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PREFACE

Tntle v QF the (,ml Rights Act of 1964 authanses the U.S. Office of Education
(USOE) to pru\rldeﬁtcchmgnl assistance and training services to scheo! districts for
the purpose of meeting special needs associated with implementing a school desegre-
gation plan or with operating a desegregated school system. This assistance is pro--
vided through direct financial aid to school districts themselves ag well as indirect
* aid rnade possible through grants and contracts with seérvice organizations that
assist school districts. These organizationd include the General Assistance Center,
State Education Agency, and Training Institute. This is the final report of Rand’s’
" evaluation of Title IV opergtions, conductéd at the request of the Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Eviluation (DF’BE) of the U.S. Office of Educatjon under Contract No.
OEC-0-149262. o

“The study pursues two broad purposes defined fm* it by USDE The first is to
describe the current Title IV service delivery system. The second is to evaluate -
current operations to assist federal officinls in improving program {unctions. This
report i intended to increase understdndmg of Title IV OpE!"ltl()nE and is oriented
to the needs of lederal officials. :

This report highlights the major findings and rgccmmendntmn& A cgmptmmn
report* available from The Rand Corporation includes a detailed discussion of
theory, methodolagy, and data rmaly%xs as Well s addltmnal imdmgs and recom-
mendations, :

* ®

*S. Crockeretal, Title IV of the Civil nghls. Aclof 1964: A R(‘UINU an‘mgmm ()pf'rcllmn-e The Rand
( ()rpurntwn R1901/2- HEW, August 1976. ]

»
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. We would hke to expr(.ss our dpprec ition'tq the mupy people who made Vf;llua

ble Luntrihutqons to this report, In partxcd would lxke to than' our colleagues -

« Ellen Bglssevmn. Frances Carter, Paungrdan Jban Ratt; uruy, ‘Msirta Samulon, and
Gerald

visits,
Phyllis Elllcksm and PJv’hlbrey McLaughlm served as’our kevzewers and t:hc.u*
critical comm ents,onboth volumes of this study have xrnprcwed then{ 1mmeasurably

Also, we wish to thank the members of our advisory committeé, whose prdactical -

knnwledge of school dlsbnct and Title 1V program Qperatmns prﬂwded us with
invaluable ingights’ l [

- F inally, we :ippnfclate the gmdnme of Rabert Y"urk w u&erved as the t¢chrical
monitor of this st Iy, and we gratefully aﬁknew}edge othet' personnel at the'U.S.
Office of Educatm;

cheerfully resporiding to olr many questions, ' N

umner {ot aibistir ng with the figld, mj;erymwnng ‘addition; MartaSamulory
spent many hours schoduhn}; appomtments and :nmklng at'crange-ments for mir site

A / .
Although this study would not have been pc:sslhle w1thout the &SSIS(ﬂDLE and

«:mpemtmn Df many peuple rc-spansnblhty Im’ any Errura rests with th7 authors,
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and in the Title IV project Qlflt‘:es 'and c:tht school digtricts for .
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© works through an intricate system of influences. First, Title IV lacks a clear man-
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I‘he purpose of thi:a %tudy is to deseribe Title IV prmegta dn!l by Lr_yjng todiscern
the factorg that affect their success in delivering technical asalamnée\. to suggest
ways in whu;h the operation of Title IV can be strengthened. , b
Title IV providestechnical assistance and training services to school districts in’
various -stages of desegregation by direct grants to school districts ‘and indirect
assistance from three_types of service agenciés funded specifically under Title IV.
The (_;eneral ASSIStanE:‘ Center (GAG) and State Education Ageficy (SEA) are em-
powered under Section 40&of Title 1V to provide both technical assistance and
training services to school districts requesting such asgsistance. Segtion 404 provides

for the eatabllah ment of the Training Institute (TD for offering desegregation-related .

‘ trmpmg{ servxces to requestmg sghaol dxstru:ts Sectlon 406 prDvldES ﬁ)r dxrect ﬁ.md-
deaegregatmn apeuahst and in some cases, provzdes Ior desegreg'ﬂmn related in-

‘service trammg . .
Title IV is.a gumpllcated program in xt% own nght and even hore so because it

date. The program Regulations ahd Guldelmes are concerned almost exclusively -
g\rwn‘:h pmcedural detmls there is no cl ear dehmtmn of‘ desegregatmn related assls—

dl!‘ELtEd As a result some prq]ectq may be dmng the wrong thmgﬂ: Dthers may be
flﬂundenng, unable to decide what to do or 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 bung appropriate assistange. Second, since
Title IV is*a national program, 1mplemented through regional field offices to accom-
modate regional dwerélty, the program is ot consistently implemented in accord-
_ance- ‘with federal intent. The unantmxpatgd result of this diversily is to greatly
waakén the USOE’s ability to initiate or implement change thmugh Title IV. Third,
"@’majority of the Title IV project and regional office personnel are recruited from

/the ranks of professional educators. It i these same educators, unified by profession-
-alism, communication, and mterdependence who in the past -have resisted attempts
to redefine education goals and to redistribute resources, including resisting the gbal
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 ¢ounter to the legislated intent of ’]:lt](;% IV and that could have an-
'1mpgrtant impact on the way in which the pragrgm is implemented.

Gw’en the complemty of the program and the attendant influences on it, we
those- not to “evaluate” .the Title 1V program in the traditional sense of the word.
To evaluate is to ascertain Wworth. It would- be irresponsible to make a judgment as
to' whether or not Title IV should exist without a thorough _understanding of how

- it operates, the ‘limitations under which it nperates and its mtendgd goal. Even if-
we ‘understood all there was to know about Title IV, it would still be difficult to -

design an evaluation fhat wewere confident hadthe ability to measure the eﬂectlve-

" ness of Tltle v apart from other sources of federal state, or local fundmg, which _

2

1
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L “are also designed to assist 'the school districts-in their desegregation eflorts, Conse-
“quently, we have chosen not to" concentrate on asking, “Should Title IV exist?” but Ny
~ toask instead, “Given that it exists, what are its strengths and weakhesses and what
can be done to improve'its operations?” The ultimate goal of thig study is to increase
the effectiveness of the Title IV program by recemmending ways in which the »
program can capxtah.ge on its strengths -

- This study of Title IV operations is based primarily on a atatlsuca] analysis of,
mml questionnaires from 140 of the 164 project offices (GACs, SkhAs, TIs, and
dfLEASs) and interyiew ratings from on-site interviews at 40 praject fo ices and 74
of the school districts being served by these projects. Also, personal interviews were |
tcndus,ted at 7 of the 10 regional offices responsible for administering the Title IV
program, and with personnel in the- Equal Educational. Qppartlli‘llty Programs
(EEOP) dmsmn of the USOE (the federal supervisory agency) in Washington, D.C.,
‘In these latter interviews we wete 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 IV, At the project
office and client school district levels, we were interested pnmanly in determining
how Title IV projects are staffed and organized, what activities they offer, to whom
their activities are directed, how those activitiés impact upon the cli ients, fromwhom -
they receive support, and what kinds of pmblems they encounter while lnnplements_ e
ing their program. .

- PQur analysis draws equally upon three components the' cbnstruqtmn of a
theoretjcal framework, tested against both theé ob3ervations made i in the site visits
and a statigtical analysis combining coded site visit data and mail- guestionnaire
data, Debriefings were held following each wave of site visits. These debnehngs
permitted the data collection, conceptual frame, and hypotheses to evolve e gradually

» + overa peridd of several months. After the last site visit and debriefing, 8 conceptual

. schema for the study was agreed upon, and a series of interviewer rating forms was
devnsed and prepared for each visited project and its clients. These forms contained

v+ variou$ measures ‘against which each project and each observed client was rated by‘ .
the interviewer on a scale from 1 to 6. -

The study used two major types of outcome measures. One type c»f putcome
‘measure consisted of interviewer ratings of the impact a project officé had on the
pﬂllcles, programs, personnel, institutional structure, and training sspects of its

T client school distriets. Analyses of the association between various project office am?

district charactenstms enabled us to isolate characteristics that-had a stéing posi-
ﬁvé or negatwe effect on project office impacts. These ratings also permntted us to

ﬁ: combine some site visit information with the mail quastxonnmre data from the same

“projects in statistical analysis. & .

