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5; q PREFACE

This Paper wés requested by the Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Education (ASE) as .part of the work of The Rand Corporation's
Center for Educational Finance and Governance. In light of Congress'

. delfberations on- the reauthorizatidn of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, ASE wanted to provide policymakers with information
about recent research findings concerning the efféctiveness of fed-

.eral programﬁ. Based on Rand's Change Agent study as well as other
relevant research, this essay analyzes past federal policy and sug-
gests steps'for-improvements.

"Our Rand colleague John Pincus and Mary Moore of ASE made help-
) ful comments on an earlier draft of this manuscript. Responsibility
for the data and interpretations offered in this essay, of course,
remaing with the‘auphors. '




€  SUMMARY - \ 4
\
Thi's essay has two purposes--(a) to provide federal policy makers )
- #with information about kecent.reséarch findings relevant to federal .

support for improved educatioha]lpractice; and™b) to recommend changes J\§~
in existing federal educational policy in time for the 95th Congress'
deliberations on the reauthor1zat1on of the Elementary and Secondary
Educatien Act. The essay first examlnes the sources of ineffectiveness
in the past decade's educational po]1cy ‘It then suggests premises
about the structure and behavior of 'school districts (LEAs) and state
educational agéncies (SEAs) that could be used as operationaT\b(inciples
in the construction of federal policy. Based en these;bremises“fhis 'f

‘ paper closes with broad recommendations.for new federal programs and for
' mod1f1cat1ons to éxisting federal po]1cy ~ 3

SOURCES OF fNEFFECTIVENESS IN PAST POLICY e !
. Past federal policy failures can be traced to three sources: un---

realistic expectatibné;'incorrect assumptions about local schoo]ldistrict,
behavior and poor implementation. First of .all, federal policy had
unrea11st1c expectat1ons about the extent to which schooling can be an
effective agent of social reform, about the time needed to produce s1g-
nificant change, and about~the degree of federal 1eﬂerage over local
school district behavior. These problems are ser1ous, but they do not
imply that the federal government should relinquish its newly 1eg1t1m1zed
role in.public education. The real lesson is~thHat the federal government
must ident{fy wdys to adjust policy within the constraints of the educa-
tional system. ] '

Second, federa? policy often seemed .to embody m1sconceptions about
the reality of school districts and the factors that produce change in
their organizational and educatignal practice. Three such assumptions
were:

. . . » ;..l’
1. Improving educational performance requires innovative

educational technologi-zs. o ‘ ' N "
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g :funcoord1nated fiefdoms that somet1mes work at cross purposes. Moreover,

o’
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T

S 2. Improv1ng educational performance requires the provision of

. Aynaszng Minputs" to school d1str1cts

{3124 mprov1ng educational perfarmance requires a progec+ focus -

i for federal funds. f
gaob 18, ‘

-~

&
7

*
oﬂ_these tech crat1c m1ss1ng inputs, or prOJect assumpt1ons are not

suff1c1en£ to\prodUCe consistent educational improvement. Lo

: 5‘ Th1rd fqperal programs have suffered in 1mp1ementat1on, particu-

,lar1y in administration and in relations Between levels of goverpment.

%;The 3dm1nlstrat1ve prob]ems re?/;ct _the ‘incremental, d15301nted and
: a}most .apologetic fashion in which federal educat1on policy has been
’f made in the past decade. "Fedefal goals’ ad@ objgctives typically have

been articulated in a’series of. disparate (and sometimes ephemeral)
5categor1ca1 programs. USOE, which implements these programs, comprises

; felations bétweenfederal, state, and local agencies have suffered:

because federal manaqement'strateg1e' have overemphasized uniformity:in
the adm1n;§trat1on of p011c1es . ‘vﬂLf"
A1though these sources of fede a1 policy ineffectiveness are se-ic.s,
th:;/égn be ame11orqfed w1thout s1gp1f1cant 1ncreases in federal a“ and'f‘
Mithout the development and d1ssem1 ation of more new educational -zcn-
‘nologies. “So]ut10ns to these- pro hlems require a variety f shor=- :1d
Tong-run measungsi In the short term, federal agencies need to irurcve
their own management performance aqd to assist SEAs and LEAs in ir . irg

theirs; in the.long term, the relationships amdhq federal, state, nc

local educat1on agenc1es ought to evo]ve toward a more cooperaTive -I-m
of federalism.. o , \
REORIENTING FETIRA. DL TI0"AL POLICY =
The researci  ters-.ar= 5ugge§ts a number of premises abo.'t tf

structure an- ber: or -7 _.i: andiSEQs that can be used to"ic-n® 7
both leverag: p: . an = -raints for federal po1icy.“ﬁThes: Lo

- could serve . - ' inciples in reorieﬁting federal educ.

| policy. These p-:- : : . a\ .



1. Localism.f”Tha outcoes of change efforts are primarily
determined by 1oca1;aéoisiohs aod conditions. vThose local factors can
be influenced only f:2nrect1y by federal po]tcy inputs such as money
and ‘new educat1ona1 thods. ~In addition to the ab111t1es and motiva-
tions ot\students, the pr1mary factors affect1ng outcomes are;
ne 5b11rt1es and_mot1vat1ons of teachers.
part1c1pat1o§Lof feachers in project decisions
d1struct staff ass1stance ard deveﬂopnent strateq1es
1eadersh1p of . schoo1 pr1nc1pals and prd%fct directers
district support?for the change effort Ei\\J
district panageTgot:capac1ty -

¢

0
0
0
0
0
0

Federal.policy has to“address thede factors in order to improve educa-
tional performance. '

e

2. Stages in Local Change Process. Foderal policy has typica11y

focused on providing incentives for the adoption of change efforts "~
the local change process consists of two additionat stages that ¢
pivcta” to both short- and long-run educational outcomes.- The -°

stages hi ‘zation (wWhich includes adoption), implementc nc

inst: ization. Mobilization is essential because the c¢i -

effo ely.to be perfunctory unless the school district . ..~zu

prc: o ng planning and genefates broad-based support at - - out-

se” - -antation matters because educational outcomes u1t'*?f?1}‘”

de -z teachers carry out ohange efforts in their class - —s.

I -#. - ization--when a change effort becomes a standard :- : of

5- - “ions--is pivotal because change.efforts, even st -essful

- d v cisezopear. Federal policy could increasé‘fts influence or

.ozational ¢ oscomas if'it cou]d-positive1y affo;;(all these stages, not

tne firs E ~ ' ’ .

Schoc  Districts Vary in\Institutiona1 Motivation and Capu.ity.

Var ity a:o0ss school districts has long been apprec1ated but its
v mos - nifice t aspects have not been recoqn1zed Federa] policy takes
" vari:  lity ir-o account somewhat by adgust1ng otherwise uniform formulas
TQ? ‘for = .n-'parameters as size, high cost students, etc. Beyond such

-,

\)wt' 5 .
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~quant1tat1ve characteristics, however, the main 1nst1tut1ona1 features

affecting district educational performance are the distr1ct s manage-’ r
ment capacity and motivations. To influenge.these features, wh1ch vary
considerably for districts hav1ng s1m11ar demograph1c and socioeconpmic
backgrounds, federal policy may\pave to pursue differentiated strategies, N
either directly or operating thtough SEAs. . - ‘/)'

4. SchOo]iDistrfcts Need Adapmive‘ImQ]ementatioh Assistance.
School districts need assistance to implement chahge efforts effectively;
however, such ass;sy nce should avoid the mistakes.2fi ~ ast decade's
technical assistance \with its reliance ¢ tec~nz.20y o  .2¢c-al -rojects
Instead, ass1stance should be ‘broader ga,aed Th2 fc o g ch= acter- "
istics define adapt1ve assistancé: -

L4

-

K4 , .
@ Systemic focus--the "target" o : L /

efforts should be the local 0. sTriI R

‘ndividue? teache}, school, ‘¢ orcjes 't} i- sars.

-.eneral ~ssues of management -~ z-ar =2, no- : ocise

roblems such as reading scorzs.

ontin..ing--implementation assistan:; shou ¢ = ared on -
steady bas%s, not just at ibe outset of a r1. ne :hanges eof- -

Practi- idnpr—b&sed-—imp1er"ﬂntat"on ascistarc sk :d be rrc-
p vided by local or regiona resource n»rsoht < ‘
*\‘ 4 Process- orzantpd——1dp1emertat13n assi-tanc: -ou . suppcT
1oca1 efforts to 1dent1fy and carry o.t soiu:on: rather
than 1mport1no externa] solutions; it should not yo-opt‘oppor;

‘;gpkffes for 1oca}/personne1 to "learn-by-do-ng.

5. SEAs Are Best Sﬁgted to Influence and to Prc/id Opportune

: Assistance to LEAs. /ﬁ?és;1te significant weaknesses =mong SEAs, they,
” rather than federal Zgencies, have the pctential to =upp'y support and
assistance of the type implied by -the preceding premises- aﬁqut school

=

districts. Federal policy should continue to expanc i~ operational

use of SEAs. ./ , , ’ g » LT
’ \

/

6. SEAs Vary in Their Administrative Capacity. <ti:te departments _

of education differ in their administrative capacity as :«11 as in thei:

£y
’ ¢

- - R . " 4 . e
4 ~ - ) -
“ L .
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. mot1vat1on to 1mp]ement federa] policy or to 1nf1uence schoo] d1str1ct

behav1or, However, federal policy generally treates the states uni-
form]y This seems beth ineffective and 1neff1c1ent Federal policy

. should" deve]op d1fferent1ated 5trateg1es toward SEAs.

7. Many SEAs Req;1re Further Adm1n1strat1ve Developnent Although’

the SEAs':administra*: e deve]opment has 1 ~ogresse | rap1d1y sinze the .

passage of ESEA, a 1epartments rer:  inzffectuzl ir nfluencing
LEAs. Un]ess th ' is changed, “:d= 1-reliance on .'ate imple-
mentat1on of fecere - Will bewfut: = Federal po icy should aim
" to 1mprove SEAs' adm- sz ‘2 capacity. ‘ - i
Thegz premises 2Ct .“tention to a- . -hat federa =ri-cy has.
often neglected or,’ lezz: treated as . aary. For ezsvt e, they
suggest that loeal = -icr -~ projects s ... not be the :“.e’Tedeha] |
policy fo€ﬁs;<that ' 3l :onsiderations ¢ improving :ne‘;nange’
Brocess within sc! . truets should tak: :--cedence over th=ir past .-
concern with impr ~duczt*onal product: - 2t federa' =valiators
“should expectvaE ‘Tou-age the adaptatior - -qange effc-ts; =nat the.
federal governmer ‘ou”d r-orote local ir-:  ‘tional deve]opmant?inr/
addition to more .. eted priect approach—;; «nd that federal Teg?s]a—‘

tion shou]d estab” :sn weys -0 provide more di--arentiated and flexible
support to state .departments of educat1on and to school districts. In.’
- short, these p%em1se> suggest a sh‘ft in the federal rolé -toward educa-

tional change one which m'ght well imply a strengthened role for giate.

educat1ona1 agencies. . v -
These pr1nc1p1es paint in the d1rect10n of a flexible federa] ;B1e

that aims to facilitate ]oca] change efforts ~¥ather than control them.

The 1ong term goal woul 4 be to encourage an 1ncreas1ng number of school -
_d1str1cts to develop the 1n§t1tut1ona1 capac1ty for” 1mprOV1ng their own

performance. Idﬂa]]y, Tedera1 assistance would diminish over time, and
federal deadership would be exercised. by sett1ng national pr1or1t1es

fAi,and by stregngthening the natural 11nkages among schoo]od19tr1cts and &

1

among SEAs. . § Lot »
The states a]so wou}d have to be more f1ex1b]e and resoons1ve to
1oca1 neéds and cond1t1ons than before. Indeed, if the states cou]d

N\ ) ' 1] .
. , A$ -

k)
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nufture local district deve]dpment, they would provide the key to long-
term prospects for educationa]'improvement Desplte the progress states
have made in the past aecade, few-SEAs presently are capable ofjpﬂnd11ng-
3 more demand1ng role. Tt wou]d appear that federal educational 0011cy
should aim to strengthen the administrative capaC1ty ‘0f” SEAS (w1t§ggj;,
making them agents of the federal government within unrecept1ve state
gcvernments) The exercise of federal 1gadersh1p wou]d 1ie in fos;er1ng

"1rterdependent--rather than either autonodous or- h1erarch1a1--re1at1onsh1ps

among federal, state, and- local Tevels so ‘that the 1nev1tabdi\barga1n1ng
and conflict among these 3ctors cou]d be conducted w1th1n a cooperative

framework. - . ‘
RECOMMENDAT IONS i w |
N C00perat1ve federa11sm cannot b mandated On the contrary, this (*;J

- goal can only be ach1eved by an evo]ut1onary process comprised of spec1f1c,

mostly incremental changes to the ex1st1nq eduE_—/phal system e~ . v
earlier analysis of federag policy ineffectivenes$ as well as the above '
premises suqqest the following pr1or1ty areas for concerted federal -

change. efforts J ~ .

=
S .

Tocal staff's ability to implement change
LEAs' management capacity N

SEAs' administrative capac1ty

links gmong LEAs, SEAs, and federal agencies -

O o, o o o

OE's adm1nfgtrat1ve capactty
Attentidn to these pr1or1ty areas wou]d ho]d the oromise of’ 1mprov1ng i
the performance, of the “educational system.in the short tenm*ﬂh11e moxing

~toward the Tonger run ideal 1§f cooperative federalism.”

