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- INTRODUCTION

What 15 the proper federal role jh education? Over the years this'
abstract question has generated a{remarkable degree of passion and
partisanship, dividing educators and the general public while mak-
ing federal education policy a major political issue.

The Hebate is at least as lively—and as far from resolutlon—m
-the early Eighties as it was during the Great Society period. At this
wefting Learl) 1981) the federal role in education appears to be
destined for its most searching examination, and perhaps most
wrenching changes, since the mid-Sixties.

An outside observer, reviewing the numbers, may find the ar-
gumentaperplexing. Next to health care, education is the largest
public “industry” in America—absorbing nearly 8 per cent of the
Gross National Product, and over 20 per cent of all governmental
expenses, employing well over 3 million adults and directly touch-
ing the lives of every American family. But as Jack Jennings points
out 1 the first selection of this volume, the federal contribution to
education is now and always has been relatively small. State and
local government each contributes roughly four times the money

into education that Washington does.*
But money—at least, where governments are concerned—is far

from everything. Federal officials have at their command a goodly
mix of carrots and sticks, as well as a potent degree of influénce.
All of these have increasingly come into play in recent years; As a
result Washington's influence over education has grown far more
than bare budget figures would indicate. Forty years ago a "typical
“educator” could plausibly assert that the federal government was
almost totally irrelevant to his or her job. Féw would make this
claim today. For better or worse the federal government, while still
a minority shareholder in the educational enterprise, is generally
conceded to have attdined a position far greater than its modest

I S
* See, generall}. The Condznon of Educa'non, 1980 edmon, Natlonak'Cenber for
Education Statistics, U S Department of Education, Washington, D°C 1
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2 Introduction

financial contributions would suggest. )

This growing federal presence has now stimulated a growing cho-
rus of criticism, which 1s transforming the nature of debate over the
proper federal role . —

. ‘Reviewing the arguments and confrontations over federal edu-
cational policy during the Seventies, hindsight comfortdbly at the
ready, one 15 struck by the way 1n which these often bitter debates
focused on means rather than ends. Arguments revolved about the
structure of federal agencies (culminating, ofﬁrse, in the three-
year struggle over the creation of the Departient of Education),
the amount of prescriptive regulation (affirmative action, Title IX,

. bihngual education mandates, etc.) and funding levels for estab-

lished programs, but generglly accepted both the progfammatic ap-
roach of federal efforts and/the implicit assumptions about publhc
&lucation that lay behind these programs.

As the Eighties begin, it appears that the modern period of federal
‘education policy making—which, we should remind ourselves, only
dates back about fifteen years—is about to enter a new phase, one,
that 1s likely to be marked by far more questioning of basic premises
and established approaches than 1n the recent past. :

More than ever, the overall nature and effect of the federal pres-
ence, rather than specific directions, has come 1n for searching crit-"
icism Fairly or unfairly, the purposes, methods and conseqfiences
of federal involvement in education are all under attack. Comfort-
able assumptions about the federal role, and for that matter the
place of public education itself, are being challenged in ways both
new_and old. )

The legislative battle over the Reagan Administration’s consol-
idation proposals, which appears likely to continue through much
of the 97th Congress, 1s one sign of this “rethinking.” But the
larger 1ssue of what 1s the proper federal role in‘education will
cuntinue to be debated long after the specific question of program
consolidation is answered. . ,

This volume, the fourth in a series of [EL Policy Papers tracing
the evulving debate over federal education policy, is designed to
contribute to that debate 3} looking at both the cufrent dilemmas
facing policymakers and some possible solutions to these problems.*

* Earher volumes In the series are Perspectives on Federal Educational Policy An
Informal Collogugsm 11976, Federalism at the Crossroads Improving Educational
Policymaking \1976), and Educational Policymakwg in the Carter Years 119781 All
are avadable from the Institute for Educational Leadership, Box B, Suite 310, 1001
Connecticut Avenue N W, Washifigton D C. 20036, at prepaid prices of $1 50, $3 00

and $4 00, respectively \‘ -
’ LV »
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Like 1ts pledu{‘»m\ this volume mncludes o broad cross-séction of
views about what existing federal polrcies really are, and what they
ouuht to be . :

“Volumes such as this are part of the Institute’s effort to strengthen
and improve the policy making system in American education. The
[n-titute 15 a privateiy supported, politically neutral forum and
training-center thét emphasizes three objectives,

—trengthening the formaland informal communicatrons links
among policy makers, educators. researchers and those who
pay for and who consume educational services.

—offering talentetl individuals mid-career training that will in-

(,cxeme their effectiveness and the educational system’s qual-

--gving educators and the public at large a clearer undexstdnd
ing of key educational 1ssues and what 1s actually happening—
~as well as alternatives about what might happen—in the na-
“t1on's classrooms and campuses.

In thewr Foreward to Federalism at the Crossroads, the Institute’s
Samuel Halperin and George Kaplan wrote. “we solicit the written
reactions of our readers Nothing would please us more ‘than an
outpouring of responses—pro or con—which would justify a second
coHection of contributions to what ought td become a vital national
discourse about the tuture of the federal system in education ™

We hope for a stmiar outpouring frém this volume

Robert Miller
EL Senior Associate

O
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THE FEDERAL ROLE IN PAYING
. .. FOR EDUCATION
"IN THE 80’s

~John F. Jennings*

, v

Smce much of my academic training was in the field of history,
* I believe that it 15 best to look to the past in order to understand

bettdy the future. Therefore, | would lik to review how the last

decade or 0 saw a very sigmficant shift in the financing of educa-
s tion. . .

Within the last 10 to 12 years State governments have moved
aggressively toward financing a larger share of the cost of education
at all levels. Public elementary and secondary education, public
higher education, and private higher education have all'been the

. recipients of substantnally increased State aid.

During that same time perlod, the Federal gdvernmem has at
best ondy shghtly, increased its contribution toward paying for the
cost of eddcation at all levels. In fact, its contribution to private

- hngher\ education has actually declined as & percentage of the total
. s  cost. ‘

Local boards of education, municipalities, county governments,
and various seurces of financing higher education have all been
relieved to some extent of having to finance the same share of the
cost of education as they assumed in the past. But the relief has
come from State governments and not from the Federal govern-
ment. '

[ have to emphasnz,e that point because the popular impression
has often been that the 1960’s and 1970’s mtnessed the advent of

. -

* John F Jennings s Counsel and Staff Director of the Subcopmittee on Elementary,
Secondary, and Voctational Education of the Committee on Education and Labor,
U S House of Representatives. This paper was originally presented at a symposium
sponsored by Phi Delta Kappa of Northwestern University on March 8, 1980
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6 Current Policy Dilemmas
P

the Federal. qUVErnINEnt ds a4 véry major contributor to paying for
the cust uf education The Federal contribution has been large and
growing, but the rapidly increasing costs of education have kept the
Federal share at a relatively stable percentage of the whole

The statistics describe these conclusions best

In 1966, fur public elomentgry and secéndary education, luocalities
patd 33 0c of the custs, the States paid for 39 14, and the Federal

. guvernment 7 9 In 1978, the respestiye shares were 47 8% local,

44 14 State. and 8 1% Federal .

Within the last 12 years the State governments have picked up
&4 much gredater share of the cost of public elementary and secondary
education —a full five percentage points more of the total costs—
while the Federal share increased only shightly and the localishare

. decreased gubstantially

In hyrher wducation the sme trend of gxedur State support pre-

vailed For public higher education, in 1968, State, governments
pad 37 ¥ of the gusts of umvegsities and 37 7% of the costs of two- .
sear mstitutions By 1977, this’ State support had increased to
41 5% and 453 respectively—a 4 3% and 7 6% 1ncrease respec-
tively ()Lhcx*publu four-year institutions recerved about the same
degree of State support ¢ver thdt time period

The Federal share of the costs of education 1n public Gniversities
actually dechined—from 24 19 1n 1968 to 187% 1n 1977 The Federal
share increaSed o few percentage points 1 support of other public
folir-year institutions and two-year institutions—from 13.3% to
15 4% and from 56« to 7 27¢ respectively Other sources—loeal gov-
ernmentd] and priv Ste—fmade up for the remaimng costs 1n those
)mxmutmns

The sdme?trend of greater State support holds true for private
mstitutions of higher education Between 1968 and 1977, State rev-
enue contributed to private universities inereased from 1 67 to 1.9%
and to uther private four-year mstitutions from 7% to 23%, Al-
though stll not 4 major source of revenue for private institutions,
State funding did increase during the last 10-years

As regards Federal support for private higher education, a sig-
nificant. decline “oecurred—similar to the dechne experienced by
public universities In 1968, the Federal government contributed
36 5'¢ of the revenue in private universities and 14% in other pni-
vate four-vear institutions By 1977, thoge percentages had fallen
to 27 3% and 13 3% respectively

To summanize the trends over the last decade, State support for
public elementary and secondary education and for most of higher

\ /
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education increased significantly. During the same time period, the
Federal B}are increased shghtly for elementary and secondary ed-
utation angd for public two-year and four-year nstitutions of higher
education vther Lhdn\universmes. but actually declined for public
universities and for private mstitutions of higher education.

Greater State support and only slightly higher or declining Fed-
eral support vecurred during o period when many more billhons than
ever befure were being spunt fur all levelsof education For instance.
the Federal share alone of public elementary and secondary edu-
cation nereased from $2 0 billioa 1n 1966 to $6.6 billion 1n 1978,
or In cunstant 1978 dUlldIb—flom $39 bnlllon in 1966 to $6 6 billion
in 1978

The vverniding fact. however, which must be remembeéred 1s that
the stotal costs of edutation_at all levels increased tggmendously
during that time period. $43.5 billion was spent on all p
cation 1n 1968, and this amount increased to $107.6 billion 1
Consequently. even such a large increase as the Federal gov¥rn-
ment contributed—even viewed 1n condtant dollars—could barely
keep up with the rapidly nsimg costs of providing education Over-
all. the Federal share of the cost of education remained,fairly con-
stant duning that decade "

A prinaipal yuestion that must Be dealt with 1s what will happen
In the 1980's Will this trend continue from the '70’s? Will, the
State share of the cost of education cuntinue to increase, and wll
the Federal share continue to refnain relatively constant” .

In my upiniun at least, the key fact that undergirds the expansion
of the State role in education has to do,with changes that have
occurred vver the last decade or two in the forms of State taxation

In 1968. the States raised 19 8% of all revenues generated by all

"leyels of government in the country By 1977, this percentage had
in¢reased to 23.9% —almost a full four percentage points.

The dollar amounts are even more jarring. In 1968, State gov-
ernments had 52.5 bilhon dollars to spend By 1977, this had ip--
creased to 155 8 billion do}l%

At the same time the local'share of all revenué remained fairly
stable But. the Federpl share of all revenues declined s\bstan
tially—from 62 2% 1n 1968 to 58.1% 1n 1977.

In other words, States have béen raising more revenue relatively.
and the Federal government less. In my opinion, this key fact un-
derlies the abihity of State governments to become more active in
many areas, mcluding education. This trend will ikely continue,
because the States’ new soun'rc'es of revenue tend.to be more flexible -
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than those rehed un 1n the past, e g, income taxes nstead of prop-
erty and use taxes. State governments should at least be able to
maintain their relative revenue positions. (I'will leave a discussion
of the effects of the various taxpayer revolts to others )

) So, if we presume that the relative revenue-raising positions of
the various levels of government remain relatively the same, 15
Lhere any hkelihood of the Federal goyvernment increasing its cons
tribution to education frum the substantial revenues 1t already
has—58.1% of the tota] revenues raised n the country” :

In order to answer thl: question, I would hke tuv discuss first the
future of Federal support for all domestic programs g

In 1979 the Advisory Cummussivfron Intergoyvernmental Relations
1ssued. a report which cuncluded that Federal support of domestic
governmental activities has crested and 1s on its way down as a
percentage of totad governmental aid. This report pointed out that
fiscal 1979 showed an increase 1n Federal aid which was less than
half of that shown 1n recent years. The current fiscal year—1980—
shows a continuing and much sharper slowdown. .

The ACIR contgnds.that a cross-roads has been reached-as regards
Federal aid and that "State and local governments must depend on
their 6wn revenue sources for an mq‘eaamgl) larger share of their
expenditures” The Commissign did not give all 1ts reasons for
reaching this conclfision, exe€pt to point out that there have been
efforts to restrain Federal expendltureb to contrulwnflation and that
fiscal pressures on the Federal government have been relatively
more atute than on otlfer levels of government.

In my vpinwon. thé ACIR daes have a bias towards encouragmg
an enlargement of the State role’in our Federal system. but none-
theless I believe that they have pointed vut an incipient trend And
this trend is based on the relative revenue- ramng abihties of the
varnious levels of government

If we pfesume that this conclusion regarding d declmmg Federal
rule1s accurate, or even 1If we présume that there will be a relatively
stable Federal role 1n supporting domestic activities. what can we
say concerning support for education” It 15 always-difficult to try to
furesee the future And anyone who tries to do so has to hope that,
once the future ,’no one goes back to review those pre-
dictions )

But, I would'hike to risk a prediction I believe that Federal sup-
port for education will be lucky to remain, during the '80’s, at
.relauvely the same percentage as 1t 1s today. This, prediction is

, based on two general trends and on four characteristics which are
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peculiar to the structure of Federal ad {o education First. I shall
describe the two ganeral trends '

First. the dechning number of adults with children in school has
contributed to a decline tn educgtion’s political magic A decade ago
447 of the population were parents of childrenin the public schools
Today. that percentage 1adown to 28% . ,

Many people have concentrated on the declining enrollments
which are occurring in out schools. but not much bublicity has fa- ‘
cused on the necessary correlation—that there are also many fewer
parents As a result. fewer and fewer people have a direct stake 1n
the.schools and so more people are inclined to vote for their pock-
etbooks instead of for the’échools 1n théir communities

Propositions 13 and 5 in Cahforma are prime examiples of this
mood. And the enactment of those propositions shows. of course.
at this public moud can affect State support of education as much
as\t affects Federalsupport. . - . .

There could be asnoderating of this mood 1n the mid-1980's de-
pending on what. happens-with the fertilily of the post-war “baby-
boom™ Womem who have become or_will become ‘married within
the next few_fears But no one as yet knows that for sure

Second, demands are increasing for-other programs and services.
especially at the Federal level of government, and meeting these
demands wall result 1n léss funding being potentia'lly available for
education Everyone is aware of the need for alternative energy ,
sources. and the Federal government 1s about to lauhch a muii-
billion dollar program of synthetic fuel productjon More being
spent 1n that aresnecessarily means less being pot'entnally avalla-
ble for other areas, such as educatioh. - :

~

Another area of rapidly growing Federal expendltm:es concerns

the aged By, 1990. one 1n five Amerrcans will be over the age of 55 T
For the ﬁrst‘tnme 1n our history,-this age group w1ll‘.exceed 1N num-
bey the entire element’;}ry-seCOndary schoo] population And. since
the elderly vote more consistently than any other group in the pop-
. ulation. pehiticians take special note of their concerns and needs.
Another area which will gain many bilhons more in futyre Fed-
eral budgets 1s the area of national defepse. To state it midly, there .
1s a strong feeling 1n Washington that we have not spent enough
on our defense forces to meet our obligations and that we must
immediately begin to do so. L )
Those two trends contributing to a reduced emphasis of education
in the future at the Federal level have to do with general demo-
graphic trends and with other factors in society The following four

b
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“teasons why Federal aid to education will probably not grof in the
future concern things peculiar w the structure of present I*edcml
ard programs \ .

In addition to those first two general trends,. the first redson.en-
dangering gnmth of Federal aid 1s that t/uj ts presertly ml broad-
based support fin Federal education programs thmug,hout soclety
Sinty pereent of the aid adnunistered by the U.S. Office of Educa-
ton® s for programs of conipensatory education for poor children
in elementary and secondary schools and for programs -of basic
Srants to assist finanet. Iy needy students attending wlle;,e and
universities Most of the mmamdul of the aid is foeused on partie-

calar types of <tudents, such’as the handicipped. or .on particular
needs, such as ten bilingual educafion, or desegregatidn assistance

Frequently. only the teachers and “administrator$ 1mmediately
affpeted by these programs are willing to push for i Increases Jn their

approppaitions Many others in Lduc(mon look upon thesé programs .
ral to thelr concerns or even as detrimental since they -

e time away from the regulax school curnculum

the Pudcml fudu~ on the L‘C()n()mlCd]l\ dxwdvgmtdged the hx,ndl-
uppcd desegregution assistange, and other special ngeds leads at
times to a resentment_against these programs. o
Most of these programs are being provided begause of a feeling
that the rieeds of these groups agd the meeting of thede interests
were being ignored at the local leqﬁ"‘A*nd 50, special programs were
established to focus on them.
«But, these progranis had to be btructuxed su that the percgived—

and locully slhighted—needs would be met with this aid Of course.

thi» led to the imposition of many requirements and conditions and
then auwdits and much paperwork.

All of this leads unfortunately tv a situation where more and
more Jocal educators are saying that thc“y wonder whether the
amount of aid 1~ re#lly worth the administrative hassle,

Thirdly, and this point 1s related to the previous two reasons.
Federal aid 15 sometimes resented because it s’ used as the wnstra-
ment for enforcing creil rights requirements.

Schoot districts and colleges must revise their athletic progtams
pursuant to Tiile IX Schools and other institutions until recently
faced cut-offs of Federal aid unless they complied with Title VI of
*the le Rights Act Schools and colleges must make thelr facilities

- The U'S Office of Education was merged into the new Department of Education
in May, 1980 [Editor]

<
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«  more accessible to the handicapped pursuant to section 504, and
they must not discriminate against anyone on the basis of age
< All of these requirements—which cause uncomfortable change—
are conditions which must be met by educational mstitutions re-
« ceving Federal aid So. not only 15 Federal aid focused on the poor
and on special needs. but 1t also carried with 1t various conditions
designed to implement broad social policy [ am sure that most of
vou here today support these soaal policies. as do I. but 1s 1t any
wander that the Federal aid which s used as the istruiment to
implement them 1> not any more popular. and supported. than 1t 15’
Fourthly and lastly. Federal aid for education 1s usually struc-
tured as a so-called “controllable™ item i1 the Federal budget Only
the school lunch programs. the guaranteed student loan subsidies
and a few others are entitlements. ‘
. . Although this last*point may seem sumewhat arcane. it 1s-very
lmgo}'tdnt i1 terms of which Federal programs are funded over time
s -Education programs unfortunately fall into the category of those
* which are less likely to receive sufficient funding because the threat
of legal action to secure their funding does not exist—as it does for
the Federal entitlement programs. such as social security )
To sum up. these six points—two rooted 1n broad trends and four
reasons peculiar to the structure of Federal aid programs—make 1t
unlikely that Federal aid as 1t 15 preséntly structured will greatly
increase in funding in the years ahead The natural next questjon
15 whether there 1s any possibility of changing Federal aid to make
1t more popular and more broadly based
My opinion 1s that this 1s not very likely at this time, and my
reasons for believing this are two-fold First, some earher forms of
Federal aid which are more broadly based are currently under con-
stant attack for not being focused on special .populations and on
special needs MMM‘(} attacks are beingsled by thosé who want
tq curtail Federal spending and who have seized on these programs
as likely victims of such curtailment. And their attacks are having
some effect.
For instance. Federal support for vocational education. which
dates to 1917 and which 1s relatively unfocused, has been held down
. in appropriations for the last five years so that—until last year
when 1t achieved an increase—it had actuglly suffered a 26% de-
cline 1n appropriations 1n constant dollars between 1972 and 1977

Another example 1s the Administration’s attack on the subsidy
for students who pay for their own lunch in the federally supported

.

L%

school lunch program. .
Q - : 12 - .
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Another example of an attempt to cut back on any aid to the

" middle-class 15 the Administration’s efforts to hold down spending

on the loans fur students from middle-income families In an effort
to fight off enactment of a very expensive and unfucused tuition tax
credit, Federal law was recently amended, with the reluctant en-
dorsement of the Carter Adnunistration. to permt families of any
income to apply through bunks for’loans guaranteed and partially
substdized by the Federal government Since so many middle-class
" fanuhes are tahing dd\antage of these loans now. and also since
the interest rates the gowrnmcnt has to pay have increased so
much due,to 1nflation and the government’s own tight monétary
policies. the Administration 1s trying to revise this program and to
h‘ave‘middle-ciass fanulies pay more. \
So there is the dilemma Many policy -makers in Washington be-
lieve that Federal aid ought to be highly fécused so that it achieves
a certain vbjective, such’ag aiding the pour But by doing precisely
“‘that, the lesllluenC\ for the programs becomes limited. and the
progratns beconfe unpopular due to their identification with the
_podr ur with nunority groups In addition, the ddmnmstratne re-
quirements are generally written tightly so as to achieve a partic-
ular objective, further adding to the burdensomeness.apd unpopu-
lanty of the programs. . “
+ Being reluctant to end this discussion on such a negative‘note, I
would hike to puint out twg factors that possibly may help to break
this impdasse- First, the new Department of Education has the real

.potential to také u fresh look at these programs and to create a

different structure In my opipion, this was not possible with edu-
cational progra'm.s-bem;%n the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare because thai’Department had too many bureaucratic
layers - ‘.

And sectnd, the grovnng mnhtanC) and political sophistication of
teachers. especially in the National Education Association, can pos-
sibly provide the neceaaary political muscle to find solutions. Teach-
ers and college professors today are being left far behind 1n terms
of salary increases to keep up with inflatiori} And su their anger
may channel 1tself into being an effective political instrument.

As we enter the new decade of the 1980’s, I am sure that many
different parts of society are trying to foresee what the future holds.
That task is always risky since unfareséen events ingvitably alter
what we thought were certainties. The Arab oil boycott of 1973 is
a prifne_example of an unforeseen event which had, and 1s contin-
uing to have, immense repercussions.

-
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Paving for the 80's

In education we may experience similar unforeseen but important
events or trends I would simply plead that everyune pretend to take
sertously all of today's predictions but then have the grace never

to remund any of us of*how wrong they may all-have been
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'WE CAN'T GET THERE FROM
- HERE...
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Sncnal (‘hangpx ober the next few decades mil place a burden on
our educational system as great as any 1t has ever faced. Unfortu-
nately, our present federal aid system 1s inad®quate and has not yet
obtained sufficient results to justify the substantial public invest-
ments imit. [t 1s 1nconcervable that federal aid programs and federal
education agencies, As structured today, can meet tomorrow's de-

if pdople didn’t matter. Unless there is substantlal improvement 1n
these areas, it seems very doubtful that federal education agencies
willkbe able to cope with a most uncertain future.

Fragxﬁentary Versus Holistic Policy v

“The current fragmqntatxon of our “non-system” of federal aid
mulitates against a holistic view of ‘education and the maximum
development of human potential. We give far too little time and-
ajtention to assessing the impact of a given™act on education or -
learning as a whole. Rather, our vision and our inquiry seem limited ,
ower questions of schooling or of specific concerns,
"o "Bi‘egramY” One )/ear we legislate for

15 the Direator of the Institute for Educational Leadership. He '
ssistant Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare for Leg- .

was formerly Deputy
1slation
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hl';ghe'r educatiyn. another year for elementary” and secondary, the
ngxt year for vocational. There 15 scarcely ever time to consider the
elatiunship of one educational program to another, of one level of
education to another * )

Virtually every congressivnal committee and over 70, executive
branch departments and agencies take dozens of actions each year
which affect the health of vur educational enterprise When. for
example. the labur committees of the Congress helped to enact P L
¥5-265. the "Age Discrimination in Employment Act Amendments
of 1978." they played havoc with both educational practice and
budgets by requirmg some institutions to retain staff they might
otherwise have replaced with younger, presumably less costly, in-
structors.'Similarly. energy po'lncy—or‘ck thereof —greatly affects
the solvency of educational institutions. While manufacturers pass
along higher fuel tusts to consumers and when the president dere-
gulates prices of o1l or natural gas, to whea do the schools and
colleges turn when their heating and highting bills soar”?