The secand type of outcome measure consxsted of'a classxﬁeatmn of the types of
activities cundugted by different prolect offices. From the mail questionnaire data we
clustered the activities undertaken by the prcuects on the basis of intercorrelation
matrices lntﬂ three clugters ’




B f ‘ .. .
Cluster ' 7 © Activities >
e Prevpntmg distnisshl or dlsplacement of minorities
Aasnstmg dlStl‘lLtS in develc)p.mg dgsegr{gatmn plans
Arss_bsmg new. desegregativn capabilities

&

b Desegugatmn

Developing and dlssemmﬂung materials
Gathering statistical information
. Maintaining libraries

TLLhnlLiﬂ Aﬁslatancc

. Training in use of new [ﬁéfll@déjmaterials

Training-directors of local projects L

R g e ,E, , ‘ }‘;‘GAG only

Training supervispry, persorinel _
W+ o .

| ‘i-_ . - - h-

A

| A
WL — ‘ * ' \
oo ‘ Proposal-writing - -

f

l

Training

tan and were dlStI‘lLt~Sp€G]fIE the teehmcal ass;stange ¢luster mmprlsed actwntn
that may also be-directly related to desegregation but were less apt to be district-
spaciﬁg, Hand the tfaining cluster consisted of activities that were at times only
tangentlally related to desegregation. Again using corrélation analysis, thesé clus-
. ters enabled us to identify. factorsthat were associated with the projects undertaking

T more or l‘ess of these three types of activities. Further examples from the field work

T were _used to Suppleﬁ@nt these statistics to give specxflmty to the results nf' the data
‘;“' . inalysls

*%._ - % . This report is the summsry cvf Rand s study of Tltle IV. Section II dlscusses the

. theorétical basis underlying Title IV .and documents the program as specified by the:
Reg*uhtmns and Guldelme& Sectmn 'III provxdea a dESCFlptIOﬂ of thé reglonal ﬂﬁice,

vaﬂables that saem to 1mpact on thE abllnty cf thé pm_]e;:‘t Dlﬁces to dellver SEI‘VIL‘ES,
. and Sec VI sets forth our recommendations for i improving and strengthenmg Title
IVVA cnmﬁamﬂn repartf Crocker et al,, 1976) covers the same topics in greater detail
and deSCFIbES our study. desngn and the data an& statﬁtlcaf ﬂnalyses used to arrive
atour conclusions: The second _phase.of Rand’s study of Titla IV is'in process. In this.
phase we are lopoking spemﬁcally at the effect on program operations of a dlhg
@;slstance in the area of sex discrimination to the program’s prior desegregaltion

i ocus. We expect the f’ollawsgp 5tudy to enhance the findings repor‘tc:d upon here,

Y




. L BACKGRQUND - . |

“Title IV techn ical asmstgnce and trnmmg services are dE‘llVErEd by four typea
of projects that are provided for by the enabling leglslntmn’(Clvﬂ Rights Act of 1964,

PL, 88-352, Tltle IV, Sections 401 to 406). The legislation describes teuhnicnl asgig- °

tancé ns the'| provision of “information regarding effective methodsof coping.with
", special educational problems occasioned by desegregntmn ” The activities author-
: _Elsf.d under technical asgistance 1m:lude L o

" a. Helping a district to desegregate wnthout demotmg or dlsmﬁqmg mmurlty. _

- gtafl. v K’
b. Assessing deaegrggatmn related needs in a dlqtrlct '
' Develnpmg administrative methods ancl techmques to cope with desegrega-
tion-related problems,
d.  Developing curricula, teachmg meth@ds ;md Ihaterials for use i in dgaggr‘e-
" gated-classrooms, .- :

* ¢. Training school personnel.in the use of (d). .
f. Helping districts develop the capacity for school/community rlnteractmn
“¢. Helping schodl staff to utilize other federal and state resources that wuul@

assist them in copihg with their desegregation- related problems.
h.‘ Training schocl staff in the prepar}tlun of desegregatlon plans. .

Any ﬂther activity tHat the Office of Education deems appropriate i ﬂrnvxdmg
Ytechnical assistance to desegregating school districts ‘can also be autlorized
v Trammg activities authorized include training school personnel i one or more .

of the above problem areas except (b) ElI’ld; (g). Training for TIs is defined as “the .

:operation of short-term or regular session institutes for apecml training designed to
improve the ‘ability of teachers, supervisors, counselors, and other elementary or..
secondary. schodl personnel:to deal effectively with speclal educational pmblems
" occasioned by desegregation.” The institutes may be held on-campus or elsewhere,
during a summer session or durmg the regular academic year.
‘The recipients of both teahmcal assistance and. trmmng services if FY75* are
. school districts that aré in some stage of the desegregation process. v

. a school board shill be deemed to be "desegregatmg if (i) itsis not under
a LU[‘!‘EHt legal obligation to desegregate, and (ii) it enrolls ¥n its schools
mgmﬁcant proportions of both minority and nonmlporlty group students.

. aschool boardshall be deemgd tobe "desegregdtmg" if it is implementing
or devg]opmg aplan for desegregation (i) which has been or will be undertak- -
ren pursuait to'a final orger issued by a court of the United States, or a court
. of any State, or any other State agency or official authorized by State law
toissue sich'an order, or (ii) wHich has been required and approved by the
Secretary o Health, Education, and Welfare as adequate under Title VI of
the Civil 1ghts Act of 1964,

* ﬂ‘:t]e I'V awjuds were made in FY?74 on o forward-funded bqam (i.e., for activitics to be mnducted
during FY7},‘Sﬁnu the project activities occur in FY75, the projects will bL referred lo as FY75 projects

thrﬂughuut -

&
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% 2 Ineffect, thismeans thatall school districts enrolling students of more than onge
race are either dcsegr;gﬂtmg or desv;m*e rated und therefure eligible for Title A%
assistance. !

It should be pmnted out here that 'TJNQ IV isa relatm;slg small federal pmgram, .
($21.7 wiillion il FY75). This $21.7 million is less than one-tenth the size of thes N
Emergency School Add Act (ESAA), o pmgmm which also assists school districts in
desegrégation. through direct grants. $o while it is true that the leg riglation and. -
~segulations provide for a wide variety of activities through four difi®ent project
types to alarge number of school districts, the low levgl of funding implies that many-
district-level needs cannot be met in vdz:pth through Title IV, =« =

. The téchnical assistance and training services funded by Title IV are eSsenpall y

" gervices under contract to the USOE that ['CWldL help to dustg:egﬂtlng or desegre-
gated school districts that want the helyy. 'Mhie technical assistayce and training unitsv
act ns & noncoercive arm of the f‘edeml government. When the units’ were estab- . ...
lished, the USOE huped that locally based help would be more readily accepted than

téchnical assistance from Washingtan, the gource of most of the sanctions that

4 _forced di siricts to desegregate Title IV'i lmpas:es no punitive measures against school
. ~districts, althpugh, on occasion, judges have referred school districts to their local =
' GAC or state department of education for assistance in develgping a desegregation: *
™ plan ér in maintaining,and operating their schools in a desegregated fashion, The

Civil ‘Rights A¢t makes' desegregatmn nggistance smd training to school districts
.. avatlable under-one or more Title v pm}u:t types. Unlike some sections of the Act,
Title I'V nssistance is not cnmpulsory, and an invitation by the district to the GAC,
.SEA, or I is required in both the Act and in the Regulations and Guidelinés,
. AthDugh the rLgu]atmns provide far a great deal of overlap between allowable
‘ actmtlw of the various project types, there are specific perceptions at EEOP about
¢ the role of specific project types, The GAC (usually located at a umversxty or college)
‘is geen_ as a Title IV institution with no other funding source.and is ultended to
provide intefdisciplinary skills- for da\%cgr;gatmn assistance. It is- uﬂdcrsteﬂd as -
taking on the widest scope of activities m hoth technjcal assistance and tmmmg The
SEA grant represents an attempt to link the state départmEHt’s educational struc- t
ture to desegregation efforts. The TT 8 intended to act-as a locally based in- service
vehicle designed to Relp teachers, counselors, or ddmnll%t!‘;lt()l's in-one or a few ®
districts, The dfLE gmnt represgnts in- }muse désegregation assistance as opposed-
, to agaxamnf;e by ou agencies. 3‘ : - i ’
. Also, the regulatmn%_jlﬁly an f‘l\lw‘ngss by EEOP personnel of the necessity
for multlple level entry points into a *%chm%yﬁ-tem if change is to be promoted. Some -
authprilies in Unplementatmn %triteg'y favir a “top-down” approach where only
persons with formal authority (such ag district-superintendents) are selected to
; I‘ECEIVE services. These strategists asserd that change can succeed in a school district )
.. only. if it begins at the top and percolates down. Other authontles favor directing ,
services to the perimeter of the system {that is, to teachers and counselors), with
those change effects eventmlly rippling into the core of the district bLCf{u‘élG‘.(t_hE
perimeter personnel actually implement, district policy. Title IV regulations sub- -
" . scribe to-the top-down approach in the sense that the district superintendent’s
approval must be secured (by letter) for any Title [V [JI’OJEQt operating in a district,
but the regulations also allow for assistance to be dlrE‘LtEd both generally .md o

é
4

nr _
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specilically to any part of a school distriet’s organization. Further, théi“g i an

unwritten understandiri that the-GAC thrgets both thé administrative core and

. ‘instryctional perimeter, the,SEA the administrative core, and the TI the jnstric: =

 tional perimeter. The important point is that the Title IV program does not sub-,

-~ seribe to a gingle approach tolpromoting change in school districts, & \.
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tered t;hmugh thg regn:mal offices of the USOE. Vithin each
~¢giot e IV (along with-a simila rly focused pﬁ"ngram ESAA) is adminis-
tﬂred bg&he ’Educat‘mnul Qppﬂrtumty (EEO) unit, the fegional counterpart
to the USOE’s EEOP. EEQP is- Tesponsible for developing the Title IV Program
Regulations and Guldelmes for the yégional offices to implement;the regionaloffices:
are responsible for mtérprgtmg théig gujdelines and implementing them in a fash-
ion that accommodatesregional diversity yet does not compromise the intent of the
law. The regionul offites’ are also responsible for reviewing prnpgaals submitted by
each of the four Title IV project types in théir region. )

- This section describes the reg’mﬁal office administrative structure, field oper-
atious, and proposal review pmceas The primary data sources for these ﬁndmg
were the lntewlews contlucted fram April to August 1975 with administrative and

‘operations personiiel at U'%‘ZOE and seven of the ten regional offices. These were the

seven offices raspnnsnble fop administering the projects in our site visit samples.
Inter\rlews were also Dbtalzed from a sample of panelists who participated in the
propmsnl ‘review process.

a

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS.

