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PREFAC,E

Ti IV of die Civil Rights Act.of 19G4 authorizes the U.S. 'Jim of Education
(USOE) to provide4echnical assistance and training services to school districts for
he purpose of rneet lug specinl needs associaCed with implementing a school desegre.

gation plan or with operating a desegregated school system. This amistance is pro-
vided ,through direct- fmancial aid to school districts themselves as well as indirect
aid made possible thrbiigh grants and contracts with service organizations that
assist school distridts. TheLle.organizationS incluJe the general Assistance Center,
State Education Agency, and Training Institute_ This is the Kind report of Rand's
evaluation WT41 e IV opera.tions, conducted at the request of the Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Eva nation (OPII.E) or the U.S. Office of Education under Contract No.
OEC-O-74-9262.

The Study pursues two broad purposes defined fbr it by usor,. The first is to
describe the current Title IV service delivery system. The second is to evaluate
current operations to assist federal officials in improving program functions. This
report is intended to increase understanding or Title IV operations aind is orienteil
to the' needs of federal officialS.

This report highlights the major findings and recommendations. A companion
report available From The Rand Corporation includes a detailoll discussion of
theory, methodology, and data analysis, as well as additional findings and recom-
mendations.

S. Crocker at al., Tale IV of the Civil RighN Ad of 1.964: A FeiicwofProgrunt Oprotioio, Thultind
-at iw, II-1901/211 IW, Augutit 1976.
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The purpose of this study is to deScribe Title IV projects anti, by tryig to discern
the factorp that affect their success in delivering technical assistanO, to sliggest
ways in which the operation of Tit/le IV can be strengthaned.

Title IV rirovideslechnical assistance and training seevices to sch.eol districts in
various stages of desegregation by direct grants to schpol districts and indirect
assistance from three types of service agencies fiwded specifically under Title IV.
The General .Assistaa Center (GAG) and State 4ducation Ageficy (SEA) are em-
pOwered under Section 4014of Title -IV to provide both technical assistance and
training services to school districts requesting such assistance. Section'404 provides
fbr the establipment of the Training Institute (TI) fol- offering desegregation-related
training services to requesting school districts. Section 405 provides for direct lurid-

- ing of school districts (direct-funded Local Education AgenciesdlLEAs) to hire a
desegregation specialist and, in some cases, provides for desegregation-related in-
-service training.

Title IV is a complicated program in its own right and even efiore so because it
Works through an intricate system o r inI1unces. First, Title IV lacks a Clear man-
date. The program Regulations ahd GUidelines are concerned almost exclUsively
with procedural details; there is no clear definition of,desegregation-related assis-
tance,that policy goal toward which Title IV technical assistance is ostensibly
directed. As a result, some projects -may be doing the wrong things; others may be
floundering, unable to decide what to do dr how to do it. As long as there is no
substantive intervention by the USOE, 'there Will be wide variation in what is
defined by the Title IV project people as,being appropriate assistance. Second, since
Title IV isti national program, implemented through regional field offices to accom-
modate regional diversity, the program is /not consistently implemented in accord-
ance with federal intent. The unanticipated result of this diversity is to greatly
weaken the USOE's ability to initiate or implement change through Title IV. Third,

'a/Majority of the Title 4V project and regional office personnel are recruited from
/the ranks of professional educators. It Ito these same educators, unified by profession-

alism, communication, and interdependence, who in the past have resisted attempts
to redefine education goals and to redistribute resources, including resisting the Oal
of school desegregation. Finally, these forces are legitimated by a change-resistant
society, which has not merely failed to actively promote school desegregation but has
frequently been vocal in its opposition to it. Thus, at all levels, we see forces operat-
ing that run Counter to the legislated intent of Title IV and that could have an
important impact on the way in which the progrirn is impleinented,

GiVen the complexity of the program and the attendant influences on it, we
ose not to "evaluate". the Title IV program in the traditional sense of the word.

To evaluate is to ascertain 'vorth ft would be irresponsible to make a judgment as
to whether or not Title IV should exist without a thoroughunderstanding of how
it operates, the.liraitations under which it operates, and its intended goal. Even- if
we understood all there was to know about Title IV, it would still be difficult to
design an evaluation fhat weewere confident had the ability to measure the effective-
ness of Title 4V apart from other sources of federal, state, or local funding, whijh



are also designed to assist the school districts-in their desegregation efforts. Conse-
quently, we have chosen not to-concentrate on asking, "Should Title .tV C,x is t?" but
to ask instead, "Given that it exists, what rire its strengths and weaknesses and wliat
can be done to improve its operations'?" The,ultimate goal of this study is to increase
the efreeikieness of the Title IV program by recommending ways in which the
program con capitalize on its strengtis.

This study of Title IV,operations is based primarily on a statistical analysis of%
mail questionnaires from 140 of the 164 nroject offices (GACs, SEM, Tifs ,and
dfLEAs) and interview ratings from on-site interviews at 40 project offices and 74
of the school districts being served bY these projects. Also, iv rsonal interviews were
honducted at 7 of the 10 regional offices responsible for administering the Title IV
program, and with personnel in the Equal Educational. gpportunity Programs
4EEOP) division of.the USOE (the federal supervisory agency) in Washington, D.C.,
In these latter interviews we were interested primarily in determining the respond-
ents' interpretation of the intent of Title IV and how it operates, and-their percep-
tions of what the federal role is and should be with respect to Title IyA. t the 'project
office and client school district levels, *e were intereste4 primarily in determining
h-ow Title IV projects are staffed and organized, what activities they offer, to whom
their activities are directed, how those activities impact upon the clients, fr,om'whom
they receive support, and what kinds of problems they encounter while implement-
ing their program.

Our analysis draws equally upon three components: the' construction of a
theoretical framework, tested against both ,the observations made in the site visits
and a statistical analysis combining coded site visit data and mail questionnaire
data. Debriefings were held following each wave of site visits. These debriefings
permitted the data collection, conceptual frame, and hypotheses to evolve gradually
over-a peri'Od of several months. Aftei the last site visit and debriefing, a conceptual
schirne for the study was agreed upon, and a series of interviewer ratiag forms was
deVised and Reparedfor each visited project and its clients. These forms contained
varioa measures-'against which eaCii project and each observed client wa$ rated by
the interviewer on a scale from 1 to 6.

The study used two major types of outcome measures. One type of outcome
measure consisted of interviewer ratings of the impact a project o1fice4 had on the
policies, programs, gersonnel, institutional structure, and training sweets of its
client school distriets. Analyses of the association between various 'project office and
district characteristics enabled us to isolate ckaracteristics thaLhad swing posi-
tive or negafrVe effect on project office impacts. These ratings also permitted us to
combine some site visit information with the mail questionnaire-data from the same
projects in statistical analysis.

The second type of outcome measure consisted ofa classification of the types of'
activities conducted by difTerent project offices. From the mail questionnaire data we
clustered die activities undertaken by the projects on the basis of intercorrelation
matrices intn three clusters:



Cluster

Dese ion

Technical Assistanci

ining

Ac

Preventing disrnissl or displacernçnt of minorities
Assisting districts in developing aesegrlegation plans
As ssing new,ddsegregatiOn capabilities

Pro posal -wri ting
Developing and dissernirlLlting materials
Gathering statistical information
Maintaining libraries

Training in use of new methods/ma eri ls
Traiiingslirectors of local prfijects

4GAC, onlyTraining supervisory, personal

We were able to inalq a determination en the basis of- ur field work
desegregation,eluster consisted of activities that were directly related to dese a-
tign, and were.district-specific; the technical assistance cluster comprised activiti
that may also be diTrectly' related to degegregation but were less apt to be district-
specific; ,and the tr.aining cluster consisted of activities that were at times only
-tangentiaily related to desegregation. Again using cOrrelafioa analysis, these clus-

, -tersenabled us to identify factors that were associated with the projects undertaking
more or less of these three types of activities. Further examples frOrn the field work
were used to suppOnent the'sstatistics to' give specificity to the results of the data
analysis.

This report is the summary of- Rand's study of Title' IV. Section II discusses the
theoretical basis underlYing Title IV,and documents. the program as specified by the

_Regulations and Guidelines. Section III provides a description of the regional office,
and Sec. IV deScribes the four ypes of project offices. Section V discusses -the key
variablA that seem to impact on the ability of the project offices to.deliver.services,
and Sec:. Vt sets fbrth our recommendations for improving and strengthening Title
IV. 'A companion reportt(rocker et al., 1976) covers the same topics in greater detail
and describes our study design and the data and statistied analyses used to arrive
at our conclusions. The second phaseof Rand's stady of Tifle IV is in process. 14 this,
phase we are looking Speci4cally at the efrect on program operations of a dihg

sistance in the, area ,of sex discrimination to the program's prior desegregaltion
oeus. We expect the follow-Up study to enhance,the findings reported upon here:



BACKdR UND
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Title IV tec laical ass stlince and training services are delivered by (bur types
orprojects that are provided for by the enabling legislation'(Civii Rights Act 0'1964,

88-34?,, Title IV, Sections 401 to 406). The legislatimi descrihes teChnical assis- A

tanee hs th provision of information regarding effective methods,of coping.with
special educational problems occasioned by desegregation," The activities author-
ized under technical assistance include:

Helping a district to desegregate without demoting or dismissing minority
staff:
Assessing desegregation-related needs in a district,

c. Developing adm mistrative methods and techniques to cope with desegrega-
tion-relate` d problems.

d_ Developing carricula, teaching methods, and Materials for LiAe i n desegre-
gated..classrooms.
Training school personnel_in the use of (d).
Helping districts develop the capacity for school/connnunity interaction .

g. Helping schadl stafF.tp utilize other federal and state resources that ,wonl
assist them in coping with their desegregation-related problems.

h. Training school staff in the prepar ion of dem6gregation plans..

