professionals both from in
and out of the state, thus enhancing the Department's reputation. These
factors, combined with the effects of the nationwide economic recession,
have resulted in a low tumover rate and an easier time in recruiting
qualified employees.23

Perhaps most important, departmental attention seemingly has
shifted from maintenance of the status quo to a focus on the future,
The SEA curreatly is implementing comprehensive five-year plans pegged
to eleven specific objectives adopted by the State Board of Education.
These plans for 1375 include such things as cutting by half the number
of school dropogfs, improving student performance ié basic skills, in-
stalling a statewide kindergarten system, and so forth. To develop
these objectives and plans, the SEA has created a new Division of
Planning and Administration headed by one of three deputy superintend-
ents. The dibision includes new offices for research and planning, and

a new Data Information Center. All rely heavily on sophisticated com-

puter equipment and modern methods of management and planning.
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Departmental leaders also are conscientiously working toward
a changed relationship with local schools. The intent is to shift away
from the provision of services at the request of schoolmen toward the
exercise of leadership through persuasion. For example, departmental
specialists traditionally have visited individual schools. Currently,
more of their time reportedly is devoted to the development of plans
and materials, and to efforts ;esigned to persuade schoolmen to imple-
ment ¢ > eleven Board objectives.

In sum, the SEA has undergone several important changes, It
is larger, ‘more professionally staffed, leadership rather than just
service-oriented, more tightly organized, and working toward the im-
plementution of concrete objectives within specified periods of time.
What's more, there seems to be a new consciousness among the top SEA
executives about the importance of long-range planning, rational de-
cision-making and the uses of research, information, and feedback from
evaluation in decision-making.

Given this contrast between the "old" and the "new' SEA, what
remains is to describe the major elements contributing to these changes
and to assess their meaning and implications. The next section high-
lights chronologically certain political, economic, and departmental
€actors playing an important role in remolding the SEA, paying particu-
lar attention to an explanation of Title V's role. Later in the chap-

ter, I critically evaluate some effects of these changes.




IV. The SEA in Transition

The calm days dominating Anderson's tenure were coming to an
end by 1965 Demands for change were growing. Some of this change was
inspired by Ernest F. (Fritz) Hollings who was elected governor in 1958.
He provided personal power and charisma to offset the formal iimits of
his office. As a political analyst noted:
..-his four-year term was marked by vigorous leadership in which
the state's traditionally conservative power structure accepted
his progressive ideas and began to discard old ways of doing
things .44

Hollings set out to develop South Carolina's economy; only one state

had a lower per capita income.zs

This emphasis on economic growth was
continued by his successor, Donald S. Russell, as well as by Robert. EE,;
McNair who became governor in 1965. Most important, McNair believed
that economic progress was closely tied to school improvement, stating:
Education through its own excellence must create a source of

human productivity which will surpass all other resources in
guiding us to a new day of economic prosperity...the key to our

state's entire future lies in its ability to develop fully its
entire human potential,Z® (Emphasis 2dded.)

Hence, changing the passive and political SEA into an active instrument

of state leadership was viewed by the chief executive as crucial to
South Carolina{g future,

In addition, the "politics of color" was challenge? as never
before. Growing black awareness buttressed by the 1964 Civii Rights
Act and the 1965 Voting Rights Act made it clear to South Carolinians
that desegregation was coming clossr to reality. Although resistance
continued, inequalities in schooling could no lcnger be easily ignored.27

"The Civil Rights Act lifted the 1id and made for changes," remarked
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one observer. Finally, ESEA was enacted in April Af 1965, providing
some $2U million for South Carolina schools,28 almost tripling the fed-
eral contribution to the state's school expenditures.29 This legisla-
tion focused attention on the disadvantaged and on the deficiencies of
South Carolina schealing.

These factors combined to trigger demands for solutions to
problems that had been building for years. -Widespread illiteracy, an
undeveloped economy, and the highest failure rate on the Armed Forces
Qualification Test30 were but a few indices of So;th Carolina's diffi-
culties State leaders, who for so long had been so busy keeping the
Blacks aown, began to turn their attention to pulling the state.up.

In the midst of this ferment, a raspected school administrator,
Harris Marshall, joined the SEA in the summer of 1965 to take charge
of imple;enting the new ESEA programs. He was ass_sted in these ef-
forts by two departmental supervisors, Donaid C. Pearce and William
Roy;ter, who apparently were intrigued by the potentisl cf ESEAR 3nd
simply nade themselves available, This small group took the initia-
tive while Superintendent Anderson and many departmental officials
apparently remained less than ecstatic about the new federal aid to
education. 'Traditionally, South Carolina has distrusted federal
aid...,"51 stated one writer.

Qarshall had at his disposal about $160,000 in administrative
funds from Title I of ESEA (aid to the disadvantaged), $30,000 from

Title II (textbooks and library resources), and about $160,000 from

32
Title V, for a total of $350,000. Thkis ropresented an slmost forty

. 33
percent increase in the administrative budget of the SEA.
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With this much additional money, basically two courses of action
were open to the SEA. One possibility was to set up comprehensive of-
fices with :arge staffs for administering Titles I and II, reserving
only Title \ for genevally strengthening the agency. A second course
was chosen. A small office was established to administer ESEA funds
with primary reliance on other areas of the SEA for needed technical
support and subject matter expertise. This approach purportedly was
designed to avoid unnecessary duplication of efforts within the agency.
It also was aimed at Preventing what apparently had happened with fed-
eral vocaticnal eduéation funds: the establishment of a powerful de-
partmental empire responsible only to itself and its constituency. The
unified sma)l-office approach had another advantage as well. It left
uncommitted a considerable amount of Title I administrative funds which
could be utilized to meet other departmental needs. Some money was
used to hire professionals in positions at least indirectly related to
Title I, and some was used simply to raise existing staff salaries.34
This left Title V for those new departmental activities least related
to Title I's administration.

Seven project: ivere funded the first year by Title V, The first
decision was to use part of the Title V resources, combined with admin-
istrative funds fiom Titles I and II, to establish a so-called Office
of PL 89-10.* The function of the office was to coordinate federal

programs, to act as liaison with the federal government, to process

*PL 89-10 is the legal designation for the Elementary and Secondary -
Education Act of 1965, the tenth public law enacted during the 89th
Congress,
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applications for federal funds, and to monitor lo~al projects. A,

noted earlier, the office had a small staff and relied on other units

of the agency for professional help in carrying out its duties. Title 1

V was used mainly to pay part of the salaries of Harris ifarshall and

Donald C. Pearce (the coordinator of the new office). Under the rubria

of this project, funds also were expended during the course of the year

to hire a public information officer. This total project accounted for

about ten percent of the first year (fiscal 1966) Title V budget.35
Besides this activity which was described as 'the most pressing

36 Title V

and immediate ne of the State Department of Education, "
also focused on several other problems. One was the Department's in-
ability to meet the growing demand fur timely information, or to re-
spond to the increasing requests for SEA services to schools. Accord-
ing to South Carolina's first Title V application:

Three school districts from one county have requested a survey

{an SEA analysis of the strengtlis and weaknesses of a school

district] for the current year...[and] many school districts 37

are interested in programs of innovation but need assistance....
Lacking un adequate ;taff, e SEA used Title V funds for the estab-
lishment of a new Division of Research, Experimentation, and Surveys.
It was hoped that the offico in part would be somewhat research-ori-
ented, but its real purpose was not to explore esoteric resaarch ques-
tions. Rathur, the coffice's main role was to respond to requests for
quick information about educational probiems and to conduct the desired
surveys. The money was budgeted for the salaries of four professionals.

This was the largest Title V project, accovnting for about one-third

of the first year Title V budget.
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The third block of funds went to the Director of Teacher Edu-
cation and Lertification who needed resources for the in-service and
pre-service training of teachers. The State Board of Education had 1
passed a regulation in 1963 requiring courses in reading and mathe-
matics for elementary school teachers by July 1, 1966.38 Although few
teachers met this requirement; virtually nothing had been done to im-
plement the Board regulation. The absence of funding by the General
Assembly was giver as the reas.on.39 Using the state's Educational Tele-
vision System for broadcasting,* a Title V project called far the pro-
duction of videotapes for instruction. A second part of this project
was designed to train driver education teachers. The legislature had
just passed a law awarding schools fifteen dollars for each pupil com-
pieting an approved course in driver education. The availability of
- this incentive provided a new demand for certified teachers. Hence,
the SEA ran a "crash program"40 to train the needed personnel. Title V
was specifically budgetgd to supplement by $3,000 the Teacher Education
Diréétor's’:egular salary of $8,000, to provide a rai;e for the assist-
ant projéct director, and to hire two additional professionals to co-
ordinate videotape development.41 The teacher sducation projects ac-
counted for about one-fourth of the first-year Title V budget.

The director of the Division of Instruction also needed re-

sources. He wanted more manpower to meet ‘the ‘'constantly increasing"

*It seems curious that an undeveloped state like South Carolina would
have a well-funded ETV system. It may not be a coincidence that the
system was run by the son-in-law of Edgar Brown, the '"dean'" of the
Barmwell Ring.
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demands -or services. His proposal called for an assistant director
for the division to assume ''rc.line administrative duties,' freeing the
director for "policy development in the area of instruction." The pro-
posal also called for a curriculum coordinator to meet "the ever-in-
creasing need for upgrading curriculum materials." Finally, the direc-
tor proposed the addition of two elementary school supervisors. Only
one in ten elementary ;;hools was then accredited and the demand for
state analyses of individual schogl reports "has doubled for 1965-
1966."42 These proposals from the Division of Instruction accounted
for about -one-fourth of the fiscal 1966 Title V budget.

The fifth projecc also was designed to aid the schools™ The
establishment of a free statewide test scoring service was propoéed.
Any schoerl district administering standardized tests could submit an-
swer sheets to the SEA for scoring. The main purpose was to free up
time for school guidance counselors who were then hand-scoring the
tests, It also was bé;iéved that machine scoring might encourage more
testing &t the local ie;el as well as provide the SEA with some useful
data. Funds were budgeted for the purchase of scoring equipment and
the hirirg of two non-profess. -1als to score the tests. This activity
accounted for about ten percent of the fiscal 1966 Title V budget.

Toward the end of the first fiscrl'xear, it became clear that
Title V resources would be left over since all the -budgeted positions

had not been filled. In an effort to "wash out"43

the money, two addi-
tional projects were funded. The first created a matericis center for
the Department’s professional staff. Title V was used for the pur-

chase of equipmeni and printed materials. The second end-of-year
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pProject was a one-shot curriculum development project designed to pre-
pare, up-date, and print a variety of curriculum guides. The Title V
application pointed out that "guidelines have been retised according
)to the availability of funds rather than the need for revision... [and]
‘progress ‘has -been -halted due to the unavailability of state funds."44
So Title V funded a wide variety of activities the first year
ranging from driver education to the establishment of a new research of-
fice. Despite this variety, however, the projects sh~ved certain common
charidcteristics. First, the Projects were mairly responsive to pressing
problems faced by the SEA, as contrasted with the development of long-
range strategies, Even the research office which appears more develop-
mental than the other projects largely grew out of shortiterm demands on

the SEA for more information and more surveys. Second, these demands

- Were met for the most part by hifingfmorc SEA staff to expand SEA ser-

v1ces to the schools. These activities were added on top of the existing
SEA structure with little change in.the tradltlonal modes of operation.
Finally, the activities started by the major Title V projects (the first
four mentioned above) have been extended and expanded over the years,
accounting for most of the Title V expenditures in fiscal 1971'.-45 In
short, Title V was mainly usednfbr the--expansion and marginal.adaptation
of SEA services to meet short-run demands on -the -agency.

Given the variety and nature of these Title V projects, the
questions become: Were these expenditures part of some overall plan for
improvement? Wore the decisions influenced .by USOE's self-assessment

document? Were alternative projects considered? Just how were the de-

cisions made?




staff expansion and salary supplements.
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fitle V decision-making: Since 1965 the SEA has "packaged"46

part of its federal administrative funds. That is, Titles I and V of
ESEA have been lumped together to meet departmental needs but separated
on paper to mect federal bookkeeping requirements. More specifically,
departmental officials decided what was needed in the agency and allo-
cated funds accordingly. It then became a matter of accounting to label
the desired efforts with the most appropriate categorical funding source.
Generally, the most flexible money (Title V) was saved for those acti-
vities l¢ast related to Title I.

Because the SEA adopted this approach, an analysis of the allo-
cation decisions ideally would focus on all the federal administrative
funds packaged in 1965. The precise details on how these decisions
were made, however, are not obtainable. Several important participants
have died, others were unavailable for comment, and others still did .
not or would ndfnremember. Additionally, no written records wereﬁkepg
which could illuminate the procedures followed. bespite these liﬁita-
tions, eiough data were available to capture the flavor of the 1965
decision-making process. '

lhe forty percent increase in tﬂe Department's budget created
a scramblevfor the new resources. '"The money became aveilable,' said
one staffer, "and everyone wanted fn."47 Pressure built up to raise
the low SEA salaries, and many officials wanted new staff to expand oh-
going activities; As one 1965 employee put it: 'There was an almost
overvhelming pressure to add personnel. Almost nobody is ever convinced
that he has enough m;npower to do the job as he thinks it ought to be

done."48 This pressure was met in part by using Titles I and V for
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Not only were many SEA officials keenly interested in the money,
but also several state education commissions outside the SEA tried to

win a share for their operations. The Educational Television Commission
3

! had a proposal, for instance, as did the so-called Interagency Council,
_ the coordinuting body for the extra-departmental state education com-
f’ missions.49 Not anxious to share its resources, the SEA was able to

} keep the money within the agency through a combination of delay and

1 o support from the State Attorney General,>’

As to decisions on those activities finally labeled as Title V

projects, a few observations are in order. Specific funding decisions
apparently were influenced by a variety of factors in addition to the
intrinsic value cf the separate projects. The champion of the research
. proposal, William Royster, had just returned to the SEA follow1ng com-
plet1on of research for his doctorate. Working on sevgral special proj-
ects for the SEA, he sav the need for a formal staff to meet the growing
requests for SEA information. Meanwhile, Superintendent Anderson appar-
ently wanted to use Title V resources to provide more direct services to
schoolmen through comprehensive surveys. Conducted the year before,
the first such survey had bcgﬁ well received by schoolmen, and three
more had been requested. AI;O. because of a study Royster had just
completed whach received national recognition, "the boss wanted to give
him a promotion,"51 according to one key SEA official. The outcome--
the Division of Research, Experimentation, and Surveys--reflected a com-

bination of ideas, Royster got his staff and promotion, and Anderson

8ot his surveys. When asked how he was able to capture.a large share

o . of Title V resources, Royster responded: "I never was bashful about
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asking the Superintendent for more money. Some were content to let
things just rock along and they didn't get much."sz”'

"he decision to fund the-Director of Instruction's project was
a foregone conclusion. He was a respected state educator and it would
have been difficult to deny him his slice of Title V, even if other .
projects were thought to be of more value. As one official candidly
remarked. ''You had to satisfy the basic requests of the division heads.
Each had his concern for his own area."53

¥inally, the Director of Teacher Education and Certification
used still another technique to secure funds. Approaching friends on
the Board of Education for support, he bypassed the Superintendent and

Harris Marshall, who was responsible for ESEA planning. This procedure

was considered in poor taste and irked Superintendent Anderson, but it

- apparently did help assure the project's final abproval.

The decisions about Title V and other feQergl administrptive
funds, then, did not result from a reth;nking:of priorities, a
consideration of all alternatives, or of a formalized decision-making
process. They were more the product of an evolutionary process involving
extensive competition and bargaining for funds both in and out of the
SEA, with the labeling of projects as "Title V" partly a bookkeeping
decision to achieve conformity with USOE guidelines. And in this con-
text, USOE's self-analyses apﬁarently did not play a role in the de-
Cision-making. A 1965 staffer noted, "It was a damn nice concept. We
ran it, then hard-nose realities took over and we put the money where
we wanted it to go."54 In making these points, I do not mean to imply

that the funded projects lacked intrinsic merit, but only to suggest
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that the auca of total rationality depicted in South Carolina's Title V

application camouflaged the true nature of the decision-making process.

1960-1967: While the first year of ESEA was dominated by
launching the program, the second was marked by changes in the Depart-
ment's structure and leadership. This was occurring at a most propi-
tious time ror educa;ion\in South Carolina, as pointed out by the Di-
rector of Instructioﬁ:

...let »é say that in my more than 45 years of experience,
there never has been a time when the climate in support of
education was more favorable, when the Legislature, the school
districts, and all of the combined elements of state leader-
ship were more concerned with the improvements of education

at everv level.55

The. fiscal year began with the merger of both the Educational
Finance Commission and the School Book Commission into the SEA;56 This
shift strengthened the hand of the Superintendent by reducing the frag-
mentation of state educational leadership. It also iﬁcreased the cen-
tral staff of the SEA by fifty-four and added 450 field personnel, most
of whom worled for the state-run school transfortation systém.'s7

The most important change during 1966, however, was the turn-
over in state superintendents of education. Jesse f. Anderson retired
after twenty years of service. A long-time school hdministrator, Cyril
B. Busbee, was elected the new Superintendent in a close contest with
William Royster, who was head of the Title V-funded research office. So
the SEA changed top management at the same time that support was growing
for state leadership in education. It was also a time "of social,

technological, and economic transition"58 demanding educational change,

Superintendent Busbez wrote:
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South Carolina is rapidly moving from a basically rural, agrar-
lan socioty to a more urban, industrial-technological socioty.
These cultural and economic changes in South Carolina, by neces-
sity, require adjustments in the system of educating the citizenry
of the State.59 (Emphasis added.)

Also elected in 1966 was Governor Robert E. McNair who viewed

education as a top priority.e'0

Indeed, in 1968 he was Chairman of the
Education Commission of the States. Acting as governor since 1965 wa.
he filled the unexpired term of his predecessor, McNair was av*i. o
serve for six years in a state prohibiting a governor from succeeding
himself in office. This provided him with valuable extra time to build
support for his ideas. His long tenure and persuasiveness, and the
legislature's partial preoccupation with reapportionment problems com-
bined to make McNair a rather influential governor by South Carolina
standards.61 As we shall see later, this now e 3cutive strength helped
Busbee in his attempt to strengthen the SEA.
lmmediately after taking office in January of 1967, Superintend-

ent Busbee began to readju;t the SEA to fit his plans and style of oper-
ation, He found immediate help in an organizational study commissioned
by the Board of Educatiog "to be available for the new Superintendent
when he assumed office .in 1967."62 The consultants recommended a major
reorganization, commenting:

The organization structure has not been developed specifically

to deal with the most important educational problems, but has

grown in patchwork fashion as considerable additional personnel
resources have been made available....

As a consequence, the Department has had little impact at
the local level on some of the most important educational
questions facing the State,...63




151

Thi. concern by the Board of Education with internal SEA man-
agement was not out of character. A new Board had come into office in
July of 1964, following a state constitutional amendment. Now elected
by the delegation of General Assembly members for each of the state's
sixteen judrcial circuits, the Board was mainly composed of respected
laymen. Pr:or to 1964 the Board had long been dominated by schoolmen
appointed by the governor. This new group was determined to assert
leverage over the SEA and some say they even tried (but failed) ts run
the agency around Superintendent Anderson.64 Not surprisingly, the
working relationship between the SEA and the Board was less than ideal,
a problem which Busbee set out to remedy shortly after taking office.

Furthexrmore, the new Board was serious about providing state
leadership in education, as reflected in its first statement of educa-
tion-philosophy in April of 1967:

The Board believes that the continuous upgrading of education
requires careful planning.... The Board, therefore, believes
that there should be a five-year plan for educational improve-
ment developed by the Superintendent and approved by the Board
after open hearings on it.... ‘

The Board believes that lasting and worthwhile educational
development will only stem from broad educational leadership,
including realistic appraisal of needs and setting of appropri-
ate objectives and goals.65 '

This statement set the tone for whgf was to come in the SEA., Activity

was to be goal-oriented and future-oriented and the emphasis would be

on planning.

1967-1968: The SEA was reorganized eight months after Busbee
took office. A Division of Instruction and a Division. of Finance and '

Operations replaced eight divisions and two staff offices previously




reporting to the Superintendent. The Division of Research, Experimenta-

tion, and Surveys, funded almost exclusively with Title V, becamz a
staff office reporting directly to the Superintendent.66 Charlie G.
Williams became the office director. He was brought to the SEA to re-
place William Royster who had decided to leave after losing the Demo-
cratic primary election to Busbee by a few votes in a runoff. This was
to be the first of several moves to consolidate thé SEA and to replace
Anderson's lisutenants with a new Busbee team.

Another significant step in 1967-68 was to reach into the bu-
reaucracy and select Jesse A, Coles to be Administrative Assistant (for
Long-Range Planning) to the Superintendent. Uniquely qualified for the
position, Coles had coordinated a multi-state project during the four-
teen months pfior to his appointment, providing hi- wi*%Y the oppoztunity
to study how SEA's ought to be strengthened. This knowledge of the
latest think%pﬁ was to prove extremely valuabls in making departmental
improvement;.

The hiring of Coles also illustrates Title V's value in South
Carolina. After the annual budget had been prepdred, Busbee decided
that he needed an assistant for planning. Title“V was available and it
was utilized to pay part of Coles' salary. Simiiarly, Busbee saw the
need to establish a personnel office in the middle of the fiscal year.
Title V was available and the position was established. In both cases
the slots were filled immediately, thus avoiding not only delay but
possible disgpproval by the General Assembly. Equally important, Bus-
bee was able to hire any person he wanted without bureaucratic entangle-

ments. There was no civil service, no merit system, and no central
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bureaucracy with the authority to c1;ar individual qualification or
salary rates. While this independence presented a potential for ex-
ploitation, it provided an unusual opportunity for a public official
to act swiftly iﬁ hiringineeded personnel.

During his first full year in office, Superintendent Busbee was
in the process of reshaping the agency, forming his own team, and work-
ing toward the implementation of the Board's long-range planning policy.
This activity was taking place in an atmosphere of mutual support among
most of thosc who were influential at the state level. The governor,
the Board of Education, and the Superintendent were in close agreement
as to the importance of education and the need fur strengthening the
SEA. While the conservative General Assembly continued to remain less
than extravagant in its support, it did not matter much at this point.
The new departmental activities (that is, the new staff) were supported
largely with federal funds whichﬁ;he'legislature did not control. Fur-
thermore, as an elected state official, the Superintendent apparently
was not often pressured for patrénaée appointments by the legislature
or the governor's office. Consequently, Busbee had considerable room
to maneuver in making changes.

The agency not only took advantage of this freedom for action
but sought suggestions for improvement. For instance, Busbee asked USOE
to visit the SEA and focus attention on "some of the problems and issues
involved in the formulation of a comprehensive educational plan."67 The
USCE report of January, 1§68, supported the Board's planning policy:

"In order to plan effectively, the State Department of Education should

establish a series of short, and long-range goals for the advancement
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of education in the State."®8 The report also recommended establishing
a planning office which "to be effective, must have access to depart-
mental research and have unlimited access to data processing informa-
tion‘"69 Thus, the groundwork was laid for operationalizing the Board's
planning policy and for moving toward what the SEA now calls "data-
based p1anning."70
1t also became clear during the year that a comprehensive as-
sessment of educational neeus was required before plans could be de-
veloped. Just at the time the SEA was preparing to undertake this task,
USOE required a needs assessment under Title III of ESEA and provided
the mone). Once more timing worked to the Department's advantage, A
contract was entered with the University of South Carolina to assess
the state's education needs and to begin work on the development of
evaluation models "that !cotild be phased eventually into an operational

system..,."71

Conducted in conjunction with the Departrnent's Title V-
fundedrxvsearch operation, this study was later to provide the frame-
work for the Department's planning endeavors. .

At the end of the fiscal year the second major phase of the re-
orpanization tock place. Jesse A. Coles, Busbee's assistant, was pro-
moted to Deputy Superintendent for Planning and Administration with the
research office reporting to him, Meanwhile, Charlie G. Williams, Roy-
ster's replacement, became the new Deputy Superintendent for Instruction.
ilence, the cﬁrrent organizational structure was set in place with Bus-
bee's men in koy spots. It is a highly organized agency with all the

units reporting to three deputies who are responsible in turn to the

Superintendent. It also is an agency with a major focus on planning.
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The changes that took place during these years all pointed to
one conclusion--new potential strength for the SEA. The new leadexrship
was geared toward change. The additional federal Tresources were re-
‘moved from the control of the traditionally frugal state legislature.
Other power sources in the state, notably the governor and the state
board of education, had allied themselves with the SEA. 'The point to
be examined, tken, is what happened next and how did this new potential

strength affect later policy and strategy?

1968-1969: Governor McNair was determined to change South Caro-
lina from a rural, agriculturally-based state to an industrialized, ur-
ban one. He talked in terms of shifting from "growth by momentum to
development by decision."72 To provide a blueprint for action, McNair
called in a consulting firm, Moody's Investors Service, Inc., to con-
duct a comprehensive study of the state's growth potential and make
recommendstions for governmental action. Released in July of 1968, the
report pointed to the need for a "quantum leap"73 forward in education.
While pointing to the value of education for the individual, the so-
called Moody Report stressed the importance of educational improvement--
To provide South Carolina with the well-educated labor force
that modern business, agriculture, and industry require....
-+« To provide the pool of secondary school graduates who will
take advantage in increasing numbers of opportunities for
post-high school education, thus providing the skilled workers,
the technicians, the managers and the professionals essential
to balanced economic growth of high quality,74

In other words, economic growth required better trained human talent.

Highly touted by the governor, this study provided still another stimu-

lus for educational improvement and state leadership in education. It
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also provided a rationale f nelping Blacks and Whites alike; the
economy of South Carolina required it.
luring the course of the year, the SEA continued to develop
the inteinal resources needed for planning. An Office of Management
" Information was set up, for instance, to work toward the "implesenta-
tion of a comprinensive educational information system tc¢ serve the
administrative, planning and reporting needs of the department...."7S
Once more Title V was used to defrcy part of the costs.
later in the year, the General Assembly joined in support of
better ecucation. Governor McNair pointed to the significance of the
legislative action:
We were at another one of those crossroads which our state
has faced so many times, and we made what I consider te he
fundumental decisions.

The determination was made this year that we would not
simply continue to do more of the same; that pattern was
leading into serious deficiencies which would slow down the
entire economic growth of the state. Instead, this was the
year when we hegan to realize the importance of innovation

and adaptibility as a necessary part of educational progress.
(Emphasis added.)

76

It is noteworthy that the fundamental decision made by the legislature
in support of innovation was the funding of a pilot kindergarten-pro-
grm. That this was considered a breakthrough demor.strates S?uth Caro-
lina's relative position among the states in educationsl matters;- the
majority of states by 1967 already provided funding for kindergérten
programs.77 That funding a pilot project was considered a fundamental
innovative decision also indicates just how censervative the General

Assembly had been in the past. Economically and socially the state may

have boen chanzing rapidly, but when it came to legislative decisions,
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important progress was marked by small steps. This limitation was not
inconsequeniial since, as one political observer stated, "the legis-

lature calls the shots."78

;?his year, then,' was one. of progress, It ?a; the year of the
widely héralded Moody Report, further organizatibn;I refinement, and
the firsé signs of suppcrt for educational change by the General As-
sembly. As in the previous year, all of these factors pointed to new

potential scrength for the SEA.

'

196)-1970: While the preceding years of the Busbee Adminis-

tration were mainly ones of chaﬂéeover.and preparation, this was more
a year of fruition. For’one thing, the SEA was ready to implement its
management information system. Although it lacked the computer hard:-
ware to do the job, intervention by the governor erabled the SEA to
get a highly Sophisticated $1.8 million computer system from RCA.79
There was a:'honeymoon galore"80 between Superintendent-Busbee and
Governor McNair, noted one officisl. For another, the needs assess-
‘ment conhucted by the University of South Carolina was completed in
August of 1969, The findings of the’needs assessment, the recommenda-
tions of the Moody Report, and other data about the state were used

in the development of a list of long-range objectives for South Caro-
lina education. These were presenfed to the State Board of Education
and adopted as policy on May 8, 1970.81 They represanted the cate-
gorization of what were identified by the SEA as the most pressing

educational problems into a manageable number of specific issues.
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Eleven specific objectives were adopted for impleﬁentatipn by
1975. These included cutting by half the number of school dropoutg,
reduc | by two-thirds the percentage of students repeating the first
grade, establishing a statewide kindergarten program, {mproving the
basic sk:1ls of inschool students, and increasing to one-half the per-
centage of high school graduates entering post-hiéh school training.
They alsu included the provision of adequate educational programs for
the'hanchapped, for those choosing occupational training, and for
adults seeking basic and high school training. Several other objec-
‘tives were related to the provision. of adequate school personnel, to
a general upgrading and evaluation of the schools, and to the mainten-
ance of ut least a defined minimum educationai prog'ram.82

How these particular objectives were chosén from the many needs
identified by the Moody Report and the needs assessment is not clear.
Interestingly, neither of these studies h;d recommended the objective
for the handicapped. It may not be a coincidence that the decisions
about the objectives Qere being made at the same time political pressure
¥2s growing in the state to help héndicapped children. In any event,
it seems clear that the decisions were based o2 an sssessment of actual
educational needs, the political feasibility of various courses of ac-
tion, and debate among top officials reflecting individual preferences.

Once the objectives were adopted, the SEA was anxious to begin

developing the detailed five-year nlans to implement them. Federal

timing once again was perfect. Funds were received for planning from

83

USOE in July o* 1970; Less than two months after the Board had

adopted the objectives, then, South Carolina received a grant of $96,000




to establish a planning unit to beéin work on the five-year plans.

"Thus, ‘this period closed with a new management information office,

a new set of objectives, and a planning office. The major remaining

problem was the development of strategies for meeting the objectives.

1970-1971: The new fiscal year began as the old one ended with
a grant from the fgdéral government. South Carolina was one of Ehree
states receiving funds to déveiap a Research Information Unit. Its
purpose was to "close the gap between educational research and prac-
tice"84 by providing educators with quick access to research findings.
Anyone seeking research information submits a request describing an
educational problem. The SEA has access to a national education in-
formation system through ERIC (Educationhl'kesearch infbrmation Center)
and other sources; the tapes are on the Department's new computer. The
staff retrieves the data and supplies it to the requesting party. It
is significant to note that the installation of this retrieval system
would have been impossible without the Department's,sophisticated com-
puter hardware. The computer would not have been in the SEA without
the exce!lent relationship between Busbee and the governor. And the
research otfice would not have been equipped even to make the proposal
had it not been for its large support through Title V.

Much of the year was spent developiné th  tailed plans for
implenenting eight of the eleven objectives. Task £ -ces were estab-
lished made up of six to ten departmental professionals, and review
panels composed of local schoolmen approved the plans at several stages.

The Office of Planning coordinated the various planning committaes.
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The products of the task forces were so-called "program‘documents,"85

as described in a SEA publication:
The five-year plan for each major objective details strategies
for neeting the specified goal and includes: (1) clearly .
stated program objectives; (2) procedures for meeting the
\ program objectives; (3) an investment plan; and (4) an evalu-
ation design.
Great pains were taken to set forth program objectives and sub-objec-
tives in '"measurable terms."87 Also, each plan set out detailed ac-
‘tivities for the different SEA units. These provide th- base for the
Department's management by objectives system. Employees are account-
able for accomplishing the appropriate activities by a specified time.
The planning documents were completed toward the end of the
year and adopted by the Board. The SEA top staff currently is in the
88
process of ''selling"  the districts on the plans' value. Since local

control of the schools remains a cherished tradition in South Carolina,

this selling process is required. '"The legal structure is toward a

high degree of autonomy and independence for local school districts,"89

remarkec one top SEA official. Hence, it is believed that state lever-
A - age can b¢ achieved mainly through a good:product,and friendly persuasion.
This chronology brings the discussion of SEA activities up to
date (winter of 1971). I have mentioned those key factors accounting
for the Department's growth anu change of activity. It weuld be fool-
hardy, of course, to believe that each of these factors was totally
independent of one another. The SEA undoubtedly made important contri-

butions to Board of Education positions and the Moody Report, for in-

stance, and then turned around and used thesé very documents- to justify

departmental action. This is common organizational behavior and the
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‘éguth Carolina Department is no exception to this practice. The criti-
cal point is that the key political and bureaucratic players were on
the same team. Educational imprerment was viewed as good for politics,
as good for economic growth, and as good for social amelioration. Con-
versely, economic growth and social amelioration were viewed as good
for education. And just at times when the SEA could use money, eitheér.
Title V or some other federal funding source was available. Furthér-
more, the money could be utilized immediately without overcoming tor-
tuous political clearances or bureaucratic obstacles. In short, con-
ditions §pproaching the ideal were present for sz good administrator
to accomplish rapid organizational reform.

Having described these SEA changes, it is now appropriate to
discuss specifically how the different Title V expenditures played a
fole in this organizational development, and to evaluate the conse-

quences and significance of the changes which have taken place. s

V. Title V's Impact -

Title V currently funds'; wide variety of activities. While
most of these projects were started in 1965, additional positions have
been funded over the years. Most notably, in 1968 the Congress elim-
inated the appropriation for state administrative staff viader Titles
IIT and X of NDEA and added an equal amount to the Title V appropria-
tion. The positions in the South Carolina SEA funded under NDEA were
tranSf?;red to the Title V account.“'As a result, practically every
major division in the SEA currently receives some Title V benefits

mainly to defray salary costs. While it would not be fruitful to
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examine the unique contribution of each of these Title V-funded posi-
tions, it is possible and appropriate to ex;hine the impact of the
original projects, particularly since they continue to account for
most of the Title V funding.

Three of;ihe original seven projects have been discontinued.
At no time did'tﬁey have a marked impact on the ‘Department's growth,
The first, the curriculum writing project, was a one-shot affair. End-
of-year money covered the cost of developing and publishing some new
curriculum guides. This project was not designed to be continued and
it was not. The second discontinued project was the professional ma-
terials center. South Carolina's 1968 annual ;eport on Title V stated:
'""The material center has fai’ed to fulfill o;iéiﬁal hopes for a cen-
tral professional staff library serving the needs of‘all the Depart-
mental staff."90 A low priority from its start, the center was never
staffed and only funded with end-of-year money. One top official at-
tributed its termination to two factors: the person championing the
idea left the SEA,  and the floor space occupied by the center was needed
for other activities.91

The third discontinued project was the free statewide test
scoring service. It also quickly proved a failure. One top official
described it as "poorly planned, poorly conceived and poorly executed."
"It took me five yeafs to kill it,"92 he said. There were problems in
providing the service; the scoring equipment §a§ ill-suiteéd for the
translation-of raw..data into-meaningful Tesu1t§;: Insurmow- .able--prob-. -
lems also developed in gotting the hoped-for baseline data. Schools

administered different tests at differont times to different grade




leveis, with non-comparable data as the resu1£.¥-The service finally
was terminated in fiscal 1969; One official succinctly summed up the
general feeling about thé&%rqjggt: "It was a turkey."g3

These three discontinued projects had certain things in common,
They were small in:size and did not fund any professional positions.
Hence, termination d1d not involve the often difficult problem of re-
leasing profess1onal staff or taking on established bureaucracies.

The four projects started in 1965 and continuing through 1971
have had differing effects on SEA growth, ranging from none to rather
significant, The teacher education project tra‘ued about 800 driver
education teachers and produced videotapes on read1ng. mathematics and
Competitive governmental systems. Broadcast over the state's Educa-
tional Television System for several years, they recently have been
taken off the air: The instructional television unit, a separate part
of the SEA, is currently developing new tapes. Neverthele%s, Title V
funds continue to subsidize the Office of Teacher Education and Certi-
fication, paying the salaries of four persons who spend most of their
tim; processing applications for “er certification.. While undoubt-
edly providing some u;eful training, this Title V activity has borne
little relationship to recent departmental changes. This is particu-
larly true with the current concentration on certification, a long-
standing SEA regulatory function.

A second project begun in 1965 and continuing today is the

partial funding of the Office of P.L. 89-10--the processing, monitoring,

and coordinating office for major federal programs. This unit continues

to provide some essential seryices in the administration of federal




164

projects As a consequence of the 1967 SEA reorganization, however,
it is "down-the-line" in the Division of Instruction, rather than at

a position in the formal organizational structure which would facili-
tate its coordinating functions. Since this small unit relies heavily
on often-busy professionals from other SEA wunits in carrying out its'
responsibilities, this pos:ition in the organizaticn has created major
coordination problems.94 Because of the nature of its task, this of-
fice has had only an indirect impact on the Department's internal de-
velopment. Its main contribution has come from its director who worked
closely in 1865 with Harris Marshall in setting up different Title V
activities, and who also is the Department's Title V coordinatof.

A third project continuing from 1965 is tﬁé research office,
Concentrating almost exclusively on school surveys'during.its first few
years, the office would send as many as fifty departmental spécialists
to individual school districts to appraise their strengths and weak-
nesses. While this service was undoubtedly useful (both to the schools

and in helping SEA officials work as a team), it was har@ly Tesearch-

-oriented Through the years, though, the focus of the office has ex-

panded significantly. Members of the office staff were deeply involved
in the 1969 statewide needs assessment, in the development of the
eleven Board objectives, and in the implementation of a comprehensive
data information system. Indeed, a secparate Planning Office and Data
Processing Center have spun-off from the research operation, with
Title V partly funding the latter. More recently, the research office

has been heavily involved with the planning process. "Responsible for
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implementing the evaluation model for systematically assessing the

State System of Education,"95 the Office of Research specifically--
.+.is responsible for the data base document employed in de-
veloping the program document, The data base document identi-
fies appropriate sub-populations and describes their status....

The document also includes...research findings, model progranms
and innovative ideas that have been field tested.96

Title V, then, funded a small office in 1965 which has grown
in size, has largely changed its mission, and has been at the heart
of departmental planning. Furthermore, the continued Title V funding
of the unit ($111,000 in 197197) has supporte@ the manpower to do these
jobs as well as allowing the unit to attract additional resources to |
operate projects such as the Research Information Unit. Indeed, fed-
eral funding from a number of programs is largely responsible for the
existence of the Division of Administration and Planniné. In 1971,
federal sources provided all the funding for planning, four out of every
five dollars for research, ar:. about half the cost of running the en-
tire division.98

The iast project started in 1965 and continuing through 1971
provided funds for additional staff for the Division of Instruction.
Beginning by paying part of the salaries of four professionals, the
project has expanded over the years so tha% 'in 1971 twelve positions
were at least partially funded from Title V.>> The importance of this
activity to the Department's growth is straightforward. Title V has
provided the money to hire the essential human resources for carrying
out &epartmental policy. Many persons involved in the actual develop-

ment of plans receive part or all of their salary from Title V.

VU 4
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J
Nou only have some of the original Title V projects been ex-

tremely helpful to the SEA, the program also has been particularly
useful in providing a small amount of resources in the middle of the
annual budget cycle when needs developed and state funds were unavail-
able. As mentioned earlier, Title V was uged in this fashion to pay
the salary of a new public information officer, to establish a per-
sonnel ofvice, and to promote Jesse A, Coles to the position of Ad-
ministrative Assistant to the Superintendent. Title V continues to
fund partially both the public information office and the personnel
office. Title V also was used in éhe middle of fiscal 1971 to purchase
$3,000 worth of new equipment, for example, and even to pay $8,000 for

100

some building improvements. A departmental memorandum explained

this use: "Each year these unexpected expenditures occur and are

101 Because

paid from whatever source of funds can best carry them."
Title V is discretionary, it usually is the best source.
The usefulness of constantly ava11ab1e T1tle V funds is easily
understood the SEA can act without delay as-: needs arise. Why some
Title V is usually available, however, requires explanation. Job
vacancies always develop during the year freeing previously budgeted
money. Also, money can become available by borrowing it from an-
other federal account which may not be entirely expended before
the end of the year. 'mlike state money which returns to the State
Treasury if not expended for specifically budgeted purposes, Title V

can be recycled through the simple submission of an application to

USOE. Such applications are rarely questioned and never turned down.

Consequently, Title V is flexible enough that any talented finance officer
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can always "find" a limited amount of Title V resources to meet prob-
lems as they arise, even witﬁéut maintaining a formal contingency fund.
So fitle V has had direct and indirect impact on departmental
reform. Its most important contribution has been the research office
and the general provision of funds for manpower to develop and imple-
ment new policy. While Title V itself did not stimulate much new
thought about departmental needs, it did allow SEA officié}s_to do
what they already believed was needed and to meet pressiﬁg problems as
they arose, not the follow.ng year when stats money might, or is~h+ not,
be available. Indeed, the money is viewed by departmental officials
as absolutely essential. One employee went so far as to say, "I be-

lieve that Title V is the best thing the federal government has ever

done for education."102

‘Before concluding tﬂis section two further questicns need to be
addressed. First, how have TitleV decisions been made during the Bus-
bee Administration? Also, if the SEA had relied on state funding, could
departmentat reform have occurred?

(””__E; answering the Title V decision-makin - questioﬁ; iF must be
remembered that the .:crucial “irst-year decisions were made dqring the
t days of the Anderson regime. This had the effect of committing
most of Title V to the payment of salaries. Once proejéts supporting
personnel-are established, by and large they are taken for granted
each year when a new budget is considered. Consequently, Title V de-

cisions have becn limited to a small amount of money not already tied

up in salaries.
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Most of the Title V decisions are made as part of the annual
budgetary process, According to standard operating procedures, dif-
ferent ugits of the agency decide on their needs and send proposals
up-the-line for further consideration. The three deputies match the
cost of the desired activities with available state and federal re-
sources. Since requests always outstrip resources, the three deputies
reach agreement through a bargaining process. 'You know, you give a

little and take a little," 03

said one deputy., Recommendations then
are forwarded to the Superintendent. After the allocation decisiops
are made, programs are matched with the different categorical_fﬁnds
with an attempt to save Title V for more developmental activities: As
was true the first year, projects have often been labeled as Title V
because of bockkeeping reasons.

These Title V decisions are supplemented by a few made during
the course of the year as problems develop and Title V money becomes
available. The three deputies gen;rally discuss these problems before
making recommendations to the .Superintendent. In both cases, during
the budget cycle and in the middle of the year, decisions are charac-
terized by competition among the deputies for limited resources with
' compromiées frequently providing the ultimate solutions, -

A complete answer to the second question (about whether the
state would have funded the organizational change) is impossible
since no one knows what might have happened if Title V had not been
available. Nonetheless, the evidence suggests that an equal amount

of funds probably would not have been provided to support the depart-

mental reforms. In 1967, for example, the so-called State Budget and




Control Board* turned down a $48,000 budget request for four additional

supervisors for the Office >f Research.m4 In 1969, the legislature
turned down a request for funds to implement a basic data system.mS
More generally, the legislature has consistently been stingy in meeting
requests for additional personnel, as noted in a 1969 SEA statement:
During the past several years the Department has relied heavily
on new lFederal programs for funds to provide increased staff
positions while receiving very limited support from the State
for that purpose. In view of the increased demands on the de- .
partment for both leadership and services, we are planning to
emphasize requests for strengthening the State Department of
Education in the 1970-71 budget,106
Interestingly, these requests met with only limited support.m7
. In light of this evidence, it seems doubtful that much addi-
tional assistance would have been provided if federal administrative
funds had not been made available. The SEA undoubtedly would have
changed. Indeed, the change in the Department's style of operation is
related only indirectly to the availability of new money. But the rate
of change and the development of new activities probably would have been

severely cuxtailed. The SEA also would have been more under the thumb

of the General Assembly,

VI. The quact‘of the Organizational Reform

— "~ "This chapter has been mainly descriptive up to this point,
identifying those factors contributing the most to changes in the De-

partment's.structure, style, and activities. The underlying assumption,

*Controlling finances, this group is compcsed of the Govermor, State
Comptroller, State Auditor, State Treasurer, and Chairmen of the
Senate Finance Committee and the House Ways and Means Committee.




it this way, '"You find out by trial and error that ycu have to clesr
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consistent with the view of writers on SEA's,108 has been that SEA's
should expand their planning activities and should develop specific
objective:, It is now possible to go a step further. This section
describes some unanticipated consequences of these activities, points

to some resistance to change, and examines‘the output of theése efforts--
the eleven Board objectives, the plans to implément them, and the more
powerful SEA itself.