All of the regional offices visited shared a common basic oréénimtibﬁnl struic-
ture. The Regional Commissioner and the Director of School S!‘stem% tock adminis-
trative responsibility for Title 1V . Ac tgnl operational respgﬁgﬂgllity for Title IV was
vested in the EEOQ unit, which is a part of the Divisioh of School Syst(;ms -Within
the EEO units, the Pfogmm Manager nnd P‘mgram Officers are responsible for
implementing both Title IV find ESAA projects. )

Title 1V projects repcrrtedlv account for far leqs than 20 percent of the T’rogmm

vDﬂicers work, with ESAA projects taking up the rest of their time. Typically,

Program Oflicers were assigned to projects withir a geographic area across states
or within a state and were usually responsible for implementing projects in the field.

In the larger EEO units (thirteen to seventeen Program Oflicers), the Program

Managers' duties were primarily administrative, with additional administrative
and field coordination resporfsibil ities delegated to other staff members. In the small-
er EEO units (two to five Program Odlicers), administrative authority was vested
solely in the Program Mpanager, who'was actively involved in the operational aspects
of the projects as well. '

All seven Program Managers in the seven Dﬂltt‘% visited were male. In termsg of
ethnicity, three of the Program Managers were black, three were white, and.ore was
Spanish-surnamed. Of approximately fifty Program Officers and trainces in the
seven regions, fewer than 10 percent were women; approximately fifteen were black,
and six were Spanish-surnamed. Typically, the ethnic composition of an EEO unit
reflected the ethnic composition of the regions, with the greatest concentrations of
black and Spanish-surname EEO staff in thesouth and southwest.

Although rr';;.lmml office staff members had (lxvmae backgrounds and-¢ould not

T
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be considered " professional” implementors of schoo desepregation, no training pro-
grams designed toincrease sensitivify todesegregation and to explore the social and

political constraints affecting the m)plvmenmtlcn of desegreg sation existed in any of

the EEO units. Rather, new employees underwent on-the-job training through an
-apprentice-like arrangement with more experienced Program Officers. Though, {1l

emplovees had continuous training ta, accommodate changes in forms, guidelines,
inc’l procedures, there were no consistently held substantive sessions dealing with
the social and political context of the ERO units’ work.

PN = - L 3\

FIELD OPERATIONS

The Administrative Manual tthe operational handbook of” procedures and forms
I

issued by EEOP) outlines procedures for two tasks to be undertaken by the regional
oftices: mumhnmg;;nd proposal review. All of the Program Managers interviewed
Histed these two tasks, as well as technical ossistance to projects, as their primary
foci. However, even though there was agreement on the tasks to be undertaken,
there was o great deal of variation among rvumlml offices in implementing these
tasks, ; .

The majority of the EEO staff viewed technical assistance as a process of dis-
seminating and ‘or clarifying administrative and regulatory infdfmation. This assis-
tance would include clarifving Civil l\.lghts compliance requests; el yin T Title 1V
tual pf‘()hli‘nh, defining authorized gctivities, and

H‘guldlmll% working out conti

determining distriet eligibility, for example. W henever possible, they would respond

Lo requests from the Title I'V projects for program-related technical assistance, such
as helping to plan an evaluation, and distinguishing between desegregation-related
and nondesegregation-related activities. However, this proFrammitic assistarice
wis undertaken less trequently and was perceived by the pr ojeets s being less
istance given by the regional oflices.

4 -!llunlt()ll!lg—-l% ottlined in sonie

lniip[ul than the procedural, as
The second major task ﬂg the regional oMice:
detanl in the Administ rative Manual. A(.(’mdlm: to the manuaal, mumturzng 15 the

systeenatic and periodic precess of reviewing, evaluating, gnd li_—.)i)rtklnf the pro-
; I H I

grammatic shd fiscal operations of an approved, funded project. The manual de-
scribes the spectfic responsibilities of the Prograrm Manager; Program Oflicérs., and
grant eps Lmil sets torth specitic monitoring procedures tor both the grantee reports
and the site visits, 4

.‘nu}«{: ports by the BEO stafl’ indicated that du rinyr the site reviews the proce-
dural stéps outlined in the manual were, in faet Aollesed, However, five ol theseven
regronal oflices reported $he use of regionadly developed menitoring forms in addi-
tion to the USOE-provided monitoring form. Thus, while formnl reports were filed
onnthebasid of the USOE docuinent, aetusd evalimtion of and feedbick to the projects
were binsed o l()Ld”V devised instruments which varied from region (b region. These

duntmonttoring fornas suggrest that projects are not being consistently nmm(un-(l or
evaluated across regions. Further, the widespread use of alternagive monitoring
lmlm BIRTH H ata that (hv sulu tmn to lhv e mmsﬁuntp@lufiim pl'nl)l! gl‘ié‘a‘ no ﬁ!iﬁl't!ly

i uw;l hv l‘ FOW as hvm T ONET m-nt w llh 1 Iu qroover mllm- n mm( oring vl ugt hu\,h
I ' il b
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an approach would provide the regional offices wit hsthe ﬂexibih&jj to target specific
regional issues and problems in implementation /compliance, and would simultane-
ously provide evaluation consisiency on a national level,

The third major task undertaken by the regional offices is proposal review.
Proposals are reviewed by panelists selected by regional office personnel’ who rate
cach proposal according to an established set of award criteria. Points are given to
each proposal onthe separatecriteria and these pointsare added together to provide
a total score for 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 manked nationally by project type and projects are Adhded in rank
order from the highest scove until the funding allocation for a project type is ex-
hausted. : ) A

In an attempt to make the regional proposal review eflort as consistent as
possible, the Adm inistrative Manual delineates detailed procedures for the intake
and processinghaf applications prior to paneling, as well as for the role of Program
Managers ynd Program Oflicers during paneling. Ih a concémitant effort. EEQP
developed o com prehensive trairing packet, which provides instructions to panelists
receiving Title IV applications. Biisically. the training packet is designed to inczease
the consistency of review panels across regipns, and to “help ensure that no appli-

submitted in one region and not in another” tGoldberg, 1973). Yet, even though it
is the ;ﬂgéL,nf EEOP personnel to achieve national review standards in all fegional
officess through the use of these rutdelines, a great deal of regional varintion never-
theless continiies to exist’

For example, the zegional ofice is responsible tor selecting and training the
panelists and for scheduling the réview; of the proposals by the panelists. Although
the Administrative Manual is very explicit about who may serve on the reviéw
panels, there ard'no guidelines regarding either selection procedures or criteria for
selection. As.a result, this procedure varied fromm regrion to rerion and resulted in
a great dedl of variation in the quality of panelists both within and across regions.
Methods of trainirg these panelists also varied from region to region. Although the
general procedures for training were well-defined, the specific methods as wellas the
amount of time allocated for training varied considerably. Kven the scheduling of
the proposals for review by panelists varied iweross regions. Some regions batched
proposals by project type, others by state, and still others had panelists review
the different project tygies, this random ordering of proposals is counterproductive,
Sin@ it would make it more diflicult for panelists to ditferentinte the criteria to be
1 Officer s to serve only as n

used for each project type. In neld ition, the Mrogn
resource person thronghout this process, While this procedure has the olyious
advantage of allowing ng;\v apphicants to enter the competition on an equal fodtingz
with projects of lony st anding, it has the disﬁdv:mtug’b of depriving the panelfofa
rood source of information about existing projects.

Thus, we see that althéugh there has been sonie attempt by EEOP tostandard ize
procedures across repions, o gread deal of regional varination exists. This variabil ity
does not appear to be o deliberate attempt to circamvent BEEOP gaidelines, but
rather seems to resull from attezopting to conform toan ldefined charge. Conse-
quently, as presently constiluted, the effectivencss of the Title 1V regional oflices
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- ' depends upon the commitment and experti 15& ()f thelr :,tiiﬁ [t the responsibilities
of th’i?\regmnal offices were to be more clearly/ /defined’ by EOP. the regional offices

‘- as well as the EEOP would be better-able tuffudgt' their effectiveness and, to specify
steps that could be mken to improve then’ operations, | . :
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o IV. THE PROJECT OFFICES .~

This secﬁon will give a brief description of each of the four Title IV projec‘t
types—GAC, SEA I, and dfLEA, In order to highlight the differences between .
: them, the three projects external to the school district (GAC, SEA, TI) will be
. compared to-each other; the dfLEA, which is the onlswTitle [V grant made‘dlrectly
to school districts, will be treated separatelv :