And how educationally rational is 1t for public policy to subsidize
child care and day care through tax credits while denying similar
financial support, for the same age child whose parents would prefer
educational benefits in the form of tuition, books and fees” Is there
educational sense 1n policies which, through tax deductibility of
educational expenses. encourage ndividuals to improve skills
needed in their current employment but deny support for training
that same. individual for new employment. presumably of greater
worth to buth the individual and society” Currently, television, the
most powerful educative medium of our time, lies beyond the juris-
diction of the education committees of the Congress So do telecom-’
munications #nd many of the new technologies of tommorrow

These are only a few examples of the ad hac, fractionated char-.
acter of contemporary policies affecting education Even limiting
our 1nquiry”tu 1ssues within the jurisdiction of one specific congres-
sional committee, for example the House Subcommittee on Ele-
mentary. Secondary and Vocational Education, it would be fair to
say that—for all its.many and real successes—the legislative pro-
cess, us now constituted, gives inadequate attention’to legislative
oversight Touu often the predominant interest in inspecting federal
aid programs 1s to find out what's Tailed and especially who's at
fault. Too often the inquiry 1s conducted in the spirit of a prosecut-
1ng attorney, rather thah in the spirit of a partner whe also loses
when things go wrong and who, out of self-interest, tries to leatrn
how to make things go right. .
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Most oversight gives too httle attention to questions of what it
would take to get the job done right. Are the burdens and respon-
sibilities tmposed upon the implementing bureaucracies—federal,
state. local nstitutes— administratively feasible? Do they have
the necessary "personnel to do the job? Are their staffs properly
tramed for these new roles” Are state legislatures and school boards
likely to come up with the matchyng resources necessary tp/make

given the persunnel (slots™) and the dollarg to car
will they remain hollow gedtures? And, after ¢adohable period of
trial and error, and a truly collaborative and constructive attitude
on the part of the Congress, will the Members have the courage to
consohdate, terminate of otherwise replace defective programs?

Overload: Too Much Complexity, Too Much Change

[ am an unreconstructed champion of federal aid te education
generally. and of categorcal aid 1n particular. But sometimes a good
thing can be carried too far )

According to the National Center for Education Statistics, there
are now almost 1,100 federal education and traiming programs De-
pending on how vne counts them, )Ye U.S Department of Education
manages at least 150 This amount of programming is counterpro- '
ductive, for 1t faces educators and 1mplementing bureaucracies with
a degree of complexaty and cumbersomeness that must ultimately
be self-defeating True,” these programs can be “managed”—in the
sense LhaL‘L})e agencies can pass out their appropriations, on time,
with complefe comphance to managenal rulebooks. But so many
programs—spreading dollars, expectations and dreams a mile wide
and an inch deep—can never measure up to their potentiat The
human mind cannot really comprehend that degree df complexity
Of necessity, 1t focuses on a few central tasks and, in fact, defaults
on a host of others. Everything can’t be a priority.

As the president of Cahforma’s State %55?3 of Education, Mi-
chael W Kirst, a former congressional and Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) staffer as well as U.S. Office of Education Title
I manager, has written. “The question becomes hdw, much change
can an orgamzation take,and continue to deal effectiveﬁy with its
chents?” This 15 a particularly cogent question, sincg the way we -
Americans seem to cope wath change 1s'by loading a new reform or
innovation on to the old system, scarcely-ever reducing the original

-
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burdens

Shall we have Miminmum Competency Examinations,

School Site Management. Individuabtducational Plans” Yes! Let’s
add them ‘to Teamy, Teaching. Early Childhuod Programs, PPBS,
MBQ, ZBB. I‘lexll;\, Scheduling, Open Classrooms, Educational
Television, ete And Yhen we mandate or prontote new curricula for
< evers new problem gr emphasis of society  Intergroup Relations,
Driver Education, Metrie Education, Emvironmental Education,

© Education for Death and Dving. Career Education, Ethnic Heritage,

vte

Overall, federal aid objectmes are far tov ambitious 1n scope for
the amount of actual assistance they render to educational 1nsti-
tutions In a country as large as ours, we simply cannot hope to
achteve large goals—such as educating all handicapped, education-
ally disady dntdgcd and non-Enghsh speaking children—as long as
our resources are ds widely dispersed and our personnel as thmly
stretched as they are today -

A maiu! redssessment and reevaluation of LdlL‘gUHLdl programs
1> long vverdue - However, that process must be based un guedwill.
{t should start trom the assumption that the goal 1s not to reduce
the amount of federal assistance but, if at all possible, to 1increase
it 1n the interest of more effective learning Increase 1t to the point
that fthe: federal contribution 1s large enouz.:h that one can legiti-
mately nmieasure what difference it makes—n-the achievement of
school districts—and maybe even indiyaidual schosds and students
Not like the present mode in which we appropriate $5 to 10 nulthon
in Washington and then expect “results” 1n the academice lives of
50 million Americans' 1With Charles Beard, we need to remind
ourselves constantly that “The truth of an imstitution 1s to be fuund
not at 1ts center but at its circumference” —where 1t touches the
lives around it ) * .

One of the most important ways the Congress could help Amer-
ian education to meet the changes and challenges of the 1980s

"would be tv develop a few clearly articulated themes or roles of

" ¢federal aid and then to pursue them consistently and 1n a finanaially

responsible fashion over a period of years, not subject to the ups

and downs.of educational whim andlfancy
This last point deseryes underscoring. School sybtems Lhroughout

the country still regard federal aid programs as “temporary.” From -

Washington, they have come tv expect only the unexpected, Perhaps
a new administration will wish to de-fund an “old” program? Per-
haps a new Congress will change its tastes in federal aid fashions?

-
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dven with forward funding. what assurance 1s there that the' ex-
deutive won't try fo lmpound or rescind an appropriation” Since
“he Congress reauthorizes programs virtually every two or three

\L‘dlb—--}nd department guidelines and regulations lag one to three 3
yedrs behind the new Lm—cdumtms and administrators scarcel)
know whoni to believe Their edugational associations in Washing-
ton that faithfully report \\}‘}dl tht Congress has authorized and
proniised for the future” Or the executive rulemakers who. some-
time in the futute, will have much to Siy about the substance of
those plans and promises”

It would be hyghly desirable for the Congr c»s to consider a mor-
atorium on readthorizations of major educational programs We
need to get awah from the syndrome identified by a former US
Comnussioner §f Education in which the Congress routinely pulls
programs up by the rootsin order to see how they are growing The
Congress and federal agencies need to send clear signals to6 the,
_peoplé in the field, assuring them—as much as humanly po»lble-,-
that at least certain central federal aid programs are here to gay
State and local cducatlonal leaders need tu be encouraged to Inte-
grate federdl dld into their own long-range planning and into their
gwn comprehenst\w school finance programs.

In addition to reducing the mte of change ‘and.level of uncer-
tainty. there are several other “surgeries” Congress could con-
sider For instance, the House 'Commuittee on Education and Labor
has three or four different \UbLommltleL‘b each dealing with somé
part uf education or youth progrdms It may be that b_\,ab'n ing the%
separate subcommuttees, the expectation is created thdl each’is sup-
pused to produce more and more leglslatlon more and more chdnge
and c0n>eqqentl» more and more uncertainty for those whd have
“to live with the results of the subcommittees’ actions. It seems fair
to ask whether .a single subcommittee might not help to give edu-
cation legislation a more holistic, comprehensive and congtructive
view than 1s now the case.

" Similarly it 1s essential that the Congress reduce the number of'
policy making cente&thag affect education. As of now, important
poliey changes affecting education emanate from eight or 10 "policy -
shops” and planmng and budget offices in the Departments of Ed-
ucation, Health qgd Human Seruvices, and Labor, not to niention

hﬁ House. Policy 1s too often made in thq whirlpool
of tradeoffs among these gompeting and ov rlappmg centers As far
as I can detect, there is nu evidence that this excessive number of

-
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policy advisors—incidenfally, usually men and women of high’com-
petence and persunal integrity—has 1n any way contributed to the
nml\mLr of better policy than was the case when there were fewer
and, hence, more actountable policy makers and policy advisers, In-
deed, [ think George ' Will was.at his mslghtful best when he.

observed of this general phenomenony,

. -»

Washington has many “bright young men” who are ndt o joung

any ote They came hoping to be consequential, and just became

irntable Theirs 15 ¢ distinctive Washington irritabMity that affliets

ambitious people when they face this fact as the state éxpands, 1t i

employs mere people. but fewer of them are consequential N
- ~

When the new Department of Education was proposedeOMB was
predicting that the new department would reduce the number of staff
()f;XIs deuling with education tlegislation, management, budget,
planning and evaluation, executive secretariat and public affarrs);
from 22 to four The pmblcm s, 1t just didn't happcn An 1ncred1b1e
array of staff officers produced new veto powers 1n many placeq
mstedd of clearly enunciated “policy” 1n one - . ®

In a clusely related matter, the Congress should conslder what
can be dune tu provide greater dontinuity to the manag,erlal lead-
ership uf federal education programs U.S commgsioners and'dep-~

. uty eomimissivners of educatiun, responsible for billions of the’ pub-
' lic’s tax dollars and for our most ardent hopes

v educational
improvement, have passed through the U.S Offigé of Education—
and now E'D.—at a rate exceeding that of Lyfin American and
Afrncdn military coups In the 20 years since J6hn F Kenn y was
inaugurated President in 1961, we have seen 15 commssidness of
education uncluding long-term acting comnussioners) and one Sec- ‘
retary come and go This “revolving door” sort of ]eqdershlp dots
not seem a proper way to administer the federal e({ucatlon enter-
prise ’ ~.@ L J .

P

Policy As If People Didn’t Matter

Former Representative Willham L: Hungate spoke eloqueBtly' of—
the national mood ahout government when he retsnred’ from the Gon-
gress in 1975 , N

7 ~

Politics has gone from the age of “Camelot” when all things were
possible to the age of ."Watergate” when all things are suspect

X .
20
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Watergate ha$ passed but. regrettably, oug_national mind-set con-
tinues to demigrate the phblic sector 1n gﬁeral and ‘education in *
particular ‘ . ‘

The Congress. 1tself sorely criticized, ‘exhibits too httle respect—
and extends too little support—to the men and ‘women who manage.
educational programs “Bureaucrats” at all levels of"government .
and education are subjected to blanket condemnation as & class 1n
what John Kenneth Galbraith has aptly remarked is "the only form
of racism that 15 sull respectable in the United States ”

. Much of the appointed leadership of the federal education bu
—=peaucracy—itself of uften undistinguished character,and even lesser
duration—1s openly scornful of the bureaucracy. scarcely masking
its suspicio” and even 1ts contempt. The avil servant’s role in mak-
ing federal aid effective is behttled and overlooked Frequent and
precipitous reorganizations further unsettle persohnel and their
programs Bureaucrats-are severely chastised for mustakes, told
that they are lazy. 1ncompetent and ummaginative. In many ways.
subtle and overt. they are dissuaded from taking reasonable risks
- of professional judgment Little discretion 1s allowed -All 1s 1ncread-
. ingly reduced to elaborate routine designed to diffuse and share
responsibility * Civil servants. learn to spend their time securing
multiple signoffs to eery concervable memorandum—sswhat are-re-
ferred to."1n their lingo. as C.Y.A s. which means te cover your ’
posterior. ' [

All 1n all, With morale near rock bottom, the bureaucracy. is re-
duced to a preoccupation with techniques of survival, rather than
with the purposes or effectiveness of federal a1d:”"What the heck
Let's do 1t by their rulebook and who cares if the program works?”
To Congress’ fondly legislated hopes, the bureaucracy responds by ’
administering despaur. ) ) o

One point deserves elaboration few trgining opportunities are
provided at any Aevel of our educational system for staff to become_
truly competent 1n their tasks. Congress and the executive have

. Jointly £ne away with most of the persénnel training programs

_ which offer the only hdpe that the people who manage our educa-

. tional system can rise to meet their many complex challenges.

—~. _Qverlooking the stark fact that most of the school principals. ad-

mimstrators and others now working 1n the system will be there for
decades to come, we have defaulted on the opportunity to help those -

ndividuals becoghe truly potent and effective in the conduct of their

tasks. Ignoring &n 1ncreasing body of research evidence linking the

- perforniance of school] principals to the succe$s of the instructional

Q .‘ o . o~
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process. we fal to help them gain C()mpe‘tcx{cv Similarby state ed-
ucation agency personnel. student financial aid officers, school ad-
ministrators. statté and aty sthool board membets. and a host of
other aritical educational personnel whose work deeply affects the
learning process are gll left to fend for themselves *
" Despite dechmng-school enrollments, the case for tramning ed(l
cational personnel gnd leadership has never been more compelling
With fewer and, fewer opportunitres for change in career. and less
and less room for advancement within education, morale will re-
main " the pits~"~ unless educators feel themselves enabled "to
mahe o difference” in therr work. to gawn the professional satis-
factions that attracted them to education in the first place )
There are no eas§ solutions to. the problems enumeratéd here
Leaders hasve 1o respect and care about the peoplerthey lead. Leaders
haveto Tecognize that no program-——no matter-how well designed—
1~ ~elt executing People make the difference Therefore, investment
m personnel trammng i at least as critical as support for the pro-
gramatselt Congress should take the lead 1n assuring that immple-
menting burcaucracies at every Tevel of government and in every
Program are assisted to reach the highest possible standards of
professional performance Only in that way can the dreams of the
past and the challenges of the futufe be merged into @ -credible
present for all who care ubout the federal widgystem 10 education.
Alfred North Whitehead said, "It N thebusiness of the future to
be dungerous ™ Present-day condlt;ona are no legs ddqgerous to the
cause of federal a1d and to the health of American education gen-
erally They need to he uddx;essed nouw )

. X .
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Iris C. Rotberg**
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Introduction - . o«

. .
.

The change 1n administratiens, as well as Federal budget con-
straints, make this a particularly ‘appropriate time to discuss Fed-
eral education policy for elementary and secondary education Dur-
ing the next few years, there is likely to be a reexamination‘of the
assumptions and structure of.Federal aid to education This" réex-
. amifiation will come at a time when there 1s optimism, on the one
hand, about the effettiveness of some of the programs and growing
concern, on the other, about the regulatory, fiscal, and coordination
problems they create for state and local governments. .
This paper considers accomplishments and problems Generally,
our experience during the past 15 years suggests that Federal ed-
‘ucation programs can be effectively designed and implemented and
that they can make a significant contribution More important,
there 15 greater realism about whdt programs can and cannot ac-
complish. A considerable amount is known about effective program
designs, about problems and limitations, and about possible im-
prove‘ments .
Our expectations and assessments of Fedéral financial aid have

—— 4

* Iris C "Rotberg is Director of Research Planning at the National Institute of
Education {NIE) and was formerly Deputy Director of the NIE Compensatory Edu-
cation Study, This chapter 1s based on a paper given at the United States-Israel
Educational Colloquium on Education of the Dispdvantaged th Washington, D C
Decemaber 9, 1980 The views expressed are those of the authot and do'not necessarily

v reflect the positions or policies of NIE or the US Department of Education
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changed substantially since the programs began ih {965 These pro-

grams at first were oversold Many expected—perhaps hoped 15 a
fairer word—thgt the programs would substantially reduce poverty,

and remote the constraiits on’political and soclal access by dra- ,

matically raising children’s achievement and subsetuent success
in higher education and emplfymént Not uneapectedly, the carly
e\aluatmns pruduced negative findings—in pdrt because at the
~“time the research was C()nducted the programs were not yvet fully
operational, and 1n part because the measures of effectiveness were®
bastd upon unrealistic standards for the success of the program.
Current expectations are’ more realistic Fedegal programs cannot
change a child’s overall educational cxpeue{ce They cannot, by
themselves. solve educational problems whose fundamental causes
are rooted i basic sucial and economic disparities within the coun-
try  Thes can, however, 1If well designed, provide educational ex-
periences which can produce measurdble educational achievement
gains * . - *

. O{{etctnes and Scope
The Federal Government contnbuthinbout 9 5% of total educa-

tivnal expenditures in the United States' Most Federal programs
" are designed to respund to the fact that thare are large differences
1n propurtions of low-1ncume Tamihies both among and within states
and that certain groups of children—etther because of poverty, low-
achievement, past racial disecriminatgon, hinnted English-speaking
-ubility or handlcapsfrequnrc sapplemental educational services
#which cannot be adequately provided for by state and local funds.
It should be noted that some of these groups are defined by educa-
tional performance—that 1s, by low achievement Other categorics
are defined by their economic level or, in the case of bilingual chil-
dren, in ethnic terms Although there 1s considerdble variation
) amung programs in the cnuna used to distribute funds, 1n gengral
programs are, designed To direct funds to schuol distriets with a high
roportion of low-income families. Within these districts, services
are provided to target populauon groups . - .% d
The influence of Federal aid 15 considerably greater than its 9.5%
share of the educational budget would suggest. Sume states receive
as much as 15% to 25%~of their elementary and secondary school
expendltures from the Federal Government A number gof school
districts within states receive 25% to 30% of their mnstructional
expenses from Federal aid.

20
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The great majority of school districts 1n the country rely on Fed-

eral funds to provide supplementary educational services to special
population groups. Both for financial ‘and political reasons, many
school districts could not do the Job they believe is necessary if
Federal aid were not available. The problem has become especially
acute 1n recent years. as school districts have faced increased fi-
nancial pressures resulting from a combination of several factors—
dechning school enroliments, tax and bond issue limitations, infla-
tion. increased energy costs. and increased proportions of students
requiring special services including, for example, students from
non-Enghsh speaking backgrounds. In this connection, 1t is esti-
mated that by the end of the 1980’s, Hispanics will constitute the
largest minority group’ in the’ nation. Other groups, particularly
Asians, also wjll require specialized language programs and in-
aged expenditures. '
Many school districts, therefore, find it difficult to support even
their basic instructional program and are even less able than in
previous vears to pay for specialized education services. Morever,
needy students are often concentrated in large cities or in remote
rural areas, where_ the financial burdens are most severe because
of deteriorating tax bases. ~

Program Effectiveness /

Federal education pf;ogre_lms‘are too diverse to permit a general
statement about their effectiveness The programs vary along a
number of dlmma, there are large differences 1n funding
levels. Tutlel E - largest elementary and secondary pro-
gram, was funded at $3.216 billion in Fiscal Year 1980 Other pro-
grams such as Bilingual Education, Emergency School Aid, Voca-
tional Education, and Programs for Handicapped Students were
funded at between $167 mulion and $1.049 billion. Finally, there
are a large number of very small or specialized programs including,
for example. Ethnic Heritage Studies ($3 million), Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Education ($3 million), Consumer Education ($3.6 million)
and Metric Education (31 8 million). . .

In addition to differences in funding levels, programs vary in pur-
pose and design, 1n regulations and administration, and in the qual- -
ity and comprehensiveness of the evaluations that have been con-
ducted. In some cases, the perceived quality of a program reflects
more-the quahty of the evaluation design and the fairness and ap-
p%oprnéteness of the outcome measures than anything else. In oth-
ers—for example. Bilingual Education and Vocational Education—
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evaluation res?s are inconclusive primarily because the charac-
tenistics of the&ervices provided are so unclear that even the most
careful study cannot tell whether the target g’ro%’ps are better off
and if so whether the program is the reason Further, Federal funds
account for only a small proportion of total expenditures in these
areas and are not clearly usedpfo provide supplemental services.
These programs. therefore, are not easily distinguishable from the
basic school program—the program the students would have re-
cewved 1f Federal funding were not available. Program objectives,
instructional approaches and participants vary greatly among
school districts, even for the same Federal program, and it is diffi-
cult therefore to assess the effectiveness of these programs nation-
t . ¢ )
However. other programs like Title [ ESEA. the largest elemen-
tary aQd secondary ‘program. have been thoroughly and carefully
studied and have produced clear—and positive—results. Title I pro-
vides funds' to most of the nation’s school districts for basie skills
programs which serve low-achieving children in schools with a large

proportion of children from low-income families. The NIE evalua-

tion of Title [ indicated that the program has been highly successful
in meeting the purposes intended by~Cgngress.' '

First, Title I directs substantial Federal aid to areas with the
highest proportions of low-income children Title I 15 also “addi-
tional.” tigh 15, 1t is designed so that 1t does not substitute fur
educational spending at the local leyel. For the most part, 1t does
not replace what otherwise would have been spent by state and
local governments Its effectiveness in this regard 1s considerably
greater than the-effectiveness of other Federal programs—both 1n
the field of education and in other areas. . .,

In addition to increasing resources to low-1income areas, care 1s
taken to assure that the funds are used to provide special additional
services to low-achieving children in the poorest schools Thus, par-
ticipating students spend more time 1n basic skills instruction than
do their classmates who are not 1n Title 1 programs. Further, they
are taught in smaller groups and often by specially trained staff.

Not unexpectedly, under these conditions, the program enhances,
the educational achievement of participating students. Thus, the
NIE study found that first grade students made perggntile gains of
12 to 15 points in reading ahd mathematics between fall and spring
testing Third grade students made percentile gains of between 7
and-1¥points during the same time period. Both of these gains were




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

D

< . Issues tn Elementary and Secondary 27

>

higher than would be expected without the special 1nstruction pro-
vided by the program Whlle/we cannot conclude from the results
that all compensatory education students are gainng as much _as
those who participated in the study. the results indicate that school
districts can and do create the conditions necessary 10 make com-
pensatory nstructional services effective

The NIE results are consistent with findings of other studies For

example. Arthur Wise noted an a recent RAND study that the Na- -

tonal ,Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has shown 1n-
creases isreading scores for preaisely those groups who have been
the primary recipients of Federal education programs—the poor,

the voung and the Black ’ , .
! ~
Design and Implementation Issues .

The design of Thtle I—in particulaf, the fact that it has reahstic”
goals and Y clearly ul?geted to specific_schools and students—has
a lot todo with 1tsesuccess The Federal Government can meet 1ts
funds allocation objectives effectively without 1nappropriate inter-
ference 1n how subject matter 1s taught. It can direct respurces to
specific school districts and schools. It can fund supplemental serv-
es for speafic population groups Given the difficulties faced by
some Federal programs, getting funds to the right places and the
‘nght people 15 no small accomplishment.

However, even these objectives, which seem relatively straight-
forward. are not accomplished simply or autonatically. For pro-
grams to be effective, the criteria for allocating resolirces must be
clear and consistent. Title I has met its funds allocation objectives
because a very specific set of income critena are used to distribute
funds to states, school districts and schools In contrast, the Federal
Vocational Education program, for example, uses a number of over-
lapping and sometimes contradictory criteria for allocating funds *
Thus, funds are to be allocated to areag which meet the following
criteria i .

e They should be economically depressed, have high unemploy-

ment and inadequate financial resources, o
e They should have low property wealth; l
e They should contain large numbers of low-income families;

and R
e They should produce new programs to meet emerging man-

power needs
The contradicions in these criteria are obvious. For example,

-

¥
-~
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argas with high property w th may have large numbers of low-
income families Areas that have emerging manpower needs are
more likely t6 have new technologies afid less likely to be econom-
ically depressed or have high unemployment rates. As a result, dur-
ing the past two years every single state has had a formula disap-
proved by ghe Federal Gover nment for one reason or another That
finding tells us more about the ambiguity of the criteria than 1t
does about the pelformance of the states or the need for the pro-
gram There 1s no way to assess whether the Vocational Education
program 1s meeting its objectives. This 15 not to say that there 1s no
need for vocational education 1n this country It 1s only to suggest
that consistent and unambigudus criteria are necessary 1f we are to
assess the outcomes of a Federal program

In addition to clear objectives, 1t 1s important that programs con-
tamn provisions to ensure that funds supplement and do not Yibsti-
tute for state and local expenditures Lbdcal school districts, faced
with recurrent fiscal problems, are under considerable pressure to
use Federygl funds to replace state or local resources. Without pro-
vislons requiring supplementation, thele 1s little reason to believe
that the Federal funds would add to total spending for edwcation.
Similarly, provisions are nieded to ensure that Fedeial programs
in fact provide extra services and that the target children receive
them These outcomes are not obvious results of statements of Fed-
eral intent They require specific provis:mr‘)b and careful manage-
ment ..

The point 15 made by the local officials.themselves In interviews
conducted by tzle NIE Compensatory Education Study to determine
whether distri®ts wouldMirect funds and service® to the target pop-
ulation 1f there were no restnctlonq In the form ‘of the funds allo-
cation requ1rements two comments reflect the consensus among the
administrdlors interviewed.’ e

“Historically, the educationally deprived 1n -poor areas do not have
“the pohtical clout to require the provision of equal resources, and
certainly not extra services Title | ensures that these children will
not be ignored Most LEAs (Local Educatibn ‘Agencies) in my state,

- if left to their own devices. would not use Federal funds for com-
pensatory education in poor areas, they would be used to counter
the current fiscal crisis. whatever that “crisis nmught be ™ (State

. Tatle I Director: .

Another put 1t this way: - ,
. el “Without strong lanpuage n the 'I‘ltl(?fregulauons tabout the 1n-

tended beneficiaries and the supplementary nature of the program)
N .

-,
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there 1s no question that Title I dollars would be used essentially as
general aid [ don't think the superintendent could avoid that.”
(Local District Title I Director)

Although Federal programs can ensure that the intended bene-
fiéiaries receive supplemental educational services, it is not at all
clear that the program should attempt to intervene in local deci-
sions about 1nstructional techniques or planning methods. I suggest
that the failure to méke a distinctiop between identifying target
groups and ensuring supplerwfﬁrservnces, on the one hand, and
interfering with local planning or instructional methods, on the
other, has resulted in cumbersome and time-consuming regulations

- that at best have limited positive effects on program quality and
mdy in fact detract from more appropriate and reasonable Federal _
" objectives It is the Federal involvement in local planning or in-
structional methods which has overshadowed the fundamental
gains which have been achieved by certain carefully designed pro-_
grams. [t has also weakened the basic political support of even high

lity programs. -
There has been considerable dlSCUSSlOn about this toplc in recent
literature:

o Arthur Wise has argued that improvements in educational
qlahty are a local responsibility and that Federal attempts to
mandate these improvements are ineffective and simply in-
crease the bureaucratic complexities of running an educa-
tional system,?