@

The following broad recomméndat1ons are aimed at strengthening ‘
federal policy in each of the above areas. They all consist of incre- N
mental changes that'cou1d be implemented without mass{ve infusions of
additional ‘federal funds The recommendations tontain, guidelines for « _ .,

policy dés1qners, but do not. deal with specifics that can only. be

- developed by 1gg1s1at1nq, administering, and 1mp1ement1ng p011cy {



~Recommendation 1. The federal governrient snouLd ee*ablzsh an -
| Area .Cooperatives Program that would prov*db aseistance to .
school districts fbr the implementation of a broad spectzym éf
féderal programs (e.g., -Titie I, or’Ti£7p VIT éf‘ESEA) state
refbrm effbrts fe.g., change 1in fhnanczng, in aarlu chzldhwod
educafzon, or in specval education), and local ehangineffbrts -
‘(e.g., desegregatzon or adgustmants to enroliment deci%ief The
Areda Coopera;&ves would be staffed by prgctitionérs on "leave"
from schoél distr%cis within a regional éiustér. The progﬂmn
. would be funded by the federal governhent and adminisé;réd b
the Stdtes who wouLd hﬁlp establish the Area Cooperatzvea and s
insure that thew follow a set of prtnczplee embodied in federal
Zagzslafzon These principlas are: . ’
a. Area Cooperatives should be adm1n1stered as a egarate
and distinct program with orescr1bed funding Tevels.
b. Although Area €p0perat1ves would necessar11y be aff111-

- r ated with stateggovernments,. they shou]d have no -
latory function--i.e., they should not engage, in sich
sgate act1v1t1és as data collectign for eva]uat1on nor

¢ prov1de inputs for spec1f1c pr&%rammat1c decisions.

C. Area Cooperat1fes should offer cq;prehens&igiserv1ce

d. Area Cooperatives should have a broad-based dovernance
vg{ruqture o . N

I

e. Area Cooperat1ves shou]d prov1de for~the nest of adm1n-

» *y

. 1strators as well as teachers
v . ot .

\

, _ Recommendation é The federal govprnment shou7d esé&blzsh a
Ce Dtstrch Based Profbsszona7 Growth progran fbr fhe purpose of
deve7opzng school dzefrzofs capanzfy to provzde staff dave7opmenf
/- on a regular baszs. The program wqu7d be funded bq the fédpral
_ government and adﬁi%zsf@r?ﬁ by the States, who- would develop funding,
- award and evaluation procadures based on fédoral gwidelines. These

g uzfiéfnes shQuld znnorporafa the following prznctples
v Y il v : ' : co i l N

. . a. States' awards to school djstricts should %e used to
] . . N ‘. "ﬂ-‘ . » . . N “’V"

4 Fa

- . bf_ - :
, r \(’ '1 ’ ' v S
) ) ' ‘ .o
-
Al ' b




I

21 develop the district's cagacf?y\togprov1de staff deve]op-

Recommendation 3. The federad govermment should revise ESEA o

b. 'The Title IV- State Adv1sory Group .membership shou1d hﬁ;rey1sed

~ c. State Pian requ1rements should be rev1sed to emnhasize a

2 T
- - - . /-
. - A

«
- a e
- : -
-

- ment. " N PO =
b- 'Adm1n1strators shou]d be e§p11c$%1y 1nc1uded in the staff o
development programs - e : .

Staff deve1opment efforts shouId have a school Site cpmponent .

d. Staff development progxams for a local sthool district shoutds.- * .
have joint governance; teachers and administrators should: have -
equal, voice-in deternnn1ng the nature, format anq‘frequency of ¢ &
"'staff development activities. . i :«F,’

LT

e. Staff deve]opment proqrams’should prov1de some'release t1me

- for- part1c1pants . ; ! -

-~ ¥

f. Staff deve]opment programs should conta1n mu1t1p1e and d1ffer—

ent1ated ogt1ons ' : _ ‘ Ty

~ -

- Title IV to strengthen the administrative capacity of SEAs so

that they “can more pJfbnfzvaly 1nf7uPnCP LEA educational perfbr-

~

mance. The beZoptng pylnqules should be_used:

. z Y.
- -

T ' m » N ‘ S : N )
a. The federal government should requ1re match1ng fundstor at
legst part of the Title IV funds. a]located for strengthen1nq -

the adm1n1strat1ve<capac14y of SEAs. Federal technical ass1s-f ‘.

» tance efforts cou]d promote more effect1ve use_of thesea.

L

"strengthening" funds.

to. include ‘expertise in the man;gement of chanqe

-

\d . -

s 'flex1b1e, 1terat1ve p]ann1ngmprocess

— 1

~d. State.Plans should be extended: to a period of three years

e. States shou]d key their awards of Title IVC funds to thé
‘nature of the local innovative ‘process by award1no three types
of grants--a o]ann1ng grant of, one yeay*durat1on. an 1mp1e~ \
mentation grant of two to three _years durat1on’ and an 1ncor» ‘ ' - (
\  poration qrant of two years duration.
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= . " - Recommendation 4. Federal agenm,es shouZd develop accounting )
e and programmatw control procedures that permit the mtegra‘tpjn S
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1. " INTRODUCTION - | e

- .

; '
H1stor1an§ eventua]]y may view the decade of educational, reform, .
which: began w1th ‘the passage of the E]ementary and Secondary’ Eddgat1on
Act of 1965 (ESEA), in a d]fferent Tight from'present day.socla]
planners. Ratification of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
-of 1965 s1gna11ed a new federal interest in educational change Th1s
new federal role was-born both from concern that partitular stodent . ~
\ , groups, such as the d1sadvanE;§ed} receive. Spec1a1 attent1on as well® ,”
"as a be]1ef that additional resources cou1d promote nore effective '
'educat1ona1 services “for a11 the nat1on B schoo1ch11dren
, Seen from the perspective.of nat1ona1 po]1cy makers , federd]\
efforts to st1mu1ate educat1ona1 change have been disappointing.”
Although evaluators of federa] probrams may disagree about quest1ons
of ev1dence and measurement, no ana yst seriously contends that “these
programs have produced the massive improvement 1n student’ach1evement
or other student outcomes that were forecast dur1nq more optimistic
. times. The track record .casts doubt about the effectiveness of federal
intervention fn reforming elémentary and secondary education and about
.‘fhe'wisdom of any continuing federal role. | .
. The picture looks less bleak, however, when placed on a broader !
y canvas. The debates of the SQS and '60s over the propr1ety of federal
- “aid to educat1on ‘have now faded into .the background. The federal role
has been legitimized and federal aid is @ now relatively stab]e 7 to
8 percent of national spending on e1ementary and secondary educat1on
'_Moreover, some favorable consequences are noticeable. Such federa]
programs as T1t1e I and Title VII have distributed supplemental re- -~
sources to needy students and school d1str1cts And, perhaps more
significantly, the federal emphas1s on equal educat1ona1 ooportun1ty,
career education, innovations, and so on has influenced the priorities
of local, and state education agencieswes well as teacher colleges and
book publishers. The *federal government has, in short, partly filled
_the vacuum of 1eader§hip in today's education system.

1

The: balance between these‘negative and positive aspeccs of federaé
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efforts is hard to judge A skepticg could argue that, notw1thstand1ng
some helpful marg1na1 effects, the-general 1neffect1veness oﬁ federal
programs argues for d sharply reduced federal role. Our understand1ng
of the reasons for the ineffectiveness of federal programs leads us to '
“a more hopeful view. & AR - . ‘ ’

Past programmat1c failures can be traced to three. general sources:
unrea11st1c\expectat1ons, 1ncorrect,gssumpt1ons about local school

district behavior, and poor implementation. We believe these prob]ems, \d

which the next section discusses in detail, .can be amelidrated u1thoub

significant increases in federal aid and without the deve1opment‘and’1

dissemination of more educatdona] technolagies. In our v1ew the.

; so1ut1ons requ1re a variety of short- and long-run measures . In thef'
~short term federal agencies need'to improve their .own management per-
" formance and to ‘assist SEAs and LEAs in improving theirs, in the long

term, the current re1at1qnsh1ps among federal, state, and Tocal levels
in the education system ought to evolve toward <a-more cooperat1ye form

of federalism. . , 3 T

A fundamental rework1ng of the federal role in education 1s pos-
sible at this-time because most major pieces of education 1eg1s1at1on
face reauthorization in 1978. The 95th Congress thus-has an opportun1ty
to play a role in education poncymaking similar in stgnificanpe'to.:?
that‘of the 89th Congress in passing the E]ementary and Secondary
Educat1on Act of 1965. But whereas the 1n1t1at1ves of the 89th Congress/
were based more on the hopes and expectations of reformers than knowl-
edge of. the education system, the deliberations of the 95th Congress
can be informed by the lessons of the past decade _ . ‘

In Tight of these deliberations, the’ Offlce of the Assistant
Secretary of Education (ASE) requested th1s essay Its purpose is to
provide po11cy makers with 1nformat1on abbut the findings and 1mp11ca-
t1ons of Rand's research on federa11y supported Change Agent prOJects
and on the behav1or of local and state educat1ona1 agenc1es

The f1nd1ngs of this research, sponsored by the 0ff1ce of Educa-
tion, are reported in eight volumes. undér the general title, Federal
Programs Supporting Educational Change, The Rand Corporat10n, R-1589-HEW.
‘A second Rand research study, sponsored~by the National Institute of
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In the course of preparing this p.%cr, we interviewed many local,
state, and federal education officials. We solicited their opinions
_about-the 4mp1ications of our research ‘and the abprOpriate'direction

for federa] policy in order that our recommendations would be grounded

in ‘the po11t1ca1 as well as the substantive real” of education pol1cy-
making. Officials felt this essay would be most ~ful . to them if it
focused on three areas--what went wrong with pa “ral po1ic§,‘what
operational principles should be followed in de policy, and
-what specific programmatic changes or add1t1on federal policy-

. makers consider. ; ' ’

"a . .Accord1ng1y, this essay begins by identif :Amain source§ of
inéffectiveness in the past decade's education. cy. The critical
problem was ooor implementation of federal {dnit . -es at all levels

of the educational system. Consequently, we will diagnose weaknesses
in policy implementation, rather than treating the olicy's program-
matic content. Moreover,'our analysis of what went wrong will imply |
~ -.that the road to educational improvement does not lie in minOr adjust-
~-—-..ments to current policy procedures or in more of the same ‘policy of
supplementa1 “funding, new. techno]og1es, and techh1ca1 assistance. In-
stead, better-policy execution is" ‘needed, and th1s requires a basic
reorientation of the federal role in educat1on--a ‘new point-of. v1ew

/f The final chapter suggests some bu11d1ng blocks for construct1ng a re:mwwm“

vised federal role by outlining operational principles about LEA and
SEA behavior toward planned change efforts. In addition, we close
‘with programmatic rec0mmendat1ohs that are derived from or are consis-
tent with the operat1ona1 pr1nc1p1e57//These recommendations provide
' concrete illustrations of how federal policy could be changed in the
short run to contribute to the future development of a more effect1ve
_federa] role. ’

. Education, focused on the operafions of fiveschool districts; this
study, which is not yet published, will be rg?erred to as Berman.and
McLaughlin, Adaptation #ith and Without Change (draft), 1976.

I | o 17
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. SOURCES OF INEFFECTIVE: PAST POLICY
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If federal educational po1icy'during the past decade consisted of

”

J

one unequ1voca1 Taw adm1n1stered by a single agency that had re]at1ve1y
. constant 1eadersh1p‘wh1ch isSsued consistent and coheren: gu1de11nes, 1t
would be eas1er to p1npo1nt what went wrong. Instead federal "policy"
encompassed many prhqrams that reflected many “p011c1es“ and many

“actors. Some proo < seemed ‘sensible, even. in retros-=c  and

numerous off1c1a1 ed hard to carry out the1r ide netheless,
. . @

‘the overall peric marked by confusidn, instabil. aie consider-

able uncertainty :bc.i the effect1venes of federai prcgrams and the
-role’of _USOE. At the r1sk of s11ght1ng he ideas and efforts of con-
scientious officials, we will focus on the difficulties, not ‘the’
successes.. 'Mokeover; for the sake of Simp]iﬂitation. this section
will draw negative lessons someWHat more sharply than they.merit and
speak of federal policy as a whole rather than as the disjointed and

i

complex reality it was.

- The "ineffectiveness" of federal policy stemmed from three sources:

unrealistic expectations, faulty assumptions about school district be-

havipor, and poor implementation. °“Although these problems occurred to- °

gether, each will be, discussedsin turn. - ' -

. C Ry
J i \\

= UNREALISTIC -EXPECTATIONS

One reaéaﬁmfb?\po1iey ”ineffectivenesé” Was the setting of un-
reasonable goals, a failing that is obvionsin the rgcord of overblown

'~,> rhet0r1c and exaggerdted expectations of’ the 60's. » Rathe thqn repeat--.__

’th&s!ﬁ%]] known history, "this serinn ana]yses the maJor espects in
~wh1cﬁ§fede”“

dea]t 1n"“ _a11st1c expectations. ' = -’ .
First of all, federal reform po11cy(6verest1mated the extent /to
~which 5chooling could serve as an effective agent for-social reform.