» ) . ‘

GENERAL ASSISTANCE CENTER e

« Twenty-six GACs were ‘operating in FY75. Our description of these centers 15/
based en mail questionnaire xesponses from 24 of the 26 GAC Project Directors (92
percent responding) and from site visits to 12 GACs (46 percent of those funded)and
“36 of their client school districtg,
General Assistance Centers feceive ﬂppre)umutely 50 pércent of the total Tntle
"IV budget. Theyare the largest of fihes project types intermsoffundinglevel (average
. grant is $340,188), number of dist ricts served (average is 98), and number of staff
(average numbeér of full-time staff is 8). They also'undertake a broader range of
activities (both technical assistance and training) than do SEAs (tec:hm;ﬂl asgis-
tance) even though GACs and SEAs ate authorized to conduat. ths same activities .
dCCQl‘dlﬂg to the rules and regulations governing the administratidn:of Title IV (see
- Table 1). GACs most frequently undertakein-service training, develop curricula and
! materials, assist dl%trlcts in needs n%*ses&mr;r;t and help districts with school/com-
m umty relations. SEAs are meticeabl ymore likely than GACs to help districts write .
ESAA or other proposals Lo obtiin addltjomﬂ funds, conduct -surveys to obtain
statistical information that wnl] aggist in ldentﬂymg desegregation problems, help
districts JAnderstand their !’Espﬂl’]%].bl]ltl?g under the desegregation guidelines, and
disseminate to’the districts materials on school desggregﬂtwn State Education
Agencies, however, are located in state depnrtments of education which normally
provide technical assistahce to schodl 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 requued to meet state or fed;*ml laws regulqtmns .
or funding. requfrementﬁ 24 N - :
General Assistan cntera. Dn the other hand, are lm)E;t frequently located at
- colleges or universities and share no ties to state gcwernment As the table shqws,
jthey are less Ilkely to carry out activities that ate government oriented and are more
likelyto develop curricula, instructional tec hniques, and administrative procedures.
-"Although thiese activities could be considered more typical of an educational institu-
tion, GACs do not function similarly to Tls. Training Institutes have a much narrow-
er focus than do GACs; Tls are authorized to conduct'training butnot to undertake
technical assistance. In addition, TIs are located primarily in university-schools of
E-dumtmn whose regular mission_is to train teachers. Therefore, TIs donot need to '
(:(m\unu,l schoo] districts that they nre capable of delivering traini ng serSices, Deseg-
regation-related technical assistance, which GACs undertake, is not nor mally a
university function, however, Therefore, a GAC would have no institutional-lite of
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Table 1 e oo
T o * GAC Acrivity ProFie
- Activities more ofteny undertuken ~
by G ACs than SEAS" L
. 1GAQC SEA
F- Develop new mstructmnnl trchmﬁuus el . | BT 85 o
o Train in use of new methmils/materml% -V R N I T .
LBevelop curricula . ™, ., 7., .. Ce g e ! TT 47 P
- Help districts assessreeds | .. , .. ) R R T I % A
~Bevelop techni 'uns far SChDul/éummunlty er;\ctan s 7»,1‘ 66 '
Develop new administrative procedures .. - . d B 42 i
" Facilitate- sharing of common experiendes .. . ¢ P ® 1.7 =
T Develop Et,sluatmn lechniques . ... .. ... ... ..., ... 2 LA
Activitidsjess often undertaken - .
. by C\YCs than SEAs - ~ \
S ' : . §EA
- 'Wrﬁ pmp()iﬂls . e s i‘i‘ e e . 76s "
+ Dev&lopand disserihate oo T 56 e
R Interprat ﬁsf‘lcral;qul clines . B 65
- Help dxslriﬁts cope wi h crlses ) ' - ;!0
-39
. 327
i 5f

ﬂp‘emen‘t ‘of Proje
*'most Frequently.f Ny

e
its own \anthout‘s Tltje IY grnnt bcnetal ASSI%IZE.HCE Cen%ﬁ‘tand to nperate as
independent organizations rather than as extensions of thei (vérsities as do the
TiIs. In cases. -where the GACs did not operatefautonamously, they tended to deem-.

' phasize desegregatmn relsted activities ;]nd! to EnlphaEiZE‘ trammg Since training
". activities are both less controversial and more of a traditiorial university functjon,
" it ts not surprising that greater ypiversity mvaiven;ent in'a GAC r&zsult& inn this

pattern. ‘ -
Consequently, prior to receiving a Txtle IV grant, GACs need io develop viable
wurkmg organizations that are.capable of prmﬂd ing a broad range of services to a
large number of SE]IDDI districts, As a result, their organizational characteristics and
methods of interacting with district personnel are critical variables in determining

_ whethier they have an impact on the districts they serve. Among the project offices
that we visited, we found a significant correlation betweeh a GAC's impact at the

district level and the p;eser@e of the following characteristics: a well-specified plan,
withsexplicit schedules and milestones and a clear description of staff” responsibili-
ties; access to pivotgl people in the district; the ability to interact with the district
superintendent, ce tral office staff, and other members of the schot)l district and
community. The sgmae relntlﬁmhlpq did not hold for the SEAsor Tls, however, since
they are not f‘ace with the tasks of building a new organization or functioning as
a geﬂersl nll pux vice organization. In addition, since GACs operate autono-
lish their own reputations in order to have credibility with
the schqml (hst rigts in theu' service arens. Long-established. GACs have earned credi-
bxhty with clier ,t dla‘.trlct:a ‘on-the¢basis; of their helplulness in:the pidst. However,
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" STATE EDUCATION' AGENCY

|

newly funde(i GACs reported the need to offer districts whatgver services they

requested; whéther or not their requests were desegregation-rélated, in order to

“establish a relationship with the districts. Once this relationship was:estab"]‘iiged,

the GAC wasyble t6 take a more active postire regarding the fypes of servicks it
would provided istricts. ‘In turn, GACSy which are more active ir] assessing district
needg, tend to undeg,iﬁke dgsegregatmn activities more often and|training activities
less often: . '

General Assistance Centers work with all levels of the school [system to promote
change; they plan and target their activities to both the administrative and instruc-

. tional areds of-the system more than other projgct types. Training Institytes gener-

ally ungdertake training and therefore work with school-level pergonnel; 8EAs focus.
on technical assistance and generally-work with administratiye-level personnel.
Since GACs frequently undertake both technical assistance and fraining, it follows
that théir activities will be targeted to both the administrativelland school levels.
Since their servicesare targeted to more people at more levels within school systems,
GACs may have the greatest direct potential for gfﬁectmg overall change at the
school-district level, ’

[

In FY75, ?‘) SEAs %vére Qpemtmg RE%})G[‘I%P%’ to mail questionnarres from 36 of

the 39 SEA Proyec‘t Directors (92 pprc.&m responding) and site visits'to 13.SEAs (33

percent of those funded) and 26 of the;r client school districts provide the data for
this descr iption. : ;

_The typiealTitle IV SEA is housed in the Bureau of Equa | Educational Opportu-
nity at a state department of educution. On the average, SEAs have a much smaller
project stafl’ than do GACs (three full-time staff as compared to eight) and receive
a commensurately smaller grant (5128,964 as compa red to ‘15340 188), yet they serve
neatly the game number of school districts asdo GACs(90 L{)rﬂpdlf‘d to 98). Although
smaller, the SEAs are able to provide services to a large number of school districts
begause they focus primarily on technical assistangguctivities, which are less labors
intensive than the training {requently undertaken by GACs and Tls. The four
activities more often undertaken by SEAs than by other project types include assist-
ing districts in writing proposals, helping districts mtsrpret federal gmdelmeg ob-
taining statistical information from school districts, and disseminating materials.

Also, SEAs were judged by our interviewers to be the most effective in the area of”

minority recruitment at the local district level, althéugh this activity was undertak-
ety frequently by less than one-third of the SEAs. State Education Agenciés assist
districts by providing superintendents and other administrators with recruitment
sources that often extend beyond state borders4o national networks. In one specific
case, the SEA Project Director was responsible for placing two assistant superinten-
dents in both districts visited., '

In gengral, SEAs report more frequently ungé
than any of the other project types. However, in cages where UE:OE reglonal person-
nel and federal-level personnel were more actively involved in helping the SEA to
plan their activities, the SEAs undertook technical assistance activities more fre-
quently and désegregation activities less frequently.
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“activities in which other administrative units of the state department are involved,

T Unlike GACs, the SEAs are closely Lcmnected to the institution at which they are

located. Bedides undertaking similar types of activities, 44 percent of the SEA

fPr;o_]ect Directors indicated that their most recent job prior to Title IV was with some

other division of the state department of edycation, and over one-third indicated

-that they served the department of educatigh.in another mpaclty while administer-

ing the Title IV project. Since state departments of educatioh already havé ongoing

. relatlonshlps with school dlstrn:.ts .SEAs need to undertake less “institution” build-

. ‘ing than the GACs, and they are usually- able to function with a fairly simple

mewefement 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 gctivities more often. In general,

however, SEA Project Directors report the lowest level of support in_carrying out

their program from personnel at the institution at which they are located compared
.to other project types. . i
The kinds of activities undertaken by SEAS are generfilly‘ short-term and less
- subject to advance plan) ning or anticipation than the trammg activities undertaken
. byt'GACs and TIs. As a result, SEA Project Directdrs report: experiencing more
iniplementation problems than any of the other p!’DjECt types. Major implementa-

tien problems cited by SEA Project Directors inclide loss of stafl’ members, undere- -
" stimating staffing requirements, and having to adhere tn state regulatnons State
E’ﬂucatlon Agencies also report undertaking activities in the same school district as
other project types more frequem‘]y Thus, even without a conterted &ﬁ‘ﬂrt on the
‘part of SEAs to communicate 'with other project typés they are more apt to encoun-
ter them, If it were considered desirable to have a single agency coordinate Title IV
“efforts, our data would suggest that the SEAS would be the most appropriate agency
State Education Agencies plan and target their activitiesonly 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
péi‘%@nnel in achool districts, This method of interaction is also consistent wn;h the
way a state deﬁartment of education typically functions in a school dnstné&; How-
ever, if change is to take place throughout the system, this approach i’Equl“ES that

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

TRAINING INSTITUTE,

In FY75, 47 institutes were operating with an average grant size of ‘13‘93 426. Qur
desutptmn of these institutes is based on data from

ail questionnaires sent to the T Project Directors (41 of 47, or 87 Pb‘:rcent
responding) and from site visits to six Tls 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 of new methods
and materials, developing new instructional techniques, and sensitizing pupil-con-
tact per%nnnel to the environment of a desegregated school. Although TIs are re.
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. stncted to training thwntles bv the Title IV leglslatmn the longer an institute is
funded the more hkely it is to undertake technical assistance types of activities.