Any other activity that the Office of Education deems appropriate ifproviding
'technical assistance to dpsegregating school districts 'can also be autFtri7ed .

Training activities authorized include training sChool personnef it one or more
of the above problem- areas except (b) and, (g). Trnining fbr Tls is defined as "the

:operation of short-term or regular session institutes fbr special training designed to
improve the 'ability of teachers, supervisors, counselors, and other elementary or _-
secondary school personnel to deal effectively with special edueational problems
occasioned by desegregation." The institutea may be he.ld on campus or elsewhere,
during a summer sesSion or during the regular academic year.

The recipients of both teehnical assistance and. training services irf FY75 are
school districts- Thatré in some stage of the desegregation process.

. a school board shall be deemed to be "desegregating" if (i) iWs not under
a current legal obligation to desegregate, and (ii) it enrolls 'in its schools
significant proPortions of both minority and nonmipority group students.

.. a school board shall be deemed to be "desegregating" if it is implementing
or devejoping a plan for desegregation which has been or will be undeitak-
en pu.rstiFtnt tci a final order issued by a court of the United States, or a court
at' any State, or any other State agency or official authorized by State law
to issue sci an order, or (ii) wRich has been required and approved by the.
Secretary 'Fiealth, Education, and Welfare as adequate under Title VI Of
the .Civil lfights ACt of 1964.

,* title IN
during FY75
throughout_

rds were made in relit on a tbrword-funded baiiiie., for notivities to be conducted
nee the project activities occur in FY75, the projects will be referred to ELY FY75 projeck-4

4
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In effect, this means that-all' (.4101 districts enrolling students of mere than one
race are either desegregating or desegregated and therefore eligible for Title IV
assistance.

It should be pointed out here that Title ITV is a' relatively small federal Program
($21.7 niillion i FY75). This $21.7 million is less than one-tenth the size of the
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), a program which also assists school districts in
desegregation through direct grantki. Sb while it is true that the le rislation and

/regulations provide for a w'ide variety of Activities through four difk ent project
types to a large number of school districts, the low levsl -of funding implies that many
distr.ict-level needs cannot be met in depth.throngh nue Iv.

The technical assistance and trainitig services handed by Title IV are essentially
rvices under contract to the USOE that van/We help to desegyegating or desegre-

gated school districts that want the belt): The technical assistance and training units"
act as a noncoercive arm of the, federal governthent. When the units' were est.*

, lished, the USOE hoped that locally based help would.be more readily accepted than
technical assistance fr'om Washington, the source of most Of the sanctions that

_forced districts te desegregate. Title IV irnposes no punitive measures against school
districts, although, oh occasion, judges have referred school districts to their local
GAC or state department of education for assistance in develping a desegregation
plan Or in araifitaining and operating their schools in a desetlregated fkshien. The
Civil 'Rights Act makes dekgregation ntsistance and training to school districts
available under ene or mac? Title IV projNt types. Unlike some section's of the Act,
Title IV assistance is not compulsory, and on invitation by the district to the GAC,
SEA, or TI is required in both 'the Aot and in the Regulations and Guidelines.

Although theregulations provide for a great deal of overlap between allowable
activities of the liarious project tYpes, there are specific perceptions at EEOP _about
the r-ole of specific project types. The GAC (usually located at a university or college)
is seen, as a Title IV institution with no other funding source.and iS intended to
provide interdisciplinary skills for dmegregation assistance. It is understood as
taking on the widest scope ofactivities in both technical assistance and training. The
SEA grant represents an attempt to linit the state department's educational struc-
ture to desegregation effortsThe TI is intended to act-as a locally-based in-service
vehicle designed to help teaehers, cc ousel ors, or administrators in one or a few
districts, The dfLE grant represent -Icouse desegregation assistance as opposed
to assistarke by o agencies:

Also, the regulatior, 1y aa a 'ss by EEOP Personnel of the necessity
for multiple-level entry points into a schealltystem if change is to be promoted. Some
authprilies in implementation strategy fassir a "top-down" approach where only
persons with formal authority (sudi as district -superintendents) are selected to
receive services. These strategists asserl that change can succeed in a school district
only if it begins at the top and percolato do_wn. Other authorities favor directing
services to the perimeter of' the system (that is, to teachers and counselors), with
those change effects eventually ripplintr into the core of the district becaakshe
perimeter persennel actually implement district policy. Title IV regulationg sub- -

scribe to. the top-down approach in the sense that the district superintendent's
approval must be secured (by letter) for any Title IV project operating in a district,
but the regulations also allow fbr assistance to be directed both generally and



1'
spec I c Hy to any part of a school dirict's orgLinizatk)n. Further, thr h ail
unwritten understanditik fhat -the GAC thrg s both the administrative core n.ncl
insti. ctienal perinneter, the\SEA the administrative core, and the Utile instrtic
i

-
tona perimeter. The important point is that the Title m: IV progra does 'not sub-:i

scrib o a sing16 approach to\ profneting change in schOol districts. \.. ..



ii

L OFFICE
-;

Title dmiaistered.through the regional offices of the USOE. Within each,
rgionui oflut. itle IV falOng with-a similarly Fpcused rAograin, ESAA) is adininis-
tered bhe 1 Educational CIpportpity (EEO) unit, the r-egional counterpart!
o the USOE's EOP. EEOP is:responsible for- ddveloping the Titk IV Program

Regulations and 6uiclelines for the k egional offices to in'tplernent; the regional offices
are responsible for interpreting ..th .-- idelines and implementing them in a fash-
ion that accommodates`regiOnal diversay yet does not compromise the intent of the
law. The regional es are also responsible for reviewing proposals subinitted by
each of the four Title IV project typed in their region. z .

This section describes the regional office administrative structure, add oper-
ations, and proposal review prOcess. The primary data _sources' for these findings
were the intervieWs cohlucted fror;dApril to August 1975 with administrative and
operations personnel at IJSOE and seven of the ten regional offices. These were the
seven offices rehtonsible administering the projects in oUr site visit samples.
InterViewd were also obtai d from a sample of panelists who participated in the
p ro posa I , re v iew p rocess.

a

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCEURE AND OPERATIONS

All of the egional offices visited ,shared a common basic organizpri611al struc-
ture, The Regional Commissioner and the Director of School S enis took adminis-
trative responsibility for Title 1V., Act ft l'operational responaility for Title IV was
vested in the EEO unit, which is a part .of the Divisibli of School Systems..Within
the EEO units, the Program Manager andrPrOgram Officers are responsible for
implementi ng both Title' IV iind ESA.A. prOjects.

Title IV prajeets reportedly account for thr less than 20 perceat of the:Program
Officers' work, with ESAA projects taking up the rest of. their time. Typically,
program Otlicers were assigned to projects With iii a geographic area across states
or 7,-Igin a state and were usually responsible for implementing projec ts in the field.
In the larger EEO units (thirteen to seventeen Program Officers), the Program
ganagers' duties were primarily administrative, with additional admin istrative
and field coordination reaporfsibilities delegated toother stanneMbers. In the small-
er EEO units (two to five Program 0-ilieers), administrative authority Was vested
solely in t he Program Manager, whowas actively involved in the operationa I aspects
of the projects as well.

All seven Program Alanagers in the seven offices visited Were male. In tenns
dim ici ty, three of the P rogram Managers were black, three wore white, and- ciete was
Spaniall-stinamed. Of approximately (My Program Officers and trainees in the
seven regions,_thwer than 10 percent were wom;.en, a pproxi mate ly tee n were black, .

and six were Spanish-surnamed. Typically, the ethnic compesitiou 01' an EEO unit,
reflected the ethnic composition or the regions, with the greatest colleen triai inrui of
black and Spanish-surname FT° staff' in the. south and southwest..

Although regional office stall' members had diverse backgrounds and iu Id not



be considered professional
C11

implementors of se hoodese rept ion, tio training pro-
,Wairis designed to increase sensitivity to desegregation and ta c,cp lo re the social rind
poljt ical constraints affect ing t he implementation of desegregat ion existed i n any of

e EEO u nits. Rlit hor, new employees underwent on-the-job training through an
.apprentice-like arrangement with more expeironced Fragrant ()Ricers. Though tal
employees had continuous t rain ing to. accommodate changes in forms, guidelines,
and procedures, t here were no consistent ly held substanti ve sessions dealing wit h
the social and pout icnicontext of the EEO units' work,

FIELD OPERATIONS

Tlie Ad iii inist Tame Manual r the operational handbook ol procedures and forms
issued by EEOP) out lines procedures Mr two tasks to be undertaken by thQ regional
offices: monitoring and proposal review. All °CI he Program 1Managers in terviewed
ist ed t hese two t:_isks, as well as technical assistance to projects, its rheir primary

foci, !kayo-Tr, even though there was agreement on the tasks to he undertaken,
t here was a great deal of variation among regional offices in i LU pl einvnting these
tasks.