For example, both Droponents and cr1t1cs of ESEA Title I assumed--

' part1cu1ar1y in the early years--that ‘compensatory education strateg1es

* could contrtbute significantly to "equalizing

the 1ife opportunities

-7
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of advantaged and’disadvantaged youngsters. Yet, short of- drastic

change in the U.S. education system,'there appear to bé limits on how
much pub11c schoo]1ng can change students, either abso]ute]y or rela-
tive to other social 1nf1uences (e.g., the family, peers, or the
economic system). In light of these limits, it be.:omes essentic” for
federal educationepoldcy'to aim for less and to‘pr"nise less.” = =al-
istic'goa1s such“as'”eTiminating i]]iteracy by-1984 (Right-to-: ud‘
program) are not only patent. y umrealistic, they also give insufficient

direction to those respohsib]e for implementation and Set the stage‘for

yet another ”fa11ure This lesson of not overprom1s1ng seems to have

-~ been Tearned. Indeed, 1t may have been learned too;we]] The current

trend seems to be toward retrenchment and caution 1n edycational policy,

.which may be an understandab]e reaction to past exceéses ¥et, it is

perhaps better to seek goa]s that are somewhat beyond reach prov1ded
that shortfalls are not 1nterpreted as total- fa11ures, than to neglect
s1gn1chant problems in the educationdl system. - Twofsteps--the initial
setting of more realistic goals, and the upuard or downward,adjustment
of federal objectives and expectations in response to ev%dence about

success or failure--might he]p smooth out the sw1ngi between goals that-

are excessive and those that are too modest.
Second, federal pof1cy makers tended to underestimate how much
time is required to produce change in the educational system. Our

,research suggests that any significant 1nnovat1on or new proaect at

the 1oca1 level takes about two years to ‘get off the ground " another
two years to be fully implemented, and an addit. .al one or two years
to producé a stable effect on student outcomes. To this fﬁve or six
years in the school district,,one-must add the time required for new

government programs to take shape and reach stability at thg state and -
“federal. 1eve1--from two years (e.g., Career Education) to five years

and beyond (e.g. ; ESEA, Title VII). _It takes, in sum, on the order of)

' seven years before the educational effects of a ‘new policy-can be

tested. For example, it has- taken almost ten years for issues of com-

pliance and program administration to be resolved for ESEA Title I.
. . s ‘
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But federal policymaking often @id not show that much patjer~=  What-

‘ ever other nroblems ~uch feders] programs as. Model ( iti: ¢ Edu &

- Professi. - 1:y“haye‘had:‘they did rot - long -

to prove g L o . .
Third ComE ;'makers overest1mated the 1nf11 =nce that

federal in 2 er. state educat1on agenc and local schoo
district r S, s assumed that the range of . ircentives an.
disincenti s0ci -1 ithy federa] funds afford d congsiderable ,
«direct lev: wer and Tocal- act1v1t1es In fact, it pro-de
limited Teve --. .  _ not unusual -in the early years, fo- e
for schoc i c;;trict& use T1tTe 1 fuwﬁs for thejr own genera
.similarly, the pro - funct1on .of many Title. I mandated P=:
v1$ory Councils-i v nown. Attempts to mon1tor cr hold
districts acccunt: ] ' TitTg&I\pnoie%ts were effective oi
sense--namely, fecor ‘unds now do seem to be allocated to
chi]dren.* However)  areis Tittle consistent evidehce the
penditure of more meﬂd on Title I eligible youngsters has r:c

Ted to more effective szrvices for this target SToup. On the cc

the research evidence strongly indicates that change in school cistr =
practice depends on local choices and factors that can on’ b w-~iiaily ‘
affécted by federal incentives. In shért, federal : 0

'_be adjusted *~"the reality of limited frderal infl '

n s .y, federal policy reflected unrealist  :xpectations about
the extent co which schooling can be an effective agent of school -
form, about the {1me needed to produce s1gn1f1cant chanqe, and about the
degree to wh1ch federal 1ncent1ves prov1de leverage over local school
district behav1or These prob]ems are ser1ous, but they do not imply '
that the federal government should re11nqu1sh 1ts newly 1eg1t1m1zed role
in pub11g educat1on;) The real lesson is that the- federal government
msut Tearn to adjust policy within the constragdnts of the educational

.system. ' - ’ : . ‘

— FAULTY ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT SCHOOL DISTRICT BEHAVIOR

The unrea11st1c expectat1ons about the federal 1everage over

- P e |
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loc ™ i - 1or were symptoms of a second and more fundamenta] problem:

fe e icy often seemed to be-based on m1sconeept1ah§ about the .
ro >t schoo] d1str1cts and the_factors that produce change in

~ organizational and educat1ona1 practices. Correcb»assumpt1ons
d- not{ of course,, automat1ca11y’1mprove policy effectiveness
-ause, as the next section deta11s, the p011cy may be poor]y 1mp1e=
ented. But fau]ty assumptTPns--1ndeed even one faulty assumptwon
among otherwise good ones--can - 1ead to ineffective and often ccunter-
productive programs. fﬁ:s sect1on ana]yzes various assumpt1ons that
e earch 1as€éhown to be faulty evek though they were evident i 2
ffzrent federal programs * We will firs state the &
of &3 sumptlons, try1ng hard to'be fair ‘to them; th
+hy these assumptions failed to be accurate.

1:. Eduﬂaftonal ImProuement Requtrps Innor

o onal Tenhno@;g}es The: adoption by . fhp nation & o

rtems of naw technologies (currtcula, teaching pruct
200l managpment ete. ) would to improved student peri

Jormance. One stream in this tpnhnologtna? approach holds,
for example, thatvuartabtlttj qnd‘general theffictency in
. teaching performance could be corrected by the developme * of
""packages" offcurricyla and cZassronlmanagement practic
nthat would be "teacher-proof.' It is assumed that techr. logica -
innovation could be produced efféétively.in.educational esearc
and Development Laboratories or by‘dOCumenting "exemplary"
?fojects in school districts. Ohce{produced, the main problem

« wolld be dissemination, t.e., haviﬁg_écheolsjgdopt the new

technologies.
. T

*

. The Change Agent Study put thesewtethno1ogica1-assumptions to a
direct test. 'We tried to determineKWhether there was a significant/

L

il * ST T :

: We recognize that most federal programs contained a mix of real-
istic and unrealistic dssumptions; therefore, our discussion should
" be viewed as an attempt to characterize the prevailing thrust of the
past{decade s federal effort rather than"as an ana]ys1s of any partic-
ular! program. /

Zi . L
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B, - re]at1onsh1p between the type of educai1ona] met used_an anut -
) d

300 1nnovat1v prOJects funded by four federal pr -"-af and several ’

T measures of pr Jeet outcoMe (including student "per<c-u. e jn_the
) studv's second: hase). .We found. nore. 7 SN ne ador+-
0"’L v part1cu1 r type of education: : e
» district to district) 1eéd to ot oar o 1
‘me+ © had’ been prev1ously tested

nese findings~may be ‘challr

con” istency with ‘our cdse
m - giver the% cogs1derab1( e ne v
‘ea ‘iory-of federa]lnﬁfunted'prc S | [<
wvavi typically :was imp]enented;d: ipe differan
Jdstricts, in‘different‘sthoo]s’withe Fh - chopi cis st
ven in different classrooms within the same Morecver
projects that were "packaged"--th:t presc . «dure< fo
.ers and prOJect d1rectors“1n ways hat prec uc th nanc g
.tion to the conditions of the loce et nd-- . ce ar
be ir>lemented effect1ve1y This evid-1ize as - :S€
«find-nas, ** strong]y suggests§ that . »r ;_dj log:  n wducz- onal
¢ 1s been m1sunderstoo . The op 1 o “cer" zerool:z ]
1ovations may be an important eingradie n u. :sst . p anned
change. But, by itself, the adoptich of pe- '~ =ach olo:r does

nct inveriably dr'aUtonatica11y restit i1 etter stucznt pertormanca;
how the innoﬁzzion is implemented matters 's muc: as and often mucn
more than, what it is. S

Assumptioh\é\ Educational Improver ¢ kequires the Provision of

Missing "Inputs" to School District. It is assumed that schooi

-

P Berman' E. Pauly, Federal Programs Supporttng Edunattonal

= ‘ Change, Vol. II: Factors Affecting Chana- Agent Projects, R-1589/2-HEW,
- The Rand Corporation, April 1975; P. Bermzn, M. W. Mclaughlin, Federal
- Programs Supporting Educational Change, | . VII: Factors Affecting
! Implementdtion and Continuation, R-1589/7 -E! The Rand Corporation,
Apr11 1977 CoT
See M. Fullan and A. Pomfret, " >sz. -a.on Curr’ :lum and ‘

Instruction Implementation," Review of id: -~ional Res =h, Vol. 47,
No. 2, Spring 1977, pp. 335-397. :

o z .22 .
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, \ ; fiigtricts wou rm ~hemse lpqs. 7,j »havd_ more money', meatgr . B
Sawareness ¢ , o incréa S "da.l._‘ know=hors | The'
. — need\is te ",f,{ing [”i‘nput:'« wpprement  fe a1l ‘:funging,
. - ,—.‘ informati 01 'F;:Z:MS,"OI’ tec ":al'ass;istc - . »
N - i ¥
Qeip1te th:  Bf the’ mis: \nput approgsh, : has not
generdf]y worke: . cop. “Neither money, morza _i~tormation,
) y por more téchniczl acsisz: by themse]- 1vekcons{stént1‘ 1mproveg ¢
;Q‘ ‘educat10na1 prac: ice. Fh 1ange Agenf *5h?$uggests wh . theé%
i forms of outs1de aid have t had much 1. - ;e'bn th¢ local 'actarsl
" that_spell the difference ‘tweén succes <ailure of educ: zional.
’ %. innovations. ‘ L '? ”' .
t " In particul. {eral effort: 5emi&aiéxknfor“ﬂtionv
emphasized the " 2e ) 001 distr: qare of exe . inno-
d vations. If the pr nier - nly one of ~::=ing distri= <o dopt
" new educaﬁiona] practice:  :k /awargness | surely @ it cale
Adoption, however, -s bur - ‘irst step ~~~ local pr .z 3 of imple-
fmenting aﬁ innovat’ on. Resze: -2l suggests tnis af fectiv  n fementati?n
is more likely “f ¢doptirn done ina "proc ewm-solvir < nner, which
requires that schoc!s idzaty  their needs ari zhen see: utions to N

them. But most feazral ~iss. ~ination efforts only made cws:%itts aware '\3

of new educational r oducts, ot aware of their own needs. Unwittihg]y,

federa] policy thus rueled the preoccupation of the 1960s with. innova-

tions for their own sake. ! ) .
Morengr, research has shown that the awareness needed ;to make new

educ&t;ona] practices work goes much deeper than information afforded.

by visits to Educational Fairs br by the reading of project pamphlets.

To ‘overcome imp1ementat{on difficu]ties, ]océ] project staff must adapt

the innovation to their own conditions. The relevant information for

adaptation‘is‘best supplied to local implementors as they run into

problems. Such infgrmation is, in brief, about the process of imp]é-_

mentation, rather than about-the characteristics of the innovation,

as usually sﬁﬁp1ied jn federal technical assistance and infdfmation

* efforts. 1 o v —

Practitioners ~1d policy makers alike cite "money" .as another

LY




N j1str1but1on of nat1ona1 funds, our research did examine the ro]e »
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rissing input prevent1nq more effect1ve educat10na1 performance. . .
~1though we cannot address generbl issues involving the equ1tab1e . " ;/

. 11ayed by federal fund1ng in stimulating educat1ona1 ‘change. Federa]

‘unds a11owed many d1str1cts tojundertake act1v1t1es fheylcou1d not . ' S—
>therw1se support For exampfb ‘Title’ 171 funds have been usep to
expand teacher- 1n1t1ated p11ot prOJectsiior more gen%ra1 use 1n‘dns—

' tr1ct operations. Federa] grants als¢ sbrved as "start-up" funds for

new teach1ng pract1ces many of wh1ch,requ1red qustant1a1 1n1t1a1~ a e

\,‘51MVestment in hardware or’ staff deve]opment In many cases, however, . P

federal grants .were s1gn1f1cant because ‘they. bes towed 1eq1t1ma¢y on *’

local projects, gave them the.@ura of "!'special status," and pr vided e

some measure of ' protect1on” or, politically controversial or peda—

"gogically untested educat1ona1 practices.

Yet the record of thegway school districts used federal grants
is spottyz Many projects were started simply for the purpose of re-
ceiving federal largesse and, as far as we coqu/te11, without’ any
real intention to deal with local prob1ehs., The result of this be- * - "
havior, which we Ca]1~0pportunism, was,predictable: opportunfstic ////
projects were usually poorly implemented and almost always disappeared -
with the last federal check. Projects taken’serious1y by distrfct <L\\\
officials and school sggif\genera1]y avoided the non—impjementatiOn
typical of opportunistic projects. But even effective implementation
did not always mean achievement of the longer-term federal obJect1ve
or promot1ng stable change in local practices. THF end of federa1
funding generakﬂy resu1ted in a reduction of resources for most proj-
ects, particularly expens1ve ones. For examp]e, innovations that had
used soft monéy to reduce the student-to-adult ratio (e.g., by hiring"‘

4
aided) were cut back to live within the district budget. Many d1§-
tricts complained of insufficient resources to.carry on progect act1v1-'
ties and to make necessary rep1acement of project staff.  But f1nanc1a1

difficulties involved quest1ons of budgetary allocations that. cou1d !
have been foreseen and planned for from the profect s inception. .How- :
ever, few d}str1cts in our sample adequately prepared themse]ves for . (7
'/‘j - R ’ - “ B ' ' N o
/ — TN - . ,
. , . " . . ‘n” j o ot ! ‘ o ;
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v kustaining or spreading the changes resu1t1ng from even successf/jﬂy g
- impiemented proJects »t : . . A
1’f_" "L In summary, federal funds can stimqlate the adoption of" prQJects

'that are genera]]w in accord with Qgtionai priorities But ad0ption -
e assyres neither effective implementation’ nor ‘Tong- run continuation

A new funding strategy is needed if federal grants are to’ signifi-

cant1y affect those 1oca1 choites and*t ooditions that dgtermire the -

1mpiemen§ation -and continuation of p1anned change efforts.-

wcorrect premise--school districts need heTp However s the various '

federa] programs generally have fa11ed 0 provide reievant,assistance

or have.given the right a551stance in the wronq way. For instance,
 some assistance has been narrowiy techn1ca1 and overly detailed,. ~
' usua11y because it essentially tried to rep11cate duccess that occurred
elsewhere. This excessive SpeC1f1C1ty did not help local project

staff, who either dismissed the "assistance" or.found it unworkabie.