Training Instifutes that exist for longer periods tend to provide less training of
school personnel and insgead ‘assist the district in solving short-range problems.
These problems, such as helping districts deal with racial conflict among students
and helping them cope with other crises, are further removed from the training
emphasis of TI;S_;SXFESSEC] in the regulations. Since Tls work closely with a small
number of districts, it is likely that over time they seem less external to the district

* and begin to function more as an in-house consultant.

Institutes generally hold training sessions for a number of weeks during” the
summer months and conduct follow-up activities and short in-service training ses-
‘sions during the school year. Because of this schedule, any delay in funding or delay
in notification 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 retain
only twWo staff members during the school year. Tls-have ngse ties to the callegefar
universities at which they are located and these ties, in part make this flexible
staffing reqmrement feasible. TIs génerally Tecruit their staff from the institution ° .
at which they are located, whose schedules generally permit teachers to.work inten- .~

- . sively on Title IV during the summer months and part-time, Lf‘rreq;ﬁ‘bsarv\ dunng the
school year while still fulfilling their university teaching responsibilities. -

In-contrast to GACs, which are also housed at universities, Tls report a more
“active university involvement in planhing the projects’ activities, and they more
frequently report an involvement in teaching at the university and having th%{ .
university adopt their materials. This close coninection may result from the fact that®
TIs undertake activities that are typical for an education department to undertake, '
and therefore the Title IV institute may be perceived as an-extengigh of the univer-.
sity work. Their recruitment of university personnel also reinforcey'this close work-
ing relationship and precludes Tls from developing as separate fand independent
grgnm?atmn; like the GACs. : %

Training Institutes also work more closely with thenr client ac:}mal 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 dl.‘stnf:tb jointly
develop programs that address those needs. This pFDLEdU!E leads toward a good
working relationship between institutes and districts and results in minimal im-
plementation problems. Since the clients are given the opportunity to select the Tls

service and to specify their needs, thegre is little problem with changing district
needs. However, this method of Drg{unf,g‘u{' also results in Ths less often developing
lung=r;mge goals and fum:tlcmmg mdepeuﬁantlv from the districts they serve. With--
out a long-range focus, a TI is less ant to design its program to include extensive
follow-up.

In planning their programs, Tls. work both wnth the administrative core and
with instructional areas of the district—district superintendents, principals, and
teachers. However, their activities are usually directed to instructional personnel
only—teachers, 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 found that institute
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participants did not feel fully qualified ta}t‘rain other nonparticipants, although they
did consider the trainiug sessions useful in terms of their own specific jobs. It is not
surprisirg that instide participants, riot 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. Farthermore, in a
majority of the cases the T1s 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 effect change throughout a district is
limted.

A
DIRECT-FUNDED LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY

"While the precedingethree Title IV project types provide indiréct assisbance to

school districts from the Office of Education, theiﬁgﬁﬁfﬂsn provided for direct.
assistance in the form of the dfLEA. The dfLEA grant enables a district (o hire a
desegregation specialist and, in approximately one-third of the cases, the grant also -

provides for deségregatién—welated in-service training.

The dfLEA grant is the smallest in size of any Title [V project types. In FY75,

592 dﬂgEg‘\s were operating with an average grant size of $35,700. The deseription
that follows is based on data frofh mail questionnaires sent to each of the dfLEA
Project Directors (39 of 52 responding). In addition, nine dfLEAs were visited by

- LS

Rand staff’ to obtain supplementary material,

Generally, dfLEPA projects. undertake an extremely wide variety of activities, o

which tend to vary accprding to the district's stage of desegregation. In Jlstricts that
reported they ware presently developing a desegregation plan (first stage), the dfLEA
was primarily conducting human relations training with pupil-contact personnel
and district admiristrators. If the digtrict was in the process of tmplementing a

desegregation plan second stage), the dfLEA undertook activities that were related-

to the implementation”.process, such as working with the community, helping
schools to assess their needs, helping teachers to obtain practical éxperience prior
toteaching in a desegregated classroom, and helping to ensure that minority person-
nel were not demoted or dismissed as a result of desegregation. In districts that had
completed the (mplementation of a desegregation plan (third stage), the dfLEAs

= “tended to coordinate Title [V with other federal programs and to-use these funds
“to undertake etivities that could be regarded as typical compensatory education or
ESAA-type activities (training in use of new methods/materials and direct seTVvices,

to studentsl. The use of Title IV funds by districts in later stages of desegregation
indicates that they are more likely to be receiving funds for desegregation from
other federal programs than are districts in earlier stages of desegrregation. In fact,
of the df’LEAfg that report having-completed the implementation of their desegreya-
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 imple-
menting their plan, and 57 percent presently developing a plan. _

Only 51 percent of the diLEA Project Directors (also called desegregation or
advisory specialists) reported having any stall'members in addition to themse|ves.
Amony these 51 pércent, the average number of full-time staff was 1.6, Moat adviso-
ry specialists are recruited from within the district au‘ld come from administvative
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or teaching positiof)s. In addition to their positions as advisory specialists, they tend
to have other supefvisory or administrative responsibilities, which could serve as a
source of influenceffor the Title [V activities they undertake. In addition, the adviso-

“ry specialists seemed to have access to their superintendents: 85 percent of them

reported meeting with thery three or more times during the first six months of the

- Title IV project. Yet, in practice, advisory specialists seldom had line authority for

desegregation- rala\ted decisions. Only 38 percent of all advisory specialists reported
a great deal of influence in deciding upon the methaod of school desegregation, and
29 percent reported a great deal of influence on the timetable {or school desegrega-
tion or the selection of specific schools. Persgnnel selection and budgeting matters
are the least often perceived areas of inﬂueﬁ%e (15 percent and 10 percent, respec-
tively).

Advisory Epi(‘l{lll‘s%h had the most authority dnd received the most support in
districts where the superintendent was committed to deaagr&gatmn They also
seemed to h:we the most impact on the desegregationwefforts of their districts when
ecommitment was high. Conversely; jn those dlEtI icts where Hup@rmtendvnt commit-
ment was rated low and the degree of district sapport was not Lle;u, it was difficult
to'identify any Title IV imphcts on J;he districtsg:

The dfLEA directors plan the .iLthltlEa they will undertake with the administra-
tive core of the district. Their activities are directed, however, to thé instructional
area of the district. As a result, the advisory specialist is in the position of trying
to influence principals, teachers, afrd the community to support the superinten-
dent’s program. In addition, the advisory specialists report receiving a great deal of
support from the administrative core, bugamuch less support from the instructional
periphery of the district. This lack utgns.bructmu;xl support, Lum,bmed with their lack
of line authority, leaves hittle reason L:j c.;x ect:that adyisory speci ihists -will have

1mpdct in their d;slrlct‘a v

!




. COMMITMENT

V. KEY VARIABLES

In the course of this study, we were struck by the extreéme 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 charactevistics.

-

4

»

Commitmert was a kéyito.effectgive service delivery at evéry level of Title IV
operations. At the regional office level, the commitment of the Regional Commission-
er to EEO programs wag a major factor in Jiﬁ‘erentiating the way in which regional
offices implemented Title IV. e

The'tegional offices Wihere the Regional Commissioner.was perceived as not
being committed to EEO programs, but as using the office as a political springhboard,
were charagferized by low morale and little staff confidénce in the effectiveness of
Titlg IV.In these regional offices, the Program Managers- reported a lack of autono-

'miy dnd a leek of support from the Regional JConimisgianeri The lack of autonomy

and support was reflected in two of the regions by the Regional Commissioner's
hiring of EEO i3 without the consent-of the Program Manager, as well as by the
Program Manager's reluctance to institute termination proceedings against projects
for fear of hyrting the political ambitions of the Regional Commissionér. The per-
ceived cgmmitment factor affected field operations as well. These regional offices
repbfteéi_’-&ﬁakingfar fewer on-site visits (one or two) than did the other offices (six
to eight site visits yeatly). Conversely, in regional offices where the Commissioner
was perceived ag committed to EEO goals, staff' confidence in Title IV was high, staff
morale was high, and the Program Managers were 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 of gur field work, most
of the 13 SEA Title IV units we visited showed little evidénce 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 accompanied by stated -
goals and objectives to be accomplished; in the other two cases, the state mandates
were accompanied by stated gopls and objectives and by a schedule for desegrega-
tion. In the latter two states, the state Title IV ‘units were able to pursue desegrega-
tion activities more aggressively. We feet this means that staté commitment and
follow-through are necessary conditions for the SEA Title IV unit to engage. in

ceffective delivery of debegregation services.