This exploration is important for several reasons. First,
Title V has played a key role in the Department's development; evalu-
ating th: effects of these changes provides still another evaluation
of Title V. A second reasorn is that Jouth Carolina is reportedly one

" three states with measurable goals and 2 master plan for education. 109
The state's experience could provide clues to what might happen in
other SEA's following South Carolina's lead. "inall}, in fiscal 1973
the federal government is expected to fund a $10 million program of
SEA comprehensive educational plgnning. It therefore seemed important
to examine the problems faced by the South Carolina SEA in implementing
its planning.efforts. (This new federal program is explored in detail
in Chapter‘VII.)

In* the case of unanticipated consequences, it is clear Fﬁh; the
planning has been accompanied by significant human costs. One byproduct
of the highly centralized management, for example, seems to be a sl w-
down in decision-making. A common plsint is that anything and every-
thing has to be cleared through channels and that even simple decisions

often take an inordinate amount of time to make. One SEA staffor put
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everything, ' 10 As a consequence, SEA staffers sometimes have decided
against doing things because of the red tape involved in getting clear-
! ance. Furthermore, several SEA specialists t the lower levels of the
bureaucracy feel that they must constantly pump out plans to meei Te-
quests from above, plans often made with little regard for their pro-
fessional judgment and interests. "It's just not a human-based organ-
i ization," explained one official. "I'm gla’ *- see the Department
taking some direction but I'm getting kind o. ._.ter about this tread-
mill kind of operation."'l"l'1~ While the new planning aétivities may have
created excitement at the top of the agency, that excitement has been B
matched with equally strong feelings of frustration at the bottom. To
be sure, the SEA has yet to find a healthy balance between professional
. freedom and managerial control.
’Besides these internal problems apparently created by central-
ized mnagement and the pressure for plans, there are also some signs
- of resistance to change. For example, top departmental bfficials talk
_8bout shifting consultative services away from indiyidual school visi-
tations toward the provision of school district léadership through SEA
meetings and regional workshops. Undoubtedly‘there are fewer school
visitations currently than six years ago, but more continue to take
place than the departmental rhetoric implies. Many consultants are re-
luctant to give up the face-to-face meetings with ina. idual teachers

“and children, and they persist in maintaining the long-established pro-

cedures.112

These problems of red tape, frustration and resistance are not

the only issues raised by the Department's shift toward planning
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activities. South Carolina's eleven objectives raise fundamental ques-
tions about the implicit values and assumptions underlying the choice
of objectives for attention by the SEA. ~he major focus in South Caro-
lina seems to be on using the schools to train productive citizens.
For example, the SEA plan to reduce school dropouts quotes from the
Moody Rejort: —_—
Every boy or girl who drops out of school represents a signifi-
cant financial drain on the resources of South Carolina....

etaining youth in school becomes, then, both a safeguarding
of past investment and a pledge of future income for the state.

113
On- the other hand, the e1e§en ohjectiVés contain nothing about whether
- schools should be humane and fun, for example, or whether children
should bc happy and frée. It may be that such objectives are incom-
patible with the development of skilled workess as wel: as not being
quantifiable, Whether South Carolina's‘;;phasis on training is wrong
or right is not the issue. 'The c;ﬁcial point is that the choice of em-
phasis represents a basic expression of values ac to the role and func-
tion of South Carolina education. Choosing one objective over another
reflects che beliefs of certain individuals about what they think is
important for children and society. Educational expértise does not help
in making these choices.

Not only are the eleven objectives based on implicit value
judgments, they also reflect basic assumptions about the educational
worth of particular school inputs. For example, one of the objectives
is the implementation of a statewide kindergarten program by 1975. The

belief is that fewer students would drop out of school if they started

114 .
earlier, Kindergarten might be worthwhile, but the state plan cites




of the 1971-1972 school year."115
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ng Zvidenca linking universal kindergarten with the reduction of drop-
outs. Achieving the objective may make a difference for children and
the economy; it may not.

The knowledge base used in the establishment of South Carolina's
eleven objectivgs Seems fairly clear. They are largely based on assump-

tions, intiition, and an unflagging faith in t:e value of public edu-

_cation. Of courss, there is nothing wrong with using intuition, par-

Licularly when educational research is unclear and reaches confliccing
conclusions. Decisions simply cannot await scientific proof. However,
the probler is that the Board objectives and much of the rhetoric sur-
rounding them have glossed over the great uncertainty aboﬁf edﬁcational
processes and, perhaps most important, have not dealt explicitly with
the role of assumptions and values underlying the choice of objectives.
As a result, a side-effect of South Carolina's five-yssr plans with their
specific objectives* and s;t timetables, I would argue, has been the
creation of an unfounded aura of rationality and educational knowledge.
In fact, little is known about the relationship between inputs and out-
puts in education and there are -different conceptions of what the school-
ing process might look like.116
South Carolina's experience also raises some fundamental ques-
tions about the limits of loﬁg-rqggg_planning given the reszlities of
government. These questions involve the impact of planning on the de-

cision-making process and on the allocation of scarce resources. The

*For example, one sup-objoctivo cails for the reduction cf the annual
number of dropouts in grade 10 "from 6,221 to 5,288 by the completion
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test of long-range thinking, after all, is the extent to which it
influences short-term decisions. If it does not, objectives will not
be met except perhaps by accident.

My distinct impression is that South Carolina's long-range ob-
} jectives have had virtually no impact on departmental priorities., Po-
litical +nd fiscal realities have taken:§£écedence over the Department's
1 long-range efforts. This is best evidenced in the SEA budget ;eQueSt
for 1972. 73, . Although the SEA conternds that about ninety-six percent
of the total requested increase is directed toward meeting the '"Master
Plan for Public School Progress,"117 it is worth examining the actual
prioritivs. More than seventy percent of this increage would be used
to raise teachers' ralaries. While one of the eleven objectives is to

-~

provide adequate professional staff in the schools, it is curious to ;
note that at the time the priorities were being established the plan to
carry out this objective was "in the process of being fully studied and
developefz."118 At the same time, plans for eight of the eieven objec-
tives already had been specifically woried out. Hence, almost three-
fourths «f the budget increase would be used tc implement a "plan" not
yet written. -

Further evidence that the planning process has had only limited

impact on key budget decisions is found by comparing rrquests from be-

fore and after the plans. The legislative requests for 1972-73 avre

strikingly similar to the requests two years earlier before the eleven
objectives and plans. Both budgets put top priority on teacher salar-
+25.  Both requested funding for the state's kindergarten program, for

o 119
vocational education, and for adult oducation, The only request for
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program funding in 1972-73, not contained in 1970-71, was "to hire more
teachers’ for the handicapped. It may not be a comc1dence that the
South Carolina lobby for the handicapped recently has been growing in
power. 'We have a real strong association for the handicapped in this
st:at:e,"120 said one political observer.

Initially developed in an atmosphere where 'the sk;"s the
limit,"121 the long-range plans have been cut back to meet short-term
pressing problems. The politicallreaiities of a teachers oi-ganizagion
groving more xzu'.li!:am:,122 a state government with limited Yesources,
and a traditionally frugal legislature apparently lLave been major de-
terminants in establishing departmental priorities. ‘'You must neces-
sarily y1e1d te the political p1cture," said one top of ficial, and
"pick grapes where there are grages. "123

’ But planning is not concerned only with infiuencing funding
priorities. It also entails the development of strategios for iuple-
menting agreed-upon objectives. The departmehtal plans are also weak
here. The problem stems mainly from the Department'.s conception of
plann{r;g. In South Carolina this ;neans essentially plm-‘gﬂx&‘wiith
the role of t.he Office of Planning one of coordination and monitoring.
With little training in planning and under time pressure, departmental
officials were called on to develor; plsnning documents. Little atten-
tion was paid to problem analysis, that is, questioning basic assump-
tions, delineatmg values, exploring alternatives and developing solu-
tions. In short, tho focus was on the quick production of a documnt

rather than on the careful annlysis of problems.

*For a discussion of an alternative (policy analysis) to South Carolma'
~ Planning efforts,,,see the section.on..plaming.in.-Chapter VIIL: -
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As a result, the specific activities propbsed in the plans
appear little different from traditional state services: curricula
guides, nodel programs, in-service training, « .nsultative services,

and so forth. The orly things really new or different are a first-rate

public reiations campaign, improvements in data collection, and the

format cf a long-range plan. The significant change taking plsice seems
to be in form ratheg-;han in content.

siven these planning weaknesses and the fiscal and political
problems discussed above, it is not surprising that the ﬁi;ﬁé to im-
plement the elaven objectives seem inadequate as well. To illustrate
this poiut it is worth exam aing as exanples the plans for the improve-
ment of basic skills and for dropout prevention programs. The objective
of the basic skills plan is to improve measurably Fhe b;sic verbal and

quantitative skills of inschool students by 1975.124 To accomplish this

task, the plan spells out several activities: the prer ration of materi- -

als, conterences, in--ervice training of teachers, and the upgrading of
local district supervisory personnel. All of this is to be carried
without additional cost to the statc. School districts have been en-

couraged to use Title'T of ESEA funds { improve basic skills. Inter-

estingly, since 1965 South Carclina has put more Title I money into

~ reading (an important basic skill) than into any other activity. Despite

this e€ffort, the SEA is unable to present evidence that this expenditure
has ha& any impacf on reading scores. The five-year plan, nonetheless,
is based on the assumption that marked progress can ﬁe achievéd by doing
perhaps a bit more of what local schoois already have ‘been doing with-

out success.

'
by
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The other example involves the objective tc dscrease by half
the numhber of school dropouts by 1975. Not unaware of the complexity
! of the problem,-a SEA brochure describing the plan states:
Effective changes will involve changing the institution of edu-
\ cation itself--the system of education, teaching methodology,
curriculum, teacher inservice training programs, and the role
of the school administrator. Changes will not be limited to
preventing additional' dropouts, but will require strategies
| and programs for improving the effectiveness of the instruc-

tional program for all students.l25
Yet the goal is to be met without additional cust to the state or, for
that matter, to local schools. Title I of ESEA is to be redirected to
meet this priority, not to mention the basic skills objective discussed
above. In addition, public information campaigrs, consultative services,

in-service training, material dissemination, and even Hélb from the
Junior Chamber of Commerce are to be directed toward thisﬂbquctive.126
Both these examples highlight the problem: complex educational
i1ssues and 1 » knowledge about specific ways of dealing with them.
Add to this two ne.. plans with no additional rmoney and the partial re-
direction of old methods which have not proven themselves in the past,
and it is havd not to conclﬁd& that Superintendent Busbee is being un-
duly optimistic wﬁén he states: 'Cur objectives are obtainable, and I
believe the progran is educatiorally sound, operationally feasible and

12
economically practiéﬁf;""7

Another part of the problem, however, is that several of the

ag

objectives may well be met in meaningless ways. For example, part of

the dropout objective probably will be met by a new and more precise

128
way of computing the number ofc‘~dx'opqp';snx2 Fart of the adult educetion

objective will be met by increasirig by fifty percent the pupi}f§egcher
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ratio required before schools receive state reimbursement.129 The ob-
jective to reduce first grade failure could be met if teachers simply
reduced the number left back each year. The important question remains:
Will all this have any educational value?

30, then, the SEA Epanges have created -.ome problems and raised
some issues about South Carolina's planning. The price of rapid change
has been red tape, rumblings, and resistance at the lower levels of the
agency. The planning activities have suffered from a reluctance to

question basic assumptions, the absence of analysis, and an overselling

-of the potential impact of the plans on children and the economy.

What's more, the SEA has tried to do too muck in téo short a period of
time. That this is true is not altogether surprising. The times are
ripe for change in South Carolina and no one knows how long this will
last. Also, Superintendent Busbee is an elected official who (along
with his top staff) may or may not be in office in a fevw years, De-
partmental leaders struck while the iron was hot.

But the planning probably has beéﬁ<;;;}§i inlge;gggifways. The
task forces brought individuals together in teams from across the agen-
Cy. Some new ideas have become part of the "political conversatidn."130
And it may be true, as one key official noted: "Just calling attention
to things will hélp make a difference."131 Furthermore, that some prob-
lems exist in the planning is no surprise. This is the Department's
first attempt and rather than seeking perfection, SEA’officials decided
to get started. The process and plans next time migﬁt well be improved.

Nonetheless, I am left with certain nagging questions: Will plan-making

bocome simply an institutionalized end in itself and hence a meaningless
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exercise? 1s the sense of purpose generated by a highly publicized

plan worth the costs in dashed expectations if an objective (e.g.,
improved reading) is not met?

This section aiso raised questions about the underlying values
and assumptions shaping the choice of objectives and plans: And fi-
nally ¥ have tried to demonstrate that no mattér how good a plan might
be, its impact will be limited by the political and fiscal realities
which control the allocation of public goods.132 As one political

observer noted, "The squeaky wheel gets the grease."133

VII. Conclusions o

.'%his discussion indicates that Title V was the right program
at the right time for the South Carolina Department of Education, Tﬁe
program has provided the core money for the hiring of more and better
qualified professionals, and for the development of the basic organiza-
tional machinery to do things in infbfmation aqglysis; r2search, and
planning that the SEA was never able to do before. While I have seri-
ous misgivings about the Department's planning efforts, Title V has
played a crucial role in the development of the SEA.

The basic question is, why has Title V had such a significant
impact in South Carolina as contrasted with itsvimpact in Massachusetts
and NeQ fgrk, as described in Chapters III and IV?

ﬁ;}ike these states which were not marked by demands for rapid

change, South Carolina received its Title V resources just as the

state was undergoing a political, economic, and social transformation

in an attempt to meet a backlog of deficiencies. Writing about politics

mainly during.the '60's. .za..analyst .concludes: -
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South Carolina politics was transformed by new forces that

left dead or dying the three prominent characteristics that

have prevailed since Reconstruction. These were one-party

politics designed to unify the white man against the Negro in

politics, the policy and practice of excluding the Negro from

effective political participation, and a reaction to the waste,

graft and mismanagement of Reconstruction that had manifested

itself as a reaction against social legislation.l34
On the cconomic front, this analyst sumnarizes:

In the 1960's, fundamental changes in the state's economic

structure featured a dramatic expansion of industrial develop-

ment and diversification that expanded the economic base built

around the textile industry. In that decade, South Carolina

attracted $4 billion in new and expanded industrial plants,

outstripping the rest of the southeast.135

This political and economic ferment, coupled with demands for -
departmental change and a strong governor who viewed education as cen-
tral to economic growth, provided SEA officials with the opportunity as
well as the necessity to develop a stronger SEA. A new management-
minded -superintendent, a new team of top aides with technological know-
how, a SEA that was "ready to go,' and essential federal resources
(mainly from Title V) combined to translate the oppor.mmity for progress
into action. In short, in the context pf pressure and support for SEA
change, Title V acted as a facilitator, rather than as a stimulus, al-
lowing the new SEA leadership to put significant changes into effect.
This may be an appropriate time, however, to recall the state-

ment abcut Belmont Plantation, made at the beginning of this .hapter:
”Vcstiges'of the past remain, but no longer do they go unchallenged."
The vestiges of the past for education arc a strong legislature, a weak
SEA and a concern with avoiding controversy, particularly over the issue

of race. These are indeed challenged by a new and strongexr SEA which

has developed cbjectives and written plans for their implementation.
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But even in its challenge, the SEA has done little which is controver-
sial and has been limited gy the still-existing political realities of
a powerful «nd conservative legislature., While it is changing and the
SEA has groin in influence under Busbee,136 the General Assembly still
calls the shkots in South Carolina.

- Finally, as my discussion of planning has attempt;d to show,
accomplishingvthé changes in*personnei”and administrative apéa£atus is
the easier part in the achievement of state leadership. The more dif-
ficult problem is to find viays to develop strategies that will make a
di ierence, to solve the problems of their implementation, and to
figure out how planning ﬁkil}; can be realistically used in the essen-
tially political environment- governing important educational decisions.
It is into this more compli;éfed phase of real v testing the limits of

leadership tnat the South Czrolina Department of Education now moves.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS*

The preceding chapters descriBe&'Title V's implementation in
three SEA's and examined the different ways in which they were strength-
ened. Tc provide needed perspective, .attention was focused on Title V's
operatior within the .context of particular SEA's and their political
environrénts. In addition, the role of USOE in administering the bro-
gram wa; explored in Chapter II,

In this Chapter, I compare the data from the diverse states

~stud;:& and draw conclusions about the strengthening of SEA's by
Title V. This is followed by an effort to explain why things turned
out as they did. In light of these data, I suggest some implications
of this study for the way we think about how organizations work, and

what we tnink they should accomplish. The next chapter discusses some

alternative courses of action for further strengthening the states,

I. SEA S:rengthefiing

.tIf budget and staff growth are viewéd as indicators of "“SEA
strengtheiing," then rapid progress has been made since ESEA's passage
in 1965. The adm1nistrat1ve budgets for all the SEA's nationwide Jumped
from a 1945 total of $139 million to $298 million in fiscal year 1970,

an increase of some 114 porc‘ent.l The total SEA staffs reportedly have

*Throughout this study the term "Title V" refers specifically to
section 503 of Title V of ISEA, which provides unrestricted resources
Q : to SEA's.,

FJ, ..
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about doubled for the same period, with approximately 22,000 employees
working for SEA's in 1970.2 This'gr¢wth has allowed SEA's to provide
more services and generally to be mo;e'visible than was true in the
past.

Apprcximately fifty-six peréent3 of this budget growth between
1965 and 197) was funded through federsl dollars, with the federal’ con-
tribution tc SEA administrative expenaitures rising from éwenty-thiee
percent in 1965 to forty perceﬁt4 in 1970.* Cuae-fifth of these 1970
federal dollars came from Title V.6 SEA budgets and staffs, then, grew
dramatically since ESEA's passage, with the fec =»} government playing
an instrumental role in both the expansion and ccitinuing operatioﬁs
of SEA's.,

In addition to budget and staff growth, several other measures
of "strengthening" were used throughout this study. These included
Title V's impact on existing or traditional SEA activities, and on the
pursuit of new roles (like planning) as was hoped by some of Title V's
legislative framers. Also, the past and present capacity of SEA's to
influence their state legislctures was explored as a measure of SEA

leadership.** Applying these different definitions of "strengtheaing"

*At the same time, seven percent of elementary_and secondary education
expenditures came from the federal government.5 It should be pointed
out, however, that the forty percent federal contribution to SEA's
resulted largely from their significant administrative responsibili-
ties in carrying out federal categorical programs (e.g., Titles I,

II, and III of ESEA).

**These definitions of "strengthening" were set out more fully in
Chapter I, pages 13 to 15.
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to the three states studied in depth, a wide range of Title V outcomes

was found from state to state.

The Massachusetts SEA in 1965 was underfinanced, fragmented,
agd in a8 state of flux while undergoing a major reorganization. The
SEA operated within a political setting dominated by localism, personal
politics, and a generally weak state bureaucracy. Since that time the
SEA was strengthened in several wa,s. Its staff grew from 574 in 1965
to 603 in 16, with fbrty-two7 of these 1970 employees paid through
Title V. More specificall -, Title V mainly supported the Department's
regional centers and more modern data processing system,

While somc improvements were made in the discrete areas supported
by Title V, progress was slow, with the agency basically doing more of
what it was decing prior to ESEA. What's more, the Title V-funded ac-

tivities had limited visible impact on changing the overall management

or leadership orientation of the agency. It was poorly managed in 196S,

and in 1971 it was still plagued by outmoded procedures, by abnormal
internal problems, and by the dedication of stéé; educators to localism,
Finally, an examination of the Department's capacity to exercise leader-
ship with the'legislature leads to the conclusion that there was little,
if any,ﬁchange since 1965, The Massachusetts SEA was weak in 1965 and
continued o be.weak in 1971,

The New York SEA, in contrast to Massachus:tts', was considered
“mong the strongest SEA's in 1965. It was large, affluent, highly pro-
fessional, and by and large a well managed organization. The SEA was

part of a political culture supporting disciplined and non-parc¢isan

public administra“ion. Between 1965 and 1970 its staff grev from
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1,778 to 2,467, with eighty-three of those erployed in 1970 paid through
Title V. Thre SEA used its Title V resources mainly to fund a variety
of small ad hoc projects with a heavy emphasis on the expan§ion and
marginal adaptztion of ongoing activities.,

These Title V efforts usually strengthened the discrete SEA sub-
units that the money was designed to help., But if the projects were
"added up" and viewed as a cohevent package, they had little visible
impact on the overall effectiveness or orientafion of the agency;

Title V did a0t affect the SEA in any fundamental way. Services and
management w:re sophisticated in 1965 and the New York Department was
as strong, oc stronger, in 1971. Perhaps most significant, the De-
partment's capacity to influence legislative priorities appeared to be
on the decline, despite the SEA's enhanced size and proféésional com-
petence.* Stroné in 1965, the New York SEA secemed relatively weaker
in 1971.

The South Carolina SEA, like the Massachusetts SEA, was a weak
agency when “SEA was enacted. It was small, poorly staffed, fragmented,
and generally had little visibility in the state. It also was part of
a political setting which placed a high premium on maintaining the
Status quo. Between 1965 anda 1971, however, the agency was signifi-
cantly strengthened in several ways. Its staff grew from 166 in 1965
to 448 in 1970, with thirty-one positions in 1970 supported by Title V.
This growth was also accompanied by a notable improvement in the qual-

ity of its personnel. Moreover, Title V had an important impact on the

*The reasons are discussed later in this chapter.
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agency's overall management and orientation. By providing resources
at the right time, Title V (and other federal programs) enabled the
SEA to develoﬁ the basic organizational machinery necessary to shift
from a traditionally passive role toward a purported planring orienta-
tion. F:.nally, the SEA's influence with the state legislature seemed
to have increased somewhat as a result of the agency's enhanged pro-
fessional competence. Consequently, the South Carolina SEA--weak in
1965--was stronger in 1971 in part because of Title V and other federal
aid programs.

This review leads o three points deserving particular emphasis.
First, the states differed in many important ways in 1965. Six years
later, the diversity continued. In fact, one could not visit various
SEA's in 1971 without bei g struck by the differences in their managerial
sophistication and competence, in their political influence, and in
their bureaucratic and political milieus. Although SEA change took
place at varying rates since 1965, the character of each SEA, often
rooted i1 history and tradition, remained distinct. Emphasizing the
importance of this obvious conclusion, Daniel Elazar has stated:
", ..consvdering the American penchant for focusing on national platterns
without considering subnational differences, even the obvious must
sometimes be reaff'irmed."8

The second conclusion is that Title V's impact and SEA ''strength-
ening" varied significantly from state to state. In New York and Massa-
chusetts, the Title V outcome was mainly marginal adaptations of on-
going activities rather than significant changes in procedures, acti-

vities, or vroles. In South Carolina, on tho other hand, marked change
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took place over ;he years, largely funded through Title V. Further-
more, an examination of the influence of the SEA's with their legis-
lature, as contrasted with their managerial and service improvements,
also revealed wide differences frcm State to state. Massachusetts was
weak in 1965 and remained weak in 1971. New York was among the most
influential SEA's in 1965 but seemed to have grown weaker by 1971.
South Carolina was weak and appeared to heve grown stronger. The re-
lationship between federal assistance end SEA influence was at best
incoﬁsistent.

The third point is that Title V did not act as a stimulus for
institutional reform. This conclusion is clearly evident in tne cases
of Massachusetts and New York, but it also holds for South Caroling.
Although at first glance it might seem that Title V promoted the SEA !
changes in South Carolina, in fact the major causes were a ne; political
climate, a s;tatewide thrust for economic development, a strong Govermor
interested in state leadership in education, and new SEA top management
predisposed toward change. In other words, the South Carolina SEA was
"ready to ciange" just after the passage of ESEA, and under these cir-
cumstances, Title V resources acted as a facilitator rathcr than a
primary stimulus. Title V funds, then, may have been necessary for
some institational reform, but they were not sufficient, and certainly

were not tiie change agent that some reformers had hoped.

II. Title V Qutcomes: An Explanation

What accounts for this disparity in outcomes? Why did Title V

not act as a stimulus?
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One way to begin to expiore these issucs is to ask what made the
legislat ve framers of Title V believe that the program would promote
institut: onal reform. Chapter I argued that this hope of Title V's
architects was based, at least <in part, on a certain assumption about
the way "itle V decisions should and would be made. That is, the de-
cision process would follow a certain sequence: assessment of needs,
definition of "strengthening" and "leadership” in terms of‘agreéd-upon
objectives, exploration of alternatives to méér these objectives and,
finally, the choice of projects to mazimize the overall organizational
goal of SEA ''strengthening". After the initial decisions were made,
presumably the SEA would implement the projects and later use the money
for new endeavors as higher priorities developed. In short, Title V
decisions would result from a "rational" process and, in turn, the
SEA's would behave in a flexible fashion.

To help insure such "quality'_'9 Title V decisions and to promote
a "thorough overhaul"10 of SEA's, USOE asked each state to, fill out a
detailed self-analysis form ranking its priority needs. The considera-
tién of alternatives and choice of projects were meant to flow from
this self-.analysis exercise.

In fact, reality bore little relationship to the hoped-for de-
cision prucess. For one thing, interviews with numerous SEA staffers
suggest that Title V decisions did not grow out of the sequential pro-
cess of assessing needs, establishing overall objectives, analyzing
various alternatives, and then making a choice. SEA's neither defined
"strengthening"” nor established general priorities beforo deciding on

specific projects. For another, the self-analysis document seszmed to
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have little impact on the initial Title V decisions. An analyst
described what hzppened in 1965:

[A USOE official] hoped the review would be characterized by

extensiie «eif-analysis with broad involvement of department

personnel. However, most departments completed the form in

a few days, drawing on a small committee of their top adminis-

trators. Many departments did nothing at all until a repre-

sentative of the United States Office of Education actually

hand carried a copy of the evaluation form [the self-analysis]

to the state and required them to complete it,11

Furthbermore, if the evaluation document had played a role in

the Title V decisions, one would expect a close relationship between
the priorities listed in the self-analyses forms and the actual Title V
proposals. This relationship-did not exist in the three states studied
in-depth.* And an examination of the self-analyses from the fifty
states shows that overall planning and evaluation, for example, was
ranked the "highest" priority for inmediate improvement by more states
than any other SEA f’unction.12 Yet, only two states actually used

Title V the first year to set up a planning unit.13

"It [the self-
analysis] was z dammed nice concept," a South Carolina SEA official
commented. 'We ran it, then hard-nosed realities took over and we put
the money where we wanted it to go."14 Title V decisions, then, neither
grew out of the self-analysis document ner resulted from a consideration

of all possible alternatives to maximize overall organizational goals.

The hoped-for decision-making process simply did not take place.

*It should be emphasized that my argument is not that the self-aralyses
wore filled out in bad faith. Rather, my point is that they were
basically irrelevant to the way decisions were made. This point should
become clearer when I discuss the decision-making process later in

the chapter,
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“While this suggests that the reformers' assumption about the
decision process was not borne out, it remains to explain why this
assumpticn was wrong, Also, it is still necessary to explore the
reasons thy Title V did not act as a stimulus for basic institutional

change.

Several explanations were set fo. " in Chapter I. When asked
to explain why Title V fell short of the reformers' hopes, individuals
familiar with the program usually 'blamed" somecne, some organization,
or the ¢ircumstances surrounding Title V's implementation. Since the
same rea:ons were given time and again, I characterized these explana-
tions as the "conventional wisdom."

Chapter I Also explored a aiﬁferent explanation which saw the
"problem' as stemming from the nature cf complex organizations. Here
the emph:sis was on utilizing organizational theory to help understand
how organizations work when provided unrestricted resources. In the
light of my findings, it is now possible to raise questions about these
different explanations. I start by exploring in detail the various
"blame' ¢ xplanations. After that, I examine the fit between the data
and mg werking nypotheses drawn from organizational theory and set

forthfin”éhapter I.

Who is to blame? Blame was placed on USOE. It was argued that

USOE officials were not aggressive enough in reviewing individual

Title V project applications. As a result, Title V turned into a source

of free money for SEA's with little quality control exercised by the

) .
F T(j : federal governnent.
. R\/ ' ¥
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Chaptor II explored federal-state relations in Title V's im-
plementatior. I concluded that the program was indeed administered
as if it prcvided free money. The reason,-however, was not simply lack
of USOE will, but also lack of political muscle; the states called the
"shots in Title V's administration. But this explains oaly part of the
Title V outcome, An analysis of the behavior of USOE officials does
not tell us ~hy states spent Title V as they did, given the availability
of free money.

Blame was placed on the Congress. Funds were not appropriated
tﬂe first year until "September of 1965, five months after ESEA was
signed into law. What's more, ESEA was a major new undertaking thrust
upon the staces all at once. This combination of late fu.ding and major
new SEA responsibilities in the administration of ESEA, it was argued,
created an "emergency situation'" and made Title V "preplanniag' £x-
tremely difficult for the SEA's, Consequently, there was not enough
time to deviie the hest possible Title V projects.*

It is certainly true that iatc congressional funding and new
responsibili :ies under ESEA caused some serious problems for SEA's in
1965. But two reasons suggest that the shortage of time to prepare
Title V projects and the new demands on SEA manpower probably were not
the crucial factors affecting the quality of Title V decisions. First,

New York began 'preplanning" for Title V in February of 1965; the SEA

*Some argue that Title V should have passed the year before ESEA so
that tle states could have had ample time to prepare for their new
responsibilities.
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'had both the staff and the inclination to start the process even before
ESEA was finally signed into law in April. ’Massachusetts began pre-
planning in May, and South Carolina began in the summer of 1965. All
“three SEA's, then, were working on their Title V propesals prior to
the appropriation of funds and, in fact; for about six months prior to
the submission of projects to USOE. Even with other new fesponsibili-
ties, half a year would seem sufficient to generate basic ideas to be
tailored into final form when the Title V appropriation became avail-
able. And, in any case, the SEA's could have changed their Title V
projects the second year if they thought the first year decisions were
too rushei, There is not much evi&ence that this tcok place.

Second, although the states did ha;e ai. extremely difficult task
in implementing ESEA quickly, sufficient human resources seemed avail-
able for leveloping Title V applications in the three states studied
in-depth. This was particularly true in New York which had a large and
sophisticated staff in 1965. Ir South Carolina, a new man was hired to
coordinate ESEA's implementation, and he had the assistance of several
other prcfessionals. In Massachusetts, departmental top staff had a
good ides of what was needed by the SEA prior to Title V; the geperation
of projects did not require extensive manpower. All in all, the argu-
ment that Title V would have initiated greater change the first year
had there been more time or more manpower is open to question.

Another issue concernirq the Congress (as well as the Executive
Branch) was the uhcertainty of continued funding of Title V préjects.

This uncertainty, it was argued, inhibited the exploration of fundamental

Q
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changes, and the targeting of Title V resources in large projects which
might be cit off after the first year.

No aoubt there was some uncerthinty in 1965 about the continued
funding of ESEA, but its extent is unclear. On the one hand, ESEA had
a five yeax authoriiation,15 the funding for future years was considered
"bright",_16 and the states had faithfully received federal vocational
education funds each year since 1917. Emphasizing this last point, the
former Commissioner of Education in Massachusetts stated that he had
little doub: in 1965 that federal funds would continue to flow beyond
the first yaar.l7 ,On the other hand, one.top SEA official in New York
thought that uncertainty about future funding was an important issue in
1965 and suggested that this might have affecteu the Department's will-‘

ingness to carget funds.18

In retrospect, it is impossible to assess
fully the importance of this uncertainty in the minds of those making
the Title V decisions. It may have been a factor in some states, but
had little :ffect in others.*

The !afe congressional appropriation, however, definitely did
create sign.ficant problems in implementing the initial Title V proj-
ects., According to SEA officials, it was nearly impossible to find

staff because the school year had begun by the time money was appropr-

ated. Late funding and the subsequent inability to fill job slots may

*This avoidance of problems created by funding uncertainty, if it took
place, fits in exactly with the principles drawn from organizational
theory, which are discussed later in this chapter, That is, organiza-
tions, faced with an uncertain future, deal with short-term pressing
problems.
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largely ¢xplain why twenty-two percent19 of-the Title V funds were not
spent the first year, and why approximately forty percentzo of the first
year appropriation was expended on equipment.

While the tardyappropriation helps to explain why SEA's had diffi-
culty hiring schoclmen, it fails to explain why Tifie V. projects for
the most part did not propose the hiring of individuals not working in
educatior and, therefore, not tied to the school year. In certain
cases, of course, the prohibitive costs of hiring expensive personnel,
f;ke ecoromists, may have eliminated the possibility of diversifying
SEA staf:. But other professionals could have been sought--those
trained in management, or public administration, for éxample--who might
have been available ‘in the middle of the school year. I found little
evidence that Title V prompted SEA's to recruit outside education
circles.

The Congress (as well as the Executive Branch) also was blamed
for the failure to increase the annual Title V spgnding level as quickly

21 ‘

as origii:ally anticipated. Presumably if morefmoney had been avail-

able then Title V's impact on SEA leadership would have been more
visible,?

Although the Title V (section 503) appropriation for fiscal
year 197:--$31.4 million--was more than double the initial appropria-

. . 22 , . . .
tion in 1966, 2 it was in fact less of an increase than it appears to be.

*It should be pointed out that this argument is inconsistent with the
earlior one which was based on the future uncertainty of Title V fund-
ing. Curiously, at least one person made both arguments.
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Two federal programs with a combined budget of approximately $7.8 mil-
lion were merged into the Title V program in fiscal year 1968, %3 Thus,
the real dirference in annual appropriations between fiscal yeadrs 1966
and 1972 was less than $10 million, hardly a huge increase if inflation
and salary :ncreases are considered. Nevertheless, Title V's limited
visible impsct in New York and Massachusetts did not seem to be mainly
a function of limited -asources or the absence of a "critical mass,"
although additional money could easily have been expended once the pro-
grem got off the ground. Other factors--the bureaucratic and political
clime for clange in both states--were more important in determining the
extent of SLA strengthening.

Aside from the Congress and USOE, blame was, placed on the states.
It was argued that SEA salaries were not competitive with those for
otber comparnble education positions, thus restricting the recruitment
of educational leaders. Alsn, the bureaucratic requirements of central
personnel offices often prevented the hiring of the best applicants
because they simply lacked the standard credentials.

These factors can be important obstacles to improved SEA opera-

4 But the im-

tions. Low SEA salaries, for example, were widespread.2
portance of these factors varied among the states. In Massachusetts,

low salaries and bureaucratic entanglements were significant stumbling
" blocks in the implementation of Title V in 1965. In New York, the op-
posite i1as true; central office clearance_fbr new staff apparently was

of minimal importance and salaries were fairly .competitive., In South

Carolina, the situation was mixed; bureaucratic entanglements were
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noncxist:rnt and the salaries were non-competitive. Given these various

combinat.ons from state to state, neither central office clearance nor

low salaries provides 2 convircing general explanation of why Title V
had a greater impact in South Carolina than in New York or Massachusetts.
Competit .ve salaries and flexibility in hiring staff probably are neces-
sary to levelop and sustain a competently-staffed SEA, but they are not
sufficieit for .a positicn of influence in education. Other £actors--
local school control, for example--are protsoly more important.

The states also were blamed for the failure of their legisla-
tures to pick up the cost of projects started with Title V. Here the
argument presumably was the same as the one used earlier about the low
level of congressional appropriations. That is, if the legislature had
picked up the costs, then in effect additicnal Title V resources would
have been available for new SEA activities.

A; noted earlier, the main obstacle to reform was not the lack
of addit.onal resources. Besides, in the absence of strong legisilavive
support, SEA's theoretically could ! .ve raised money to meet new pri-
orities .y terminating lower priority Title V projects. In practice,
SEA's demnstrated 2 distinct reluctance to cut off established Title V
activities.

Blame for Title V falling short of the refonu.ers' hcpes was
placed on the weak condition of the SEA's. _Théy were woefully under-
staffed in 1965, it was contended, and therefore needed to use Title V
to fill in ''critical gaps in service", This explains why many states

focused on short-term projects an. on the expansion of existing staffing
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" patterns, particularly by hiring subject matter curriculum specialists,

This argument also seems to imply that if "critical gaps" had not ex-
isted in 1965, then Title V would have been used to develop long-term
leadership strategies.

Certainly many states, including Massachusetts and South Caro-
lina, were sparsely staffed in 1965. The New ?ork SEA, on the other
hand, was gené}ally regarded as amply staffed. Yet, New York used
Title V funds largely to respond to a series of short-term critical
problems, rather than the development of long-range strategies. The
example of New York raises two questions. Was the short-t;rm orienta-
tion of SEA's in fact a function of how amply a SEA was staffed? What
makes a particular project "“critical"?

Finally, and perhaps most frequently, blame was placed on the
SEA's themselves. They were described as unimaginative, conservative,
and backing into the future reluctantly. Indeed, Roald F. Campbell and
his colleagues in their 1967 report on Title V expressed concern about
SEA behavio which seems to fall into this category: -

In summary, the heavy emphasis upon standard patterns of ad-
vising and consulting'as a means of implementing the service
function seems to indicate that SDE's (especially small and
medium SDE's) may not be using Title V funds to explore other
possible ways of serving schools. Perhaps SDE's should carry

on such, exploration more vigorously than they now seem to be
doing.4> (Emphasis added.)

The expansion of traditional ongoing activities, in other words, per-
haps resulted from the absence of vigor on the part of some SEA's.
Whether SEA's have been appropriately vigorous or imaginative

is not something I explored in any systematic way. However, one must
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wonder atout this explanation. Although blaming the SEA's might be
appealing--particularly since there probébly is cause in many cases--
this expianation hardly rings true for the New York SEA. 1Its top of-
ficials in 1965 were probably as imaginative and vigorous as the lead-
ership of any public agency in the country. It would be difficult to
sustain the argument that the New York Department's focus on shért-
term pre:sing problems, for example, resulted from an absence of vigor
or imagiration.

The list of "blames'" for Title V not promoting institutional
Teform, thepJ includes many factors: lack of USOE aggressiveness; late
congress: onal appropriations; a crisis situation created by implement-
ing ESEA all at once; insufficient time for p.eplanning; funding un-
certainty; slowness of Title V fund growth; low SEA salaries; bureau-

cratic state governments; the already-existing weaknesses of SEA's;

and the nlleged ineptitude of some SEA's themselves. These explanations

of the T tle V outcomes are impressive and appear intuitively reason-
able. But a closer examination suggests that these '"blames" do not tell
the whol.: story. Different combinaticns of factors seem impo?tant in
some SEA s, but not in others. Virtuﬁlly none of these factors sheds
much light on the Title V outcome in New York, with the possible ex-
ception of the issue of uncertainty of continued federal funding. In-
deed, none of these "blame' explanations offers a comprehensive explana-
tion for the basic question asked earlier: why did Title V not act as

a stimulus for change?
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The :heory: Going beyond the conventional wisdom about Title v
problems, another explanation for the Title V outcome was presented in
Chapter I. Rather than mainly focusing on the circumstances and as-
signing blae, this explanation concentrated on what theorists argue
are princip.es of organizational behavior. Four concepts drawn from
organizational decision-making theory were stressed as ‘particularly
relevant.*

First, it was argued that organizations have distinct cultures
which could affect the use of new unrestricted resources. This or-
ganizationa! culture is manifest in a history, traditions, norms, ac-
cepted ways of.conducting business, and standard operating procedures.
'"Some states have mores, customs, and traditions which are just as
binding as 1aw,"26 a USOE staffer said.

The three preceding chapters discussed the importance of some
of these cultural attributes in determining SEA behavior and leader-
ship. I emphasized that SEA's had their own unique characteristics,
and operatec within differing bureaucratic and political milieus.
Massachusetts, for instance, had a history of weak state bureaucracy;
in 1965 there ;as only limited support for policy-oriented executive
leadership ia education. &oing back to the days of the Reconstruction,
South Carolina had a history of avoiding centralized governmental ac-

tion; the state moved forward slowly and cautiously. In 1555, New York

*These are spelled out in more detail, with reference to the litera-
ture, in Chapter I, pages 22 to 28 .
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had a hi:tory of professionalism and a reputation as a leader among
the stat:s; it was far ah€ad of most sthers when Title V became avail-
able and was inclined to implement programs which appeared innovative.
These hi storical factors helped determine both how Title V would be
spent anl how much the resources would change the SEA's.

Tied to these historical considerations were certain traditions
which pliyed a significant role in the development of SEA leadership.
Local sciool control was an example of a tyadition important in all
three stites, particularly in Massachusetts. Attitudes toward local-
ism stroigly constrained SEA activities in working with local schoolmen
and ir tieir attempts to gain more influence. One observer of SEA's
explained the problem this way:

It |tradition of localism] is one of the key cultural differ-
ences between education and other major state services. Its
esseace is to challenge any state rule or regulation as an
incursion on local responsibility. You don't find that kind
of chalienge in most other state agencies' work--or at least
not that noticeable challenge. Consider, then, the conse-
querces of such challenges--how timid it makes already diffi-
dent SEA officials.27 (Emphasis in original.)

¢ tandard operating procedures are another important part of an
organiz:tion's behavior patterns. The most obvious example in 1965 was
the mettod for providing SEA instructional assistance to the schools.
Usually uporn request, SEA subject matter consultants would '"mal.e the
rounds" visiting schools to provide technical assistance in instruction.
This simply was the accepted approach for providing services to schools.

Another example shows how standard operating. procedures can turn

into mindloss hebits. 7The Campbeli Report describes the routine pro-

codure for collncting hooks in one SEA:
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This SDE [State department of education] maintains a collec-
tion of all text books used in the public schools of the state.
A section of the school code requires all publishers who sell
books to school districts within the state to forward to the SDE
a copy of each book. When the person in charge of the collection
was asked the purpcse of this regulation, the respondent quoted
the appropriate section of the school code. Apparently, there
is no examination of the content of the texts by anyone in this
‘SDE. The respondent showed no concern about the time consumed
gathering what must be considered a largely useless collection.
The law requires the books to be collected; therefore the books
will be collected. The idea that the law might be in need of
revision did not enter into this individual's conception of the
job.28 (Emphasis in original.,)

The organizational cultures of SEA's, then, provided the general
framework--differing from state to state--within which Title V and
other federa! programs attempted to bring about change. Built up over
time and possessing an enduring character, organizational attributes
helped to determine the way in which SEA's would react to federal as-
sistance. In short, Title V was not placed on clean slates in 1965,

A second theoretical concept' helps to explain why organizational
programs and procedures often continue with only gradual change. The-
orists argue that organizations do not constantly search for better, or
the best, ways of doing their job; procedures that "work' and are thought
to be "good enough" are acceptable. Search for new departures takes
place only when the existing practices are thought "unsatisfactory'",

This organizational attribute, combined with the 1965 standard
operating procedure of providing subject matter assistance to schools,

. . .29 .
heips to explain the "overmuch attention'" = concentrated on hiring
additional subject matter consultants with Title V money. School visi-

tations were the accepted practice and taken for granted in discussions

about additional services for the schools; alternative procedures were
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rarely, if ever, considered since the existing practices were not
thought "unsatisfactory*'.

This failure to explore alternative ways to provide services
was most :clcarly exemplified in the statement of a Massachusetts of-
ficial. rhe Title V decision-making about instructional services to
the schools reportedly went like this:

What do we have now? Where are the gaps? What kind of people

do we need?... The conscious determination was made to add

subject matter specialists in thcse areas where we didn't have

them. I don't think we ever said should we or shouldn't we

have them. [There was] acceptance of the fact that we should.30
This suggests that the aﬁsenc; of SEA vigor in exploring alternatives,-
referred to earlier, may have had as much to do with typical organiza-
tional behavior as with the peculiarities of particular SEA's or their
top management.

A third concept drawn from organizational theory is- that or-
.ganizations minimize uncertainty in allocating staff time as well as
new money. That is, the tremendous uncertainties associated with un-
clear future events are avoided by concentrating organizational ener-
gies on short-term pressing problems where the issues are clearer and
operations therefore are less uncertain. As a result, organizations
seem to behave like "fire companies' moving from crisis to crisis .ex-
tinguishing small "brush fires", rather than implementing long-range
plans.31

While these three theoretical concepts provide soms sense of

the general constraints on organizational activity and change, more

needs to be said about the specific resource allocation decisions and
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the ways ir which they were made. Crucial to an understanding of the

decision-making process is the concept of an organization as a coali-

o 0 P TR

tion of subunits with different demands and goals which often are in
conflict. Although most SEA employees may be educators, anyone visit-
ing a SEA would quickly discover--as one might well expect--that dif-

ferent subunits of educators are concerned with different problems,

. il

The officials working in school ‘accreditation, for instance, are more
dedicated to that activity than, for example, to the development of
mathemati;; curricula. This competition-oriented conception of an or-
ganization leads to the expectation that Title V decisions would be
characterizad more by informal bargaining for funds than by a calculated
choice to meet agreed-upon organizational goals and priorities.