The underlying problem in this approach to techn1ca1 assistance

- resembles d1ff1cu1t1es encdhnt ed in the technocratic approach: the

¢ innovation is thought\of as a product rather thﬂ as a process’re—'
quiring adaptation. _ -
Another related problem concerms how assistance h?s been giren.
For example, outside experts have often been hired with federal funds.
However, our research shoWsthatkouts?&e experts were typically ig-
nored as being too abst;%ct or too unaware of local problems. Even
when teachers saw them or other forms of outside assistance as reJe—-
vant, the 1oca1 staff tended to rely so heavily-on these "ihputs" that
they were unab]e to adapt the prOJectgtn their own needs. In short,

. federally supported assistance efforts often were ineffective because
- they did not deal in an adaptive way with the concrete problems facing
local staff Insofar as assistance remains an "input," rather than an
1ntegratéd component of the implementation proge€ss,\it cannot dchieve

t%ﬁ;educ
\

X ' o . - | .
., ™ Seeg, ¥, Bermas, M. W. MclLaughlin, iral rograms Supporting
«Educattonal Change,, Vol. VII: Factors Affecting Implementation and
(“onttnud‘tton, R- 1589/7 HEW, Aprﬂ ]977:

i LN

tional improvement that federal planners anticipate.
. oy .

"Technical a551stance, the third missing input, starts from a .//‘/ P
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“Assumption 3' [mprovzng Educattonal P@rfbrmance Re&ytre)'a

[ Prqipct Focus. ft s asswhed that refbrm cam best be achieved

by promothq pPOJGOtu of" an PxperLMenth trzal demonstratton,
or cateaorzo&] naturp. JIn light of“thp reZatﬁveZu’Lgm percenf&ge\\
' that jbdpral Funds r(prpocnt of ZocaZ and.etate school expendLL

~

_turp° _some pOZLPU mdk(r" chzwuc &H\\fbderal qovernmeut can v ne

el \

. \
. maxzmz"P s l(vwraac on thc natzon'o schdol dzstrzcts by con-
‘cﬁntrattnq j%dﬂﬁal atd on dise retplprogects and spreadzng féderal

PP"OUP’FJ as depZJ (and as poZLtzéaZZJ peprespnt&tzbelu) as ’

wfposspblcvl Thc federal vrogcat fbcus zs prcsumed o haveithree
aduantaan° (1); the, targets of ¢ ’atcg0pznal programs areﬁmore

Likely to benefit jrom the ofruzce), (2) pnogect change of a

-
ot
o

narrow nature appears nove feasible than systemtc change 2
schopl districts, and (3) improvement i# school perfbrmance 18
best accomplished, by attacking oa&h discrete problcm‘(equol
opportunity, reading, ote.) independently because probilems of
schooting consist of discrete, identifiable,éﬁsuéé.u

:

" Both the technocratic and the'missing inputs approaches typically
had a project focus. Thus, their ﬁnadequacies obscured the serious
d1ff1cu1t1es implied by re1y1ng on projects as the veh1c1e--typ1ca11y
the only -vehicle--for_change. Rather than reiterating the difficulties
inherent in-a technocratic or m1ss1no 1nputs approach the following
d1scuss1on considers only efiect1ve1y implemented projects and examings
why the project aghroach usually did not satisfy federal goa]s

The Change Xgent study found that effect1ve1y 1mp1emented projects

were often not continued after the end of federal seed money Dis-
tr1cts start projects for many reasons--e.g., to solve an educationa]
problem, to take advantage of the availability of extra.fupds “to

relieve political pressure from 1oca1 const1tuents, or to.accommodate

staff des1res Whatever the qn1t1a1 reasons are, district off1c1a1s

- must take a variety of steps to assure the progect s survival when the

federal funding per1od closes. In part1cu1ar, they have to make the

project part of the TocgX¥ system~ SO’that ithis not vu1nerab1e to budget

cuts, chanqes 1d po I

1

ical pressures, or, persbnne] turnover Most

~
.

’126&5- to ' = a | -
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districts in the Change Agent sample did not tdke the necessary actions; = ¢

B * .
lived. - The problem of sustaining change in educat1ona1 practices thus ®

consequentl_y, many projects--even highly successful. ones=-were short- kﬂ, "
depends on the w1111ngness and capab111ty of the school system, not-
simply on the prOJect S resources oOr personne]
v A second def1c1ency of the proaect focus ar1ses from the "1oose— )
;1 coupling” of school systems. Change in one aspect of schools or of
schooling can occUr without affect1ng ‘other aspects. For example,
Title I proJects prov;éﬁiq remedial help in elementary schoo] may have . 7
no effect on dract1tes in junior high school, even though the Title T
= children are st]]] d1Sadvantaged and st111 underach1ev1ng Similarly,
proaects dea11ng w1th one aspect of the. curr1cu1um may have little to |
do w1th other aspects Moreover, a successfuf\hrOJect in one schoo1
usua11y does not 1nf1uence other practices }n other ;schools. In short,
many targeted proaects are part1a1 attacks on prob]ems that requ1re
broader treatments, and a project focus can exacerbate the tendency b
for change to be 1301ated and? thus’ more or 1ess ‘random w1th1n school
districts. '

Ironécally, a th1rd d1ff1cu1ty w1th the proaect focus is gneffi-
c1ency. JProponents of the project focus argue that a concentrated
effort economizels on personnel. and“resources’ (as we11 as prov1d1ng an
accountab]e and emonsérab]e product). ‘However,’ tﬁe Change Agent
study found that\staff;deve]opment'activities'and regular SEé of\dis:_

~ VQtrict specialists were associated with effective implementation and »
co t;nuat1on of change efforts - These factors are, however, most
_ eff1c1ent1y supp11ed,by the district’s deveﬂopment of its capability ' S
to service many projects, rather than by ‘each project 1nd1v1dua11y.
Yet we found few districts tha, had seriously invested in staff devel-
-opment and spec1a11sts They tended instead to rely on do#in out”
spec1a1 proaect resources, which were usually 1nade ate to cc
both the cap1t 1 and continuing costs of st ve1opment' or, they
sought outside fund1ng, wh1ch seldom was available.. The result, was
that federally funded projects. created a demand for staff developmeZt

. ]
Ibid.A L

-
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‘and specialists, but neither the proiects nor the districts generally
-provided adequate support. The result was ineffective project imple-
mentation and-a short prOJ t half-life. :
’ These arguments do n%t imply that all prOJects shou]d be eliminated
in favor of, for example, eneral aid. Categor1ca1 projects can serve
an 1mportant po11t1ca] function in school districts, and non- categorical
1nnovat1ve projects . can help stimulate grass-roots change. But they ~
need -to be buttressed by systemic or institutional level ‘assistance.
Thus far, federal policy has done Tittle to help develop the institu-
t1ona1 capac1t1es of sch001 d1str1cts v
In Summary, federal policy generally has followed one or more
fau]ty assumptions 1mp11ed by technocratic, m1ss1ng inputs, or prOJect
approaches. These misconceptions resulted in db]1cy gu1de11nes and
. procedures that, however well 1ntended, s1mp1{/fa11ed to pvoduce con-

s .

s1stent educat10na1 1mprovement ; 5{ A o - .
POOR MACRO IMPLEMENTATTON : o Lo
The district-level 1mp1ementat1on discussed above can be ca]]ed

micro- melementatton Imp]ementat1on alsé™Involves carry1ng out

federal p011cy from the time it becomes law untilefederal gu1de11nes
-and practices -are established that affect local school district opera-

tions. We call this federal level process macro-implementation, which

is fhe subject of this section and a third source of federal policy . -
ineffectiveness. Macro-implementation of federal education policy in- ‘ \\\\\\\
volves both OE' s administrative efforts and the re]atﬂonsh1ps with

other levels of government in .the educational p011cy system--in partic-

ular, with the states. The past decade's record in both areas-- TN ﬁk
administration and 1ntergovernmenta1 re]at1ons——demonstrates severe

1mp1ementat1on probtems. ' \

The administrative prob]ems that/have plagued 1mp1ementat1on at

the federal level reflect the 1ncrementa1, disjointed, and almost
.apoldﬁet%c”faéhion in which federal education policy has been made in

‘the past ten years or so. Federal géa]s and objectives typically have

been articulgied in a series of disparate (and sometimes ephemeral)

categorical programs. The institutional strueture charged %dth - L,// g

. "{./‘. R . -
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_ important) program issues. Bushels of required state and local evalua-
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imp]ementing these programs, USOE&‘ref1ects this program fragmentgsién
USOE's organization comprises a series of fragmented fiefdoms_ that are
not coordinated and sometimes actually work at cros§dpurposes

This legislative history, coupled with the absence of an "“inte--

* %
_grating mechanism" or coord1nat1no un1t at the federal level, has

resulted in programs that neither bulld on the experience of past
initiatives nor reinforce the activities and goals of other federal
education efforts. Such compartmentalization is not only inefficient’
(i.e., staff in many.programs are worrying about similar issues such
as staff training), but it also has fostered the perception among
state and local pract1t1one£s of federal pr1or1t1es as d1SJo1nted and
ephemeral _ =

Adminjstrative effectiveness at the federal level has also been

hampered by overembhasis on matters of administrative control. Federal =

. {
I4 J
K_f/{

fasc1nat1on with administrative control and ov9r51oht has created at

. least two ser1ous obstac]es to effective USOE program implementation. AN

One, it has meant that USOE staff have been so embroiled in the day- ‘
to-day operation and}oversight of .administrative machinery that they -kJ .
have had little time to attend tquroader (and substantively more

tions, for example, arrive at USOE but‘busy program staff rarely have
time to examine even a representative sample. Even specia11y commis-

_s1oned federal studies, issue papers and task force reports remain
.unread and so cannot influence the d1rect1on of federa1 policy or

* %%k
program management

*

. Local pract1t1oners cite, for.example, the seemingly conf11ct1ng
objectives and gu1de11nes of ESEA Title VII Bilingual Proaects and the
Office of Civil Rights-in their efforts to ensure equity in local
education practices (see R-1589/6-HEW). Or, participants in the NIE-
supported Teachers'. Centers express bewilderment and concern at their
apparent disenfranchisement under the regu]at1ons'of the new OE-
adm1n1stered Teacher Center program.

See Martha Derthick, The Influence of Federal Grants, Harvard

Un1Vers1ty Press, Cambr1dqe, Massachusetts, 1970,
*%k%

One veteran USOE official commented that ",,,things_have gotten
so bad that we-have actually considered hiring someone to come in and
read these reports and tell us what is in them--what they recommend."

i
- .

29 o
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USOE staff absorption with administratiue oversfght also has
reinforced the re1ative isolation of federal managers from the reality
of program operations. This isolation undoubtedly has contributed to
the unrea]istic assumptions and expectations discussed previously, and
compounded the lack of trust that character1zes relations with state
and local educat1on agencres. For exampie many practitioners be11eve ?}
Afedera1 policies are inappropriate in large part because "they don't

- understand what our situation is.“'a
v " Another characterfstic of federal policy that sometimes impairS"'
state and 1oca1 implementation is its emphasis on uniformityw Although
. uniform administration of grants and programs has a clear political and
bureauoratic rationale, there are costs in terms of federal policy ef- r
. fectiveness. For example, these po]1c1es typically are calibrated ‘on
‘the ”1owesf common denominator", more effective state and local agencies
are penalized; less: effect1ve agencies, on the other hand, have little
incentive ‘to strengthen the1r operations. For example, at least two
states were compelled to scrap their own (more progress1ve) comprehensive
p1ann1ng initiatives.in order to comp]y with the guidelines issued for
the adm1n1st’gt1on of ESEA Title IV. S1m11ar1y, the present debate
over the proposed handicapped legislation suggests that the’ present
"guidelines conflict in some respects with ex1st1ng pract1ces in some
of the more progressive states. For example, Massachusetts has insti-
tuted legislation intended to curb negative labeling of children, and
" thus the categorical identification of special service ch11dren 1
P.L. 94 142, however, requires states to report e11g1b1e ch11dren by
type of handicap. Florida is also a case in point, where the federa]
formula contained in P.L. 94-142 works at cross- purposes with the state
formula for providing services to the handicapped. There is also
evidence that Title I requirements have suppressed the development of
state and local compensatory education programs--namely, some state
and local officials believe that the headaches and inefficiencies




Y
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inherent z? present T1t1e I "commingling" restr1ct1ons would be too
great if they started their own programs. Standard1zat1on of federal
policies also has led to inappropriate policies. Staff of bilingual
programs in the West and Southwest, for”example, have'1bng compiaihed
that the federal regulations wexe written with the East in mind and.
hence are not relevant to the quite different bilingual population in
their areas. o .

r 3\

. .

In summary, certain federal level adm1n1§trat1ve pract1ces--some
tEe result of political necessity and legislative mandate--have operated )
to impair implementation of federa1~education‘bglicies at the state and )
local levels.

, 7
" CONCLUSION | \ _

The ineffectiveness of the past decade's reform efforts can be
traced to three general sources at the‘federal level--unrealistic }\j//,
expéctations, misconceptions about LEA and SEAVbehévior2 and macro-

Tevel implementation difficulties. Although we discussed these - prob-

lems separately, they occurred together so thét each difficu]ty exacer- //
bated the others. In-a larger sense, these difficulties, e1ther ' /
separately or taken together,_1mp1y a more basic concern: the: federa] ,,//
role in improving the performance of the comb]ex American educational

system needs .rethinking.

~
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IF1. REORIENTING FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL POLICY

A.general challenge confropt{ng federal p1aoners is to develop '
more realistic expectat1uns about the 11m1ts as well as the possibili- _j>
t1es of federa] policy, to establish better assumptions about SEA and
LEA change processes, and to implement federa] programs more effect1ve1y

~ More fundamenta]]&, these changes imply an important reorientation of
the federal role }h improving educational perfopmgnte, which should
begin with a clear understanding of existing reiationships among
federa], state, and local educational agenciés.

- Accord1ng1y, this chapter draws . on research evidence to propose
premises about the structure and behav1or of LEAs and SBAs that are
relevant to federal change efforts. The premises identify both leverage .
points -and constraints for federal policy.‘rThey"constitute operational
princip]es that could be used in constr0cting federal proqrams. This
chapter also recommends,'onvthis,basis, new federal programs or modifi-’
cations of existing ones. The recommendations, are guidelines for policy
designers, but do not deal with specifics the!kemerge\Trom 1Egis1ating,
adm1n1ster1ng, and 1mp1ement1ng po]1cy We hope that Xfis essoy will

: conv1nce the reader that a different point of view about the re1at1on-
ships  among federal, state, and local educational agencies is needeq
and is feasible.