The maSority of the EEC) staff viewed technical issistainie as a process of dis-
seinina t i rig and 'or e larilyi ng adminis i ve and regulatory int' mation is assis-
tance would include clarifying Civil Rights compliance requests, c Tyinil,l'it le IV
regulations, working out contractual problems, Mining authorized activities, and
det er m in ing district el igibi lity, for exampl e W henever piss iple, they would respond,
to requests from the Title IV pri)jectti for progroirt-related technical ossistance, such
as he 'ping t o plan an evalu at ion, and dish ngui sh in g bet weep desegreption- re lated
and no ndesegre-gataln-rola ted activit ies. However, this programmatic assistance .

was undertaken less Crequently and was perceived by the projects as being less
heiprul than the proceduralissistance given hy the regional ollices.

'I' he second rnajo r t ask Ow regional offices mon itori ng is aid ned iii 8onto
detail in the Ad minist ra five Manual. ikwording to t not nual , monitoring is t he
systematic and periodic pilcess of reviewing, eva lu at ing, and reprolt ing t he pro-
gram mat ic arid fiscal operations of an approv0,"funded i)roject. manual de-
seri tli e sped tic responsibi litres of the Program Man figret''; Progra to Officers_ a nd
grant ees and sets fOrth specific monitoring procedures for bot h the grantee reports

t he site- v isi ts.

Self'-reports by the EEO stall indicated t hat during the i te rev ieWM t he proce-
dural sio.'i;S outlined i n I he ma nua I were, in fart Owed. I low ev er, live oft he seven
regional Aces reported The use of nvioluilly developed morn to ring hi rins in addi-
tion l t he LISOE-pmvided monitoring form. Thus, w hi le formal reports weiT tiled
on t has iS of the [NOE doem mon t, ziet aid evz di flit 1011 4.4"11111 ret.-IMICk t() the pro Nets
Were blItied on locally devised im!trinnent s xvh iCin varied from rein On t1.1 regif )11. Thew
dila I naoni to rit ig forms suggest t hat project are not being consist ently wort lion -.(1 ()r-

evaluated across regions. Further, the widespread use of alternat,ive monitoring
Tns su iggests that the so In t ion to the ineintsisten t eyed ion [wohlilsnis no -merely

the developirent of _...yh'etter Ibrm un posed on t he regions by Ert"CP I miler, an
al tornat ivy approach might he to use locally deveho led 'I i,n IN t hat WE\ been a p-
proved by EFX )h is being o mgruent w it Irt heir ovt'ri urli tr in alit or ing ctn ts. Such
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an. approach would provide the regional oulice s wit It ;the fleibilty to target specific
regional issues an d,problerns in implementation /compliance, arrid would simultane--
ously provide evaluation consistency on a national level.

The third major task undertaken hy the regional offices is proposal review.
Proposals are reviewed by panelists selected by regional oflic personnel' who rate
each proposal according to an establ ished set of award criteria Points are given to
each proposal on t he separate-criteria and these poi ntsare added toget her to provide
a total score tbr a proposal. The total scores awarded by each panelist reviewing a
specific proposal are then summed and averaged to provide- the official score. The
official scores are ranked nationally by project type and projects are fjided in rank
order froni the highest score until the funding allocation for a prOject type is ex

-
hausted.

In an attempt to make the regional proposal review effort as consistent as
possible, the Ad m inist rative Manual delineotesk detailed procedures for the intake
and processingiof applications prior to paneling, as well as for the role of Program
ManagerS \Ind Program Officers during paneling. 111,a cencOmitant effort. EEOP
developed a comprehensive training packet, which provides inst ru ct ions to panelists
receiving Title IV an plica lions. I1sicahly. the t raining packet is designed to inclease
tho consistency of review panels across regions, and to "help ensure that no appli-
cation has an advantage over any other applicat ion simply because it has been
submitted in one region and not in another"Aoldberg, 11731. Yet, even though it
is the .Lof EEOP personnel to achieve national review sthndards in all iegiona
°dices t hrough t he use of&t hese guidelines, a great deal of regional variation never-
theless continheS to exist.

For example, the regional office is responsi ble t or selecting and training the
panelists and for scheduling the re:View: or the proposals by the Panelists. Although
the Administrative Manual is very explicit about who may serve on the review
panels, there al-Ono guidelines regarding either 'selection procedures or criteria for
selection. As a result, this procedure varied from region to region and resulted in
a great dejl of variation in the quality of panelists bah NNith in and across regions.
Methods of t raining these panelists also var ied from region to region. Although the -
general procedures for train ing were well-defined, the specific methods as wel I as the
amount of Cline al locat ed fOr training varied considerably. Even the scheduling of
the proposals for review -by panelists varied acrt.Ns regions. Some regions batched
proposals by project type, ot hers by Atte, and st ill others hod panel ists review
proposals in random sapience G -wen the ditlreri1 g nide lines a Ind gonli ty criteria for
the diderent project types, this; random ordering ot proposals is counterproductive,
singl it would make it more dilli cult for panel ist s t o dif le re nt iote the criteria to be
used for each project t ype. In add ition, the P'rograin Officer is to tsenio on ly as a
resource person tilro4 ion t GUN proceSs. While this procedure has t he ol vious4
advantage of allowing ruw zipplica Ills I o outer the co m pe tit ion on no equal ibti
wit h projects of loag st andi hg, it ,has t he disadvan MO of depri vi uig I he pa _el
good soorce of information id'itiu existing projects_

ThUs, we see that al then gh thet-e'hai beet' s on ie al tempt by E EOI 'lost im-lard ize
procedures across regions, a great deal of ivgional vu Miti on exists. This variability
does not appear to he a deliberate att empt to circumvent FROf' guidel loos, but
i'il her seems t o result from id tenipti ng to con itOrm to ;in ill-defined cha rge. Conse-
quently, preset) tly canst i lute( I, the effect iveness oft lie Tit le IV region al ollices
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depends upon the commitment and expertisbf their li" the responsthiliti
of t lityegional offices were to he more clearly/deli ned.by hEOP_ the Tegionnl oft
as well as the EEOP would-he betterable to udge their elrectiveness and, to specify
steps that could be taken to improve tf6ir operations.
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IV. THE P OJECT OFF CES

-

This section will give a brief' description of each of the four Title IV project
typesGAC, SEA, TI, and dfLEA, In order to highlight the differences between
them, the three projects exte'rnal to the school district ((JAC, SEA, TI) wilL he
compared to.each other; the dfLEA, which is the onlyTitle IV grant rnadedirectly
to school districts, will be treated separately.

GENERAL ASSISTANCE CEWTER

Twenty-six GACs were operst ing in FY75. Our description of these cente
based on mail questionnaire respcoses from 24 of the 26 CAC Project Directors (92
percent responding) and from site visits to 12 GACs46 percent of those runded) 'and

-36 of their client school distric
General Assislance Centers re ive approximately N) percent of the total Title

IV budget, They'are the largest of 4e project types in terins of thndingIevd (average
grant is $340.188, aumbeTr ordistfigts s-erved (average, is 98), and number of staff
(average numWr of staff is 8). They alsnundertake 'a broader range of
aetivities (both technical assistance and train ing) than do SE4s (technical assis-
tance) even though GACs and SEA4 a faith° rized to .cOnduct, th e &tole activities,
according to the rules and regulations go\verning the administiatii*of Title IV (see
Table GACs most frequently under takein-service trainin6, deVelop curricula and
materials, assist districtA in needs assessnient, and help districts with school/com-
munity relations. SEAs are noticoahl ynnore likely than GACs to help districts write
ESNA or other proposals 1,9 pbtain additionaloyunds, conduct .§urveys to obtain
statistical information that wa assist in identifying.desegregation problems, help
districts Raderstand their re'sponsibilities under the .clesegregation guidelines, and
disseminate to' the districts rymtenals on school desegregation. State Education
Agencies, however, are 10C4ted in state departments or education which normally
provide technical assistance to school districts and, in fact, all of' the SEA activities

_listed above could be considered typical state department activities in, that they
involve assisting districtsin work requi redto mee t. state oi; federal laws: regnlatio9i,

,

or funding requITments,. -

GenerahAssiktancetenters, oni the other hand, are 'a-lost frequent ly locate 1 at
colleges or universities and share no ties to state governtrient. As the tabk Shows,

ithey are less likely to carry out actkiit ies that Lee government o riented and are more
likelyto develop curricula, i astructiona I techniques, and adinni istrative procedures.
'Al though these activities MAW be considered more typical or an educational institu-
tion, GACs do not function ninii lady to Ms. 'Training Institutes have a much narrow-
er focus than do BACs; Tls aro authorized to conducetraining,butmot to undertake
technical assistance. In addition, 'Ns are loca ted primarily in university-. schools of
education whose regular mission, is to train teachers. TherefOre, Tis dnivit= need to
cony inev schook districts that they a re capable ordelivering traini ng sercices. Deseg-
regation-related technical assistance, which G ACs uadertake, is not normally a
university function, however. Therefore, a GAC would have no i nstitutionaHile of'
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Table I

C .Acriv rev PIMFILE

Activities more often undertaken'
by G ACs than SENs5

. 1 A S'EA
Develop new instructional techniques . .. . . , 55
Train in use- of-nwt rnethods/rnat crisis 53 67

4eveloP cut-Ocilla . '7. . - .- _ . .s. . . :. . ... . . . . . . . .