Four concepts drawn from organizational theory, then, are par-
ticularly important in explaining the implementation of programs pro-
viding free money. Organizations have unique cultures which have a
significant bearing on the way new money is utilized. Organizations
typically caoose programs that are "ggéd enough" rather than searching.
for the "best". Complex organizations avoid uncertainty, which means
that they side-step unclear future events :and expend their energies on
short-term pressing problems. Different organizational units normally
have conflicting goals which often can lead to competition for new re-
sources. Based on these concepts, five working hypotheses w;re derived
and set forth in Chapter I. It is now possible to evaluate these ex-

pectations (underscored) ahout the use of Title V.

First, one would expect competition for the funds, with the

money distributed to satisfy the interests of important elements in
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the organization, rather than the targeting of funds :according to an

abstractly determined set of agreed-upon priorities.

This working hypothesis was basically borne out, but the nature
of the cometition and the extent to which the interests of important
subunits vere satisfied varied somewhat from state to state. In New
York, the advent of Title V resulted in an invitation to the profes-
sional staff for ideas on how to expend Title V. Virtually all SEA
subunits vere eligible for funds including those concerned with higher
education and the state museum. Decisions were made by a group of
top New Y)rk administrators in a series of meetings. Most of the sug-
gestions from across-the-agency were funded with apparently little con-
flict since the total requests for funding clcsely matched New York's
Title V appcrtionment. The proposals were simply stapled together.*
Indeed, this pattern may help explain why some 900 Title V projects
were appruved nationwide the first year."33

The working hypothesis was similarly borne out in South Caro-
lina, but apparently with more open and vigorous competition. Indeed,
there was a scramble for the money with the competition extending even
to educatior wnits outside the South Carolina SEA, such as the Educa-

tional Television Commission. The decisions evolved from a process of

*It is curious to compare the New York process with that reportedly
used by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Pentagon. According to
Enthoven and Swith: "...the JCS is supposed to integrate these in-
dependent service parts [budget requests]. But history has repeatedly
shown that a committee like the JCS does not act this way. If not
forced to make hard choices between Service intereste, the JCS staples
together Service requests. 32
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‘give and teake' extending over a period of months, with the money di-

vided among those key subunits and employees seeking their fair share.

In Massachusetts, on the other hand, the money was not spread
evenly across the SEA. There was no general invitation to the staff
for ideas and apparently less staff involvement than in the other two
agencies. Competition for resources took place in the sense that dif-
ferent subunits, as a normal process, had kept the departmental top
management’ informed of their needs for additiorzl resources. Decisions
were made by the Commissioner, who basically 'knew" his funding pri-
orities, with some input from a small group of advisors. Essentially
Title V was allocated by proceeding down the already-existing shopping
list of needs.

Although the process differed somewhat from state to state,
three common characteristics were particularly important. As mentioned
earlier, the funds were not targeted according to some abstractly de-
ternined set of agreed-upon priorities. Discussions of Title V allo-
‘cations apparently proceeded from specific activities (e.g., an addi-

tional speciilist or a new curriculum guide) to general priorities
" (e.g., enhan-:ement of SEA leadership in instruction), ggzjthe reverse,

Abstract priorities were established only after the project decisions

were made,

A second characteristic common to the three states was that
specific projects by and large were considered not because the SEA's
had been stimulated by Title V to undergo 3 thorough review and there-
fore were searching everywhere for the best alternatives, but chiefly

because different subunits were already--prior to Title V~-predisposed
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toward certain additional activities and thought they fit within thé
broad and vague notion of "strengthening" the agency.34 In fact, heavy
emphasis was placed on activities which the state legislatures had not
funded, or probably would not fund. In many cases, projects were
simply t:aken "off the shel{’ when Title 'V became available. Hence,
Title V yiay have been viewed by some in Washington as a vehicle to get
SEA's to rethink their priorities and institute reform, but within the
agencies it was more often viewed as a suppiemental resource to be
tapped to meet existing subunit priorities, whatever they might be.
| A final common characteristic was the importance that a '‘need"
have an idvocate. One must wonder, for example, whether Massachusetts
would have allocated more than half its Title V resources to the re-
search office if there had not been a highly regarded employee arguing
the case. It is doubtful that part of Title V would have been uséd in
New York to set up an Office of Sciencé and Technology had the '"need"
for one not been advocated by a high-level staffer. Similarly, one
must wonder whether a research office even would have been initiated
the first year in South Carol‘na had an aggressive employee not fought
for it. A USOE official captured the flavor of how things appear to
have worked:
There are certain needs and certain people espouse.those needs.
And whether you like it or not those people with the best rea-
sons and the best arguments will be likely to have their argu-
ments accepted. You'll find the demands of people in the state,
pressure groups, the demands of the governor, the legislature.

All of these affect decisions....35

Or, as another USOE official described the use of Title V by SEA's:

“




They usel it where they had the most screams for help. ...

Every little department in each State Department of Education
wanted their own part of the money. To keep peace in the family
the Comrissioners probably doied out the money that way.

Finally, refsrring to Title V, a Rhode Island SEA staffer made this

-important point succinctly: "It's the old adage cf the squeaky

37
wheel."
What this implies, of course, is that if the cast of characters
in SEA's had teen different in 1965, then the discrete projects and
each unit's share of resources likely would have been somewhat differ-
ent.38 Or, to put it another way, personal preferences, as contrasted
with abstract notions of need, apparently were important in deciding
how the money was initially expended. In making this point, my in-
tention is not to castigate the soundness of the proposed projects or
to question the motives of those arguing for additional resources.
Rather, I am simply trying to emphasize that "needs" must be articu-
lated if they are to be met with action. And in the normal situation
where there ire more '"needs" than availabie resources to meet them, a
persuasive alvocate can play an important role. Aaron Wildavsky has
clearly depi:ted the way this advocacy behavior might appropriately
be viewed:
The notion that administrators go around telling each other
(or belicve in secret) that the purposes for which they request
funds are not valid but that they want the money anyway in
order to advance themselves and buiid empires is not worthy
of consideration. It would be exceedingly difficult to keep
people in an organization if they could not justify its pur-
poses to themselves.... Attempts to reduce a complex distribu-
tive process like budgeting to the terms of a western melo-
drama...do away with the great problem of deciding upon ex-
penditures advocated by officials who are sincere believers

in thggr proposals, knowing that not all demands can be satis-
fied,
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Tte second working hypothesis was that Title V would be expended

mainly to meet pressing problems through the simple expansion of ex-

isting modes of operation. Entirely new priorities, like planning,

would rajely be established.

Despite the wide diversity among SEA's and their Title V proj-
ects, this working hypothesis is supported by m; data. Specifically, the
initial Title V projects were budgeted mainly to meet a series of ad
hoc, short-term problems, as contrasted with the development of long-
range strategies. The major emphasis of these projects was on the ex-
pansion :nd marginal adaptation of ongoing actlvities, as contrasted
with the development of significantly different approaches or new SEA
roles. For example, only two states used Titl~ V the first year to
establish planning offices; and, interestingly, in at least one of
these states, there was local pressure to do so.40

Moreover, even the new research office in South Carolina and
the new regional offices in Massachusetts were designed mainly to pro-
vide add>tional staff to do more of what these SEA's were doing prior
to ESEA. The hopes of the legislative framers for ipstitutionsl reform
were met primarily with "more of the same'.

These findings are con;istent with the notion that organizations
do not search for alternatives to maximize short- and long-term organ-
izational goals, but rather, move from crisis top crisis in an effort
to avoid uncertainty. This organizational attribute was cleverly por-
trayed--in jest, but with a ring of reality--in a notice posted in the

Colorado offire of a prominent SEA staffer. It read:
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NOTICE

THE OBJECTIVE OF ALL DEDICATED DEPARTMENT LIMPLOYEES SHOULD BE
TO THOROUGHLY ANALYZE ALL SITUATIONS, ANTICIPATE ALL PROBLEMS
PRIOR TO THEIR OCCURRENCE, HAVE ANSWERS FOR THESE PROBLEMS, AND
MOVE SWIFTLY TO SOLVE THESE PROBLEMS WHEN CALLED UPON....
HOWEVER. LN ]
WHEN YOU ARE UP TO YOUR ASS IN ALLIGATORS, IT IS DIFFICULT TO
REMIND YOURSELF THAT YOUR INITIAL OBJECTIVE WAS TO DRAIN THE
SWAMP .41
It is particularly noteworthy that even the rich and amply staffed New
York SEA behaved in this fashion. A striking number of its Title V
projects appeared to be short-term reactions to snapping alligators.

If organizations--large as well as small, rich as well as poor--
typically act to avoid uncertainty, as organizational theory contends
and my data suggest, then it should be less than surprising that Title V
was largely used to react to a series of short-term problems. And if
organizations typically behave according to standard operating pro-
cedures and traditions, then it should also not be surprising that the
short-term problems were met for the most part with the marginal

adaptation of ongoing activities.

The third working hypothesis was that standard procedures for

recruiting personnel would not be affected by the availability of new

resources.

Title V appears to have had little direct impact on changing
the caliber or kind of SEA employees. Hiring procedures were noi al-
tered as a result of these unrestricte;] federal resources. This finding
is consistent with those of the Campbell Report authors who expressed
concern about the use of Title V for the "perpetuation and reification"42

of 1965 hiring practices.
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Az the same time, however, it is my impression that the quality

of SEA personnel in some¢ states is improving, but for reasons other
than the stimulus'of Title V. While I have not explored this issue
fully, the reasons include the increased importance of some SEA's (e.g.,
in South Carolina); :ore interesting positions in SEA's with their new
responsinilities in administering different federal programs; and i
larger pool of potential SEA employees because of z nationwide economic
recession and a growing oversupply of professional @ducators. Ir any
case, thasc factors, rather than the stimulus of a new progrsm (Title V)
meant to stimulate a''thorough overhaul' of SEA's, probi’:ly account for
43

the improvements that seem to be taking place in some SEA's.

Fourth, organizational stakes would carry funded projects beyond

the point where benefits outweigh costs; projects tend to become

permanent.

Once staff pesitions were filled for the orxiginal Title V proj-
ects, tha jobs by and large have continued to be funded from year to
year. As a result, the original flexibility of Title V was short-lived;
the program largely turned into a subsidy program for projects desiganed
to meet L965 needs. Title V "became a generalized administrative sup-
port program," a USOE official said. "It simply did not succeed in
focusing on changing leadership in its broadest texﬂm.'ﬁ4

This finding, combined with the earlier point that the initial

projects probably would have taken a somewhat different form had thore

been a different cast of characters in 1965 arguing their own needs,

leads to a curious result which neatly pierces the aura of rationality

[ERJ!:« surrounding organizational behavior. In the words of Richard M. Cyert
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and James G. March: "The 'accidents' of organizational genealogy ten.

to be perpetxated."45

But not ail of Title—V resources were tied up in permanent staff
positions. (he three SEA's studied in depth used a small portion of
tiie money in effect as a contingency fund to meet crises as they ..rose.
In fact, thi; was accomplished in part-withouf a formally earmarked
fund. Job vicencies freed previously budgeted resources for new ac-
tivities, and other budgeted it=ms often were not spent completely
during the year. Consequeﬁtly, Title V frequently was available to
meet the cost of small new endeavors in the middle of the fiscal year.

What should be emphasized here was the sequence of events leading
to these Title V expenditures. A need developed within the SEA. Then
an appropriate funding source was sought. Since Title V was the most
discretionary source of funds available to SEA's, it could support
activities which could not appropriately be funded through other more
restricted federsl categorical aid programs.46 Also, Title V could be
used to pay -:xpenses when state funds were not budgeted for that pur-
pose. What chis meant, of course, was that projects were simply
labeled as a Title V effcrt because of the money's availability.

That some SEA's used Title V in this fashion should not be sur-
prising. As an experienced governr-nt hand said: "Every level of
government 1°ve ever been involved with has had a slush fund. How
it works depends on the ingenuity of the finance man."47

As was true the first year, then, Title V over the years did
not act as a stimulus for new approaches; the program lost its identity

as a federal ecfort designed in part to foster reform. It largely
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became a subsidy for ongoing SEA operations, with a small part usually
avdilable to respond to minor crises as they emerged.

Exfth, SEA goals and activities would change slowly over time

as a resilt of experience. Dramatic change usually would result from

heavy pressure from outside the organization.

The preceding three chapters set out those factors which help
to explain the varying impact of Title V--and, more generally, the
federal presence--on the different SEA's. This evidence supports the
working hypothesis. The Massachusetts SEA had just undergone a legis-
lature-ordered reorganization when Title V first became available in
1965. But this was not followed by strong pressufe for continued SEA
improvement. Little significant change took place in the programs of
the agency; in the bureaucratic procedures for hiring staff; in the
"religion of localism" with its emphasis on an insignificant role for
the SEA; or in top leadership (until a new commissioner joined the
agency in 1969). Consequently, organizational boxes were shifted but
little else happened, perhaps until very recently. Since 1965, then,
the SEA changed somewhat but continued in 1971 to be a second-class
citizen in Massachusetts education.

Wnen Title V reached New York, by contrast, the SEA was a
stable, well financed, sophisticated organization and not under sig-
nificant pressure to institute any major organizational changes. The
New York SEA used Title V to make a series of marginal improvements,
with the agency changing slowly over the years. The advent of Title V
certainly did not precipitate any "thorough overhaul" or reevaluation

[ERJ!:‘ of its needs nr direction. As to New York's declining influence with
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the legislature, this seemed to be highly related to a fiscal crisis
in New York state government, to a growing disillusionment with the
requests of educators, and to the demise of a reportedly once-mono-
lithic and respected school lobby at the staté level. These forces
took their toll on the New York SEA despite the high competence of
its professional staff.

In South Carolina--the state that changed the most--the con-
vergence of several forces were crucial. Probably most important, ex-
tensive and sustained pressure for departmental change built up out-
side the ageicy. This pressure combined with a new team of change-
oriented officials, and the absence of bureaucratic and political
roadblocks to implementation provided the ideal milieu for unrestricted
resources to be of help. Under these circumstances, Title V played
an important role in facilitating those changes the SEA wanted to in-
stitute. To be sure, the importance of the timing of Title V cannot
be overemphasized. Had Title V come five years earlier, for instance.
the program probably would have had only marginal impact; the agency
had not yet ‘‘eached fhe point where substantial change was demanded or
possible. Sw, then, only South Carolina among the three SEA's studied
in-depth was under sustained pressure to change rapidly; and only it
did so.

The extent of Title V's success, therefore, depended mainly on
local, as contrasted with federal, factors. And these factors--eco~
nomic changes, state fiscal prublenms, political shifts, a breakdown in
traditions--were beyond significant manipulation py the federal gov-

ernment. More than that, even if the condicions were "right" for
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strengtheiing a SEA's management and professional competence, this was
far from 1 guarantee of a new or sustained position of- influence with
the legislature. This suggests that federally-initiated reform is ex-
tremely complicated énd difficult to accomplish. It depends on a wide
variety of iocal circumstances which can change in an unpredictable
fashion. Pouring free money into this political and bureaucratic mix
will likely result in more of the same, unless the money is the only
missing iigredient--probably not the typical situation. Money is just

not the k:y to reform that some would like to believe.

This discussion goes a bit further than the earlier conventional
wisdom explanations. Two caveats need emphasis, however. The fit be-
tween the theory and my data is not perfect. Some projects, for ex-
ample, were not simple responses to short-term problems. Also, I would
not contend that providing strong leaders with unrestricted resources
could not bring about significant change in a way inconsistent with
the theoretical propositions (e.g., in the absence of external demands
for change). However, based’on my data, I suspect that Daniel Katz
and Robeit L. Kahn are correct when they state:

Though organizations are always in some degree of flux and
rarely, if ever, attain a perfect state of equilibrium, major

changes are the exception rather than the rule. . . .

Our reading of organizational history...argues the primary
role of external forces in major organizational change.

In short, the theory suggests typical institutional tendencies rather

than precise predictions for all organizations.
These caveatgfhotwithstanding, the theory does add an important
{

.

missing dimension:to the discussion of the Title V outcomes. Major
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constraint: Having little to do with the conventional wisdom--but en-
during attributes of organizations--have been overiooked in explaining
the impact of Title V.

It js paradoxical, but the underlying reason why Title V did
not act as a stimulus for institutional refcrm may have &s much to do
with the way complex organizations typically behave with free money
as with questions of inadequate planning time, unimaginative SEA chiefs,
and so.fbrth. Or, to state this argument differently, suppose condi-
tions in 1965 had been ‘closer to an ideal situation: ample time for
developing proposals, no other new programs to implement, competitive
SEA salaries, and~no central office clearance of staff. I suggest that
the chief focus even under these conditions might still have been on
greasing squeaky wheels through marginal adaptations of existing
operations. And in the long rum, major SEA change probably would
have been dependent upon pressure for improvement from outside the

organization.

II1.  Impliations
This discussion suggests that a major problem in 1965 was the
way the reformers thought about organizations and how they change.
As discussed earlier, they seemed to think that Title V decisions
would grow out of a 'rational" process and, in turn, SEA's would
change in a flexible manner, Or, stated differently, the reformers
seemed to assume that SEA's would act the way one-expects a rational

! -
individual to act (i.e., by proceeding sequentially from general goals
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to the exploration of alternatives, to the choice of specific activi-
ties.)*

» This assumption typically underlies efforts to explain as well
o - as predict organizational action. After a comprehensive analysis of
the issue in the literature on foreign affairs, Graham T. Allison

concluded:

Each [analyst] assumes that what must be explained is an
[gove rnment] action, i.e., behavior that reflects purpose or
intention. Each assumes that the actor is a national govern-
ment. Each assumes that the action is chosen as a calculated
solution to a strategic problem. For each, explanation con-
sists of showing what goal the government was pursuing when
it acted and the action was a reasonable choice, given the
nation's objectives....

...t explain an occurrence in foreign policy simply means to
show how the government could have chosen that action.49

In other words, Allison concluded that analysts assume "governmental

behavior can be most satisfactorily understood by analogy with the

purposive acts of individuals."50

In education, the Campbell Report on Title V followed the same
tradition, by first examining what states did with the money, and then
trying tc¢ find rational explanations for their actions:

- Why SDE's of different size would define 'strengthening leader-
ship resources' in different ways is hard to explain. It may
be that smaller SDE's arc highly conscious of the fact that
there are subject areas in which they do not provide consulta-
tion and materials; thus, they are moving to meet a deficiency.
This hypothesis is strongly supported by our case studies.
Larger SDE's may feel that their service programs are adeguate,
and that other kinds of leadership activities are needed.5l
(Emphasis added.)

*Whether individuals actually do behave in this fashion is a separate
Q : question which is not explored in this study.
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The puzilé facing the Campbell Report authors was the different
pattemns of Titie V expenditures in states of different size. To ex-
plain this situation, they seemed to put themselves inAthe place of
the organizations and ask the natural question: how would we have
proceeded? If one assumes that SEA's made decisions the.same way that
a purposive individuai would decide (i.e., by proceeding sequentially
from general agency goals to specific projects), then an explanation
for a particular pattern of expenditures is found by reversing the se-
quence. Thit is to say, given certain projects, one tries to define
the organizitional goal and then show that the specific projects repre-
sent calculated choices flowing from this goal. According to the Camp-
bell Report, the '"reason'" why the different SEA's spent Title V differ-
ently, therefore, seéms to be found in the differing definitions of
the goal--"strengthéning leadership resources".

But this created a problem. As the Campbell Report notes, it

was 'hard to explain" why different SEA's defined the goal of "leéder:}
ship" differently. Perhaps the reason it was hard to explain is{jpg#;l
misfounded assumption that SEA's made their Title V decisions by en-
gaging in goal-directed behavior (starting with an internally agreed-
upon definition of the goal of leadexrship). My investigation suggests
that Title V decisions were mostly the result of competition among dif-
ferent units for the support of ‘specific activities, or the result of
pre-existing priorities, with the definition of "'strengthening leader-

ship resources" emerging only after the decisions were made, In effect,

the goal of Title V was "discovered" at the end of the decision process

K
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hy'ussigllng general purposes to the discrete Title V projects and

then labcling the aggrepation--"strengthening leadership resources".
This suggests that to explain 'why" different agencies spent the money
differently does not require a search for gensral, agreed-upon goals,
but rather an analysis of the internal workings of the SEA, with a

focus on different SEA units, standard operating procédures, traditions,
short-term problems, and the priorities of those individuals with ac-
cess to the decision-making arena. From this point of view, the Camp-
bell Report authors thought about the problem in the wrong way and
looked in the wrong place for answers.

Finally, the argument that we conceptualize organizationai action
the way ve think about purposive individual behavior_is not limited to
the Title V reformers, foreign affairs analysts, or the Campbell Report
authors. Writing in 1971 about the prgblem of changing schools, Seymour
B. Saranson stated:

Good ideas and missionary zeal are sometimes enough to change
the thinking and actions of individuals; they are rarely, if
ever effective in changing complicated organizations (like the
schoc1l) with traditions, dynamics, and goals of their own. To
change complicated settings requires, initially at least, a way
of tlinking not the same as the way wo think about changing
individuals.,...

Ir. short, the problem has resided not only 'out there' in

the schools, but in the ways in which we have been accustomed
to thinking about what it was that needed to be changed....
In situations of failure or crisis it is much easier to project
blame outward than it is to implicate our way of thinking and
their consequences for our actions.52
Policy-makers and analysts alike, then, seem to base their expectations
about organizational change on the assumption that organizations behave

the way wo oxpect goal-directed individuals to behave. This failure to
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distinguish between the individual and the orgahization as units of
analysis may be a major barrier to an understanding of organizational
change. In fact, my study suggests that the assumption of purposive.
organizatio! al behavior is wrong, and leads to unrealistic expect#tions
and confused anal;ses.

All of this has implications for the way we think about how or-
ganizations work, and what we think they should accomplish. It implies
that thinkirg about organizational change the way we think about indi-
viduals is bound to be ineffective. Instead, reform efforts must deal
explicitly with the enduring attributes of organizatiéns: traditions,
norms, and standard operating procedures; subunits with conflicting
goals and expansionary tendencies; a preoccupation with short-term
pressing protlems; search procedures that accept solutions that are
""good enough" rather than optimal; and activities that outlive their
usefulness. These complexities are overlooked if we conceptualize or-
ganizational behavior as analagous to the acts of purposive individuals.

This, in turn, seems to lsad toward low expectations for quick
reform. Aft:r all, the theory suggests that organizations usually
move slowly. But this does not necessarily have to be so. Organiza-
tions do chaige and they might be improved if their workings were
better understood.

In the meantime, however, if my working hypotheses do, in fact,
help to predict organizational behavior, then one should recognize the
incompleteness of explanations of Title V problems which simply assign
biame to historical circumstances, or particular organizations or of-

Q ’ ficials. This does not mean that -USOE, SEA's or their officials are
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free fron responsibility for their actions, but rather, that the causes
of probleas with Title V reform involve more than individual culpability.
This discussion seems particularly relevant today, in view of
growing support for various programs of unrestricted federal assistance,
such as revenue sharing and general aid to the schools. Behind this
approach lies the notion that public institutions are not "working"
because of problems created by rigid categorical programs, the absence

of local flexibility to maneuver, and "strangulation by Federal red

53

tape." The hope for reform rests on the same basic assumption as

Title V: ings itutions provided the freedom to plan for their needs,
will deve lop rational and flexible strategies for institutional re-
form.* 7Tais assumption is clearly illustrated in President Nixon's
message to the Congress on Education Revenue Sharing:

The time, energy and imagination needed to bring educational
reform is frequently drained off into what is essentially non-
productive effort to qualify for Government grants. Yet, at
the ¢ame time, rigid qualifications for grants frequently
stifle creative initiative....

Ecucational planning is made difficult because of the frag-
mentstion of grants...[and] the present fragmented procedures
virtially eliminate any possibility of preparing a comprehen-
sive coordinated program....

Ecucation Revenue Sharing would revitalize the relationship
between the Federal Government and State and local governments.
It would stimulate creativity and new initiatives at State and
locai levels....

Under this proposal for Education Revenue Sharing, States
and local schools districts would be given far greater flexi-
bility than is presently the case in deciding how funds should
be spent.... This would enhance flexibility in the application
of funds for education, and permit the States to make substan-
tial adjustment in their education plans as their educational
needs rsquire.S4

*0f course, current proposals for goeneral assistance, as with Title V
in 1965, are multi-purpose. Othor purposes include simple fiscal re-
lief, providing additional services, sharing in rising costs, and

_ DPolitical dacantraliration




Not only is the basic assumption the same as with Title V, but

the outcome may well be similar. If my working hypotheses fit the use
of Title V bs SEA's, then they may similarly apply to the way state
bureaucracies would use free money provided through revenue sharing,
or how school systems would use general aid. In both cases, I would
expect the new money to be used to grease squeaky wheels, or to support
pre-existing priorities, and to be distributed usually on the basis

of intra-orgnizational competition, not plamning. I would expect
that, once begun, the flow of new funds would be used to continue the
projects first estavlished, with basic organizational change resulting
from extra-organizational pressure, not the free money. Hence, just
as the hopes of ths Title V reformers were somewhat dashed by the
realities of orxganizational beliavior, so too may be the hopes of the

current exponents of institutional reform through general assistance.
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CHAPTER VII
NOTES ON ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION

The preceding six chapters described Title V's implementation
in several states and examined the nature of federal-state relations
in the prozram's administration. One question remains: what might
the fedeval government do to strengthen SEA's further? To help answer
that que-tion, this chapter explores the consequences of adopting
various courses of action.

I begin b& dealing with the conventional options available to
the fe..ral government. The first section explores the two major ways
to provide SEA's with financial assistance: general aid and c;tegori-
cal aid. I also examine grant consolidation as another device to
change the delivery of federal resources to SEA's. The second section
discusses the use of federal regulations as a means to encourage the
states to follow federal priorities, and the third section examines
alternat .ve ways to provide technical assistance to SEA's.

I also focus on more controversial approaches for dealing with
the states. Challenging the assumption that all the states should be
treated hasically alike, the fourth section discusses ways to treat
the states in a differential fashion: bypassing some states in the
administration of federal programs, providing concentrated technical
assistance in some SEA's and not in others, and utilizing incentives.
The fifth section explores several devices to make education bureau-

cracies more accountable to governmental leaders, to the clients of

federal programs (e.g., the poor), and to the public in general.




The :ixth sectvion focuses on SEA pianning since the proposed
federal budget for fiscal year 1973 contains $10 million to initiate
SEA comprehensive educational planning. I explore the comprehensive
approach anc¢ suggest as an élternative what I have called '"policy
analysis.' ‘The final section briefly summarizes my own judgments about
the best alternatives to meet the most often-discussed federal objec-
tives for strengthening the states.

Befose looking at the alternatives, it is important to mention
two argumen's which challenge the idea of any direct focus on SEA's.
The first a:gument suggests the abandonment of any further plans to
strengthen the role of the states iﬁ education, While many believe
that stionger state leadership is an important step to educaticnal im-
provement, cthers simply view it as a threat to localism and diversity.
For example a dissenting opinion in the 1972 final report of The
President's Commission on School Finance contended that '"a massive
buildup of State activity in education may be a serious threat to the
autonomy of the local school board...."1 Curiously, this dissenting
opinion was written by a former member of the Advisory Council on
State Depariments of Education--the group which oversaw the federal
investment in SEA's between 1965 and 1970.

The second argument suggests that even if one agrees that the
states ought to be strengthened, it is far from clear that concentrating
exclusively on SEA's is the "best' way to accomplish this goal. Even
though this was the basic assumption behind the Title V legislation,

other units of state government could be assisted instead. For example,
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federal f mds could be directed to state legislatures, perhaps to hire
professional staff for their education committees, or funds could be
channeled tc governors rather than to chief state school officers who
are, in muny cases, politically independent.* Merely mentioning thes<
arguments suggests their vaiue and the need for careful explofation.
This task will t2 left to otheri, however, since the main concern of
this study is SEA's.

The picture painted in this chapter is not Pcllyannish. One
reason for this has to do with organizations, and how they make de-
cisions and change. I have pointed to various enduring attributes of
organizations inhibiting rapid reform, and have documented their ex-
istence, Organizations do change. But for the most part, they change
slowly. They simply are not the flexible instruments ti:a’ some people
seem to zssume. Y

A second reason is due to differing views of how SEA's ought to
change. The abstract goal "SEA strengthening' means different things
to different people. For some, it means better instructional services.
For otheis, it means enhanced planning capacity. For still others, it
simply means more resources to meet problems as thcy come along. For
most ind: viduals interested in strengthening SEA's, these objectives
are all adesirable, with conflict arising only over the assignment of

priorities,

*Chief state school officers are appcinted by the governor in only
four states. They are appointed by a state board of educatica in

twenty-six states and are elected by popular vote in twenty stltes.z
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Similarly, there are conflicting views about the appropriate
federal role in dealing with the states. Some think that the federal
government cught to establish prii:ities and aggressively implement
them.4 Others assume that the states are primarily rgsponsible for
education and by and large should be free from federal priorities.5
These conflicting views are reflected politically in the wnbiguous
laws Congre;s writes, in the willingness of Congress to intervene
in the administrative process, and in USOZ's limited influence with
the s;ates.6 The resuit is that no change is conceived or implemented
in a uniforn way.

It makes sense, then, to explore various alternatives for
federal action in light of these problems. This entails questioning
assumptions, highlighting choices, specifying trade-offs, and exposing
political and organizational problems. This approach reflects my be-
lief that intelligent decisions about the implementation of particular
alternatf@es cannot be made without understanding their probable con-
sequences. And in the case of changing complex organizations in a com-

plicated political environment, simple relationships do not exist.

I. Financial Assistance to SEA's

There are essentially two ways to prov: ubstantial federal
assistance to all SEA's: general aid and categorical aid. The former
is defined as unrestricted money, allowing SEA's maximum flexibility
in meeting their own ‘priorities. The latter is defined as earmarked

money made available to SEA's to promote particular fiders! priorities.*

*0f course, many pieces of legislarion cannot easily be classified as
general or categorical; they contain elements of both. For the sake
of clarity, I focus on the "pure" approaches and the hasic differences

between them.
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Since grant consolidation is often mentioned as another way to provide
SEA's with greater flexibility in allocating resources, this approach

also is e¢xamined in this section.

G-merai aid: The most straightforward way to increase the
level of general assistance to SEA's would be to expand Title V, since
the program provides aid with virtually no strings attached. Based on
this stuldy of Title V in nine states, I would expect approximately the
followiny result from such an expansion. The additional resources
would be used mainly to meet short-term pressing problemg, or pre-
exiéting priorities, by expanding ongoing activities. A small part
of the new funds, however, might well be used as a contingency fund
to meet minor crises as they developed during the year (e.g., payment

of rent, or employment of a short-term consuitant).* After the ini-

tial dec:sions, the new money would mostly support the continued
operation of th&se activities‘first established. Hence, the flexi-
bility pcovided by the new resources would not last much beyond the
first yeir, unless appropriation levels continued to rise.

Tne impact of these Title V-supported activities would vary
from state to state. Dramatic SEA change usually would be dependent
upon ext ca-organizational pressures which are largely beyond federal

control (e.g., demands resulting from changing state politics, or from

*Experience with Title V could resuit in one change, however. SEA's
might be scmewhat more reluctant to use Title V to hire permanent
staff since the money becomes frozen from year to year. Sixty-nine
percent of Title V in 1970 supported staff salaries.’ Contracts,
consultants and other short-term projects might receive more at-
tention.
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a breakdown in state traditions). The example of South Carolina in
Chapter V, shere broad SEA change was more a product of a changing
political eanvironment than Title V dollars, illustrates this point.
More typicslly, additional Title V resources would simply raise the
level of SEA genzral operational support. Chapters III and IV on
Massachusetts and New York exemplify this conclusion,
Two points need emphasis, however. Eirst, I am not suggesting
that major :hange through general aid is impossible in the absence
of external pressure. It probably can take place in the long run
under certain conditions, as described by Graham T. Allison:
Existing organizational orientations and routines are not
impervijus to directed change, Careful targeting of major
factors that support routines--such as personnel, rewards,
information, and budgets--can effect major change over time.
But the terms and conditions of most political leadership
jobs~--sort tenure and responsiveness to hot issues--make
effectire, directed change uncommon.
In this sensc, . neral aid can provide an exceptional leader with some
long-run flaxibility. l
It a.so should be emphasized that there is nothing inherently
wrong with using general aid (Title V) initially to increase staff
levels to meet short-term problems and then to continue to subsidize
these additional activities. v By doing so, SEA top management can meet
the needs of key individuals in the organization (e.g., a bureau chief
who argues that he needs more staff), and of important groups in so-
ciety (e.g., schoolmen who desire more service, or legislators who

want particular action)., Through this process of responding to in-

ternal and external demands, the SEA is better able to meet articulated
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needs, to keep the organization afloat,‘and ;o'haintain its legitimacy
in the eves of its constituencies. The;e are not trivial matters,
particulurly for those on the state firing line.

Huwever, general aid typically would not fulfill several federal
objectives often associated with this approach; First, the expansion

of Title V would not promote a rethinking of priorities, a thorough

overhaul of programs, or basic institutional change. An explanation
for this I ﬁa&é #rgped,rmust take into acéount the limits created by
particular enduring attributes of organizations: organizational cul-
ture (a history, traditions, norms, and standard operatiﬁg procedures) ;
subunits with conflicting goals and expansionist tendencies; competi-
tion for funds; an orientation toward internal and external crises;
search for solutions that are "good enough" rather than optimal; and
the continuation of projects once established. Normally, the realities
of organ:zational life would lead to a pattern of "more of the same."
A second objective associated with Title V is enhanced SEA lead-
ership. If by that is meant the development of political influence
with the legislature,* as contrasted with better management or ser-
vices, then it is questionable whether this objective would be met in
most states. It seems based on a misconception of the way organiza-
tions grow in power. I would argue that each SEA operates within po-
litical, bureaucratic and cultural constraints which reflect underlying

forces within a state and set limits on SEA influence.9 If a shift in

*Various definitions of strengthening (and leadership) were set forth
in Chapter I, pages 13 to 15 .

.
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these forces happens to favor a stronger political role for SEA's,
then additicnal money could be extremely useful. But more money and
more staff by themselves probably would not significantly alter the
balance of power within a state.

Two qualifications bear mention. First, one can imagine the
existence o+ considerable slack between the influence exerted by a
SEA and what the existing political forces would allow. Even inh the
absence of pressure to narrow that gap, a combination of aggressive
SEA leadership and unrestricted resources could ﬂesult in significantly
enhanced po itical influence for a SEA. Second,;hy statement about
the independgnt impact of money may only be accufate within certain
limits. 1If, for example, the budget of a SEA were quadrupled in size
and the salaéies of its employees doubled, then this massive infusion
of money by itself, in ‘the absence of external forces, could possibly
alter the apency's political influence simply because of its new
visibility.

It it noteworthy that the states in my sample did not seem to
fit either ¢ f these qualifications and, to the extent that they por-
tray reality, I suspect that the SEA's involved represent exceptions
to the general rule. To répeat from Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn:
"Our reading of organizational history...argues the primary role of
external forces in major organizational change."10

A third often-mentioned objective of general assistance (i.e.,
revenue sharing) is to return "power to the people' by aiding those
governments (state and local) closest to grsss-roots problens.11 This

objective seems to assume that ''the people" have greater control over

_.h - - - R
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those un-.ts of government proximate to them, rather than in Washington.
It also j;eems to assume that ''the people'" are relatively homogeﬁeous

in their ability to influence political and organizational decision-
making. But who are "the people'--state bureaucrats, interest groups,
the poor’ While this investigation of Title V is not broad enough to
evaluate fully the assumptions behind this objective, my data do
suggest chat they may well be wrong.

S:iA Title V decisions were not based on a comprehensive assess-
ment of :he educational needs of ''the people' in general. Rather, de-
cisions were made largely in response to the expressed needs of SEA
staff advocating certain positions, or in response to particular pres-
sures on the agency. Stated differently, needs were not defined in
the abst ract, but by individudls and groups with access to the de-
cision-mikers. If additional money were made available, these indi-
viduals and groups would probably express demands for their share of
the new funds. (Few groups seem to believe that they have enough money
to do thsir jobs properly.) But there is little reason to believe
that gensral aid would enable those people who were previously unable
to advocits their needs to do so, unless there was a massive infusion
of money. In this sense, ''power to the people'' probably would turn
out to b: power to the people who already have power.* This lesson,

of course, is not lost on those seeking governmental help; they usually

*Once more one can conceive of exceptions. For example, if reformers
assumed power as the new money became available, then they might be
able to direct part of the funds to groups usually unable to argue
their needs successfully.
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deal with tne level of government providing access and support., Civil
rights leaders and urban mayors, for instance, typically have made
their pilgr-mages to Washington, not to their state capitolé.

Asid- from the substantive merits of Title V in meeting certain
objectives ;nd not others, there also could be an important -political
reason for considering the program's expansion. Title V can be used
b} SEA's, subject to virtually no federal accountability, for the sup-
port of activities which their often tight-fisted legislatures refuse
to fund. This explains in part why the chief state school officers
have been perticularly anxious to expand the program--their only source
of discrot?cnary resources., This interest of the chiefs was made
clear in a 1971 memorandum from U. S. Commissioner of Education Sidney
P. Marland, Jr. to HEW's Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget. Ap-
pealing the {EW decision to reject his request to increase Title V
funding by $10 million in fiscal year 1973, Marland justified the
expansion:

The Chief State School Officers have established the ad-

dition of funds to Title V-A* as their highest Federal legis-

lative priority. It is essential that this deeply felt need

of the State educational leaders be met,12
Since the chief state school ifficers are a moderately powerful educa-
tional constituency, an expansion of Title V might serve the political
purpose of gaining needed support if new federal initiatives were con-

templated in education. As discussed in Chapter I, winning support

*In 1970, two new parts were added to the Title V legislation. At
that time, the original Title V program became Title V-A.




232

from the chiefs for the entire 1965 ESEA package was one of the
original purposes of Title V.

! Expanding Title V, then, could have some political advantages
as well 1s raising the level of general operational support of SEA's.
On the other hand, expanding Title V would not usually promote insti-
tutional refoim or lead to significant changes in SEA leadership.

1 Indeed, vhe flexibility of general aid turns out to be short-lived,
with projects continued once they are established. While organiza-
tions do change over time, major progress is usually associated with
extra-orjanizational pressure, not free money. And these pressures
(e.g., cnanges in state politics) are usually beyond significant

manipulation by the federal government,

Geant conSAIidation: In addition to general aid, consolidation
of various categorical »id programs for SEA's has been suggested as
another vay to provide SEA's with greater flexibility. Instead of
each SEA receiving Separate funding for the administration of Titles
I, II, aid III of ESEA, for example, USOE could give each SEA a single
block grint to meet its responsibilities. Such consolidation, it is
argued, would reduce red tape and unnecessary duplication, would lead
to significantly improved planning, coordination and management, and
would provide more creative and flexible organizational resporises to
- state and local problems.13
While -eduction in paperwork is a laudable objective in itself,

I suspect that consolidating categorical programs, at least in the

[ERJ!:‘ , short run, would not typically promote any significant SEA change or




result in nuw organizational flexibility. The basic reason is the

same as that given'fbr the absence of flexibility with general aid:
once the in:tial allocation decisions are made, the resulting projects
tend to continue to absorb the funds from year to year,

In the case of categorical aid to SEA's, the initial decisions
are made by federal legislation and the resources are used mainly to
Pay the salaries of employees in different SEA subunits. In order for
consolidatior to result in significant change, either staff would have
to be fired and new staff hired, or existing staff shifted around and
given new responsibility. The former course is considered anathema
by SEA's, and the latter would be strongly resisted. After all, each
subunit would have a stake in maintaining its share of federal resources
to meet its priorities whether or not federal funds were consolidated.
Furthermore, consolidation would not provide these subunits with power-
ful new inceatives to plan better or to coordinate their activities
with other subumits of the SEA. While it would not be impossible for
SEA top manajement to reallocate consolidated federal funds, the or-
ganizational costs would typically provide a strong disincentive.

One i.lustration from Title V's history exemplifies what might
be the shortxrun.response of SEA's to new flexibility as a result of
grant consolidation. In 1968, the $5.5 million budget for Title III
of NDEA (which supported SEA subject matter specialists) was merged

with the budget of Title V of ESEA,* in part to provide greater

*Title X of NDEA was also merged into Title V, but for the purposes
of this argument I will consider only Title III.
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flexibility in meeting SEA priorities. The new money in the Title V
budget, like Title V itself, could have been used to meet virtually
any SEA need.14

It the new flexibility were exploited, one would not expect
the new money to continue to support subject matter specialists over
the years. But as far as one can tell from USOE's nationwide data,
roughly ninety percent of the new money in the Title V account was
useu to support ‘'services for improvement of instruction" (basically

.13

subject atter specialists Before the merger, twenty-three per-

cent of he total Title V expenditures in 1967 supported activities
in this category.16 After the merger, the figure jumped to thirty-four
percent in 1968.17 Most important, two years later, in 1970, after
time foxr SEA's to rethink their priorities, support for "instructional
services ' continued to account for thirty-four percent18 of Title V
expendit sres.* In other words, the consolidation of Title III into
Title V seemed to result mainly in a bookkéeping change, Title III
subject natter specialists were switched to the Title V account.

In the long run, however, grant consolidation could lead to

some SEA priority changes, particularly in those federal programs

challenginz state and local priorities, and not having established

*It is worth pointing out that at least two states {Colorado and
Massachusetts) no longer provide subject matter assistance to schools.
Instead, these SEA's use their instructional stzff for "general''
assistance. Had Title III not been merged with Title V, this change
would have been limited to those staffers paid through the flexible
Title V resources. The flexibility resulting from the merger, then,
has made some differences in these states, but they are exceptions

to the general pattemrn.,




political constituencies. The scenario might go like this. Job
vacancies over time could free funds previously committed to a pro-
gram's adm:nistration. These vacancies would reduce the number of
internal aunvocates for the continuation of the program. In the ab-
sence of a vocal external constituency, it would be easy to reallocate
the uncomm:itted funds to higher SEA prioritie§. Title I of ESEA (aid
to the disadvantaged) is probably a good example of such a low prior-
ity program in some states.19 In these cases, of course, federal of-
ficials would need to evaluate their support for such shifts in em-
phasis and their options for dealing with them.

Grant consolidation, then, might make sense if justified on
the basis «f an expected reduction in red tape and duplicative. paper-
work. But if grant consolidation is adopted because of expected or-
ganizational flexibility, its proponents are likely to be disappointe@.
Consolidation usually would not result in significantly enhanced man-
agement capability, planning, or in a shift in internal resource allo-
cations with the possible exception of the gradual reduction of support
for those federaliy initiated activities considered particularly low

priorities by the SEA.*

Categorical aid to SEA's: At the other end of the spectrum

from general assistance is so-called categorical aid. That is, the

*There also are other problems in consolidating grants. As Joel S.
Berke and Michael W. Kirst point out: "...since each federal cate-
gory is some congressman's footnote in history and some OE bureau-
crat's base of expertise, fragmentation is extremely difficult to
overcome , "'20 ‘
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Congress authorizes funds for named categories of activity. Title III,
of NDEA :upported SEA subject matter specialists in "critical" areas
of instruction, for example, and Title X of NDEA was designed to im-
prove the statistical operations of SEA's.

The objections to this time-worn approach are many and familiar,
but several are worth repeating. First, categorical aid is usually
accompan:ed by reports, regulations and red tape. And to make things
worse, cutegorical programs often overlap, supporting the same acti-
vities aad requiring the same information. Duplicative paperwork and
programs ought to be reduced, as noted earlier, not because the re-
sult wou:d be significantly greater organizational flexibility, but
because they frequently serve no useful purpose. A second and more
fundamental objection is that once established, .categorical aid pro-
grams derelop a constituency and produce evidence to justify their
continuation. The result!is that forces are generated that tend to
perpetuate programs without regard to their continued rcefulness.ZI
As discussed earlier, Title V projects also exhibited this chargc-
teristic.