OPERATIONAL PRINCIPLES ABQUT SCHOGL DISTRICTS AND STATE~EDUCATIONAL

AcENclEs ‘ N “

The Change Agent stody as well as other research over the last
decade has developed empirical hypotheses about the way school districts

i respond to change efforts. Four propositions best.summarize this

research: ~

1. Localism. Local decisions énd conditions, influenced only
indirectly hy federal policies, determinevthe outcomes of change ef-
forts. The'primary factors affecting outcomes, besides the abilities

<« . - . )
and motivations of students, are:




2

-

.
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{
"0 the abilities and motivations of teachers.
0 participation of teachers in project decfsions
o staff assistance and development strateg1es employed by
the district : »
0 1eadersh1p of school principals and phoject diregtors

-0 district support for the change effort
- e . ¢

.0 district manaqement capac1ty
R ' . 4
Federal po%&cy has to. 1nf1uence these factors in order to 1mprove
educational perfo ance. - 4 'T

2. Cr1t1qgg] Sfages in Local Change Process. Federa] pohc_y has -

typ1ca11y focused on providing incentives for the adopt1on of - change
efforts, lbﬁt the Toc¢al change process consists of two additional stdges
that qre p1vota1 to both short- and’ 1onq_run educational outcomes. The
three states are mobilization (which includes agdoption), implementation,
and Lnstztutzona7120tton Mob4ﬁ1zat1on is f;;jﬁtaq&ybecause unless th
schoo] district undertakes a prob%em solving type of. planning and gene-
rates broad-based support at the outset the change effort is Tikely to
be ha]f hearted and short Tived. Imp]ementat1on matters because educa-
tional outcomes u1t1mate1y depend on how teachers carry out change ef-
forts in the1r classrooms: In ggktut1ona11zat1oh, which is the stage
when a change effort becomes a standard part of district operations,
is pivotal because change effohts: even successful ones, tend to dis-’

- appear. Federal policy egu]d increase its influance on educat1ona1

14e1 affect all these stages, not’ Just the
{

first. : .
\ / .

- 3. School D1str1cts Vary in Inst1tut1ona1 M5t1vat1on and Capacity.

outcomes if it could .posi

Variability across’ schoo] districts has 1ong been apprec1ated but its
most s1gn1f1cant aspects have ‘not been recogn1zed Federal policy '
sbnewhat takes variability into.account by adjusting otherwise urfi form
" formulas for such parameters as size, number ‘of students of a certain
type, etc. ‘Beyond these numbers;‘however, the district's management
capacity and motivations are the main institutional featur®s affecting

‘33
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district eddcatiohaT*performance. Tp influence these teatures which
~ vary consjiderably among apparently comparable districts, federal policy
. may, have to pursue d1fferent1ated strateg1es, either directly or

throdgh SEAs. '
, : &
. ‘) .
4. School D1str1ctSoNeed Adaptive ImfTementation Assisfﬁcce

_* School, districts need assistance to make chahge efforts work; however,-'

such ass1stanee should avoid the mistakes of .the past decade's technical
assistance with its reliance on technology, inputs, and projects. In-
stead, assistance should be broader gauged and include:

.

. y . . . i
(// 0 Systemic fbaué——the-loqal school district (not the individual
teacher, school, or prpject'alone),Should be the "target" of
A~ - implementation assistance; it should focus on general issues
t s of the management of. change, not simply”~ on discrete problems

,such as read1ng scorbs o ) : -

0 Contznutng——1mp1ementat1on'assistance should be offered on a
steady bas1s _ o,
0 Practitioner- based—-local or regional resource personne] should
provide 1mp1ementat1on assistance. a{
o Proae%s-ortented--1mp1ementat1on assistance should support -~
local efforts to identify and carry out solutions, rather
than 1mport1ng solutions from outside; it should not co- opt
pportun1t1es for local personne1 to “1earn by do1nq !
) . ‘\KJ , éﬂ . s ' |
These four premis¥&s described on pp. 18-20--10ca1)§hr\stages of
change, district variabj 11ty, and adjpt1ve 1mp1ementat1oa assistance--
* direct attention to ina equac1es in federa] policy. For example, they
suggest that local adoption of projects should not be the sole federal
+policy focus: that i /mprov1ng the change process within schoel districts _ /A
should take pregedence over past federal concern with improving educa- ’
tiqga} products; that federaf evaluators shou]d expect and encourage | K<
the adaptation of change efforts: that the federal government ‘should-
- promote local 1n£t1tut1ona1 development in addition to more‘tarqeted

prdject approaches, and that feﬂ%ra] 1eg1s]at1on should estab11sh ways.* . {"
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to prdvide—more differentiated and flexible support to school dis-
tricts. In short, these premises suggest a shift in the federal role .
toward the process of educat1ona1 change, which might well 1mp1y a
'strengthened role for state educational agene1es. . 9
State departments of gducation‘are necesséry partnérs to
federal governmenf.” Both legal custom and practicality descr bé a
major role for SEAs in interpreting federal .intent, monitoring local -
projects, and providiqg guidance and assistancsc/&et SEAs have beeﬁ**
seen as ‘the."weak 1ink" in the federal-state-lodal chain of policy
implementation. ; Furthermore, federal policy has not been enough
concerned with streqpthen1ng SEQU’apac1ty Instead, most federal
policies dealt with the states only 1nc1denta11y (e.g? ESEA Titlé I);
or have bypassed it a1toq5?ﬁer (e.g., ESAA{\ESEA Title VII, and ESEA
Title III, Sec. 306). Federal agencies have m1n1m1zkd the state role
lbecause of Washington's impatience for "results," and because of the
perception that SEA involvement would impair program implementatjon -
at the local level. In'the short run, this may-be true. But,:{n.the
f]ong run, any significant increase in the general effectiveness of
federal education policy is likely to depend on ;he extent to which
SEAs can provide guidance and sUpport to the LEAs. Specifically, we -
believe federal policy should be based on the following operational
ot

pr1nc1p1es "

1. SEAs Are Best Suited to Influence and to Provide Opportune
Assistamve to LEAs. Despite signjficant weaknesses amogg
SEAs, they/are better suited than federal agencies to supply
supportsdnd assistance of the ‘type implied by thg preceding
premiséﬁaabout-gchool distrjcts. Federal policy.should make
more aﬁd\Tore use of SEAs, “

N\

/

=

2. SEAs Vary An Their Administrative Capactty. State departments -

e . . . L . '
of education df?fé?$ﬁq\the1r administrative capacity as well
as in their motivation to implement federal policy or to in-

fluence school district behavior. As we diséussed, however,

federal policy generally treats the States uniformly, which
' e ' P

/‘ 35 .
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_ seems both ineffective and inefficient. Federal policy
. should develop differentiated strategies toward SEAs.

3. Many SEAs Require Further Administretive Development. Al-

- though'SEA administrative development has progressed rapidly ;

since 1965, _many state departments remain ineffectual in
1nf1uenc1ngPLEAs. Un1ess this situation ig changed, 1ncreased \
federal reliance on state implementation will be futile.

Federal policy should aim to improve SEAs' administrative
, 0 N capacity. 3 ) ‘
Voo i K - ) . . e

A

<

Although the above premises support the recent federal policy of
greater reliance on states, they imply a stronger role for SEAs than
federal legislation now contemp]ates Indeed, taken together w1th\ o

7 the sprinciples about school d1str1ct behavior, they suggest a basic
‘ a,,régigentat1on of federal policy. >

- -

These pr1nc1p1es po1nt in the direction of a flexible federal
“role thag/a”ms to fac111tate state and local change efforts, rather

AN

" than cenfrol them. The’Tgng term goale WOulde!,to promote a situation (>

in which more schoo1 dlstr1cts and state :epartments develop the in-

stitutional capac1ty to “improve their owr performance. .Thus, ic ! 1y,

federal ass1stance would diminish over t1me, and the much needed fed-

eral leadership would be exercised by setting national priorities and

by strengthening the natural lirkages among school districts and &

ambng SEAs. o
State act1v1ty also would have to be more flexible and respon- - N

“sive to local neZEB and cond1t1ons than it has been. Indeéy, the

ability of the states to nurture school district developmen :would be
Despite the

\ the key tg long- ter? prospects for educational improvement
‘strides stfhes have made over the past decade, few SEAs are presently cap-
able of handling a more substantive role in assisting districts. It wou]d

‘ thus appear that federal educational policy.should aim to strengthen
the administrative capac1ty of SEAs (w1thout mak1ng them agents of the

_federal qov nment within an unrecept1ve state government) . The

\
A o —

*It is"§§£ unusual for SEA officia]s'in charge of specific federal —
* programs (e.g., Title I) fo use federal reégulations as a means of re-

maining 1ndependent from their chief, state school off1cers or. legislatures.

-

‘ a | T ' 36
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b . [ ’ . \
- exercise of federal leadership would lie in fostering <nterdependent--
rather than either autonomous or hierarchica]--re}ationshiBs among

- federal, state, and locdl levels so that the inevitable barga1n1ng and
e conflict qmong these actprs could be conducted within a cooperat1ve
framework ~
o
RECOMF’IENDATIONS : A o L

‘ Coope trve federalism cannot be mandated, but on]y ach1ede by
an evo]utizqhﬁy.process comprised of specific, mostly incremental
changes to the existing educat1ona1 system. Concerted feder31 change

. -efforts ho]d the possibility of 1mprov1ng the perfbrmance of the educa-

tional system in the short term a1ong_the following lines:
. .

N ' . \ '
lTocal staff's ability to implement change 1’4?\

0
"o LEﬂs management. ) ‘
0 SEAs' administrative capacity )
. 0 1ihks among LEAs, SEAs, and federal aéencies
o OE's administrative capacity: | -
f ) e remainder of this essay offers four recommendations aimed at

s jstreng_thenmg federa] policy 1n each of the above areas: they all con-
sist oﬁ:1ncrementa1 change$ that could be 1mp1emented without massive
1nfus1ons of additiopat federal funds. _

The first recommendation, an Area Cooperatives Program, is some-
what experimental, although it is consistent with the findings of the
Change Agent Study. .}t aims to satisfy the need for more effective .
and ‘efficient local implementation assistance and, at the same time,

: to enhance the natural linkages among school districts. The second
J recommendation, Districthased'Professiona] Growth Program, proposes
a way*to promote districts' long-run capacity to improve their educa-
¢ tignal'performance The third recommendation involves revisions of .
ESEA Title IV, and offeks a series of steps to strengthen the adm1n1s-
trative capacity of § As as we11 as furthering a more d1fferent1ated

.

[y

2K 7

For an extended discussion of cooperative federalism, see H
Seidman, Politics,(Pdsition and Power: The Dynamics of Federal O

ization, Oxford.University Pre New York, 1970; and J. L. Sundduist,

?qktng Federalism Wbrk The Bro:k ﬁgs Institution, Washington, D.C.,
964 :
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' intesdépendent.re]ationship between federal and state agencie$. The

final Feconnendationf'whjch deals with federal admiqistmatizsggﬁp— o
- cedures, suggests a relaxation ofi some federa regulations—as a means
\of jmproving the efficiency of federal po]icy%%ﬁd fdetef'ng better

relations among the different levels in the'educatibhg$ysystem.

o . : 2 . B ’ :
Recommendationgl: The féderai government should establish gn?
Area C:ooperaiive;s Progrgm that would assist school districts in"ﬁf
the implementation of a broad.spectruw of federal programs fe.g.,
Title I or Tifle VII o’ ESEA), state rgform efforts (e.g., changes
in sohool finaneing, inlearlytghéldhood e@uéation, or in spectial
v education), ;nd'loca" change efforts (e.g., desebregationaor ’
, adjustments to entollment decline). ' The xre&(booperatives‘would
be staffed by practitioners on ”Zeaue” from sehool digtricté within
a regional cluster. The program would be funded‘by-thelféderal
government oynd administered by the States who would helé establish
the Area Coighpatives and ensure that they follow a get of)prﬂn—
‘eiples discussé%(below. Lol
i L . é
The mOst\efféctive form;of assigtaﬁce to 1¥cal séhoo] personnel
appéars to be practitioﬁet-based assiétance offered by peers who are

familiar with the problems and particu]éritiéé of school systems. Yet,

@ -

-

i despite Fhe présencerof some talented staff in virtually every distr{ct,

teachers and administrators are seldom able to help colleagues in their
own district or nearby. Federal support for Area Cooperatives--centers
Vserving a consortia of districts--could alloy practitioners to. pool

* their expe}ienpes and to learn new ski]]é together. Indeed, a peer-

based regional cPoperative appears’ uniquely able (a) to draw on local

expertise cheaply, and (b) to provide "crisis" aid as-well as regular
! . .

. assistance to member districts.

- ~

Théxproposed Area Cooperatives differ from the Regional Labora-

tories and Centers in a number of important ways: (1) they are staffed

by practitioners: (2) they are geared to the needs of a reqatively small

area; (3) they are not concerned with the development of new practices,

but with the provision of assistance in areas related to day-to-day

management concerns as well as the implementation of planned change

efforts. -

‘ o

*
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‘operatives could facilitate pooling of these va1uab1e resources
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-
\

-25. o
s ’ . it » r-i'

. Area Cooperat1ves wou1d not require massive. fedeca] fund1ng The
supp0rt requirem&nts would be reTat1ve1y modest--salaries- for a small * -
adm1n1strat1ve/*taff honoraria_ for Tocal staffr“ﬁ/\ieave“ to serve

as consultants to the districts in_the area, and)yUhds to suoport

-

sabbat1ca1 leave for a small number .of staff in tﬁe area. Schoo1

: d1str1cts would pay part of ‘the sa1ary of their staff a551gned t¢/the

Coops. Moreover, because the Area- Cooperat1Véf wou1d comprxse7/ 1oose1y
organized network of profess1onals in an area,” adm1n1strat1ve and vel

costs would b 1ow Area Cooperatives would also allow school distrits

to take adv ntage of economies of scale n personne1 services.  For
example, diftrict curriculum spec1a11sts can no 1onger be supported by

many districts in light of ,student enrollment decline. The Area Co-

—

Area Cooperat1ves, in addition to be 1nq more eff1c1ent would be

more likely-.to prov1de assistance effectively because they wou]d take

N
t1c1pat1ng=d1str1cts could receive continuing assistance that could be

advantaqe of existing ta]ent and be attuned to local cond1t1ons ‘Par- (/
extended through the critica]‘beriods of implementatiop. Moreover,

_the Area Cooperatives are consonant with long-term-objectives of local

capacity‘building and so can be tied to other such policy initia{iVes,

\ . ok
particularly staff development and comprehensjveﬂp]ann1ng. In short,
¢ N s . 3

N

trators "on léave.' v .