.» The NIE Compensatory Education study found that the Title I
program development requirements are not necessary in the
same sense as the funds allocation requirements. Although

. local districts have many pressures to use funds more gener:
ally than the funds allocation regulations allow, they have
little incentive to deliver inferior or ineffective services. More-
over, even if school distri¢ts follow the procedures established
in the program delelopment regulations, there is no guarantee

4hat ‘they will produce high-quality services. No regulations
handed down from abav¢ can aécomplish that.?

® The NIE study of Vocational Education programs found that
the complex planning requirements for these, programs are
cumbersome, time consuming, and do mot reZth in positive
programmatic changes. '

* Research on Follow Through—a large Federal demonstration
program designed to compare different teaching methods for

. ) v
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educating early elementary school studenta;‘—f(')und more vari-
ability 1n outcomes from site to site within models than there
were vanations between models .Thus. the particular educa-
tiorial theory upon which the model was based had a very
limited effect on the actual program implemented 1n schools
or on the outcomes ' (This finding is consistent with the re-
sults of other studies comparing different instructional meth-
ods—for example, comparnsons of phonics vs. whole word ap-
proaches tu teaching reading Although many studies indicate
a relationship between amount of instructional time and stu-
dent achievement, very few studies demonstrate one theoret-
al teaching téchnique to be clearly superior to another)

Finally. the RAND Cha"nge Agent study and other studies of
program mplementation found that Federal program regu-
lations have himited effects on the quality of services that are
provided at the local level " There 1s a wide gap between Fed-
eral expectations and local education programs as imple-
mented One of the best 1llustrations of this difference is found
in The Lawn Party. The Evolution of Federal Programsin Lo-
cal Settings The article describes the implementation of the
educational voucher study in Alum Rock, California, in the
early seventies

"The US Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) sponsored the dem-
onstration, hoping to discover whether tompetition for students
would force Schools to 1mprove curricula and become more respon-
sive to parents But local participants had other priorities

plans and priorities foiled by unanticipated local obstacles that pro-

\ From the federal perspectve, then, Alum Rock 15 a story of program

duced major thanges in the voucher design But from the local view,
vouchers provided the opportunity to accomplish g variety of things
Principals obtained more.power, more money, and httle competition,
all of which theyswarited Parents were guaranteed neighborhood
schools and some choice ‘among®programs, both of which they
wanted Teachers received the resources and the freedom to inno-
vate and to teach as they preferred, along with job security, The
Superintendent made some progress in his efforts to decentralize .
authority 1n the district, and the federal funds kept his school sys-

te

m solvent ~ N

Few of the Alum Rock participants paid attention to the voucher
blueprint or to OEO's formal assessments of its implementation If
they measured success at all, 1t was not against central plans and
priontizs but against their own differing ‘needs and desires These
local needs and desires, in fact, changed and shaped the federal

mn

\tiative, "much as guests shape a lawn party ™' .
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’ 'Probl&ss of Federal Prog;'ams

L)

The most sigmificant problems stem from the multiplicity of prgo-
grams The combinatiun of requitements from different programs—
buth Federal and state—aoften places trying admimstrative and fi-
nancial burdens un school districts These problems are summarnziji
from d briefing given by Paul Hill describing research he conducted
at RAND .

The problem basically results from a lack of coordination and
clarity 1n the current system_ Students. teachers and principals
must wpe with the combined effects of programs that legislators
and higher level administrators deal with separately and 1n a rather
distant setting The result 15 that the point®of supplementary in-
struction—to give students extra help in_specific areas without re-
placing the basic educational curriculum—is often lost when stu-
dents are assigned to several special programs rather than to one
or two which best meet their needs. For example, the research by
RAND indicates that migrant Hispanic students 1n one district were
involved in g mimimum of 45 separate pullout programs daily (Ti-
tle I Migrant, Title I readmg and math, ESEA Title VII, and ESAA
Bihinguuli The instructional day was so fragmented that the stu-
dents were out of class while the classrébom teacher presented the
state-required curricilum. By grade 5, most of the migrant Hispanic
Students in this district had never had a class In either science or
social studies It s one thing to provide supplemeéntal instruction to
students [t 1s anuvther tuisolate them from normal learning exper:-

~efrees.

Teachers, 1n turn, may have so many students pulled out of theit
classrooms for special programs that, in some schools, the classroom
teacher has the whole class for only 1': hours daily. In one class-
room in the RAND study, 26 of 27 students were in pullout pro-
grams most Of the day For the brief time students,spent 1n class,
the teacher had to develop 1nstructional atrate?leb for children at
14 different achievement levels. .

' While these are extreme examples that do pot occur in most
schools, they do suggest some unintended and negatlve conse-
quences of 'multiple and uncoordinated programs.
Eor school principals, multiple programs mean a grgat deal of
administrative ‘work and required Jmeetings with various parent
ddvnwry groups As a result, there 1s simply less time available to
supervise instruction The pr1nc1pal $ reaponsxbﬂltlea increase with

ERIC e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .




32 Current Policy Dilemmas

-

the number of Federal programs in the school Principals in low-,
income and minority group schools carry the heaviest burden How-
ever, principals in these schools in.the RAND study unanimously
reported that they cbuld not serve their students’ needs without
the Federal resources. The RAND researchers concluded that elim-
inating Federal programs is not the solution. Fhe key 1s to find
ways to stop putting the greatest administrative burdens on the
people and places that are already under the greatest stress, but to
assure that the funds go where they are néeded. ’

The RAND study also indicates that students in multiple pro-

grams might spend all, or a géod part, of their day in segregated
classes. Most districts implement Fegeral programs by providing
services 1n separate pullout classes/Sinc€ use of standardized tests
typically -results in a_correlation between ethnicity and achieve-
"ment, low achieving minority students are often placed in segre-

gated categorical program classes. In some instances, Black, or

Black ‘and Hispamic; students are segregated for Title I reading and
math, for Special Education, and for ESAA remedial reading and
math. Segregation was_particularly pronounced Tn schools with
large enrollments of Hispanic children’ Hispanic children in the
study were less hikely to be returned to their regular classroom than
Black or White children,-ang were more likely,to spend more of the
school day i1n bilingual or ESL (English as a Second Language)
classes % . ,

The multiphaty of program requirements has produced incon-
gxuous patterns of services. For example, the NIE Title I study in-
dicated that one-fourth of all compensatory education students are
separated from higher'scoring students for the entire school day
That pattern is inconsistent. with the intent of TitleI and other
Federal programs and would be unacceptable for all but the most
severely handicapped children under the Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), an Act which requires that
handicapped children be educated in the “least restrictive environ-
ment” possible. o .

Finally, school districts must respond to a large number of new
Federal and state regulatory requirements that mus be financed
from local revenues rather than_from categorical Federal or state
funds. Since 1975, the Federal .Government has published several
major new sets of requirements in areas such as education for the
handicapped, teacher training, students’ rights to privacy and due

—_—y [
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process, sex'equity; and education for the gifted. One of these re-

quire ments—the Education for All Handicapped Children Act—pro-

" vides Federal subsidies for only about 12% of the services it requires
schopl districts to deliver Requirements of the other Acts are totally

without Federal financial support Further, fost state governments
have added their own regulations In California, school districts can
be required to implement as many as 33 state categorical programs
including the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program, Alco-
hol Education, Amerjcan Indian Early Childhood Education, and
Bilingual Education. ,

» The combination of}'égufatnonswhich are not supported by fiinds
for their implementation and decreased local fiscal capacity has
created severe finantial difficultiessfor school districts. Not unex-
pectedly, districts have responded by (1) reducing the level of the

.basic instructional program and (2) using grant funds intended for
one purpose or beneficiary group to provide services for another
beneficiary group The temptation of course is to go one step further
and to seek funding which is without any restriction and which may

-l

be used. in effect—particularly during periods of fiscal difficulties— -

completely outside the field of egucation,

The Education for All Handicapped Childfen Act illustrates the
problem The Act increases special education costs tremendously—
‘for example, by requiring teachers to prepare individualized lesson
plans for each handicapped child and by encouraging mainstream-
ing—but the Federal finanaal contribution 1s relatively small.
Everyone agrees that hamiica'_pped children ghould have equitable
education, but states and school districts do not have the funds.
During the next year, about $3.5 billion n additional funds will be
required to meet special education costs. It is ynclear.where these
funds will come from." - . s n

~ -

©

. Alternatives for the Future 4

<

Ideally, any changes In the curf’ent:gygem wotild build on the(
positive outcomes of existing programs. What we need is more clar-
ity and simplicity in the current system, while ensuring that Fed-
eral funds are used to pﬁvnde supplemental services for target pop-
ulations. - e . .

There are a wide variety of alternative proposals which are being
discussed by government and professionalecommunities. Although.
several of these proposals may have some merit‘,'t}ierejs insufficient
information abaut thejr implications to’advocate one over another.
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. It may be useful, however, to note a few examples of options which
should be examined. A L
One set of suggestions propose incremental changes in the current.
system to make programs more efficient. For example, the RAND
studies suggest that we recognize the permanence of multiple pro-
grams and 1mprove their management." Under this proposal, both
local and Federal action 1s needed Locab districts can limit the
nurgber of programs offered in each school, and give the responsi-
bility for program coordination to district officials, who have more
time to spend on administrative mattegs, rather than to principals
and teachers Federal officials can help by not adding new pro-
. grams, by recognizing the problems reg'ulting from requirements
which do not provide funding, and by helping multi-program schools
integrate their Federal programs.
‘ Another suggestion for simplifying program marragement 1s to
exempt from certain Federal.regulations those states with high ex-
- penditures for disadvantaged children.

Finally, there are a set of proposals for various types of Federal
program consolidation aimed at reducing administrative burdens.
These 1nclude, for examplé, (1) consolidation of categorical pro-

_grams with similar purposes¥into a single broad category serving
the same target population, and (2) making block grants to states
without regulations as to how the funds should be used. ’ .

« Depending on how the programs are designed, 1t may be feasible
to 1mplement the first proposal for consolidation and continue to
provide supplemental services for needy students However the sec-
ond proposal—the proposal for block grants—would threajen ‘the
conS}deffable progress that has been achieved in designing effective
Fedéral education programs. Programs without funding control typ-
1cally provide general purpose government support rather than in-
creasing overall education expenditures or providing extra services

b for the children who need them the most. If Federal subsidies are

needed to relieve the financial preblems of states, that issue should
be argued on 1ts merits. We should not assume, however, that under
such circumstances the funds are hikely to increase the qualty of
. education or go to population“gr’oups that need them the most.
. In short, experience during the psst 15 years indicates that Fed-
.. eral programs can make an lmportaht contributior to educational

. achievement. The Federal Government can provide“funds to needy

areas of the country and to specific population groups. There are

) " some unintended outcomes and problems of multiple programs; the

-y . a
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most significant problems stem from a lack of clarity and coordi-
natmn 1n the current system and from requlreﬁgents without finan-
cial support There 15> 4 need to make the current system more ef-

fitient  without changing the, basic objectives of providiny
supplemental services to the neediest students. >
-+ ,

.
-
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The explosion of federal education programs n the late Sixties and early

. Seventies tmpused some severe strains on the then-Office of Education. As
the number of funded programs mounted, U.S.0.E. found itself scrambling
to keep up with new demands on its already-strained managerial resources.

Outsidg critics during this period were not slow to belabor the federal ed-
ucation bureaucracy. But, although policymakers in the Office of Education
could plausibly retort that many,of the problems they faced were not of their
own making, many senior officials were troubled by the drift of federal edu-
cation policy. -

As the authors note, the follouing piece was originally drafted as an inter-
nal staff document in 1975-1976 by John W. Evans, then Assistant Com-
mussioner of Education for Plannmg, Budget and Evaluation, and Cora P.
Beebe, then Director of the Division of Planning and Budget in the Office of
Education. It illustrates a fundamental irony of the middle and late Seven-
ties—while those outside Washington often pictured US.O.E. as an implac-
able, if often bewildered, leviathan, those inside the agency were far more
aware of its internal divisions and problems.

Readers will judge how accurate a portrayal of today's federal education .

‘ policy this piece remains.
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. For most of the 1970s the two of us wer

CLARIFYIHG THE FEDERA'L ROLE IN
EDUCATION :

Cora P. Beebe ) v
John W. Evans™ - o

'

Introduction ¢

] ohsible for the plan-
ning and budgeting activities of the then /Office of Education
in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare (Evans as
Assistant Commissioner of Education for Planning, Budgeting and
Evaluation, and Beebe as Director of the Division of Planning and
Budget). As anyone whe has worked in governmental operations
knows, their pace of. operation is so frenetic, and their daily de-
mands-so pre-empting, that reflection about their goals and pur,
poses is nearly impossible. Indeed, there are many who believg that -
the basic function’ of planning and budgeting cannot coexist in the *
same organization because the on-rushing pace of the budgetary
schedule drives outany effort at thoughtful planning or analysis. .
Nevertheless, we found intellectually intolerable the{{ask of pre- -
paring annual budget requests to the Congress which amounted t
little’ more than exercises in incremental budgeting. The federal
education program structure consists ofmere than one hundred sep-
arately authorized and appropriated programs which have, over the -
years, grown up through a process of largely aimless accumulation.
The programs range in size from several hundred thousand to sev-
éral billion dollars. They cover virtually all population groups in

— . ‘
* Cora Beebe 18 now Assistant Secretary for Admimistration, U S Treasury De-

<
partment. John W Evans 18 Assistant Vice President and Director of the Western
Regional Offices of the Education Testing Service in Berkeley, California
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the society, and deal with every educational topic from home eco-
nomics to school desegregation. But neither the programs them-
selves nor the amount of resources allocated to them has been de-
rived from any considered judgment of an appropriate federal role
or an explicit statement of educational priorities.

Thus, for both the Executive Branch and the Congress the annual
budget. legislation cycle has consisted of proposing still more addi-
tions to the program structure in the form of new legislation, and
adding unrationalized increments to the programs with the most
vociferous constituencies. Though such a non-system characterizes
the budgetary procedures for many public agencies at the state and
local as well as the federal level, we wanted very much to change
1t..What this meant was attacking the basic question of the federal
role 1n American_education. Only by develdping an/explicit concep-
tion of the federal role, we reasoned, would it become possible to
make other than ad hoc judgments about whether the federal gov-
ernment rather than state or local levels of government should be
responsible for specific.educational functions and programs.

What follows is our effort to produce such a formulation and pro-
voke a debate around it. The material is in spartan outline form,
extracted from briefing material we prepared at that time for pre-
sentation to various decision.makers in the Executive Branch. It is -
not intended as a current document—although we would argue that
many of the concerns expressed here are-still valid.

We should add that the original statement dealt not only with
the theoretical concerns reflected here, but with the need for some -
prescriptions about what a proper federal role should inclufe. We
played out, in short, some of the consequences of this approach in
terms of desirable program and budget options. For reasons of space,
and because of the passage of time, these options are not included
here (although further information is available for the archivally
inclined from the authors). . '

As for the outcome of this effort, suffice it to say that while many
expressed appreciation for the ground-breaking character of the ex-
ercise it has only marginal influence as a reference point for mak-
ing determinations about the appropriateness of programs for fed-
eral sponsorship.or for allocating scarce resources. In the end, other,
considerations, including political ones, dominated the judgment as
to what programs should exist and what resources they should re-
ceive. ' N .

Despite this essentially unsuccessful outcome of our effort, we are
not”cynical about it nor do we believe that it was wasted. Neith&‘
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do we believe that the goal of rational planning for governmental
programs and expenditures should be abandoned. For planners and
analysts fresh from the protected environs of academia, there is a
haid lesson to learn. the real world of governmental programs, laws,
and budgets 1s predominantly political, and reflects the pluralistic
character of our society and the electorate. It can hardly be other-
wise. Nor should 1t be. But even though rational, statistically based
decision models and planning mechanisms are not likely to become
the principal basis for governmental decision making, it is wrong
to concJude that they can have no influence at all. All governmental
processes are becoming increasingly subject to assessment by ra-
tional and objective standards.

As we write this in early 1981, a new effort is under way by a
new administration to tackle the problem of what educational pro-
grams and expenditures the federal government should support
Many believe at this point that these efforts too will run aground
1n many place3 on the shoals of entrenched political interests, but
1t seems likely alsp that rational efforts to define the federal role in
American.education will reappear and that they will have increas-
ing impact ¢h the decisions that are made.

Clarifying the Federal Role

1. The Federal role in American education is small and likely to
remawn so. The Education Division’s fiscal 1977 budget of about
$9 billion 1s only six percent of the total national expenditures on
education of $135 bhillion.

Even adding in the expenditures of all other federal agencies—
for programs such as the G.I. Bill, school lunches, Defense Depart-
ment schools and the like—would bring the federal total up to $21
billion or 15 per cent of the national cdst of education.

At the same time the tradition of loéal control remains strong.
Thex?ls no prospect of 4 totally centralized of' “European minis-
try” 4ystem in sight. °

Another factor restraining any expansion of federal expendltures
1s the competmon for funds from other pressmg areas of domestic
expenditures, such as welfare.

2. Although small, the federal role in American education is not
concentrated, specialized or focused on any consciously selected mis-
sion or area of résponsibility. Rather, it has grown up through a
process of ad hoc accretion.

\\° " (7/ ) .\o
- @ .




/

Current Policy Dilemmas

Thus, the Federal government supports programs in almost every
educational area addressed to almost all educational target popu-
lations and 1nstitutions:

. Content Areas and Target Populations
Addressed by Federal Education Programs

Content Areas

Target Populdtions
and Institutions

v

. 1 Compensatory Education 1 Egonomically Disadvantaged
2 Teacher Training 2 College Students (Both M1
3 Postsecondary Student Aid Class & Disadvantag ﬁd‘?
4 Impact Aid 3 Migrants
5 Research, Development, 4 Handicapped
' Demonstration and Dissemination 5 Indians
6 State Admimstration Support 6 State Departmen ducation
7 Bilingual Education 7 College & Universitie
8 Drug Abuse Education 8 Libraries
9 Vocaticnal Education 9 Illiterate Adults
10 Ethnic Studies 10 Veterans ¢
11 Environmental Education 11 The Non-English Speaking
12 Desegregation 12 Local School Districts
13 Library Support 13 Vocational/Technical Schools ~ *
14 Work-Study 14. State Institutions
15 Internauonal Education 15 Dependent Schools
16 Construction
17 Metric Education ' .
18 Career Education °
19 Consumer and Homemaking N’
. Education
20 Arts and Humanities Education
21 Educational TV
22 -Cooperative Education
23 Communty Schools -
24 Food Programs (
25 Early Childhood Education
26. Science Education ) . -
27 Reading .

.

3. There s also much wnconsistency and unclarity about the nature
and limits of Federal responsibility. When is it appropriate to as-
sume full responsibijlity, and payyfor ‘all needed services? When is

. 1t appropriate to develop and demonstrate effective techniques and
approaches, and leave actual implementation and service delivery
up to the states and localities? This dilemma over.strategy and '

2
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¢

purpost+can be seen in many Pederal programa—for example Foll(Qv
Through and Bilingual Education. .

4 Not only dves the substance and direction of the Federal role
lack clear definition, but the pattern also reflects the ad hoc nature"
of Federal involvement in American education. . '

When put 1n comparative terms, some of the funding patterns
within Fedéral aid to education appear hard to understand '

For example. 1n the Federal budget

e We are spending twice as much on libraries as we are on Bi-

* hngual education. . )
% e We are spending 35 timés as much on aiding college students

" as we are on educational programs for, illiterate adults.

* We are spending 20 times as much on direct educatidnal serv-
ice programs as we are on all educatipnal research, develop-
ment, demonstration. and dissemination combined.

¢ We are spending twice as much on vocational education as we
are on desegregation assistance.

o We are spending the same amount on the "B" part ’the’
Impact Aid program as we are on Indian education.

e We are spending four times as much 6n consumer and home-
making education as we are on career education.

ve We are aiding 80% of the disadvantaged college students

through the Basic Grants program, but only 40% of the ele-
. mentary and seconddry students eligible for Title L. .

It 15 doubtful that the choices and trade-offs that we have in fact =
made reflect conscious decisions about 'what the Federal priorities
are and how scarce Federal dollars should be allocated. )

5. Achieving a clarification of the Fedéral role in education can
have important and far reaching benefits. :

It can help clarify the complementary responsibilities of the dif-
ferent‘ievela of government, and thereby reduce the ungulded
groth of conflicting and overlapping programs and activities at
the Federal, state and local levels of government. -

—It can help stem the continued ad hoc growth of the Federal
education structure by providing both the Executive and
Congressional branches with, a basis for judging what. will
surely be an increasingly large and diverse number of propos-
als for the Federal government to fund education programs‘

—It wall allow the limited Federal dollars to be concettrated on
problems and programs that are properly the respousibility of
the Federal government and of high educational priority.

—It will underscore and reinforce the limited Federal role in *

v
.
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education and avoid intrusions on areas that properly should
be reserved to the .states.

»

Proposed Criteria for the Federal Role

1. In the absence of special and compelling reaggns to the con-
trary, the provision of basic educational services is a state and
local responsibility. . )

2. The Federal government 1s responsible for preserving indi-

. vtduals’ fundamental rights tq equitable partmpatton tn the
educational system.

.3 The Federal government is responsible for compensating for
Federally-imposed financial blirdens, in areas suchas Impact
Aid and Veterans’ Educational Beneﬁts . .

4. "I‘he Federal government properly has the responsibility for

‘assessing the status and progress of American education.”™*

5 The Federal government has a primary responsibility, in
partnership with the states and with the postsecondary and
private sectors, for providing leadership in improving the
quality and relevance of American education, through Te-
search, development, demonstration and evaluation efforts.

. It is appropriately the Federal government’s responsibility
to intervene in order to deal with critical educationa] prob-
lems which have serious national consequences and are beyond
the ability (or, sometimes, willingness) of statellocal govern-
-ments to solve. ) .

Criterion 6 has its major application in three areas:

a. assuring that ¢ritical personnel shortages do not have crip-
" pling effects on the nation’s economy and the functioning of
its basic institutions.

. supporting compensatory education programs because of the
mahifold natipnal consequences of educational disadvantage-
ment among a sizeable portion of the populatlon, in unem-
ployment and loss of productivity, welfaxe costs, crime, lack
of individualized opportunities, etc.

c. equalizing educational opportunity for postsecondary edwsg-
tion, where comprehensive systems of free public education
do not exist.

Chiterion 6 currently, and properl,};, justiﬁes the expenditures of”

most Education Division program dollars .

’

N «

* The amginal U.S Office of Education establishment act of ‘1862 set this out as
the major function of the Office [(Edutor}
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Where the Criteria Lead

Although many of the current Education Division programs fit
comfortably within one or more of these criteria, a number clearly

do not. Although some of these are relatively small in terms:of

federal employees and dollars, some are of significant size In any
case, whether small or large, the mere existence, of these programs
imposes significant costs on the Federal government. The drain on
scarce dollars may be less significant than the drain on other scarce
resources—particularly by diverting time, staff and attention away
from realizing more 1mportant objectives and by making the Edu-
cation Division needlessly over-bureaucratic and cumbersome.

.The clear thplication of this logic is that concentrating current
efforts on a smaller but more coherent array of USOE programs
would be educationally, managenially, and fiscally desirable.

As much as a third of tl?:%;(istmg budget for the Education Di-

" vision could profitably be re-déployed in this way, over time.

Remaining Issues

8

The purpose' of this discussion is to lay out .a theoretical model
which will serve as a template against which to measure the exist-
ing education program array..

This model 1s only the first step in an effort to rationalize that
array. It leaves many questions for.subsequent discussion.

For instance, the model does not indicate the relative priorities
among the criteria. It does not indicate how to determine or carry
out an optimum strategy for programs that fit the criteria. Nor does
1t reveal how to improve program interconnections and efficiency

These strategy and trade-off considerations usually dominate
whatever discussions of policy are allowed by the day-to-day de-
mands of maraging 120+ programs. They should continue to do*so.
But their ultimate reSolution will depend on an explicit ratlonall-
zatiof of the federal role.

Role, Strategy and Priority

Given the limited resources and leverage avatlable,at the Federal
level, interventions must be carefully tailored on truly major prob-
lems, They must also attempt’to use strategies that maximize the
return on investment.

As a general rule, proposals for Federal aid should be evaluated
in terms of the following kinds of ‘questiQns:

3
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In terms of these criteria, what 15 the need for the effort? What
data are available to,docum¥nt the extent of the educational
problem?