..Devielop techniciArs for school/community nitraction . . J 66
Efevelop new administrative procedures .. .. 42
Facilitate- sharing of common expicrienes . , : . . .. .-.
Develop e -Illation techniques

Activitj I __s often underthlen
by Cs than SEAsa

Wr pacposats
Dev - op and d is_
Interpret federal yin oIinc
Help.tlistricts ec`ipIT WI h crises ..
Help ciestelopdesegregi tidn plans
Preve _inority staff c iisair
Ob atststicnr in forn aticln .

egaCio cat3abilitie

76,
.56

aNreerirof PFoj
ost frequntly.

responding nctivftV undentak n

its own vvithout a Title IN). grant. GeneIal Assistance Cen perate as_

independent organizntions raiher than as extensions of thei as do the
Tls. In cases.where the GACs did not operatcautonomously, they tended to deem-
phasize desegregation-related activities and to emphashe training, Since training
activities are both less controversial and rnore of7a traditional university function,
it is not surprising that greater wiversity involvement 'in'a GAC results in this
pattern.

Consequently, prior to, receiving a Title IV grant, GACs need .to develop viable
working organizations that are-capable of providing a broad range of services to a
large number ofschool districts. As a result, their organizational characteristics and
rne.thods of interacting with divrict personnel are critical variables in determining
whether they have an irnpact on the districts they serve. Among the project offices
that we visited, we fotind a significant correlation between a GAC's impact at the
district level and the preselte of the following characteristics: a well-specified plan,
wit&explicit schedules and milestorAes and a clear description of staff responsibili-
ties; access to pivo l'people in the district;_the ability to interact with the district
super intendent, cc tral office staff, and other members of the school district and
community. The s inc relationships did not hold for the SEAs or Tis, however, since
they are not lac with the tasks of building a new organization or functioning as
a gerieral, all-pur srice urganizrthion. In additiod, since GACs operate autono-
mously, they nee to estabVsh their own reputations in order to have credibility wi I
the school dist ri ts in theii service areas. Long-established_GACs have earned credi-
bility with clic t districts on th&basis, of their helpfulness in. the RIA.. However,
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newly fnnded GACs reported the need to offer districts what
quested; whk her or not their requests were desegregation-r

establish a relationship with the districts. Once this relationsh
'the GAC was lble td take a more active posture regarding the
would provid turn, GkC-s7 which are more active
needs, tend to unde ke desegregation activities more often and
less often_

General Assistance Centers work 'with all levels of the school
change; they plan and target theiractiVities to both the administ

. tional areas at he system more than' other projqct types. Traini
nlly uusiertake training and theref bre work with school-level per
on technical assistance and g-enerally.-work with adinin istrati
Since GACs Irequently.undertake both technical assistance and
that their activities will be targeted to both the administrative
Since their services are targeted to more people at more levels wit
GACs may have the greatest direct potential for efrecting ov
school-district level,

STATE EDUCATION MGENCY

ver services they
lated in order to
was establleed,

ypes of serviAs i
assessing district

training activities

ystem to promote
ative and instruc-

_

nstittes gener-
onnel; FEAs focus
e-level personnel,
raining, it fellows
and school levels.
in school systems,
II change at the

In FY75, ;_'-0 SF,Aswere,operating. Responses to mai I questionnwes from 36 of
the 39 SEA Project Ihrectdrs (02 percent responding) and site visits'to I3,SEAs (33
percent of those funded) and 26 of their client school districts provide the data for
this description,

typizaMlit le IV SEA is housed in the Bureau of lqua l Educational Opportu-
nity at a state department oleducation. On the average, SEAs have a much smaller
project stall than de GACs (three full-time stall as Coni pared to eight) and receive
a commensurately smaller grant ($128,964 as compared to $3,40,188), yet they serve
nearly the saMe number of "school districts as do GACS( coriipared to 98 I. Although
smaller. the StAs are able to provide services tel a large number of school districts
,beuause they focus primarily on technical assistaneActivities,-which hre less labor,
intensiVe than the traMing frequently undertaken by GACs and TIs. The four
activities more often undertaken by SEAs than by other project types include assist-
ing districts in,wriling proposals, helping districts interpret federal guidelines, ob-
taMing statistical in formation from school districts. and disseminating materials.
Also, SEAs were judged by our interviewers to be the most erective in the area of
minority recruitment at the local district level, althaud this activity was undekak-
tnYHequently by less than .one-third of the SEAs. State Education Agencig assist
districts by providingsuperithendents and other administrators with recruitment
sources that often extend beyond state bat:Ors-to national networks. In one specific
case, the SEA Project Director was responsible for !lacing two assistant superinten-
dents in both districts -visited.

In general,,SEAs report more frequently untaking desegregation activittes
than any of the other project types. However, in ci s where USOE regional person-
nel and federal-level personnel were more actively involved in helping the SEA to
plan their activities, the SEAs undertook technical assistaitce activities more fre-
quently and doegreption activities less frequently,
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kinds of aclivities undertaken frequently by- SEAs are the same kinds of
activitis in Which other administrative units of the state department are involved.
Unlike GACs, the SEAS 'are closely con nected to the institution at which they are
located. BeSides undertaking similar types 'of activities, 44 percent of' the SEA

Project Directors indicated that their most recent job prior to Title IV wds with some
other division of the state department ofeducation, and over one-third indicated

.That they served the department of educatiothin another capacity while administer-
ing the Title IV project. Since state departments of educatiob already have ongoing
relationships with schobl districts,,SEAs need to undertake less ''institution" build-
ing then the GACs, and they are Usually- able to- function with a fairly simple

_ement system. On the other hand, their close connection with the state
limited the amount of desegregation-related activities undertaken by SEAs, except
for two cases where the state was very supportive of desegregation. In these two
cases the SEAs undertook desegregation-related activities more often. In general,
however, SEA Project Directors report the lowest level of support iricarrying out
their program from personnel at the inst itution at which they are located, compared
to othet, project types.

The kinds of activitiès undertaken by SEAs are-generally short-term and less
----subject to ad.vance planning or anticipation than the training activities undertaken

by.:GACs and Tls. As a result, SgEA Project Directdrs report' expei=iencing more
implementation problems than any of the other project types. MajOr implementa-
tion problem's cited by SEA Project Directors incl dde loss 'of staff members, .undere-
stimating staffing requirements, and having to Ahere to state regulations. State
Erhucation Agencies also report undeAaking activities in the same school district as
other project types more frequently. Thus, even wit4out a concerted effort on the

-part of SEAs to cominunicate 'with other project types they are more apt to encoun-
,

ter therE If it were considered desirable to have a single agency coordinate Title IV
efEorts, our data would suggest that the SEAs would be the most appropriate agency.

State Education Agencies plan and target their activities on ly to the administra-
tive core of the district. This approach is consistent with the SEA activity profile in
that technical assistance activities more often involve higher-level administrative
perSonnel in school district's. This method of interaction is also consistent with
way a state cle')artment of" education typically functions in a school district. How-
ever, if

.
ichange s to take place throughout the system, this approach requires that

the results filter down from higher-level administrators to lower levels in the dis-
trict.

TRAINING INSTITUTE,

In FY75, 47 institutes Were operating with an average grant size or 93,426. Our .

description of' these institutes is based on data from
ail questionnaires sent to tt TI Project Directors (41 of' 47, or 87 Dercentt

responding) and from site visits to six TIs and eight of their client school districts.
Training Institutes are usually located in small colleges near the districts they

serve: The institutes provide training for an average of nine school districts. Their
most frequent activities include training school personnel in the use anew methods
and materials, developing new instructional techniques, and sensitizing pupil-con-
tact personnel to the environMent of a desegregated school. Although Tls are re-
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,stricted to training activities by the Title IV legislation, the longer an institute is
funded the more likely it is to undertake technical assistance types of activities.

Training Institutes that exist for longer periods tend to provide less training of
school personnel and inslead -assist t..11e district in solving short-range problems.
These problems, such as Relping districts deal with r6cial conflict among students
and helping them cope with other crises, are further removed from the training
emphasis of Tls_stressed in the- regulations. Since TIs work closely with a -small
number of districts, it is likely that over time they seem less external to the distkict
and begin to function rnore as an in-house consultant.

Institutes generally hold training sessions for a number.of weeks durinethe
summer months and conduct- follow-up activities and short in-serliice training ses-

-sions during the school year. Because of thisschedule, any delay in funding or delay
in notifieation of funding severely restricts their ability to implement the summer
institutes as planned. This schedule also results in variable staffing requirements for
TIs. During the.summer, they-have an average Of six staff members, but they ret in
only tWo staff members during the school year. TIs-have close ties to the college or
universities at which they are located and these ties, in part, make this flexible
staffing requirernent feasible. TIs geneally -recruit their' staff from the institution
at which they are located, whose schedules generally perrniS teachers to.worli inten-
sively On Tate IV fiuring the summer Months and pArt-tinie, if necessary') during the
school year while still fulfilling their, university teaching responsibilities, -

In contrast to (3ACs, which are also housed at universities, Tls report a more
tive university involvement in planbing the projects' activities, and they mor

frequently report an involvement in teaching at the uniVersity and having th
University adopt their materials. This close connection may result from the fact that
Tls undertake activities that are typical For an education departmet to undertake,
and therefore the Title IV institute may be perceived as an extensi4i of the univer-,
sity work. Their recruitment of university personnel also reinforce: thiS close work-
ing relationship and precludes TIs from developing as separate and independent
organizationS like the GACs.