1] "L
Presumab]y school districts also could reduge their reliarce’ on A~
expensive consultants, who often are pa1d for by‘federal fun8s.
*k

T

Area Cooperatives also offer the apoortun1ty to estaQ]1sh a ne ‘ :L;

career path for school district personnel. The:decline in\Student e
roliment experienced by many schgo] districts has necessitated a re-
duction in teaching and administrative personne1, and concomitantly

has altered traditional career p.§?$'1n many school districts. New
positions in the central office o¥ new r1nc1pa1sh1ps simply are not !
available and will not be available in the foreseeable future., Not .
only are thesnumber of present staff positions .effectively frozén,

they also typically. are ocoup1ed by younq individuals brought into the
district, or promoted qu1ck1y upwards during the recent period of ex-

5

-pansion. Thus, ret1rement is un11ke1y to create job open1ngs in the

middle- or upper-management level. As a result, many vite principals
cannot hope to move up to a principalship, .and c1assroom teachers who
expected to move into a central office resource position must be con-
tent with their present situation. Area service centerd ould be
utilized to provide "sabbatical" experience for district ff, as well
as to staff the center on a rotating bas1s with teachers’or adminis-

>
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Area Cooperatives seem suited % provide th®®type of adaptive imple-

imentat]on assistance s0 1ack1na in _today's educational system.

The federal 1eg1s1at1on aufkor1;7k§ Area Cooperatives should *

ab11sh guidelines that states wou d»adapt to their own cond1t1ons

in adm1n1ster1ng the program. OUr research suqqests the fo110w1ng
oad features should be incorporated into federal gu1de11nes

2 + Area Cooperatives s§0ﬁ4e be‘administered as‘e séparate and
distingt progran with prescribed funding levels. State and
local educators emphas1ze the importance of protect1ng :

*/ "~ service centers' funding; instead of mak1nq them an add-on
to other programs. For examp]e, state. off1c1dﬂs po1nt to '
the experience of the Title iII supp]ementary centers and
services as an 111ustrat1on of the d1ff1cu1ty of reserving -
adequate funds when the level of funding for the centers is

} left to the d1scret1on of the states. 0n1y a few states

fée g., Oregon, New York, Texas, and Colorado) were able to

ﬂfbut enough money into the Title III centers to make them
useful to praétitione}s. (The éenters in these states, in-
cidentally, have thrived even after Tif;e I11 funding ended.)
In other states, po11t1ca1 cons1derat1onS!d1ctated that the

N centers be starved so that Title III funds could be dis-

. tributed to as many school districts as poss1b1e.. School

personnel theyefore belﬁeve that it would be hard to protect

'funds prov1ded to the local school d1str1ct for area centers.

One pract1t1qner predicted: "We'd just qobb]e it up\1n

# . . * -
general salaries.' ; .
o

—
“

Althouqh th1s essay deliberately avo1ds making specific legis-

7 % lative proposa]s, it woulg be appropriate to point out several alterna-
tive ways in which an Area Cooperatives program could be funded. One
possibility:would be to update the Title IIl Centers by establishing
the Area Cooperatives as part of ESEA, Title IV.C.. If this legislative

" mechanism were used, then the Area Cooperatives should be a categorical

/)}' component of Title IV with protected funds. (The reasons for making
them categorical rather than left to the discretion of the States are
the same as those indicated above for.an independent program.) However,
an independent program would be preferable to incorporatina Area Co-
operatives into Title IV because Title IV is associated with "change
agent" type projects, whereas the Area Cooperatives ought to provide
assistance to school districts for.a,wide spectrum of problems.

!534!;( - - ' \ - \‘J 40 z s
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- 2. Although Area Coooeratives“would necessari]y'be affiliated
- with state governments, they should have no’regulatory function-- r
4 e., they should co]]ect no- data for state eva1u3t1on nor he1p
3 the state in mak1ng dec1s1ons about programs They should on1y
.proque_ass1stance to school districts. When gome states used
Title III Service Centers, for example, to do summative evalu-

‘f ,athons, cons1derab1e distrist.deve] ped between school districts . &2
and the Title III Ser<jce center -staff, whjch blocked real
communication ‘and assistance. Sfm11ar1y, SEA efforts to assist .

;,” lTocal schoo1 districts often have failed because local school

. persohne] felt they could neither be candid about their problems a
n ~nor allow SEAfoff1c1a1s to observe them go»throuqh the trial
and error process that significant change requires. To provide ,
_;) _ JJ effective imp]ementation assistance, ‘Area Cooperatives would
have to~create a climate“that encourages open exchange™among .
. ‘participants. Fede(al legislation shou]d proh1b1t regujatory
S functions for the Area Cooperatives that might preven§ the
development of this climate.
.ﬁ. - 3. Area Cooperat1ves Should offer ('omprohenm,vp services. The /

\ ass1stance capab111t1es of serv1ce centers shou]d range from R //_ﬂ
4 ’ ' . spec1f1c curr1cu1um advice to genera1 ass1stance¥&n the man-

. ;;_ ‘ agement of change (Many observers blame the failure of some
ear1y Title III centers on their narrow and exclusive focus on.
curr1cu1um and the absence ‘of genera11st "change agents. "y

is 1mportant that sMbJect matter specialists a]so be prof1c1ent
in school . district management and in the 1mp1ementat1on of -
change. Michigan aims to do this, for example, by requiring
that its state-level program specialists rotate between pro-
grams. This enables staff to remember broader system issues
and concerns_ "as”‘ they wﬁ;rk to carry oyt specific @aﬁmatic

a

assistance
. \A . .lv._

frea Cooperatives should have a broad-based governance structure.
;) Many district and state efforts to establish service centers

g - . T o
! for district staff have been thwarted because teachers perce1red

&
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them as Wadministrators' projects“ aimed at them, not as
. > resource$ set up for them. In addition, these‘centers often
failed to.offer services that teachers thought were important
or appropriate. As a result, teachers ignored these centers.
Moreover,‘different'actbrs_inﬁa school district have different
views about the needs and interests that a service center
'should meet. A center governance structure that 1nc0rporates
these varying perceptions is more likely %o rece1ve the sup-
port and commitment from all participants.

5. Area Cooperat1ves should.provide for the needs nf agmtnts—
trators as well as teachers.. The critical role of middle
management is a recurring theme in research on(p]anned change
and school distnjct behavior. Yet administrators typ1ca11y
‘are neglected 1:S3¥forts to address the professional deve]lop-

A  ment needs of district staff. Administrators as-well as

- tegchers need assistance in developing proB]em—so]Ving sk'Q]s

‘and impleménting their plans and decisions.

The five elements above are essent1a1 to an effect1ve federal
po11cy in support of Aréa Coo erat1ves In add1t1on,_the fo]]ow1no
ideas merit cons1derat1on for federa1 po]1cy, a1though research and

' exoer1ence have not yét fu11y demonstrated their utility: oy
| N
0 Area Cooperatives should "sell" their services to member‘ L .
'school districts. Texas Service Centers and some Northwest
L 9 . ~ Regional Laboratory programs have requ1red d1str1cts to buy
| ; .subscr1pt1on to receive services. " This requ1rement that

Tocal school districts purahaséiserv1ces has promoted high

RN

. district commitment and has.-led center staffhto,tai]or ser-
vices to the expressed needs and interests of their "clients"

“‘ . {rather than accord1ng to what center staffwbe11eve d1str1cts o
: “ought to “need" ). e ' - : ' 7?}‘
* l- - 3 3 N ) ‘ > . J. .
. - However, this strategy may be counterproductive in a time of T &

| -de¢lining .enrollment and consequent budget crises. Ironically, even

3
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o Area Cooperatives should be tied ‘in with the National Dif-

fusion Network (NDN).: The activities of state facilitators
-~ funded by the NDN appear to be very successful judging by the

Y

opinions of local and state educators. The facilitators are
able to provide local school personnel with an important out-

"side (peer) perspective and to_assist them in handling the

broad system 1ssues of management and p1ann1ng The programs
dissgminated by the facilitator often serve as vehicles for

the faC111tators and -local personnel. to start addre551ng the
more fundamentai problems  and - concerns of the 1oca1 school -
system Tying the state facilitator network to .the Area Coops
wou]d give state»fac111tators a "home"" ahd also add the broad
experience of a change agent to the center staff. The facili-

. tator' s broader network contacts would also provide:a .link Nf
beﬁween Area Cooperatives w1th1n’a state and NDN nationw1de o
activities.

0, The federal governmeng shou]d offer seminars -and training

‘g sessions™for the C00perat1ve s staff. State and local prac-
. titioners who advocate federal support of .Area Cooperatives

believe the federal government has an - important function. to

. play.‘ They feel ‘that federal Tevel staff are in a“pghique

s position ta faciJitate a national level exchange of informa-

.tion and ideas Furthermore, federa1~sUpport for seminars and

}trainqnq sessions could afford an op tunity to develop commion

purpose #fid standards Or a measure.o uniformity and agreement >
that, as’ the past decade so clearly demonstrates, cannot be f ggp
legislated. B ) ‘ . ’ o -

.2 e

though local school” districgipersonnel most need 1mp1ementation assis-

-tance and help in, thé management of change during a period_of retrench- -

ment (because mistakes and inefficiencies are more easily absorbed L

during a- time of-'growth and -expansion), thase are prec1se1y the services:

o that are most likely to be trimmed as- "nice but not essential’ during

.a-budget crunch.” Consequent]y, requiring local subscription to support
“~ the Cooperative s)act1v1ties may ‘serve to hamper . 1ts v1ab1]1ty, at

1east in the short run. .
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Recommendation 2: The federal govermment .chould establish a
" District-bdsed Professional Growth Program to improve school
districts’ *apactfg to provide sfaff'dpuplupmpnt on a regular
basis. The fbdpral gouarmmpnt would pay for it, and the Staqu
as admtntstratprs ‘would arrange funding, awayd, and evaluation ¢

pPOﬂpdurPs based on fbdpra7 guidelines.

Federal support and leadership in local staff development would
“ brovide 1everage'fbr federal efforts to improve educational effective-
ness. Many teachers.become lcss effective 1n their classroom as the1r
rlength of tenure in the district increases.. Our research 1nd1cates
that teachers are most productive in approximately their third to
sixth year cof teaching. After that boint, the "best" teachers seem
'“t6‘1eve1 off in effectiveness, as does the,"average" teacher. This
implies that,teachers need a new kind of prdfessioné]'deve]opment

~ experience after five to seven years of teaching in order-to maintain

~their level of productivity and to continue to grow. = , . '
Mofeover, the success‘of'a\new practice (or, ‘indeed, of a tra— .
ditional method) depends 1ess on the inherent merit of the techno]ogy’
than it does on the skills and commitment of the user. Yet,”teachers 4
often have been inadequate]y trained to deal ‘with innovative teach1ng /
epprdaches; Indeed, it has become apparent that ‘the architects of ' &-
federal 'change agent" programs grossly underestimated. the ma0n1tude )
of teacher training or retraining necessary for the successful imple-
mentation of federa] programs. For example, lack of appropriately = &
"trained teachers has been a major stumbling block in programs such as
Tit]e VII Bi]indua] Projects or Title I projects for the disadvantagedf )&
Right to Read, and
r training components.

In add1t1on, such programs as Career Educatig¢n,
T1t1e I11 have. suffered from 1nadequate te
As a result, many federally funded projects have been less effective

- ¥

'thanAplanners hoped--not because of "resistance," "inadequate fund1ng, N

‘or "inadequate materials," but because staff did-not have the training”

*

~See P. Berman, M. W. MclLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting
Edycatdonal Change, Vol. VII: Factors Affecting Implpmenfafton and
(onttnuatton, R-1589/7- HEW April 1977.
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necessary for them to 1mp1ement the new procedures or to sustain these

practices once federal funding terminated.
In short, resear%h indicates that:local staff development activi- o

“ties could significantly improve the effectiveness of ‘teachers and the
. . R . J
implementation of local reform efforts. The federal government could

exercise significant leadership in staff dFve1opment because (a) the

" in-service workshops or other staff deve1opment programs offered by

most d1str1cts rarely meet critical growth needs of teachers and ad- -
ministrators, and in fact, have sometimes been counterproductive, and
(b) staff development will probably be given short shrift by school
districts in a t1me of declining enrollments and congeauent fiscal
pressure. i o . - '

We believe the:proposed District-based Professional Growth Program
should be funded as a new federal program_admindstered‘by-the States.
However,-other funding strategies could'be pursued. One optioﬁ?woutd
be to designate a cateqoriea] ten percent set-aside in the present

Title IV.C program, Th1s strategy,~wh1ch has the political advantage ‘

~ of being an add-on to existing 1eg1s1at1on, has, serious d1sadvantaqes

A Title.IV administrative home would tend to'structure local and state
staff development efforts as "innovative projects" funded by temporary -
federal "seed money"; in contrast the .District-based Professional Growth
Program ought to aim for system1c change within <~har district. that
could become a Jong-term growth activity servicing *aff for a wide

variety of needs.