Given the exitence Ofd documented problem that satisfies the
above criteria, how would Fefleral interverition 1n the area
meet the criteria defining the Federal role 1n education” Why
should not or cannot the problem be left to Stat\e, local or
private efforts” In other words, does this problem have any
relatiopship to the proper Federal role 1n education?

If there 1> a need that propérly fallsawithin the sphére of Fed-
eral actions, why policy should the Federd] government pur-
sue” What should the government’s objectives be?

Once policy 1s settled, what programmatic strategy should be
adopted to reach this goal?

Finally, how does the program relate to the central educa-
tional problems the Federal government must deal with? In
other words, what is the priority?

In pursuing this process, careful distinctions should be made
among the av ailable program strategies. Even after the th shold
question of Federal role and responsibility 1s answered, it is Vital
tu avoid the uncritical acceptance of cost-sharing or service- ornented
approaches Logic and experience both suggest that the.most effec-
tive use of¥Federal funds 1s to supplement basehne state and local
tand private) efforts rather than supplant them

Given this outlook, then, it makes sense to determine whether a
given problem cannot be solved through solutions that emphasize
as far as possible catalytic efforts that inject 1nnovations into on-
going practices or else build state and local capacities ,

If a capacity-building approach is not feasible—because of the
intractability and cost of the problen and or the 1nability or un-

willingness of the state and local agencies to provideddequate sery-

1ces—and if the problem has a high enough natiefial priority, then
supplementary services may be justified And, finally, in the ex-
traordinary cases where the usual patterns of state and local sup-
port are not present, there may be justification for the direct pro-
vision of services by the Federal government.

Clearly either of the latter two approaches will be expensive, lim-
iting the Federal government’s ability to put resources into other
areas that prorise large payoffs. Therefore, as far as possible with-
out sacrificing national priprities, the capacity-building approach
should be the Federal strategy of first-choice

¢
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Oneé example where capacity building would apply is the Bilin-
gual Education Program (ESEA VII), which is an effort to build the
bilingual resources available to the system to the point that State

.+and local agencies will be able to offer high quality bilingual in-
stzuction. But the important thing 1s that the federal government,
le)urbumg its aim of 1mmproving the bilingual capacities of the®
system as a whole. should resist the constant pressures to provide
general services instead of improving thie overall effectiveness of

. the system

An example of a capacity building effort within a larger program
area is the Special Education Persunnel Development program This
training program supphes needed trained personnel in a shortage
area through direct fellowship support. At the same time it provides

_ institutional aid that increases the quahity and quantity of training
programs In the long run, this type' of effort is designed to build
local capacities to the- pomt that Federal training funds are no 1
longer needed

The pre-eminent example of “supplementary Services” is, of
course. ESEA Title I, which gives State and local agencies the added
resources needed to attack the educational effects of poverty.

Finally, an example of direct support is the provision of Impact
Aid funds to other Federal agencies as compensation for educationat
outlays they have made. (For instance, the Office of Education com-
pensates the Defense Department for the costs of operating base
schools for military dependents.) °

The distinctions in program strategy between capacity-building,
supplementary costs and direct support are most clear-cut in the
area of elementary and secondary education—an area with a fairly
clear structure for.the delivery of services. Yet the basic rationale
1s also applicable to postsecondar); education. Here also the three
types of approaches mentioned above exist—as for instance in the
.capacity building efforts pursued by the Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Education, the “supplementary” types of ald ex-
emplified by the Ba$ic Grants approach, and the direct services
funded by the Language Training and Area Studies Programs.

There is, to be sure, one vital difference betwéen the two fields.
With the single, though important, exceptjon of handicapped chil-
drep, all children in the United States have access to some form of
free public education. The problem in elementary and secondary
education i1s not to opeQ the gates but to improve the structure itself.

This 1s not the case in higher education. During the past 20 years
a consensus has emerged that giving all of the “college-age” and




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

48 Current Poltcy Dilemmas

adult population the opportunity far postsecondary education is an
important national goal. But the gates to postsecondary education
(as well as adult basic and continuing education) are still partly
shut. In order to meet this national goal, the Federal government
has put priority on the provision’of aécess to postsecondary educa-
tion rather than on qualitative improvement. .

However, this important djfference in educational policy should -
not mask the problem, common to both areas, .of setting priorities
and determining the appropriate Federal role. This is more than a
mechanical exercise, even if the appropriateness of some type of
effort 1s generally conceded. It is a common‘temptation to allocate
Federal education funds by “sector”—so much for postsecondary
education, say, or so much “for the Indians”—without a real effort
to weigh needs and possibilities against each other in a disciplined
and coordinated way. This paper has attempted to avoid this ap-
proach and develop plans keyed to priorities for the agency as a
whole, set against criteria for an appropriate Federal role.

These distinctions are important precisely because of the general
tendency of existing programs to move in a “service” direction.
Unless this inherent tendency is carefully controlled, within a few
years the Education Division is all too’likely to be left with a du-
plicative array of service-oriented effort$, none fully meeting edu-
cational needs, all competing vigorously for fungds, few if any reglly
pursuing the innovative and catalytic efforts that should be the

Federal government’s main concern.
@
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_ Unti recently, much of the debate about the existing array of federal ed-
ucation programs could bé glassified easily, if a. bit arbitrarly-="liberals”
emphasized the value of the pfograms in making certain that scarce resofrces
were not dribbled away, while "conservatives” attacked the programs for
eroding local control over education. The first group accused the second of -
indifference to the real problems of disadvantaged and minority students;
the second group blasted th first for fostering statism under the cloak of
cwil mghts. These presumptions dominated the debate through the Sixties
., and Seventiés. - . | R e
" "FHere are, however,, signs that the,C()mfortablg. liberal-conservative di-
ac /fﬁmﬁ is atarfing to.break down, as observers from both camps find, com-
«moft groundeand cdmmon problems. - ot .
. Iﬁ their plet for a more "hol istic” approach to federal aid, Harriet Bern-
steurt” aﬂﬂ&%an M,q;g]tddftxerpgliﬁf( the new kinds of criticism that federal
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* CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS: PAST
AND PRESENT -

Harriet T.' Bernstein and Daniel W. Merenda*®

“The trouble with categorical progrt'z‘ms is that the programs are cat-
egorical and the children are not ...”
- State Superintendent—1980

.

s

N@‘bservant residents of the educational countryside have watched
the birth, growth and development of categorical services programs,
noting the ebb and flow of conflicts between the “parent” federal
government and the “family” of educators and children most in
need of educational success. This paper provides a brief historical
perspective on the origins of categorical programs, some general
sense of how those programs have evolved over time, and an anal-
ysis of the assumptions imbedded in the Elementary and Secondary

.Education Act (ESEA) categorical programs. With the benefits of
hindsight and ¢ontemporary findings from the research community
about schools and schooling, we will analyze and explore the prob-
lems associated with the army of federal programs converging Upon
and doing battle within the confines of the public school campus
- Finally, our paper concludes with recommendations for consder-
ation by federal policymakers seeking to improve the effectiveness
of federal interventions in compensatory education Just as scien-
tists involved 1n research on recombinant DNA have{been required

_to insure the safety of their labs as they restructure genes and
tinker with chromosomes. which affect the fature of life itself, so

« Harmet T Bernstein, now a Semor Associate of the Institute for Educational
Leadership, 1s the former Presideht of the Montgomery County, Maryland, School
Board Damiel W Merenda i1s Deputy Director, National School Volunteer Program

. He was formerly an Assistant to the Secretary of Health and Human Services a
Sup&rintendent of Schools 1n the U.S. Virgin Islands.
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- 7/
must.educational policy makers be cautioned to control their class-
room experiments lest they create a national epidemic ¢f disjointed,
fragmented m‘titutlons, previously known as the public educa-
tional system.

Houw the Idea of Categorical Aid Proliferated .

Although the federal government has offered categorical aid for

education for a long time tth::.némith-Hughes Vocational Education

<program of 1917 is a prime example), these programs were rela-
tively small until fifteen years ago. The categorical aid concept grew
in the Sixties more from the discovery of a workable political strat-
egy than from an educational analysis of the needs of disadvantaged
children. Looking at the nature ofthese programs today, one might
infer that the basis for‘;é:e categorical approach was the common-
sense 1dea that limited federal funds should be reserved for the
benefit ofgthose children that had been historically neglected and
who needed extra help. While this was one justification, it was not
the foremost one 1n the minds of the framers of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965." -

In post-Wofld War II,America, progressive educational leaders at .
every level of governance shared & concern over the fiscal plight of
the schools. The war forced local school districts to postpone needed
construction, and the post-war baby boom further intensified the
school housing crisis. Not only were teachers in short supply; they
were organizing and demanding better salaries.

For more than a decade, liberals struggled to enact some form of
general aid to the schools. They were opposed by a formidable co-
alition composed of Southern Democrats, conservatiye Republicans,
those in charge of Catholic and other private schools, and sorge
educators and parents. Conservatives opposed general aid to edu-
cation on constitutional and political unds, claiming that the
states alone were responsible for public edudation and fearing that
federal aid would further centralize power in Washington. Catholic
forces opposed federal aid unless private schools were included, but
strict separationists vigorously opposed any aid bill which gave
money to religious. schools. The Powell Amendment, which barred
the use of federal funds in racially segregated institutions, mobi-
lized Southern opposition against general aid bills until the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 made the amendment redundant. Additionally,
many Senators and Congressmen feared thatgqgeneral aid to the
schools would su?Ject them to endless demands for more money. In
this context, the idea of categorical aid as a compromise method for

/ | 30 ‘ -
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’

breaking the deadlock over federal aid to education gradually
emerged. Categorical aid to disadvantaged children, whether in,
public or parochial schools, was constitutionally feasible and polit-
ically palatable under the “child benefit” doctrine.

Thus categorical aid and the concept of “targéting” was in the
first instance the product of a long and frustrating search for a
politically acceptable way-to help the schools, and not the product
of a search for an educationally sound method of raising the achieve-
ment levels of poor and minority children. The decision of the Cath-
olic forées to join with the ESEA proponents opened a political wén-
dow through which the federal government could pass some badly
needed money to the schools. Although most state and local edu-
cators would have preferred general aid for construction and salar-
les, they were desperate for resources and disinclined to look the
federal gft horse in the mouth. The moment arrived when many
forces coalesced around a new and hopeful piece of legislation After
extended debate, ESEA and its major educational service delivery
program, Title I, passed through Congress in record time.

Precisely because the legislative shape of the categorical ap-
proach was dictated primarily by politics rather than educational
philosophy. however, the Congressional debate did little to clarify
legislative ntent or determine the way in which thege categorical
programs would actuaily be run The flow of implementation deci-

" sions owed little to the political compromises that gave birth to the
programs, and everything to the underlying assumptions of liberal
educatdrs. .

Underlying Assumptions in 'I‘it}e I >

The assumptions that shaped the implementation of the ESEA
package, particularly Title I, embodied the soaring optimism of the
Johnson era. The consciousness that informed that legislation, the
regulations, and the administrative attitudes rested on certain be-
liefs, prevalent at the time, about the nature of poverty, the causes
of educational failure, the relationship between money and student

“achievement, and the manageability of social programs. The year
1965 was a time of such flamboyant confidence in newly emerging
data from the social sciences, in newly devised management tech-
niqués, and n the solvability of social problems that little time was
spent worrying about possible unintended side effects.” Senator
Wayne Morse of Oregon raised a concern about the possible néga-
tive effects of labéling children as poor and was promised by HEW
officials that Title I children would not be so labeled, but his point,

.
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1t seems. was swept under 1n the tide of Great Socne’L) ebullience.

With the distance provided by 15 vears of experience, it 1s now
possible to examine some of those inherent assumptions. Using Ti-
tlel as an exemplar, this papef will 1dentify those assumptions,
assess their present dasy vahdity, and speculate on the reasons mdny
of them have gone unexamined . .

‘Happy Materzalzanz .

ESEA Title 1. like many other Great Society. Programs, was
shaped by the deeply held and widely shared behef that education
was a powerful way to abolish ignorance, which\would in turn wipe
out the remaining pockets of poverty in the United States through
the creation of jebs-and efforts Such as Head Start, civil rights in
housing. employment and voting and better health care services. It
was believedr that poor and disadvantaged children would be able
to lift themselves up and compete in the mainstream of American
Iife if they were provided with equal educational opportunities

* through u Targe concentration of federal funds which would com-

~

pensate for 1nadequate state and local resources.’

That belief. implicit 1n the liberal credo of the time, wa€%o strong
that 1t was able to overwhelm the contrary evidence presented in
the first"Coleman.report, which found that resources were not as

unequally distributed bgsween minority and white schools as most
people ass Althgugh Coleman’s findings regardmg resource
distribution have sinc€ been widely challenge({, their 1mplications

were not 5o much-attacked at the time as ignored. They had little
effect on education policy We can speculate that llberals were af-

« o
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fronted by Coleman’s conclusions because they challenged laneral
belief 1n the malleability of social conditions, conservatives, by a
challenge to their central belief in individual social mobility. For
whaté¥er reason, Coleman’s findings—that unequal outcomes had
more, to do with fam#§y background than with school resources—
were not absorbed into either the pohtical culture or the legislative
process

After the ESEA legislation passed through Congress, the Office
of Education was faced with an unfamiliar ‘task. Having no suitable
structure for the adminmstration of a categorgpal program of service

. delivery, USOE initially lodged Title I in a general admimstrative

unit and not in a separate program office.’ Officials in the Office of
Education had differing interpretations of the new program, sonfe
seeing it as a form of general aid and others understanding the
program as compensatory and categorical in character.
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War on poverty and civil rights groups soon were stung by what
they regarded as a misuse of federal funds that were supposed to be
,e‘n’pbﬁr:emary to local programs and intended only for disadvan-
taged children. There were charges of “cheating” and suspicious-'
ness about the motives of local educators Pressured by these
groups, the federal government began to tighten the rules govern-
ing Title I expenditures.” The elan that had accompanied the initial
stages of the program began to sour a bit as federal distrust became
incorporated into law and regulation
The direct beneficianes of Title qunds-—admmistrators at the
state, local and building Jevel, teachers, aides, specialists, and mem-
bers of parent advisor) councifs—soon became a powerful consti-
tuency for the 1dea that money. kept strictly targeted for the benefit
of ehigble children and no others;was the prime factor in achieving
educational equity for disadvantaged children. That constituency
~ would fight many battles to keep monies targeted and prevent fed-
eral resources, from being spread over the whole school population 7
Strict targeting of money (and, as a consequence, the increasing
segregation of the children and their teachers and aides) was linked
to the 1dea of remediation for past inequahty, which was in turn
linked to “compensatory” programs, parent power, and jobs for
minonity parents. Education, per se, was not the focal point of their
struggle, the proper direction.of money was. Just as the initial im; -
petus for Title I was essentially political, and not strictly educa-
. tronal, so also was the anmimating force that shaped the program'’s
evolution 1n 1its first years. It now appears in retrospect that every-
one was assuming that money would lead to results. If you could
nail the money down long enough, eventually good things would
happen for the disadvantaged children. v
Title T money would soon become equated with those items the
federal government allowed schools to purchase—special teachers,
aides, auxihary speciah’sts, equipment and materials In many
schools, the rush of new money. or unspent money at the end of the
fiscal year, led to lavish spending on items that could not really be
absorbed into the educational program’ All the while federal offi-
crals présumed that the mixture of purchaseable items were the .
essential ingredients for an educational _breadloaf, with the local
school supplying the yeast. ) '
Assumptions About Poverty :
The federal commitment to poor children was shaped by the con-
cepts of poverty that were prevalent in the mid-1960’s. Going
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through the history of that period, it is difficult to escape the con-
clusion that most people thought of poverty as an absolute, rather
than a relative condition. There are many references in the docu-
ments to hifting up the “bottom quartile™ or the bottom third of
the population to the median.

In the input-oriented atmosphere of the 1960's compensatory ed-

ucation was not seen. 1n the first instance, as a way to fund a better
quahity of teaching and learning for disadvantaged children, but as
a matter of buying “more” things (extra time, more books, desks,
microscopes, etc ' It was as if education were a commeodity, hike a
chicken or an apartment, rather than a process.

The-hqpe of Title I was that the provision of “more” education
for disadvantaged children would compensate for the past neglect
and present discrimination, that they would catch up with the oth-
ers because they would be guaranteed the same as other children
tcomparability ! plus a little more (supplementary funds). The focus
on poverty eligibility compensatory services would begin to rein-
force the connections 1n people’s minds between low 1ncome and
low achievement The new belief that poverty was not only highly
correlated with but causal to poor school performance would become
moré and more a self-fulfilling prophecy, eventually obliterating
the 19th century perception that barefoot boys could become clas-
sical scholars, and that not allsgth kids were smart.

These views seem, 1n retrospect, overly simphstic.

The idea that poor people needed more money (or the things
money could buy ) 1s sensible enough if the need is for food, rent, or
specific job training When applied to education, however, the con-

\ cept is a Iittle less suitable. The translation of need into satisfaction
becomes very complex when the mediating institutions are as com-
plex as schodls. .

When applied to schooling, the absolute conception of poverty
falls short, for other reasons. For many poor children, the sting of
poverty was a relative matter It had to do with the fit of the other
‘children’s clothes or the size of their houses. It was often the feeling
that your parents weren't respected in the community, or that the
teachers didn't think you were very smart. Title I would come to
reinforce those feelings for many children when they were separated
out from other children to be taught down the hall by a remedial

reading specialist. ,

As we enter the 1980’s there is a é’rowing body of research that
challenges the 1960's viewpoint about poverty and 1its effects. Poor
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- .
children, say the challengers, do less well because teachers, admin:
1strators,.and policymakers expect them to do less well® Leaving
aside for the moment the question of whether or not there are really

-] Q differences between races, there 1s still the problem of why so
many ghetto children don't learn to read and count. The “school
improvement” researchers say they can, and point to the growing
number of schools in poor communities that maintain their students
on their grade level Practitioners in these schools reject the view
that poverty, broken homes, single-parent families, high transiency
rates, or expectant mothers who subsist on potato chips are.legiti-
mate excuses for low school achievement. ' @

The succwess of some schools and some teachers within unsuccess-
ful schools, as well as the research ‘arising from the “school effec-
tiveness movement” should be carefully examified by the Congress
tuo determine whether the assumptions about poverty inherent in
"the present structure foster or inhibit school success for disadvan-
taged children. . . ..

Assumptions About the Social Sciences

The history of ESEA reveals a vaulting optimism about new 1deas
from several disciplines that feed into educational thought—psy-
chology, sociology, psychiatry, and medicine.® In 1965 many people
béheved that school psychologists social workers, reading diagnos-
ticians, nurses, and measurement experts would be able to comple-
ment the work of 'teachers in ways that would overcome the “defi-
ciencies” that hacf been identified by these disciplines. Indeed, the
dea of deficiencies, both sogial and individual, was the substratum
of socialthinking of tha peg'nod. Title I permitted, even encouraged,
the employment of t}% sﬂecnalists and the ideas they carried with
them

The language l:/z/d to anticipate the interplay between specialists
and teachers wag borrowed from medicine—pathology, diagnosis,
prescription, treatment, remediation—suggesting that the deficien-

“cies were to be found 1n the heads and bodies of individual children
and, their parents, and not in the teacher, the school, or the curric-
utum. This way of looking at things tended to result in children
with various problems being separated out from others just as ill
people are hospitalized for treatment.

The medical model, as applied to education, can be seen as a
metaphor for the world view gf the 1960’s poverty warriors. In
federal education service programs, the new cadre of social scien-
tists eager to help the disadvantaged went,off to the schools with

—
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the blemnga of, their profcsuondl groups and the United States
government. The) arrived ont the scene with a linear approach that
focused on the individual ¢hild and his undetected pathology. Di-
agnosts was done with tests and interviews with the individual
child He was seldom observed 1n a natural context——the classroom
or the home. Powrt) was the generic disegse, but the diagnosis
involy ed various manifestations of the disease—"emotional disturb-
ance.” ‘hyperachiyaty.” “perceptual defieits” or immatunity If
the expert made any recommenidation at all, 1t was usually a gen-
eral preseription, such as«"smaller class.” or “individualized in-
structivn”, or more “personal attention * Reports on students sel-
dom contained an analysis of the child's strengths on which the
teacher could build a teaching strategy. Teachers rarely got any
specific advice about the “Monday morning” ramificationd of the
deficieney The power structure did not encourage specialists to
comment un the teacher's competence, the school curriculum, the
s¢chool district’s budget. or any other factors that might have pre-
vented the recommerfded treatment from being carried out.

Before the psychological sciences rose to prominence in educa-
tional circles, being “behind” in school was seen as a position rel-
ative to other children who were “ahead.” The arrival of the era
of educational diagnosis, however, would cause many teachers, who
were ever respectful of their assumed intellectual betters, to see
children who were “behind” 1n school as having a condition rather

_than a position Thaf condition had to do with certain dark fofces

in the human mind, which were not thought to be alterable by
group-oriented teaching within the regular classroom. Diagnosis
tended to arrest thought,.or to stop effort.

What was not understood in 1965 was that the new disciplines
were themselves part of the social and political system. There was
an overemphasts upon the individual and an underemphasis on the
ecolugy of the classroom. There was a tendency to “blame the sys-
tem” While the enlightenment about individual human charac-
teristics that emerged from these disciplines would be helpful to
education 1n some ways, the concepts emerging from that formu-
latiun would cause harm by dn overemphasis on the individual and
the negative, and a failure to address the systemic and the positive.

While there can be no doubt that a nurse who spots a medical
problem and garners commanity resources to solve it is very useful,
and no one can quibble with a school social worker who takes a
myopic child to get eyeglasses or an unshod child to the shoestore,
the role of the specialists becomes very complex when one moves
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from the realm of the physical to the psychological.
" School psychologists, for example, are most typically pre-doctoral
persons with httle chnical experience. They are better equipped to
administer mental and ps) chological tests than to interpret them
for the benefit of teachers, or work jointly with those teachers to
develop classroom strategies based on psychological findings.
Reading diagnosticians, to take another example, are believed by
many to be practitioners of a science that can detect the fauses of
reading failure and recommend useful strateges for teachers. Stud-
jes recently conducted at the Institute for Research on Teaching at
Michigan. State University, however, would suggest that reading
diagnostics 15 far from being a science Highly regarded reading
diagnosticians reached widely varying conclusions on the same
cases.’and even contradicted their own findings very often when_
presented with disguised duplicate cases.' :
There 15 httle doubt that knowledge from other disciplines can be
uséful to education. but much more needs to be known about the
relevance of various disciplines to classroom settings and teacher
guandries. Based orf his research, Lawrence Lezotte at Michigan
State has concluded that most teacher training programs have
“drawn too much of their curricular content from the discipline of
psychology and have not drawn enough of their content from other
relevant disciphnes, especially sociology " Noting that psychology,
as a discipline, 1s oriented toward the study of individuals, Lezotte
says: “There 1s nothing more tragic than watching a beginning
teacher try to utihze psychological concepts and principles appro-

s

. priate for an individual to a group of 28 students or try to organize

the group of 28 students so that they can work with one student at
a time.” Lezotte also points out the power of sociological insights
to 1mprove student, moti‘(atnoﬁ and learning, citing research on’
group learning games.'!

Assumptions About Management .

In 1965, the success of Program Planning and Budgeting Systems
{PPBS;) 1n, Secretary McNamara's Department of Defense led many
people to beheve that sophisticated new management systems
would 1mprove efficiency and productivity 1n other public bureau-
cracies, including education. Although the ESEA legislation did not

officially incorporate PPBS into law, the assumptions that under-

girded PPBS found their way into the managerial posture of the -
federal government. But the widespread faith in “"good manage-’

ment” was misplaced.