Fir~1lly, implicit in the categorical aid approach is the view
that federal officials should decide how SEA's should change. Not
surprisingly, many people disagree with this imposition of federal
priorities. As one SEA official wrote in 1972:

The role of the Federal Governmeut, then, is not one of
setting national priorities and dictating programs for
states and local school districts, but rather one of fa-

cilitating those programs that states and local school -dis-
tricts determine to be appropriate.2?2
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On the other hand, categorical aid does have several advantages
over gener:l aid. First, it can to some degree stimulate the states
to move in prescribed directions. While Title V for the most part did
not promote¢ new SEA roles, new kinds of staff, or the development of
long-range projects, categorical aid could provide such a stimulus
through the¢ incentive of earmarked money. In fiscal year 1970, for
example, euch SEA received $96,030 from USOE for SEA planning. As a
result, prectically all the SEA's established planning offices,23
something nost of them had not dore with Title V resources despite
years of gentle persuasion by USOE.24

Categorical aid to some degree can also stimulate the creation
of new constituencies for SEA's and in that sense result in "power to
the people " For example, Title I of ESEA focused national attention
on disadvantaged children. Prior to ESEA's passage, only a handful of
projects specifically designed for these children were in operation
and only three states had passed legislation geared to their needs.25
As a result of Title I, SEA's currently seem to be a bit more respon-
sive to disadvantagr:d children and their parents, than they were in

the past.2°

If one defines 'the people'" as the disadvantaged, then
categorical aid (not general aid) resulted in some '"'power to the
people."

There are limits, however, on how far 'and fast the federal gov-
ernment can promote change in the states through the categorical aid
approach. For one thing, SEA's could refuse to accept federal dollars

if the requirements were too severe. Martha Derthick describes how

this fact is translated into congressional action:
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Congress has generally performed the function of finding the

terms on which grant programs may win the widest possible ac-

cep: mice while safeguarding certain bacic federal interests.

That Congress is highly sensitive to state and local interests

means that the terms it settlcs on are in important respects

highly permissive ones. Congressmen see to i% that, fur state

governments, the ratio of benefit to cost in grent programs

is high enough to be attractive,27
For anotner; the categorical aid approach probably would not be any
more successful in promoting basic institutional change or in enhancing
SEA leadsrship (i.e., influence with the state legislature) than the
general iid epproach. As noted earlier, those factors (e.g., changes
in state politics) ‘e mining basic reform and SEA leadership are usu-
ally beyond significant manipulation by the federal govprnnent.28

Aside from these limits on categorical aid, organizational
factors :an create what might be called an implementation gap, that is,
a gap between what is expected a~] what actually happens in the states.
This implementation gap varies from program to program, depending
largely upon the differences between established procedures in SEA's
and the jroposed new procedures. For example, if a program was de-
signed t> add a new variety of subject matter lpecialists (e.g., en-
vironmental educators) to the rosters of SEA's, then a categorical
program sould be a useful device. The new specialists would be hired
and integrated into the existing SEA procedures for providing services
to schools. The implementation gap woul: be small.
But if the objective were to stimulate SEA's to changes their

planning procedures, the gap would be much greater, with the cstablish-

ment of a planning office only a first small step. What can happen in

such cases is that the categorical assistance establishes an organizational
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"add on", :hat is, an organizational unit is added on top of the SEA
without af:ecting the agency's existing operation and procedures.29
As noted in Chapters III and IV on Massachusetts and New York, this
phenomenon also occurred in the implementation of Title V. ‘

A sccond cause of the implementation gap is political. 1If a
federal priority is clear (e.g., the addition of SEA history special-
ists) and if a SEA agrees with it, then the program would be imple-

mented, subject to the organizational difficulties discussed above.

But clarity of purpose is not a hallmark of most federal laws. Rather,
they commorly contain ambiguous goals, vague phrases, and conflicting
priorities. ' These features are often necessary to build a coalition

of support for a particular piece of legislation. Diverse interests
join forces with each group hoping that its piiorities will be met
during the }mplementa;jgg,phgse.so What this means, of course, is that
the normal >rganization:~ and managerial problems of implementing
legislaiion are complicated further by the continuous political pro-
cess of defining and redefining during implementation the legislation's
"real" intent.31 And in education, if federal and state interpreta-
tions of the law conflict, the states have the political muscle to
dilute federal priorities either through political intervention in the
federal administrative process.or by ignoring federal priorities during
implementation. For example, disagreeing with some federal priorities
embodied in Title I of ESEA (aid to disadvantaged children), some states

. .. . 32 . .
have resisted their implementation. Also, as discussed in Chapter II,

there has been substantial political intervention in the feders! ad-

Q -
IERJ!:‘, ministration of Title V.




-n sum, categorical aid creates burdensome red tape, tends to

establith programs that perpetuate themselves, and does not promote
institutional reform or SEA leadership. On the other hand, categori-
cal aid can act as 4 stimulus for SEA change and can contribute to

the formation of new SEA constituencies. But there are serious limits
on the effects of such assistance. These are caused by the need to
"buy" SEA participation in federal programs, and the organizational
and political barriers to the implementation of federal priorities in

educaticn,

(oncluding obsarvations on financial assistance: General aid

and grart consolidation are designed to provide SEA's with flexibility
in the ¢llocation of resources. But as we have seen, flexibility in
the funcing source does not necessarily lead to greater organizational
flexibility in the recipients. Categorical aid is designed to promote
federal priorities, but as we have seen these priorities can be di-
luted dvring implementation if they in;erfere with existing SEA pro-
cedures and priorities. Furthermore, both general aid and categorical
aid freauently fall short f their expected outcomes for the same
reasons: both generate forces that can lead to the continuing subsidy
of activities that outlive their usefulness; both can lead to organ-
izational "add ons™ that do not affect SEA behavior; neither approach
necessarily leads to significantly improved planning or coordination.
This suggests that neither general aid nor categorical aid works

-

the way their proponents say they work and, in fact, these seemingly

El{j}:‘ different approaches turn out to be much more alike than some people
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seem to think. This is not to say that they are interchangeable--
general aid can provide an exceptional leader with some long-term
flexibility, and a categorical program can act to some degree as z
stimulus.* But it is to emphasize that switching from one approach
to another probably would not result in dramatic change. Viewed in
this light, the current federal penchant to make summary judgments
among polic.es on the basis of whether they are ''general' or 'cate-
gorical' se:ms somewhat myopic. Categorical aid is . somewhat better
approach fo: some thingiiﬁfnd general aid is somewhat better for others.
In deciding on appropriate federal action, rather than thinking
about probl-:ms in terms of différent types of aid, it would make more
sense to adopt a pragmatic approach. That is, attention ‘should be
focused inicially on the gap between desired and existing activitjgs!‘
and only se:ondly on the way the money would be delivered. If the
SEA's were already doing something that federal officials wanted to
help along, then it might not be necessary to go through all the riga-
marole of s-tting up a narrow ca;egorical aid program. This probably
would be th:: cece if the SEA's had the required technological know-how,
if the desired activities were part of SEA standard operating procedures,
if the subunits responsible for the proposed activities had enough po-
litical clout within the SEA's to control the funds, and if the proposed

activities had a.political constituency in the field. But if these

*Also, categorical aid can play an important symbolic role by demon-
strating the federal government's commitment to grapple with certain
problems.33
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conditions did not obtain, then a categorical program would make more
sense, a.though there often would be serious organizational and po-
litical 'roblems during implementation.® Of course, there is still
another :onsideration which may tnke precedence in deciding which
course of action is preferable: one's view about which level of
governmeit should call the shots in strengthening the states.

Ail in all, one probably should expect no more than gradual
change orer time as a result of either general or categorical aid,
with the difference in direction reflecting whether state or federal
priorities are paramount. While dramatic SEA change is possible, it
normally would result from external pressures on the ageéncies from
basicallv local forces (e.g., change in state politics). Hence, addi-
tional foderal resources may be necessary to support rapid SEA change,

but the money is not sufficient.

II. Federal Regulations

A second conventional approach for dealing with the states is
through the imposition of federal regulations. Designed to make the
legislative intent of a statute expligit, regulations generally take
the forr of detailed requirements to be met during a federal program's
implementation.

The difficulties with this approach are legion: red tape,

multiple and conflicting requirements, design problems, and questionable

*As we shall see later in the discussion of differential treatment,
these decisions are further complicated by the wide differences among
the states.




impact on program implementation, Alice M. Rivlin has described the
disillusiornent of those reformers who had great hopes during the
'60's for tais method of federal intervention:
I, for one, once thought that the effectiveness of a program...
could be increased by tighter management from Washington. Some-
thing was known about 'good practices,' or effective ways of
reaching poor children; more could be learned and transmitted
to the local level through federal guidelines and regulations
and technical assistance. As knowledge accumulated, the guide-
lines could be tightened up, and programs would become more
effective,
This view now seems to me naive and unrealistic. The
country is too big and too diverse, and social action is too
complicated.34
I agree with Rivlin's overall assessment. Too much was expected
from regulations, Nonetheless, they can foster gradual change, sub-
ject to the same organizational and political limitations discussed
in the earlier section on categorical aid. For example, in 1971 USOE
promulgated regulations requiring parent advisory councils in the im-
plementation of Title I of ESEA. These councils currently are being
established across the country. While I do not mean to imply that the
regulation: were self-executing or that the councils will necessarily
accomplish what is intended, these councils would never have been set
. 35 . '
up had USOI not required them. = In short, regulations can be useful
but limited devices for moving the states toward the adoption of
federal priorities.
Regulations can also take the form of management standards,
with the receipt of additional federal resources contingent upon their

implementation. This approach, recently under discussion in USOE,

needs exploration.
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Reflecting frustration with the pace of SEA change since ESEA's
passage, a USOE intemal document noted in 1972:
Most state education agencies lack the management capability
to administer Federal funding programs in line with reasonable
management standards. Despite significant gains in this
respect, efforts since 1966 by ESEA's Title V and related ESE

[elementary and secondary education]-grograms largely have not
as yet -altered this basic condition.®

"T’ough"37 standards were suggested for a variety of areas ranging from
personnel management, to accounting, to program planning and evalua-
tion,

While the need for improved SEA management seems clear,*
standards would probably create more problems than they would solve.

-
On the pcsitive side, it would seem reasonable to require standard ways

for collecting and reporting data on SEA operations (e.g., number of )
professional staff, or SEA administrative expen@itures). This would.

be par%icularly useful in making accurate compafisons among the states,
something USOE currently is unable to do.39 Also, it would seem rea-
sonable to develop standards in those few areas where conventional
practice: are well developed and accepted (e.g., internal accounting

or auditing procedures). But even here standards could create problems
if they were in conflict with existing state requirements. The result
could be the creation of parallel '"state" and "federal' procedures
within a single state agency.40

Probably ih most management areas, standards would be a decided

backward step for several reasons. First, the state of the art is

*It is worth noting, however, that some SEA's probably are better
managed than USOE.




) 245

simply too primitive in areas such as planning or evaluation to impose
detailed standards. Instead, incentives are needed to explore differ-
ent approaches to see what works and under what conditions. (Alterna-
tive model: of‘planning are discussed more fully in a later section

on SEA planning.) Second, it is difficult to conceive how standards
covering stch things as the development and execution of SEA policy
could come to grips with the complex organizational processes described
throughout this study. How, for example, would one standardize the
bargaining among different SEA subunits over conflicting goals? The
likely result would be the ineffective imposition of *rational' pro-
cedures on inadequately understood organizationai processes.

But there is still another fundamental obstacle which prevents
the effective implementation of standards. Frequently, a problem which
is thought to be susceptible to improvement through better management
will turn out to be more a political problem than a managerial one.

For instance, it may seem desirable to establish standards governing

SEA monitoiing of local Title I of ESEA projects. But major defici-
encies in this area probably have more to do with the politics of
state-local relations and the tradition of localism than with strictly
managerial issues. In such cdases, management standards are not needed,
but rather, .politically astute SEA staffers (as many of them are) who can
operate effectively within the existing constraints. Simply declaring

a political problem to be a managerial one and treating it that way
would not solve anything.

Finally, besides these otjections to management standards, there

is also a fundamental question of values which lies at the heart of any
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efforts -t standardization. To the extent that USOE was successful
in imposing standards on SEA's--not an impossibility over a long
period of time-~the diversity among the SEA's and the values they
serve could be greatly curtailed. In her study of federal-state re-
lations in the implementation of welfare policy, Martha Derthick co-
gently points out the choice involved:
In order to facilitate the realization of federally prescribed
ends, the federal government promoted the professionalization
of state and local personnel. To the extent it succeeded in
this and in enhancing the role of professionalized administra-
tors in state and local decision making, the range of values
expressed through governmental action in the society as a
whole diminished; insofar as actions approached the nomms a1
stipi lated by professional values, pluralism was sacrificed.
If pluralism is an important value, as many argue, and if one of the
virtues of the federal system is that it indeed fosters pluralism,
then the effects of its reduction should be considered before wholesale
efforts are made to standardize the states.

Ii. summary, regulations tied to categorical programs may be an
important step to prod the states to follow particular federal priori-
ties. But their implementation can be seriously diluted by political
and organizational problems. A basic question is whether regulations
are worth their costs in red tape, duplication, and the imposition of
federal values on the states. In the case of management standards,
such regulation probably makes sense in those few areas where procedures
are well developed and seem to work. But even here potential benefits
need to be weighed against the possible costs of having SEA's meet

conflicting federal and state requirements. In most management areas,

standards would probably be a mistake. Besides possibly stifling
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innovation, management standards do not usually come to grips with
the underly.ng organizational and political complexities of adminis-

tering federally-initiatéd education programs.

I1I. Techn.cal Assistance

The provision of technical assistan:ze is the third conventional
approach used by USOE in dealing with the states. This assistance
essentially takes two forms. First, continuing efforts are made to
help SEA's yeview and understand their responsibilities in the admin-
istration or federal programs. USOE holds conferences and workshops,
and develop- written materials to explain federal application forms,
regulations, report requirements, and pending and existing legislation.
Since constantly changing legislation and pap¢ work are enduring fea-
tures of th:: grants-in-aid system, keeping SEA's up-to-date on the
latest USOE and congressional initiatives is a time-consuming proceéss.

A second device for providing technical assistance to SEA's,
and USOE's wmos> ambitious effort, is the .so-called state management
review (SMR; which began in 1966.42 According to USOE policy, each
SEA is to be visited once every three years by a team of nine to fif-
teen. USCE..o<ficials. in..an..effort. to improve state..management.of federal

programs,* Spedaing a week in each agency, the USOE teams focus on

-

*It should be noted that no SMR's have been conducted since June of
1972. Why they were stopped is not clear, although it may be related
to the high cost of sending large USOE teams to the states and to the
shuffling about of personnel in the USOE Division of State Agency (o-
oporation. In any casc, according to the division director, SMR's
may be started again.43 -
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seven ar:as: planning, project administration, evaluation, dissemina-
tion, management information,’personnel management, and financial man-
agement, After the visit, USOE issues a SMR Report summarizing its
findings and conclusions, and makes recommendations in each management
area.

Tne SMR seems to be a useful, although expensive, device for
USOE officials to keep in touch with state officials and activities,
and for SEA's to get helpful advice if they want it. With fifty states,
it is netv surprising that some states in fact do seek advice (e.g.,
South Cacolina), while others {(e.g., Massachusetts) have tended to
ignore tne SMR recommendations., Still others (e.g., New York) already
know just about what they want to do and apparr..c. - view the SMR's as
not particularly usef’ul.45 But as a former .EA official pointed out:
"Even if one doesn't need ‘advice®, it is good politics to seek a
little now and then!"46 ‘
| Tvwo problems with the SMR's bear mention at this point. First,
a visit ro each state just once every three years hardly appears to be
a seriou; attempt on USOE's part to provide technical assistance; some

states h.ve serious management deficiencies that could profit .from con-

s{dprablf more attention. To help solve this problem, USOE}gpuld sig-

_ nificantly step up the frequency of the SMR's to those stgtés needing

assistance. Perhaps some states ought to be visited as often as once
a year. This, of course, would require a much greater allocation of
expensive USOE manpower,

A second problem with the SMR approach, however, would not be

solved by such an expansion. Specifically, the SMR approach assumes
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that USOE has the management capability to offer assistance to other
agencies o government. While USOE does have considerable expertise
in some artas, any visitor to this constantly reorganized agency would
soon recogl ize that it is not exactly a management powerhouse. Hiring
and holding the top experts in a field is difficult for any government
agency.

Two alternatives designed to deal with this problem by tapping
extra-governmental expertise merit brief consideration., First, USOE
could provide each SEA with a pot of money earmarked for a variety of
technical ussistance activities (e.g., in-service training of SEA of-
ficials, o1 the hiring of short-term management consultants). The
availability of money might provide SEA's with an incentive to seek
outside advice on modern management practices. This could result in

the adopticn of new procedures if the SEA were so inclined. From the

"federal peispective, however, this approach might be undesirable if

the SEA's aecided to expend the money on management priorities that
differed from USOE's priorities,

A second extra-governmental approach would be for USOE to
contract directly with universities or recognized consultiné firms to
provide nationwide technical assistance to SEA's. Funds Aiéht be used
of SEA operations, for éonsulting services, and so on. This approach
has the advantage not only of tapping recognized outside talent, but
also of opening up some SEA's to suggestions from managers whose back-

ground is not simply limited to educational matters. It has the
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disadvantags, however, that such efforts can result in the issuance

of "on-high" pronouncements without any follow-up to assist in the im-

plementetion of recommendations. This problem would be somewhat al-

leviatec, perhaps, if follow-up activities were specifically part of

the contract with the outside organization, or if USOE assumed the
T R nﬁj‘m;nitoring responsibility itself.

In short, the al.eratives for providing technical assistance
to SEA's are not limited to existing in-house procedures. While the
SMR's provide a useful device to maintain USCE contact with the states
and in some cases offer helpful advice, it probably would make sense
to expand the opportunities for extra-governmental strengthening of
SEA management capability. If technical assistance to SEA's is 'a USOE
priorit), then greater use of contracts with appropriate universities

and con:ultiﬁg firms is an approach which particularly deserves de-

tailed exploration.

IV. Differential Treatment of the States

“he conventional approaches discussed in the last three seg;ions
treat the states as if they were all basically alike. Although some
SEA's receive more federal assistance than others (usuallf based -on
,comparative population measures), each SEA receives its share of re-
sources, purportedly complies with uniform regulations, and undergoes
a USOE state maﬁhgement‘review every three years. But this study has
emphasized that SEA's vary enormously in their professional competence,
managerial sophistication, and pblitical influence. This gap between

current federal policy and existing conditions in the states suggests
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'

that USOE siould treat SEA's differentially. Since this idea is grow-
ing in currency among writers on governmental affairs,47 an exploration
of the limi.s of this approach seems important.

One application of differential treatment would be to bypass
weak SEA's in the implementation of federal programs (and regulations)
while provicing strong SEA's with considerable leeway. The purpose
of this byp:ss wouid be to increase the effective administration of
federal programs and also to reward particularly capablé SEA's with
extra freedom to maneuver without federal interference. A second ap-
plication of differential treatment would be in the area of technical
assistance. USOE could ignore altogether or spend less time with -
managerially sound SEA's while concentrating its resources in those
SEA's needing the most help. The objective would be to maximize the
efficient use of USOE's limited pool of technical assistance manpower.

A third way to treat the states differentially involves the
provision o; incentives--a SEA would be rewarded if it performed be-
yond expectetions. Alice M. Rivlin argued the need: for this approach
in 1971:

. « . reward those who produce more efficiently. Free to
vary the way they spend the money as long as they accomplish
specified results, recipients of federal grants could be re-
warded for producing beyond expectations. This procedure
would liberate them from the straitjacket of input controls

and promote vigorous and imaginative attempts to improve
results,,..4

s

Each of these three potential applications of differential treat-

ment encounter similar implementestion problems.. To begin with, treating

B the states differentially means that USOE, in effect, would be required

to say that one state is better than another. Making this choice is
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not the problem--each Title V program officer, for instance, already
has his awn list of "good" states. The problem is making this choice
publicly.

For example, if USOE officials decided to spend three tiris as
much tecanical a-sistance time in Massachusetts as in New York, by
clear imolication USOE would be declaring that Massachusetts needed
more help than New York and therefore was a weaker state. In the view
of a Title V program officer, this qualitative judgment not only could
erbarras; Massachusetts SEA officials but also could badly damage
USOE's worrking relationship with all the states.

Tiis problem of making qualitative judgments about organizational
performance would also apply to the administration of incen..ves, or
to a law providing a bypass. In each case, USOE officials would be
requirec to say that one state is better than znother. In the absence
of quantitative measures, and particularly if the dollar stakes were
high, such differential treatment would be avoided.

# second obstacle to differeatial treatment is political., Al-
though tiis approach conceivably could result in more effective admin-
istratio) of federal programs, another value--equity of treatuwent--
probably is a more powerful determinant of a legislator's position.
One coull.easily imagine, for example, a congrussman's reaction upon
learning that his state was too weak in the eyes of USOE bureaucrats
to administer program X, or that his SEA was not good enough to win 2
large incentive which a neighboring state had won. Unless differential

treatment were based on some agreed-upon criteria, there would be
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continued jolitical pressure.to treat the states equally, giving each
its share ¢f the rewards. And if each did win its equal share, then
the incentive prcgram would dissolve and closely resemble the old
stand-by--categorical aid.* If the stakes are high, in short, quali-
tative judgments usually will not be made by bureaucrats or accepted
by the Congress. |

An sttempt could be made to désign specific quantitative data
for measuring organizational performance. These data could be used by
USOE officials in making objective decisions about differential treat-
ment. I suspect, however, that an attempt to design such quantitative
performance measures for SEA's prébably would be a fruitless exercise.
Besides the normal problems of measuring the outp t of public agencies
and the "success" of federal programs marked by ambiguous and con-
flicting pirposes, matters are even more complicated with SEA's since
they are piimarily concerned w{th providing inputs to other agencies
(schools) Iathgr than achieving particular measurable outputs them-

selves. &:-ort of -devising quantitative indices not really reflecting

SE. performance, it is hard to conceive how these obstacles could be
overcome.
Possibly- a more proXising way to increase tne viability of dif-

ferential treatment would be to first undertake a broadscale study of

*One additional problem with incentives should be mentioned. To the
extent that incentives can be implemented, they will reward those
acting according to the desired behavior. This probably would be
those states that were already stronger. Thus, incentives quite
easily could widen the gap between the weakest and the strongest
SEA's. ) -
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SEA's to evaluate their performance according to agreed-upon qualita-
tive cri .eria. For example, criteria could be developed to measure
th- ‘erfirrmance of SEA personnel offices, or of SEA accounting pro-
cedures, or of the SEA implementation of particular federal priorities.
SEA's could then be ranked from one to fifty (i.e., from the *strong-
est' to the "weakest') on the basis of performance in specific areas.
Such a runking could conceivably provide USOE with the comparative
data to respond in a differential fashion. USOE might concentrate
technical assistance on those SEA's at the bottom of the list, for
instance, or bypass altogether those SEA's ranked low in their capa-
bility t> administer particular federal programs.

Tiere are several precedents for such a study. In 1971, the
Citizens Conference on State Legislatures ranked each state legisla-
ture according to five different r asures: functionality, accounta-
bility, information handling capability, independence, and representa-
tiveness.49 Also, at a different order of magnitude, states have long
been ranced accordihg to such quantitative measures as expenditures
per pupil, median school-years completed, and so on.50

I1 order for such a stidy of SEA's to be undertaken, it probably
would have to be conducted by a group outside the government; it is
highly ualikely that USOE would engage in such .an. activity for fear of
emb:..rassing the states. The research also would have to be conducted
by a respectev and authoritative group in order to develop legitimate
findings. Under such conditions, it is possible that USOE could act
in a differential manner without being held responsible for the adverse

puvlicity received by some SEA's,

s |
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Thi. suggestion, of course, is beset with problems. A ranking
of SEA's would probably be viewed as a ranking of chief state school
cfficers, -hus possibly creating unnecessary divisiveness among the
states. Iistead, SEA activities might be grouped in quartiles or quin-
tiles, ratl.er than ranking them from the 'best" to ‘the '"worst", Also,
devising non-controversial and still meaningful criteria for ranking
different :tate activities, while allowing for diversity, would test
the ingenu: ty of any group. -It simply may not be possible, But evei —
if it were possible, the ranking study would be expensive and require
frequent uj -dating. Fven with that, it is far from certain that USOE
or Congress would make decisions based o the qualitative findings of
an outside gfoup, regardless of how authoritative it may be. Despite
these potertial problems, a:;anking of SEA's seems worthy of further
exploratior. If nothing else, it could direct public attention to the
extensive and iﬁportant differences among the states, and possibly
€ven provide an incentive for low-ranked SEA's to improve their
ope;ations. |

The aotential of di fferent treatment, then, seéms much more
limited rha? some analysts scem to think. The political and bureau-
cratic oﬁstzcles are formidable in the absence of quantitative measures
of institutional performance. And I am not at all optimistic about
their development, at least for SEA's. A rankin, ¢ SEA's, however,
right provide some qualitative data, which conceivab. / could lead to
differential treatment. A first step would be to contact extra-govern-
mental organi;ations (e.g., foundations) that might be willing to fund

such a ranking study. 1In the meantime, JSOE could be encouraged to
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explore differential treatment on a limited scale to see how far it
is possible to go before encountering serious political and bureau-

cratic onjections,

V. Governmental Accountability

I the preceding sections, one recurring theme particularly
stood out: the political obstacles to the imposition of federal pri-
orities 'm the states. USOE has limited capacity to hold the states
accountavle for the implementation of federal directive-. In this
section, I explore this issue further and suggest some ways to deal
with it. "This section also considers a broader spectrum of accounta-
bility i;sues of current concern: how to make federal and state bu-
reaucrac\es more accountable to governmental leaders, and to the public
in general; and how to make federal education programs more accountable
to their inteided beneficiaries. .

Tnree premises underlie this discussion of accountability.
First, accountability is not ppssiple without candig and independent
analyses of éovernmental action. Seéond, information by itself is
usually aot enough to stimulate change--sources of countervailing
power are required not only to generate information but also to pro-
vide ongoing follow-up and, sometimes, political pressure. Third, ex-
ternal pressure is a particulax.,y effeetive device to stimulate organ-

izational change.

The problem: Four interrelated factors suggest the need for
greater accountability. As mentioned above, there is limited atate

accountability to the federal government in the administration of




Title V. Control runs from the state to the federal level of govern-
ment, not the reverse.Sl Although this can be explained in part by
USOE's 1limi :ed legal authority under Title V, a similar pattern has
been identiried in the administration of Title I of ESEA which provides
USOE with considerablg authority to exert influence. Deviations from
Title I can often continue unchecked as pointed out in a 1972 USOE-
commissione'| report:

Clearly violations of Title I regulations and criteria have

continued since 1969 in at least 37 states and this situation

cannot be explained away either in terms of the newness, of the

Title I program or the shor: time available to adapt manage-

ment systems to its requirements. After six fiscal years of

Title I funding, the program has not yet been implemented

nationally as intended by Congress.52’
The result »s limited USOE influence in the implementation of federal
programs which, in turn, can lead to limited state accountability to
particular groups that federal legislation is designed to help (e.g.,
_the disadvaitaged).>>

A serond reason for greater- accountability also grows out of

the nature «.f federal-state relations in education. As demonstrated
in Chapter }I, USOE officials strive for '"good working relationships'
with SEA's, and rarely if ever go beyond gentle persuasion. This ap-
proach partly reflects USOE's recognition that a more aggressive stance
could be politically dangerous, if not impossible. Good relationships
also maintain a feeling of comaraderie among officials frequently
: sharing similar training, public school é*perience, and values. The
result is that USOE officials make every effort to avoid embarrassing

state officials; problems are worked out quietly through bureaucratic

channels without public debate.
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The problems that can be created by this mode of intergovern-
mental r-lationships are well illustrated in USOE's state management
review (SMR) procedures, discussed earlier. After a review is completed,
USOE pubtishes a so-called SMR Report on the SEA. Although perhaps
‘not intentionally, these public reports can be misleading to the unwary
reader. They appear to be an independent assessment of SEA activities
by USOE. In fact, USOE's recommendations are usually worked out ahead

of time with SEA's,54

and the written reports are couched in antiseptic
phrases designed to avoid offending state officials. (Indeed, one
USOE off.cial calléd them "white-washes.")SS As a result, SMR Reports
tend to iccentuate the positive and to play down the negative. Agen-
cies facing major problems appear to be in fairly good shape.56 That
USOE would want these reports wo be innocuous is understandable; main-
taining jood relations with the states is important if USOE is to main-
tain its access. What this SMR problem suggests, however, is the nged
for ?ore independent and candid evaluatiéns of SEA activities. B
# third accountability problem,‘ciosely related to the one just
described, involves the upward flow of information through bureaucratic
channels to top governmental officials. Anthony Downs has a;gued:
Fach offical tends to distort the information he passes
upward to his superiors in the hierarchy. Specifically, all
types of officials tend to exaggerate data that reflect favor-
ably on themselves and to minimize those that reveal their
own shortcomings,
Independent sources of information could be one step toward holding
lower levels of fhe bureaucracy accountable for their actio: .

Finally, I have argued that a mechanism such as Title V does

not necessarily stimulate SEA's to be accountable "to the people."

.
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Those individuals and groups with access to SEA decision-makers use
their leverage to divide the pie among themselves. This would not be
a problem »f all segments of society had equal access to SEA's, but
this is not the case. Jumes B. Conant made this point clearly in an
uncharacteristically harsh evaluation of SEA's in 1964

The major weakness of all of the state departments of edu-

cation I have encountered, with perhaps one or two exceptions,

is that they are too much a part of the educational establish-

ment. That is, I found many of these agencies . ., . to be

little more than the 'willing tools' of the interests and

clientele, particularly the education association , ., ., ,

A grave shortcoming of our educational leadership at the state

level, in my opinion, is often its unwillingness or incapacity

to respond to forces outside the establishment. These agencies

seldom solicit the opinions of educational experts or critics

who are not associated with public schools or professional

‘education, and in those rare instances when they do ask the

advice of 'outside' experts, I suspect it is largely for

symbolic purposes.58
After examining eleven SEA's, Frederick M. Wirt and Michael W, Kirst
concluded in 1972 that Conant's assessment of the political orienta-
tion of SEA s "appears still true today."59 Although I examined this
facet of SEA behavior only in passing, my data support the overall
conclusion that SEA's seem primarily accountable to their professional
peers.

In sum, the limited accountability of the states to USOE and
to the intended recipients of federal programs, the absence of inde-
pendent appraisals of SEA activities, the general problem of informa-
tion flow to top governmental officials, and the closed nature of SEA's
to groups other than professional schoolmen all suggest the need for

building groater sources of accountability into the education delivery

systom,
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Some alternatives: There are several ways to pursue a greater

level of accountability. Depending upon v*ich agency is being held
accountable to whom and for what, the altex: éivgs can be placed in
three basic categories: intra-governmental devi;es (i.e., efforts
within frderal and state executive branches); publicly sﬁpported quasi-
independent approaches (e.g., advisory councils for federal programs);
and independent entities receiving no public support (e.g., '"Nader's
Raiders'").

— One intra-governmental device would be designed for governmentall
leaders :.oncerned about the flow of bureaucratic information. They
could esmablish independent evaluation units within their agencies
reporting directly to them. This approach was used in the early days
of the Peace Corps and the Office of Economic Opportunity by agency
boss, Sargent Shriver. Jack Gonzales and John Rothchild explain:

The :dea was to establish an independent reperting outfit,

completely separate from the normal chain of command, to

roam the field, find out what was going on, and report di-

rectly back to Shriver. The chain of .command could be

dragged in later to argue and explain itself, but the

evaluation reports wouldn't be filtered through it.60
Although this idea may be appealing on its face--Gonzales and Roth-
child claim Fhat it Qas used successfully by Shriver--it is not at all .
clear that the morale problems it could create within an agency would
be worth the benefits %n extra information. It is also not clear what
other side effects such an approach might produce,61 Nonetheless, the

approach probably could generate some useful information and therefore

might be explored, at first, on a limited scale.




A se:ond intra-governmental approach would be to expand the

role of the HEW Audit Agency, and of similar bodies at the state level,
to include 1 greater responsibility for program oversight. HEW Audit
reports tend to be much more straightforward than USOE's SMR's.62
Since auditors do not have program administration responsibility,
they are not required toimaintain ""good working relationships' with
the states.

As part of tpeir new responsibility, these audit agencies

could be called gpon to conduct "performance audits.' That is, they

]
€

would assess the performance of SEA's in the implementation of federal
programs. Jescribing this "idea whose time has come,'" a 1972 article

in the Harvard Business Review put it this way: -

The need in the public sector is not much different from
that in corporations: an independent appraisal of manage-
ment's performance by some formally constitutzd small group
on which an unorganized body of const1tuevts (taxpayers or
stockholders) can depend....

This includes quantitative analysis but the real intent
is to duvelop qualitative judgments about the effectiveness
of policies and actionms.

It is importaﬂfﬁzgsnote the emphasis placed on qualitative
judgments. As noted earlier, I am not at all optimistic about the
development of q@gntitative measures of SEA performance. Their ab-
sence, however, should not stand in the way of performance audits--
competent analysts can make sound and fair judgments about management

performance in the absence of quantitative data. As a 1970 article

entitled "Putting Judgment Back into Decisions' reported:




. ..informed managers still rely much more on qualitative
than quantitative criteria in appraising performance, even
when quantitative measures are available and in use. Fur-
thermore, those managers who use more subjective data tend
to agree more with one another than those who depend on
highly quantified information.64

While performgpce audits seem promising as a way to get inde-
pendent 1ssessments of SEA activities, there is at least one major
problem. Although it has no program responsibility and does not need
to please‘a constituency in the field, the HEW Audit Agenqyﬂig respon-
sible ultimately to the HEW Secretary who, in tumrn, is politically
accountahle for his Department's activities. If performaAce audits
should create too much political heat, they would be brought under po-
litical control. Nonetheless, I suspect that there is enough slack
in the existing system to permit .a greater number of candid evalua-
tions than currently are conducted.

Going beyond the collection of information and the issuance of
reports, the expansion of countervailing power within the bureaucracy
provides a third way to achieve a higher level of intra-governmental
accountasility., At the federal level, for example, the oversight
responsiyility of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) could be
expathd to monitor USOE activities and proposals more closely. Or,
if ;he onjective were to encourage USOE to pay additional attention to
certain groups (e.g., the poor), then an appropriate unit outside USOE
(e.g., the Office cf Economic Opportunity (OE0)) could be expanded to
maintain pressure on USOE. To support similar sources of counter-
vailing power at the state level, federal funds could be granted to

the central budget offices of states to help them ‘evelop the capacity
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to oversee SEA activities, In each of these examples, the constant
monitoring of one unit of government by another could conceivably lead
to better justifications of expenditures and, perhaps, to better re-
source allocation decisions,

In tne case of publicly supported but quasi-independent. approaches,
there are s:veral devices deserving brief discussion, First, the General
Accounting—office (GAO) could be expanded to conduct performancg’audits.
Indeed, GAC is currently moving in this direction through the’development
of greater inalytic capability.65 Since the agency is relatiw.ly in-
dependent (its director serves a fifteen year term and reports vo the
Congress),66 GAO has more room to maneuver than its counterpart at
HEW. Nonetheless, it also would be subiect to political discipline if
it should berome t;o aggressive,

A second alternative would be to require each SEA, as a condi-
tion for re:ceiving federal funds, to undergo an annual performance
audit conducted by some recognized extra-governmental Arganization
(e.g., a university or a consulting Jirm). These analyses might be
conducted it place of HEW performance audits. To help insure inde-
pendent rep rrts, the auditor might be chosen t the governor rather
*han the chief state schoul vfficer. While this selection process
probably woald increase the chances of an objective assessment of SEA
activities, opposition to the whole idea by SEA officials probably
would be a major obstacle. For one thing, the impact of perform-
ance audits might not bé to. improve SEA operations but simply

to make state officials more defensive about everything they do. For -
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another, negative reports on SEA activities could have political reper-
cussions in budget-mirded legislatures. And in some states, governors
cou:d use the performance audit as a political weapon against inde-
pendent <hief state school officers. Nevertheless, this approach on
balance seems to be worth detailed exploration as a way to enhance _the
critical assessment of SEA activities in administering federal pr&grams.

A third possible way to use public funds to promote SEA imprave-
ments would be through the use of federal research money. That is, the
federal jovernment could fund studies designed to evaluate the SEA im-
plementation of various federal programs. Public disclosures of re-
search findings, as with the performance audits, might act as an in-
centive for change. 'Once more, however,ﬁphere is the problem of follow-
ing up reports with activities designed to see that recommendations are
implemented. v

T1is leads to several examples of publicly-supported, quasi-
independent bodies designed to monitor continuously governwmental ac-
tivity aad to bring pressure to bear for change. The OEO legal services
program represents one such molel. Lawyers have brought suits or
threatened legal action in an attempt to encourage governmental
agencies to pursue certain priorities,67 A second model might be
federal orogram advisory councils. 7“his approach is worth considering
in some detail since councils are a widely used device.

At the federal level, the Advisofy Council on State Departments
of Education c&uld be reactivated. UhéiAdvisory Council, established

in 1965, was abolished in 1970 along with several other councils as
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part o% a consolidation move.68 This group advised USOE on the state
administration of several federal programs.) A new council conceivably
could overs ze the sizeable federal investment in SEA's (forty percent
of SEA expenditures in 1970),69 act as a watchdog in the implementation
of federal »s>rograms by USOE, make public reports critically evaluating
USOE's activities, and prod federal officials to go beyond gentle
persuasion tn their efforts to improve the management capability of
SEA's. The council, in short, might adopt the role of a non-hostile
critic. In turn, USOE officials, under pressure from the council,
perhaps couid act more aggressively without threatening their working
relationship with the states. \

- —_ A

The major problem with this approach.is that advisory councils

may not be able to play much of a critical role. After studying twenty-

six councils and other bodies advising USOE, HEW, and the White House
between 1966 and 1969, Thomas E. Cronin and-Norman -C, Thomas conciuded:

...Washwngton officials, whether in Congress or the executive
branch, should recognize the tendency of present educational
advisor * councils to be representatives of elites rather than
the mass public and to perform supporting and legitimizing

as well as advisory and critical functions. Yet few of the
adminis»rators or researchers currently on the advisczy roles
are lik:ly to be severely critical of current USOE operations
or offi:ials--excepting, of course, in their pleas for ex-
panded ‘unding of exlstlng programs and for more research
money. The critic's role needs both greater cultivation and’
greater reward. The question remains: How can we design ad-
visory cowicils that can attract and keep knowledgeable and
autonomous memhers’70 (Emphasis in or1g1na1 )

To improve the chances of such a counc11.p1aying the critic's
role, it would need both an independent staff and budget which were

farge ocnough to monitor day-to-day USOE activities and to contract for
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outside studies. (The Advisory Council on State Departmeris of Edu-
cation wis staffed entirely by USOE.) To avoid entrenched ideas,
these st iff positions might also be limited to five years in duration.
And in the words of Cronin and Thomas, the council:
...should seek to recruit a substantial number of council
members from the ranks of teachers, administrators, parents
and itudents who are not 'plugged in' to- the major interest
grou’s, prestigious universities, and foundations that con-
stitite the education 'establishment',’l
Non-educ itors familiar with the problems of managing complex organiza-
tions could also be added to the list.

I is not at all certain, however, that these changes could be
made. Uider most circumstances, it does not seem reasonable to expect
either ececutive branch officials or congressmen to support the ap-
pointment of council members taking "potshots'' at federal programs.
But if these changes were made, a3 federa) advisory council probably
would be a modest way to rz“se the level .+* + itical assessment both
of USOE's activities and of the implementation of federal programs.

S;milarly, advisory- ccincils might be established at the state
level t) oversee the implementation of particular federal priorities
which miht conflict with state priorities. For example, a state ad-
visory council on Title I of ESEA, composed of parents of Title I
(educatinnally deprived) children, could potentially pressure SEA's to
implement this federal priority. It also might encourage SEA's %o b¢
more responsive to the needs of the disadvantaged, rather than ruspond-

ing zlmost exclusively to the needs of their professional peers. In

order for such a council tc have even a modest impact, however, it




would need:ap independent staff and budget like its counterpart at the
federal level, and ways also would have to be devised to protect against
"stackea" membership. (Elections or scme variant of random selection ‘
could berused.) Once more, strong SEA opposition to such a froposal
might be expected.

It isvimportant to note that all the preceding suggestions have

.wo things in common: implementation depends on public subsidies and

the council members, or those conductin,
public officials, with the possible exception

bers, For toth these reasons, some questions

2s, would be chosen by.._,
of élected council mem-

inevitably could be raised

Prapeat
4

about the independence of these activ{t{es from governmental influence,
Probably more important, however, is the basic issue of how long the
federal government could be expected to support activities criticizing
its own programs. It could well be that if these groups did what I
have,suggebted, they would sow the seeds of their own destruction,

This leads to another way to build greater accountability into
the system, that is, through the creation of some private non-govern-
mental reseerch/action agencies., David K. Cohen contends that such a
organizatior s

'

«..coulc deal with a variety of outcomes, at different times,
and witl different emphases. Their purpose would not be to
insure performance in some mechanically rigorous sense, but

to create incentives and constraints by political and adminis-
trative pressures,’2

An independent agency: could conduct research on the responsiveness of
SEA's to particular minority groups. Or, the organization might try

to exert pressure to have a SEA move in a particular direction (e.g.,
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establisn a program of bilingual education). Or, the agency might
attempt o orzanize parents to seek a greater say in state education
policy. 'Nader's Raiders' provide one model f these activities.
. Through :heir reports and pressure tactics they have attempted to make
_government and industry more responsive toconsumers.73 The major
problem with such an enterprise would be to find a source of funding. -
Foundatins would seem to provide the most likely source of support,
although they too can be held politically responsible for their acti-
vities tarough revisions in the tax code affecting their tax-exempt
status. i

This discussion suggests just some of the many problems in de-
_veloping governmental accountability in education. Nevertheless, I
would suggest that there is room for improvement and the vehicles dis-
cussed i1 this section seem worthy of detailed exploration: agency

evaluation units, expansion of federal and state audit agencies to

conduct 3erfbrmancé'audits, development of intra-governmental sources

-k ‘

of count 2rvailing power, expaqsion"of GAO, independent performance

" audits conducted by extra-governmentsl umits, research on SEA's, ex-
pansion >f legal service programs, a new use of advisory councils, énd-
independent research/action agencies. These approaches hold out the
possibility of improving somewhat the implementation of categorical
aid programs, of making USOE and SEA's perhaps more responsive to the
public and governmental l'eaders, and more generally, of building into
the education delivery system more independent and candid analyses of

USOE and SEA operations,




VI. Plann:zﬁi

The preceding section examined ways to make aducation bureau-
cracies wo:k better by increasing external accountability. This sec-

tion is also concerned with improved governmental operations, but the

e

focus is or ways to change SEA's from within in order to improve their

f—

capacity tc make and implement better decisions. I begin by describing
one versior of planning--comﬁrehensive planning--and by pointing to
some problems with this approach, or at least as it has been articu-
lated by some of its proponents and practitioners. This is considered
in detail since a $10 million comprehensive planning program for SEA's
is expected to be launched as part of the fiscal year 1973 federal
budget&74' [ then set out the ch;;acteristics of what; in my judgment,
would be a "good! planning opéTation. I have labeled this version of
planning "policy analysis" since that rubric best fits my conception
of what planners should mostly do with their time--analyze policies
rather than generate plans. B

It should be emphasized, however, that I am less concerned with
the labels attached to different versions of planning than w}th the
actual components of a planning 6peration. Indeed,. the disiinction
I have made between 'comprehensive planning" and "policy analysis" is
somewhat artificial--neither approach is clearly defined.and certain
elements of what I call policy analysis, others would simply call good
planning. Braring this in mind,'however, the labels are useful for

distinguishing, at least in education, the omphases of two different

conceptions of the planning process.