The desegregation environment at the district level was o critical variable in

“explainingTitle IV project office impacts; for Tls and dfLEAs, an amenable desegre-

18
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¢t amenability, our interviewers were asked to judge the

gation environment was found to be a necessary condition for impact, while for
GACs it was a u}ntnbutmg factor and for SEAs it was not important.
tricts they visited were amenable to or opposed to the school

- As a measure g oy

extent to,which thy districts the;

desegregation movement. These interviewdr ratings were based on a combination

of measures lnaudmg the extent to which the local school board, district voters, and
district superintendents favored the legal requirements of school dESE‘g‘l’é;ﬁdtlDH We

then correlated this reasurt with our district impact measures. The major ﬁndmg

sthat a. GAC or TF is judged more effective when the district environment is more

orably inclined to desegregation, but that a SEA is not. SEA impaets are not

relatedsto the local desegregation environment. This isconsistent with our inter-

viewers findings that the SEA was most effective when undertaking infor mation,,
Jination activities and WhE‘n the-stite was -fummlttt‘d to’ deaegregdtlon

of the role of the district desegregation environment sh@wed

Neither of these conditions is depgndf:ﬂl on district- amenability.

the importance of Drgammtmnﬂl charaeieristics on a GA('s Impact in a school
hat when-,.

dissem
district, regardless of whether or not T,QP district has a favorable desegregation

Further analy:
environment. That is, when a GAC has a w@llorgdnued plan for serving school
dastricts, 1l “does not need to v ork in favorable desegregation environments to have

T ey
nds tp desegregate is

an impact.
by whether or not the district is amenable to desegregation. This implies t
a district is not planning to desegregate th}e institute probably_undertakes more

Our diva analysis turned out qune -:hﬁer&ntlv for Tls. Since Tls work LlOaF‘lY
with districts, their operations in the local dist rict appear to be extremely influenced

traditional>in-service training, whereas o district that n

llkg{y to get assistance with specific- desegregation-related problems in the clasg-

room. Since many other programs are available for professional educational£®iin-

ing, we supgest that institute funding be tle‘d to favorable district desegrflgatmn
advisory specialist

H

Envmm ments.

Unmrtunatel\ because of the wide variation in activities undertaken and the
However, in the preceding section we learned that the dfILEA adv
derives influence basically from two sources: from the superintendent and from,ghe

small number of dfLEA districts we visited, we could not score them on their impact

ever, in the precedin
specialist’s own role in the district. The data show that the greater the frequency
of contact with Ihv supmmtpndent thmug’h mvmings wrlttrn mmmummtmn or

gnent ‘Ummct W1th tlw sup{ rintendent serves sevet ;\l purposes: lt prevents tht‘

advisory specialist {rom operating in a vacuum and demonstrates the support uﬁ the
superintendent to both the specialist and to vther district personnel. Also, the' moie
committed the %upmmtemlent is to desegrepation, the more influenti \l th\rnlv of

the advisory specialist is perceived to be Thus it would appear that the advisory
specialist’s influence 15 related’to the superintendent’s comnutment to desegregao-

-

commitment to desegregation seemed to have the most impaet on'the desegregation

tion. These date are confirmed by our site visits
offorts of their dist ricts. Conversely, in those districts wher esuper intendent commit-
Title TV efforts

In our field visits, we found that those advisory specialists who received the most
support from their districts and who were Jocated in districts with a high Yevel of

ment was rated low and the degree of digtrict support was not clear,

ERIC



. seemed fractionated and it was difficult to identify participants ég’r_iim;p:ac;ts on the

T f‘gdiEF'ricts. o - -
'HOST INSTITUTION - {- S s

- cy
- ~gThe relationship betweei the host institution and the Title IV project office is
important for all project types. Present Title IV, program régulations presume that. .
~any of the four Title I project types can getually darry out whatever they decide
" to do but do not use criteria that tesﬂ“whet!jiﬁhis istrue. The result is that a' specific
project that is judged effective gn gtl_;{g;gcﬂ';jtei*ia might not be able to operateeflective- »
ly betause it is hamstrung by E own institution *For example, as noted above;the
. primary soukce threaterifﬂg“iiggég‘ﬁga%mf;elgted activitiés for GACs is likely to be’

;. its ownchost university. SEAS nedd a high level of state commitment.tg-be judged
Seflective, and Tls need to do training in districts with amenable deségregatiop

“erivironments or else they tend to follow &ta rd teacher training aBproaches.
Finally, we indicat@}l that therange and {7HEf duties for the advisory specialist
are rélsted to the %Qpéi‘ii:@éhdéIit:":%.~éi3mmitrnent to desegregation and the specia-
tist’s gosition iy the district:, ' ' : :

It was important for GACs'to be protected from any pressures ffom alt tor.
university officials who might regaxd desegregation activities as oo controversial for

a university affiliate to andertake. @ne GAC Projeﬁt-‘Divrectarﬁéiiqrted that alumni .
letters-to the university administration about their desegregatien work with school
districts prompted the university to take an interest in the center's activities and

to attempt to tie the GAC more directly to the education department and its tradi-

*  tional training activities. At the same time, we observed cases in which GACs, with
too direct a connection totheir education deparimentg,.tended to undertake educa-
tionally conservative activities more frequently. Hencéibur visits to4GACs showed

* that autonomy or independence of" Et‘hg\g;]‘ﬂle IV agency was.an important variahle.
-~ On the other hand, during ou¥ Efi’%A and SEA site visits it seemed that de-

'pendence was an jmportant criterion (pr their effectiveness. Many SEA ang; LEA

projects were judged more éffective b§.our interviéwers because the state or district.
showed evidence-ofa desegregation commitmen tand the Title IV person was firmly
tied incto the sta;:}\ didtrict admjitisgrative structure, In these cases, independence
from the major adnlinist rativé " i not an advantage. .
~wer " .¥Fhe important link is the aménibility of the host institution to desegregation-
=+ - related assistance. When the hdst institution i§ perceived to be legs:aménable; the
N appropriate relationship for a Title IV unitis independence, Wh'eg larg f}A grants
are awarded because a state shows commitment to desegregation, the Title IV
Project Director should be closely affiliated to the state structu ¢, preferably by
Y holding a high administrative position:butata minimum, formal reporting require-
ments to the chiefstate school offrcer would provide the incentive fos a cloge connee
« tion. When the state isnot committed to desegregation, the relationship of the SEA*
Title IV unit to its host institution becomes less.important. ’
The same situntion is apptopriate for the dfLEA advisory specialist; measures
.. should be devised to ascertain the adm in istrative con nection of the advisory specia)-

w

Jist to the superintendent, o -

| W e
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C)RGANIZATION’AL CHARACTERISTIC‘% L T

_ T'he third key varlahl(, afﬁ;;tmg 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 mteructmn with district personnel’
“*were critical variables in determining-whether the GAC had: an impact on the
district it served. Qrgan,;atmnal chnrﬂctenstlgs of the more EﬂL‘LthE GACs include:
(a SpL‘L!IlL plun of how the GAC will serve thé school districts in the area; (2) a
“long-range plan for Prowdmg change- oriented desegregation assmtam:e rather than
simply réacting to requests for service; (3) specific milestones. for school districts; (4)
‘clear deséription of GAC staff’ resmnsnbﬂltlea (6) prescribed feedback by staff and
school districts; (6) speeific staffing requnrements and (7) an ability to implement
their activities and adhere to their schedules as planned. With the exception of the -
L last charucterlstlc no other variable blgnlﬁcantly aﬂLcted the SEA’s or TI 8 lmpact :

Methods of mterﬂctmg w1th sch(ml ‘districts that characterize more eﬂectlve :
GACs include: (1) well-defined methods for gaining access to influential sc:hgc:l dis-
trict Qfﬁclals (2) extensive contacts with the superintendent and central office: staff’

. in schcml disticts assisted; and (3) extensive contacts within the communities served
“(schools, community groups, school board members, and other public officials). The&ae
. district intc¥¥ion variables reflect’ the importance: of organization for a GAC.

- To give an “example of how such mteractlon might take place, in one of the
centers that we visited the stafl’ insisted cm first sitting down with the district
supermtendent and mutually 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 dESlgnatEd as their contact, person. In turn, the GAC requlred
" that this contact person permrm certain 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 super‘mtendgnt more informed on their activities than he ‘might

. otherwise be but also as a mechanism to ensure that someone in the district was
hlghly mutwated to [.)Lll‘bLlL desggrégatmn related activities.




| OVERVIEW

VL. POLICY OVERVIEW AND REGQMMENI':%ATIONS

In the pn.‘cc‘dmg echm the [)FQ]E‘L[% were deseribed and key variables affecting
service delivery were identified. Building on those analyses, in this section-we will

first examine the context in which the program as a, whnle pperates, and then

- suggest some ways in which we helieve Title IV can bc\ %trungthcnnd given the
_constraints under thLh lt opemteg :

)

To undcramnd the operation Lthitlc IV oneshould keep in mind the limitations
that American Federalism imposes’ upﬁ'n Wd-ahmgt()n Orfield, describing the vari-
ous failures of federal agencies to ,auc,ulssfully compel local officials to meet federal
standards, %t;]tp% the problem succinctly: .

From the begmmng, a Congress sensitive to localism has ertgd problems
characterized not by federal control, but by a bargaining situation, with the
- states and lecalities operating at a substantial advantage. The f‘edgml -state
relationship has been one of diplomatic cogperation, with national officia)s

trying to advise or persuade rather than direct local and state administra-
turs {Orfield, 1969, p. 7. ) -

As federal administrators saw that Congress would be more sympathetic tD hjcal

" 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
. .agencies were likely to “close their e eyes to frequent departures from the conditions
- of the federal grants.” (Key, 1937, p. 167.) If this statement is generally true about
_ the r:ulé of the federal goveinment in influencing local activities, it is nowhere more
.true. thgrfm the case of education. For historical reasons, education is the most
localized of all activities of government in the United States, Orfield (1969, p. 9
points out. thllt only after decades of political cnnluamn was the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion established d, and then only as a politically powerless office for collecting statis-
tics. He further asserts thdt the survwgl of USOE depends o its cscgntmued ability

Thls -ﬂtuatmn mdmfesta lt.s_.elf clegn’ly in the mnius&d role assigned’ the U.S.
Oftice of Education.by Congress. Sometimes, leglslutmn 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 faring in obtaining
its share of the “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 aybtem their con-
gressional representatives,.and even in the Office of Education’s regional offices.