.
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The mew management systems lsuch as PPBS, Managemeht by
¢ Objectives, and, later. Zero-Based Budgeting) assume that an in-
stitution s like a product-oriented, corporate pyramid They assume
reasonable spans of control, clear lines of cuntrol and communica-
tion between levels and layers, and above all specific, measureable
goals. Even 1n 19635, theorists of the new management app;oaches
‘said that goals were the hinchpin of their schemes, but the federal
government was reluctant to become the national educational goal-
setter The federal ideal, in a general sense, was to assure that a
child educated in rural Mississippr would be able to function in
Cleveland, but there werg no specific educational goals established
as the centerpiece for the federal educational programs such as Ti-
tlel

Sume federal officials hopgd that State Departments of Education
wouldXill the gap, setting the goals that the U.S. Office of Education
could not or would not formulate. There was an awareness that the
State Educational Agencies were weak and, for that reason, ESEA
made ‘provisions for “strengthening” State Departments of Edu-
Natmn Federally funded personnel in the state agencies were to
formulate state plans, review local plans momtor local programs,
" Pprucess jeports to the federal government, and measure student
achievement. What was apparently not understood at the time was
that State Departments of Education,were weak for inherenf rea-
sons. State .Boards and State Superintendents were generally ap-
pointed, not elected. They ran no sthools, and therefore had no sig-
nificant power to allotate resources. Local school boards, on the
other hand, were elected, levied taxes, and allocated benefits to
schoo'l‘ patrons. State agencies had been traditionally shy in assert-
ing their constitutional authority over education because they
lacked real power. Even with the infusion of federal funds, the state
ejiucatlon departments would continue to be timid partners of the
federal government and reluctant dragons to the locals.” Except in
highly organized states, goal setting would be kept to the most lofty
level, and there would be few if any consequences for schools or
school districts that failed to meet the goals How, after all, coyld
the state tell the locality what to do when the local taxpayers sup-

ported the scheols and elected their own local policy makers?
Because of this abnegation and the compliance orientation in
Washington, over time the federal governmept's management ap-
proach evolved into an intricate and burdensome reporting system"
designed to measure the degree to which federal money went tq poor

-
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children 1n poor neighborhoods It did not have any specific educa-
_twnal gogls for those poor children, and even though it developed
requirements for reporting their educational progress, there was no
penilty for educational faillure—only a penalty for various lapses
in the targeting of money to target'children Without the most es-
sential piece of the new management theory—educational goals—
the federal munagement of Title I and othergcategorical programs
became consumed with prucess and bereft of educational substance.

The federal government was not alone in its infatuation with
mudern management technigues State and local educators made
repeated efforts to use the systems-oriented approaches. The results
were meagre and Short-lived. (Test data, gathered to inform the
policymaking process the school district level, was frequently
unsuitablé for pdal)aia and equally unsuitable for use by
teachers ' The most visible result of those attempts to extend such
information-oriented systems to the school- building level has been -«
to add to the paperwork burdens of school staffs, particularly prin-
cipals Instead of functioning as instructional leaders and teacher
trainers. they spend far too much of their tlme filling out forms and
writing proposals . %‘

Despite all of these mechanistic approaches to improving educa-
tional managément. the nation’s schools aré still unsure of their
goals. and stall very unlikely to connect planning and funding W
educational success ur failure Degpite the talk about management,
the past fifteen years have brought little serious effort to improve
the overall quality of educational leadership. Intelligently planned '
and coordinated 1n-service training for teachers 1s rare enough, for
prmupals and supervisors—despite the smorgasbord gfindividual
courses and programs—sophisticated career development has been
almost totally absent.

Federal programs such as Title I contribute to and reu{orce this
situation in several ways—by increasing paperwork demapds under
the spur of audit problems, by draining managerial time and talent
into the creation and maintenance of special programs, and by di-
verting mn-service dollars and attention toward those marginal pro-
grams. and away from the core academic programs of the school. At
the same time, the disappearance of promising early federal efforts
to improve the quality of educational personrmel, plus the teacher
glut of the past decade, has further increased a trend toward edu-
cational particulansm.

<
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Assumptions About the Concentration of Poverty = - .
Another assumption 1mbedded in the categorical approach was

that concgntrations of poor and mmorityachil'dren create a concen-

tration of negative effects. That circumstance, the theory goes. re-

quires a critical mass of resources to combat the problems '* That *

behef. when comBined with the federal government’s desire to con-
sene scarce resuurces and account to the public for its expenditures,
led to successive refinements in the federal concept of “targeting,”
and to increasingly restrictive regulations. :

During the early years of Title I, the Congressional.intent was
ngflully exphcit and the U S Office of Education had not yet geared
1ts hdminstrative structure toward the categorical approath Some
achool districts used Title I money to support Title I schools, freeing
16cal monies for other non-eligible sche#ts A series of structural
provisions were added to tHe law_in subsequent years to erisure that
schuol districts maintained their existing level of effort rather than
cubstitute federal funds for local ones; to ensure that school level
services in.Title [ schools were comparable to the level 1n non-Title
schools. and to ensure that funds directed toward particular eligible
studdnts in Title I schools subplemented, rather than supplanted
local funds.* Later on, Congress added the “excess cost” require;
ment to the others. stipulating that Title [ rhoney must only be used
for services beyond the ordinary instructional program.

[

Effects of Assumptions  °

All of these provisions would come to be seen by federal officials
through an 1deahistic focus. The stringent effort to frake sure local
school districts didn't, “cheat”, thé belief that*federal vigildnce
was an essential protection against local politics and the‘callousness
or downnght bigotry of local school officials, became a part of the
lore of Washington. Local edicational officials bristled at each new
federal regulation and tended toward a petulant stance

Early on. the adult beneficiaries of Title [—state and local ad-
ministrators. Title I teachers and aides, auxiliary personnel, mem-

bers of parent advisory councils, and local civil rights groups ‘be- *

came the natural constituency of Title I. They lobbied successfully
to excuse Title I teachers from school-wide chores like-lunch duty,
bus.duty, and playground duty." It was argued that such tasks
involved the supervision of non-eligible children, thereby supplant-
ing local funds which would have ordinanly been used for that pur-
pose . . T PN
The problem 1s that many of these restrictions ignore the culture

.
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of the school and create distinctions thgt are both arbitrary and
capricious. )

The accretion of rules, all designed to insure the integrity of fed- -
eral funds, has resulted 1n the strict segregation of textbooks and .
equipment within schools, with Title I books &nd Title I mimeo-
graph machines being forbndden to other children in the school. It
has resulted in children being pulled out of their regular classes at
inopportune moments to receive “special” instruction. It has even
resulted in the labelling of Title I paste pots Districts have abol-
1ished class field trips because the Title I auditors would not aflow
the non-Title I children to ride free with the Title I children (vio-
lation of "supplement not supplant”) nor_-would they allow the non-
Title T children to be paid for out of 'rv'al fundc (viglation of “com- °
parability”).* ) ©

Special privileges accorded Title I teachers and aides have re-
sulted 1n corrosive status divisions within faculties. Those working
on federal*funds have also been discriminated against, sometimes,
being denied tenure. “Title” teachers have tended to give their
loyalties to the vertical column of educators running Through the
district central office, the state department of education, and ‘the
US Department of Education, rather than to the horizont4l layer
of fellow faculty. )

While the framers of ESEA and the managers of subsequent reau-
thorizations have feared that any local actiens which diluted the
federal dosage would hurt the children most in.need, they do not
appear to have been concerned that the segregatlon of children,
teachers, materials, and loyalties would weaken the dosage suf)plled
by the basic school program where the Title I children spent most
of their days. - .

Finally, there is little evidence that the federal officials have se-
riously confronted the evidence about the power of expectancy. As
ESEA has become nstitutionalized, m‘} thoughtful practitioners
have become concerned about the depressing effects of the cdtegor-
ical programs, particularly Title I. upon teacher expectations’ for,
children The conspicious segregation of poor and’ low-achieving
children, combined with “child deficit” and “social deficit” think-
ing, has created a powerful set of excuses for kéepi,ng poor ‘and
minority children down “Low-income families,” “broken homes,” .
“single-parent famihes,” high transiency rates have become easy
explaflations for why “target” children are years behind in reading

L

* Under this interpretation of the comparability rules, local funds should either

be used to pay for all children tincluding Title | students), or none

»
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and math. Society has come to expect that those children cannot
learn as other’children do. - ' .
Since eligible children within individual schools are chosen on
the basis of low achievement tand the law encourages that only
those with th€ greatest need be served), there is an additional. fi-
nancial disincentive to expect much and achieve well. If all the
children 1n a Title I school were to miraculously start achieving on
grade level, the school would lgse 1ts qxtré positions and materials*
after a year's grace period. If some of the children improve, they
face the prospect of being “promoted” out of Title I services. )
The féderal assumption that concentrations of poor children pro-
duce a concentration of problems still appears to be a valid as-
sumption 1n the vgst majority of circumstances. Yet a few schools
here and there are producing average or superior results with poor
ghetto kids or puor rural kids. Although the number of such cases
1s still quite small, the existence of these schools would suggest that
assymptiuns about the concentration of poverty problems are not
immutably true A serious redesign af federal categoricglprograms
should include an analysis of incentives and disifygentives, st%tus
1ssues within schools, and the powerful role of expectations. |

Federal Non-Interference in Curriculum <L

Another underlying agsumption of federal categorical programs
15 that Lheay do not 1nfluence the curriculum, Passing out money an‘d
accounting for 1t 1s thought to be completely separate from the con-
trol of curriculum, Federal officials need to beheve that If it were
not so, they would be faced with a prickly constitutional question
about the federal role in education. They see the federa’l role as a
modest effort in technical assistance or as a major; financial assis-
tance.

‘By. the'narrowest defi hitnqn of curriculum, federal categorical pro-
grams leave the school districts fiee to define the program of stud-
tes. the books, and the teaching methods. However, any definition
of curriculym which includes the time spent on various subjects,
the daily schedule, the exposulyg of children to peer influences, the
sacial_ system’ of .the school or the effects of testing upon what is
taught, wéuld strain the federal claim of non-interference in cur-
ricular matters., T - -

This é’!udipus federal effort not to ‘interfere” in curriculum has
been heightened, oddly, by the sorry fate of efforts to evaluate the
success of categorical programs.

A federal requirement for program evaluations was written into

+
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the lawan 1965. States were required to report on the progress of
children 1n federal categorical programs. Since the early years of
the program, most of the evaluation money has been passed on to
the states. which have—under federal prodding—emphasized a rel:
atively narrow view of program success The evaluation program
has concentrated on the “basics”, and has developed into a fairly
basic interpretation of the “basics”.
Although measuring the effects of publicly funded programs in
' education 1s a sound 1dea, the nature and effects of the present
measurement system bear some close Congressional scrutiny Mea-
suring i‘he most narrowly measurable things may result in teaching
on a very low level—little bitty bo pks with tiny httle words in order
to pass very simple tests. The pms)ntnve state of the art of measure-
ment, when combined with low expectations and financiai disincen-
tives, can severely inhibit the schools from trying mnovatlve ways
‘o stretch V\He\chlldren out.
. The problem of test-controlling the curriculum is hardly a federal
problem. It 15 an issue at every level of the educational system But
a careful review of categorical programs and their evaluative fea-
tures ought to include an analysis of the effects of very circum;
scribed evaluation efforts upon the whole attempt, and a determmed
reach for higher standards and broader evaluation strategies
Assumptzons About Parent Inuoluement
Initially the framers of ESEA gave the Commissioner of Educa-
tion discretionary authority to establish parent advisory councils at
the school district level " Eventually Congress incorporated the
parent advisory structure into law, mandating both district and
school level councils. Ultimately, even the number of members and  *
the frequency of meetings were legislated. Civil rights groups lob-
bied successfully for an adversarial style of parent involvement.
Parents wereto watchdog the program to make sure it was well -
designed
The record does not show whether those who mandated parent
advisory councils believed that the requirement for consultation
ahd sign-off would evolve into some form of school-site democracy,
but 1t 1s clear that they believed 1t to be “an important means of
increasing the effectiveness of programs.”™ There is no evidence
to suggest that they anticipated the ease with which local school
officals could co-opt the PACs. Parents were given a number of
perquisites, such as occasional trips to conventions and baby -sitting
money, but nu real power. Such status in the community as could
- -
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be derived from membership on the PACs was more honorary than
substantial. In 1965, the role alldttedjﬂo/pvarents was as much as
local school officials would stand for.

Giving due credit for good 1ntentions, it now. seems that the role
of parent “imvolvement” (left undefined) was primarily a political
rather than an educational move. Although 1t was conceived as a
check and bulance against the presumably unsympathethic local
school officials who were dominated, then and now, by the majori-
tarian charactenstics of local school politics, the federal mandate
*for parental participation has not been effective. In fact, recent find-

T g Ings 1n;hcate the "the creators of the mandated grolips not only

]
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control their actions, they determine the system of répresentation
and often select the members and even leaders of these organiza-
tions, and that the leaders and members of these organizations are
the least policy oriented ™" In short, PACs have {gen treated as
a pulitical problem, and 1solated as a polhitical threat, by school sys-
tems that have felt threatened by the adversarnal style many PACs
adopted

. If the advocacy function of PAC’s has been effectively nullified
by the very federal mandate that was intended to enhance it, there
remains the “service” function that parents can perform for the
schools 'Service” cap involve representing other parents’ views

“menial chores around the/school—running dittos, serving food, etc
Finally, “service” can be‘defined as helping children learn—either
1n or out of school—and that vision of service, while it lacks the
pungent political appeal of the 1970’s style of advocacy, may be the
most direct line to improving educational quality as well as equity
Although many school principals have been able to redirect the
energies of the PAC toward the remforcement of children’s learn-"
ing, 1t has been 1n spite of rather than because of the federal posture
toward parent involvement. :

During the forthcoming authorization process, Congress should
thoughtfully consider whether the benefits of watchdogging, partic-
ularly without real power, outweigh the benefits of collaboration
around educational goals. In a recent article in the Pht Delta Kap-
pan, Benjamin Bloom cites the research on the significance of par-
ents’ roles 1n thé development of language, encouragement of chil-
dren to learn, aspirations of parentsfortheir children, and provision

" to school authorities—or Zﬁﬂice ean be defined as doing relatively

— of help when needed." Recent attempts to alter these hofue vari-

ables suggest that 1t can be done, and is a powerful strategy.'* But
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that approach 1s far away from the present adversarial role en-
couraged by federal statute and attitude.

If Congress-feels that it cannot give up on the struggle to empower
parents of children who are among the unlov ed, unappreciated, or
untaught, then 1>8%ould look at the alternative process laid out in
P.L. 94-142, which gives parents built-in due process and sign-off
rights on the Indixidual Education Plan.

The Evolution'of Categagical Programs v

The assumptions that appear to have shaped TitleI, the oldest
and largest of the categorical programs, have also tended to fix the
pattern for subsequnt categorical service programs. The structural

-"provisions designed to segregate the money (and the children as a
cunsequence! from the regular school program are present. They are
all constructed on the “service delivery” model, with a dispropor-
tionate emphasis on material resources and an inherent tilt toward
a “child deficit” or “social deficit” world view. .

There are, however, discernible differences in the more recently:
enacted categorical programs that reflect a small, change in the
political and educational consc¢iousness of-the Cangréss Even in the -
most recent authorization of Title I, there is evidehce of a sl1ght

“movement toward a more holistic view of education.

The Bilingual Education Act, for example, differs from Title I in
two 1mportant respects. First, it deals with the substance of what
ehgible childrer are to learn (English). Secondly, it provides fund-
ing for reseapch into the critical area of language acquisition—a
potential benéfit to all children. B

The most recent major categorical progiam, P.L. 94-142, ex-
presses a further departure from the assumptions of TitleI As
noted earlier, patents are given specific powers relating to the ed-
ucationt of their own children. Also, the “medical model” is more
imphcitly rejected, perhaps because the handicapped have been |
more victimized by it than any other group of citizens. In the man-
«date to prov1de handlcapped children wrth the “least restrlctlve en-
vironment” and the push toward “mainstreaming,” the law
seems to recognize the relationship between socialization with peers
and academic progress, It is irgnic that some poor minority children
with normal 1ntelligence aregbeing pulled cut of regular classes
several times a day to partake of various supplementary services-
while some handicapped children with a degree of mental insuffi-

- clency are sitting in regular classrooms all day. Such a conceptual
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mghtmare begs for sume thoughtful consideration by the best think-
ers in the nation. N
Title I has recently inched toward recognition of the importance
of the schools as a whole 1n the tnstrumentation of instruction Ti-
tle I teachers will no longer be exempt from their share of general
school duties. In a half-hearted recognition of the value of whole-
school planning, a “whole school” option 1s now possible, albeit
with the approval of the Seefetary of Education and requirement
that there be at least 70% .ehgjible Title I children in the school The
forthcoming guidelines are _gaid to include “can do” as well as
“don't do” language, 1llustrating ways that a school can conduct
m-school Title I programs and avoid “pull-out” strategies
< _These slight shifts seem to be in response to a growing chorus of

.

local school. officials, many with 1mpeccable credentials in civil .
rights, who are critical of the educational impact of categorical pro- -
grams. N

Item. A creative supermtendent in a very poor northeastern city
_says. "Federal programs are based on a pathology model.
You have to have something wrong with you to get into
*them.. The federal government doesn’t, give mioney to
treat the mainstream of education from which the chil-
dren are pulled How do they expect the kids to go back
into the regular program which failed them in the first

s place?”

Item In a battered old school house “in south Texas, four “Ti-

tle” teachers work?fn four temporary but opulent class- .

- rooms parked on tfe four corners of the building. They
work 1n air-conditfoned comfort and are surrounded by, a
glut of new and sophisticated materials and equipment.
Meanwhile, the teacher in the regular classroom works in
unbearable haat with books that are tattered and ethno-
centric Most of the childien are Chicano migrant works -
ers. The teacher cannot keep track of which kids missed

. which lesson sinee most of the children are pulled out
three and four times a day. The assistant superintendent
wishes he could have the whole pot of federal money and
design an integrated. instructional program for all the
children. At a minimum, he would like just a little money
to hold after school or Saturday workshops for his teachers'
so they could agree on instructional objectives for all
classes and programs. He believes that approach would”

©
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minimize some of the fragmentation caused by categorical
programs. . '

These e‘{dmp]gfa illustrate some of the problenis inherent in tar- ~ ' .*-
geting aid to Jow-status childrert Ther Washington v1ewpomt-—-that

) money should go only to the children most 1n need—sounds so rea-

sonable, but in the context of all the other factors that are operating
in the school. 1t seems to inhilsit the progress of the very children
the Congress intends_ to help. Elizabeth VanderPutLen now w1th s
the NIE school finance study project. writes:
“One of the fundamental impediments to the 1 plementatnon
of federal pohty appears to be found 1n the conflt of the two
% cultures The culture of the, school, whether at the elementary,
.secondary. or college level differs fundamentally from the cul-
ture of the government wheshe-at the local, state or federal . . .
The school. for example, tends to emphasize the individual, the
intellectual. the long term The government tends to emphasnze .
society's needs, equ1ty, and the short term.”2¢ -
After 15 years of operation, Title I can now claim that most Title I°
+ children are making a month's educational progress for each month
in the program. Many people are proud of that outcome. The fact,
(15, however, that most of those children are several years behind
1 their peers 1n reading and math. Students who graduated from high .

ol with elementary level readméiand math skills, or who drop
because school seems so dlff'cult “have little chance to become
full:blown American cmzqns whethef in the economic or civic
arena. To be satisfied wath the current level of academic attainmsnt
15 to accept the belief that these children can only do that well and

> no better. -

.
e s

Th'e Categorical Jungle-
As if the problems associated with one categorical program wer“e !
not enough, the altuatlon in schools with more than one program '
1s becoming mcreasmgl) desperate. There are conflicts between the
regulations of the several programs. In an era of declining re- . -
sources, numerous duplcations and overlaps between ‘and among
the categorical programs, the base program suffers from inattention
and 15 beset with frequent intervuptiofis. At the federal level, there
1s already. considerable awareness of the problem, but remedies
seem very slow in‘coming. .
The prospect of general federal aid to education seems remote.
Not only does it pose constitutional problems; in the current fiscal
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.chimate. 1t would seem politically beyond consideration Grants coy-
solidation 1> another proposed reedy. and that has considerable
appeal tu those who worry about the paperwork burden and the

« cuntinuing problem of oversight through monitoring and auditing

If. however, the assumptions of ESEA are rooted in another era and
are educatwonally unsound. grants consolidation would be an act of
legislative laziness which would perpetuate the faulty assumptions
A better way out. 1t would seem, 15 a fundamental re-analysis of the
federal role in elementary and secondary education The idea of
categorical prugrams may still be a useful strategy. and the current
manifestation of the catggorical 1dea 18 not Written in concrete Nor
1s the “child benefit™ doctrine a priort incompatible with less re-
stricted farms of aid.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Federal categorical programs were an educatienal by-product of
a political efpedient, designed to secure the passage of ESEA. They
reflected and continue to reflect the general Zettgeist of the 1960s™
The Congress and the federal government can be justifiably proud
of the changes 1n education ethos that have come about largely

. through their efforts in the field of civil rights, equal opportunity,

and compensatory programs for thosg members of our society that
had been. and continue to be, disadvantaged through the actions of
_the majority. The existence of so many state and local compensatory
programs. above and bgyond those provided and required by the
federal government, 13 good witness to the revolution in intention$
that has taken place over the last 15 years, narrowing the gap
between the cultures of the schools and the federal government
Those 1ntentions, however, have not resulted in a significant nar-
rowing of the gaps 1n educational achievement between the rich

and the poor - .

Although a number of evaluations of Title I have been conducted
by the National Institute of Education, the assumptions that formi
the warp and woof of federal categorical programs (and the, state

. and local ones that tend to be modelled on federal efforts) have not

been rigorously challenged at the policymaking level. Dysfunctional

_ structures and belief systems have gone, fo¥'the most part, unchal-

lenged, in the main, because the groups of adults that directly ben-
efit from these programs—bureaucrats, parent advisory council
members, mmority group leaders—have exercised their political
muscle out of understandable self interest and out of the belief that

-
K
-
-
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< . .

these programs would ultimately benefit their special interest
group.
~ The prohiferation of these programs, each with thelr supporting

interest group, has created an educational environment more con-
cerned with who gets federal education money than with the edu-
cation gotten. Programs such as Title I have had effects that have
been both unfgreseen and damaging The basic school program,
where eligible children spend most of their day, has tended to be
structurally unrelatel to the speaal programs, and both basic and
supplementary programs have been impoverished as a result. Those
students whu were already 1solated from the mainstream commu-
mity have become further isolated. The belief systems of the several
professions that define the character of American education have
1ignored the power of expectancy on learning, Somehow, our good ¢
intentions have gofie Awry,.and it is time to look again.

Avoiding a mayjbr revolution in public education may reguire a
minor revol /in policy direction from the federal level. A'serious
redirection of federal effort will necessitate a stripping away of the
Washington myth that the federal government does not interfere
with curriculum. The entire concept of “supplement versus sup-
plant” 1s out of place with regard to education programming and
curriculum. Categocal programs should not supplement the local
programs, that 1s they should not be added on to what already ex-
15ts, creating some three-legged aberration expected to better serve
students 1n need. Rather than supplementation, the concept of in-
tegration of progrgms tnto the overall curriculum should be intro-
duced at the local level. ‘ e

If influence on long term societal needs is truly the goal of federal
government, then 1t does no good to maintain that categorical pro-
grams do not influence what is taught in the schools. The plain fact
is that curriculum is currently influenced at the local fevel by fed
eral programs .

That being the case, then let us begin to discuss methods to ensure
that programmatic changes will be controlled at the local level.
Local curriculum ‘developers should be required to plan for integra-
tion of programs to determine how best to utilize federal funding,
by gcategory of student if necessary, but always integrating pro-
grams 1nto the overall educational program Doing this will require
a more holistic view of schools and schooling, and a much more
vigorous and effective strategy to identify arld disseminate success-
ful school programs. More research is needed—research which is of

. . /
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practical use to teachers. principals and school district administra-
tors and policymakers. Most importantly, the U S. Congress needs
to declare 1ts intention to promote higher standards in educational
achievement, and do 1t 1n language that will make clear that “High

Standards” are not ehtist code words but a national aspiration for

all children. ¢
How Federal Categorical Programs Might Be Organized

In declaring national educational goals, the Congress and the
Secretary of Education would be exercising moral leadership in ad-
dition to announcing program requirements The states, however,
would be required to estabhish goals and standards as a precondition
for receiving federal educational monies. Integration of federal and
state educational goals, providing some structure with meaningful
scope and sequence, would reinforce the school district’s effort to
réduce fragmentation of federal, state a-d lotal programs and would
result 1 4 more coordinated delivery of educational services at the
school level.

The present categorical structure, divided according to various
classes of children seen to be 1n need of federal protection, could be
maintamed at the federal level in order to preserve identifiable
power centers and technical assistance mechanisms for those sub-
groups with unique needs. Servige programs for poor and educa-
tionally disadvantaged children (Title ), for handicapped children
(P.L. 94-142), for children in newly desegregated schools (Emer-
gency School Assistance Act), and for children with limited English-
speaking abihity (Bilingual Education Act) could be kept intact The
states would receive formula and discretionarygfunding based on
their accounting of need 1n the several categories Bhe federal gov-

ernment could continue to control the distribution of federal funds-

to the states, the school distritt, and the 1ndividual school site so as
to ensure that federal funds were directed toward schools with the
highest percentages of children with greater needs.