M
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Cemprehensive planning: In 1970, the Congress authorized a new

program of grants to state and local agencies*® ''tc enhance their capa-
bility to make effective progress, through comprehensive and continuing

planning and evaluation, toward the achievement of opportunities for

high-quality education for all segments of the population."75 The de-

velopment of comprehensive plans to meet state education goals~was

viewed as a way to use "all ayailable funds with maximum efficiency

and effectiveness."76

The need for comprehensive planning, and the hopes for it, were
describec this way in 1971:

If the purposes and goals of education are to be articulated,
understood, achieved, evaluated, and changed az needed, then

no level, agency, group or program can be considered in iso-
latien. All of these need to be organized to facilitate coor-
dination and strengthen the whole.... The best hope for avoid-
ing <haos and possible disaster is through a process of enlight-
ened systematic, comprehensive and continuous planning...for
imprc¢ vewents that are demanded and vigorously supported by a
majority of the citizens in each state and community.

Tl is cbnception of planning in education needs to be <amined
in terms of its real objectives. If the purpose of comprehensive
planning were to collect raw data about statewide education (e.g.,
parent preferences, and long-range population trends), or to involve
citizens ir the discussion of education's goals, or to better inte-
grate the¢ operations of different SEA subunits, or to create task

forces to consider different policies, then comprehensive planning

probably would be of some value. Even if its purpose were to provide

*T.is program, Title V-C, was added to the ESEA legislation by P.L. 91
230 on April 13, 1970. At the same time, the Title V program dis-
cussed throughout this study became Title V-A.
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SEA's with the resources to respond to growing demands for planning

and "efficiency and effectiveness' comprehensive planning would make

sense; independent of its direct impact on decisions, the mere existence

of modern planning-éaraphanalia might have short-term symbolit value
with legislaturés and other state groups. But if the phrpose:of com-
prehensive planning is to enphance SEA leadership ofrto affect signi-
ficantly th: aliocation of educational resources, as the rhetoric of
the legisla:ion and of some of its proponents suggesfﬁ, then I suspect
that these olanning efforts will be'a failure.

Exploration of five problems with comprehensive planning, as
currently concei;ed, will suffice £o dempnstrate the reasons for my
skepticism. The first issue concerns the meaning and :pplicability
of the notion of "comprehensiveness". Apparently the term has two

meanings, as illustrated in a USOE definition of comprehensive educa-
tion planning iﬁ 1971:
Planniny which ‘involves:

1. Consideration of all relevant factors;

2. Par.icipation of all agencies an1 persons who should con-
trihute to the development of a given plan;

3. Intensity and sophistication of planning; and
4. Lony range planning.

Broader coverage--not simply piecemeal planning--but compre-
hensive coordination of the whole educational enterprise--
*; including non-formal education--so that its various levels and
* parts will grow in balance, thereby aveiding serious wastes
and maximizing education's centribution to national develop-
ment.78 (Emphasis added.)
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in othes words, all alternatives and sources of information are con-
sidered before individual decisions are made, and comprehensive
planning is concerned with all facets of éduca..on.

while it might seem desirable to consider comprehensively all
the alternatives for a wide range of education programs, it is ques-
tionable whether it is possible even to consider individual programs
in a cororehensive fashion. In his classic article, "The Sci.nce of
'Muddling Through',’ Charles E. Lindblom has argued persuasively tlat
it is humanly imposéible to be comnrchensive. Information is always
limited and mea lacks the human capacities to calculate the conse---

. . 79 . "
quences of all altetrnatives. In fact, clarion calls for government
officials to be comprehensive probably create more problems than solu-
tions. Aaron Wildavsky has put the problem-in. clear perspective:

All that is accomplished by injunctions to follow a compre-

hensive approach is the inculcation of guilt among gu.” men

who find that they can never come close to.fulfilli-g this

unreesonable expectation. Worse still, acceptance of un-

reasonable guals nhibits discussion of the methods actually

used. Thus responsible officials may feel compelled to maia-

tair *»e acceptable fiction that they review (almost) every-

thir_, yet when they describe t*r»ir actual behavior, it soon

becones apparznt-that they do not.... The vast gulf between

the theories espoused by some...and their practice stems, I

belizve, from their adherence to a .rm deeply imbedded in

ur culture, which holds that the very definition of rational

decision is comprehensive and simultaneous examination of ends

and mneans.8

A second problem with comprehensive planning in education ig a

preoccupation with the production of plans. Several examples illustrate

this point. Identifiéd as a leader81 for its comprehensive planqﬁng,

the Utah SEA reports:
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An important product to come out of planning efforts during
the grant period will be a master plan for public education in
Utah.... The master plan should forecast requirements and recom-
mendations determined necessary for significant statewide im-
provc  t of educational experiences of children, rather than

an extension of the present level of learning opportunities.. .82
(Emphasis. added.)

Aléo, the 1970 planning legigration called for the development of
"long-range plans" to meet Parea-wide goals"83 of a state. As cne USOE
official put it: "What we are leading them [SEA*s] into is'the develop-
ment of a state plan for education."84

1 ar not suggesting that it is a waste of time to describe on
paper what 1 SEA unit does and what it hopes tc do in the future. But
when the:fb:us is on the development of plans within a limited *'me
period, and the emphasis is on comprchensiveness (i.e., covering a
wide range of aetivities), what can easily happen is that busy program
managers, faced by continuing crises, simply go through the ritual of
developing »ls  without engaging in much new or hard thought. This
was evidenc2d in . - *h Caroliﬂa. Even though the SEA established pri-
orities, the agency still seemed primarily concerned with the quick
development of planning documents rather than the careful analysis of
problems, [heir planning efforts glossed over the great umcertainties
associated with education processes and did not deal explicitly with
values and issumptions. As a result, the change that took place was
more in form than in content.85

But even when comprehensive planning in education focuses or
hard thinking about problems, tlie suggested processes leave something

to be desired. Basically, pianning is viewed as a "rational", sequential
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process «f assessing needs, establishing goals and objectives, ex-
ploring lternatives, implementing choices and foilowing up with’
evaluatic»n.*8b In fact, USOE has argued that it is "essential to

formulat~ immediate and long-range goals as an early step in the

program planning process."87 And other proponent: of comprehensive
planning have argued that: 'clarification of values or objectives is
1 distinct from and usually - prerequisite to the empirical analysis of
" alternat ve policies."88 Indeed, more than half the states have es-
éablished abstract state-wide goals for education, many in recent
years with the encouragement of US_()E.Bv9
Tne question is whether this goél-setting process means any-
thing. ¢harles L. Schultze has pointed out the difficulties:
We s .mply cannot determine in the abstract éur'ends or values
and ~he intensity with which we hol{ them. We discover our
_Elg.tlves and the intensity that we assign to them only in

e process of’cons1der1ngﬁpartlcular programs or policies.
We articulate 'ends' as we evaluate 'means'....

In short, ends are closely intertwined with means, are
sublus, complex, constantly being discovered, and ave usually
in c¢mflict with one anothar. Moreover, the most obvious fact
of pilitical life is that individuals and groups difffer widely
from each other in ‘the values they hold and the intensity with
which they hold those values. If the articulation of a multi-
dimenisional set of objectives is difficult for a single indi-
vidu.l or group, it is infinitely more difficult for the body ————
politvic., Value conflicts arise from the immediate self-interest
of various groups.... Other conflicts arise because different
groups have.quite different visions, in an altruistic sense,
of the 'good society.'90(Emphasis in original.)

*It is noteworthy that the decision process resembles quite closely
the one Title V's legislative framers hoped the state would follow
in making Title V decisions. Five ys#ars later, rather than implicit
assumptions about the way decisions should be made, the legislation
was specifically designed to institutionalize those ''rational"

[SRJ!:‘ - planning procedures.
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In other wo:ds, a separate oval-setting process seems to have little
bearing either on the way public pﬁlicy”objectives are set or on the
way solutious are discovered in the face of real problems.

Anot ier problem witﬁ comprehensive plans involves the imple-
mentation p ‘ocess. This facet of planning is often limited to a dis-
cussion of the logistical problems in amassing resources and finishing
tasks by certain fixed-times. A USOE document on comprehensive planniﬁg
sets forth .his narréw conception of implementation:

When th- prog;am approach has been decided upon, the final

design .nd implementation phase is entered. The use of tech-

niques uch as Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT)

or Work Flow diagramming is highly recommended. Even the most

highly ~killed program managers find the detailed task identi-

fication and scheduling aspects of PERT to be extremely valu-

abie.91
While these techniques may be useful under some circumstances, it is
hard to coneive how broadscale comprehen;ive planning,could have much
of an effect unless it dealt explicitly with those organizational at-
tributes idintified in this:-study: norms, traditions, and standard
operating p: ocedures; subunits with conflicting goals and expansionist
tendencies; search for solutions that are "'"good enough' rather than
optimal; a preoccupatign-with short-term problems; and so on. These
organizatior al attributes uare never discussed by writers on compre-
hensive plarning in education.

Finally, it is difficult to imagine how comprehensive plans
could have much of an impact unless they were specificully woven into

()2

the budgoting and political process. As we have seen, this was not

the case in South Carolina. When their plans came face to face with
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the political process, fiscal and ﬁblitical realities took precedence
over the Department's five-year plane. But what is even more striking
is that poiitical considerations are hardly dealt wiﬁh in the litera-
ture on comprehensive planning in education. To be sure, one proponent

has gone so far as to contend:

In some states, there seems to be a tendency for the governor
or--certain members of the legislature to develop and want to
impose their own solutions for education problems. This atti-
tude can be understood in states in which the state education.:
agency has neglected or failed to provide the leadership and-
services that are essential to plan needed improvements in edu-
catii, but should be considerad indefensible if recommendations
submitted by any state education agency on the basis of care-
full/ developed plans are ignored.

I would suggest that this conception of the non-political nature of
important ellocation decisions is simply naive.

In sum, there seems to be a preoccupation with the mechanics
of prepacing plans as if they could be aeveioped and implemented in-
dependen of political and organizational processes. If this version
of planning is put into practice, I suspect Wildavsky': observations
about th: failure of economic planning also will be applicable to long-
range Co fprehensive planning in education:

Desp:.te the absence of evidence on behalf of its positive
accowplishments, planning has retained its svatus as a uni-
vers i nostrum., Hardly a day goes by in some part of the
worll without a call for more planning as a solution to what-
ever problems ail the society in question.... Advocates o.
plans and planning, naturally enough, do not spend their time
demonstrating that it has been successful. Rather they ex-
plair why planning is wonderful despite the fact that, as it
happens, things have not worked out that way. Planning is
defended not in terms of results but as a valuable process.
It is sot so much where you go that. counts but how you did
not ge< there. Thus planners talk about“how much they learned
while going through the exercise, how others benefited from
the discipline of considering goals and resources, and how
much more rat1onal everyone feels at the end
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Despite the problems cited, efforts will continue tovbe made to
implemept ccmprehensive planning, its underlying cénception of the
way the‘world should work is appealing and many thoughtful individuals
believe that this version of planning ought to be tried., v¥hat is
likely to Fappen is that comprehensive planning will be modified and
adapted.to neet SEA needs, bending to the realities of organizational
life ané‘politics. (In fact, some practitioners of'planning,nq‘doubf
are familiacr with some of the problems discussed above and, in prac-
tice, if no: in their rhetoric, have made adjustments.) Perhaps com-
p—ehensive )lanning will even be abandoned, although that is unlikely
iu the short run since its implementers will havé a stake in its con-
tinuation. In any case, it seems doubtful that comprehensive planning
in educatioi, as presently conceived, will have more than a marginal

effect on S-A leadership or the allocation o1 ‘ucational resources,*

Policy analysis: As an alternative, I would suggest that SEA

planning ef- orts emphasize what I have labeled "...icy analysis".

Thic versiol of planning would entail the persistent challenging of

assumptions the expiicit discussion of values, and the explo,ratiqgw

of various .lternatives in an effort to arrive at improved policies.,
.

-“While woden technologies of planning would be used to ;ﬁe extent

feasible, the main concern would be with asking good questions, In this

*There will appear to be exceptions., For example, legislators might

adopt planning goals to meet their own political ends which happen to
be congruent with-those of a SEA. But this is simply smart politics,
not an example of planning having an impact on the allocation process.

»
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process, policy objectives would be continually weigned and modified

as a consequence of the exploration, and a recommendation of the T
analysis conceivably might be to scrap a particular policy because of
faculty assumptions,

Unlike comprehensive planning in education, policy analysis
would no: be primarily concerned with the development nf planning
documents, but ‘rather with figuring out how to improve particular
state policie,. Problem areas might include the equitable distribu- -
tion of ichool aid to localities, or a reworking of state programs for
the disadvantaged, or exploring alternative ways of providing instruc-
tional s:rvices to the schools. The emphasis is problem-solving, not
plan-producing. |

And as part of this conception of planning, policy analysis re-
jects the sequential process of establishing abstract goals and then
proceeding to the selection of an optimal alternative. Instead, policy
enalysts would explore '"the interaction of ends and means in order to
hielp the decision-maker formulate his objectives for purposes of de-
cision.")s Alqin Enthoven has described this conception of planning:

[Analysis is] a cycle of definition of objectives, design
of alternative systems to achieve those objectives, evalua-

- tion of the alternatives in terms of their effectiveness and -
costs, a questioning of the objectives and a questioning of
the other assumptions underlying the analysis, the opening of
new alternatives, the establishment of new objectives, etc.’®

Not only would the planning be concerned with the analysis of
poliéy alternatives, but it must also be laced with tenacious attention

to the organizational (as contrasted with simply logistical) problems

of implementation. That is, the enduring attributes of organizations




discussed throughout this study must be dealt with explicitly. Other-

wise, the ‘olicy analysis recommendations probably would suffer the
same fate as a comprehensive plan imposed upon a bureaucracy: 1little
or no chanye. Graham T. Allison has described the implications of

this orien:ation:

. + . rhe crucial questions seem to be matters of planning
for maiagement: How does an analyst or operator think about
moving from the preferred solution t¢ ..e actual governmental
action” Among the questions that an analyst concerned with
this gap must consider are: Is the desired action on the
agenda of issues that will arise in the current climate? If
not, c:n it be forced onto the agenda?... Which players will
have tu agree and which to acquiesce? Whit means are avail-
able t¢ whom for persuading these players? is the desired
action consistent with existing programs and S. “: Istandard
operat:ng procedures] of the organization that - i1 deliver
the bel avior?  If not, how can these organizational procedures
be changed?..,

For the argument is not simply that analysis needs to be
extended beyond the identification of preferred solutions to
implementation., It is also that ways must be found of insertin
organi:ational and political factors into the initial analysis,
into the selection of the preferred alternative,97 (Emphasis
in original,)

As can be seen, this conception of planning not only views
analysis as< the main concern of planners, but also views analysis as
a complicated, time-consuming and expensive process. There is simply
no way that a SEA would have the resources to attack each year all

»
(or even most) of the problems or policies of the agency. This sug-

gests an emphasis on detailed analysis of a limited number of policies,

perhaps no more than three a year, rather than the superficial consid-

—

eration of a large number of SEA programs. It should be emphasized,
howovor, that the limits on comprehensiveness, articulated by I.indblom

and noted earlier, would still hold in the case of these limited
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analyses. But by concentrating efforts in only a few areas, problems
could be explored in greater depth.
Tiis analysis of only a few problems each year raises the ques-
tion of what should be analyzed. These decisions are crucial since
certain jclicies simply are more susceptible to improvement than
others. Targets of opportunity would need to be sought, with politi-
cal considerations specifically buiy .into.these decisions., Alien
Schick etplair=-
Planuing must be opportimistic and episodic, taking its cues®
and :lues from wherever they come: expiring legislation, a
new lepartment head, changes in federal grant policy, shifts
in pblic opinion, policy signals from the governor, a crisis,
brea<throughs in technology. Most of these are nonroutine
evencs, and few can be programmed in advance.98
This orientation toward policy analysis suggests that it is
particul irly important that the analysts not all be professional edu-
cators.” The reasons for this have nothifig to do with the competence
of educazors, but with potential problems which might be created by
the shar:d values and background of individuals in the same profession.
Richard 4. Cyert and James G. March describe this general phenomsnon:
When a business firm hires an accountant, a dietician, a
doctur, or a sanitary engineer, it hires not only an indi-
vidual but also a large number of standard operating pro-
cedures that have been trained into the new member of the
organization by outside agencies. One of the important con-
sequences of professionalization in general is that extra-
governmental groups have the responsibility of jvoviding
task performance rules for the organization,9S

If a major goal of analysis is to challenge assumptions and to empha-

size the value implications of various alternatives, a cadre of non-

educators might be particularly able and willing to fulfill this rols.
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Firally, a successful planning operation, whether it be.ﬁolicyL
analysis cr some other variant, would probably be marked by twé other
characteristics, First, planning would be useleSS.unless top manage-
ment suppo:ted it, and unless the planners had access to the decision-
making arena to advocate their recommendations. Second, those involved
in the implementation of a particular policy should participate in the
development of recommendations. The purpose would not be to make pro-
gram operators '"feel” involved, but to obtain a realistic picture of
potential :mplementation problems. One product of this pa&ticipation
might be a decision not to pursue further the contemplated change be-
cause of minimal chances for its success.100 Of course, this eaphasis
on participation could create difficult problems for non-operating
agencies svch as SEA's. It suggests that SEA policy analysts work
closely with state administrators on the implementation of SEA policies,
and work with school representatives and perhaps others (e.g., parents
-and students) in the consideration of specific local policies.

This conception of planning, then, is different in some funia-
mental ways from comprehensive planning in education, as outlined by
some of its proponents., It emphasizes analysis of policiesrrather
than plan muking. It limits its focus to a few policy areas rather
than covering a wide range of SEA programs. It chooses priorities on
the basis of susceptibility to change rather than as a result of an
abstract goal-setting process., It deals specifically with political
and bureaucratic problems .as part of ihe analysis rather than appar-

ently assuming that the policies will he adopted and implemented. It
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expects aqodest change in a few areas rather than new SEA leadership
or dramatic progress in education at large.

Policy analysis, in short, is designed to work within human,
political, and organizational constraints, with the hope that a SFA
would be:one somewb.: more reflective about decisions and their im-
p1ementation,4and about the barriers to change created by what I have
called the enduring attributes of organizations. This, in turn, might
possibly lead to better deéisions and also, perhaps, to a somewhat more
flexible use of general assistance.*

These suggestions for increased attention to analysis, like many
suggestions in this chapter, are not without problems. For one thing,
analysis. as described above, is more a form of art than a science; few
SEA's have either the depth of resources or salaries to attract the
analysts that are around. For another, policy analysis assumes a
policy orientation on the part of the SEA's. As we have seen, some
states (2.g., Massachusetts and Tennessee) seem to subordinate policy
considerations to personal relationships. Also. the suggestion that
some an¢lysts should come from outside the ranks of professional edu-
cators will fall on many deaf ears, and not altogether without reason.
The wider the differences in background, career lines, and values, be-
tween a jolicy analyst and SEA staff, the more difficult it might be

for them to work together constructively.

*Among the nine states I visited as part of this study, New York's
planning operation came closest in resemhling what I have called
policy analysis. While some might criticize the New York SEA for
what appears to be limited planning offorts, its approach, in my
judgment, is rather sophisticated and appropriately low key.
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But there is an even more fundamental issue which lies behind

the current concern with planning. In emphasizing its importance, the

managerial values of "efficiency and effectiveness'' are paramount. The

main goal is reform of the decision p.ocess to achieve more units of
"output' fcr each unit of "input'". Edgar Morphet and his colleagues
have expressed this concern clearly in 1971:

...there is a pressing need for more rational decision making
in education, as well as in other areas of public life. Ra-
tional in this context should be interpreted as a logical
analysis that emphasizes the systematic application of the
elements of efficiency and effectiveness in planning as opposed
to intuition and experience alone. The task in education ap-
pears 1o be one of combining products and services in such a
way as to maximize educational outcomes for a giver level of
resource input. In essence, it is a continuinf-attempt to
bring :bout more 'output' per unit of 'input'.l0l (Emphasis
in original.)

Implicit ir this goal of efficiency is the pursuit of what might be
called the middle-class conception of the purpoées of government.
Edward C. lanfield and James Q. Wilson have described it this way:

The logic of the middle-class ideal requires that authority
be exe;cised by those who are 'best qualified', that is,
technic al experts and statesmen, not 'politicians'. The
logic ¢ £ the middle-class ideal implies also...master
plannirg...{and] particular regard for the public virtues
of honesty, efficiency, and impartiality....

If jyolicy analysts are concerned with the explication of values
in their work, should they not also explicitly think about the value
implications of their conception of government and its role? A differ-

ent conception of government, for -xample, might stress greater citizen

participation in government as an end in itself (e.g., by employing

less expert lower- and middle-class workers), even if the result might

be less efficiency in achieving some other objectives. And, at bottom,
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it is uscful to recall that as important as erfficiency and effective-
ness may be, they are not the guiding values for executive branch ac-
tivities under our system of government. As Mr. Justice Brandeis em-
phasized, '"the doctrine of separation of powers vas adopted Ly the

Constitutinn in 1787, not to promote efficiency but to preclude the

. . 103
Jexercise of arbitrary power."

Tl us, the suggested focus on analysis should be viewed in thq
spirit ii. which it is offered. In no way is it a panacea, or without
its prob.ems. It represents a "better bet' than comprehensive planning
as a way to improve both the resource allocation process and program
delivery system.

I+ the federal government wanted to stimulate the adoptisn of
analvsis in SEA's, several courses of action are open. First, the 1970
legislat on authorizing comprehensive planning does mention analysis,
in passing, as a component of the comprehensive approach. Federal
regulatiins and guidelines could place special emphasis on these ac-
tivities in an effort to develop analytical capability in the states.
This migit have some impact, if backed up by conscientious USOE efforts
to impleuwent it. A second possibility would be to amend the 19?0 le-
gislation, earmarking a certain percentage of the planning funds spe-
cificallv for analytic activities. Finally, another approach would be
to use Title V special project money (section 505) to help develop some
workable SEA analysis models over the next few years.

In all three cases, of course, the impact of an analysis umit

would be limited by those political and organizational factors,
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discussed e..rlier, which act as barriers to the .mplementation of

categorical zid programs.

VII. Summary and Conclusions

This chapter has explored various approaches which the federal
government -iight follow to strengthen SEA's. These have ranged from
conventiona options .(financial assistanc;, federal regulations, and
technical assistance) to approaches that are more controversial (dif-
ferential t ceatment and governmental accountability). I also have ex-
plored vari»us conceptions of planning. Although I have only skimmed
the surface in many areas, the hope is that the discussion will stimu-
late seriou; thought about the consequences of adopting various courses
of action. At this point, it might be useful to recapitulate briefly
some of the suggestions explored in the chapter. Rather than a summary
of them in :erms of various options, they are listed in terms of the
most-often liscussed federal objectives.

If tie overall objective of federal policy were to strengthen
the states in education, then the first question is whether it makes
sense to fccus exclusively on SEA's., The possibility of broadening
the effort to include other units of state government (e.g., state
legislatures, governor's offices, and central budget offices) should
be explorec. Having decided for the purposes of this study that SEA's
are the target of attention, the appropriate course of action depends
largely on what federal officials mean by the vague objective "SEA

strengthening'.




286

1f the federal objective were to enhance SEA leadership (i.e.,
by deveioping increased influence with stéte legislatures), or if the
objective were to stimulate basic institutional reform, then these ob-
jectives probably -ought to be reevaluated. This type of change seems
to deperd primarily on state and local forces over which the federal
governm;nt has little control (e.g., a brcakdown in traditions, ;; ;
shift in state politics). If these forces happen to favor rapid SE:i
change: then additional federal resources can help facilitate the re-
form. kut abgent an infusion of aid so massive as to be improbable,
federal assistance by itself probably would not be sufficient to ac-
complis! these two objectives.

1f the objectives of federal assistznce were more modest (and
realistic), then several alternatives are available. If the objective
is to slare in the costs of SEA operations or provide chief state schocl
officer. with some flexibility, then general aid (Title V) is probably
the app:opriate vehicle, although unrestricted resources result in
conside: ably less flexibility in the recipient oréanizatioﬁ than is
commonl: assumed. Similarly, grant consolidation would not facilitate
significantly greater organizational flexibility.

*f, on the other hand, the federal objective were to foster
specific. changes in SEA's (e.g., the adoption of new SEA rcles, or the
hiring of professionals from outside the field of education), tlien
categorical aid would probably be the best approach, although there

can be serious problems in implementation when federal priorities con-

flict with SEA procedures or priorities.




287

If tie federal objective were moro e}fcctch SEA administration
of federal and state programs, or better decisions about the allocation
of resources, then additional unrestricted resources are not called for
at this timz. SEA staffs and budgets roughly doubled between 1965 and
1970, with more than half of this increase resultiné from Title V and
other federal dcllars. The basic question is how much is enough? In
the absence of major new responsibility for the ad&inistration of
federal prcrams, approaches other than providing SEA's with more un-
restricted resources probably make more sense. I would suppor: cate-
gorical aid for planning. A modest program to develop SEA policy
analysis, bhowever, seems to be a better bet than efforts to implement
a full-blowa mocel of comprehensive planning in education. Further-
more, I wotld suggest the exploration of contracting with extra-govern-
mental bodizs (e.g., wniversities, or consulting firms) to step up the
level of technical assistance to SEA's. ‘

I1f the objective were to make more effective use .of limited
federal re:sources, then one possible approach would be to treat the
states difjerentially through incentives, bypgssi?g weak SEA's in the
administration of federal programs, and spending different amounts of
technical :ssistance time in SEA's. Although this approach has recently
been advocated by several analysts of governmental affairs, I am not
very optimistic about its successful use. It would create formidable
bureaucratic and political opposition in the absence of agreed-upon
criteria as a basis for making decisions. One possible way to develop
these criteria, however, would be through an extra-gqvérnmental study

of SEA's ranking their performance in a variety of areas. This might
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supply t e .comparative data to‘facilitate some\applications of dif-
ferentiai treatment,

I7 the federal objective were to make education agencies more
accountahle to'various interests (the public, governmental leaders,
clients of federal programs, and so on), then what may be needed is
the deve .cpment of extra;agency sources of independent information
and the ‘nstitutionalization of countervailing power. Depending on
which agency is being held responsible to whom for what, several pos-
sibiliti s deserve full exploration: agency evaluation upits, per-
formance audits, expansion of leg;l service programs, a new use of
advisory councils, and independent research/action agencies.

Having discussed various alternatives and mstched them with a
variety f federal objectives in strengthening th; states, several ob-
servations need highlighting in conclusion. The obvious difficulty
in devis.ng workable "next steps" is instructive. It demonstrates
that fedvrally-initiated reform of complex organizations like SEA's
is extrenely difficult. This results in part because we simply do not
understand the ways in which organizations work, particularly when they
are prov:ded with unrestricted resources. This study i5 meant as a
small st2p in providing the descriptive data necessary to reach such
an understanding.

Reform is also difficult because there are differing opinions
about how SEA's ought tu change and- about which level of government
should make these decisions. And these conflicting vigws are faith-

fully reflected by the Congress in the ambiguity of its laws and its
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inclination to intervene in the administrative proéess. Finally,
federaily-initiated reform is particularly difficult in education be-
cause of th:: strong tradition of localism which innhibits aggressive
central gov-:rnmental action.

Inde::d, the history of federal efforts to strengthen SEA's
provides a .urious twist reflecting the di fficulty of institutional
reform. At its inception in 1965, Title V provided general assistance
for SEA's wlile most other federal programs were categorical in nature.
Seven years later, in 1972, frustration with the gavernment-wide use
of categori-:al aid had led to an increased reliance on general aid
(e.g., revenue sharing) as a way toward institutional reform of_state
and local governments. Ironically, during the same period, between
1965 and 19 2, the penduluii was swinging in the opposite direction
withh SEA's; there was increasing interest in categorical aid (planning)
and in the lossible imposition of federal management standards. This
vacillation between different approaches highlights the limits of
federally-iiitiated governmental change. While some approaches seem
better than others for making gradual progress, there are no simple
ways for th-: federal government to promote rapid governmental reform

in:the statss,
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NOTES: CHAPTER I

AN OVERVIEW
Secvion 501(a) of P.L. 89-10, April 11, 1965,

National Education Association, Rankings of the States, 1971
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, Research
Division, 1971), p. 49.

Rejort of the [:esident's Task Force on Education, John W,
Gaydner, chairman (Washirngton, D. C.: 1964), pp. 68, 71.
(T\pewritten.)

For some examples of the rhetoric supporting the notion of general
assistance, see: President's Message to the Congress on Education
Revenue Sharing, April 6, 1971; President's Message Relative to
the State of the Union, January 20, 1972; and Hearings before the
Coimittee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives, 92nd
Co:.gress, lst session, on the subject of General Revenue Sharing,
Jwe, 1971. Also, the fiscal year 1973 budget of the Department

of Health, Education and Welfare emphasized the theme of "insti-
tu onal reform.'" Special Revenue Sharing in Education was con-
si-lered a- "major initiative’ in achieving this goal.

Francis Keppel, "What We Don't Know Can Hurt Us'" (A speech by
the U. S. Commissioner of Education before the Council of Chief
St.ite School Officers, Nuvember 10, 1965), p. 7.

U. S. Congress, House, Committee ori Education and Labor, before

th: General Subcommittee on Education on H. R. 2361 and H. R. 2362,
Ho1se of Representatives, 89th Congress, lst session. Testimony
of U. S. Commissioner of Education Francis Keppel, January 22,
1935, pp. 103, 108.

This zccount and quote came from Samuel Halperin, USOE Assistant
Commissioner for Legislation and Director of the Office of Legis-
la:ion in 1965. He was a key activist in the development and
paisage of ESEA. Also, see: Stephen K, Bailey and Edith K. Mosher,
ESEA: The Office of Education Administers a Law (Syracuse, N. Y.:
Syracuse University Press, 1968), p. 58. On the other hand,

former Commissioner Keppel, reacting to a draft of this chapter,
commented: "I agree that educational politics were an ingredient
but I'm not sure how important, Certainly, it was not the
major motive in pushing for Title V. My basic reason is stated

on page 4 [of this final version}."
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Section 507 of P.L. 89-10.

Secticn 505 of P L. 89-10. This fifteen percent set aside wus
reduccd to five percent in 1968 by P.L. 90-24/, January 2, 1968,

This jart, section 503 of P,L. 89-10, was increased from 85 per-
cent ‘to 95 percent of the Title V appropriation in 1968, At the
same time an amendment was added to Title V requiring that at
least 10 percent of section 503 be made available to }ocal school
districts for their strengthening. This '"flow through" provision
was repealed shortly thersafter. Consequently, my description
of section 503 will not make reference to the "flow through'
funds.

Secticn 502(a) (1) of P.L. 89-10. This a“location formula was

later amended as follows: Up to 2 percent of the 95 purcent for
secticn 503 was reserved for the outlying territories. From the
remainder, 40 percent was divided among the states in equ:al amounts.
The remainder was apportioned among the states (including the
District of Columbia) based on their relative nuaber of public
schoo) pupils,

Secticn 503(a) (1) through (10} of P.L. 8¢-10. This list in the
law wis later amended to include two cth.x examples: programs
to encourage the use of auxiliary persounel in the schools, and
projects to help insure that the benefits of preschool education
were not lost.

Keppe:, Hearings before the General Subcommittee..., op. cit.,
p. 104,

Ibid. p. 103,

Data :upplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation. See
Appenuix D, Table 4, Also see the ‘table in Appendix B,

Ibid.
Baile: and Mosher, op. cit., p. 140.

Keppei, Hearings before the General Subcommitte...., op. cit.,
p. 10!’0

Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.

Ewald B. Nyquist, "State Organization and Responsibilities for
Education," in Emerging Designs for Education, ed. by Edgar L.
Morphet and David 1., Jesser (Denver 9Designing Education for the
Future, an Eight State Project, May, 1968), p. 147,
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Kepel, Hearings before the General Subcommittee on Education...,
op. cit., p. 124.

Ibil., p. 104.

Ibid., p. 105. "...no department has an organizational unit
engaged in overall planning." 5
For more details on what was thought to be the functions of SEA's
in :the early 1960's, see: Council of Chief State School Officers,
The State Department of Education (Washington, D. C.: Council of
Chi 2f State School Officers, 1963).

Francis Keppel, The Necessary Revolution in American Education
(New York: Harper and Row, 1966), p. 81.

Kep oel, Hearings before the General Subcommittee on Education...,
op. cit., p. 10S.

Rerort of the President's Task Force on Education, op. cit.,

- pp. 69, 72.

Keppel, Hearings before the General Subcommittee on Education...,

op. cit., p. 134,

Rozld F. Campbell, Gerald E. Sroufe, and Donald H. Layton, eds.,
Stiengthening State Departments of Education (Chicago: Midwest
Adninistration Center, the University of Chicago, 1967), pp. 74-75.

Ny<uist, op. cit., p. 148.

Adrisory Council on State Departments of Education, Focus on the
Future: Education in the States: The Third Annual Report of the
Adv1sory Council on State Departments of Education (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1968), pp. 5-6.

U. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
Elrmentary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1969, Report
No ~91-634 on H. R. 514, 9Ist Congress, 2nd session, 1970, p. 50.

Letter from Harry L. Selden, Chief, Policy and Procedures Staff, .
USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation; February 4, 1972, p. 2.

While the Campbell et al. study, op. cit., did gather some data

on Title V through Visits to three states, most of the analysis
was based on data supplied by USOE and also by the chief state
school officers in thirty-nine states who responded to a question-
naire.
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This : hrase comes from the original statute, Title V of P.I.. 89-10:
TITLE V - GRANTS TO STRENGTHEN STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION,

It is interesting to note that a 1967 study did examine local
schoo: superintendents' perception of the leadership of SEA's.
The study concluded:

"For the most part superintendents in our sample perceive
state departments of education as primarily regulatory,
rurally-oriented, politically dominated, unreliable and
ineffective.... .

n all but three of the 22 siute departments of educa-
tirn studied, the leadership of the state department of
education is judged to be inadequate. The state depart-
ments of education are generally labeled as weak, especially
in the area of planning, development and research."”

Keith' Goldhammer, et al., Issucs and Problems in Contemporary
Educarional Administration (Eugene, Oregon: Center for the Ad-
vance! Study of Educational Administration, 1967), pp. 87, 88.

David K. Cohen, et al., The Effects of Revenue Sﬁaring,and Block
Grants on Education (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Graduate School
of Education, October 31, 1971), p. 157. (Mimeographed.)

Advisoxy Council on State Departments of Education, Reinforcing
the Role >f States in Education: The Second Annual Report of the
Advisory Council on State Departments of Education (Washington,
D. C. U. S. Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 45.

Ibido ] po 46.

Data supplied by USCEDivisimof State Agency Cooperation. See
Appendix D, Table 3.

Interview with USOE official, 1972.

Section 503 of the 1965 ESEA sent to Capitol Hill by the Admin-
istration required the states to match from their own sources

-one-third to one-half the cost of 7itle V projects.

Interview, Samuel Halperin, op. cit., 1972.
Keppel, 'What We Don't Know...," op. cit., p. S.

Keppel, Hearings before the General Subcommittee on Education...,

op. cit., p. 104,
Bailey and Mosher, op. cit., p. 140.
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Kejpel, 'What We Don't Know...," op. cit., p. 8.

Adviscry Council on State Departments of Education, Improvin
St:.te Leadership in Education: An Anaual Report of the Advisory
Council on State Departments of Education (Washington, D. C.:

U. S. Government Printing Otfice, 1966), p. 9.

Ibad., p. 9.

Ib:d., p. 9. Aléo, as further evidence, the federal applications
fo:' Title V funds required each SEA to describe its planning ac-
tirities, list its "major needs', and set forth the "steps and

" im rovements which should be taken to meet the needs listed."

Former Commissioner Keppel, upon reading an earlier draft of this
chapter, wrote at this point: "I agree with your conclusion--

at least as best I can remember. Hope was springing up all over
in those days!"

Th- s view was expressed in 1972 interviews at the U. S. Office
of Management and Budget and in USOE (in units other than the
Division of State Agency Cooperation). This view also has been
expressed in the literature. For example, see several quotes in
Chapter I of this study. Also, see: James D. Koerner, Who Con-
trols American Education? A Guide for Laymen (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1968), pp. 79-117.

An expression used by a USOE official to describe the way he
thought others viewed the Chiefs. Interview, 1972.

According to Samuel Halperin, op. cit. Also, the 1965 ESEA post-
poned for two years the matching provisions contained in the
or:.ginal bill sent to the Congress. The 1966 ESEA Amendments
dropped the provision altogether.

Interview with official in the U. S. Office of Management and
Bu.dget (formerly the Bureau of the Budget), 1972.

In erview with official in the USOE Division of State Agency
Couperation, 1972.

The problems mentioned in this paragraph are frequently cited.
For example, see the reports of the Advisory Council on State De-
partments of Education, op. cit.

Interview with USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation staffer,
1972.

Interview with several USOE officials, 1972.
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Intersiew with former top official of USOE, 1971,

Interriew with USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation staffer,
1972, :

Inter riew with USOE official, 1972.

Herbe.t A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (2nd ed., New York: The
Free Press, 1957); James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organiza-
tions (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958); Richard M.
Cyert and James G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Engle-
wood .1iffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963); Aaron
Wilda'sky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process (Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1964); Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahnm, The
Socia. Psychology of Organizations (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, Inc., 1966); Seymour B. Saranson, The Culture of the School
and the Problem of Change (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1971);
Grahan T. Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1971); and John Steinbruner, The Mind and Milieu of
Policr Makers (Tentative title of unpublished manuscript).

Allism, ibid., p. 85; Katz and Kahn, ibid., pp. 446-449.

Saranson, op. cit., pp. 227-228,

March and Simon, op. cit., p. 141.

Ibid., p. 141. Also, Steinbrumer, op. cit., takes this notion of
not searching for optimal soluticns a step further. He has de--
veloped a so-called "cybernetic' paradigm to explain these search
and c'ioice procedures., Readers interested in the details of Stein-
brune *'s intriguing argument are referred to his forthcoming study.

Simon op. cit., p. xxiv, emphasis in original.

Ibid. p. xxvi.

Cyert and March, op. cit., pp. 118-119.
Ibid. p. 119.

Ibid.,, p. 43; Allison, op. cit., p. 76.
Cyert and March, ibid., pp. 30-33.

Allison, op. cit., p. 76.

Cyert and March, op. cit., pp. 270-271.
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77.
78.
79.
80.
8l.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.

87.

Wildavsky, op. cit., p. 17.

Maich and Simon; op. cit., pp. 123, 126.
Allison, op. cit., pp. 144-184; March and Simon, ibid., pp. 130-131.
Allison, ibid., pp. 144-184.

Ibid., pp. 154, 166-167.

Ibid., pp. 166-167.

Maich and Simon, op. cit., p. 173.
Aljison, op. cit., p. 154.

Ibid., pp. 168-169.

Cyert and March, op. cit., pp. 36, 99.
Ibid., pp. 107-110.

Al}ison, op. cit., on page 181 has spelled out the problems
imolved:

"Information about the details of differences in per-
ceptions and priorities within a government on a parti-
cular issue is rarely available, Accurate accounts of

the bargaining that yielded a resolution of the issue are
rarer still. Documents do not capture this kind of in-
formation. Whst the documents do preserve tends to ob-
scure, as much as to enlighten. Thus the source of such
information must be the participants themselves. But,

ex hypothesis, each participant knows one small piece of
the story. Memories quickly become colored. Diaries are
often misleading. What is required is access, by an analyst
attuned to the players and interested in governmental poli-
tics, to a large number of the participants in a decision
before their memories fade or become too badly discolored.
Such access is uncommon. But without this information, how
can the analyst proceed? As a master of this style of
analysis has stated, 'If I were forced to choose between
the documents on the one hand, and late, limited, partial
interviews with some of the principal participants on the
other, I would be forced to discard the documents.' The
use of public documents, newspapers, interviews of parti-
cipants, and discussion with close observers of partici-
pants to piece together the bits of information available
is an art."
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NOTES: CHAPTER II

TITLE V_AS GENERAL AID: FEDERAL-STATE -RELATIONS

Section 504(a) of P.L. 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965,

Secticen 119.3(b) (1) of Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45,
Chapter 1, Part 119, September 9, 1965,

This account is based on interviews with Emerson J. Elliott,

U. S. Xffice of Management and Budget (formerly the Bureau of the
Budget), March 2, 1972,. and Samuel Halperin, USOE Assistant Com-
missioner for Legislation and Director of the Office of Legisla-
tion in 1965, Alsp, see: Stephen K. Bailey and Edith F. Mosher,
ESEA: The Office of Education Administers a Law (Syracuse, N. Y.:
Syracuse University Press, 1968), p. 58. Furthermore, former Com-
missicner Francis Keppel, reacting to a draft of this section,
noted:

"On this possibility [i.e., increasing the chance of reform
through USOE approval of projects], as you may guess, I was
in disagreement [with BOB] on two grounds: 1) The USOE bureau-
cracy was not capable--and might never be capable--of handling
the program; 2) The effect would be to weaken the State EA's."

Secticn 509(a) of P.L. 89-10,

Former Commissioner Keppel, reacting to a draft of this action,
commerted:

"As nearly as I can recall, the administrative policy.of

'de: erence, ' 'cooperation,' and politeness with the states

was recomnended by [Deputy Commissioner] Wayne Reed and ap-
proved by me. But it never was my intention that it replace

a rvview program of state plans: but rather that it smooth
the relationships that would later become difficult for policy
reasons.'

USOE, '"Discussion Paper Concerning State Education Agency Devel-
opment" (Washington, D. C.: USOE, November 24, 1965), p. 4.
(Typewritten.)

Interview with Robert L. Hopper, June 30, 1972.

USOE, Reinforcing the Role of States in Education: The Second
Annual Report of the Advisory Council on State Departments of
Education (Washington, D, C.: U, S. Government Printing Office,
1967), p. 29.
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The observations in this paragraph and the two preceding para-
graphs are based on interviews in 1971 and 1972 with several in-
dividuals who administered Title V in 1965 and 1966.

Int :rview with Title V Director, Harry L. Phillips, July 21, 1972.
Interview with USOE official, June 5, 1972,

It should be pointed out that these findings are neither unique
to Title V nor new in intergovernmental relations. Indeed,
Sen.tor Edmond Muskie (Democrat, Maine) has characterized inter-
governmental relations "as almost a fourth branch of government,'
but one which "has no direct electorate, operates from no set

per ;pective, is under no special control, and moves in no parti-
cul ir direction...." (As quoted in Harold Seidman, Politics,
Position, and Power: The Dynamics of Federal Or anization

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), p- ng.s Furthermore,
more than thirty-five years ago, the foreword to V. O. Key's,

The Administration of Federal Grants to States, noted:

"fhe simple faith in the efficacy of federal supervision

a5 a means of improving administration is also jarred by

Dr. Key's finding that in some instances the federal offi-
cials are, in fact, largely dominated by state officials

aad interested organizations, and that control rums from
t1e state to the federal ageiacy rather than the other way.
under these circumstances, the degree of federal administra-
tive supervision is determined largely by state officials.”

V. 0. Key, The Administration of Federal Grants to States
(Chicago: Public Administraticn Service, 1937y, p. xii.

Th: s point was made independently by at least four interviewees
in USOE.

Interview with Harry L. Phillips, June 7, 1972.
Interview with former Title V official, June 6, 1972.
Interview with Title V official, 1971.

Interview with former Title V official, June 7, 1972.
Interview with Title V official, 1971.

Interview with former Title V official, June 30, 197z,

Interview with Title V official, June 7, 1972.
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Inter iew with Title V official, March 1, 1972, Title V Director,
llarry L. Phillips, in a letter to me, dated August 4, 1972, pro-
vided a more detailed interpretation of USOE's 11m1ted author’ty
It resd:

"[Tte law when] literally translated means that virtually
any activity in a State educational agency that makes a sig-
nif: cant contribution to strengthening its leadership re-
souices or its ability to participate effectively in meeting
the educational needs of a State qualifies. Consequently,
the disapproval authority...must be hinged on the leader-
ship and educational needs issues. Following such logic

to its extreme, implies that the Federal Government must ex-
ercise responsibilities which are prohibited in Section 422,
P.L 91-230 [i.e., prohibition against federal control] as
wel: as being an original provision of P.L. 89-10."