- Regional office field stafl members are generally recruited from among profes-
sional educators in the local region. Thus, the Entlty reaponslble for federal im-
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plmnentutmn becomes stafled by persons with localized interests that may not nl-
wiysd be in ﬂg&’;emunt with federal efforts. In addition, a majority of the Title v

project pgrgmnel were formerly professional educators who have been socialized .

.- through schools of education into a frame of reference similar to that held by the
regional oflice personnel. Communication is maintained amang these professionals
through. mfﬁmd journals in which the i issues are defined so that they are
consistent-y ti: profession’s ideology ‘and syﬁitem maintenance needs.

Finally, the system becomes self-perpetuating by an elaborate set of exchanges:

. school aupér_iptendents hiré graduates of education schools and education school

deans recommend superintendents for positions in larger districts; state and federal
sofficials allocate funds to school districts, white the local school boards provide the
political support to keep state and federal legidlators in office. These educators,
unified by professionalism, communication, and interdependence, and supported by
a change-resistant society can easily resist attempts to redefine education goals and
to redistribute resources, including resisting the goal of school desegregation.

Title IV also’does not escape the problems created by system-maintenance

behavior when it reaches outside the publl(; dehools gnd £o¥s to universities for help

- The higher education system has its own guala and neither community service nor-

desegrégatmn are us}lally high nmongthem The a;:ademu: community values schol-
arly research as 17 most important product; service .plays a secondary role. The
faculty is usually on a national “publish or perish” status ladder where work Qfa
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 umverslty faculty member to devote energies to the successful
operation of the Title IV project.
These C nstramts mupled with the fﬂCt that Tltle IV services are genemlly

tp rc;strlct t pptentml GF the Tntle IV pmgram. ,‘:';1mply put, the DﬂlCE t;lf' Educatmn
is placed inthe position of attempting to implement a federal program to assist
school desegregation without consistent support.from Congress, its own bureau-

cracy, or from its client school districts. As a result, there is a tendency at all levels -

of Title [IV—federal, regional, and project office—to 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 wnth umveraally

T applied fundmg criteria.

Panelists who are not USOE employees as sign numeric scores to proposals on
the basis of predgtérmined criteria: Each proposal is given an equal chance; panel-
ists are not pefmitted to discuss the past success of the projects and they do not
site-visit any projects. Recommendations for funding are magde on the basis of these
numeric scores and.the funding level is negotiated with little regard to the substance

- of the proposals. This system has the advantage that it places the Office of Education
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 propasalmanshxp rather than competence, and it permlts qdmmlstmtlve
judgments to be avoided in the name of “fairness.”

In addltmn the Regulatlons and Guxdelmes emanatmg f'mm Waahmgtan and

almost exx:luswgly wnth prgce«_jural detaxls rathér than pmgammatlc cqntent Smce

- J‘}.;
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there is a great deal of rcgmnal diversity, it would be undéslrﬂble for Title IV
technical assistance to be rigidly defined and specified by the Reégulations.and Guide-
lines, However, there is currently no corrective feedback mechanism from the. USOE
regarding programmatic content in the system, This leads to a program that cdn be
so adaptable in its servic®y s to concentrate on short-term district needs without
addressing itself to long-term desegregation policies. As a result, at the project office
level there is o tendency to provide education-related assistance rather than deseg-
‘_regntmn -related assistance. This .is in keeping with the professional goals of the,i
project staff, and as long as thereis no substantive intervention by USOE we can
expect the present system to define practically every education- reluted program us_
- also being desegregation-related.

Finally, the local context inélines project (lﬂlLES t;fmmue dissonance by -
adopting a, nonaggrossive posture: When faced with arecalcitrant district, ahd
W}thﬂut much definition or support from Washington, the change ggent tendencms
of a ltlE v IJI‘Q_]ECt are inclined to be overwhelmed. : i

! -

RECOMMENDATIONS _ , - ‘ S
“Having 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 réspect to Title IV, fbllnwed by
” recommendations Luncermng the regmnal offices;and concluding with recommenda-
tions ‘specific to each of"the four project types. ' : .
There is alwayﬂ. a ten(kmcy to dwell on what is wrong with a program without -

giving (.,redn;;tg its gcmd aapec:t.s In this study we have tried to build on what was
;,,ood and 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

desegregation. The major weakness is that the program’s lack of specificity dilutes
the benéefits of such assistance most of the time both for districts receiving services .,
_and for the service agenoies déhvermg them In all cases, our recommendations are
made expr;—ssly to strengthen the existing Title IV program; by attemptmg to'target
the assistance and to specify '1gency responsibilities, we feel the program will move
closer to its pntentml v

21y

FEDERAL EQUAL EDUCATIONAL DPPORTUNITY PROGRAM

"

During the course of our study, we became aware of a number of constraints _

under which Title IV operated, which seemed to erode its ﬁgtentml effectiveness;

, namely, its lack of a clear mﬁsmn and its need for an amenable cllstru:t environ-" .’

il
¢ . The U‘SDE should pi'omdc a more expl:ut mew of the federal mission ufthe .
program. .

We feel that the Tltle IV program should have a set of explicit goals. It is too
small a program to tolerate the burden of a vlrtually unrestricted mandate to.serve
the largest number of schm::l dxstnct.: in thé largest varxety Df ways«. The lack of

[ k
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' and -made it extremely difficult for|regional offices to provide a consistent and -
coherent direction. 'I‘he flexibility grovided by regmnah?atmn is important and _ '
should be miaintained, but it should be Jimited to the mterpretatmn of expllmt and
cunslstent hational.criteria in the llght of local cnndltmna ’ :

. buunddncs on the g‘aals of Title IV ag)ncles has cost the program much of'its identity

e . A much closer link between thf rpgm‘l QIHLQ%‘ and EEOP should be E%tﬂbé .'
gy 'fﬁshi?iﬁ?’ -

Reglonal offic 1ccuuntabl[1ty canmit be maintained with the mechamcglfésé of,
routine fcmps The Office of Education“has tended to allow Title IV to Fun itspl .
There is no formal charge to the regional offices delineating their responsibility in -
plementmg Title IV. Rather, thecharge is trans" itted through meetings bétween -

the EEOP staff and the ngram Manager of th€ 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. Reforsif must come from EEOP becauge, as we have
~indicated, there are few other sourés for change in Title IV. The danger inherent
. -‘xﬁ,\a in maintaining the prograrm w1th_,Luuse connections between‘the regional offices and
’ the EEOP is that regional educatiBhal priorities may eventually supersede national "
desegregatign policy, turning Title IV into a pmgram that functmns purely as an
adjunct to gngmng district programs. :

- The USOE should attempt to target Tptle IV assistance to dtstru:ts w;th the B
- greatest potential for change. .

' Our data show that in Y75, most Title IV assistance was pmvxded in dlstflcts
Judged to be less receptive to desegregatmn Of the 67 districts scored on this varm= .
ble, 48 percent were judged to be in the least amenable categories, 37 percent Were
in the middle, and only 15, percgnt were judged as amenable. These results imply that
Title IV has largely ignored the principle of maximizing:impact by working in. =~
receptive districts. The Rand evaluation is not the firstto make this point; the earlier
Commission on Civil nghts Evaluatmn%‘esﬁ as well. One ¢in E&rtﬂlnly argue with .
good reason that less receptive clients should be assisted. But it is not'so certain that
) 80 many of these' llmﬁed Title IV funds should be allocated t6 such env1runments
» and thid ‘would seem to be the result unless conscious consideration is given to the

*lacal context in the fundmg procedure. In addition, the present mix of Title IV client
school districts encourages projects to take a passive stance rather than to actively
pursue desegregation activities. Unless a project office is extremely motivated, the
district environment in which it \;mrks does not encourage it to pursue such activi-
ties, : r g

. © REGIONAL OFFICES S .
F‘ederal programs are rEportedly regionalized in c:r&ér tg alluw variatians uf‘ the
: regmnal ofﬁces could lnterpret various substantwe crlterla'dlﬂ‘erently dependmg :
. upon the context of the assistance rendered to the Title IV project. In fact, a great
. deal of the variation that we found between regional offices could be a manifestation .
of this “regionalization” working properly. However, other variation seemed to be
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‘caused by i'nconsisten!; interpretation of procedures, The distinction between "“incon-
sisfent” Versus “regional” interpretation. is that in the latter case there exists'a.

- series of policy fulipg’_s, which dre referred to as the basis for the underlying decigion.
~ Although the decision may vary from region.to region, the important point is thadt

criteria exist by which the decision is made. Tnconsistency, on'the other hand, refers

o variation in regional office rulings, which is dug'to the absence of criteria to which
regional offices can refer, leading to a wide variation from region to region for both, -

the mechénisms, and justifications for specific rulings. Examples include variation

in mnnitofiﬁgfforms;méthodsﬁaf panelist selection, and training of panelists. There-
fore, the- intent of the following recommendations jsto elimingte what we under-

‘'stand ag “inconsistency” by standardizing procedures across regions,-while permit-

* ting regional variation to exist within the prégré}‘n. ' .