Once the money got to the schoolhouse door, However, all federal
compensatory education funds would be consolidated. The school
_ would be required to develop. a whole-school plan for the utilization
of the federal funds..The federal government could require the
whole-school plan to include camplemegtary (rather than supple*
mentary) programs for students with identified needs. A facul§
training component would be a re/:quiremént {as opposed to “Ti# ’

staff only), Thé school plan would be subject to a formal exterhal
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critique according to a prucess designed by the states and the school
districts

Schuuls that failed to accomplish the established goals would be
subject to a luss uf federal funds unless they could demonstrate that
4 new school-wide plan could reasonably be expected to succeed.”
Technical assistance in planning and staff training could be pro-
vided to schools that had failed to meet the goals

The federal state monitoring and auditing process would focus
more on school improvement than is currently the case An Indi-
vidual Education Plan for all students tnot just the handicapped)
identified as needing extra assistance could be a federal require-
ment. and the Judgements of munitors and auditors would be based
un the relationship between those plans and student achievement
Program monitors from state agencies would assist school-site fa-
culties by making them aware of successful programs elsewhere,
‘and arrange for school visits and faculty exchanges

The federal government could make maximum use of its unique
advanm%—d national perspective. States and school districts hun-
ger for perspective. The Department of Education could invest much
more uf its resources into the identification and dissemination of
successful practices, good curriculum, and useful research findings
The present technical assistance programs are too small and too
structurally separate from the operating categorical programs The
two functions need to be integrated and made more robust.

Another unique federal role is in the funding of educational re-
search Unfortunately, research falls low on the priority hst of many
federal.policy makers It does not Have much of a national consti-
tuency But if we are to solve our national educational problems,
we need to know more about teaching and learning, and we need
. to organize new knowledge in ways that are usefu%o practitioners
in schools.
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The conflicting views on the nature of the federal role tn education came
to the surface durtng the long and butter debate over whether to create a new
US Department of Education Ultimately the proponents of the new De-
partment precailed—at least for a time However, the drafters of the estab-
lishing legislation for the Department tvok special (and unsuccessful) pains

| tuease the feurs uf those who saw i a Cabinet-level Department of Education
" the precurser of a centralized. dvnmineering “munistry of education” oi the
European model . ‘
These special pains took two forms unusually strong admonitory lan-
. guage. buth in the bull creating the Department and tn the accompanying
Congresswnal commuttee reports, that restated the limuted nature of the fed*
. eral role and the privacy of state and local power-in educatorn. and the
creation of a watchdog Intergoternmental Aduvisory Council on Education
(IACE)
The following section includes parts of the Report on the Senate Govern-
« ¢ mental Affairs Commuttee vn the Senate’s version of the Department of Ed-
ucation Orgamization Act,* as well as remarks by Arthur E Wise to the first
meeting of the IAGE Wise. a RAND Corporation analyst, was one of the
drafters of ‘the IACE section of the enabling act.

~§mw Report 96-49. "Department of Education Organization Act of 1979 (S
210)." March, 1979
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Improving the Federal Government’s
Responsibilities in Education

PROBLEMS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION

-
e

The Commuttee’s conisideration of Department of Education leg-
1slation comes at a time when problems in Amercian education are’
particularly serious. L .

While Americans continue to strongly believe in education as the
key to success and fulfillment, their confidence in the capabilities
of our educational institutions continues to fall. Recent polls con-
tinue to show that more than half of the public feels the quality of
ducation in our schools is declining.

With the decline in confidence comes a decline in educational

areness and interest, and a drop-off of parent involvement in the

chools. . .

This low level of confidence stems from a variety of sources.
Achivement and collegt entrance test scores show a persistent, long
decline over the last decade. More and more students are found to
énter- collegeswith deficiencies in basic skills. Many colleges and
universities are resorting to their own basic skills tests and brush-

» up courses. .

Recent Federal studies have shown students are becoming more
disitlusioned with their public schools. Student absenteeism is on
_the rise. There is a shocking escalation in vandalism. A large num-
ber of teachers are either hurt or killed each year by violent stu-
dents. The schools are losing their abilfty to be instruments of social
change by this disillusionment.

. School officials continue to be perplexed by the problem of recon-
ciling declining enrollments and increasing costs. As the birth rate
in the US. continues its steady downturn, inflation has driven up
the cost-of,educating children. Instead of being able to save mo%

>

v -

o 77

ERIC -~ 476

r

4

r

O . O ) 7 o \




758 Current Policy Dilemmas

where fewer students are attending school, a local school district
today 15 actually paying more than, before.

A disturbing result of this lack of confidence is the rebellion of
many American taxpayers against taxes to finance public educa-
tiun Bund issues are being defeated 1n record numbers. Many States
are being furced to totally change their methods of financing pubhic
schouls because of orders hunded down by the courts States and*
localities spend the greatest amount of theiwr budgets—approxi-
mately 40 percent—for education.

These problems are serious, but there is no Looxdmated effort
from the Federal level to help localities. While a Department of
Education 1n and of 1tself could not solve education’s tremendous
problems, its primary purpose will be to supplement the States’
and localies’ efforts to deal with these problems ,

A FederatDepartment of Education should not directly improve
American education It 1s not intended to do so, because that is
really the province and duty of the States and localities. However,
the Commttee believes better orgamization and management of
Federal education programs will better assist States and iot'.“’alities
to mmprove educatiort for students In the long run, the level of con-
fidence might rise and parents will take a more active role in help-

_ ing-their local school districts fulfill their job.

The Committee believes the Department of Education will have
&/ positive, beneficial, indirect effect on improving American edu-
cation and assisting parents and educators 1n the drive for educa-
tional improvement. v

A Legitimate Federal Role

The Federal government has been involved in education for more
than a century. It has reacted responsibly 1n meeting needs when

ERIC
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~States, localities, and private institutions had dithiculty meeting
them The obvious examples are the passage of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and the National Defense Education Act.
In all cases, Congress has been careful to stick to the Constitution-
ally-backed principle that the Federal role is limited to supple-
menting, not supplanting State and local prerogatives and rights
in determining their individual educational program.

The Federal role in education, therefore, is a legitimate but re-
stramed one Today, there are.important Federal policies and pro-
grams to aid education in the United States. They include:

Guaranteeing equal access to educational opportunities;
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Conducting and disseminating comprehensive research into new
ideas. trends.or problems in education; ‘

Providing ussistance to States and localitiesqfor educating the
handicapped or disadvantaged; :

"Providing valuable complementary financial assistance to States
and locahties so as to msure the people are receiving a quality
-education; and ’

Maintaining significant higher education loan and grant pro-
yrams tu open Bors for all students desiring to continue their, ed-
ucation,beyond public school. - .

This role has grown from the $400 milhon budgeted for the U S.
Office of Education 1n 1953 when HEW was created, to more than
$25 billion today . scattered about 40 different Federal agencies The
budget of the Education Division of HEW—which will make up the
core of the new Department—alone exceeds $13 billion, which is
more than the budgets of five existing Cabinet departments (State,
Justice, Commerce, Interior. and -Energy).

The Federal activity 1n supporting education is of such a suffi-
» clently large magnitude and size as to justify independent Cabinet

status. Its activities are given strong popular support by the Amer-

ican public It 15 too 1mportant to be mismanaged or denigrated
within the Federal government structure.

.

State.and Local Responsibilities for Education

The Committee carefully considered the question of whether the
Department means Federal interference in or dominance of State
and local policymiaking. States and their political subdivisions have.
the constitutional right to determine their own education needs and
policies The bill reinforces this principle  »

£

=Y,

S— sndments iptroduced last year by Senators Roth and Danforth,
addressed this @ncern. These amendments are contained in the
present bill’and have been further refined. Hearings held by -the
Committee this year focused particularly on the question of the
effect of the establishment of the Department on education deci-
sionmaking at the State and local level and on whether the estab-
lishment of the Department wotdd mean more Federal control. Var-
1ous groups testifying before the Committee specifically directed
their comments to this area. Organizations testifying included the
National Conference of State Legislatures, the National School
Boards Association, the National Goverflor’s Association, the
Counéil of Chief State School Officerssthe National Association of

P
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" State Boards of Education, and the E&ucation Commission of the
States » .

James McIntyre, Darector of the Office of Management and Bud-
get. commented that the Department would not'change the Federal
government's role 1in education There has long been a tradition in
the United States for local control of education. S 210 recognizes
this principly and recognizes that the Department’s responsibility
1> to enforce existing laws and administer existing programs more
effectively. )

The creation of a Department of Education is supported by State
and lucal groups who say they fear more Federal intrusior will be
caused by the existing fragmented, uncoordinated, undccountable,
and low-level bureaucracy.

The hearings before the Committee highlighted this view that the
eptablishment of the Departmrent would, in effect, be a check on
Federal ehcroachment.-Mr. McIntyre stated:

<+ with the establishment of such a Department and making the
Secretary ur the educational programs more accountable, along with
the greater visibility © * * there would be greater and public debate
about any type of either perceived or proposed changes in (the) Fed-
eral role 4

Commussioner Boyer commented further:

% My best judgment 1s that 1n fact (the Department) will help pro-
tect against iencroachment; What I see now are decisions that are
going on every day * * * regulations are bemg written * * * The lack

. of clarity and structure, the lack of clear and fixed accountability
I think lead to the prospect of more entanglements and not less

2.

. - S 210 underlines the unique relationship of the Federal govern-
ment with States and localntiés in the area of education The find-
ings> and purposes state clearly the intent of the Department with
respect tu the responsnbiliti(s of governmental entities and public
and nonpublic a es. The bill recognizes the primary responsi-
bility for éducation has 1n the past, and must continue in the future,
to reside with States, localities, public and nenpublic educational

_institutions. communities and families. It distinguishes responsi-
bilities in our Federal system by stating the primary public respon-
sibihity for education 15 reserved respectively to the states. the local
schuol systems and other ifistrumentalities of the States, and tribal
governmehts. It recognizes that one of the chief purposes of the
Degartmem'ls to supplement and complement the efforts of States

0 - .
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and localities and public and nonpublic institutions to improve the
uality of education. )

Section 103 of the bill specifically addresses the Committee’s in-
tention with respect to the establishment of the Department and
the role of the Department with fespect to State and local admin-
istration of education programs and policies The Committee ac-
cepted an amendment introduced by Senator Roth which explicitly
states the Establlshment of the Department “shall not increase the
authority of the Federal Governemnt over education or diminish .
the responsthility for education which is reserved to the States, the
local school systems and other instrumentalities of the States, and
tribal governments ” Section 103 further clarifies the intent of the
Congress with respect to establishing the Department to protect
the''rights of State, local and tribal governments and public and
nonpublic educational institutions in the areas of educational pol?/
icres and admimistration of programs, including but not limited to
competency testing and selection of curricula and program content,
and to strengthen and improve the control of such governments and
institutions over their own educational programs and policies ”
Section 103 also ensures that the transfer of any programs to the
Department does not require any particular orgamzation of related
programs or administrative networks at the state level.

Lualle Maurer, Chair of the Education Committee of the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures, testified before the Com-
mittee on the mmportance for the Department to have a “strong
institutional capacity to integrate its activities with education ac-
tivities at the State and local level ... it must be structured in a
way that will guarantee day-to-day sensitivity to education policy-
—ma*kmgTNGSIrbeheves-kha%‘éhis—eouleLbe—accomphshedhmosP S

effectively by charging the Pnder Secretary with responsibility for
intergovernmental relations.” Most Stdte and local organizations
. agreed with this concepty The Committee responded to this sugges-
tion by placing the-responsibilities for the intergovernmental re- |
lations of the Department with the Under Secretary. The Commit- \
tee has directed the Under Secretary to assure the Department
carries out 1ts functions in a manner which supplements and com-
plements the education policies, programs and procedures of States
and localities. The Under Secretary is also mandated to assure that
appropriate ofuﬁmals,wnhin the Department consult with State and
local education policy-makers concerning differences over education
" policies, programs and procedures and concerning the impact of the

« . Department’s rules and regulations on the States and localities.
o I
Q
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5 210 also includes an Intergovernmental Advisory Council on
Education The Council would act as a checK on the Department of
Education for the impact of 1ts programs on States and loc3ities

“The Council will advise the Secretary and the President on in-
tergmernmental problems, progress, and concerns regardmg edu-
tatin and intergovernmental relations

Appointed to the Council by the President would be 24 nonpar-
tisan representatives from State and local governments State and
local educational agencies and private citizens, including citizens,
students and nunpublic institution representatives The Under Sec-
retary woul® also be a member *

The effectiveness of most Federal programs depends upon the de-
livery of the service of those programs at the State or local level
where the Federal Government has limited authority. The widely-
scattered education programs have caused confusion for State, local,

. and privatg agencies with respect to fragmentation and duphcation

at the Federal level. State agencies must deal with a myriad of
agencies at the Federal level which often result in excessive
amounts of paperwork requirements. The Council will provide a
mechanism for 1nvolving those affected by the Department’s poli-
cies to facilitate intergovernmental coordination.

The Council 1s not intended to be a buffer between the Secretary
of Education and the President or Congress, nor 1s 1t expected to be
involved in the day-to-day operations of the Department or in the
annual budget process Its role is advisory.in helping the Depart-
ment work toward the attainment of Federal. State, and local ed-
ucationalgobjectives Its fécus should be upon the long-term health
of the intergovernmental system for managing education.

O
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Citizen Involvement

The Commuttee 1ntends that citizen participation in the imple-
mentation of Federal education programs be a major function of the
Department S. 210 defines as one of the major functions of the
Department "monitoring parental and public participation in pro-
grams where such participation’1s required by law, and encouraging
the involvement of parents, students, and the public in the devel-
opment and 1mplementation of departmental programs.”

Rev Jesse Jackson’s testimony before the Cofnmittee empha-
sized the necessity of parent, student and community involvement
1n the educational process. !

Presently education 1s too 1solated from these elements and the




1nzprt:z‘1/1gl the Responsibilities 83
o * - ! >
o s L,
. pesult 15 obvious and devastating 1n numerous ways—{rom in-
creased vandalisni to lower academic achievement to the weakening
of public financial support for public education * *** the recognition
that parent, citizen and student iy oly emient must play a major role
and function in a hiew department for 1t to be successful and to
rebuild the lost confidence 1 education s of vital importance

-
e

In testimony before the cofnmittee last year. Dr Carl Marburger,
direc’tor of the National Committee for Citizens in Edycation. stated
the umportance of citizen participation for increasing confidence 1n

- heools and childres's educational abilities Lack of confidence in
public schools 15 Alarming  According to the Natjonal Center for
Educational Stahstics, the percentage of peoplewith “hardly-any
confidence 1n people running education”, has nearly doubled from
1973 w 1976 ’
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NOTES ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL
~©_ RELATIONS ,

'.. - : .. Arthur E. Wise®

)
° e

Some Dilem?ﬁgs Facing the Federal Government

<

. . . ” v
N

‘

'\ »
-e - .
Certam dilemmas face the federal government as-it seeks to make
"y policy for education.

" '1;* The*federal government is accuaed of lmplementmg regula-_
tions with a heavy hand by seme
v . of failing to fully 1mplement regulations by others.
® 121 It 1s accused of building in to& much flexibility by some.

. of fallmg to be responsjve to local conditions by others.
3 It 15 acctsed of taking on too many educatlonal and soc1al

*  problems by some  * . .
. . f avoiding. the most difficult educational and social
prleems by.others . s, R

< 4 Itisaccused of responding to every educationdl fad by some
.- df being slow to change by others.
5 -It 15 accused of acting on a piecemeal basis by some.

) of attempting change that 1s too comprehensive by oth- |

. ers @ . ’ ‘
.6 T federal go»ernment 1S accused of exercising t00 much
“control by some. .

of exercising too lqttle controf by others .

3 [ —

Editor s .\ote The followmg,arudé.h based upon remarks made by Mr Wise at®
the Qrst méeting of the Intergovernnrental Advisory Counail on Education in Sep-
tember. 1980) ' .

~ ~ Arthur E W;se. now with the RA'\'D Corporatmn has written widely on edu-
cational 1ssues He was one of the principal drafters of” the provisions in the De-
partment ‘of Edusation Organization Act (Public Law 96.88, establishing Lhe Inter
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Sb Federal Stute Relattonships

Inherent bind The more the federal government does and the
, more effectively 1t doeg it. the morg 1t 15 subject to the charge that
the federal government 15, cgr{uolhng éducation

Clearly, there are different expec ‘tatiorls held out for the federal
role by different groups Sometimes groups do not behave consist-
ehtly Semé of the ~trongest opponents of an expanded federal role
will use tederal ld\\ to dLhL‘lu/ what they perceive to be important
ubjectives Sumc “of the strongest advécates of federal action will
~trenyous l\ object tu federal regulations which circumscribe their
Jactions

The Lontext of IntergO\ ernmental Relations

Lndcr the federal (on~tltutlon education 1s a function not dele- )
sited to the federal government It 1s the responsibility of states:
localities and privdte institutions From time-to-time. however the
Congress has deemed 1t 1n the national interest to enact legislation
concerning education Al times the purpo~e has been to help solve
impot tant Lativngl problems as 1 the creation of science education

Y and wareer, educdation programs, at times to ensure equality of ed-

¢

ucational opportunity for evers American regardless of race. sex.
age. ethnic, heritage, economic disadvantage or handicapping con-
dition and at times to help improve the quality of American edu-
cation by 1nvesting in research &hd dev elopment In support of th®
general welfare. the federal government has the clear mandate to
~olve natwnal problems. tu increase equality of opportupity and to
improve the education of 1ts c1t17enr\

In recent vears. the federgl role in education has expanded dra-
matically In 1960, the” Office of Education administered only
twenty prpgrams with appropriations of 3465 million Today the
Education Department administers 150 programs with appropria-
tions of about $15 billibn Changes on this order.of magnitude signal

an important development—one with majgr intergovernmental im-

plications. ’

. Sume lock at the rem agkable accomplishments of the federal gov-
ernment New curricula exist.which would not otherwise exist Ad-
ditonal funds and special prugrams serve the needs of the poor and
the educationally disadvantaged. Great progress has been made 1n

__the teachlng of beginning reading skills Many attend tollege who,

L]

would otherwise not These are accomplihments of which the \'a-
tion can justiy be proud
Others look at the growth of the federal role and observe Lhe

: *. )
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blic and private—
aber of categor-

problems 1t has brought Schools and colleges—
are subject to numerous regulations The large n
1eal programs has meant multiple. dupheatory and e conflictin
regulationa The need to ensure conformity to the réguld a
venerated o huge demand for papgrwork Many of the requirements
and much of the paperwork dare seen as not contributing to—or even
detracting from—the educationai process .
Still others view the growth of* the federal role with genuine
darm Education 1= 4 state and local respopuibility Local control
ot public ~¢hoots and autonomy for private educational institutions
are cherished ttaditions 1n American hfe With these traditions
come diversity. chuice and freedom—goals which Americans prize
The fear 18 that the federal governm¥nt may centrahze control, mit
autonomy . and reduce diversity . choice and freedom - T,
still others believe that the federal government has npt gone far
, enough 1n pursuing the objectives 1t has undertaken Tﬁere 1S not
vet full equahty of educational opportunity for all There are other
pressing r&t'mndl needs, w hich the federal government shoufd meet
There 15 always more research which needs to be done .
- In short. there 1= a great diversity of views with respect to the /
* federal role 1in education Spme believe that the federal government
‘ _should relgge primarily tu elected state officials. others that 1t
should re iR primarily to state education officials and still others
| ‘that 1t sh relate dwectly to educational institutions or 1pdivid-
\ uais <
¢ [t 1= mmportant that there be provided_a forum to confront-these
differing perceptions That forum 1> the Intergovernmental Advi- . .
sorv Counail on Education

g

‘Motivations for the Council

_ 1. One of the major motis ations f& the creation af the Educa- -
tion Department was improved management There was the”
. . realjzation that such an objective would not be fully achieved
simply by redesigning the organization chart Some man- @
agement problems have their roots 1n intergoverfimental re-
lationzhips . \ . ' .
2+ Some advocates and some opponents of the' Education De- )
partment hoped for degegulauo‘n. progFamvconsolldatmn. and . |
adminmisyrative, simplhification There was the belief*that no

.

’-
’ action on these should be Yaken without careful study
3. There was the belief that no mechanist or orgafiization was
L ]
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- )
. adequately attending to the health of the mter~governmental
system for managing education and to issues of federallsm
1n. educatiory te
41 There was the need for a mechanism to%lp allay. fears that
the "Education Department would i1ncrease federal control

and or become a “munistry of educatidn.” .

Legal Defin .mons of the Federal Role in Educatlon '

There are sewral legal sources to determine the federal role 1n

education
1+ The Constitution conains pre.scrzptzona which help to defne
the federal role in education _ -

o~ . 'ar Article I, Section 8 “The Congtess shall(have er to
provide for the . general Wwelfaref the United

States " oy R .
) b Fifth amendment.”No person shall ;. be deprived of

life. liberty. or prop ithout due process of law

o

The Cunstitution protides the bapis for a deductive approach
to defyning the federal role Exiujting federgl legislation pro-
Lides the basts for-an induciiyf Approach The multiplicity
’ & of federal education lau's mgh He categorized by a vartety of
) schema For example. fedefal purposes hgve been listed as.
«a'.To assure equahity’of educational opportumty
.b» To encourage high educational standards
¢ ' To strengthen refationships among education. training.
and work”
'd To encourage the growth of lifelbng learn)ng\opportum-
ties -~ 4
e’ To meet a variety of recognized national needs.
'f To'exercise leadership in the support of research 1n edu-
cation * . T
-FYom.a categorization such as this. ane can see that the fed-
eral role has encompassed a very broad set of purposes g
o 3" Education Department Legislatign <~ Thus legzslatzon while »
intended to define the purposes of the Education Department
nonz’?heless reteals a sense of the federal role

}02 The Congress declares that the establishment of

D

R

| SRS & -
* Pederal ln‘tjrdxz sney (ommittee on’ Education. Toward A (‘umpcg enSILE I’ederal .
" Education Polds Department of Health. Education and Welfare, April 1978

“*Publ:c La\} 96- xx
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a Department of,,é)duc‘atnon 15 1h the public interest. will
. .prumo'le the general welfare of the United States, will help -
‘ensure that education 1ssugs receive proper treatment at the -
tederal level. and will enable the federal government to co:
ordinate 1ts education actiy ities more effectively Therefore.
the purposes of this Act are~— .
Byto atrengthen the federal commitment to ensuring ac- Coe
cess 10 equal educational opportunity for every individ- .
) ual. | L G p ~
2 to supplement and complement tifefforts of states. the .
local ~chool systems and other 1nstrumentalities of the
states. the private sector. public and private educatiohal
. institutions. public and private non-profit educational
research 1nsitutions. community-based organizations.
parents and students to improve the qualu) of educa-
~>—lion @ . *
. 3 to encourage the 1anea~ed mvol\ement of thé public.
parents. and students 1n federal education programs.
4. to prumote 1mprovements 1n the quahty ‘and usefulness
l of education through federally supported research. eval-
‘ uation. and sharing of 1nformation.
© to improve the coordination of federal education pto-
d grams,
6 ,to improve the managemem and efﬁcnencx of féderal
education activities. especiaiiy with respect 1o the pro--
. cess. procedures. and admimstrative structures for the
. dispersal of federal funds. as well as the reductigq of
unnecessary and dupl;catne burdens and %onatramts
\mcludmg unnecessary paperwork. on the recipients of
federal funds. and -

w

© T tonerease the accountability of federal education pro-

d N arams«o the President. the Congress. and the pubhic ™

’ 4 Conclusion The federal role in education 1s cumulativély the

/ ) educm'mn lages u‘hu‘h hate beén enacted e

) .«Peg efinitions of What the Federal Ro]e in  ~
Education Is Not I

o

.

There are <everal legal sources to determine what the federal role .

in education 15 not
' 1 The Conststution contains certain prosc rzptzons whfch poten-

tally limat the federal role -
'a'genth Amendment - The powers not delegated tosthe
" A}
* £} ' “ . ?
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9O Federal State Relationships

* United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it
to the states. are reserved to the states respectlvely or

\ to the people ” s
‘b1 First Amendment*”Cungress shall make no law respect-
ing an establishment of rehigioh. or prohibiting the full
exercise thereof. or abndgmg the freedom of speech. or

of the press ’ g

2 Education Department Legislation The Education Depart-
ment legislation contains an apparently strong prohibition
e against federal action (Section 103 .

“a “It 1= the 1ntention of the Congress 1n the establishment
of the Department to protect the rights of state and local
ggvernments and public and private educational insti-
tutions in the areas of educational policies and adminis-

- tration of programs and to strengthen’and improve the
- contrul of such governments and institutions over their
\) vwn educational programs and policies The establish-
ment of the,Department of Educatign shalffnot increase
the authurity of the federal government over education
or dimimsh the responsibility for education which 1s re-
served to thedtates and the local school systems and other
mbtrumentalmes of the states
‘ b No provision of a program admisystered by the Secretar)
LA or by any other officers of the Department shall be con-
" strued W authorize the Secretary or any such officer to
. exercise any direction. supervision. or c¢ontrol over the
curriculum. program of instruction. administration. or
hd personnel of any_edueational institution. school, or school
system. over any accrediting agency or association. or
over the selection or content ot hibrary resources. text-
books. or other instructional- mdtenals by any educa-
. tional institution or school system. except to the extent
authorized by law ™+ . . .