USOE, "Position Paper Concerning the Office's Future Role and
Relat: onships with Large City School Districts and State Educa-
tion Agencies' (Washington, D, C.: USOE, August 25, 1965), p. 4.
(Typewritten.) ,

See B:iley and Mosher, op. cit., pp. 1-71. It also should be
emphasized that each education law contained a provision speci-
fically prohibiting federal control of education.

Ibid. p. 58.

U. S. Congress, liouse, Congressional Record, 89th Cong., 1lst
sess.. March 26, 1965, 6128,

For e: ample, according to the Study Commission, Council of Chief
State School Officers:

"In carrying out the provisions of Title V it is strongly
recc mmended that the following general principie continue
to te observed by the U. S. Office of Education: 'Educa-
tioral services provided by the Federal government should
be ¢f such character and be performed in a manner to insure
that the administration and operation of the education pro-
grar in each state will remain the pr1mary responsibility
of the state'."

Study Commission, Council of Chief State School Officers,
"Report of Committee on Evaluating State Departments of Educa-
tion," October 27, 1965. (Typewritten.)

Interview with former Title V official, June 6, 1972.

‘Intorview with Title V official, 1971,
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29, Baiiey and Mosher, op. cit., p. 142,

30. Interview with former Title V official, June 26, 1972,

31. Int:rview with Title V official, March 1, 13972,

32, This point and much of the argument that follows has been drawn
(ani adapted) from: Jerome T. Murphy, "Title I of ESEA: The

) Politics of Implementing Federal Education Reform,' Harvard
Educational Review, Vol, 41, No., 1 (February, 1971), 35-63.

33. Morton Grodzins, The American System: A New View of Government
F in the United States (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1966),

—

p. 274.

34, Foimer Commissioner Keppel, reacting to a draft of this chapter,
cormented about the virtual impossibility of cutting off Title v
furds:

'Good point--and one that I did not understand adequately
at the time. I suppose the general euphoria of new Federal
activity and leadership was at work too!"
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TITLE V IN MASSACHUSETTS

See, 1>r example: Murray B, Levin, The Compleat Politician:
Politij:al Strategy in Massachusetts (New Yorx: Bobbs-Merrill
Company, Inc., i962), and Theodore i, White, The Making of the
Presic:nt 1960 (New York: Atheneum Publiskers, 1961).

Elliot L. Richardson, "Poisoned Politics,' Atlantic Monthly,
Vol. 208, No. 4 (October, 1961), p. 78.

Levin, op. cit., p. 70.

Edgar Litt, The Political Cultures of Massachusetts (Cambridge,
Mass.: The MIT Press, 1965), pp. 178-179. It should be emphasized,
however, that things may be changing. In May, 1971, the state gov-
ernmer t was recrganized, 173 units reporting directly to the governor
and 132 other subunits were replaced with nine ''super agencies",

The inpact of this reorganization is yet to be determined.

Interview with Robert Jeffrey, Massachusetts Title I of ESEA
Director. ’

Laurer ce Iannaccone, "The Politics of Federal Aid to Educatien in
Massachusetts,' in Joel S. Berke and Michael W. Kirst (eds.),
Feder:l Aid to Education: Who Benefits? Who Governs? (Lexington,
Mass.: Heath, forthcoming), p. 198. (Page proofs.)

Natioral Education Association, Rankings of the States, 1971
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, Research Di-
visior, 1971), p. 30.

Ibid., p. 52.

Ibid.. p. 49,

Ibid., p. 59.

Richard H. de Lone, Massachusetts Schools: Past, Present and
Possit le, Annual Poport: Massachusetts Advisory Council on Edu-

cation (Boston: Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education,
January, 1972), pp. 5-6.

Litt, op. cit., p. 205.
Ibid., p. 208.

Ibid., p. 3.
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15. de .one, op. cit., p. 3.
16. _I_p‘i::{o’ p‘ 3.
17. lb-i-'!_o’ E‘)o 3.

18. Ben:amin Willis and Kevin Harrington, Report of the Special Com-
mission Established to Make an Investigation and Study Relative
to Improving and Extending Educational Facilities in the Common-
wealth (Boston, Mass.: House Document No. 4300, Jume, 1965),

p. 153.

19. Lb—i:‘l.’ p. 130.

20. Lawrence Kotin, "Equal Educational Opportunity: The Emerging Role
of the State Board of Education,' Boston University Law Review,
Vol. 50:211 (Spring, 1970), p. 213.

21. John S. Gibson, The Massachusetts Department of Education: Pro-
Fggals for Progress in the '70's (Medford, Mass.: The Lincoln
11 2ne Center for Citizenship and Public Affairs, Tufts University,
Sej tember, 1970), p. 95.

22. National Education Association, Staff Salaries, State Departments
of Education, 1969-70 (Washington, D. C.: National Education
As:tociation, Research Division, 1970).

23. ' Data supplied by the Massachusetts Department of Education Research
Ditision. Not only are salaries low in comparison with similar
po: ition at the local level, but the Massachusetts SEA salaries
cal not even compete with those for the same work in some other
stotes. A science specialist in the Massaclusetts SEA earns an
av: rage of about $12,000, for instance, while in the New York SEA
th: same position pays about $16,000 (see Staff Salaries..., op. Cit.,
pp 46, 47).

24. Gibson, op. cit., p. 130.

25. Ib:d., p. 139. "During the 18 months between July, 1968, and
January, 1970, there were 59 resignations by professional staff of
the Department, usually for higher paying and more prestigious posi-
tions in public schools or other educational agencies. Most of these
people were promising young educators with about 14 to 16 montks of
service, just the kind of men and women so desperately needed to
give the Department the thrust it requires."

26. John C. Kraskouskas, "Those Persistent Mroblems in the Department
of Education," The Massachusetts Toacher (March, 1971), p. 19.

Q 27. Gibson, op. cit., p. 130.
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Ibid., p. 50.
Ibid., p. 23.
Inter riew with Massachusetts législator, August 31, 1971,

James A, Buckley, "A Study of the Professional Staffs of the New
England State Departments of Education' (Cambridge: Harvard

"Graduate School of Education, unpublished special qualifying paper,

1969) , pp. 20-24, (Typewritten.)

David J. Kirby and Thomas A. Tollman, "Background and Career Pat-
terns of State Department Personnel," in Roald F, Campbell et al.
(eds. , Strengthening State Departments of Education (Chicago:
Midwe it Administrative Center, University of Chicago, 1967), p. 39.
¥
See, tor example: Edgar L. Morphet, et al., Planning and Providing
for Excellence in Education (Denver: “Tmproving State Leadership in
Education Project, 1671).

Gibson, op. cit., p. 33.

Ianna- cone, op. cit., pp. 207, 208. (Page proofs.)

de Love, op. cit., p. 12,

Gibson, op. cit., p. 98, -

Interview with Massachusetts legislator, March 14, 1972,
Interiew with SEA employee, March 27, 1972,
Inter iew with SEA employee, March 27, 1972,

For erample, A USOE study of the Massachusetts SEA explains the
problim:

'"Wh:le the recruitment effort over the past two years has
indced been successful, it must be recognized that the job
mariet has been very favorable and that many employees may be
usirg the department for training purposes rather than as
carcer employment."

USOE, '"Report of the Management Review of Federal Programs in the
Massachusetts Department of Lducation" (Washington, D, C.: USOE,
State Management Review, April 26-30, 1971), p. 76. (Typewsritton.)
Kraskouskas, op. cit., p. 19.

Interview with SEA official, May 22, 1972.
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44, Gib:om, op. cit., p. 38.

45. de .one, op. cit., p. 3.

46. Int:rview with state official, May 5, 1972.
47. Iannoccone, op. cit., p. 200. (Page proufs.)

48. de .ne, op. cit., p. 9.

49, Dat: gathered from annual Title V project applications which are
subnitted to USOE for approval.
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NOTES: CHAPTER 1V

TITLE V_IN NEW YORK e~

Saying was referred to by two New York state officials in&{;ter-
views on July 26, 1971 and August 12, 1971. More specifically,
the point has been made this way:

"The State Education Department is the administrative arm
¢f The University of the State of New York. The University
¢f the State of New York is a system of educational government,
rot an operating institution of higher learning. The State
(onstitution guarantees its existence as a separate, nonpo-
iitical corporate entity and as a fourth branch of government."

This quote is excerpted from a speech delivered by then New York
Dejuty Commissioner of Education Ewald B. Nyquist, "Tentative Plans
fo; Strengthening the New York State Education Department' (March
19, 1965), p. 2.

New York State Education Department, On the Job in the State
Education Department (Albany: The State Education Department,
Bureau of Personnel, 1967), p. 1. For a discussion of the role

of the Board of Regents, also see: Michael D, Usdan, The Political
Pover of Education in New York State (New York: Teachers College,
Co: umbia University, 1963).

Stiphen K, Bailey, et al., Schoolmen ad Politics: A Study of State
Aic_to Education in the Northeast (Syracuse: Syracuse University
Press, 1962), p. 27.

Th:s discussion is based on interviews, Usdan, op. cit., and Bailey,
et al., ibid.

Naional Education Association, Rankings of the States, 1971
(W:-shington, D. C.: National Education Association, Research Di-
vi:ion, 1971), p. 7.

Ib:d., p. 30.
Ibid., p. 40.
Ibid., p. S2.
Citizens Conference on State Legislatures, Report on an Evaluation

of the 50 State Legislatures (Kansas City, Mo.: Citizens Confer-
ence on State Legislatures, 1970), p. 29.

Lynton K. Caldwell, The Government and Administration of New York
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Compesny, 1954), p. 13.
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Inter 'iew, August 13, 1971.

Usdan op. cit., pp. 29-33.

Micha: D. Usdan, "The Political Power of Education in New York
State A Second Look" (New York: Central School Boards Committee
for E-lucational Research, 1967), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)

Usdan, 1963, op. cit., pp. 27, 28.
Interview, August 12, 1971.

The S .ate Education Department,- Inside Education (Albany: State
Educa::ion Department, September, 1971), p. 7.

Speech by Commissioner of Education Ewald B. Nyquist, May 4, 1971,
p. 1.

Interview with New York State budget examiner, September, 1971.
The s.me point was made by a top SEA official in an interview on
Augus- 11, 1971. ‘

Frede—ick M. Wirt, '"The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in
New York," in Federal Aid to Education: Who Benefits? Who Gov-
ems? ed. by Joel S. Berke and Michael W. Kirst (Lexington, Mass.:
Heath forthcoming), p. 334. (Page proofs.)

Usdan, 1963, op. cit., p. 67.

Mike JI. Milstein and Robert E. Jenn1ngs,,"Percept1ons of the ,
Educa‘.ional Policy-Making Process in New York State: Educational
Inter:st Group Leaders and State Legislators" (Annual Conference,
Ameri:.an Educational Research Association, February 4-7, 1971),
p. 17  (Mimeographed.)

Inter ‘iew, August 12, 1971.

Wirt, op. cit., pp. 341, 342. (Page proofs.)

Expre:sion used by top manager of SEA to describe the Depe at's
former success in getting funds for almost all reasonable uests,
August 12, 1971.

Interview, August 13, 1971,

State Education Department, "State Education Department Personal
Service Status Report," May 14, 1971, (Typewritten.)
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U. i. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, State Depart-
men:s of Education and Federal Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal
Yea: 1970 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office,
1971, p. 12. (The tables from which these figures are drawn

app wrently do not include SEA staff working in the area of voca-
tiotal rehabilitation.)

Ibid,

Dat1 supplied by Harry Phillips, Director of USOE Division of State
Agecy Cooperation.

Nyqiist, "Tentative Plams...," op. cit., p. 2.
"Stite Education Department Personal Service Status Report,' op. cit.
State Education Department, The New York State Education Depart- ‘

ment: 1900-1965 (Albany: State Education Department, Division of
Ressarch, November, 1967), p. 36.

National Education Association, Staff Salaries, State Departments
of iducation, 1969-70 (Washington, D. C.: National Education
[ss)ciation, Research Division, 1970), pp. 46, 47.

The State Education Department, Redesign: Annual Report, 1970-71
(Aloany: State Education Department, 1971), p. 27.

Wirt, op. cit., p. 344, (Page proofs.)

Ibid, pp. 345-347.. (Page proofs.) Wirt points out, however, that
otfer parts of the .SEA (e.g., the research and evaluation units)
identify with institutions of higher education as their reference
grcups, rather than local schoolmen.

USCE, "Report of the New York State Education Department Management
Review," May 12-16, 1969, p. 27. (Typewritten.)

Interviews with SEA personnel officer, July 27, 1971, and SEA
adrinistrative officer, August 12, 1971.

"Report of the New York State Education Department Management Re-
view,'" op. cit., p. 22.

Interview, September 2, 1971.

Interviews, July 27, 1971, August 11, 1971, and August 12, 1971.
Interview with SEA personnel officer, July 27, 1971.

U. S. Office of Education, Digest of Educational Statistics

(Washington, D. C.: U, S. Government Printing Office, 1966),
p. 22.
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U. S. Office of Education, Title I/Year II, The Second Annual
Report of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 19¢5, School Year 1966-67 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1968), p. 120.

See Appendix D for annual apportionments.

It is worth noting that I arrived at this figure by going through
all tle applications for Title V support since 1965. SEA officials
had orly the vaguest notion of the total number of projects funded.

"Estal lish broad general categories rather than a host of isolated
projects," cautioned a group of SEA officials in 1965. "Strengthen-
ing Ecucational Leadership Resources of State Departments of Edu-
cation, Implementing Section 503, P.L. 89-10," 1965, p. 3. (Type-
written.)

The description of projects that followsis based on the official
applications submitted to USOE by the New York SEA.

Interview, August 11, 1971,
Interiew, July 27, 197i.

That is to say, the SEA had to clear new jobs and pay rates with
a central agency of the state executive branch. This, of course,
provided a check on departmental activities.

This observation is based on data supplied by the New York SEA.
Fisca. 1966 Title V Application to USOE, No. 1T, p. 1.

Fisca 1966 Title V Annual Report to USOE, No. 4A, p. 2.
Interviews on September 13, 1971,

Interview, August 13, 1971.

This «iscussion of regional centers illustrates the difficulty in
finding out what really happened in 1965, particularly when an
event involved sensitive internal politics. One device used to
check my interpretations of the data and to collect additional
details was to send to each SEA studied in-depth the penultimate
draft for comment. The hope was that this process would result
in a more accurate description of Title V's implementation. This
proved to be a futile effort in New York, as illustrated by the
following cxchange of letters:

—
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"October 4, 1971

"Dr. Ewa’d B. Nyquist

"New Yor': State Education Department

"Office of the President of the University
and Chmmissioner of Education

"Albany, New Yozk 12224

"Dear Commissioner Nyquist:

"Enclosed is a draft of my findings on Title V in New York.
I am senling it to you now, although I have not quite finished
with it, to give you ample opportunity to react to my thinking
at this :ime. Moreover, I am anxious to change the document in
any way which could lead to a fairer, more accurate description
of your litle V activities. Hence any evidence to counter any of
my asser-ions would be greatly appreciated.

"In reading this draft, it would-be helpful to think of it
in the context of the likely final report. This case study
probably will be one of several chapters describing Title V in
different education agencies, It will be preceeded by a chapter
explainiig my methodology and criteria for evaluation -- along
the line; of my proposal which I previously sent to you -~ and
followed by my conclusions and recommendations.

"I look forward to your comments and those of your staff.
And again, I am grateful to you for all your help on my project.

"Cordially,

"Jerome T. Murphy
"Project Director

"P.S. I would appreciate it if your secretary could drop me a note
saying tiat the draft 'made it through the mail'."




""Monday
"December 20
"19 71

'"Mr. .‘erome T. Murphy

"Project Director

"Cent::r for Educational Policy Research
"Harv ird University

"Grad.iate School of Education

24 Girden Strect

"Camb -idge, Massachusetts 02138

"Dear Mr. Murphy:

"Some time early in October you sent me a draft
of yoir report on the State Education Department, and
you a.ked for my reactions. My general dismay at the
report was so extensive and my criticisms so many, that
I found it difficult to find time to write you in detail.

"From my viewpoint thiere are many errors and mis-
impre .sions, and I can't help but feel that the whole
repor'. is colored by a bias [sic] position. Finally, the
techn cal detail of your approach leaves something to be
desir.d.

"Faithfully yours,

"Ewald B. Nyquist"

rt
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"December 29, 1971

"Dr. Ewzld B. Nyquist

"New Yor« State Education Department

"Office >f the President of the University
and (o>mrissioner of Education

"Albany, New York 12224

"Dear Commissioner Nyquist:

"Thank you for your December 20th letter commenting on my
draft wkich describes Title V's implementation in the New York State
Educaticn Department.

""When I mailed you the draft on October 3, I tried to make it
clear that it was not the final version and that I would make any neces-
sary chznges. In my letter of October 3, I stated: 'I am sending it to
you now, although I have not quite finished with it, to give you ample
opportunity to react to my thinking at this time. Moreover, I am anxious
to change the document in any way which could lead to a fairer, more
accurate description of your Title V activities.'

"In your response of December 20th you say that the draft
contains 'many errors and misimpressions' but you don't tell me what
they are. You criticize the 'technical detail' of the report without
being specific. Finally, you state that 'the whole report is colored
by a bias position' but don't explain the nature of this bias. If you
think I am biased, it is extremely important for me to know how.

"In fairness to you, to me, and to the Department, this matter
ought tc be resolved, Perhaps the best way to do so would be for me to
visit the Department to meet with members of your staff to discuss your
reactior to the draft. I am willing to come at any time at your earliest
convenience,

"I look forward to hearing from you.

"Sincerely yours,

"Jerome T. Murphy
"Title V Project Director"
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"Tuesday
"January 11
119 72

'"Mr. Jerome T. Murphy

"Project Director

"Center for Educational Policy Research
"Harvard Uriversity

""Graduate ! chool of Education

124 Garden Street

"Cambridge Massachusetts 02138

""Dear Mr. Murphy:

"This will acknowledge your letter of December 29, 1971, which
has been received during Commissioner Nyquist's absence from the office.
It will, of course, be brought to his attention as soon as he retumms.

"In the meantime, I have reread the Commissioner's letter to you
of December 20, and I have discovered that it contains two typographical
errors. Tle second paragraph should read as follows:

"'From my viewpoint there are many errors and
misimpressions, and I can't help but feel that the whole
repirt is colored by a biased position. Finally, the
clirical detail of your approach leaves something to be
des:red.'

"Sincerely yours,
/S/ Jean Harn

""'Secretary to the
Commissioner'




"February 25, 1972

"Dy. Ewald B, Nyquist

"Cc mmissioner of Education

'"New York State Education Department
"Albany, New York 12224

"De ar Commissioner Nyquist:

"Last October I sent you a copy of my draft report on the
imp lement zion of Title V of ESEA in New York. On December 20
you sent me your general reactions. On December 29 I wrote asking
for the opportunity to visit the Department to meet with members
of vour staff and discuss specific criticism. (A copy of my earlier
letter is enclosed.) I have not received a response.

"I am now going into the final stages of preparing my report
on fitle V for HEW and would again like to ask if it would be
possible for me to visit with you.or members of your staff to dis-
cuss any factual problems you have with my draft.

"I look forward to hearing from you.

“Sincerely yours,

"Jerome T. Murphy
"Title V Project Director"
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I nev: r received a response from the Commissioner to my let:irs of
Decem er 29, 1971 and February 25, 1972.

Nyqui-t, '"Tentstive Plans for Strengthening...," op. cit., p. S.
Fisca year 1969 Title V annual report.

Interiew, August 11, 1971,

Interview, July 27, 1971.

Henry M. Brickell, Organizing New York State for Educational Change
(Alba y: State Education Department, December, 1961), p. 43.

McKin: ey and Company, Inc., "A Program for Strengthening the New York
State Education Department,' August, 1966, pp. 4-12. (Typewritten.)

Interview with personnel officer, August 11, 1971.

Inter iew with SEA bureau chief, September 13, 1971.

Fisca: 1968 Title V Application No. 5-36. My purpose is to illus-

trate the lack of clarity in a Title V application, not to pick out
a pariicular office for criticism. Hence, the office has not hecen

ident: fied.

Interview, July 28, 1971.

Interview, August 11, 1971,

Interiew, August 11, 1971,

Inter iew, August 11, 1971,

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, State Depart-
ments of Education..., op. cit., p. 8.

Willi:m C. Enderlein (ed.), Comprehensive Planning in State Educa-
tion /gencies (Moorestown, N. J.: Communication Technology Corpora-
tion, 1969), p. 19.

Based on data supplied by the New York SEA.
interview, August 11, 1971,
Vernon Ozarow, The Role of the New York State Education Department

in Science and Technology (Albany: State Education Department,
April, 1968), p. S53.

Ewald B. Nyquist, "Proposals for Using Funds Under Title V-ESEA,"
September 20, 1965, p. 3. (Typewritten.)
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Interview, July 27, 1971.

Int.:rview, August 11, 1971.

Bri kell, op. cit., p. 43.

The observations in this section were based mainly on six days of
interviewing and a careful reading of New York"s Title V applica-
tions and annual reports on individual projects submitted to USOE.

Interview, August 12, 1971.

Mem randum from Ewald B. Nyquist, to departmental cabinet members
(an| others reporting to him), February 9, 1965, p. 1.

Interview, July 27, 1971.

Interview, August 11, 1971,

Int.:rviews, August 11, 1971 and Scptember 13, 1971.
Nyqist, '"Proposals for Using Funds...," op. cit., p. l.
Int :rview, August 13, 1971,

Memorandum from Ewald B. Nyquist, to cabinet (and others reporting
to him) on Title V ESEA Proposals, February 10, 1966.

Interview, July 26, 1971.
Intsrview, August 11, 1971,

I aa referring to the supervisory positions under Titles III and X
of IDEA.

Int:rview, August 12, 1971.
Interview, August 12, 1971.

Jam:s G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (New York:
Jolm Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), p. 126.

Ibid., p. 126.
McKinsey and Company, Inc., op. cit., pp. 3-4, 3-5.

State Education Department, "Planning for Education,' undated,
p. 6. (Typewritten.)

Moshe Shani, "Administrative Considerations in a Planning-Program-
ming-Budgeting System: The Case of the New York State Education
Department" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell University,
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This description is based on a July 27, 1971 interview and corres-
pond :nce from Gerald L. Freeborne, Director of Educational Planning,
New ‘ork SEA, September 3, 1971,

Ende ‘lein, 924_315., p. 23.

"Pla ming for Education," ¢~ _cit., p. 1.

Ibid , p. 1.

Interview with top departmental official, August 11, 1971.

Norm:n D. Kurland, "Changing a Larger State Education Department,"

(New “‘ork State Education Department, February 17, 1971), p. 6,

(Typr-written.)

Inte view, July 27, 1971,

Interview, July 27, 1971,

Expression used by interviewes, August 12, 1971,

Memorandum from Gordon M. Ambach, New York SEA, Deputy Executive
Comm: ssioner, to Cabinet (and other top officials) on Regents
Program Priority Statement for FY 1972-73, May 28, 1971, (Type-
writien,)

Norm:n D, Kurland, "The Progress of Educationai Planning at the
Statt Level Including the Role of Title V-505 Worksheps January
1969 to January 1970," in Comprehensive Planning in State Educa-
tion Agencies, ed. by Enderlein, op. cit., p. 13,

Inteiview, July 26,:1871,
Interview, July 21, 1971.

Memorandum to Dr. Melvin E. Engelhardt, Chief Instructional Pro-
grams Section, Division of Plans and Supplementary Centers, Bureau
of Elementary and Secondary Education, USOE, from Harry J. Chernock,
Assistant General Counsel f5r Education, on ESEA Title V--Eligi-
bility of New York State Department of Education proposed ,rojects
dealing with higher education," May 15, 1970. (Typewritten.}




11,
12,

13,

14,

15.

16.

17.
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TITLE V IN SO!'™H CAROLINA

The State, Columbia, South Carolina, October 28, 1971, p. 16-A.
Ibil., pp. 1, 16-A.

V. ). Key, Southern Politics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1949),
p. .50.

Ibil., pp. 150-155.

W. M. Callcott (ed.), South Carolina: Economic and Social Condi-
tions in 1944 (Columbia, S. C.: The University of South Carolina
Press, 1945), p. 141. '

Key, op. cit., p. 155,
Ibid., p. 133.

Author asked not to be identified. Unpublished manuscript on South
Carolina politics. p. 37 of draft. (Typewritten.)

Xey, op. cit., p. 131.

Fraik M. Kirk, "South Carolina," in Education in ‘the States: His-
torical Development and Outlook, ed. by Jim B. Pearson and Edgar
Ful ler (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1969),
p. 1129,

Ibii., ¢. 1130.
Interview with state official, November 19, 1971.

Dat a supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Coopecration. See
Aprendix D. ’

While I was unable to uncover precise comparative figures, several
interviewees made this point.

Data supplied to USOE in 1965 as part of SEA self-analysis of
resources.

Interview with SEA official, September 27, 1971.
Jesse T. Anderson, Ninety-Seventh Annual Report of the State Super-

intendent of Educatlon: State of South Carolina, 1964-1965
(Columbia, S. C.: State Department of Education, 1965), p. 88.
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Callectt, op. cit., p. 197,

Inten iew with former state official, October 27, 1971,

Data :upplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation. See
Appencix D,

Interview with SEA official, September 27, 1971.

It is interesting to note that prior to a recent pay increase for
all tte state constitutional officers, including the Superintendent
of Edvcation, Superintendent Busbee's deputies were paid a higher
salary than Busbee,

Accorcing to the SEA Director of Personnel, the turnover rate in
1971 was about seven percent of the professional staff. He pointed
out, however, that when jobs begin to open up again at the local
level, problems of turnover and recruitment would probably increase
markedly because SEA salaries remain non-competitive.

Unpubl ished manuscript, op. cit., p. 83 of draft.
Data tupplied by USOE References, Estimates, and Projections Branch.

Remarks by Governor Robert E, McNair to the Conference of School
Administrators, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, July 21, 1969,

PP. 2, 4. Also, McNair's view that better education and strong
state leadership were particularly important to the development of
South Carolina was stressed in an interview with a top aide of the
forme: governor, Octover 27, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, November 19, 1971.
Jesse T. Anderson, Ninety-Eighth Annual Renort of the State Super-

intencent of Education: State of South Carolina, 1965-1966
(Colurbia, S. C.: State Department of Education, 1966), p. 110.

Ibid., p. 108, The federal contribution rose from 6.07% in 1964-65
to 15.08% in 1965-66. .

Data supplied by USOE References, Estimates, and Projections Branch.

Kirk, op. cit., p. 1130,

Anderson, Ninety-Eighth Annual Report..., op. cit., p; 110.

According to USOE, the South Carolina SEA in 1965 had an adminis-
trative budget of about $900,000 for activities related to ele-
mentary and secondary education. See Appendix D.
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Pre: ise data for the first year were unobtainable. However, several
per:-ons independently confirmed the practice of using federal monies
1o ~upplement SEA salaries. The rationale was that higher salaries
wer needed to compete rith school districts for the best pecple

ava labie. Imprecisely marked budget sheets seem to indicate that
$16,,000 of Title I administrative funds were used for salary sup-
plements in FY 1968. In 1969, however, the General Assembly passed
a uniform compensation act for state employees. Apparently the

ear ier practice of supplementing salaries helped the SEA win a

rea onable salary schedule under the new law.

Thi~ percentage (and the percentages for each of the other projects
des .ribed in this section) indicates the amount originally budgeted
for this activity. As such, the percentages- are a reflection of top
management's priorities. Since Title V projects were not fully im-
plemented the first year, the percentages do not reflect actual
expenditures.

Sou-h Carolina fiscal year 1966 Title V application.

Ibi L.

Ibid.

Interview with former SEA official, October 27, 1971.
Sou:h Carolina fiscal year 1966 Title V application.
The quotes in this paragraph come from ibid.

Int :rview with SEA official, September 27, 1971.
Souch Carolina fiscal year 1966 Title V application.

This is based on an examination of the fiscal year 1971 South Caro-
1lin 3 SEA budget.

Interview with SEA official, September 27, 1971.

Interview with SEA official, October 26, 1971.

‘Interview with SEA official, September 27, 1971.

This statement is based on draft proposals in the files of the
South Carolina SEA Title V director.

Reportedly the State Attorney General's office ruled that the SEA
was the only . legnl recipient of the Title V resources.




proe

55.

56.

57.

61.
62.
63.
64.
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66.

67.

68.

69,

70.

Interview with former SEA official, October 26, 1971,

Interview with William Royster, November 19, 1971,

Interview with former SEA official, November 19, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, February 25, 1972,

Cyril 3. Busbee, Ninety-Ninth Annual Report of the State Superin-
tendent of Education: State of South Carolina, 1966-1967
(Colunhia, S. C.: State Department of Education, 1967), p. 34.

Anderson, Ninety-Eighth Annual Report..., op. cit., p. 1S.

Cresap, McCormick and Paget, '"State of South Carolina, State Board
of Education, Proposed Organization of the State Board of Education
and State Depariment of Education,' Chicago, April 1967, Exhibit
ITI-3. (Typewritten.)

Busbee, Ninety-Ninth Annual Report..., op. cit., p. 19,

Ibid., p. 19.

Interview with an aide to the governor during his administration,
October 27, 1971,

Several interviewees independently made this point.
Cresap, et al., op. cit., Introduction,

Ibid., p. III-10,

Interviews with several SEA officials, Fall, 1971.

South Iarolina State Board of Education, "Statement of Educational
Philosphy," adopted April 7, 1967, p. 2.

Memoraidum from Cyril B. Busbee, State Superintendent of Education,
to Depiuty Superintendent, Directors and All Personnel, September 11,
1967.

USOE, 'Review of the South Carolina Department of Education"
(Washington, D. C.: USOE, State Management Review, January 1968),
p. 1. (Typewritten.)

Ibid., p. 2.
Ibid., p. 3. Empha;is in original,
South Carolina Department of Education, A Planning Model for Opera-

tionalizing Long-Range Educational Objectives (Columbia, S. C.:
South Carolina Department of Education, August, 1971), p. 2.
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Sou:h Carolina Department of Education, "The Evaluation of Public
Edu:ation in South Carolina, An Interim Report to the Office of
Res:arch," August 25, 1969, P. 1. (Typewritten.)

Moody's Investors Service, Inc. and Campus Facilities Associates,
Opportunity and Growth in South Carolina, 1968-1985 (New York,
Julv 30, 1968), p. S. -

_I__b_i_‘!o’ p‘ 52.
Ibil., p. S1.
Cyr.1 B. Busbee, IOIEE.Annual Report For the Year Ending Jume 30,

196 (Columbia, S. C.: South Carolina Department of Education,
1969), p. 27.

=i

"Remarks by Governor Robert E. McNair...," op. cit., pp. 1, 2.

Nat onal Education Association, Kindergarten Education in Public
Schuols, 1967-68 (Washington, D. C.: National Educatlon Associa-
tiou, Research Division, 1968).

Interview with SEA official, November 19, 1971,
Several interviewees made this point independently.
Interview with SEA official, October 28, 1971,

South Carolina Department of Education, A Planning Model...,
op. cit., p. 3. :

Ibis., pp. 3-4.

At that time, each SEA received a grant of $96,000 from USOE to
impiove its planning. The money came from Section 402, Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendments of 1967.

State Department of Education, RIU: Research Information Unit
(Columbia, S. C.: State Department of Education, Office of Re-
search, November 1970), introductory letter.

South Carolina Department of Education, A Planning Model...,

op. cit., p. 10.
Ibid., p. 10.

Ibid., p. 10.

Interview with SEA official, November 19, 1971. But another inter-
viewee on November 19, 1971 pointed out that local superintendents
"run their dam schools and if you get out of line they let you
know it.... [The SEA] can only move as far as the local people




89.

90.
9l1.
92.
93.

9.

99.
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104,

105,
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107.

Intesview with SEA official, November 19, 1971, Also, it is note-
worthy that local control is strong in South Carolina even though
the :tate picks up about sixty percent of the total cost of public
elem mtary and secondary education., The SEA acts as a funnel for
funds, exercising little discretion. over local expenditures.
South Carolina fiscal year 1968 Title V annual report,

Inte view with SEA official, October 28, 1971,

Inte view with SEA official, October 28, 1971.

Inte  view with SEA official, September 27, 1971,

USOE, "Report of the South Carolina Department of Education Man-
agement Review' (Washington, D. C.: USOE, State Management Review,
March 24-28, 1969), p. 23. (Typewritten.)

Statc Department of Education, A Planning Model..., op. cit., p. 13.‘J

Ibid , pp. 15-16.
Data supplied by the South Carolina Department of Education.

Ibid.

Data from the Department's 1971 budget for Title V. Part of this
growta can be traced to the termination of the funding of Title III
of NI'€A (referred to earlier in the text).,

Data from the Department's 1971 budget for Title V.

Memorandum to Charlie G. Williams, Deputy Superintendent of In-
struction, from Donald C. Pearce, Director, Office of Public Law
89-1C, September 8, 1971, p. 1.

Interview with SEA official, October 26, 1971.
Interview with SEA afficial, October 26, 1971.
Correspondence from Stuart R. Brown, Acting Director, Division of
Research, Experimentation, and Surveys, to Cyril B. Busbee, State

Superintendent of Education, January 31, 1967.

USOE, 'Report of the South Carolina Department of Education Man-
agement Review," op. cit,, p. 45,

Ibid., pp. 51-52,

Interview with Director of Department's Office of Finance,
October 26, 1971,




108,

115,
116,

117,
118,
119,

120.

121,

122,

123,

327

Se>, for example: Edgar L. Morphet, et al. (eds.), Planning and
Providing for Excellence in Education-fbenver, Col.: TImproving
State Leadership in Education, 1971).

So1th Carolina Department of Education, “Education “75. We Can
Begin Now" (Undated brochure).

Interview with SEA official, October 28, 1971.
Interview with SEA official, October 28, 1971,
Several interviewees made this point independently.

As quoted in State Department of Education, "Reducing Dropouts in
So.uth Carolina Public Schools," 1971, p. 3. (Brochure.)

South Carolina Department of Education, "A Five Year Plan to Im-
plement A State System of Kindergarten Education in tie South
Ca olina Public Schools," 1971, p. 46.

Soiith Carolina Department of Education, "A Five-Year Plan to Re-

du e the Number of Dropouts in the South Carolina Public Schools, "
19°1, p. 4, o

Sec, for example: Christopher Jencks, et al., Inequality: A
Reassessment of the Effect of Family anH-SEﬁboliqg;ih America
(New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1972), p. 256,

Sorth Carolina Department of Education, "Education '75...,"
op. cit,

Stite Department of Education, '1972-1973 Justification," p. 31,
(Ty pewritten,)

Fo) the 1970-71 legislative proposals, see: Busbee, 10158 Annual
Rerort..., op. cit., p. S.

Interview with state official, November 19, 1971,

The atmospherc depicted by this phrase was described in an inter-
view with a SEA official, October 27, 1971,

In 1970, South Carolina teachers in an unprecedented move went out
on strike for a day. In 1971, the state association for teachers
asked the national headquarters of the National Education Associa-
tion to investigate teaching conditions in the state.

Interview with SEA officials, November 19, 1971,
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iSouth Carolina Department of Education, "A Five-Year Plan to Im-

~prov: Basic Verbal and Quantitative Skills of Students Enrolled

in tle South Carolina Public Schools,' 1971, p. 1. More speci-
fical! ly, the obJect1ve is to reduce each year by 4,000 the number
of students scoring in the lowest quartile and to affect the move-
ment each year (except for the first year) of an additional 2,000
scoring below the national fiftieth percentile to the -next h1gher
quariile.

South Carolina Department of Education, ''Reducing Dropouts...,"

op. cit., p. 6.

Soutt Carolina Department of Education, "A Five-Year Plan to
Reduce the Number of Dropouts...," op. cit.

Soutl Carolina Department of Education, "1972-73 Justification,"
op. (iE:, p. 29.

This point was made independently by two separate interviewees on
October 26, 1971. Of course, the development of improved methods
for collecting data is to be applaided. A problem will arise only
if tle "paper" reduction in dropouts is claimed as educational
progiess for the state.

Soutl Carolina Department of Education, "Five Year Plan to In-

crease the Enrollment of South Carol1na Adults in Basic and High
Schot1l Programs,' 1971.

Interview with SEA o{ficial, November 19, 1971.
Interview with SEA official, October 28, 1971.

In a letter dated February 4, 1972, Jesse A. Coles, Deputy Super-
inter.dent for Administration and Planning, commented on this
sectisn on planning as contained in the penultimate draft of

this :chapter:

"After reading and rereading the section, I am convinced
that my reaction is more discomfort than disagreement. How-
ever, there are two points ‘that do not seem to reflect our
situation fairly. Our basic approach has been to embrace
the longstanding general goals of the system of education
and to focus the efforts of the Department toward attacking
the more obvious deficiencies within this framework. On this
basis we have viewed our efforts to date as a beginning point,
improvable with experience and evaluation. Our decision to
approach planning in this manner was not casual but rather a
studied and deliberate one. For several years we have ob-
served governmental units attempt the deductive approach to
planning--beginning with a search for philosophical generali-
ties--and fail! ... You overlook the built-in safeguards in

(Continued)




133.
134,
135.

136,

329

{Continued)

a system of public education. In our situation we are ulti-
mately accountable to the public in several ways. The State
Superintendent is elected, the State Board of Education must
pprove our efforts, and finally, the Legislature provides

'oth law and funding to govern our actions. Simply, through
‘his process of approval or disapproval the public does and
vill establish the basic objectives of education. To summar-
‘1€, your report seems to condemn our planning as 'full of
sound and fury signifying nothing' while it offers no construc-
tive alternatives. Conversely, we contend that our planning
efforts simply aim to direct resources toward selected critical
1eeds and that these efforts and the assumed educational goals
imderlying them are subject to evaluation and control by the

‘ublic."
In erview with state official, Noveiber 19, 1571,
Unjublished manuscript, op. eit.; p. 37,
Ibid., p. 80.
Th: s point was nade independeﬁgly bf a legislator, a former SEA

of icial and SEA officials in interviews on October 26, 1971 and
November 19, 1971,
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NOTES: CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSTONS

Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation. See
Appencix D, Table 2.

USOE, State Departments of Education and Federal Programs: Annual

Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (washington, D. C.: Y. S. Government
Printiig Office, 1972), pp. 2, 10. The text on page. 2 reads:

"As nearly as can be reckoned from the inconsistent systems of
reporting among the SEA's, they have by now about doubled their
staff. ' It should be pointed out that this "doubling” estimate
1s inc .sistent with USOE's official data. Appendix D, Table 1
shows 14,720 SEA employees in 1965 and 21,697 in 1970, When asked
about :his discrepancy, USOE officials referred me to a footnote
to the above quote which states:

"Some SEA's have responsibility for all levels of education,
and veport as personnel those concerned not only with ele-
men :ary and secondary education but with higher, vocational,
adu.t, and other, as well; in some States there are separate
ageicies for the several levels. Some SEA's include in their
reports the staffs of special schools operated by the States,
as well as of State-run libraries and museums."

This explanation was supplemented in a letter from Harry L.

Philliss, USOE Title V Director, October 18, 1972, which noted:
"Due to the fact that in 1969-70, the National Education
Assciation did a comprehensive survey of the staffing of
SDE s the Title V reporting system was adjusted to relieve
Staes of the pioblem of allocating non-professional services
among the various functional and object classifications called
for in the Title V reporting system. Verification of the
FY-70 personnel data on page 10 of the report [cited above]

was no: attempted. Consequently, transition errors may
hav-> occurred."

N:ithe:' of these explanations answers the original question,
Nevertheless, USOE continues to maintain that SEA staffs have
doubled between 1964 and 1970. In my judgment, USOE's data on
the States generally are not very reliable and compariscns among
States ought to be viewed with some skepticism. In the absence
of other sources of data, however, the doubling figure is the
dest available informed guess.

This percent is based on the data in Table 2, Appendix D, which
was supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.




10.

11.

12.

13.

i4.

15.

Dat: supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
See Appendix D, Table 2.

Nat onal Education Association, Rankings of the States, 1971
(Washington, D, C.: National Education Association, Research
Division, 1971), p. 49.

Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
Sec Appendix D, Table 3.

The staff sizes in 1965 and 1970 were supplied by USOE Division
of itate Agency Cooperation. See Appendix D, Table 1. As men-
tioied earlier in note number 2, these official figures ought to
be riewed with some skepticism. The data on 1970 employees paid
through Title V came from U. S. Office of Education, State De-

par :ments of Education..., op. cit., p. 8. Similarly, the equiva-
lent data on New York and South Carolina set forth later in the
t:xt came from the same sources.

Daniel J. Elazar, American Federalism: A View From the States
(Nev York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1966), p. 22.

Steshen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of Edu-
cation Adnministers a Law (Syracuse, N. Y,: Syracuse University
Press, 1968), p. 140.

Fraices Keppel, The Necessary Revelution in American Education
(Nev York: Harper and Row, 1966), p. 8I. -

Riciard D. Hibschman, '"The Effects of Title V of the Elementary
an¢ Secondary Education Act of 1965 on the Massachusetts Depart-
ment of Education: An Examination and Analysis' (Cambridge:
Harvard Graduate School of Education, Special Qualifying Paper),
pp. 10-11,

U. 5. 0ffice of Education, "ESEA--Title V: 1965 Report of Program
Anzlysis by Program Function' (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Office
of iducation, 1965), p. 010. (Computer printout.)

Letter from Harry L. Selden, Chief, Policy and Procedures Staff,
USCZ Division of State Agency Cooperation, February 4, 1977, p. 2.

Interview with South Carolina SEA official, February 25, 1972,

The law authorized a five year program, but specific dollar
amounts were authorized only for the first year. Thus, the
legislation had to be amended in 1966 to write in additional
authorization figures.
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21,

22,

23.

24,
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I

""Stren jthening Education Leadership Resources of State Depart-
ments ¢f Education: Implementing Section 503, P. L. 89-10"
(Washington, D. C.: Memo prepared by Committee of State Officials,
1965). Page 7 reads: "Future projections for Section 503 of
Title /, P. L. 89-10 appear bright. Funds in addition to the

$17 mi.ljon available for fiscal 1966 are needed and anticipated
for 1937, 1968, and subsequent years to meet more adequately the
needs f the state,"

Interview with Owen B, Kiemman, June 5, 1972,

Interview with Gordon M. Ambach, Executive Deputy Commissioner of
Educat .on, New York State Education Department, 1971.

Adviso:y Council on State Departments of Education, Reinforcin
the Ro.e of States in Education: The Second Annual Report of the
Adviso 'y Council on State Departments of Education (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing 0ffice, 1967), p. 14.

Advisory Council on State Departments of Education, The State of
State lepartments of Education: The Fourth Annual Report of the
Adviso~y Council on State Departments of Education (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Frinting Office, 1969), p. 9.

It was never made clear in 1965 what the appropriation levels
would ! e in future ysars, but the prevailing assumption was that
the apuropriation levels for all parts of ESEA would steadily
grow. This assumption was proven false as the costs of the

Viet Nam War started to rise.

Data sipplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperat’ i, Sse
Append: x D, Table 4.

Advisory Council on State Departments ~¢ Education, The State of
State !epartments..., op. cit., p. 9. The two federal prograns
were T tles III and X of the National Defense Education Act which
suppor ed SEA supervisory staff.

I was 1nable to find-a recent nationwide study which compared
salarits of various SEA officials with the salaries of those in
compar:ble positions outside the SEA. However, several studies
providt strong evidence that SEA salaries typicaily are not com-
petitive. See: Naticnral Education Association, Staff Salaries,
State Departments of Education, 1969-1970 (Washington, 0. C.:
National Education Association, 1970); Council of Chief State
School Officers, "Memorandum No. 8-72, Salary Comparisons [of Chief
State School Officers with other comparable positions]." (Wachington,
D. C.: Council of Chief State School Officers, February 7, 1972);
Virginia Dopartment of Education, "A Comparative Study of Profes-
sional Salaries: State Nepartments of Education, State Universities
(Continued on the following page)
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25.