Training Institutes also work more closely with their client s ool districts in
planning the institutes' activities than do the GACs or SEAs. This procedure, estab-
lished early in the process, fosters a close working relationship between the Tls and
the districts. The districts specify their needs and the institutes and districts jointly
develop progranis that address those needs. This procedure -leads toward a good
working i'elationship between institutes and districts and result-3 in minimal im-
plementation problems. Since the clients are given the opportunity to select the Tis
service and to specify their needs, thece is little problem with changing district
needs. However, this method of organiilkalso results in TN.less often developing
long-range goals and functioning indepen ently from the dist! icts t ley serve. With -
out a long-range focus', a TI is less apt to design its program to include extensive
follow-up.

In planning their programs, Tls work both with the administrative core and
with instructicinal areas of the districtdistrict superintendents, principals, and
teachers. However, their activities are usually directed to instructional personnel
onlyteachers, primarily, and principals and counselors secondarily. Consequently,
to have the maximum impact, Tls must rely on institute participants to influence
other personnel in their school districts. From our field work we fbund that institute
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participants did not feel fully qualified to train other nonparticipants, although they
did consider the trainin sessions useful in terms of their own specific jobs. It is not
surprisirg that instit!ute participants, not usually involved in training peers and
certainly not in training superiors, would find a short-term institute insufficient
preparation for taking on additional work responsibilities. Fth.thermore, in a
majority oft he eases the TIs had not made explicit plans to provide participants with
the additional support needed to enable them to act as trainers. Thus, it would
appear that in mosf cases the ability of TIs to Meet change throughout a district is

A

DIRECT-FUIIDED LOCAL EDUCATION A "'ENCY

'While the preeeding*hree Title IV project types provide indir6ct assisrariee tO
school districts from the Office of Education, theiCSM-Tilso provided for direct
assistance in the Corm of the diLEA. The dfLEA grant enables a district to hire a
desegregation specialist and, in approximately one-third of the cases, the grant also
-provides fo'r desegregatiOn-related in-service training.

ThedfLEA grant is the- smallest in size ()limy Title IV project typos, In FY75,
52 dItEAs were operating with .an average grant size of $35,700. The doseription
that follows is based on data frolit mail questionnaires sent to each of the dfLEA
Project Directors (39 of 52 responding). In addition': nine dfLEAs were visted by
Ran'd staff to obtain supplementary material.

t]renorally, dftEIA projects undertake an extremely wide variety of ities,
which tend to vary accoraing to the district's stage.oldesegregation. In stricts that
reported they wore presently deuchving a desegregation plan (first stage), the dfLEA
was primarilyconducting human relations training with pupil-contact perSonnel
and district administrators. If the dis,trict was in the process of implementing
desegregation plan (second stage), the dfLEA undertook activities that were related
to the implementation',process, such as working with the community, helping
seheols to assess their needs, helping teachers to obtain practical e7xperkinee prior
t oteaching in a desegregated classroom, and helping to ensure that minority person-
nel were not demoted or dismissed as a result adesegregation. In diStricts thot had
compl(oi the implementation 01' a desegregation plan (third stage), the dfLEAs
ended to coordinate Title IV with other federal prOgrams and to,use these funds
_ undertake i)ctivities that could be regarded as typical compensatory edueation or

ESAA-type act ivities (training in use of new methods/materials and direct services
to students). The use of Title IV funds by districts in later stages of desegregation
indicates that they 'are more likely to be receiving funds fbr desegregation from
other (Metal programs than are districts in earlier stages of desegregation, In filet,
of the dfLEAs that report having.completed the implementation a their desegrega-
tion -plan, 100 percent of them also report receiving additional funds to meet their
desegregation needs, compared to 81 percent of the dfLEAs in the process of. ample-
Menting their plan, and 57 percent presently developing a plan.

Only 51 'percent of the dfLEA. Project Directors (also called desegregatioa or
adv4sory specialists) reportKI having any staff:members in addition to themselves.
Among these 51 percent, tho average number 01(1111-time stall was 1.6. Most adviso-
ry specialists are recruited from within the district I, thd comc from administrative
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.or teaching positio -. In addition to their position;,; as advisory specialists, they tend
to have other supe visory or administrative responsibilities, which could serve as a
source of int-Nene( ortheTitle IV activities they undertake. In addition, the advigo-
ry specialists seemed to have access to their superintendents: 85 percent of them
reported meeting with them thsee or more timeg during the first six months of the
Title IV project. Yet,"in practice, advisory specialists seldom had line authority for
desegregation-rela\ted decisions. Only 38 pucent of all advisory specialists reported
a great deal of infbience in deciding upon the method of school desegination, and
29 percent reporW a great deal or influence on the timetable for school desegrega-
tion or the selection of specific schools. Persvnel selection and budgeting matters
are the least often perceived areas of influen7e (15 percent and 10 percentrespec
tively).

Advisory sp6',ialiAs had the most authority and received the most support in
districts where the superintendent was committed to desegregation. They also
seemed to have the most impa'ct on the desegregation-Albrts of their districts w
commitment was high. Con versely;,in those districts where superintendent commit-
ment was rated low and the degree ot'district Support was not eleAr, it, was difficult
to identilY any Title IV imphctS on the district,

The dILEA directors plan the activiiies they will undertake with the admin istra-
'e core of the district. Their activities are directed, however, to the instructional

area of the district. As a result, the advisory specialist is_ in _the position of trying
to influence principals, teachers. All the community to support the superinten-
dent's program. In addition, the advisory specialists report receiving a great denl Of
support from,the administrative coe,.hitrmuch less support from the instrualonal
yeriphery of the district. This lack oftiStructional spppoi-t, combinedwith their lack
of line authority. leaves little reason tAi t:;xpect4hat acliyisory specialists mill have
impact in their districbs.
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V. KEY VARIABLES

In th9 course of this study, we were struck by the extreme variation in project
operations across all aspects of Title IV. It is this variability that enabled us to
identify key variables affecting service delivery from the regional offices and
projects. These key variables .can be summarized as commitment (amenability to
desegregation), relationship to host institution (the institution at which the project
is located), and, for GACs, organizational charactet-istics.

COMMITMENT

Corninitmerit was a key- to .effeetp-ve service delivery at ev&ry level of Title IV
operations, At the regional office level, the corninitment of the RegionatCommission-
er to EEC) programs wag a major factor in aifferentiating the way in whib regional
offices inlplernented Title IV.

The tegional offices 'ie_here the Regional Commissioner-was perceived as not
being cow:rifted to EEO program's, but as using the oflief as a political springboard,
were charserized by low morale and little staff conal6nce in the effectiVeness of
Tido IV. la tl4e,se regional offices, the Program Managers reportea a lack of autono-
ni3r and a icrik of supPort from the Regional 'Commissioner. The Lick of autonomy
and support was reflected in two of the regions by the Regional Commissioner's,

hiring ofEE0 4.4Wwithout the consent,of the rrograrn Manager, as well as by the
Program Manager'syeluctance to institute termination proceedings against projects
Mr fear of-hurting the political ambitions of the Regional Commission6-: The per-
ceived commitment factor affected field operations as well. These regional offices

.reportedlnaking-far fewer on-site visits (one or two) than did the other offices (six
to eight site visits. yearly). Conversely, in regional offices where the Commissioner
was percei-yed as committed to EEO goals, stafFconfidence in Title IV was high, staff
morale was high, and the Program Managemwere given the autonomy and support
they needed-

We also found that the SEAs, engage in desegregation-related activities only
when there is state support for desegregation. In the course agar field work, most
of the 13 SEA Title IV 9n its we visited showed little evidence of state commitment
to desegregation, while others had no way to demonstrate their avowals of commit-
ment. Four of the SEAs we visited were in states that had mandated desegregation.
In two of these cases, however, the formal mandate was not acconipanied by stated
goals and objectives to be accomplished; in the other two cases, the state mandates
were accompan led by stated gopls and objectives and by a schedule for desegrega-
tion. la the latter two states, the state Title IV 'units- were able to pursue desegrega-
tion activities more aggressively. We feel this means that state commitment and
follow-through are necessary conditions for the SEA Title IV unit to engage, in
flivtive delivery of desegregation services.

The desegregation environment at the district level was a ci-tical variable in
Ing'Title IV project otlice impacts; fbr Pis iiid dILEAs, an amenable desegre-
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ganon _ vironnient was fbund to be a esary condition for impact, while for
GACs it was a contributing factor and .1.or.SEAs it was not important.

As a measure t-rlet amenability, Our interviewers were asked to judge the
eitent to,which th districts they visited wore amenable,to or opposed to the school
desegregation moveMent. These interviewbr ratings were based on a combination
of measures. including the extent to which,the local school board, district voters, and
district superintendents favored the legal roquirements of school desegregation.,We
then correlated this tneasuA with our district impact measures. The major finding
ihat a.GAC or TI is judged more effective when the district environment is more

irgibly inclined to desegregation, but that a SEA is not. SEA impacts are not
relatedc-to the local desegregation environment. This is-consistent. with our inter-

. .

viewers' findings that the SEA was most.,effective when undertaking information
.. dissemination activities and 'when the state was .conunitted-lo" desegregation;

Neither or these conditions is dependent 04 clistrict- amenability.
Further analysis of the.role of' the district desegrega-tion environtient slrOwed

the irnportanee of organizational charneferistics on a GAC's impact in a school
district, regardress of whether or not e district haS a favorable desegregation
environment. That ,is, when a GAC has well.organized plan for serving school
districts, it does not need to v ork in fovorable desegregation environments to have-
an impact.