Sull. lunguage stmiar to this proviston has been around since at .

least 196,)—duruzg the recent expanston o/'/ederal activity

. [

Other ways of Defining the Federal Role )

The preceding discussion of legal approaches ought to revegl that
the federal guvernment has broad latitude with respect to educa-
tion Clearly. the federalogoy ernment carrdo all that it s now doing.
ft can dd more.  can do less ¢ . . .

What principles can be used to define the federal role”

.‘ ! ‘ ‘. ; S ) . [N ." .’1.‘
O (' . .
oo L . T . .
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. Issues of cost can be llmmng'prmcnples .
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[ntergovergmental Relations Y1
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Cost
What peruentdue of the federal budget ahoul.d edueation be?

What per«.entAUe of cduuatlonal expendltureb should the federal
government bear ' & .

Should the t'ederdl objective be simply to share the costs-of educa-
tion” «Superior taxing capacity

Should the federal government. by 1ts policies. be seeKing to m-
crease aggregate expenditures on education?

Or should the federal gqvernmcnt by 1ts polncnea be seeking to

contain educational expenditures?
¢ E

What percentage of GNP should the Nation spend on education”
’ .

s Should th?fcderdl objective be simply to 1ncrease expenditures on
specific programs or populations?

Polz&zcal,thlosopthal

Doe~ one a5 a matter of principle favor nqtlonal state or local gov-
* ernment’ In vther words. does one believe in the overriding impor-

tance of national purpose. states rights. or local control of educa-

tion” Always”® Usually” Sometimes? Rarely?”

- A\

-

Vhat are one s views of the efficacy of€overnment intervention in
the schools to solve social problems? .

Does one favor setting uniform standards as a mean> of quahty
improvement as in elementary and secondary legislation” Or does
one believe 1n competition as a means of quahty improvement as in
college student aid” . ¢ -

»

Does one favor the efficiency traditionally associated vith central-

1zaton. or the dlversn\ of decentrallzauonq , -

at

Does vne favor keepmg education out of polmcs or does one favor
muea;mg the role of general government officials in-the gover-

nance of education”’ . .

-

. ’ » -
Does one wish to enhance professional, bureaucratic or parental

control over educatlon" - , .

. These questlons dr(‘ answered—but sel‘dom openly—with every

. prece of education l(!"lsldtlon N .
Y . . . 5 -
* v
- . -
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Practical/Technical o
What can theifederal government do well?

What can 1t do better than other levels of government? -

What educational purposes will not pe served without federal in-
tervention” .

- .
What can the federal government not do well” More speciffcally,
which of its actions do not achieve their intended purposes? Which
of its actiuns have unintended and disfunctional consequences”

There 18 tudav broad consensus on the goa.ls of most federal ed-

.ucation legislation But there are practical and technical limits to

our ability t6 achieve some of those goals You may_use pragmatic
criteria to define limus for the, federal role (In Particular, you will
Wwdnt tu assess the mechanisms by which the federal

% dffects loeal behayior general support, categorical suppory regu-

.What the Codncil Should Not Be/Do =

lation. ingentive. disincentive. research, leade&hlp, and through
empowering students and pdrents :

What the Council Should Be/Pa .

The Council bhOU]d generally try to base its tecommendations
upon studigs. ‘résearch’ and analysis -

The Council should focus 1ts attention principally upon the long-
term health of the intergovernmental system fur managing educa-
tion "while 1ts focus is necessariiy upon the éffects of federal aétion
or 1maction. 1t may find that it needs to make recommendations
concerning state and local actions. \

L]
.

_~_—The Council should resist the temptation to be a national ><~:{1001

o

O

ERIC

board. or focus on structural rather than substantive igsues

The Council should resist the temptation fo become involved in
the administration of the Department, in the day-to-day opetfations
of the Department or in the annual budget process.

The Council should resist the temptation to act as a buffer be-
tween the Secretary and the President or between the Admmlstra-
tion and the Congress. '

The Couneil should weigh Larefull) efforts to enhance 1ts authbr-
1ty over the regulatory process
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Conclusion
» The structure for governing America’s schools and colleges—pub-
lic and private—is undergoing unprecedentéd change. .

The quantity of federal activity has increased dramatically be-
tween 1960 and 1980. *© - . *

In the sdme period, state-level activity affecting schools and col-

-leges has begun to increase, partially in response to federal activity.

Court action has fueled some federal and state activity, in turn:

- court action has been fueled by federal and state activity. '

In response to such traditions as federalism, local control of the

schools, institutional autopomy in post-secondary and private edu-
“cation, the separation of education from politics, teacher profession-
alism, and collegial governance have begun t6 disappear.

The result 1s dramatic and unexamined change in the ways by
which we make educational decisipns. Authority and responsibihity
for educational decisions are diffuséd and confused.

There 1s no body except this body with the mandate and hopefuilly
the resources to help sort out federal, state, and local rol®s.
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A STATEHOUSE VIEW ON THE
' FEBERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION

Robert C. Andringa™

After one year 1n Governor Al Quie's office, the need for a sub-
stantial recasting of our local-state-federal partnership in education
seems more urgent My statehouse experience follows eight exciting
years on the staff of the education and Labor Commuttee 1n the U.S.
House of Representatives So I have viewed the question of the ap-
propriate federal role from both sides of the fence.* )
While I'am aboyt toeutlhine the virtues of strengthening the state

and local elements of the partnership equation, it 1s important to
look first at how the whole federal apparatus appears to many of us
folks far, from Washirgton. o .
° The nation appears now to lack vision—a -direction people can
understand and support That calls for federal leadership. We des-®
perately need an energy “program. In large part, that has to be
shaped at the federal level We are concerned about inflation. de-
fense poli¢y, foreign relations. Those are federal concerns. We in
the states need and want a federal government that has time to
plan; to weigh alternatives, to give direction for the 1980’s

‘But 1nstead we see fragmefited-congressional subcommittees 1m-
mersed 1n the mechanics of small programs while important policy
is%les are neglected by the Congress We see proliferating agencies
and overlapping programs that seemingly can not be managed ef-
fecuvely We see few "put 1t all together” leaders—only a myriad
of specialists .- - L ’

These disturbing trends were easily recognized during the 1970s.
Yet, there appears to be no way to 1nitiate fundamental reforms 1n

* Robert ' Andringa 1s the former Director of Policy Research for Minnegota
Governor Al Quie He 1s now the Executive Director of the Education Commussion
‘of the Ptates e
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96 Federal State Relattonships

how natignal polnc’y gets put together Are we expecting too much
of the federal decision-making process? ) °
By companison, Iife seems more manageable at the state level
One can fmore easily grasp the important variables to policy deci-
sions. People'are not smarter here, but somehow problems—espe-
cially those with human components—are still within the scope of
human decision-making. c
. Why 1s this so” Here are some observations which hopefully will
convince people that a modified federal role in edycation is neces-
sary
Time. -, o . A
While State legislators and executive officers are busy, they can
and du find tyne to discuss 1mportant issues, even on a couple of
days notice. It was much more,difficult to even get the key players
together in the impossible pace of Washington. >k

Timeliness. ,

‘A different aspect of the time problem, the stgte decision-making
machinery can be more sensitive to the mood of the people, local
economc factors, court rulings, and the myriad other variables that
often determine whether new policy works or falls by the wayside.

Responsiveness.

You can't get away with unresponsiveness very long at the local
or state level People scesone another too often Local media have
time and space to cover most important issues ‘Part-time legislators
are home so often 1t 1s 1mpossible to claim ignorance of how people
are thinking about education 8 N

Early Feedback. RO

Too often, Washmgr&ﬁiecisnon-mékers sign-off on a “new federal
priority in education” and then wait-several years before adequate
data are available for evaluation. Correcting adjustments in laws
or regulations come too late. Because the territory is smaller, the
communications networks are more convemnent, and the decision-
makers are more readily accessible, feedback at the state level is
better - g

.
. .
- )

Teacher and Parentaltlnvolvement. 4

As a Hill staffer, I often regretted that most of our 1nput came
from Washington lobbyists or institutional administrators from out
of town on expense accounts. Leaders in the states have more com-

munication thh,,%.]dents, faculty, and parents, That is healthy for

' ©
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decision‘makers and, in turn, for education. .. ¢ .
Institutional Coordination.
Especially during periods of enrollment-decline and the need )

accommodatestudents with special needs, inter-institutional plar-

ning and cooperation.are necessary. Again. we can peint to many
examples of this 1n Minnesota because our legislature and executive
understood the needs and coyld respend 1n g sensitive and progres-
sive manner.  _ v @ e © "

.
° &
4 - v © -

Competent People Involved.” -+ « .

One of the major changes in staté government during the 1970’s
was the addition of scores of bright, well-educated-legislative staf-
fers And the availability of highly cfegenitialed education planners
and administrators at the local and state levels is a constantly im-
proving variable My federal friends and I sometimés looked down

* on state education leadership as {ess competent. I now regret that
< N _— .

attitude. . ®
The Money. > VR
If states wanted to. they cedld adjust 84 reductions in federal aid
for education The “\f” is a big one and i the reason so few edu-
cators do anything but ask for more federal ajd.-The interesting

point. however, is that educational entrepeneurs are lookin for

‘money at every level Those that know how to “work the feds” tend
to fly to Washington Besides, it is more fun going to the nation’s
. 2 ;

capital than the statehouse! : .

v

e
~- s

The Human Equation. ~ S .
Education does not reach its potentfal good 1n the Hfyes of people
unless the invisible variables are at work. Any distant §oveﬂ1qu;t
could provide the tangibles buildings, books, ﬁlms,’bo’xler r50m§
and buses. What government can not do is buy or mandate %he
intangibles- excitement, creatiyity, Jove fqr kids, and the mativation
to think, work hard, listen to students and care. These come from
. within a person. And they work best when the partner called gov-
ernment is close by, sensitive, realistic, responsive. Educators are
no different from others They want a voice in their government,
The states.have a fighting chance to be that kind of government.

Local Control. ) R :
Ultimate‘ly\schools must be the creative product of local action

Q : Qs . .. ‘
A

ERIC S ‘

.
Lo 2

-

?




Us Fodorad Srabe Rolationships

School dastricts and public colleges derive their authority from the
tates which. under our constitution. were left with the responsi-
bility for education Stdtes must be careful not to argue less ¥déral
control so they can increase then own control Ultumately, what the
federal and state governments do must produce the desired re-
sults—tangible and mtangible—at the local level If we doubt the
ability of local groups to produce quality education. we need only
to look at hundreds of private schools which, with local boards and
not,much help from government at any leyel, have echleved sub-
) stantial success Not all private schools have that reputation, but
. enough do to make the point \

Any analysis of this length 1s simphified And I have neglected to
point out some shortcomings of stdte goven{meht in education.
Nevertheless. 1 think all of us must attempt to focus on the essence
of our current education enterprise 1n America and better articulate
the overall goals and direction for government at each level >
_ So what 1» the federal role” To allow Congress and the executive
branch to focus on those major 1ssues states can not resolve, and to

’ bring educajtonal decision-making closer to the people, I propose a
more miied federal role with the following malor elements.
¢ Education research that requrres la'gge fiances, covers long
. time periods. and whose resuits have applicability to many.
-+ o Entorcement of rules protecting against discrimination and
ensurings equal protection of basic nghts, whenever a state
~ demonstrates an inabthty to do as gogd a job. "
¢ Fiuancnig to support federal mandates related to education
for the handicapped. health and safety rules. etc
e Support for graduate e¢ducation and basic research that is n
“the national interest, at a more hnuted number of institutions:
o Moderate amounts of short-term inceriive thoney for 1nnova-
h and expe 1mentatf0rt_, wigh broad constraints .
Sufficient resoubs Qorﬁplement state‘,and l_nstitutlonal ef-
forts to provide ac or any student who has the abality and
motnation. but lacks the money,to pursue postsecondary ed:
ucation ‘

' : There it1s A prescription for reducing b\ at Igast 50 the number
.¢,and vél\rgéty ofhnpgregs of-separate {ederat programs 1n education
With appiopr wi'hf;lp. the stages wo Id pl£k' up the'slack and pro-

.« dugequgt as gobd a track record am we now havd 1n providing quality

- . T
T educatron 1h Ariievacag Mupbe oven better. The decade of the eighties
’ S 2 " . N : ~
A 45 the umetotry © « L Sofs . .
NP P ‘24 - . ot ' . . [4 n
’ . " h oty . R °
‘m T ! 2’;}‘\ o o K Le ~;‘-' . . <
‘ ,{ N . f [ Y r;, J( 5_ . v: ;
s ' s N " J ] * :
ERIC ~ 5 ~ % e g T . .
’ . A : ) 2 ‘ :




. R - -
4 - -
- N hd ®
> o1 .
) — Y . ]
- 2 =
. » . LI
3
- N l ) e EY [
. . . st
AT ~o R LI )
% ¢ v
- N »
. . .
: R g‘ - @
o .. . .
- ’ *
N » v
L2 . N ° . 1)
- . s * .
L )
v ¢ ' ‘w
. ° 4 .
- . . N
¢ * &
- .
R . ‘P P ’o S
. . .
124
} , ¥ g e, .
> .
. .
“«
r ’ F @ - @ ’ N ) .
’ ! D t s,
»J .
1 - N L} = ¢
w . a L A 5
> 2
. : . . 3
~ s “ , !
. . i > R
Qe SeRe, there are ﬁ politicul ({m uments as stale as lust Fear's.pgrty
p/utﬁ:rr?s Inlensd\ dizputed during the campaign, platform posttions are . o
o @nly anterred cusually withaut ceremony) umnudmtuh thuuu tw They are . 2
» 3
seldom mournéfl in the pagsing . . ' L e,
.
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1980 POLITICAL PLATFORMS

-~ 7 -~

,

THE REPUBLIGAN EDUCATION P'LATFORM

Next to religious training and the home, education is the most
1mportant meéans by which families hand down to each new gen-

- eration their ideals and beliefs. It is a pillar of a free society. But

today, parents are losing control of their c}nldren s schoolmg The
Democratic €ongress and its counterparts in many states have
launched one fad after another, building huge new bureaucracies
to misspend our taxes. The result has been a shocking drop in stu-
dent performance, lack of basics in the classroom, forced busing,
teacher strikes, manipulative and sometimes amoral indoctrina-
tion. '

. The Republican Party is determined to restore common sense and
quality to education for the sake of all students, espeffially those for
whom learningis the highway to equal opportunity. Because federal
assistance should help local school districts, not tie them up in red

* tape, we will strive to replace the crazyquilt of wasteful programs

with a syst,em of block grants that will restore decisionmaking to
Jocal officials responsible to voters and parents. We recognize ga
need to preserve, within the structure of block‘g'rants special ‘edu-
cational opportunities for the handicapped, the disadvantaged, and

. other needy studerts attending public and private nonprofit ele-

mentary and secondary schools.

We hail the teachers of America. Their dedication to our childrén
is often taken for ganted, and they are frequently underpaid for
long hours and selfless service, espec1ally in comparison thh other
public employees. -

We understand and sympathize with the plxg]ﬁ of America’s pub-

_ lic school teachers, who-so frequently. find their time and attention

diverted from their teaching responsibilities to tl?etask of comply-
ing with federal reportmg requirements. America has a great sake
in maintaining standards of high ‘quality in publfc educatior. The

s
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Republican Party recognizes that the achievempent of those stand-
ards 1s possible only to the extent that teachers are allowed the
time and freedom to teach. To that end, the Republican Party sup-
ports deregulation by the federal government of public education,

. and entourages the elimination of the federal Department of Edu-

cation.
We further sympathize with the right of qualified teachers te be
employed by any school district w1sh1ng to hire them, without the
necessity of their becoming enrolled with any bargaining agency or
group. We oppose any federal action, including any action on the
part of the Department of Education, to establish "agencNops“

in public sl:ho;)ls. ’ N

{
l‘
U» e support Republican initiatives in the Congress to restore
the right of individuals to participate in voluntary, non-denomi- -
., )

natlon;l prayer in schools and other public facilities.
Our goal 1s quality education for all of America’s children, with
a special commitment to those who must overcome handicap, dep-
rivation, or discrimination. That is why we condemn the forced bus-

. 1ng of school children to achieve arbitrary racial quotas. Busing has

been a prescription for disaster, blighting whole communities across
the land with its dn}lslve impact. It has failed to improve the quality
of education, while dwerung funds from programs that could make
the difference between success and fallure for the poor, the disabled,
and minority children.

We must halt forcegd busing and get on wi

the education of all

" our chxldre(K focusing on the real causes of their problems, espe-
N

cially lack {of economic opportunity. 5

Federal education policy must be based on the primacy of parental
rights and responsibility. Toward that end, we reaffirm our support
for a system of educational assistance based on tix credits that will
in part compéhsate parents for their financial sjcrifices in paying
tuition at the elementary, secondary, and post-sec ndary level. This
1s a matter of fairness, especxally for low-income Y{amilies, most of
whom would be free for the first time to choose for their children
those schools which best correspond to their own culiural and moral
values. In this way, the schools will be strengthen by the fami-
lies’ involvement, and the families’ strengths will be\reinforced by
supporttve cultural institutions.

We are dismayed that the Carter Administration cruelly reneged
on promises made during the 1976 campaign. Wielding the threat
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of his veto, Mr. Carter led the fight agamst Repubhcan attempts to
make tuition tax ¢redits a reality.

Next year, a Republican White House will a551st not sabotage
Congressional efforts to enact tuition tax relief into law.

We will halt the unconstitutional regulatory vendetta launched
by Mr. Carter’s IRS Commissioner against independent schools.

‘We will hold the federal bureaucracy accountable for its harass-
ment of colleges and universities and will clear away the tangle of
regulation that has unconsc1onab1y driven up their expenses and
tuitions. We will respect the rights of state and local authorities in

~the management of their school systems.

. The commitment of the American people to provide educational
opportunities for all has resulted in a tremendous expansion of
schools at all levels. And the more we reduce the federal proportion

. of taxation, the more resources will be $ftl to sustain and develop
.~ state and local institutions.

THE _DEMOCRATIC EDUCATION PLATFORM

% . i . <

Perhaps the smgle most Impoxnt factor in spurring produc-
tivity in our society is a skilled work force. We must begin to’think
of federal expenditures as capital investments, favoring those which
are productive and which reduce future costs. In this context, edu-
cation mus# be one of our highest priorities. Education is also the
mdlspensable prergqulslte for effective democracy. As Daniel Webs-
ter said, "On the diffusion of education among people rests the pres-
ervation and perpetuation of free institutions.”

The Democratic Party is strongly committed to éducation as the
best hope for America’s future. We applaud the leadership taken
by a Democratjc President and a Democratic Congress in strength-

. ening federal programs for education."

. In the past four years:

¢ Federal aid to éducation 'has increased by 73%—the greatest
income increase in such a short pefiod in our history; ¢

e Strong financial and administrative support has been provided
for, programs that enhance éducational opportunities for
women, minorities, American Indians and other native Amer-
icans, the handicapped, and students with hmlt,ed English-

: . speaking ability and other spec1a1 needs: *

9
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¢ The Middle Income Student Assistance Act was adopted, ex-
_panding eligibility for need-based student financial aid to ap-
proximately one-third of the students enrolled in post-second-
ary education; . L

e A number of legislative, regulatory, and other administrative
actions were taken to enhance benefits received by private
school children from federal education programs; and

¢ Anew Depaftmgpt of Education was created to give education

a stronger, more direct voice at the federal level, while at the

same time reserving control ‘over educational policymaking

and operations to states, localities, and public and private in-
" stitutions. \ : ) :

. Over the next four years, we plefge to continue our strong com-
mitfent to education. We will coptinue to support the Department
of Education and assist in its all-important educational enterprise
that involves three out of ten Americans. C

In this regard, we endorse the language of the legislation which
emphasized the intent of Congress “to protect the rights of state and
local governments and public and private institutions in the areas
of educational policies and administration of prﬁgrams. L ,

It is now a decade and a half since the passage—by a Democratic
Congress at the behest of 2 Democratic Administration—of the
landmark Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. At the
time, there were sound and compelling reasons to undergird all
federaluid to education with specific purposes. The specific purposes
* remain compelling and the specific programs addressed to themx

must be maintained. \ .

Federal aid to education plays a significant role in guaranteeing
that jurisdictions of differing financial capacity can spend equal

" amounts on schooling. We favor a steady increase in federal support
with an emphasis on reducing inter- and intra-state disparities in
ability to support quality education. The federal government and
the states should be encouraged to equalize or take over educational
expenses, relieving the overburdened property taxpayer.

The Democratic Party renews its commitment to eliminating dis-
crimination in education because of sex and demands full and ex-
peditious enforcement of Title IX of the 1972 Education Amend-
.ments. ) ,

The Democratic Party strongly urges that the federal government
be sensitive to mandating state and local programs without ade-
quate provision for fimdi?grsuch mandates force the state and/or

ta

local governments to incréase taxes to fund such required programs,
. ¥ -

X




. Democratic and Republican Pla'thrms © 105

Equal educational opportunity is at the heart of the Democratic
program for education. quallty -of opportunity must sometimes
translate to compensatory efforts. For the disadvantaged, the hand-
icapped, those witlr hmltei?Enghsh language skills, Américan In-
dians/Alaska Natives, Native Hawaiians, and other minorities,
compensatory programs require concentrated federal spending.

The Democratic Administration and Congress have supported a
" comprehensive program of compensatory education and have ex-
panded it to include secordary education. We will continue to target
categorical assistance to low-income and low- achieving students.

"We reaffirm our strong .support for Title I concentration grants
for remedial instruction for low income students. The Democratic
Party pledges to achieve full funding of concentration grants ynder
Title I and to expand the Headstart and Follow Through progrims:

The Democratic Party will continue to advocate quality education
in the Buréau of Indian Affairs and in tribally contracted schools
to meet American Indian educational needs. The Democratic Party
opposeithe closing of schools serving Ametican Indians and Alaska
Natives without consultation with the tribes involved.

The Democratic Party recognizes the need to maintain quality
education for children in school districts affected by federal activi-
ties and ingtallations. We therefore will continue to be sensitive to
the financial problems of these school districts.

School desegregation is an important tool in the effort to give all
children equal edueational opportunity. The Democratic Party con-

_tinues to support programs aimed at achieving communities inte-

grated both in terms of race and economic class through constitu-
tional means. We encourage redrawing of attendance lines, pairing
of schools, utilizing the “magnet school concept” as much as pos-
sible, and enforcing fair housing standards. Mandatory transpor-
tation of students beyond their neighborhoods for the purpose of
desegregation remains a judicial tool of last resort.

We call for strict compliance with civil rights requirements in
hiring and promotion in school systéms.

We support an effective bilingual program to reach all hmlted
English- proficiency people who need such assistance.

The Democratic Party supports -efforts to broaden students’
knowledge and appreciation of other cultures, languages and coun-
tries.

We also support vocatlonal and technical education through in-
creased support for teacher training, personnel development, and
upgpading an&merrnizing equipment and facilities to provide(h‘e
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skill and technical training to meet the workforce needs for busi-
ness, industry, and govexnment services: Increased emphasis on
basic skills is essential to the success of vocational and téchnical
training. Vocational and technical education is a viable tool for
establishing people in their own business through entrepreneurship
programs. Vocational and technical education contributes to’ the
econO{n'ic development and productivity of our nation by offering
every person an opportunity to develop a marketable skill.

The Party reaffirms its support of b%lic school education and
would not support any program or legislation that would create or
promote economic, sociological or racial segregation.“Qar primary
purpose 1n assisting elementary and secondary education must be
to assure a quality public school system for all students.

Private schools, particularly parochial schgols, are also an im-
portant part of our,diverse educational system. The Party accepts
its conigxitment to the support of a constitutionally acceptable
method of providing tax aid for the education of all pupils in schools |
which do not racially discriminate, and excluding so-called segre-
gation academies. Specifically. the Party will continue to advocate
constitutionally permissible federal education legislation which
provides for the equitable participation in federal pfograms of all
low- and moderate-income pupils.

The Democratic Party reaffirms its commitment to the concept
and promise that every handicapped child should have a full and
appropriate public education in the least restrictive environmer);j
To assure the’best placement and program for handicapped stu-
dents, we support maximum involvement of the regular classroom

Jteacher in placement planning for handicapped students with as-
surance of barrier-free access. We further sypport increasing the
federal share of the costs of education for the handicapped.

We applaud the actions taken by the government in strengthen-
ing federal programs for higher education. The nation must con-
tinue to ensure that our colleges and universities can provide qual-

. ity higher education in the coming period of declining enrollment
and rising operating.costs. ' ’ '

We are especially interestéd in exteriding postsecondary oppor-
tunities to students from low- gad middle-income families, older
students, and minorities. We believe that no able student should be
denied-a college education for reagon of cost.