26.

27,
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29.
30.

31.

32.

33,

34.

35.
36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

and School Divisions. A Report to the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction' (Richmend, Virginia: Division of Educational
Res:arch and Statistics, State Department of Education, July, 1971),

Roald F. Campbell, et al., eds., Strengthening State Departments
of iducation (Chicago: The University of Chicago, Midwest Adminis-
tra:ion Center, Jume, 1967)  p. 69.

Int:xrview with USOE official, March 2, 1972.

Comnent on an earlier draft of this chapter by Ray Rothermel,
July, 1972,

Camobell, et al., op. cit., p. 132,
Ibii., p. 7s. e
Int:rview with Massachusetts SEA official, March 10, 1972.

Riciard M. Cyert and James G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the
Firn (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1963), p. 119.

Alain C. Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much Is Enough? Shaping
the Defense Program, 1961-1969 (New York: Harper and Row, 1971),
pp. 335-336.,

Advisory Council on State Departments of Education, Reinforcing
the Role of States..., op. cit., p. 29.

For the same notion in another context, see Cyert and Mavxch,
op. cit., p. S2. ’

Intsrview with USOE official, March 1, 1972.

Interview with USOE official, June 26, 1972,

Letter from Rhode Island SEA staffer, April 4, 1972,

See Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Borwn
an¢ Company, 1971). Allison makes the point this way on page 174:

"The peculiar preferences and stands of individual players can
have a significant effect on governmental action."

Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1964), p. 168.

See the discussion of Title V in Texas in Appendix C.
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This 1otice was found during a visit to the Colorado SEA in
Decemser, 1971,

Campb:11, et al., op, cit., p. 75.

“i:ese impressions are based mainly on interviews with SEA offi-
cials, USOE officials, and a variety of other observers of SEA's.

Intersiew with USOE official, 1972,
Cyert and March, op. cit., p. 34.

That xs to say, one way to avoid ‘"audit exceptions'" frnm federal
auditors was to use categorical programs only for those activities
clearly related to the programs' purposes, and using Title V for
those expenditures that did not fit any of these categorical
progrms,

Inter ‘iew with Texa. *Ei. official, December 8, 1971. The inter-
viewe: said that the Texas agency, like other governmental units,
did have a slush fund, but that Title V was not usred for that

pux’po"‘e .

Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Sucial Psx;ﬁolqu of Organiza-
tions (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 446, 449.

AlliS"n, OE' Cito, p. 13.
Ibid. p. 3.
Campbel11, et al., op. cit., p. 68.

Seymoi.r B. Saranson, The Culture of the School and the Problem of’
Chang: (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc,, 1671), pp. 213, 229-230.

Charles B, Saunders, "Education Revenue Sharing: An Essential
Refor ' (An address by the Deputy Commissioner for External Re-~
latiors, USOE, at the Annual Convention of the American Association
of Sclool Administrators, Tebruary 16, 1972), p. 15. {Xeroxed.)

U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the
Domestic Council, Executive Office of the President, “Excerpts
of the President's Message to Congress [on Education Revenve
Sharing], April 6, 1971," in The Right to Leayn: President
Nixon's Proposal for Education Revenue Sharin (Washington, D. C.:
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1971), pp. 2, 3, 5. (Education
Revenue Sharing would consolidate thirty federal aid categories
into five general areas of support.) Other examples of the as-
sumption that flexible money leads to planning and flexible
programs can be drawn from the Sanders spsech, %g:.EiEL
(Continued on the follzwing page)
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54 (Cont .nued):

'The developing Federal role requires a more rational policy
‘or aid to education, and the consolidations and simplifica-
zion of existing programs is an essential nrecondition...."
(p. 3);

'...the unnecessary rigidities and complexities of the [cate-
jorical aid] structure increasingly act as obstacles rather
han incentives for effective use of Federal funds." (p. 4);

'...fragmentation, of course, only diminishes the possibility
of comprehensive, coordinated educational planning at the
State level." (p. 9);

'Careful planning would be facilitated because the Federal
ippropriations would come in a2 lump sum, one year in advance.”

(p. 13).

Inh:rent in these quotes seems to be the assunption that if
sorzhow red tape and paperwork were removed, then education
ageicies would plan comprehensively and respond flexibly to the
proolems of education.




NOTES: CHAPTER VII

NOTES ON ALTERNATIVE COUI>ES OF ACTION

Presicent's Commission on School Finance, Schools, People and
Money: The Néed for Educational Reform, Neil McElroy, Chairman
(Washiagton, D. C.: President's Commission on School Finance,
1972). The dissenting remark was made by Bishop William E.
McManvs on page 95. Three of the remaining seventeen members
of the Commission concurred with Bishop McManus' dissenting
opinica, .

Data sapplied by Harry L. Phillips, Director, USOE Division of
State \gency Cooperation, January 12, 1973,

These observations are based on interviews-with federal and state
officials conducted as part of this study.

See, fir example: Ruby Martin and Phyllis McCiine, Title I of
ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children? (Washington,

D.C.: Washington Research Project and_NAACP Legal Defense
and Educational Fund, Inc., December, 1969).

Several interviewees reflected this point of view, Furthermore,
this general thrust underlies the rhetoric supporting general
revenu:s sharing, and special revenue sharing in education. See
footnoze number four in Chapter I,

~erome T. Murphy, "Title I of ESEA: The Politics of Implementing
Federa! Education Reform,' Harvard Educational Review, Vol. 41,
No. 1 ’February, 1971), 35-63. Also, see the discussion in
Chapte: II of this study.

U. S. )ffice of Education, State Departments of Education and
Federa. Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing -ffice, 1972), p. 8.

Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Brown
and Copany, 1971), pp. 94-95. Some evidence on the short tenure
of man - chief state school officers is found in Council of Chief
State school Officers, '"Record of Tenure of Chief State School
Officers'" (Washington, D.C,: Council of Chief State School Of-
ficers, January, 1972). (Typewritten.) This document shows that
the number of chiefs who had been in their jobs for less than
five years was thirty-three in March of 1970, forty-one in March
of 1971, and thirty-eight in January of 1972.

For a brief, general discussion of this point, see Alan K.
Campbell, “''Breakthrough or Stalemate? State Politics," in The
State and the Urban Crisis, ed. by Alan K. Camphell (Englewood
Cliffs, N, J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970), p. 201.




-

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,
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Dan.el Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology of Organiza-
tiois (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 449.

Foxr this notion of "power to the people", see U. S. President,
The State of the Union, January 25, 1971.

Mem)randum from S. P. Marland, Jr., Commissioner of Education
to fr. Charles Miller, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Budget, on
1975 Budget Allowance, October 4, 1971, p. 1.

For some of the rhetoric used to justify the consolidation of
fed:ral education programs in general, see: U. S. President,

Message to the Corigress on Education Revenue Sharing, April 6,
1971,

Memorandum to Chief State School Officers from Harold Howe, II,
U. 5. Commissioner of Education, on Proposed Changes in Appropri-
atims to Affect Three Programs, April 28, 1967.

This estimate is based on data in U. S. Office of Education,

The State of State Departments of Education (Washington, D. C.:
U. 3. Government Printing Office, 1969), pp. 9, 11. In 1967,
23% of $18.7 million was expended for 'services for improvement
of instruction." That equals $4.3 million. 1In 1968, 34% of
$25.3 million was expended in the same category. That equals
$8.5 million. The difference, $4.3 million, represents the addi-
tional amount spent in this category in 1968. At the same time,
thidugh the merger of Title III of NDEA, $5.5 million was added
to the Title V account. Eighty-five percent of that, or $4.7
million, was available for Title V (section 503). $4.3 million
divided by $4.7 million results in ''roughly ninety percent."
This is a rough estimate because it is possible, although un-
likaly, that the increased expenditures in the "instruction"
cat:gory could have come from changes in Title V expenditures
having nothing to do with the merged Title III of NDEA, or from
the money previously budgeted for Title X of NDEA. The data I
gatiered from on-site visits, however, indicate that for the
most part the subject matter specialists were simply switched to
the Title V account. The estimate is a rough one also because
in 1968 the formula for app .rtioning funds among the states was
beiig changed. This meant that although the total fiscal year
19¢8 appropriation for Title V was the same as the combined total
for Title V of ESEA, Title III of NDEA, and Title X of NDEA for
fiscal year 1967, some individual states had to make adjustments
because their combined total in fiscal 1968 was less than it was
for the three separate programs in fiscal 1967. Consequently,
the transfer of the Title III subject matter speciaiists to the
Title V account was more complicated in some states.

Ibid.
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b proof: .)

20. Ibid., p. 384, (Page proofs.)

acd
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Categorical aid, see the documents cited in footnote number four
in Chapter I.

22. Lettes from James P, Costa, Director, Federal Relations and
Programs Branch, Nevada Departments of Education, April 13, 1972,
pP. 4. Also, another example helps make the point. Commenting
on sore draft tentative findings of this study, Richard A.
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23, Letter from Harry L. Selden, Chief, Policy and Procedures Staff,
USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation, February 4, 1972, p. 2.

24, Accorcing to Burton D. Friedman and Laird J. Dunbar, Grants
Managenent in Education: Federal Impact on Stategﬁggncies
(Chicego: Public Administration Service, 1971), p. 40, f

"Ths early visits [by USOE after the passage of ESEA], it
has been suggested by some SEA officials, were combined
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ide1 that there should be a separate planning unit -com-
pon:nt in each SEA,..."

ZSo M‘lrphy, OE. Cito ? ppo 37-380

26. For eximple, see the still-secret report of the HEW Task Force
on Title I of ESEA, 1970. In section 106, it states that
"Title I has influenced states to expand their own contribution
to compensatory education from $2.7 million in 1965-66 to $198

| million in 1968-69."

27. Martha Derthick, The Influence of Federal Grants: Public As-
sistance in Massachusetts (Cambridge: Ilarvard Unlversity Press,

1970y, p. 197,
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A r:cent study of federal categorical aid in six states reached
bas .cally the same conclusion. See: Michael W. Kirst, '"Who
Gov:rns?", in Federal Aid to Education..., op. cit., p. 65.
Kir:t notes:

'The sanctions and incentives available to the federal
rovernment are insufficient to alter drastically the tra-
<litional pattern of state education policy. Federal money
can be considered a stream that must pass through a state
wapitol; at the state level, the federal government is
‘arely able--through its gu1de11nes and regulations--to
livert radically the stream or reverse the current. Con-
-equently, the specific political context in each of the
:ix states needs to be carefully examined by the reader.
‘et, over a long period of time, federal administrators
md guidelines have a percept1b1e impact on state policy,
Jroviding the federal objectives are not changed."

See footnote 112 in Chapter IV.

Der hick, op. cit., p. 243.

I h.ve spelled out this point in more detail in the administra-
tio of Title I of ESEA. See: Jerome T. Murphy, 'The Education
Bur--aucracies Implement Novel Policy: The Politics of Title I
of ;.SEA, 1965-1972," in Policy and Politics in America, ed. by
Allan P. Sindler (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, forth-
coming, 1973).

See  Martin and McClure, op. cit.; Murphy, ibid.; and Michael J.
War o, et al., ESEA Title I: A Reanalysis and Synthesis of

Eva uation Data from Fiscal Year 1965 Through 1970 (Palo Alto,
Cal f.: American Institutes for Research, March, 1972).

Als.,, if one goes beyond the consideration of categorical aid
to ..EA's and includes aid to localities, then categoricai aid
can also play an important role in how money is distributed
witlin states. Reflecting their concern with the intrastate
alli cation of federaltfunds (with the exception of Title I of
ESE.. which distributes the funds down to the county level by
foriula), Berke and Kirst conclude:

“While recommendations for untied block grants in educa-
tion are popular in Washington, as this is written, the
principal authors of this volume oppose such aid. We be-
lieve that the record of the states as discussed in our
research does not warrant confidence that the allocation
of federal funds will be any more rational or equitable
than it has been in the past."

Berke and Kirst, "Intergovernmental Relations...," op. cit.,




34,

35,

36.

37.

38.

39,

40.
41.

42,

43,

44,

45,

46.

47.

340
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See d:scussion of this point in Murphy, "The E.ucation Bureau-

cracits,.,," op. cit.

U. S. Office of Education, "Consolidation of Administrative Funds
in Elimentary and Secondary Education" (USOE Bureau of Elementary
and Sccondary Education, unsigned, undated (circa June, 1972)),
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U. S. Office of Education, "Proposed BESE [Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education] Action Steps" (USOE Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education, unsigned, undated (circa June, 1972)),
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For e>amples of some of the many problems with USOE official
data (n SEA's, see footnote two in Chapter VI.

Friedran and Dunbar, op. cit., pp. 96-97.
Derthick, op. cit., pp. 234-235,

Memorindum to Chief State School Officers from Harold Howe, 1II,

U. S. Commissioner of Education, on Items for Ii“erest and/or
Actior of Chief State School Officers, July 5, 1966. This memo-
rardw described USOE's '"program review visitations", begun in
fisca] 1966, which later were refined and called "state management
reviers'',

Inten iew with Harry L. Phillips, January 8, 1973,

U. S. Office of Education, State Departments of Education and
Feder#1 Programs..., op. cit., pp. 16-19.

These observations are based on interviews with SEA officials in
these three states.

Commert of Ray Rothermel upon reading a draft of this section,
1972. ) g

Several examples of recent interest by analysts might be useful.
According to Sundquist:

"Given this diversity, the advantages of state perticipa-
tion can be maximized and the disadvantages minimized only
if the federal government can adopt a differential approach,
working through some states and bypassing others in the same
(Continued on the following page)
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47. (Coitinued):

)rogram. To make such an approach possible, federal-state
relations have to be converted from a legal concept, in

which the states collectively negotiate in the legislative
ind administrative processes for rights and powers that all
>f them then possess, to an administrative concept, in which
he federal government exercises judgment as to how much re-
liance can be placed upon each state and reaches an indi-
ridual understanding with that state governing federal-state
idministrative relationships. At present a state that raises
tts level of competence substantially above that of its sister
itates notices no difference in its treatment by the federal
lepartments. But under a differential approach a state that
established a strong department of community affairs, for
:xample, could be granted more authority over federal aid
yrojects, perhaps through informal devices whereby its ad-
rice was systematically sought and heeded." (Emphasis in
»riginal,) ’

Jarn:s L. Sundquist, Making Federalism Work (Washington, D, C.:
The Brookings Institution, 1969), p. 271,

Accé%ding to Seidman:

'Federal regulations generally do not discriminate between
the most competent and the least competént State and local
jovernments. Rather than devise our regulations for the-
lowest common ‘denominator of governors and mayors and States
ind cities, it would be preferable to provide for direct
Federal administration in those instances where it could

>¢ demonstrated that State and local administration could
10t meet established standards of competence, honesty, and
fairmess."

Har>ld Seidman, Politics, Position, and Power (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1970), p. 281.

Accorrding to Kirst:

‘A differential approach to state governments could supply
another potent sanction.... A differential approach would
permit USOE to work through the 'good' states and bypass

the 'bad' ones for a period of time." (Emphasis in original,)

Michael W, Kirst, "Delivery Systems for Federal Aid to Disad-
vantaged Children: Problems and Prospects,' in U. S. Congress,
Senate, Hearings Before the Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity, October 7, 1971, p. 8669.

(Continued on the following page)
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(Cont. nued):

Accori:ing to Berke and Kirst in a section entitled, "Federal
education policies should emphasize differential administration":

". .administrative practices in which one set of regulations
cover a variety of practices are doomed and...more flexible
approaches are needed. Flexibility would permit adminis-
tration by state education departments capeble of super-
vising and guiding their LEA's [local educational agencies],
or if the state department were incapable, such flexibility
wol.ld enable a program to be administered directly by the
local district. Anarchy is inconsistent with responsible
gorernment, yet anarchy is what characterizes the adminis-
trition of many federal programs. Certainly, the U, S. Office
of Education is not equipped to administer federal aid pro-
grams for the entire nation, but it could develop a capa-
bility to conduct them better than they are now being done
in many states. And that, we contend, is little more than
their basic responsibility."

Berke and Kirst, ''Intergovernmental Relations...;ﬁ-og. cit.,
p. 40.. (Page proofs.)

It is noteworthy that none of the above quoted analys” s followed
his endorsement of differential treatment with an analysis of
the political or bureaucratic obstacles to the implementation
of the idea. '
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(Washington, D, C.: National Education Association, Research
Division, 1971). This publication is updated each year.

This vas explored in depth in Chapter II.
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Friedman and Dunbar, Grants Management in Education..., op. cit.,
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The observations in this paragraph are largely based on my
exarination of SMR Reports in light of visits to particular
states,

Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: Little, Brown and
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Hil} Book Company, 1964), p. 37.
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Dowrs, op. cit., p. 126.
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on {EA operations and comparing them with what I found upon
vis:ting the agencies.

Frazar B. Wilde and Richard F. Vancil, ' ‘:rformance Audits by
Outside Directors,'" Harvard Business Revi w (July-August, 1972),
pp. 112, 113. Also, the General Accounting Office has come out
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projrams. See: .General Accounting Office, Standards for Audit
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(Wa:hington, D. C.: General Accounting Office, 1972).
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Federal Programs..., op. cit., p. iii.
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Plann:ng and Evaluation." No funds were requested by the Execu-
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planning.

Section 531(a) of Public Law 91-230, April 13, 1970.

U. S. Office of Education, "Program Development Manual: Grants

to Stete and Local Educational Agencies for Comprehensive Planning
and Evaluation'" (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Office of Education,
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E. lindblom's notion of "muddling through." But it is clear
thai, on this point, Schultze agrees with Lindblom. On page 64,
Schi:ltze states:

‘It is a perfectly valid point that values are discovered
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APPENDIX B
THE METHOD OF THE EXPLORATION

Three concerns were particularly important in determining the:
basic approach for conducting this study. First, descriptive data
about th: way complex organizations (SEA's) "work" were in short supply.
Second, :ven less was known about the way complex organizations respond
to unres:ricted aid (Title V). Third, a full understanding of Title V's
impact wis impossible, in my view, without an exploration and comparison
of the organizational and political environment of SEA's. To deal with
these coicerns, the comparative case study approach made the most sense.
Indeed, it seemed particularly appropriate since previous Title V re-
ports hase collected sufficient nationwide quantitative data to make
another such investigation somewhat suy rfluous.1

In choosing_this approach, however, I was in full agreement with
the 1971 observation of Graham T. Allison:

Most theorists have little respect for ‘case studies'--in large
part because of the atheoretical character of case studies of

the jast. But the only substitute for detailed examination of

particular events and problems is construction of theory in the
abseace of specific information. What we need is a new kind of
'cas2 study' done witn theoretical alertness...on the basis of

whic1 to begin refining and testing propositions and models.?

This stuldy was conducted with 'theoretical alertness' in the hope that

the working hypothesis drawn from decision-making theory and set out in

Chapter I would inieed be further tested and refined.

Data collection: Interviews in nine states and Washington, D. C.

provided the mai. source of information. However, both the number and




type of inlividuals interviewed varied somewhat from state to state.

Typically, I spent most of my time interviewing a wide variety of cur-
rent and frmer SEA officials, ranging from the chief state school of-
ficer to Title V project directors to sundry other staffers familiar
with the p -ogram's impact and with recent changes in the SEA. Further-
more, stat - legislators, legislative staff, staff of executive offices,
academicians, schoolmen, and knowledgeable citizens were interviewed.
In Washington, interviews were.conducted with Title V administrators in
USOE, cong-essional staff, and former federal employees intimately in-
volved with Title V's design, passage and implementation.

Vir-ually all the interviews were conducted by the writer. While
this appro-ch limited the number of individuals who could be interviewed,
it acted as a built-in control to assure comparability of values, per-
ceptions, and data analysis from state to state. The interviews were
conducted ! etween the Spring of 1971 and the Summer of 1972.

Not all nipé states received equally intensive treatment. At
least six cays were spent.in those states studied in-depth and reported -
on in Chapiers III, IV and V. Prior to the first visit, I read every-
thing available about the SEA, Titlz V, and the state politics of edu-
cation. I then spent a day or two interviewing a variety of officials
about Title V's impact, and collected state documentation about the
program and its implementation. This informati was digested prior to
the second visit which lasted about three days. A. “that time, detailed
and specific questions were asked about Title V; the decision-making
process; SEA change; and the relationship of the SEA to other agencies

such as the legislature, central budget office, UUSOE, and the schools.
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Also, op¢n-ended questions were asked and tangential issues often ex-
plored tc gather information that went beyond the data sought by the
specific questions. On this point, I agree with the approach followed
by Stephen K. Bailey and his colleagues in their 1962 study of state
school a:id iq eight states: 'The authors hold firmly to the belie” that
sophisticated social analysis must in part reflect the accidental in-
sights o} unstructured interviews and the higher reason of intuitive
synthesis."'3

A: ter the second set of interviews a fi;st draft was written.
In this jrocess, '"holes'" were. discovered which formed the basis for
further cuestions during a third visit to the state being studied. Also,
an attempt was made to interview top-level officials last so that spe-
cific questions could be asked about data collected earlier while inter-
viewing ower-level employees. Scheduling problems, however, did not
always permit this desirable procedure.4

I1 the other six states (reported on in Appendix C), my visits
to the SiA Laéﬁéd one or two days. I mainly explored how Title V was
expended and‘;;ked questions about the Title V decision-making process.
I also scught evidence about the impact of the Title V projects on SEA

T o ) . . .
operatio: s. Because these visits were short, I was unable to assess

fully the overall cﬁanges éince 1965 in these SEA's, or the role of
Title V in bringing these changes about. | -
Finally, interviewees were usually promised anonymity to assure
candid replies, particularly since many of théi&uostions dealt with
sonsitive issuos of state politics as well as the internal politics of

the SEA. As a result, only a few of my sources are identified by name.




Anyone witl a scholarly interest in pursuing this matter further is

welcome to examine my interview data which are on file at the Harvard
- £ e

Center for Educational Policy Researc

Asice from the interviews, the of‘icial Eilesqu USOE and the
SEA's, stavisticai reports, newspapers, SEA newsietters. congressional
hearings, .ibrary materials (books, monograpih., sriscles, and disserta-
tions) and a variety of nther sources were examined. In addition, a -
perspective and "feel’” for a ~EA and its envi. ounent Qere gained in the
p;occss of roaming around the halls, and talsryw with everyone available
from top o ficials to secretaries and janilors.

‘fwo Qther methods were used to gather uddttiud.. ddta and to
check my irterpretations. First, SEA officials in each of the three
states stwled in-depth were provided with »pe cmwitimars drafc on
Title V in their state. Officials in two @2 the thred states (Messa-
chisetts aid Seuth Carolina) responded with detailed comments. Secend,
I was assirted by an infermal Advisewry Panel (see Appendix A) composed
of individials familiar with Title V, BEA opevations, state polities,
oF all thyie, Adviee was solieited en the study's researeh design and
the select: on of states te be studied, The advisery panel members alsd
were ﬂﬁkéd-£6 react £6 a summary of tentative findings, Their adviee
was extrem 1y heipful; and I have tried to reflect thei¥ concerns in
the fitial repert. Neediess 6 54y, I take full responsibility fo¥ the
findings and eenelusiens,

Selection of the states: Objeetive background vaFiables were

identified which reasonably ceuid be expected to differentiate SEA'S
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and their experiences with Title V: geographic region; state share of
total edu:ational expenditures; urbanization; size of first-year (fis-
cal 1966) Title V apportionment; percentage increase in SEA budget re-
sulting f-om the first-year Title V grant; and method of selecting the
chief sta:e school officers (CSSO's). States were chosen to avoid a sample
biased on these variables. .

This method for selecting st#tes was chosen for three reasons.
First, I wanted to gauge how well particular working hypotheses drawn

from orgaiizational theory'(and set out in Chapter I) predicted the way

complex o -ganizations (SEA's) utilized unrestricted federal aid (Title V).

It thus mide sense to choose SEA's which differed along a number of vari-
ables so that my conclusions would not be limited to a particular set
of SEA's “acing the same kind of problems in the same setting. Second,
this stud+ is exploratory. Independent of the theory's application, it
:seemed imjortant to examine various problems and Title V projects in
different kinds of SEA's, Third, random selection—seemed inappropriate
since the number of states which could be visited was small and the study
was non-s:atistical in nature. Nine states were chosen: Colorado, Kan-
sas, Kenticky, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Scouth Carolina, Ten-
nessee ani Texas. All in all, the limited number of SEA's visited and
the "newn:ss'" of applying .organizational theory to public institutions
should underscore two points: no claim is made about the representative-
ness of the sample, and any generalizations that are made are necessarily
tentative in nature.

The following table shows the distribution of background variables

‘for the nine states studied.
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See tle five annual reports on Title V of ESEA put out by the
Advisi ry Council on State Departments of Education (they are
liste: in the Bibliography). Also, see: Roald F. Campbell _

et al , (eds.), Strengthening State De artments of Education
(Chicrgo: Midwest Administration Center, University of CRicago,
1967).

Graham T. Allison, Essence of Decision (Boston: Little, Brown

and Cempany, 1971), p. 273,

Stephen K. Bailey et al., Schoolmen and Politics:

A Study of

State Aid to Education in the Northeast (Syracuse:

University Press, 1962), p. xiv,

Syracuse

Lewis \. Dexter, Elite and Specialized Interviewing (Evanston,

111.: 'Northwestern University Press, 1970).
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Appendix C

Title V in Tennessee

The most striking characteristic of the.Tennessee Department of
tducation was the appe;raHCe of homogeneity of its staff. Everyone in
a positiol of authority seemed to be old, tired and -a ‘former a&mihis-

trator in the Tennessee public schools. Indeed, I asked the personnel
officer tu direct me to a top manager who was below forty years of age;

L4

he vwas wuble to do so.1

Th:s pattern in part reflected SEA recruitment procedures.
Hiring st: ff from outside th; state apparently required SEA offi: 1als
to prove o the "powers that be'" that no Tennessee citizen was avail-
able for :he position.2 This pattern also reflected the staffing of
the SEA tlrough political patronage. Under Tennessee law, not only
the chief state school officer but the entire SEA staff served at the
governor': discretion. Governors in the past apparently excrcised this
discretion by appointing poiitical friends to SEA jobs.>

Anc ther distinctive characteristic of the Tennesseo. SEA was what
might be (alled its pre-bureaucratic mode of operation.4 Formal rules
and regulitions, fixed channels of communication, and a preoccupation
with efficiency simplyﬁgeemed foreign to the agency. Rather, there
ap ‘'red 1o be a personal (as opposed to pulicy) orientation which cut

across formal organizational channels. Wwho one knew and how well one

was liked seemed to be as important, or perhaps more important, than
what one knew.s
i

Of course, youth is not synonymous with effectiveness, political

patronage does not necessarily lead to incompetence, and a personal

i
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orientatio: is ﬂot necessarily bad. But it is clear that the Tenn;ssee
SEA is the antithesis of what is generally thought of as a 'good gov-
ernment' cxecutive agency--for example, the New York SEA. Indeed, the
contrast between the pre-bureaucratic, political and personal orienta-
tion in Te: nessee and the professional,‘técﬁnocratic, policy-oriented
approach i1 New York could hardly be more pronounced. But the cun-
trast is a so revealing, particularly if one imagines putting the
Tennessee LEA in New York and vice versa. The result would be some-
what similar to switching the U. S. Marine Corps with the Italian Army;
there woul( be culture shock in both countries. That is to say, the
Tennessee (EA in the New York political environment would be ineffec-
tive. But likewise the New York SEA in Tennessee also would be unable
to operate. This suggests that the striking characteristics of the
Tennessee SEA discussed above were no more than reflections of general
features of Tennessee's political environment. This suggests further
that these charactzristics were probably more necessary for effective
SEA operation in Tennessee than at first might appear obvious.

Things may be changing, hnwever. After fifty consecutive years
of Democratic rule, a Republican governor was elected in 1970. Pledged
to work towird greater effectiveness in state government, he also ex-
pressed a pirticular interest in education.6 Moreover{ the governor
in 1971 appointed a business executive to be the new Commissioner of
Education, and“reportedly the new agency boss made it clear at the out-
set that he would not tolerate political patronage in his agency.7

Whether the Commissioner will be able to buck the long tradition of
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using the state executive as a manpower program for political cronies

remains to be seen.*

Title V expenditures: Tennessee's initial apportionment of

$289,000£ was budgeted for a variety.of Qctivities across the agency.
The projects called for a personnel manager, a coordinator of federal-
state relations, and a public information officer. The Division of
Instruction was expanded to include specialists in industrial arts;
in business education; in health, safety, driver education, and physi-
cal educétion and recreation; in elementary and secondary education;
and in curriculum planning and development. Also, funds we;e budgeted
for technical assistance to schools in finaﬂce and business management,
in school plant planning and management, and in pupil transportation.
Finally, funds were budgeted for the rental of a computer and the pur-
chase of »>ther data processing equipment.g In fact, the SEA later
spent about $300,000 of Title V end-of-year money--more than their
entire first year apportionment--for the purchase of a computer.10
Over the years, Title V was used almost exclusively for the
continuin subsidy of projects started the first year. The only major
new Title V activities were begun in 1968, after the federal appropria-
tions fo. Titles III and X of NDEA (which supported SEA positions) were

terminatei. The SEA positions were switched to the Title V account.11

*In late 1972, a year after my visit to the Tennessee SEA, the new
Commissioner resigned.
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The latest available breakdown of funds shows how the money was
spent in f.scal 1971: $23,000 for the Division of Personnel; $26,000
for the Of lice of State-Federal Programs; $154,000 for the Division of
Instructic:; $39,000 for the Division of Schoolhouse Planning and Pupil
o ' Transportation; $42,000 for the DiJision of Public Information; $98,000
for the Dirision of Finance and Administratiog; $109,000 for the Di-

vision of ;jtatistical Services; $35,000 for the Division of Technical

s £ 4

and Field jervices; and $12,000 for Teacher Education and Certification.
Also, $6,000 of the 1971 apportionment of $544,000 was left unearmarked,
appareﬁt}y to meet needs as they developed during the year.12

‘Ih sum, Title V was spent initially to fill in personnel gaps
in traditimal SEA programs across the agency. Since that time, Title V
w.- used mainly to continue to subsidize these additional SEA slots,
with virtually all the divisions of the agency receiving their share

of the funlis.

Title V decision-making: Tennessee apparently reached its

initial Title V decisions somewhtt similarly to the process followed

in New Yor<. Division directors and area specialists were asked io
come up with suggestions for strengthening the agency. Different ideas
reportedly were assigned"ﬁriorities since the requests for Title V
funding apparently exceeded the available resources,13

The laundry list of ideas was discussed at several meetings,

with major focus on short-term pressing problems across the agency.

As one SEA staffer put it: 'Title V was used to take nails out of
. } 1>
shoes."14 Title V also was viewed as a source of '"benevolent blackmail.” >
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That is, Title V could be usei to start some services that the state
had not funded. Later, Title V funding could be terminated, it was
hoped, thus forcing the state to pick up the costs. By and large,
Title V continued to subsidize the projects wmeTging from these
initial «ecisions. '

D ring this initial process, a USOE official spent approximately
twr veeks in Tennessee assisting in the deveiopment of projects. He

was very helpful in pointing out management - ‘-iencies, according

16
to a SEA staffer, but "didn't dictate how the money ought to be spent.'

This hel} included the writing and rewriting of some Title V application
forms, ard the giving of gdvice cn others. "After I wrote mine," said

one SEA official, "I was asked to rewrite it and put it in language

"{{/7fﬁat the 'feds' wanted."17 So, the SEA spent the money as it pleased,

with hely, but not direction, from USOE.

Ii sum, the Title V decision précess apparently was marked by
competit:bnsfbr the funds qmdﬁg'virtually all SEA units.- There was no
attempt 10 define "strengthéning" or to establish general, agreed-upon
goals tg guide the decision process. Different units worked to win a
snare of the funds to expand their existing activities, and to meet

their pri -existing priorities.

Cencluding observations: Title V's chief benefit to the Ten-

nessee SEA was the provision of general operational s-™wmort. This -
pernitted the SEA to hire and continue to support staff to imprqve in-

-
ternal SEA operations and to expand services to schools. In 1970,

2 18
Title V paid the salaries of forty-seven SEA employees. Despite this
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federal as: istance, however, it was my impression that the SEA had not
changed ve-y significantly since the advent of Title V. It seemed to

be rocking along, providiag more services to local schoolmen.




Appendix C
Title V in Kentucky .

The most striking thing about the Kentucky Department of Edu-
cation was ;hé;_nothing particularly striking stood out. It impressed
me as a fairly quiet, slow-moving agency, generally staffed by compe-
tent,vif 10t colorful, professional educators. Their main concerns
seemed to be regulation and the provision of traditional services, upon
request, to their professional peers at the local level.

As with many other SEA's, the Kentucky ‘agency had an assnrtment
of persorael problems. For one thing, the chief state school officer
was q}eétéd for a four-year term, but could not succeed hi_-self.1
While tgis protected somewhat against an entrenched agency boss, it
ai;; inhibited continuity of state educational leadership. For another,
the SEA :pparently operated on'the "buddy system". That is, local
schoolmer who were friendly with top departmental managers reportedly
had access to jobs, even though the agency worked under a merit system.2

A third problem resulted from low salaries which made it ex-
treme1y cifficult for the SEA to attract and hold competent employees.
About on¢ out of every five professionals left the agency each year

for new 3obs.3

What's more, since local teachers' salaries were low,
it would have been considered impolitic for an elected chief to seek
higher SEA wages without winning higher local salaries at the same
time.* But this salary problem was less of an obstacle in 1971 than

it had been in the past. As in several other SEA's visited, the number

of educators seeking SEA employment had increased recently, apparently

as a result of the nationwide economic recession.
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Despite these personnel problems, the SEA appeared reasonably
stablef S=veral top officials had worked there for many years even
with the f -equent turnover of chiefs. No doubt, this was possible in
part b .au.e a.change in chiefs did not also mean a change in the po-
litical party affiliation of the SEA leader; as long as anyone could
remember, *he agency had been headed by a Democrat.S

So, the Kentucky SEA seered to be a rather nondescript unit
competentl: providing traditional services to local schoolmen in a
routine wa; ., If there was a lot of activity .at the state level in
education, -it did not seem to be taking place at the SEA, cr at least

while I was visiting the agency.

Titie V expenditures: Kentucky's first year apportionment was

budgeted fcr sixteen activities across the SEA.6 The projects called
for seven jrofessionals in general administyration, ihcluding a pro-
fessional libr;rihn,‘and a public information officer; staff for the
collection and dissemination of statistical data; a purported researcﬁer:
four professionals ''to achieve a better balance in consultative ser-
vices among all areas of instruction";7 and additional staff to pro-
vide servicas in ;chool lunch progrhns, in facility planning, in
finance, ani in other aspects of administration. Money also was bud-
geted for a personnel officer, a legal-leg® ;lative program, and several
other miscellanecus activities.®

Once these original projects were started, thoy absorbed the
Title V resources from year to year. As Kentucky's fiscal year 1971

Title V application stated:




All ritle V projects for 1971 are continuation activities.
For ill practical purposes, goals and objectives, project
desim, and types of activities were determined for most.
projects in the first year of operation--1966.9 :

Aside from these continuing expenditures,,part.of Kéntucky's
Title V ipportionment was also used in effect as a contingency fund
to meet ;mall crises as they developed during the year. For example,
late in fiscal year 1971, a "critical need for expanding the state-
wide testing program"10 developed because the SEA test-scoring segyice
was exteded to cover non-public school children. To pay for the "
needed n:w test-scoring equipment, the SEA searched for an appropriate
funding source. Since.Title V provided wunrestricted resources, it
apparently was viewed as most appropriate. In order to '"free necessary
Title V funds to prevent serious cutbacks in state-wide testing pro-

1

grams for public and non-public schools," 1 the cost of a regionaliza-

tion stuly was switched from the Title V account to another funding

source.1 An amendment was tiien. submitted to USOE expiaining this

new Titlz: V expenditure.13

(USOE rarely, if ever, questioned these
amendments.)14 Consequently, Title V resources were used to pay for
this une cpected contingency in the mid¢: : of the budget cycle. The
test-scoring project was simply labeled as a Title V activity.

In sum, Title V was mainly used the first year to meet pressing
probiems by the expansion and refinement of ongoing activities across
the agency. These activities ranged from consultative services to
schools, to intefnal administrative improvement, to providing school

bus driver training. '"The early effort was to shore up programs

which had been deficient for fifty years," one SEA staffer said. '"We




strengthen-d those struggling units that needed help."ls Or, as an-

other SEA . fficial put it, "We first had to get our staff in order.

. - " 16
We had to ]ave this before we could do things lik- planning," After
the first :ear, the monev was used mainly as a continuing subsidy for

the origin:1 projects, with a small amount apparently reallocated to

meet crises as they emerged.

Title V decision-making: Kentucky's Title 'V decision process

appeared tc match closely the one followed in New York. Different
units of tle agency were asked to make suggestions for strengtheniné
the agency, with ideas filtering up through the bureaucracy. A series
of meetings were then held to reach allocation decisions. A SEA dt;cu-
ment_v(descri des the SEA planning for Title V in 1965:

The Exe:utive Cabinet composed of the superintendent, deéputy
superintendenc, and four assistant superintendents provided
the nucleus for formulating policy and planning procedur-s.
Planning prczeeded from the basic organization wunit--the
division, with director and staff planning together, to
meetings of directors with assistant superintendents, and

to the :xecut.ve Cabinet.for policy determination and pri-
orities where required. The program envisioned by divisions
called { an overall budget approximately three times greater
than tn: first-yesr appropriation. (Emphasis in original.)

In other words, different units of the age:  apparently defined
"'streng.hen.ng' in terms of specific unit needs, rather than the SEA

initially eitablishing asreed-upon goals for the agency.

- ~

In the face of requests exceeding ‘thé available Title V re-

sources, the SEA purportedly established criteria to guide the Title V

decision-making. They included:
(1) stage or level of development of existing programs and
services, (2) extent to which specific improvements are needed,
(3) adequacy of budget over and above expansion needs to establish




new srograms and services to fill in gaps in a comprehensive
program, and (4) availability of keg personnel at mid-year and
under existing salary lir_nitations.1 (Emphasis added.)

With  the bounds of these criteria, different units of the agency ap-
parently competed for their share of the funds, mainly by arguing
their czse for additional activities. "I've gotten my proportionate
share,"l; one division director said. The result was sixteen projects
which were designed chiefly to meet the steffing needs of the different

units across the agency.

Concluding observations: As in other states, Title V provided

the Kentucky SEA with a source of general operational support which was
mainly expended on sali_ries. 1In 1970, ninety percent of Kentucky's
Title V funds were used to pay the salaries of forty-six employees.20
These erployees provided a variety of useful servicéa.across the agency.
In this sense, Title V stren;thened the agency. On the other hand,
Title V « ot used in a coordinated way to bring about any funda-
mental change. the SEA was able Fo offer more services as a conse-
quence ¢ f federal monies, but its mode of operations and its orienta-
tion -tov ard regulation and ‘service'continued to te rather traditional.
In short, the agency was bigger, perhaps better, but not much different

as a result of Title V.




Appendix C

Title V in Colorado

An understanding of state education policy in Colorado would
be incomplete without considering the role of the legislature. Fer-
haps bet ter than any other governmental unit, it reflected the growing
concern in Colorado with holding schools accountable for the efficient
expendit;re of education funds. Indeed, with this concern in mind the
legislature passed three laws in 1971. The Comprehensive Educational
Planning Act was "intended to stimulate long-range planning in school
districts."1 The Educational Accountability Act was designed to en-
courage local districts to achieve measurable objectives,2 And the
Program Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation System Act (PPBES) was

3

meant to "tie together the planning and the accountability act.'™ It

was cohtendeq that "the public will be getting more for its education
dollar"l if these laws worked. T

The legislature was not only concerned with local efficiency,
but alsc with squeezing more output from the SEA at minimum cost. In-‘
deed, fcr years thé legislature reportedly preaced the commandment:
"Thou [the SEA] shalt not go over eighty-five state-supported profes-
sionel Iositions."s_ Since ESEA's"?assage in 19ﬁsi*in?facttwbniifgﬁ§‘““
additioral state-supported SEA professional position had been author-:
ized by the legislature.6 Furthermore, in an attempt to gain greater
leverage over SEA prugrams, the legislature in 1970 established pro-

A1
cedures for appropriating federal, as well as state, dcllars. ''Some

8
elected official ought to be responsible for how it [the SEA] is funded,"

RRSR RIS

a legislative aide said.
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The legislature also demonstrated its concern with SEA costs
by commissioning the Stanford Research Institute (SRI) to conduct a
comprehe nsive study of agency operations.g The 1971 SRI Report con-
cluded, among otier things, that "the Department's performance in its
chosen role is irrelevant to the .educational needs of Colorado's stu-
dents”;]0 that the SEA was ineffecfively manned, being "heavily
staffed with professional educators, even in those positions of a
purely internal-administrative nature";11 and that the SEA was not
an apprcpriate agency for providing direct services nggchools (e.g.,
instruciional consultati&x).12 In- an effort to implement SRI's recom-
mendaticns, one house of the legilature slashe& the SEA budget by
about $260,000. But before fhe'ﬁppropriifion bill passed, tbe'funds
were.rertored.13

“he legisiature, then, was actively ~ngaged in the formalation
of state educational policy--beyond the normal concern with state aid
to the - chools. Moreover, it kept .a close eye on the. SEA and did not
support expansionary activities. ;ﬁile this activé legislative in-
vdlveme;q refiectéd a concern with‘efficiency and accountability, it
also se-med to mirror the existence of poor communication and even

’hostiii-y-betﬁééﬁékhégsEASEEH the legislatu;e.14 To say the least, the

Colorad:: SEA did not operate in a vacuum at the state level.

Aside from legislative pressure, the Colorado- SEA also faced its.
fair share of other problems. Its salaries were not competitive, often
as much as $2,000 below those at the local level for the same kind of

work.15 This helped to explain the annual SEA turnover rate of about

ERIC « one out of five employees.16 Also, SEA operations were handicapped by




civil service regulations governing the emplo}ment of supnort person-
nel. Even if a typist was able to start immediately, for example, it
could teke four to six weeks to clear the appointment. "The civil
service requirements havexoutlived their usefulness,"17 one SEA staffer
said. linally, Colorado's strong tradition of localism constrained
departmental activity. As one official put it: '"The state is abso-
lutely locally controlled."18

Iespite this bleak tale, the Colorado SEA has flourished and in
some wa)s-appeared to he, a rather -impressive organization whe; I
visited it;’ Projecting whdt might be described as a frontier town at-
mosphere, the agency was lively, open, informal and bubbling with ac-
tivity. The staff seemed generally competent anq.anxious to explore
ways to improve services and, not incidentally, to please the legis-
lature. '

l'oreover, in the absence of state support for expansionary ac-
tivity, the agency's aggressive boss, Byron W. Hansford,* sought founda-
tion anc federal funds ;o;improve the organization's operation, appar-
ently w: th some success. {ndeed, in 1670 fifty~eigﬁt percent of the
Departm nt's administrative expenditures came from the federal govern-
ment, w: th almost one-third of these federal funds coming from Title V.20
Given tl is concern with change and the absence of state support, it was

little wonder that federal aid, particularly unrestricted resources from

Title V, was viewed as essential.

*Hansofrd resigned in 1971, Several interviewees suggested that he
had not succeeded in selling his ideas to the legislature and was
frustrated by its lack of support for SEA programs,l®
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Title V expenditures: Colorado's Title V apportionment was

budgetec for at least thirteen projects the first year, with nine of
them ini:ially submitted to USOE as a package.21 These projects
called for a consultant on data processing to improve the use of sta-
tistical data; an editor to produce SEA publications; the expansion of
the Department's so-called research program;iéﬁéonﬁultant in the
field of accreditation; a specialist in the problems cf the gifted and
creative; a consultant on urban éducation; a specialist in health,
physical education, safety and driver education; a specialist in in-
ructional materials; and, finally, an accountant to assist in im-

proving fiscal management. Also, four more ?rojects were submitted
to USOE later in the year. They supported a study of financing public
educatica; a study of student teaching; a stv”v of feasible programs
for the "Boards of Coopérative Services;'" ana >taff improvement ac-
tivities.22

Most of the money, then, was budgeted the ‘irst year to fill
in a vairiety of personnel gaps across the agency. But fiftecen to
twenty yfercent of the Title V resources was kept 'flexible', according
to one top SEA official.z3 That is, not all of Title V was tied up in
sale. .:, thus ﬁroviding the azency with a continuing source of dis-
cretion: ry funds to meet needs«;:‘they developead.