Our dam analysis turned out quite di'rnt Iv fbr Tls. Since Tls work closely
with districts, their operations in the local dist rict appear to be extremely iatluenced
by whether or not the district is amenable to de,segregation. This implies that when.,,,

a district is n4 planning to desegrdgate the institute probably%undertakes More
traditional'in-service training, whereas o district that iiitends to desegregate:is
likely to get assistance with specific desegregation-related problems in the class-:,'
roon;. Since many other programs are available for professional educational4Pain-

. ing, we suggest that institute funding be tied to favorable district desegregation
environments.

_ Unfortunately, because of the wide vOflation in activities undertaken and the
small number of diLEA districts we visited, we could not score them on their impnct
However!, in the preceding section we learned that the dII,EA advisory specialist
derives influence basically from two sources: rroin the superintendent and fromOthe
specialist's own role in the district. The data show that the greater the frequency
of contact with the superintendent through meetings, writ ten communication, or
verbal communication, the more influence the advisory specialist pnrceived. Fre=
(rent "contact with the superintendent serves several purposes: It prevents the
advisory specialist from operating in a vacui-ail and dem-cost rates the support, br,
SUperillteiltiVilt to WO the specialist and to other district personnel. Also, t he more
committed the superintendent is to desegregation, the n4)re i nfluent cil ihitvole`or
the advisory specialist is perceived to he Thus it would appear t hat the advisory
specialist's influence is related:to the superintendent's commitment to desegrega-
tion. Theso dab), are confirmed by our site visits.

In our field visits, we found that those ad visoryspecialists who received the most
ort from' their districts and who were located in dist rids with a highwel of

coMmit merit to desegregation seenwd to hove lw most i m pact out he desegregation
ellorts of'thir dist rids. Conversely, ii) dist rids where superintemlent commit-
ment was rated low and the degree of diiii. rict support wati riot dCar, Tale IV elrorts
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seemed t'ractionated and it was difjeu1t to iden

OST INSTITUTION

Pa icipants or lmpacts en the

-,
,

he relationship betweea he host institution and the Title IV projeet,ofliee is..
important for ll. project types Present Nide IV. prograM regulations.presurrie that- ,

any df,the four Title I,V project types can mtually earry out whatever they decide
to do but dp fidruse criteria that test-whet -1-Mthis is true. The yesult is that a speciale. .,--

projectthat is jaaged efrec-t.iye 9p,pt44- cr.iteria rrtiht not he able to operoteefrective-
ly betabse it is hamstrung by IN own lastitutionrq'or example, as noted abo'verhe
primary waive threatening -i16-et,144:Aionlelaied activities for GAST's is likely to .be
its owir host university. SEAg he6d a high level Of state commitment,tp-;he' judged

rvetive, and Tis need t.lcit training in districts with amenable dekegtegatiop
environments or etse tiley tend to follow AIWA teacher training af4roaches.. - . ,. -'Finally, we indicarell that therange arid typ6-' .t. duties fbr the advisory specialist
are related to the 1Tel-intendent V-cbrarnitrnent to desegregation and the specie-
list's Liosition ri-7 the district. ,

It was important tbr GACNo be protected from any pressuresArn
university officials who [night regard desegregation actiVities as ..c,po controve
a university affiliate to padertake. Gone CNC Project'Directorrhorted that alumni
letters' to the urpliversity administration about t heir desegregation Work with school
districts prompted the university to take an interest in the'center's actiVities and
to attempt to tie the GM? more directly to the education department 'and its tradi-
tional training activities_ AI the same time, we observectcases in which GACs, with
too direct a connection totheir oducatioft departmentst-tended to undertake educa-.
tionally conservative activities rnore frequently. Ilericibur visits to.CACs showed,that autonomy or independence elihe,-Tibe nr ageney was-an iinportant variable,

On the other hand, during out \FlitthA Enid SEA site visits it seemed that de-
i)endenee was an important criterion 11,r their effectiveness. Many SEA an TA,
projects were judged more effective byour interviewers becauSe the state aiditri
showed-evidence 'a desegregation commitnient a,nd the Title IV person Wa. ilr t
tied into the State o datrict cidn-OtiOratidic structur.e. In these cases, independence
from the major adn inist rative'toni t-A1S _not an advantage.

he important link is the aocinribility of the host institution to desegregatio
relateCl assistance. When the hbst i nstitution is perceived to be lessa.menable, the.
appropriate relationshi p for a Title W itni t is ilidepeni-Pnce. When large:4:A grants
are awarded because a state shows commitment to desegregation, the Title IV
Project Director shoula be closely allil iated to the state structur, preferably hy

:.,.hold ing ahigh ad m in istrative position.; but at a minimum, formal reporting t.equire,
merits to the chief state school officer vvo uld provide the incentive lot; a close connee,
tion. When the state is not conirnitted to desegregation, the relationship of the SEA''
Title IV unit to its host institution becomes lesaimportant.

The same situation is appropriate lor the ditEA dvisory specialist; rneasurea
should be devised to ascertain tho adm in istrative con nection of the advisory speciaI-,
ist to the superMtendent.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The third key variable affecting service-delivery was applicable for GACs only
(since they are the only Title IV project type that needs to build its Own institution).
The way in which a GAC was organized and its interaction with district personnel
"were critical variables in determining -whether the GAO had an impact on the-
district it served. Organizational characteristich of the more effectiye GACs include:
(1) a specific plan of hoW the GAC will serve t1-4 school districts in the area; (2) a
long-range plan for_providing change-oriented desegregation assistance rather than

mply reacting to requests for service; (3) specific milestônes for school distriets; (4)
clear deseeiption of GAC staff resppnsibi1iti6s; (5) prescribed lbedback by staff and
school districts; (6) specific staffing requireaents; and (7) an ability to implement
their activities and adhere to their schedules as planned. With the exception ofTthe
last characteristic, no other variable significantly affected the SEA's or TI's impact
oh its client school district..

'Methods orinter-acting with school 'districts that characterize more effective
GACs include: (1) well-defined methods for gaining aceess to influential sch9o1 dis-

,
trict officials; (2) extensive contactS with the superintendent and contral office staff
in school distticts assisted; and (3) extensive contacts within the edinmunities served
(schools, community groups, school board members, and other public officials). These
district inteitlion variables reflect the importance of organization fer a GAC.

To give an "example of how such interaetion might take place, in one of the
centers that we visited the stair insisted 'on first sitting down with the district
superintendent and niutdally agreeing upon goals and methods to be used in that
particular district. They-then required that a district member, with direct access to
the superintendent, be designated as their contact person. In turn, the GAC required
that this contact person perform ceetain duties, such as keeping a written log of
GAC-affiliated district activities. This contact person was paid for performing these
duties_out of center funds. This approach was used by the GAC not only as a method
of keeping the superintendent more informed on their activities than he might
otherwise be but also as a mechanism to ensure that someone in the district was
highly motivated to pursue desegregation-related activities.
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VI. POLICY OVERVIEW A D RE OM ENDATIONS

In the preceding sections, the projects were des ribed and key variables affecting
service' delivery were identified. Building or these analyses, in this section we will
first examirw the context in which the program as. a.,whole.loperates, and then
suggest some ways in which we believe Title IV can be strengthened, given the
constraints under which it opeiates.

.OVERVIEW

To'understand the operation itle IV one shoukl keep in mind the limitations
that American Federalism imposesun Washington. Orfield, describing the vari-
ous failures of lederaIagencies to .suc'cessfully compel local officials to meet federal
standards, states the problem succinctly:

From the beginning, a Congress sensitive to localism has created problems
characterized not by federal control, but by a bargaining situation, with the
states and localities operating at a substantial adVantage. The federal-state
relationshap has been one of diplonuitic cosweration, with national officiajs
:trying to advise or persuade rather than Uirect local and state administra-
tors. (Orfield, 1969, p. 7.)

As federal administrators saw that Congress would be more sympathetic to local
officials than to themselves, they 'realized that attempts to enforce federal regula-
tions were simply a bluff easily called. As Key wrote nearly forty years ago, federal
igencies were likely to "close their eyes to frequent departures from the conditions

of the, federal- grants." (Key, 1937,9. 167.) If this statement is generally trUe about
the role olthe federal govei-nment in influencing local activities, it is nowhere more

:
trde than in tile case of' f_xlucation. For historical reasons, education is the most
Idealized of.hll activities of government in the United States. Orfield (1969, p. 9)
points out thrit only after decades of Political con firsi6n was the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion established, and then only as a politically powerless office for colleetin statis-
tics. He further asSerts that the survival of' USOE depends oh its continued ability
to accommodate local school ofkcials.

This situation manifests itself clearly in the confused role assigned' the U.S.
Office of Education by Congress. Sometimes, legislation instructs USOE to act as a
nationalizing force in education, to prod recalcitrant school districts to conform to
national standards of quality or reform. On the other hand, every member of Con-
gress is elected from a local constituency, and eVen the most committed members
have at least one eye focused on,how well their state or district is ffiring in obtaining
its share of lhe "social welfare pork barrel_" (Stockman, 1957, p. 30.)