) '
A second funding option would be to impose a staff deve]opmenf Ve
"tax" on federally supported "Change Agent“ programs, e g., Title I,
Title IV, Title VII, Career Education, Right to Read, and so on. This

- duce the s

Ibid, _ : ©
*% . ¢ . T :

See P. Berman and M. W. MclLaughlin, "The Management of Decline,"
Shifting Enrollment--A Challenge for, the '(oming Decade, U.S. Government
Printing Offices 1977. The expected cut-in stafﬁudeve1opment is ironic
because declip@ in student enrol Iment has forced many districts to re- %
izé of their teaching and administrativ. staff. As a result,
district staff1ng has become relatively stable, and districts can no
longer rely on "new hires' ' to impart fresh ideas and vitality.: The

" resulting rise in the\overall level of staff experience is likely to

depress the quality of\ district educational services.

435 ' |
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stretegy eneourages integration of these traditionally disparate and «
disjointed staff development activities with each other and with
existing dtstrict efforts, (The staff training component of special

-projects often has only iéo]ated and ephemeral effects because it is

unrelated to other disfrict practices and 7is essentia]]} a "one-time"
actjvityith?t cannot be continued.) Although this strategy would
promote the’ coordination and integration of various staff training
act1v1t1es ht the local level,. it also has clear d1sadvantaoes First
of a]], it tou]d create additional and burdensome .paperwork for local
and state g&OJeCt officials. Second, this strategy could encounter
opposition from existing speg@a] project staff,.who might fear thet

a joint project effort would erode their own institutional power base.
Third, -this strategy cou]d/generatebconf]icts between interest groups

concerning the allocation of the pooled resources

A third optnon, the one we: favor, is the estab11shment of a new

,and distinct federal,prooram The main disadvantage of a new program

is indeed serious: it might require the allocation of additional";%
resources to education. But the;ﬁerits'of this approach are con-
siderable. First of all, a separate categorical effort in.the area

. of staff development would provide a clear signal to state and local

school personne} concerning federal priorities; it would imply t
the federa1690vernment co iders local capacity building to be a
fundamental need. - d, w,federa] program for local staff develep-
ment could bring 7 _asure of coherence to federal efforts if the

program led to Lhe,1ntegrat1on of staff development concerns w1th1n

"USOE. Locat adg state pract1t1oners alike comp1a1n about the mu]t1—

plicity .of disparate and uncoordinated federal project efforts. It

‘is unrealistic, in their view, for federal officials to expect state

and local officials to plan comprehensively when a similar ‘coordina ed

structure does not exist at the fedefaJ lTevel.
=4
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The federal 1eg1s1at1on estab11sh1ng the District-based Profes-
s1oh57 Growth Program should prov1de guidelines that states would
adapt to their owp conditions in administering the program. “Our
research squests that the following principles shou]d be used to
develop the gu1d!11nes /

=
“

{ Y
1. The states should develop procedures for insuring that awards
to school districts be used to develop the district's capkeity §
to. provide séaff development.* The procedures, which could
be expected to vary from state to state, would be submitted
to the administering federal égency in a three-year State
"PTan: federal officials would be expected to assist SEAs in
developing the plan and in revising it on a three-year basis.

2. Administrators should be explicitly included in staff develop-
ment programs. Although the professdonal. development needs of é{§:~\

school district managers are no less important than those of
the teaching staff, tﬁey have - received Tittle attent1on The
principal is the ' gatekeeper of change" and a critical influence

The proposed program emphasizes thevdeve1opment 6f school districts’
capac1ty to deliver staf deve1opment, rather than'supporting the exten-
sive use of teacher traihing institutions or schools of education in

> local staff development programs. :These traditional sources of staff
development have not been included because Tocal practitioners almost
universally believe that teacher training institutions presently offer
neither relevant nor opportune services. For example, one practitioner
exhorted, "Staff development is critical: whatever you do E1n designing

* . new policies], keep it out of the teachers' colleges." Accordingly,
teacher training institutions or -schools of education should be included
in local staff development activities only at the discretion of local
practitioners. If school districts elected to use.their funds to pur-
chase outside assistance, their purchasing power might provide a strong
incentive for teacher training institutions to reexamine their present
‘practices ahd make changes in their mode of operation that would enable
them to work more efféct1ve1y with local school districts. The success-
ful collaboration of a number of the N.I.E. Teacher Centers and schools
of Education testifies that’this institutional arrangement can be =
mutuaily beneficial. Unfortunately, however, practitioners believe
that few teaﬁher training institutions presently have either the capa-
city-or po1n of_yrew necessary to a productive partnership.

ey

1
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on,schooﬁ sjte qua]ity.*‘ Yet, on average, they lack general
management skills and the ability to create a climate that
promotes teacher morale and_professiona1ism. Instead, ad-
ministrators in many sc 09J districts--both at the school ,
site and "downtown"--often follow practices that constrain
teacher effectiveness and contribute to the . "calcification"
observed in\xsachers after their first few years on the jéb.

3. Staff deve]opment efforts should have a school 3ite'coMponent.
o District-wide workshops or traihiﬁ? sessions are almost uni-
versally see ‘by their iﬁfend?ﬂ beﬁ
irrelevant to the%f particular needs in the classroom, and a
S;/genera1 waste of time. A school site :approach to staff develop-

~ment has the advantage of'allowing staff to 1dent1fy and address -

eficiaries as uninteresting,

- their interests, as well as the needs part1cu1ar to their stu- ‘

~,
Y

dent body and classroom. y ,

Moreover, district-wide efforts often fail because in-service /

sessions usu§11y»enro11 only one or two teachers per school,
. and participants may not receive support and encouragement
from their school colleagues as they try to jmb]emeht the new
ideas or practices. An important compoﬁent of effective ijno-l
vative projects is the presence of a "critical mass"--that is,
enough participants in a given'site to foster-shéred learning
and give support for their mutual enterprise. . . The efforts’
of isolqted project staff can be hampeved by the jqdifference'
and, at t#hes, the hostility of non-project staff.in their

school building. A schooljte approach can meliorate this

problem. i 5%&
A school site approach to staff deve1opment also bring. in

the, G&unc1pa1, which fac111tates the 1eadersh1p le trat,

-

f _

. 589/4 HEW and R-1589/7-HEW. Also see M.-W. McLaughlin

EQ'P Oéerman, "The Art of Retooling Educational Staff Development in
e

ri of Retrenchment," Educational Lpadpreth, December 1977.
e R-1589/2-HEW, R-1589/3-HEW, and R-1589/4-HEW.
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our research:suggests, is the most effective in today's
school climate. A principal who knows about the educational
‘practices that interest the staff, who can help the staff in

. imp]emgntinq these pragtipés, and whom the staff skes as an .
ally, is in the best position to stimulate high standards of
school quality. - '

4,  Staff deve]op%en' programs for a local school district shou]d
have joint qovwiuanfv Teachers and administrators shou]drv
have equal voice in determ1n1nq the nature, foﬁmat, and fre-
quency of staff development activities. Parity in this

* ( instance 1s important for at least three reasons. One most
district in-service or staff déﬂ%]opment programs are charac-
terized by a "top-down" style of decisionmaking thatsgffords

w little opportun1;; for teachers to part1c1pate in determining
the format or na%ure of the activities. As a result} teachers
. tend to ignore the programs as "something pushed by downtown"--
‘ as simply one more obligation that will probably require sub-
stantial personal time--and. thué, they participate‘in only a
.ritualisézé‘sense ° The, participation; of teachers in the
planning and design ofy a d}strict staff development program-
would contribute a senge owqush1p as well as improve
‘the quality of the pr _ra_. o

¥
The Change Agent Study found that teacher participation in progect

decisionmaking increased the probability that a federally suppori.
Change Agent project would bepeffective1y implemented. This positive
relationship apparently was generated both by the sense of ownership
promoted by participation and by the fact that teachers had a better
sense of project problems and possible solutions. Similarly, a number
of district officials have commented that teachers-are often more astute
than central office spec1a11sts in selecting.material appropriate for
staff and students, and in pinpointing why a particular educational
strategy is not fglfilling expectations. This is not to argue, however,
that staff development programs should be entirely teacher governed.
The involvement of administrators has important practical and motiva-
‘tional 'aspects. Our experience,with many Title III staff development
programs . clearly demonstrates that middle-leve]) and top-level adminis-
trators nekd to-be informed about ‘and committed to the focus and ob-

2 jectives, of staff development programs if they are to succeed or if
their effects are to be sustained. See R-1583/7-HEW.

y - - ; ’ : 49 . _1},71
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4 5. Staff development programs should pkovide'some release time

for participants. A frequent complaint of teachers is that
"if the district really cared about our in-servicé{training,
- they would give us time to attend the sessions." ‘The issue
of release time is important because the provision of release
\ time 1mp11es that district officials value staff development
efforts. Teachers, then, are more likely tJﬂ%ake the programs
\ serjous]y.‘ Moreover, teaching requ1(es an enormous amount of
physjca] and psychic energy. It is unreh]@gtic to expect
teachers to undertake significant learning or development
.activities entirely on their own time. Most teachers simply
have not the energy "after hours" to make the experience /
meaningful. Some provision of releas: time is crucial if
staff development activities are to »e worthwhile.

6. .Staff development programs should cor tain multipZe and diffprf/ | e
. entiated options. Peop]e s learning needs change over time,
and everyone learns’ in different ways. The staff devé]ogﬁent
needs of a beg1nn1ng teacher are quite different from‘those of
a teacher with five or more years of experience. ‘The former
requires something akin .to “"on-the-job traininq,"I wh11e the
. latter Can benefit; from a. profess1ona1 development exn= r1er 2
that permits the synthe51s of new concepts. The_profe=s1ona1
.development needs of administrators vary according to their
tenure in a'particular job and their educational background.
Effectivet%taff development should differentiate according to

_ ///>”’—’/f, 1eyé]s of experiénce and responsibility and also provide a

variety of formats--"hands-on" workshops, field trips, self-

directed study., !

= .
. - ‘ e

_ The above features appear crucial to the effec;fveness of a fede-
rally supported program of staff development. The fol;;;;55\61ements
also might be used, though research and experience have not yet, demon-

strated .their value:
i

* ' . | [“ . o l.
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s o Staff development efforts should be peer badNd.  As the

—el

preceding discussion of Area Coopneratives emphasizes, use

of outsidé consultants .can be an expensive and often counter=

proncttV practice. _Furthermore, consultants who come from

far away jre often unavailable for timely follow-up. #sing
peers as resources for staff. development activities makes it
more likely that.services will be opportune. This model might
retain the advantagns afforded by "out ..<e perspective" by
eXp]icit]y tying district staff development programs_tb the
activities a.d resources of the Area CooperatiVes

o Staff deve]opment activities shou1d include a program of staff
rrrhunqﬂ with other school dLGTﬂerq Our research and recent

Y studies of dissemipation emphas12e the importance of collegial

’ . contacts 1n,the exchange and transfer/of 1nformat1on.** Prac-
' \L - titioners ‘seek out colleagues for advice on new practices and
};4‘ “assessment of how _.r=<e practices woutd work in their particy-
. far situation. Fvaluation- " '~ on "exemplary
<\' phpjrcts,” and 2 simp.. - . prov .. practitioners

_with t1  type of information they want before committing them-
selves to a new practice. Unfortunately, the peer contacts
that could provide this important information are infrequent.
A stafftexchange program would permit participants to interact
with peers_in a different setting, and give the participants
enough time to understand those factors tQat enhance or impede

. The exper1ence of many of the N.I.E. —sponsored teacher centers
P provides strong support for a peer approach to professional develop-
- ' ment. See, part1cu]ar1y, Kathleen Devaney, ed., Essays on Teachers'
Centers, Teachers Center Exchange, Far West Laboratory for Educational
Res ch and Development, 1977.

See R-1589/3-HEW, R- 1589/4 HEW; M. Fullan and A. Pomfret, "Re-
search on Curriculum and Instruction Imp]ementat1on,“ Review of Educa-
. tional Research, Vol. 47, No. 2 Spring 1977, pp. 335-397; John A.
Emrick,* E'vaZuatwn of the NatwnaZ Diffusion Network, Stanfor‘d Research
Inst1tute, Menlo Park California, 1977

7
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s - particular new practices. In turn, these "exchange personnel

cou]d'prov1de a\va]uab]e outside perspective to staff in the
host. d1str1ct
0 Profbsszona/ amﬁanizations’(NEA, AFT, AASA, etc.) should par-
ticipate in theplanning and governance of the federal staff
development prdgram. Professional organ?i%tions have an ob-
vious stake in the direction of a federally supported program
for local staff development. If brought, into the system,
these organizations could ge useful advocates. If excluded,
they could become powerful opponents. In many respects, the
professional.organizations know mgre about local staff develop- |
ment issues than any otnef federal (and probably state) level
agencies. The involvement of the professional organizations
— makes sense not only because of their formal role in the
system, but also because of their unique information cori-’ d
cerning local practices and breferences.
Recommendation 3: The federal government should revise ESEA
TitZe IV to function more effectively tn strengthening the ad-
mznzetrattvp capacity of SEAs and enhancing their abtlity to play
a more Pf}br*ﬂ)p ro7e in LanuPnozng LEA educational performance.
There is little info}mation about the ways SEAs function or about
the factors that affect agency practices. -Consequently, our:recommenda-
'tions concerning the state agency must be .very genera1\and tentative.
We have included these preliminary recommendations because our research
suggests that the long-run effectiveness will depend s1gn1f1cant1y on
the capacity of state education agenc1es Loca] d1str1cts need assis-
\tance, a federal pass-through or a federa] 1oca1 Tink cannot /provide
the appropr1ate support for LEA development and planned change
' ESEA Title V, an, attempt to strengthen the state departments of
educat1on, suffered the same fate as many federa] programs: good
ideas that were poorly implemented. It has now been consolidated

‘

#

See J. T. Murphx, State Education Agencies and Dtsorptzonary
Funds, -Lexington Book9 Lex1ngton, Massachusetts, 1974.
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into ESEA Title IV.C but, in the wdrdsﬁ?? one federal program official,
funds are still used for "maintaining, not strengthening." Recent USOE
investigations suaggest that those 'monies nominally spent on institutional