Cne such need was in the area of planning. During the second
year of Title V (in December of- 1966), the Colorado SE ussed part of
its "flexibie'" Title V resources to establish a new Office of Planning

24 ) .
Services. Although the precise stimulus for this new departure is

not entirely clear, one analyst, Arthur P.. .Ludka, suggested the




importai ce of three factors. First, a project, '"Designing Education
for the Future," pointed to the need for long-range planning. This
was funced through the special projects section of Title V (section
SOS).25 Second, "each state a;ency was required to become concerned
with pl:nning626 because, beginning in 1966,. the Governor's Budget
Office :equired state agencies to submit fiv;—year operational plans,
Third, "egislators believed "that'cost-effectiveness analysis should
be appl.ed ‘o the programs supported by the state."27 Ludka concluded:
"The int ernal and external forces affecting the dep;rtment, in com-
posite - ashion, served to 'set the stage' for an educational planning
system -0 evol;/e."28 Under these circumstances, Title V (section SOSj
acted a: a facilitator, rather than a primary stimulus, in meeting
this immediate need for a planning office.

n addition, part of the money which was initially kept flexible
apparen ly was used to mee. small problems as they developed during the
year., "Title V is a slush fund around here,"zg_one SEA staffer noted.
But, ov: r the years, most of the Title V flexibfl?ty‘disappeared as
the mony increasingly was used for the coﬁtinuing support of SEA po-
sitions In 1971, almost all of Colorado's Title V apportionment was
used fo' salaries and 'related ongoing expenditures, with the funds
spread .icross the agency in the following way: $50,000 for field
representatives who visit schools across the state; $43,000 for the
planning office; $20,000 for the assessment and evaluation office;
$2,000 for a youth-community relations office; $89,000 for the im-
proved learning unit which conducted workshops with iocal schoolmen

on the learning process; $73,000 for management services; $55,000 for

- - - = - I - - oo
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public iiformation activities; and $84,000 for the unit concerned with

teacher :ertification.30

Sy, then, Title V was used initially to fill in gaps, and, the
second y:ar, to get the SEA planning office off the ground. Since
that time, Title V has been used mainly us a source of general opera-

tional support for a variety of SEA units.

Title V decision-making: The initiui process for reaching

Title V Jecisions in Colorado apparently closely resembled the process
followec iﬁ New York. That is, the bureaucricy was solicited for
ideas, wi?h the money in effect put up for agencywi .~ vompetition.
“Every F2rson- in the Department was asked to submit s..ggestions for
the Department,"31 a key staffer commented. In a series of meetings,
top manszement apparently reviewed the different suggestions which
filtered up to them as part of this process. When asked how the
projects were finally agreed uﬁon, one high-level official responded:
"There vas trading off here and trading off there."32 In sh&rt. de-

cisions apparently resulted from a competition and bargaining process.

(oncluding observations: Since so much seemed to be going on

when I visited the Colorado SEA, it was difficult in a shc t time to.
disting ish motion from change. Hence, the observations that follow
about SEA activities and the role of Title V are necessarily quite
tentative. .

The two most important changes that took place in the Colorado
SEA since 1965 probably were the reorientation of SEA services to

schools, and the purported development of comprehensive SEA planning.

sliccilmanmiurac i rninf dl e ewe cding,
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.n 179, SEA,top officials apparently decided to terminate
subject matter assistance to local schools. The specialists were re-
placed vith generalists who purportedly assist local schoolm:n by
focusing on 'the facilitation of the learning process."33 This change
appearec sensible, for it simply was impossible for a small SEA staff
to provide services in a wide variety of subject matter fields. How-
ever (along with the SRI report quote ' earlier), one wonders whether
SES's should provide direct instructional services to local schoolmen
at all. Perhaps such services could be better provided by col{eges
and universities with SEA's acting as brokers, matching local Aeeds
with availéble resources,

This change in service orientation, however, doe’ :llustrate
the valve of free federal money in the hands of a change-oriented SEA
leader. Several of the SEA positions swiiched from subject matter
specialists to generalists were funded through Title V. Had the
federal noney been earmarked for particular subject matter speciélties
(e.g:; Title TII of NDEA, until merged with Title V in 196&, supported
SEA specialists only in '"critical" areas), then this change to general-
ists would have been partly thwarted. In this case, the free money
through Title V did allow the agency to change its prior;ties. It
should t: pointed out that exercising this flexibif;:y was not witﬁouﬁ
;;ganizatiﬂnal costs. A year and a half later, sev:~v.1l interviewees
pointed to its lasting negative effect on agency morale.zi4

The second purported change came in the area of planning.

Utilizing Title V and other federal money, Cclorado was reputed to be

a leader among SEA's ix the development of comprehensive, coord’nated,
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long-rar ge planning.35 In the view of SEA officials, the purpose of
planning was "to develop long-range policy and to guide departmental
operatic1 so that the use of available resources would be at a .yaximum
in attaiaing the educational objectives of the people in the state."36
Tae planning office acted mainly as a coordinating unit, with

plans developeq_across the agency.37 These plans were supposed to be
comprehe isive which, translated, meant that "the interrelationships
and interdependence of every educational need, goal, objective, program,
practice, service, and resource must be thoroughly studied and ques-
tioned.'38 This long-range planning was viewed by SEA officials as
"vitalﬂz; to educational improvement and its encouragement was thought
to be one of the 'central problems facing education."40 Finally,
Title V played a crucial role in the agency's planning activities:.

Federal funds, largely provided by Title V, Section 503, Ele-

mentiry and Secondary Education Act, basically support current

activities in educational planning at the state level. Were

thes: funds to be reduced or withdrawn, the Colorado Depart-

ment of Education would be hard pressed to further its planning

oper ation.41

Establishing an office to integrnte the activities of various

SEA units probably was a good idea. Also, developing statements (plans)
about whit a unit shou}d be doing may have encouraged SEA staffers to
be a bit more reflective about their objectives and activities. In
this sense, Colorado's planning probably was a useful management tool.
However, as discussed at length in Chapter VII, I have seriois reser-
vations about the value of comprchensive planning. For one thing, it

is doubtful whether '"comprehensiveness" is even possible. For another,

the high hopes of the SEA for long-range planning, or at least as

! :7.;\.
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exemplified in the rhetoric used to describe planning, seem unrealistic,
As an alternative, I suggested in Chapter VII a low-key focus on policy
analysis with modest expectations for organizational change.

All in all, the Colorado SEA seemed to be a reasonably dynamic
organization which, unlike some of its counterparts in other states,
was raising serious questions about its decisions and programs. (Not
incidentally, the legislature had insisted that some of these questions
be asked.) And in t?is mix, Title V played a helpful role, particu-
larly in the absence:of state support for expansionary activities. In
1970, Ti:le V paid the salaries of twenty-nine employees,42 not a
trivial wmber in an agency with only about 200 staffers.43 Motreover,
Title V nade it possible for the SEA to hire the staff to expand its
services, to make some internal improvements, and to put some ideas
into practice. As one top Stk official noted: 'We've been able to

do what :the state would not allow us to do."44
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Appendix C 381
Title V in Texas

«. W. Edgar is the Texas Commissioner of Education. The Texas
Education Agency is J. W, Edgar. Following the 1948 Gilmer-Aikin Act1
which replaced an elected chief state school officer with an elected
Board of Education and an appoisited commissioner, Edgar was hired with
the goal of ridding the SEA of its crass political reputation. For
more thin a generation, he has worked to create the image of a non-
partisan, "above politics", fair-minded professional agency. And
largély because of his efforts, the Texas SEA in 1971 appeared to be
an unustally stable body, free from much of the political intervéntion
often fcund in state agencies.2

The Texas SEA, however, did not operate in a vacuum. Local
control of the schools is a particularly strong tf;dition in Téxas.
"They are independent school districts and don't ever forget that,"3
one SEA official said. Moreover, the state was described as conserva-
tive, with a deep suspicion of new federal programs, innovative ac-
tivities, or generally breaking with past practices.4 Within this
context, the SEA operated cautiously, viewing its leadership role as
gently persuading local schoolmen to move in new directions by sug-
gesting improved approaches. As one long-time observer pointed out:
"The leaderly position of the Texas Education Agency rests heavily
upon its identification by local school districts as one of us common
folk."S Although probably essential within the setting of Texas tra-

ditions, this posture can lead to limited SEA influence and to pain-

fully slow change at the local level.
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/s with other SEA's, the Texas agency has had its fair share
of internal problems. SEA salaries were not competitive with those
for comparable local positions. This encouraged 2 high turnover rate--
about one out of four professionals reportedly left the SEA each year.6
What happened, according to one official, was that young promising edu-
cators would join the SEA for a year or so to gain a vantage point for
looking over the job market in Texas.. They would find a posiiion that—
they liked better (and that paid more} and then these'staffers would
leave tt= SEA.7 Sometimes -SEA employees could even earn more by re-
turning to high school teaching.8

Another obstacle to SEA leadership in Texas has been the sheer
size of the state and the diversity of its population. . To deal with
1,200 school districts with their various problems, the Texas Education
Agency helped to set up twenty regional education service centers.
Funded ty federal, state, and local money, these autonomous units were
designec to provide a bridge between the SEA and local districts.9
Curiously, consultants in the regionzl centers earned $1,000 to $1,500
more tha1 their counterparts in the SEA.10

The Texas SEA, then, appeared to be a competently staffed, pro-
fessionsl ;rganization operating in a relatively supportive political
environn:nt. Despite low salaries and a high turnover rate, the agency
appeared highly stable, mainly because of the long tenure of Commis-

sioner Edgar. Working within the conservative traditions of Texas,

the SEA offered services and leadership through gentle persuasion.

- 7,
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T.tle V expenditures: Title V was initially budgeted for ¢

variety (f activities across the agency. These projects called for
staff to improve internal management (including more people ébr the
personne office and the business office); expansion of the Division
of Resea ch by adding personnel and by providing additional data pro-
cessing ‘acilities; programs for the improvement of staff competencies;
consultaits for art, music and industrial arts; and the expansion of
services for language arts, mathematics, pﬁysical education and special
educatioi., Finally, a Title V project called for the development and -
staffing of an Office of Assessment and. Innovation--which shortly after
. its estai:lishment became the Office of Planning.11 In fact, according
to USOE, Texas was one .of only two states which used Title V the first
vear of *he program to establish a planning officg.12 ‘

0 er the years, Title V- was used largely ta continue to support
these or ginal projects. "Title V has become a subsidy and that's all,'
one offi.ial said. "It's like the dividend check. You expect it."}3
On the o her hand, Title V apparently has not been used as a contingency
fund, evin though "there's always some damn thing that comes up and w:
scrounge around for money."14 Rather, as Title V became available each
year it 1as recycled into the existing Title V projects, with the
agency tipping other sources to meet crises during the budget cycle.15
"Every level of government I've ever been involved with has had a slush
fund. You've got to have it," an experienced SEA staffer said. 'How
it works depends on the ingenuity of the finance man,"16 he added with

a twinkle.
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The latest available data (fiscal 1970-71) demonstrate the
extent to shich Title V has been used widely in subunits across the
‘agency: $.7,000 for the Office of the Commissioner with most of the
money budgeted for salaries and travel; $69,000 for international and
bilingual -:ducation with most of this paying staff salaries; $119,000
for partly staffing the Office of Planning; $122,000 for the Business
Office; $1',000 for data processing; $38,000 for school audits;
$67,000 for the Office of Teacher Education and Instructional Services;
$343,000 fir program development, with almost all of this used for
salaries ad travel for an assortment of subject matter specialists;
$100,000 fir the School Accreditation Division; $80,000 for teacher
education :nd certification; $102,000 for the development of instruc-
tional med:a; and $148,000 for the support of special education ac-
tivities.l”

Ove: the years, then, Title V was spread across the agency to
subsidize traditional services to the schools and internal imgggyemgnts,
and also t¢ continue to partially support the Office of Planning. But,
as one official pointed out: 'Most of the money originally went, and

still does, to the expansion of services to sch‘ools."18

Titl: V decision-making: It was difficult to gather information

on the initial Title V decisions in Texas since many key participants
died or left the agency. The following observations, therefore, are
particulariy tentative, It appeared as if the process in Texas re-
sembled the process in New York. That is tc say, the word was spread

among different SEA units that Title V funds were available. People
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were asked to come up with suggestions on how the funds could be best
used to stre;xgthen the agency. Apparently the Commissioner and the |
Deputy (ommissioner played the key roles in figuring out how the money
would be divided up.19 When I asked one official how he won part of
Title V for his operation, he stated: 'We knew that money was avail-
able and kept our problems in front of top management."zo

} fter the first year, the separate process for deciding on the
allocatiom of Title V resources apparently was abandoned. Once proj-
ects wer2 originally funded, their continuance by and large was taken
for granted in following years, thus absorbing most of the Title V re-
sources, The allocation of the remaining uncommitted Title V took
place as part of the normal budget cycle. Each year SEA activities
were firit decided upon, and then "final assignnents"21 of fuading
sources ‘Jere made. In effect, different activities were simply
"labeled" as Title V not because the program stimulated new thought
or new a:tivities, but because some Title V resources ;ere uncommitted
and the irogram appeared to be a reasonable funding source. In this
Sense, T tle V was simply used as a supplemental resource to support
any stat- priorities that might arise,

Nonetheless, as noted earlier, Texas was one of only two stafes
that use. Title V the first year to establish a planning office. Did
the Title V program stimulate Texas officials to rethink their pri-
orities the first year, to decide that planning was necessary and,
therefore, to set up a planning office? Did this decision result

from Comnissioner Keppel's hoped-for 'thorough overhaul" of SEA's?
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. . . . 2
D15 ussing tle 'outside pressures for planning," 2 Keith L.
Cruse, a Tixas SEA employee, has analyzed the origins of the planning
office. H: pointed to a "changing' Texas "shifting from an agricul-
tural, rur:l state to a multi-ethnic, substantially urbanized industrial
. 23 . .
community., .." All of this was challenging educators to do a more
adequate jib:
Forces outside the Texas Education Agency were combining to
focus attention on the need for statewide comprehensive edu-
cational planning . . . . The Fifty-ninth Texas...Legislature
establ shed the Planning Agency Council for Texas (PACT) as a
divisirn of the Governor's Office, designed to involve all
State .gencies in comprehensive planning.24
But Cruse . 1so emphasized that a stimulus for planning did come from
the federal government:

Stu'ents of organizational innovation poir% out that many
structiral inventions may come as a respons:¢ to a decisive
pressu e exerted upon an organization. In the present in-
stance the activating pressure was Title II1I of the Ele-
mentar ' and Secondary Education Act of 1965....

The demand for a structured device to assume these func-
tions ‘or Title III was irresistible. Forthwith, an Office
of Pla ning was devised. However, it was not entirely oc-
casion specific., The multiple pressures and visions ante-
cedent to Title III were quite evident in the first charter
for th: Office....25

In the con:ext of pressure on the SEA from a changing Texas, and the
pressure fir innovation from Title III of ESEA, a planning office was
establishe.l using Title V resources. Under these circumstances,

Title V acted as a facilitator, rather than a stimulus, of this struc-

tural change in the Texas SEA.

Concluding observations: The federal government has been ex-

tremely helpful in exéanding the Texas SEA over the last few years,
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In 1964-3965, the federal contribution to SEA administrative expendi-
tures wa: $1.8 million, while the state contributed just a little

26
less. In 1971, the federal contribution was $6.5 million while the

_ state coirtribution was $2.9 nillion.27 Indeed, in 1970, the latest

year thalt USOE has comparative figures,.seventy percent of the Texas
SEA administrative exnenditures came from the federal government,28
with only two other states, Idaho and New Hampshire, receiving a
higher percentage of administrative support from federal sources.29
Ard in this mix, Title V has been extremely helpful, supplying
nearly $¢ million dollars between fiscal 1966 and fiscal 1972.30 In-
deed, in 1970, Title V paid the salaries of 117 SEA employees, with
seventy-cae percent of the entire Title V apportionment used for

salaries.z’1

Aside from increasing the Agency's budget and manpower pool,
the Title V'program was mainly useful as a source of general operational
support f{>r a variety of activities across the agency, raning from
internal nanagement imprcvements, to expansion of traditional services
to schools. In the context of a SEA interested in improvement, these
discreet srojects generally were useful in providing more, and perhaps
better, sirvices to local schools. Finally, a major contribution of
Title V wis its partial support of the SEA planning wunit. Since SEA
officials particularly view this office as contributing to SEA improvc-
ment and leadership, I will conclude with a brief exploration of this
activity,

When I raised questions about SEA planning during my visit,

constant reference was made to the Department's "planning machinery,
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This consi.ted of a Commissioner's woordinating founcil cémposed of
tine top of icials of the agency,32 an Executive Planning Committee
consisting of the major SEA divisiun direc‘cors,33 and an Agency Plaaning
Council 'composed of program directors and selected consultants."3l
These grou}s met on a regular basis vo discuss various division plans
and to dec:de what the agency should be doing. Tn addition, task
forces-wert viewed as part of the pilanning machinery, and '"have been
the most active and the most productive of the planning strategies
utilized by the Agency."35 4
Alt! ough nearly one-fourth of its time was used in meeting

"emevgency! situations,36 the role of the planning office was mainly
to staff tle ‘planning wachinery", and to--

-..maintain communication and cooperation concerning com-

prehensive educational planning and evaluation among all

divisicns and programs within the Agency. Provide general

coordir ation to the Agency-wide planning structure and

mechanisms. Create new planning structures as needed,37
In short, the focus was on agency-wide internal planning coordinated
by the plarning unit. The hope was to facilitate better decisions
about the :llocation and use of SEA instructicnal resources by encour-
aging SEA c¢fficials to think about the outputs and products of educa-
tion rather than focusing on a number of discreet funding sources.3

Although my visit to Texzs was too short to evaluate fully the

SEA planning operation and its effect on decisions, some tentative
observations are in order. On the positive side, the Department,

under the rubric of planning, has adopted some procedures that prob-

ably are useful in better managing the agency. Task forces, for example,

®
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are a styaightforward device for attacking and solving particular
problems. Furthermore, efforts to integrate the activities of if-
ferent SiA units and to set up planning mechanisms for regular dis-
cussion ¢ f issues scem worthwhile. Formal mechanismsfor exploring
different issues may encourage SEA employees to think more carefully
about what they are doing and where they should be going.

On the ofﬁer hand, one must wonder about Texas' emphasis on
the duvel)pment of comprechensive plans. ("All of the Divisions within
the Texas Educaéion Agency will develop five-year plans for their own
internaj )perations.")39 As I argued in Chapter VII, it is dJoubtful
whether having units across the agency attempt to develop long-range
pians really accomplishes very much. An alternative might be to con-
centrate >lanning efforts on only a few prinrities each year. This
concert s analysis would allow a small planning staff, working in con-
junction vith program managers, to challenge assumptions, raise value
questions, and explore the interaction of ends and means in a thorough
way. Finilly, I suspect that the SEA may be unduly optimistic when it
states thit: “The Division of Program Planning's long-range goal is
that the \gency will operate with wholeness--with unity--as it provides

40 If or-

leadershi) and direction to public educatiun in Texas."
ganizatiois usually behave as cozlitions of competing subunits, as I
have argued throughout this study, then this goal may well be un-
Teslistic,

Despite these criticisms, the planning unit on balance seemed

to be providing some useful manugerial services. It was compstently
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staffed by employees who were concerned with questioning the role of
the SEA anc exploring alternative procedures and practices. Much of
this self-examination probably would not have been possible without

the money tappiied by Title V and other federal prograns.
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Title V in Kansas

Kaisas is a conservative state--people move cautiously and pro-
grams chaige slowiy. Bold experimentation and innovation appear foreign
to the wa’ things are done. To be sure, keeping costs down, running a
"clean'" oeration and seeking efficiency seem to be major governmental
objective .. These concerns are refiected in civil service regulations
which str .ctly govern the hiring of both professional and non-profes-
sional state employees. These regulations generally do succeed in
keeping pliticians and other “unqualified"'individuals out of the
executive agencies, but they also create enormous bureaucratic hurdles
for agenc .es trying to hire persons not fitting the standard mold.1

Kansas' conservatism was reflected in the State Department of
Education in 1965. It was smail (ninety-two employees)2 and generally
not regar led as a particularly innovative agency. The state's concern
with low jovernmental expenditures meant low salaries which hampered
recruitmeit. Concern with costs also meant that SEA operations were
closely witched by a central division of administration, with both
state and federal expenditures requiring approval. Indeed, the state
reportedl - was hesitant to take ESEA funds in 1965 since they mizht
dry up in the future, leaving the state to pick up the costs.

Civil service regulations and low salaries continued to plague
the SEA in 1971. An example helps to make the point. Given the in-
centive of federal money, the SEA decided in 1971 to hire an educa-
tional planner. This meant that prospective employees would have to

compete for the job on the basis of their scores on a civil service
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examinatioi. The one scoring the highest would also have to meet ex-
tensive fo mal training and experience requirements. With all that,
the succes .ful candidate could expect to earn about $14,000 a year.
The proble s were that the civil service group preparing the test knew
virtually :othing about educational planning and the salary simply was
not compet.tive. Curiously, the SEA, to get around these obstacles,
hired a full-time consultzat through a prcfit-making Kansas firm.4
Gov: rnmental activities in Kansas, then, are characterized by
archaic bu eaucratic procedures, a conservative view toward social
action .pro; rams, and a preéccupation with what one observer has called
""pedestrian efficiency."S Add to these problems an overriding allegi-
ance to lovalism in education, and it is little wonder that the 1965
SEA was a ;ather nondescript unit concerned mainly with accrediting

schocls anc certifying teachers.

Title V expenditures: In 1965, the advent of Title V meant a

budget inciease of approximately twenty-five percent to the Kansas
SEA,6 matcling the figure for South Carolina. This money was budgeted
for seven rrojects covering a wide range of activities., The biggest
one ($91,0() out of $190,000) was designed to solve various adminis-
trative prmlems.7 The Title V project paid the salaries of a per-
sonnel mansgzer, three new employees in graphic arts, a new coordinator
of federal-state programs, and part of the salary of an assistant for
federal-state relations. The second largest project ($37,000)8 was

budgeted for a general overhaul of teacher certification, with Title V

used to 'begin a crash program of recording current teacher records

9
for transfer to computer tape."
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In addition, Title V was budgeted for several other smaller
projects: the expansion of SEA school accreditation activities; sup-
port for special education; refinement of its data processing opera-

tion; expinsion of the SEA finance section to help in the disbursement

- of new federal aid; and the hiring of consultants in music and/or
1
art, and ‘:lementary education. 0 Also, SEA officials hoped to use
F Title V fir the employment of a departmental librarian., In this case, .

the centril office of administration would not clear the position
apparentl - because it seemed out of line with normal SEA activities.11
This illustrates once more the constraints governing SEA operations
and the g:wmeral conservatism of the state toward new activites.

Ov:r the years, Title V resources were expended largely to con-
tinue the initial projects. The SEA Title V coordinator estimated
that abou: seventy-five percent of the 1971-72 expenditures could be
traced to projects started in 1965-66.12 In addition, Title V picked-
up the co:ts of state supervisory services previously supported by
Titles II" and X of NDEA until 1968. Finally, some Title V was bud-
geted in 971 for planning and evaluation.

Ti:le V, then, was used in 1965 mainly to fill in gups, with
the money spread among the different units of the agency. While there
was some :ope that Title V would support a research office,13 more
urgent problems seem to have taken precedence. After the first year

Title V served chiefly as a source of general operational support with

most of the money used for the continuing subsidy of the initial proj-

ects. More recently, however, some efforts were made to free up

o Title V for planning activities.
ERIC
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Tit e V decision-making: The Kansas SEA seemed to have reached

its initia. Title V decisions in the same basic way as the Massachu-
setts SEA. Over the course of several meetings, a "rather select
group"14 0. top managers hammered out the Title V projects. "It was

a matter o: disgussion--give and take,"15 commented one SEA staffer.
Unlike New York, there was no general solicitation of the bureaucracy
for ideas, since as one SEA official noted, ''the different division
directors Inew what was needed."16 In short, knowing the needs even
prior to tle arrival of Title V, SEA officials fit existing priorities
to the ava: lable money. And once these initial Title V decisions were

made, the jrogram "was a pretty ongoing thing, because funds were com-

mitted."17

Con( luding observations: The Kansas SEA grew considerably be-

tween 1965 and 1970--its staff more than doubled.18 Title V played
an importart role in this growth, paying the salaries of thirty-seven
persons in 1970.19 Title V mainly benefited the SEA by supporting
improvements in its internal operations. The program also supported
SEA services that were never possible prior to ESEA.

Asice from new federal funds, another important change took
place in 1¢69. An elected superintendent of education was replaced
by an elected board of education and an appointed commissioner. Fill-
ing this post since 1969, C. Taylor Whittier has been working dili-
gently to change the agency's orientation fiom a focus on regulation
to a concern with improved services and planning.20 Progress has been

-made, but it has been slow.
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Ir sum, the SEA did ch;nge somewhat between 1965 and 1971 as
a result >f its new leadership and the influx of Title V and other
federal collars. Nevertheless, the tradition of localism continued
to constiain SEA activities and the state remained conservative in
its apprcach. The changes in the Kansas SEA did not match the progress
in South Carolina, despite equally substantial budget increases from

Title V.,
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Appendix C 396
Title V in Maryland

The Maryland SEA has had several advantages over its counter-

parts in s:me other states. Maryland has only twenty-four school
districts ipread across a relatively small geographic area. This com-
pactness a.d small number of local units facilitates state technical
assistance to local schoolmen. The SEA is also part of a state execu-
tive which values professionalism. This is reflected in the SEA
sularies w! ich are competitive with those at the local level, with
the except. on of school districts in the metropolitan area of Wash-
ington, D. C. Moreover, political intervention in the hiring of staff
is not a common pattern, wi;h employees selected in accordance with
an effectire merit system. The SEA, in short, has operated within a
state mana; eable in size and supporting good government.1

Not surprisingly, the SEA has also had its fair share of precb-
Vlems. Like many other states, Maryland faced a growing fiscal crisis
in 1971. "he result was a reluctance to fund new state activities and
a much clo:er scrutiny of ongoing state expenditures. For example,
the SEA pe;sonnel director reéorted that beginning in 1971 even the
hiring of temporary employees had to be justified to the central bud-
get office.2 Another problem facing the agency was the housing of SEA
employees st ten different sites, with two locations separated by
forty miles. This made it difficult for the SEHA top management to keep
tabs on departmental activities or to work together as a team. Despite
these problems, however, the SEA reflected the state's concern with

effective state government, and appeared to have a competent professional
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Title V expenditures: Most of Maryland's initial Title V ap-

portionme 1t was budgeted for the expansion of instructional services
to the sc100ls. This entailed the hiring of specialists in art, music,
health edication, materials development, and elementary and secondary
education. A small part of the initial apportionment also was re-
served foc "innovative' activities. That is, funds were set aside
to cover :he cost of tuition reimbursements and leaves of absence for
SEA emplo/ees returning to school.3

Af :er the first year, Title V continued to pay the salaries of
the specialists initially hired as a result of the program. But the
Department's slice of Title V available for staff development dwindled
to about ieven percent in 1971~72,4 since SEA salary levels increased
more rapiliy than the state's Title V apportionment. '"The program was
all chewel up with salaries," commented a SEA official. "It is now
socked in W So Title V's flexibility was short-lived and the program
mainly be :ame a source of operational support for instructional ser-

vices.

Ti le V's decision-making: Maryland SEA officials apparently

made thei * Title V decisions in a manner somewhat similar to the ap-
proach fo lowed in Massachusetts and Kansas. That is to say, a small
group of top managers, who basically knew the needs of the agency, sat
down to figure out the Department's Title V projects. There was no
formal solicitation of ideas from the bureaucracy, as in New York.6
Indeed, according to one official, the process was cut-and-dried:

"From the beginning the deputy and the Superintendent were sold on the

1
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idea that he Department needed more specialists."7 Given this ‘*mind
set"8 of tl e Superintendent, competition for Title V funds was
squelched :Tom the beginning. It was "a foregone conclusion,"9 said
one officizl, that the money would be expended on instructional ser-
vices. Tht money was used mainly in this area, with particular focus
on those sjecialties that the state legislature had refused to fund
in the pas:.lo Only later when end-of-year money became available,
noted one official, was he thrown a "bone"11 for his research activi-
ties.

It :hould be emphasized that Maryland, of the nine SEA's
visited as a part of this study, demonstrated the ieast competition
for Title \ in 1965. Although some units hoped to get some Title V
resources, the Superintendent apparently felt strongly about improve-
ment in in:tructic; . d exercised his prerogative to make the Title V
decisions. The momy was not spread evenly across the agency. With
the benefit of hindsight, however, several persons interviewed seemed
to think tlat this focus and its continuing subsidy may have been a
mistake. (ne official stated that if additional Title V became avail-

. 12
able "less of the money would go to dedicated self-preservation."”

Concluding observations: The Title V story in Maryland is not

very compli:cated. The money was budgeted chiefly for subject matter
specialists, and Title V has continued to subsidize these activities.
Or, to put it differently, Title V was used mainly to meet pre-existing
priorities by filling gaps in the existing mode of SEA operations. 1In

1970, seventy-threc percent13 of Maryland's Title V apportionments went
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14
for the alaries of twenty-seven employeeg. Indeed, Maryland seems

to be a good example of the Title V expenditure pattern found in many

states, As quoted in Chapter I, Roald F. Campbell and his colleagues
15

in their 1967 study criticized the ''overmuch attention" ~ to subject

matter sj~cialists in Title V expenditures,
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Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Tennessee

Int :rview, September 24, 1971,
Int :«rview with SEA official, September 24, 1971.

Sev :ral interviewees independently made this point, September 24,
197 .

The term "pre-bureaucratic' was used to describe Tennessee gov-
ern ient by Daniel J. Elazar, in a 1971 interview.

The .e observations are based on interviews with various SEA
off cials.

For example, Governor Winfield Dunn became the new chairman of
the Education Commission of the States in May, 1972. 'He became

‘Ten iessee's first Republican governor in 50 years...and has since

beeu noted for his progressi/e work to upgrade education in
Tennessee.'" Education Commiision of the States, "Education Com-
mission of tlie States Bulietin," Vol. 5, No. 5 (June, 1972), p. 1.

Sev:ral interviewees independently made this point, September 24,
197 ..

Dat  supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Ccoperation.
See Appendix D, Table 4.

Adv .sory Council on State Departments of Education, Improvin;
Sta .e Leadership in Education: An Annual Report of tEe Advi5ury
Couicil on State Departments of Education (Washington, D, C.:

U, . Government Printing Office, 1966), pp. 126-127,

Intrview with SEA staffer, September 24, 1971,

Int :rview with the SEA federal-state relatiens coordinator,
Sep :ember 24, 1971.

Tenuessee State Department of Educatiom, '"Title V, ESEA, P. L.
89-10 (Amended 91-230): To Strengthen State Departments of Edu-
cation,'" undated, p. 1. (Xeroxed.)

This description is based on interviews on September 24, 1971,
with several participants in the 1965 decision-making process.

Interview, September 24, 1971,
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16.
17.

18,
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Expre sion used by a participant in the 1965 Title V decision-
makin ; process, September 24, 1971.

Inter iew with SEA official, September 24, 1971.
Inter iew with SEA officiak, September 24, 1971,

U. 5. Office of Education, State Departments of Education and
Feder:1 Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington,

D. C. U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 7.
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Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Kentucky

This constitutional provision was mentioned by several interview;es.
Inte :view with SEA official, September 23, 1971.

Inte:view with SEA official, September 23, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, September 23, 1971,

Seve:al interviewees made these points on September 23, 1971.

Kent icky Department of Education, "Kentucky Plan for Implementing

Titl: V, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965", undated,
p. 3 (Xeroxed.)

Advi jory Council on State Departments of Education, Im roving
Stat: Leadership in Education: An Annual Report of the Advisory
Coun:il or State Departments of Education (Washington, D. C.:

U. § Government Printing Office, 1966), p. 82,

This listing of first-year projects was drawn from "Kentucky
Plan ..," op., cit., and ibid., pp. 81-83.

FY 171 Title V Application, p. 12,

Memorandum to Dr. Harry Phillips, Director, Division of State
Agen:y Cooperation, from Wendell P, Butler, Superintendent of
Publ .c Instruction, on Amendments to Title V ESEA Application,
FY 171, June 10, 1971, p. 1.

Ibid

Ibid

|
|
Ibid |
See “he general discussion of this point in Chapter II. ‘
Interview with SEA official, September 23, 1971,
Interview with SEA official, September 23, 1971,
"Kentucky Plan,..," op. cit., p. 2.
Ibid., p. 3.

Interview with SEA official, September 23, 1971,
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U. S. Office of-Education, State Departments of Education and
Federal Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington,

D. C. U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 6, 8.
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14.
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Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Colorado

E.. D- an Coon, '"New Laws--If Schools Can Make Them Work--Wiil Give
Publ ¢ More for Its Education Dollar," in Education Colorado
(Denver: Colorado Department of Education, September 14, 1971),
p. 4

Ibid

————

Ibid

Ibid

Interview with SEA official, December 7, 1971.
In:te-view with SEA official, December 7, 1971.
Inre - ith legislative aide, December 6, 1971.
Inte view with legislative aid¢, December 6, 1971.

Moic specifically, the study was commissioned by the Joint
Budg it Committee of the legislature.

Stanford Research Institute, "Strengthening Educational Manage-
ment in Colorado: An Abstract Repoxt of the Joint Budget Com-
mitt 'e to the Colorado General Assembly' (Menlo Park, Calif.:

Stan ‘ord Research Institute, February 5, 1971), p. I. (Processed.)

Stan ‘ord Research Institute, "Strengthening Educational Manage-
ment in Colorado: Volume I: A Summary Report of the Joint
Budg it _ommittee to the Colorado General Assembly" (Menlo Park,
Cali’,: Stanford Research Institute, February, 1971), p. 14.
(Pro..essed.)

Ibid , p. 9.

Seve ‘al state officials made this point in interviews on
Deceitber 6 and 7, 1971,

Several intervicwees independently made this point on December
6 and 7, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, Decembher 7, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, December 7, 1971.

TN
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17.

18,
19,

20,

21.

22,
23.

24,

31.
32,

33.

34.

35.

Severil SEA staffers made this same point. The quote is from
an ir:erview with a SEA official on December 7, 1971, '

Interview with SEA official, December €, 1971.
Inter riews with SEA officials, December 6 and 7, 1971,

Data ;upplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
See Arpendix D, Table 3.

U. S. Office of Education, *0OE-5169, Part II: Program Grants
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[for “he Colorado SEA for fiscal 1966]," undated. (Typewritten.)

Ibid. pp. 1-2,
Inter -iew with SEA official, December 6, 1971.

Arthu - P, Ludka, Planning In the Colorado Department of Educa-

tion o Facilitate Improvements in Education (Denver: Improving

State Leadership in Education, 1970), p. 1.
Ibid.. pp. 1-2,
Ibid. p. 2.

Ibid., p. 2.

Ibid., p. 2.
Interiiew with SEA official, December 6, 1971.

Color:do Department of Education, *Division of Accounts and
Contzcl: Sub-Appropriation Budget Status for Fiscal Year
1970-1371, ESEA 503 Departmental Administration," undated, p.
(Compu ter printout,)

Interview with SEA official, December 6, 1971.

Interview with SEA official, December 6, 1971.

7.

~ s i; the expression used by those in the Department's Improved

Learniig tnit which carfies out these new activities.

Interviews on December 6, 1971,

See, for example: Edgar L. Morphet, et al., eds., Planning and

Providing for Excellence in Education‘?benver: Improving State
Leaaersﬁ1p in Education, 1971).

On page 17, the study points to
Colorado as one of the states "beginning to take steps to provide

leadership. in educational planning."
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36. Ludki, op. cit., p. 3.
37. 1Ibid., p. S.

38. Colcrado Department of Education, A School Improvement Process:
Accr:ditation by Contract (Denver: Colorado Department of Edu-
catio; June, 1971), pp. 1-2.

39. Ludki, op. cit., p. 5.
40. Ibid., p. 17.

41. 1Ibid., p. 15.

42, U. S. Office of Education, State Departments of Education and
Fedecal Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 8.

43. Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
See \ppendix D, Table 1.

44, Interview with SEA official, December 7, 1971.
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Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Texas

Gilme  -Aikin Committee on Education, To Have What We Must...
Senat: r James E. Taylor, Chairman, September, 1948, This committee
led t« the legislation,

These observations are based on interviews with several SEA
emplovees, December 8 and 9, 1971.

Interiew with SEA official, December 8, 1971.

This joint was made by several interviewees on December 8 and 9,
1971, Also see: Michael W. Kirst, "Who Governs?", in Federal
Aid t¢ Education: Who Benefits? Who Governs? Edited by Joel
S. Bes ke and Michael W. Kirst (Lexington, Mass.: Heath, forth-
cominy ), p. 66. (Page proofs.)

"But in...Texas, the overall state political culture im-
potes such great constraints that a more activist program
priority orientation for the SEA is not feasible."

Laurer ce D. Haskew, ''Supplementary Statement: Implications for
Leade; ship Performance," in The Evolution of Planning in the
Texas Education Agency (Denver: Improving State Leadership in
Education, September, 1970), p. 22.

Interview with SEA official, December 9, 1971.
Interview with SEA official, December 9, 1971,

Joel ¢ . Berke and Michael W. Kirst, ntergovernmental Relations:
Conclisions and Recommendations, ... rederal Aid to Education...,

op. cit., p. 387,

For a description of these activities, see: Texas Education
Agency , State Plan: ‘Procedures and Policies for the Operation
of Resional Education Service Centers (Austin: Texas Education
Agency , January, 1970),. '

Interview with SEA official, December 8, 1971.
Advisory Council on State Departments of Education, Improving

State Leadership in Education: An Annual Report of the Adviso
Council on State Departments of Education {(Washington, D, C.:

U. S. Government Printing Office, 1066), pp. 127-128.

Letter from llarry L. Selden, Chief, Policy and Procedures'Staff,
USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation, February 4, 1972, p. 2.




13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25,

26.

27.
28,
29,
30.

31,

32,
33,
34,

35.

Inte -view with SEA official, December 8, 1971.
Inte 'view with SEA official, December 8, 1971.
Inte 'view with SEA official, December 8, 1971.
Inte;view with SEA official, December 8, 1971,
Texa. Education Agency, Operating Budget: 1970-1971 (Austin:
Texa . Education Agency, August, 1970), p. 289,

Inte 'view with SEA official, December 9, 1971.

These observations are based on interviews with several SEA
offi.ials who had worked for the agency in 1965,

Inte view with SEA official, December 8, 1971.
Expr- ssion used by SEA official, December 8§, 1971.

Keitl L. Cruse, The Evolution of Planning..., op. cit., p. 1.

Ibid.

Ibid

Ibid , p. 2.

&

Data supplied by SEA official, December 8, 1971, The federal
cont -ibution to SEA administrative expenditures in 1964-1965
was 1,824,856, The state contribution was $1,779,222.

Texa Education Agency, Operating Budget..., op. cit., p. 2.

Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.

Ibid

Ibid See Appendix D, Table 4.
U. S Office of Education, State Departments of Education and

Fede:-al Programs: Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 8.

Cruse, op. cit., p. 5.
Ibid.

Ibid., p. 6.

Ibid., p. 16.




410

36. Ibid. p. 15,

37. 1Ibid,

———— ——

38. Interiew with SEA official, December 9, 1971,

I 39. Cruse op. cit., p. 17.

Yot

N 40. Texas Education Agency, Operating Budget..., op. cit., p. 30.




Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Kansas

Thit description reflects the consensus of opinion expressed by
several SEA officials interviewed on December 10, 1971.

Datz supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation. Also,
see Appendix D, Table 1.

Basel on interviews with SEA officials, December 10, 1971.
Interview with SEA official, December 10, 1971.
Interview with Daniel J. Elazar, 1971,

Datz supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
Alsc, see the table in Appendix B.

Kans as State Department of Education, "Budget Estimates, FY '66",
(Har iwritten.)

Ibic,
Kansas fiscal year 1966 Title V application,

Dats based on ibid,

Interview with SEA official, December 10, 1971.

Inte rview, December 10, 1971.

Intecview with SEA official, December 10, 1971.

Quot: £rom interview with SEA official, December 10, 1971,

Ibid,

Inte rview with SEA cfficial, December 10, 1971,
Intecview with SEA official, Decerber 10, 1971.

Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation.
Also, see Appendix D, Table 1.

USOE, State Departments of Education and Federal Programs:

——

Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Washington, D. C.: U, S.

Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 6.

Based on interview data, December 10, 1971,
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Notes: Appendix C

Title V in Maryland

These observations are based on interviews with several SEA
emplo: ees on October 19, 1971,

Inter iew, October 19, 1971.
This s based on interviews and USOE, Improving State Leadership

in Education (Washington, D. C.: U. S- Government Printing
Office, March, 1966), p. 87.

Marylind Department of Education, "ESEA Title V:
Year,' p. 4. (Typewritten,)

1972 Fiscal

Interiew with SEA official, October 19, 1971,

This is based on several interviews with SEA officials who worked
for tle SEA in 1965, October 19, 1971,

Intermiew with SEA official, October 19, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, October 19,

1971.
Interview with SEA official, October 19, 1971,

Interview with SEA official, October 19, 1971,

Interview with SEA official,

Interview with SEA official,

October

October

USOE, state Departments of Education

19, 1971,
19, 1971,

and Federal Programs:

Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1970 (Wash
Governnent Printing Office, 1972), p.

Ibid., p. 6,

ington, D. C.: U. S.
8.

Roald *, Campbell, et al., eds., Strengthening State Departments

of Education (Chicago: University o
tration Center, June, 1967), p. 75.

f Chicago, Midwest Adminis-
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Table 1

414

SEt Administrative Expenditures and Total Employees for
FY 1965 and FY 1970*

FY '65 SEA FY '70 SEA FY '65 FY '70

Administrative | Administrative | Total Total

Expenditures Expendi tures Employees | Employces
Total (USA) $ 138,924,706 | $ 297,823,975 | 14,720 21,697
Colorado 1,351,162 3,132,135 132 203
Kansas 846,537 2,609,670 92 195
Kentucky 2,719,017 5,347,829 399 516
Maryland 1,609,06r 6,244,130 132 377
Massachus etts 5,800,266 7,220,690 574 603
New York 18,900,300 35,527,851 1,778 2,467
South Caroslina 910,623 7,145,912 166 448
Tennesses 2,880,815 5,505,339 349 426
Texas 3,515,785 8,087,074 500 831

(est.)

*Data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency Cooperation. "Admin-

istrative Expenditures" and "Total Employees', according to USOE, 'do
not include funds and positions utilized by the State education agencies

for the direct operation of schools and institutions."

3ut

USOE is

uncertain whether the data include programs not integral to all the

states (e.g., vocational rehabilitation).

For a discussion of some of

tho problems with those official data, see footnote two in Chapter VI,
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Table 3

I ercentage of 1970 SEA Administrative Expenditures
Derived from All Federal Sources, and
Derived from Title V, Section 503*

416

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
- % of funds in
Column 2 % of Column 2

FY '70 SEA derived from | derived from {Column 4

Administrative | all federal Sec. 503, as % of

Expenditures sources Title V Column 3
Total (US;) § 297,823,975 40.1 8.1 20.2
Colorado 3,132,135 58.1 17.0 29,2
Kansas 2,609,670 53.8 14.1 26.1
Kentucky 5,347,829 48.3 7.8 16.0
Maryland 6,244,130 40.6 7.7 19.0
Massachusetts 7,220,690 32.8 7.6 23.1
New York 35,527,851 21.5 4.9 22.8
South Car: lina 7,145,912 16.2 4.7 29.0
Tennessee 5,505,339 31.3 8.8 28.0
Texas 8,087,074 69.7 13.5 19.3

Td

*This table is based on data supplied by USOE Division of State Agency

Cooperation.
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