In addition, local school officials who object to "federal intrusion" have ready
channels 'for combating federal pressures in their state political system, their con-
gressional representatives, and -ven in the Office of Education's regional offices.

Regional office field staff members are generally recruited from among profes-
sional educators in the local region. Thus, the entity responsible for federal im-
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plementation becomes staffed by persona with localized interests that may not al-
ways be in agYeement with federal ellbrts. In addition, a majority of the Title IV
project perwnel were formerly professional educators %dm have been socialized
through schools of education into a frame of reference similar to that held by the
regional office personnel, Communication is maintained ameng these professionals
through, Meetiryjond journals in which the issues are lefined so that they ,are
consiatent-w11 h Wt1. 'profession's ideology .and system maintenance needs.

Finally, the systeni becomes solf-perpetuating by an elaborate set of exchanges:
school superiatendents hird graduates of education schools and education school
deans recommend superintendents for positions in larger districts; state and federal

\officials allocate funds to school districts, white the local school boards provide the
pelitical support to keep state and federal legiAlators in office. These educators,
unified by professionalism, communication, and interdependence, and supported by
a change-resistant society can easily resist attempts to redefine education gdals and
to redistribute reAources, including resisting the goal of school desegregation.

Title IV also 'does not escape the problems crested by system-maintenance
behavior when it reaches outside the public tiehools mud gods to universities for help.
The higher education system has its own goals, and neither community service nor
desegregation are usyally high among them. The academic community values schol-
arly research as i most important product; service .plays a secondary role. The
faculty is usually on a national "publish or perish" status ladder where work of a
service-nature is sometimes accorded little value and in many cases serves as evi-
dence that the faculty member is not seriously cOmmitted to scholarship. Thus there
is little incentive for a university faculty member to devote energies to the successful
operation of thp Title IV project.

These crstraints, coupled wit'h the fact that _Title IV services are generally
directed to sciiool districts judged to be' not very receptive to desegregation, combine
to restrict tile potential of the Title IV prograrn. Simply put, the Office of Education
is placed inithe position of attempting to implement a federal program to assist
schodl desegregation without consistent sutiPort.. from Congress, its own bureau-
cracy, or from its client school districts. As a result, there is a tendency at all levels
of Title IVfederal, regional, and project officeto limit activities in recognition of
these constraints. For example, at the federal and regional office level the proposal
review process has served to replace administrative judgments with universally
applied -funding criteria.

Panelists who are not USOE employees assign numeric scores to proposals on
the basis of predfitermined criteria. Each proposal is given an equal chance; panel-
ists are not peimitted to discuss the past success of' the projects and they do not
site-visit any projects. Recommendations for funding are masie on the basis of these
numeric scorei andthe funding level is negotiated with little regard to the substance
of the proposals. This sys!tedi has the advantage that it places the Office of Edecation
and its regional offices beyond the reach of criticism from unfunded projects. On the
other,hand, it enables awards to be made on the basis of minimal information, it can
reward proposalmanship rather than competence, and it permits administrative
judgments to be avoided in the name of "fairness." .

In addition, the Regulations and Guidelines emanating from Washington and
the monitoring of the projects undertaken by the, regional offices are concerned
almost exclusively with proCedural details rather than progammatic content. Since
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there is a great deal of regional diversity, it would bp undesirable for Title IV
technical assistance to be rigidly defined and specified by the Regulationsand Guide-
lines. However, there is currently no corrective feedbaa mechaniSM from the USOE
regarding programmatic content in the system. This leads to a program that can be
so adaptable in its servicN as to concentrate on short-term district needs without
addressing itselIto long-term desegregation policies. As a result, at'the project oflice
level tilere is a tendency to provide education-related assistance rather than deseg-
regation-related assistance. This is in keeping with the ,professional goals of the
project staff, and as long as there° is no substantive' inierventiim by USOE we car
expect the present system to define practically every educatiA-related program as
also being desegregation-related,

, Finally, the local context ialines tfroject offices to nimize dissonance by '
adopting a nonaggrossive posture:. When faced with caleitrant district, and
without much definition or support from Washington, the change age* tendeneles
of a Title IV project are inclined -to be overwhelmed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

l-laving reviewed a number of contraints on Title_ IV operations, in this subsec-
tion we will outline a set of' policy recommendations beginning with recommenda-
tions concerning the role of the federal EEOP with respect to Title IV, followe'd by-
recommendationsFonceining the regional officespand concluding with recornmenda-
tions specific to each orthe lour project types.

Thpre is always a'tendency to dwell on what is wrong with a program without
giving credit to its goaa f4ects In this study we have fried to build on what .was
goodand to suggest ways for improvement. The major strength of the present Title
IV program is that it permits assistance to school districts in varying stages of'
dekgrekation.' The major weakness is that the program's lack ofspecificity dilutes
the benefits of' such assistance most of the time both Cor districts receiving services
and (Or the service agencies delivering them. In all cases, our recommendations are
made expressly to strengthen the existing Title IV program; by attempting id target
tile assistance and to specify agency responsibilities,'we feel the program will move
closer to its potential.

FEDERAL EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM

During the course of oar study, we became aware of a number of con-straints
under which Title IV operated, which seemed to erode its i_iotential effectiveness',
namely, its lack of a clear mission and its need for an amenable district enviion:
ment. Therefore, we make the following recommendations to USOE.

The USOL should provide a more explicit view of the federal mission of the
program.

We ,f6el that the Title IV program should have a set of explicit goal's. It is too
small a program to tolerate the burden of a virtually unrestricted mandate to serve
the largest number of school districts in the largest variety of ways.The laCk of'
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boundaries on the goals of Title IV agencies has cost the program much °fits identity
,and -made it extremely difficult for regional offices to provide a consistent and
coherent direction. The flexibility iirovided by regionalization is ,important and
should be niSintained; but it should be limited to the interpretation' of explicit and
consistent national criteria in the light of local conditions.

0 _ A much closer link between the regio41 offices and EEOP should be es
lisitedl?/

Regional offic iccountability cannot be maintained with the mechanic
routine forips. T e Office of Education\has tended to allow Title IV to- run its

here ii no formal charge to the regional offices delineating their rdsponsibil y in
i plemen thig Title IV. Rather, thecharge is transpitted through meetings between
t e EFOP stall' and the Program Manager of ilic(EEO units in the regional,offices.
This "low profile" strategy has resulted in the diffusion of Title IV by an educational
system with its own priorities. RefOrip must come from FEOP becaupe, as we have
indicated, there are few other saint-6s for change in Title IV. The danger inherent

Thin maintaining the prograth WitliAnose connections be,tweentthe regional offices and
the EEOP is that regional educati*ial priorities may eventually supersede national
desegregation policy, turning Title IV into a program thal functions purely as ap
adjunct to ongoing district programs.

The USOE should attempt to target Title IV assis once todistric
greatest potential for change.

ith the

Our data show that in ?Y75, most Title IV assistance was provided in districts
judged to be less receptive to desegregatiOn. Of the 67 districts scored on this varia- .
ble, 48 percent were judged to be in the least amenable categories, 37 percent Were
in the middle, and only 15 percsnt were judged as amenable. These r'esults imply that
Title IV has largely ignored the principle of maximizing-imprict by working in -

receptive districts. The Rand evaluationis not the first to make thispoint; the.earlier
Commission on Civil Rights evaluation n-atez_it as well. One cn ceitainly argue with .

good reason that less receptive clients should be assisted. But it is not'so certain that
so many of these lirated Title IV funds should be allocated to such environnients,
and thiS would seem, to be the result unless conscious consideration is given to the
local context in the funding procedure. In addition, the present mix of Title IV client
school districts encourages projects to take a passive stance rither than to actively
pursue desegregation activities. Unless a project office is extremely motivated, the
district environment in which it works does not encourage it to pursue such activi-
ties.

REGIONAL OFFICES

Federal programs are reportedly regionalized in order to allow variations of the
particular regional rtting to influence policy implementation. This implies that
regional offices could interpret varipus substantive criteria.differently depending
uPon the context of the assistance rendered to the Title IV project: In fact, a great
deal ofthe variation that we found between regional offices conld be a manifestation
of this regionalization" working properly.,However, other variation seemed to be
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caused by inconsistent interpretation of procedures. The diStinetion between "incOn-
., sistent" Versus "regional" interpretation is, that in the latter case there exists. .

series of policy rulings, which Are referred to Is the basis fOr the underlying decision. ,
- Although the' decision may iiary from region.to region, the important point is thdt

criteria exist by which the decisio'n is Rade.'Inconsisteney, on, the other hand, refers
to variation in regional office rating's, whichiS duO10 the absence of criteria to which
regional offices can refer, leading fe a wide ,variation froth t-egion to' region for both .

t he mechtinisml.and justifications for specific rulings. Examples include variotion
in monitoring forms,' methods_of panelist selection; and trainingof panelists. There .
fore, the intent of the following recommendations is..to eliminate what we under-

'stand as "inconsistency" bY standardizing procedures across regions, while,permit.
ting regional variation to exist within the prOgr4n.

t

The federal EEO? staff and regional officepersonnel should 'establish a set
of consistent administrative criterid.