- development at the state level are in fact generally being used to fund

positions and services that already exist. Few states use these funds
to support new efforfs or ac¢tivities that could imbrove tBeir SEAs'
administrative capaeity. ’

Nonetheless, many of the ideas and gu1de11nes ‘contained in the on
Title V 1eg1s]at1on remain re]evaqt and appropr1ate. However, consider-
ing the political difficulties of resuscitatfﬁg Title V- as a new program,
4t seems more feasible to strengthen the provisions in the existing
Title IV legislation. The following suggestions ‘are designed to use
Title 1V as a ‘vehicle for developing the capacity of SEAS to assist
school d1str1cts

. - )
1. The federal government should require matching funds for
™ Teast part of the Title IV funds allocated for etrpngfhﬂntnq

“ the administrative capacity of SEAs. . )

The "strengthenihg“ funds a110cated through Title IV-C ﬁre/
generally not used to support deve]opmenta] activities 1n the

¢ SEA. Ins;éad in many states, the Chief State Schoou 0ff1cer

- has come to view the strengthen1ng funds provided by‘ﬁ1t1e v,
and now by IV.C, as an "entit]eménﬁ” that could beiused~tQ”
supbdrt established SEA practices. (To thiS'point USOE on-
‘s1te’nev1ews reveal that some sta%es have not bothered to
revise their ”strengthen1ng” objectives- 1n/§/ﬁﬁaber of years )
A requirement that states prov1de mapch1ng funds, at 1east§1n
part, for federal funds aT]géated to strengthening activities
might sekve to focus SEA attention oh the developmental objec-_
tives of the funds--to think throuqh a program for' the use of.
strengthening funds rather than rout1ne1y allocate the funds

tc routine activities.” A Do]1cy that combined the use of

' . 1- ' 53 ’ , ’ ‘ ‘L .-e ) /l .
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waivers of particular federa1 requifements wfth the incen-
tives implicit in a matehing funds strategy might go even
. further to encourage SEAs to undertake necessary p1annfng

o and development activities.

2. The Title IV State Advisory Group membership should be re-
\ vised to include expertise in the %&nagemént of: change. The
Title IV State Advisory Gr&up is supposed to represent the
| -~ "broad cultural and educational interests in the state."
Although this strategyLWorks to ‘ensure that no single inter-
(:/ est in the'state will capture Title IV funds, this member-
~. . Ship scheme often fails' to provide broad advice to the state

— -

and local districts on the effective management of change.

A strategy of special interest representation, in many states;
has impérted an "advocacy" flavor to the group s delibera-
tions. As one state department official put it, "The special
interest people simply sleep through . the meetings until
Some{hing relating to their group is brought up. Then they
wake up and give a speech. The result is ‘that we don't get.
the help this group cdq]d be giving us on how the program or
projects could be ménaged better." The State Advisory Groué

- also should include two. experts in edutational_admiﬁistfat;dn

~ : -
~and the.mdnagement of\cQSnge S E / . T ook

' 3. Annual Program Plan ree/yrements should be revised to empha-
size a flexible Ltpvafivp pZanning process. State p1anners '
emphasize program obUect1ves and programs means, not the nature

§ of the planning process. The state plan is treated as a con-

* ="trac% that states must fulfill; therefore, state officials
- commit themselves only to thosé program objectives they are

ey

‘/) w confident will be achieved during the year. “The -contract” and

) . . Y

As ohe official put it, "I'd.be crazy to commit the state to any-
thing I wash't sure we could do.+ The Legistature would never allow us
to take risks with a legal document like that. So I just keep it all
to the minimum in order to avoid audit exceptions. I send in the mini-

: mum amount of information needed to get funded; the 1ess we are account—
: able for, the better "

/7 N ’ -~ t
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the-guidelines for the state plans inhibit anbiETous o
7:thoughtfuj program'objectives and, in the view oP“many state

N~

- Title IV offiedals, also inhibit any real planning as well.
State officials arque that they cannot poss1b1y ant1c1pate
everyth1ng that will affect program operations over time.
But because the present guidelines do not allow mid- -course
_rev1s10ns and amendments to the plan, there is no mean1ngfu1
. planning. The Change Agent,Study supports. the v1ew of many
ﬁT1t1e IV state officials that effective p]ann1ng is a con=
',t1nu1ng, flexible process tha;ﬁns rev1sed and reassessed on
“the basis of .experience gained during prOJect 1mp1ementat1on
We' be11eve that federal gu1de11nes shou]d ca11 for an ‘adaptive
_"s, , B B - .

4.» Annual Program P‘ans should be extended to a period of three

p1ann1ng process

years. SEA off1'1a1s almost: unan1mous1y oppose the present Mk

requirement. to ubm1t an annua1 state p1an to USOE because

of its inefficiency. Annua] subm1ss1on-requ1res cons1derab1e f_

dyplication in pffort (i.e., many stat1st1cs remain -constant)

_ and art1f1c1a1‘y attenuates the time horvzon because s1gn1f1-

e ; cant change ca not be made in one\year. The'resu]t is an

' s ﬂJoueyload of a

"‘ the Same disjointed, unrelated, “and 1ncrementa1 program "

management t' t the federal éovernment would TiKe t rep1ace

.j A three-year state plan, annua]]y updated would perm1taSEA

. SN o
oo ' 5.. States shou d key the1r awards of Titte IV. C funds to- tﬁe

a planning grant of one ‘year durafzon, an me7e—
.. . menfatcon ‘rant of two to three years duratifn, and an ineor- =
*b/jw, poration. raht of two years duration. Federal change agent

programs generally award fixed-term grants regardless of the

- > -

For examp~ s +one off1c1a1 comp1a1ned ”It Seems like we are 7
always filling out state plan forms, and never actually accomplishing
_ nanyth1ng . Someb, dy has to: workcon that th1ng a]most a11 year just to .
- get ¥t in-on t1¢ :

. : N .
. : - . : . N
. < X . . .
P . . . . .
° . .
. . .
. A - .

..1n1strat1ve paperwork and a- pro]1ferat1on of- g " €§‘;;1‘
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- : _1sthool‘district's’agglity to {ntroduce and sustain the inno- .
' . vations they propose. Yet.we observed similar innovations .
being approached and 1nsta11ed very d1fferent1y by schoo!l
d1st#1cts according to the1r capac1t1es to 1nnovate For - -
e example, one didtrict attempting to initiate a ‘remedial
) ‘mathemat1€§qpr03ect based on P1agetnan pr1nc101es was % - -
N struggl}ng to operat1ona11ze the ph11osoph1ca1 principles

and at an equivalent level was dealing with the project at , &r
a more advanced lewel--it had ref1ned the ph11osogh1ca1
pr1nc1p1es to meet local needs and was in the process of Y

produc1nq c1assroom materials. When the three-year federal

v Y 'grant ran out, -the: project part1c1pants :{}Jﬂﬁ;,ﬁlpet—d1str1ct
- o o had 1earned to deal with the 1nnovat1on, ut the d1stn¥ft
‘ cou1d not afford to: cont1nue it the other d1str1ct had used

*
the federa] money to beg1n d1gtr1ct -wide d1ssem1nat1on

These’are but .two of the many cases po1nt1ng to the need for
a differential gund1ng_strategy, Rather than h}agket awards
- For a fixed-nuymber of years, states could award grants '
according to whether a school district 1elinitiating a new
. project, implementing an a1ready'p1anned\project'design, or -
- incorporating within the district a project that the district
has successfully 1np1emented on a limited, trial basis.

New projects wou]d be started with a one-year grantw It would
have two aims: ‘to allow districts to produce a proposa] that
satisfied state- determ1ned‘cr1ter1a (e.q.; prob]em ;dent1f1ca—
tion, needs -assessment, and personnel assignment): to enable i

a district p1§nningbbrocess that enCouﬁaged participation . .
fromw different levels in. the district. (Research has sugqested
that such part1c1pat1on may be vital for successful 1nnovat1ons )
If a school district, sought a f0110w=on grant, it would be_
requ1red to- show State Education Agency (SEA) evaluators that

1ts p1ann1ng process. 1nv01ved broad part1c1pat1on - _ ' g

*See R-1589/4-HEW.
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'.ﬁ\\S] - JThe award for progect 1mp1ementat1on wou]d pay’ d1str1cts '

“for up to three years to carry out new, educational pract1ces,
A]though th1s .grant would be similar to the present Title IV.C
agdrd, 1t wou]deep;;eceded by the planning grant pgocess,

~ which would allow SEA personnel to provide ass1stan3§!to LEAs

:{ EEE ‘1n planaing- for proaect implementation. ‘kResearch hast shown 2 mo

that the strateg1es chosen to implement a project can be
-pivotal fdrwthe project’ s success, SEA personnel. u1d prov1de
usefu] advice on appropr1ate strateg1es, adapted to the needs
of Tocal 1mp1ementors ’

The need for a project incorporation grant of up to two years
{ arjses .because school dlstr1cts often cannot afford to sustain
§5> 1oﬁaspread even sggcessfu] 1nnoVat1ons after federal fund1ng
Y . ends: However {in addition to f1nanc1a1 cons1derat1ons, we
* found that un1 ss the school d1str1ct was comm1ttedvto ‘make
' the new educat1g¥a1 pract1ce a standard part of district
L - operat1ons ‘(as opposed to- reta1n1ng its “spec1a1 oroject" -~ -
' ’ - status), the prOJect would eventua]]y fade away, rEgardless
of its past success. or staff71nterest To,he]p insure the
Vd?str1ct S comm1tment tates should (a) require ﬁatching'
grants from LEAs and/ory (b) arrange for on-sité visits of SEA
.personnel.befqre awardﬁﬁ?ﬁnﬁincorporatiod‘grant,’in order
to evaluate district plans for sustaiping'the innovation, as
well as_to offer advice. . |
. N AR . AN
. In addition ‘to the above; mod1f1cat1ons 1n present T1t1egIV gu1de-”
i\:?kes, a number of state officials have urged that the state plan
'requ1rements be rewr1tten to 1nc1ude spec1f1c emphas1s on the develop-

~.ment of the local institutional capac1ty In the view of these off1c1als,

a requivement that the SEA have a program for ass1st1nq school d1str1cts
in strengthen1ng system operations would not only force the state
.department to broaden its perspective on program operat1ens but, in
- many states, it wou]d serve to draw the attent1on of the state legis-
x]ature to this more genera] and fundamental issue. Because of its
‘legal stature, state officials feel that'the "state plan has(some rea1'ﬁ,~

Ve
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" clout" with. both SEA staff and the législature. ~Accordingly, they - «
“believe that these modifications in state plaif requirements would o

have more than symbolic effect on SEA procedures. However, these
officials add if state plan®requirements ardgevised, Office of
Education gu1de11nes should include examples of what is intended in
terms of comprehens1ve p]ann1ng and state level ass1stance in the
management o?r/hange at the Tocal level.

~
'

2
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Récommentation 4. Federal agencies shougldq Eievelop accounting
and programmatic control'procedures"that permit the integrG-
ti{\o:z( of fédz‘ezfyal and state (or local) categorical funds. )
fMahy'federa] categoric;1 efforts,-particu]ar]y in the aregs’of
. bilingual, handrcapped, and compensatory\educat1on, are less effective
. than they might be because federal guidelines which proh B t the
"comn1ng11ng“ of federa1 funds with state or local do11a‘§f0ften serve
to 1nh1b1t the programnat1c coord1nat1on of similar 1n]f1at1ves at the
state and/or 1oca1 levels. The bureaucratic®costs and red tape
assoct7ted with program coord1nat1on *have oftew,d1scouraged states of
Tocal districts from undertak1ng initiatives on the15lown in these
‘areas. A single adm1n1strator, for examp]e could not *receive salary
from Title 1 and still participate in the direction and planning of
district- sponsored compensatory efforts without complicated t1me
é11ocat1on procedures. Likewise, spec1a11st? in compensatory education
cannot serve non-Title I children if they are pe1d wholly through
T1t1e I. In short, a1thouqh it is possible to prorate salaries, many
d1str1cts--espec1a11y the less affluent districts with m1n1ma1 budget
and accounting staff—-be11eve the administrative cgsys are too high.
Thus, they either elect to dup11cate staff efforts, or to forego a
1oca1 r“tegor1ca1 program:* a1together ,
Moreover, in those cases where states have estab11shed their own
programs, the -state programs are typically not we1f°coord1nated with
federal programs addhessing the same target groups. Consequently, many
resources are duplicated, some practice'work at cross_purposes,‘andv

;
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the range of serv1ces provided to the target popu]at1oh is less
effective than it could be. For example, because ESEA T1t1e I funds
cannot be mixed w1th California Early Ch11dhoog Educat1on funds, a com-
prehens1ve plan utilizing both resources of fynd1nq cannot be|{developed
at the school 1eve1 Title 1 e11g1b1e youngsiers thus can receive
Fewer benef1ts than they would if these state anﬁ federal efforts were

"'comb1ned. The coexistence of ESEA Title VII and Ca11forn1a S Chacon

program fo¢ the bilingual provides another examp]e of programs work1ng
at-cross pu

poses. Because the staff tra1n1ng designs are d1fferent ‘
for these two’ programii-and because the sequenc1ng of bilingual -
activities differs as we11--ne1ther staff nor students can move freely
between these two b111nqua1 programs. Nor, of course, can these funds -
be combined to avoid duplication of what are, in the instance of

bilingual education, part1cu1%pdy scarce’s .and material resources.

i Congress1ona1 concern that federal funds not plant state or

local dollars is legitimate. However, mod1f1cat1on in federal policy
to allow qonmingling'of admjnistrative funds and'to encourage program
coordination Would enhance the effectiveness of both state (or local)
and federal fj;q\ This policy might also provide an incentive to
other SEAs and LEAS to begin their own projects and plan comprehen-

sively for the use of these pooled resources.
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