[ ' E . . v ' . .
o The federal EEOP staff and regional office personnel should establish a set
" of consistent administrative criterig.© ‘[* = . : '

-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 régions 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, permit regionalization to

. Operate. . R

*. 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. T ~ ST :

".We suggest that the same criteria for selecting panelists be used across all
regions afid that.these criteria specify who should serve on the review panel in terms
of occupation and terure. Also, so that persons who are panelists for the first time.
can learn the dystem, some specified- proportion<of the previous year’s panelists
should be in .each panel, and this proportion should be standardized 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. Theréfore, we suggest thatsome
method of testing he devised at the end of the training session to find ofi’how well
panelists understand the instructions. One possibility is to review one or two of the
past year’s proposals for each project type, have each panelist score them, and
discuss discrepancies. It should also be possible to specify performance criteria for
-panelists and to devise measures of interpanelist reliability prior to the actual
review of the proposals. - . o

_» -Aconsistent method of presenting préposals to panelists Shﬂild be adopted.

é’rop@éals are présently presented to.panel reviewers in a number of different
ways. We suggest that one of two methods currently in use at some regionhal offices
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“he adopted; all prcposals for the same project type should be reviewed simultar eous- _

ly (for example, all GACs) or all proposals for various project types within the
state should be revmwed simultaneously (all GAC, SEA, TI, and dfLEA applicants
from one state). A 4tandard procedure for all regions utilizing either of thestwo

same.

methods can be adgpted with little difficulty. We feel that either of these two procé==

/' dures would enable panelists to make better judgments concernifig how well the -
. pmpcxsed prolects would Pt the needs of the districts. :

. Award decisions should mclude mformatmn from the Prugram Officers
: mncemmg the opei‘atmn of ongoing projects.

We are awaré that there has been a. contmumg ‘dialogue about the issue of
including Program' Oﬂ‘lcers eualuatmns of present projects in the review phase.
Arguments against such’ evaluations usually revolve arcund the notion of favorit-
ism. Arguments in favor stress the Program Officers’ knnwledge about specific
3 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. Ehmmatmg evamatlve information concerning opgoing projects enhances

‘the probability of funding projects on the basis of a polished prc:pc:sal and failing:to _ '

fund prDjectS that may have the greatest impact. - »;-

« Some madlﬁcatmn of the regmnal ranking system Shauld be made toamelio- '

rate the effects czf artificially high Pl‘ﬂp osal ratings from some regmns

The present awards system, in whu::h each’ regmnal office panel awarc\: sum-
mary quality point rating to'each project, and then funding is'decided by plaeing all

" -projects in & single national ranking, has two disadvantages. First, it pEl‘mltS a

reglanal dlStl‘lbuthﬂ of Tltle IV grants that can vary dramatmally frc:m one year to-

{E - annther Thls has led tQ an mﬂatlon of pomts awarded to prajects whu:h w1ll

prabably con‘tmue and soon lead to a. breakdown in the present system

.

PROJECT OFFICES

The followmg recammendatmns are specific to each of the Four TltlE v prqect .

types. In forming these recommendations, we have attempted to build on the unique
strengths of each pmﬁt‘t' type and to suggest ways that would capitalize furtheér on
these strengthg : . v . ‘

- General Asslstance Center

GAC‘:s should be given flexibility in sglectmg cllent 5(;’10[)[ districts and

should not be reqmred to erlz with all’ dustruts requestmg assistance,
i

xtlve chnoamg dlstrlcts where-they can antlclpate a favm'able lmpact HoweVer thé

existing statistical point system for funding (which enc@urages GACs to seek re- .,

"+ quests for assistance from districts with large minority populatmn) hampers this
selectmty by providing them with a counterincentive to work with a larger number



N e |
uf‘ dxstncts Theréfbr we recommend that the statistical pmnt award cnterla be :
dxscarded and that GACS be allowed to select the dlstncts thj whorn they will work

|
. An addltmrml point award criterion memsurlng ffective nrgamzatmnul
-charactenstws shauld be added fbr GACS o

E] z - &

e G{\d brgsm;atlopal characterlstlcs retamed an mdependent effect on local-level
1.-1mp§mts tegardless qf the district desegregation envxronment These results argue :

-~ for the inclusion of | an additional award criterion measuring GAC organizational

- characteristics.in thé point award system. The addition of'this criterion means that

o e GACs shiould be judged on the basis of their planning and conceptual capability,

' including such things as whether they have a’general”action plan and a‘method of
implementation and whether they lan by objectives. The GAC proposal should also
reflect a well-developed cnnceptualxzatlon of the process by whxch change is induced

. in school dlstrlcts ' :

] i /
« An addm nal pomt award criterion should be added for GACs measurmg )
 their autc 'amy from their host msntutmn .

As was mentioned i in the previous section, GACS that did not operate independ-
ently from their host institution undertook fewer desegregation- related actlwtles
and wére, Judged t be less Eﬁés:tlve S

« GACs should be funded for multiple years in nrder to allaw them to maxi-
_ ‘mize thEL y m.stltutmm:zl advantages and methad ﬂfoperatwn in school dls- ’
. ‘ tricts.* ' ’

The GAC needs time to develap c:r'edlblhty with all levels of district personnel
!m addltmn to being able to'develop its own vmblhty as an independent organization
“inthe’ unwersxty setting. Additional data analysis showed that the longer a GAC has
' ___been funded, the m ore- likely it was to engage in multiple activities. In addition, we
encountered man clrcumstances during our field work in which district-level per-"
“sonnel pointed out that past ccmtacts}- provided the basis for present assistance. The '
* current tendency {for GACs to narrow their activity focus because of a time con-
stramt caused by lack of multiyear funding could ultimately result in the Title, IV
: pmgrarn losing the two prrapary advantages of GAC services to local school dxstncts .

—breadth and dE“fth of service de]wery

State . Educatmn Agenm 5

’ o %‘ SEAs Shf]l&ld beé ,i*nded for mformatwn dissemination ﬂgtll)ltlés only, ex-
cept when state cﬁmmltme' to desegregation is high (specified state policies

- with pracedure(e,far enfordement exist). = -

I

-~ We recommend that in all cases except thcxse in which the level of state commlte
.ment is high, the average SEA grant be reduced to:-a level consonant’ with those
activities judged effective. Our mtervxewers were most impressed. with SEA efforts
in the areas of information dlssemmatmn (’mcludmg providing sources for minority
recrultrﬂent) ThLJs does not, of course, exhaust all possible areag of technical assis-

5t It: is our un@erstrandmg that EEQP is now t‘unding GACs*fp_rmultiple years.
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‘tance in which SEAs rﬁi‘éht‘be effective. Nevertheless, it indicates that‘theztechnical

assistance role for a SEA can be handled at a much lower average funding %evel than -

is presently allocated. Where the state commitment to desegregation ig*high, it
seems extremely useful and helpfiil to continue to fund a large Title IV EA Lymtgm
But where the state commitment is lacking or there is ng clear state policy with'
prncedu res. for 1ts enforc-zment (as presently seemed to be the case m the nvErwhElm*

‘ pattern mdlcate that a Emaller scale of ac:txwtles would allow thg SEA tn ﬂperate
" more ‘effectively in those: areqs. where it is-stronger.

Trainiﬁg‘ Institutes . R o . _ |
‘ « TI LllETlt ciwm;ta should be limited to those with fauarable desegregatmn
- environments. , :
- Unlike the GACJS whlch when well—nrgamzed carystill be effective warkmg with
’ less amenable dlstrxcts our analysg mdu:ated that the desegregat.mn envxmnment

to orgamzatmnal characternatms In cher WDl‘dE 1f' a TI has aw "”ll-ﬂrgamzed plan
for dealing with'school districts, it does so probably because the districts it works
with are favorably inclined. Thisis not to say that all TIs can be effective in dlstrlcts
that are amenab]e to desegregation, but rather that a favorable desegregatmn envi-
‘ronment is a necessary condition. Therefore, we recommend that the institutes be
' ‘lnzfgnted to warkmg with districts that either plan to or are already desegregatmg

- <« An additional point award criterion fbr follow up pmcedur&s should be
- added for Tls. s ] , . ot
. Presently, few of the TIs Syétgméﬁical-ly undertake folldw-up activities to ensure
the dissemination of their services to other parts of the school district. Without this ;
dlssemmatlon the' thEntlal effectiveness of TIs is severely” limited. - o

‘ XDLrect-Funded Lcn:al Education Agencies

, ‘e deEA grants should be awarded anly to districts with faunmble desegrega—
! tmn enmmnmgnts : r

A favorable dlstrict desegregétio’n eglvi_rbziment can be 'cnperatio,rially defined as
" adistrict that is actively desegregating either voluntarily or in response to a court
order. Thus, we Suggest that dfLEA grants be limited tC) dlstrlcts in any of these

cgndltlans' B e : : : . .

a.’ Under federsl (1m:lud1ng Office nf‘ Civil: nghts) statei or local court order

for new desegregation. :
b.: Under suit by an mdmdual a local, or national pressure gmup to pl'Dhlblt

Aresegregatmn )
c. Implementing or in the last year prior to lmplementmg a va:)ltmtary deseg— g

régatu‘:m plan

. deEA advisory specialists should rEpDrt to the dmstru:t supermtendent as
i a condition of the grant award. .
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me 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 mﬂuence -

and greatest potentlal for eﬂectmg change in the district.

- ‘ ) . s

i 4

'CONCLUDING REMARKS -~ .+ L

In concluding this section on policy recommendations, we state our own limita-
tions, ‘'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, altematwes Operations personnel areé far more quallﬁed to do this. Qur
specific suggegtlons are intended to be instructive rather than definitive; we lmpe
they wlll be of ﬂSSlEtEHCE to pmgrémf persunnel

-t
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