The purpose of this recommendation is to establish standard criteria, not to
ensUre that those criteria be interpreted the same waY from region to region. For
example, .the solution to the inconsistent evaluation problem as evidenced by alter-
native monitoring forms is not merely the development of a better form imposed on
the regiOns by EEOP. An alternative approach might be to use a nationally devel-

, oped form based,on the present regional forms, which is congruent with the Overrid-
ing monitoring' efforts of EEOP. We feel that 'efforts such as, this will develop a
national, thrust for the program and, at the same time, perrmit regionalization to '
operate.

Panel selection and training procedures should be standardized, a mini.
mum percentage of holdovers from previous years' panels should be-used,
and panelists should be tested on their understanding of program oper-
ations.

. We suggest that the same criteria for selecting panelists be used across all
regions 4cl that-these criteria specify who should serve on the revieW panel in terms
of occupation and tenure. Also, so that persens who are panelists for the first time
can learn the Aystem, sortie specified- proportion-Of the previous year's panelists
should be in each panel, and this proportiotli should be standgrdized for all regions
(for example, 25 percent of this year's reviewers might be the previous Year's review-

The present training procedures do not seem sufficient to assure that panelists
completely understand how to review proposals. Therefore, we suggest 4iatsome
method of testing be devised at the end of the training session to find c1how well
panelists understand the instructions. One possibility is to review one or two of the
past year's proposals for eacb project type, have each panelist score them, and
discuss discrepancies. It should also be possible to specify performance criteria for
panelists and to devise measutes of interpanelist reliability prior to the actual
review of the proposals.

A consistent method of presenting proposals to panelists should be adopted.

Proposals are presently- preroted to panel reviewers in a number of different
ways..We suggest that one of two metbods currently in use at some i-egidnal Aces
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be adopted:all proposids for the same project type should be reviewed simulta_ eous-
ly (for example, all GACs) or all proposals fbr various project types within th91same

te Should be reviewed simultaneously (all GAC, SEA, TI, and dfLEA app icants
from one state). A I tandard procedure for all regions utilizing either of thes wo
methods can, be ad

1
pted with little difficulty. We feel that either of these two proce------.

(hires would enable pane1istsy make better judgmtnts concerning how well the
proposed projectswould he needs of the districts.

Award decisions should include information from the Program Officers
concerning the opelation of ongoing projects.

We are aware that there has been a continuing dialogue about the issue of
including Program Officers' evaluations of present projects in the review' phase.
Arguments against such evaluations usually revolve around the notion of favorit-
ism. Arguments in faVor stress the Program Officers' knowledge about specific
projects. The latter arguments seem More compelling to us. Unfortunately, discre-
pAncies tan exist between work that is proposed and work that is actually accom-
plished. Eliminating ev*ative information Concerning o9going projects enhances
the probability of funding projects on the basis of a poliShed proposal and failing to
fund projects that rna); have the greatest impact.

Some modification of the regional ranking system should be made to amelio-
rate the effects of artificially high proposal ratings from some regions.

The present awards system, in which each regional office Panel awar s a sum-
mary quality point rating to each project, and then funding is decided by pla ng all
projects in a single national ranking, has two disadvantages. First, it permits a
regional distribution of Title IV grantsthat can vary dramatically fromtne year to
the next just by chance. Second, it provides incentives for regiims to bid against one
another. This has led to an inflation of points awarded to projects, which will
probably continue and soon lead to a breakdown in the present system.

r

PROJECT OFFICES

The following recommendations are specific to each of the four Title IV project
types. In forming these recommendations, we have attempted to build on the unique
strengths of each pro t type and to suggest ways that would capitalize further on
these strengths.

General Assistance Center

GACs should- be given flexibility in_selecting client school districts and
should not be required to wqrk with all-_districts requesting assistance.

bur° field work experience- revealed that GACs judged most effcative by our'
interviewers have a clear conception of the assistance process and are rather selec-

. tive, chbosing districts where-they can anticipate a favorable impact. However, the
existing statistical point system for funding (which encourages GACs to'seek re-
quests for assistance from districts with large minority population) hampers this
selectivity by providing them with a couriterincentive to work with a larger number

33



28

of districts. Therefor,, we recommend thnt the statistical imint award criteria be
discarded and that GACs be allowed to select the districts ,w whorl') they will work.

An additional point award criterion rncasurin ective organizational-
- charaCteris4cs shoUld be added for GACs.

Glid.bitanizatio al chardcteristics retained an independent efTect on local-level
impoets tegardless 9f the district desegregation environment. These results argue
for the inclusion of an additional award criterion mea'suring GAC organizational
characteristics in the point award system. The addition of this criterion means that
GACs should be ju ged on the basis of their planning and conceptual capability,
including such thins as whether they have dgeneraraction plan and wrnethod of
implementation an4 whether they Flan by objectives. The-QAC proposal should also
reflect a well-develo d conceptualization of the process by which change is induced
in school districts.

An additi nal point award criterion should be added for GACs rnasuring
their autthiomy from their host ins itution.

As was rnentio ed in the previous section, GACs that did not operate independ-
ently from their h st institution undertook fewer desegregation-related activities
and were judged t be less effective.

GACs sh uld be funded for multiple years in order to allow them to maxi-
,mize thei nstitutional advantages and method of operation in school dis-

tricts,*

. The GAC neecs time to develoP credibility with all levels of district personnel,
in addition to bein able to'develop its owd viability as an independent Organization
in the University s tting: Additional data analYsis sh6wed that the longer a GAC has
been funded, the ore likely it was to engage in multiple actiVities. In addition, we
encountered man circumstances during our field work in which &strict-level per-
sonnel pointed ou that past contacts" provided the basis for present assistance. The
current tendency for GACs to narrow their activity focus because of a time ain-
straint caused by ack of nultiyear funding could ultimately result in the Title, IV
program losing th -twopriiiary advantages of GAC serVices to local school districts
breadth and de th of seivice delivery.

State Educatinn Agenc

SEAs shOuld b frided for1tinformation dissemination activities only, ex-
cept when state corn rnitme,l to desegregation is high (specified state policies
with proceclurf for enfor ment exist).

We recommend that in all cases except those in which the level of state commit-
ment is high, the average grant be reduced toa level consonant with those
activities judged effective. Our interviewers were most impressed with StA efforts
in the areas of information dissemination (includihg providing sources for minority
recruitment): This does not, of course, exhaust all possible areas of technical assis-

ii understanding that EEOP is now funding GACifor multiple years.
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a

tame in which SEAi Might be effective. Nevertheless, it indicates that thOtechnical
i

assistance role fbr a SEA can be handled at a much lower average funding evel than
is 'presently allocated. Where the state commitment to desegregation i `high, it
seems extremeql useful and helpful to continue to fund a large Title IV 8Einit.
But where the state commitment is lacking or there is n? clear state policY with
procedures for its enforcement (as presently seemed fo be the case in the overwhelm-
ing majdrity of sites we visited), both the activity profile and SEA district interaction
pattern indicate that a smaller scale of activities would allow the SEA to operate
more effectively in those areas where it is stronger.

Training Institutes

TI client districts should be limited to those t ith favorable desegre _ati n
environments.

Unl ike the GiCs, which, when wel I-organized, carestill be effective working with
' le s amenable-districts, our analysis indicated that the desegregation environment
Afthe client gchool district acCounted for whatever TI impact cOuld be attributable
to organizAtiorml characteristics. In other words, if a TI has a well-organized plan
for dealing with school districts, it does -so probably because the districts it works
with are favorably inclined. This is not to say that all TIs can be effective in districts
that are amenable to desegregation, but rather that a favorable desegregation envi-
ronment is a neéessary condition. Therefore, we recommend that the institutes be
limited to working with districts that either plan to or are already desegregating.

An additional point award criterion for follow-up procedures Should be
added for TIs.

Presently, few of the TIs syslematically undertake follOw-up activities to ensure
the dissemination of their servi-ces to other parts of the school district. Without this
dissemination, the'potential effectiveness of Tis is severelylirnited:

Direct-Funded Local Education Agencies

dfLEA grants should be awarded only to districts with favorable desegrega-
l' tion environments.

A favorable district desegregation environment can be operationally defined as
a district that is actively desegregating either voluntarily or in response to a court
order. Thus, we suggest that dfLEA grants be limited to districts in any of these
conditionsf 4N.

-
a.. Under federal (including Office of Civil.Rights), s ate, or local court order

for 'new desegregation.
Under suit bY an individual, a local, or national pressure group to prohibit
resegregation.
Implementing or in the last year prior to implementing a voluntary deseg-
i6gation plan.

dfLEA advisory specialists should report to the .district superintendent as
a condition-of the grant award.
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From our study of dfLEAs it was apparent that there was a large tendency for
the advisory specialist to play a peripheral role in the district. Advisory specialists
who worked closely with the superintendent were found to have the most influence
and. gteatest potential for effecting change in the district.

,CONCLUDING REMARKS

In conclUding this section on policy recommendations, we state our own lirnita-
dons, 'We do not feel that our knowledge of the program is inclusive enough to
recommend specific operational procedures with the assurance that these are the
best or only alternatives. Operations personnel areTar more qualified to do this. Our
specific suggestions are intended to be instructive rather than definitive; we hope
they will be pf as§istance to piOgrainf personnel.
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