The Democratic Party is committed to a federal scholarship pro-
gram adequate to meet the needs of all fl}e gnderprivileged- who *
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could benefit from a college education. When those who are quali-
fied.for postsecondary education cannot afford to enter college, the’
nation ignores talent we cannot afford to lose. Basic Education Op-
portunity Grants, which offer both access to a college education and
the chbice of a college, must continue to be strengthened and should
be funded at full payment schedule. «

Like wise, campus-based programs of aid must be supported With
a coordinated and reh&ble system of grants, loans and work study,
we can relieve the crisis in costs that could close all but the affluent
colleges and universities.

Since entry to institutions of higher learning is dependent upon
a student’s score on a standardized test, we support testing legts-
lation which will assure that students will receive sufficient infor-
mation relative to their performance on the test to determme their
strengths'and weaknesses on the tests. F

Our instifutions of higher education deserve both public and pri- . '
vate backing. The Party supports the contmuatlon of tax deductions
for charitable gifts, recognizing that such gifts reﬁresent the margin
of excellence in higher education and foster sch%arly independence
within our institutions of higher learning.,

The Democratic Party commits itself to the strengthemng of grad-
uate education and the support of basic apd appjged research Grad-
uate &ducation, scholarship and research are*of immense impor-
tance- to the nation’s economic and cul!:ural development.
Universities conduct most of the natiod’s basm research. Their
graduate and research programs are the igra mng grounds for the
(wz research personnel and professionals who scbver knowledge and

translate that-knowledge into action.

The federal role is critical to the quality of these endeavors. We
reaffirm the federal responsibility for stable’ support of knowledge
production and development of highly tramed personnel in all areas
of fundamental scientific and intellectual knowledge to meet social L
needs. ey

High priority should be assigned to strengthemng the national
structure for graduate education, scholarship and research and en-
surmg that the most talented students,. especxally women and mi- - /
norities, can gain access to these programs:- : /

Historically Black colleges and universities have played a pivotal’
role in educating minority students. The Bemocratlc Party affirms
its commitmeht to ensuring the financial _Viability and indepen-~
dence of these worthy institutions and supports expanded funding -

{ —-
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for Black institutions. The Democratic Party pledges to work’vig-
orously for significant increases in programs whichhave tradition- ,
ally provided funding for historically Black colleges and universir
ties. Partjcular attention should be given to su&’stantially increasing
the share of funding Black colleges receive. We will substantially
increase the level of participation of Black colleges in all federal
- programs “for which they are eligible. In addition, we urge the es-
tablishmeént of an office within the Office of the Secretary of Edu-
cation to ensure full executive implementation of the President’s

Black college directive. Similarly, colleges serving Hispanic, Amer-
ican Indian/Alaska Native, and Asian/Pacific Islander students
should receive equal consideration in federal policies affecting their
survival. .

Finally, educational quality should be strengthened through ;l.d
equate support for libraries, federal leadership in” educational re-
search and development, and improved teacher training.

1 The Democratic Party further. urges the federal government to
take into account the geographical barriers, 8 access to educational _
and library materials which particularly affect the noncontiguous
tegritories of the United States. A study should be condueted to
review the p0551b111ty ofssending airmail, at surface mail'rates, said
materials to and from the mainland U.S. and the noncontiguous
territories of the U.S. -
" The Party believes that improved teacher inservice training,-
building upon the successful “Teacher Center Model” impler’entéd
under this Administration, could contribute substantially to edu-
cational quality. We support the establishment of federally funded
teacher centels in every state and will work toward a steady in-
crease {n*the nurhber of teachers served. Teacher centers should
address such issues as bilingual, multicultural, non-racist, and non-
sexist curricula.-

The Party continues to support adult educatlon and training to
upgrade basic skills. .

We propose federally financed famjly-centered developmental and
educational child care programs available to all who need and desire
them.

We support, efforts to provide for the basic nutritional needs of
students. We support the availability of nutritious school breakfast,
milk and !unch programs. Students who are hungry or malnour-
ished can experience serious learning difficulties. The Democratic
Party affirms its commitment to restore fair eligibility require-
ments for this program and to set fees at a level which does not
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- unfairly deny students the ability to participate. .
The Democratic Party recognizes the importance of family and
community involvement in public scRools, and the impact their in-
volvement can have on the quality of a child’s educational envi-
ronment. We support initiatives that will encourage parents andsall
members of the community to take an active interest in the edu-
cational future of our children.
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Charles Cooke, the author of the next selection and the official in charge
of education legislation during the Nixon-Ford years, shares many of the
. concerns felt by Bernstein and Merenda. As CooPe points out; much of the
criticism of current federal programs is part of a more general desire to
return to sumpler times and easier problems, but the government, he argues,
. has exacerbated its problems by relying on a rigid, compliance-oriented ap-
proach to running its programs. )
As a partial solution to the difficultiessposed by this compartmentakzation .
of federal money, Cooke argues for.more emphasis on outcomes—through a
whole-school approach that allows flexibility within given school sites—
rather than on inputs and fiscal controls. ,
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—"hood. As our experiences -have-accumulated, they have weighed

FEDERAL.EDUCATION STRATEGY

v - Charles Cooke™
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A.s we begin the third century of our experience, it appears
that we, as a nation, have lost sight of the fact that we are also
beginning the third century of our “noble experiment” of nation-

. down that sense of noble experiment that enthralled the founders

v

of this nation. Nowhere has this become more evident than in the
public school system of our cquntry. ) '

Our public schools are near to achieving a goal which no other
nation in the world has attempted—the free publjc education of all
the children of the nation. And this free public education is not only
free in the economic sense, but also freeArom ideological indoctri-
nation—either political, religious, or both. )

By the decade of the 1970’s, after two centuries of struggle and
effort, our experiment of free public education for all had attained
many of its goals, as illustrated by the facts that: .

e about 90 percent of school age children attend public schools.

e about 90 percent of high school age student,§_ attend public

_ high schools.
e slightly more than 1 percent of the American people were'il-
literate, wheread in 1900 this figure was about 11 percent.

e the United States is ranked number onie among all countries

in the percentage of 15-18 year olds enrolled in school.
e high school gradvation rates were more than 80 percent, hav-
ing risen from below 50 percent in 1950, and the United States
". had 75 percent of the world grade students.

DURING THE 1980’ . :

* Charles Cooke, formerly Deputy Agsistant Secretary for Legislation (Education) -

irthe Department of Health, Education and Welfare, is now Federal Program Coor-
dinator for Dr. Wilson Riles, California Superintendent of Public in struction.

.
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- ® 46 percent of our.high school graduates attend college.

Earlier in the 1960’s, as our public school system began to see
that many of the overall gbals of free public education were near
achievement, the focus of our education discussions ang strategies
shifted from the education needs of the many to the unique educa-, A
tional feeds of the few—the poor, the limited and non- Engllsh )
speaking, and the handicapped. Education for the majority had
largely been accomplished, education for the minority had not.

In support of these new directions, the federal governfnent (and
a few states) led the way, developing categorical programs to target
resources dpon the populatlons in" need. Compensatory educatlod
bitingual education, educatiqn for all the handicapped and the ex-

nsion of vocational education, were major categorical educational -
programs designed to provide assistance to the population.n needs
and/4o provide incentives to~states and local educational agencies
to develop their own grograms to meet these unique educatlonal

14

.

ways, up to the 1960’s, the publlc school systems of this
country, along with most other programs providing social services?

were paced to the desires, mores and socjal values of the méjority

he minority (those who had difficulty in a551m11at1ng the majority
viewpoints) were essentially excluded from the rewards of the.sys-

tem and labeled variously as stupid, lazy,rétarded, recalc1tran},
trouble makers indifferent, andOr cheaters. A prevailing attitude

was that if you couldn’t learn it was your fault not the schools’
. fault. - ' ! g x
The:change in th& educatlonal emphasis of the 1960’s was to

question that prevailing attitude and try to alter the perspective to

one where the question became. "Why can’t schools educate this
child?” In the }970’s that change is still in dispute, and the chal-

lenge for education in the 1980’s will be whether or not the public

,at large will support a public school system where the focus is upon

the unique educational needs of each child regardless of race, color,
national origin, creed or handicapping condition.

L)

- * * % ’
-

-

. The, enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education‘Act
/ of 1965 set in motion A train of events with regard to federal edu- -
cational programs and how they would be implemented—a train
which today threatens to stall out before it reaches the summit.
From the beginning, the federal government has had to attempt

e _ S 108 < s i
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to define and refine what the exact nature of the federgl role in

educatioy should be. Provision of educational services hag histori-

cally been the province of state and local governments,| and the

federal government’s role in the educational process has been nei-

ther self-evident nor easily definable. .
~ The first federal efforts within the realm of educafion chme into

being to answer perceived national needs and priorities—mostly to
develop an increased number of properly trained personnel and to
provide impetus to research efforts. Within this frameworkly,hthe fed-
erdl government provided assistance to colleges in the Mornll Act
of 1862 and to vocational education in the Smith-Hughes Act of
1917. . »

Next, federal attention was focused on thé recognition that the
federal government should bear some fiscal responsibility for edu- ~ -
cational costs Which were influenced as the result of federal activ-
ities. This regbgnition caused, in the 1950's, the enactment of Pub-
lic Laws 81-B74/and 815, school assistance to federally affected
areas (generhl}f known as Impact Aid) which provided federal fiscal
> assistance. £#’school districts impacted by federally owned areas

(thereby non-taxable by 'state or local governments) and/or federal
employees (thereby, 1n some instances, non-taxable by state or local
+governments). oo i
Also in the Fifties came an enactment of a federal education law
designed to answer a newly perceived national need and priority~+
the -National Defense Education Act—which recognized that the

. nation needed more and better trained engineers and scientists as
"i%‘well as linguists and foreign drga specialists. _

% .. In the decade of the Sixties, as previously noted, the federal gov-

ernment began to 3hift its focus to anothef national concern—that*

/of ensuring equal educational opportunity to all. Thig concern had

always been a part of the overall education concerns and, in fact,

the original development of vpcational education in the late 19th

century 1n large measure had been born out of the concern for equal

educational opportunities for all students, not just those students .
pursuing academic and professional careers, =~ . ’

This concern became .morg’ paramount ia the Sixties with the
imitial focus being the necessity to provide additional federal assis-
tance to the children_of poor. families in Norde‘rﬁt‘hat such children
could break out of the eysle gf- poverty gx%(‘i become independent
rather than dependent citizéns” From this'hitial focus, federal ed-

ucation priorities have beer extended {0 ¥irelude assistance to most

] v
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of the historically under-assisted populations. economically disad-

vantaged, special education, limited and non-English speaking,

American Indian, and other minority groups. The main goal of all

these programs has been to assist these students in obtaining equal

_access to the entire school programs offered through the elementary,
secondary, vocational and poét-secondary systems.

Thus, by the 1970’s federal education programs were aimed at
meeting a variety of perceived national needs:

® Providing assistance to develop skills generally in need na-
tionally.

¢ Improving the quality of educational services through support
of research, information, and dissemination.

® Supporting the development of needed educational institu-

-~ tions. .

* Providing fiscal assistance to states and local agencies‘and to
individuals to obtain equal educational opportunity for the
*economically disadvantaged, handicapped, limited and non-
English speaking, and minority populations.

' e Providing fiscal assistance to state and local agencies to help
overcome fiscal burdens created by uneven distribution of the
~population, in need.*

Also, by the same time, the federal budget for education had in-
creased enormously.

Wlth this increased federal role, both ih teFms of scope and dol-
lars, came also increasing cqncems about the proper expenditure of
the federal dollars. From 1965 onward, Congress became increas-
ingly concerned over whether the appropriated dollars were being
spent upon the purposes for which they were appropriated.

This Congressional concern was paralleléd by the increasing
knowledge and concern among the historically underserved popu-
lations to ensure that the sefvices now offered them by the federal
government were indeed/being provided to thém, and that_equal
educational opporfunity become not just a promise, but a reality.
These concerns helped to create the various civil rights statutes and
Structures which were designed to ensure the right of all individuals
to an equal educational opportunity, and to reemphasize the re-
sponsibility of all.institutions, federal, state and local, public and,
in some areas, private, to provide such opportunity.

Overall, the increased federal role in education, both in the pro-
vision of educational assistance and the‘protect,lon of the individual,

* The limited and non Eriglish speaking populations, for instance, are concentrated
in four states—Califomna\.' New York, Texas and Florida.

.
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. .
was occurring in a milieu of increased Complexity of life. In all

* aspects of life, human action, individually, nationally and world-

wide, has become more interdependent, more complicated and more
confusing than it had been in the “good old days.” Nostalgia for
a return to those “good old days” when life was “simpler” grew
as the complexities and confusion of “modern” life increased.

The combination of increased Congressional concern over how the
money w,as spent, public desire for a return to the “simple life,”
increased awareness of and demand for, equal educational oppor-
tupity, and increasing fiscal constraints led us, in the late 1970’s,
toward greater confrbntation among ourselves on a host of educa-
tiof;al issues: the goal of “equal @du'cétion'al opportunity; federal,
state and local eontrol over education; school finance; desegregation;
and the relevance and effectiveness of public education and/or pri-
vate education. .. .

The .confrontation,ywhile perhaps inevitable given the trends of

society, has been exacerbated by the track the federal government’

has chosen to.take with regard to catrrying out the federal priorities

~and ensuring the protection of individual rights. In the first case,

again perhaps inevitably, the federal structure has moved forth

. with an assumption that the primary way to ensure federal prior-

ities and protections are met is to make states, districts and schools
carry them out. The corollary of this assumption was that left to
their own devices schools and local educational agencies would not
move to meet perceived national needs.

There ©an be little doubt that in the beginning such an assump-
tion was correct iry many-areds. A classic example is the history of
Title ¥of Elementary and Secondary Education. The purpose of this

. legislation was to provide additional fiscal assistancé to schools and

school distriets heayily impacted with large concentrations of chil-

. dren of low income famjlies. The rationale of such a program was

that provision of additional instruotion to such children would allow
thém a greater chance of success within the school system to obtain
those, skills necessary for a productive life. The educational and
social benefits of such an outcome were manifest.

Shortly after implementation of this new law, it was found that
in some areas of the country, states and local eéducational agencies
were using these additional funds to replace state and local funds
which had previously been used to provide services to the children
‘now eligible toreceive Title T funded assistance.

This practice, and others' which served to thwart the federal pur-
pose and intent, have generated over time a panoply of statutqry
2 A . )
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provision8 to close the “loopholes.” The “supplement, not sup-
plant,” maint®fance of effort, excess cost and comparability pro-
visions of Title I were all enacted to bring an end to various state
and local practices which were perceived as circumventing the fed-
eral intent.

Itis 1mportant to note that each of these provisions were ratlonal
and logical as reactions to proven misconduct and as standards for
proper program operation. At the time, each of them represented a
necessary and important step in ensuring federal 1ntent wasg imple-
mented. :

Over the same time frame, however, other important statutes
were enacted and began to be implemented—Titles IV, VI, and IX
of .the Civil Rights Act, the Education for All Handicapped Chi}dren
Act, and Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. Addi-
tionally, important court decisions had an impact upon the delivery
of educational services—the Brown decision o desegregation and
the Lau vs. Nichols decision regarding equal opportunity for chil-
dren with limited and non-English speaking abilities.

Additionally, 1n California the Serrano decision directed the state
to develop funding allocation processes which would eliminate (to
a large extent) the disparities among local educational agencies
with regard to wealth-related per pupil expenditures. While not
applicable to the entire nation, the Serrane.decision nonetheless
influenced both other states and federal educational strategies and
priorities.

Thus, by the early 1970’s, a legal framework for ensuring equa]\
educational opportunity had been established. During the latter
half of the Seventies, this framework began to be filled in with
regulations, guidelines, program directives and rules. The world of
pMucation was more and more filled with a ‘web of requirements

ymetimes complementary, sometimes coriflicting, most of#én con-
fusing and, in all sases, difficult to cross w1thout becoming entan-
gled in at lears\\ one line, if not more. \° :

A good example of the crisscrossing interlocking lines of this web
isthe requirements which must be met by stdates and school districts
with regard to delivery of compensatory education services, carry-
ing out court-ordered desegregation, meeting the needs of limited
and non-English speaking students, and providing special educa-
tional services to handicapped children. .

A school district may receive different Federal funds to provide
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compensat,or); education, to assist in desegregation activities, to pro-
vide multi-lingual services to limited and non-English sbeaking stu-
dents, and to provide special educational seryices to handicapped
children. ‘ e '

In several states theisame school district may receive state funds
for some of the same purposes and targeted upon the same popu-
lation. In California, for instance; the state provided funds for com-
pensatory education programs, bilingual programs and special ed-
ucation programs, thus reinforcing federal efforts in each of these
-areas. . ® .

In each program federal funds must remain separately identifi-
able so that federal auditors can ensure that the funds are being
spent for the proper services delivered to the proper children in
need. Additionally, the federal funds cannot be co-mingled with

" state or local funds even though both are providing the same serv-
ices to the same children. )

The web of protections, procedures, accountability and educa-
tional processes that must be followed is rapidly leading toward
program implementation which is more and more focused upon com-
pliance with the letter of the law and less and less upon carrying
out the educational intent of the law. Further, the various require-
ments of different laws often lead to outcomes which do not further
the overall goal of equal educational opportunity for all.

The most recent example of this kind of outcome is seen in the
_required-by-law fest as enacted in Public law 95-561 (“The Educa-
tion Amendments of 1978”). The purpose of this test is simple
enough.' If any other law, state or federal, requires that services
fnust be provided to all students or to certain kinds of students,
then Title I funds should not be used to provide these services. The
rationale is also simple—if the'school must provide these services
régardless of funds received, then if Title I funds are used to provide
such services, the school could use the “other” funds replaced by
Title I for whatever purpose the school wanted to. This would be a
classic case of how Title I funds are used to supplant “other” funds
rather than supplement the “other” funds. -~ N

As mentioned previqusly, it seems clear enough that the replace-
ment of base school funds by “Title I funds would thwart federal
intent for additional services for educationally disadvantaged chil-
dren. However, it becomes significantly less clear that replacement
of categorical school funds by Title I funds is necessarily a thwarting
of federal intent,
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With regard to expenditure of state and/or local compensatory
education funds, the only sure way of avoiding entanglement with
the federal government is to duplicate Title I requirements exactly
If there are variations in the rules governing state or local compen-
satory funds, then much more elaborate allocation processes must
be followed and much closer scrutiny 1s exercised by the Department
of Education. Despite the complexity of ensuring compliance with
the Title I requirements, the processes worked out by California as
a result of the ruling in the Alexander vs. Califano case allows a
remedy which permits some state and local discretion in providing
compensatory education services while ensuring equitable protec-
tion for the Title I eligible children.

Such remedies may not be available with regard to services for
limited and non-English speaking students, services to meet the
special educational needs of handicapped children, and services to
.prepare students to meet mandated proficiency requirements.

In particular, the Supreme Court ruling in the Lau vs. Nichols
case stated that equal educational opportunities for limited and
non-English speaking studentg could only be provided by taking
affirmative action to assure equal access for such children to the
entire school program. School districts must make such affirmative
actions regardless of whether Or not they received additional funds
_for such purposes.

If the current narrow mterpretatnon of the Title I statute holdsr

it would insist that Title I funds cannot provide services for limited
and non-English speaking sfudents to overcome their linguistic dif-
ficulties—as such services are rgandated by the Lau vs. Nichols
rulmg

If a state has a 51gn1ﬁcant limited and non- Engllsh speakmg stu-
dent population and recognies their needs and provides state funds
to meet those needs, the result cgn be a lessened capability of com-
bined federal and state funds to meet the need. While Title I rec-
ognizes the uniqueness of bilingual education funds as far.as grant-
ing them exemption from the comparability requirements, it does
not recognize -ghy such exemption from the supplanting provision.

Lack of exemption from the supplanting requirements would
make little difference if the populations served by the two programs
(compensatory education and bilingual education) were synonom-
ous; however, they are not. Educatianally disadvantaged students
are eligible to receive services only to the extent they are located
within the ellglble school districts and, within #6se districts, it
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eligible schools. Limited and non-English speaking children are el-
igible to receive.services, no matter their location. ’

In California, this difference was recognized by the legislature
which mandated servicgs be provided by state funds to limited and
non-English speaking students who were not otherwise being
served. The thought of the legislators was that those limited and
non-English speaking students already receiving the necessary
services should be skipped so that the “new” dollars could reach
those children not being served. “Wrong!” adjudged the Office of
Education: Title I funds meetinhg the educational needs of LES/NES
would have to be replaced by the “new” state dollars, or the district
would be supplanting. i

The effect of this ruling is to replace Title I funds providing serv-
ices to LES/NES with state funds targeted for that population. The

‘Title I funds thus released must go to the next eligible Title I School

which may or ‘may not have LES/NES students. Thus, numbers of
LES/NES students who could be served by a combination of state
and federal funds could be diminjshed to the point where only state
funds could be used.

This outcome can also occur in meeting the needs of handicapped
students. Public law 94-142* requires that free appropriate public
education be provided te all students with {andicapping conditions;
1t thus mandates the provision of special ducational services for
such children regardless of the source of funds for such services. If
the “strict constructionists” prevail, the ruling would be that Title
I eligible handicapped children may only be served by Title I funds
if they are first served by PL 94-142 funds. .

Perhaps even moreldifficult to deal with will be the likely effect

of "strict construction” with regard to statewide proficiency re-:

quirements. Such requirements may or may not {most likely not)

- have additional funds tied to them; however, all school districts will

be required to meet proficiency standards (in California, standards
of their own choosing). Therefore, because such services are “r&:
quiréd by law,” Title I funds may not be used to provide them to
help students meet the standards. ' .

The educational world is already stifficiently confused by attempt-
ing to distinguish between compensatory reading services and re-
medial readinig services—now reading services proﬁ'd/ed to studgnts
to meet proficiency standards may have to be distinguished from

- compensatory reading services.

If all the foregoing is arcane it then truly repregents the condition

. *"The Education of All Handicapped Children Act”

o o V
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federal aid to educatxon has gotten itself into by the late 1970’s.
For a variety { bf good reasons, federal af8 to education has become .
fiscally oriented rather than educationally oriented.

Faced with the necessity of demonstrating accountability, the fed
eral government has increasingly insisted that federal funds must
be accounted for down to and including the individual child. What
has been lost sight of is the original federal objective—equal edu-
cational opportunity and the provision of educational services con-
“stributing toward that goal.

A result has been a rising litAny of lack of local control, the fa-
voring of some children over others, the oppressiveness of monitor-
ing and evaluation by “outside agencies”, the unwarranted intru-
sion of parents into the educational decision-making process, the
rigidity of the funding process, the burden of state and/or federally
imposed “paperwork” and rising tide against categorical programs
in favor of “block grants” which would “restore” local control and
local flexibility. .

It seems clear that current federal prescriptions with regard to
federal aid to education need to be revised. If they are not, the
entangling web of mult1 -requirements will place local ducational
agencies gn a "cocoon” preventing movement in any direction. The
political momentum of vouchers and tax credits will increase and
the public education system will suffer—perhaps ruinously.

-

* 0 ok Xk

, .

If the federal priorities are to be maintained and the overall goal
of*providing equal access to all students to the entire school program
is to be pursued, then the requirements for accountability must be
maintained. However, the mechanisms for the necessary account-
ability must be changed. Currently the accountability mechanism

_ . is essentially fiscal. As seen above, this me¢hanism has probably

passed its limit of usefulness. Further tightening of the fiscal con-
trols to atcount for"the funds expended on individual students can
only lead-to greater rigidity and less education.

It also seems clear that such tightening of fiscal controls can only
produce more and more auditors attempting to “track dollars” and
demand school site accounting offices to account for each dollar that
comes tb a school. The cost aid effox;L of installing such a fiscal’
control system is not only prohibitive, but also unnecessary.

The overall federal concern should be: first, that the educational
system of this c0u3try is providing effective and useful education
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service and next, that federal money is spent to provide necessary
services to-assist particular pppul;ationsvip obtaining an equal ed-

i

" ucational oppo;t{mity. The key element in reaching this goal should

not be the funds, but rather the necessary services—as long as the
student is receiving all the necgssary quality services he or she
needs, the level of funding or the identity of the funds should not
be of concern. Thus, the accountability “mechanisni should be a
mechanism that is primarily accountabléfor the services delivered.

An accountable service delivery system should be able to ensure
that programs of sufficient size, scope and quality are provided. This
can be done by top dowmmanagement, monitoring and evaluation—
a solution which would fnean increased federal and state staffs. Qr,
such a system can be tfie purview of 'a local monitoring and evalu-
ation structure. o

Since the inception "of Title I, federal law makers have insisted
on the necessity of including parents in the decigion-making pro-
cess. The federally inspired mechanism for accomplishing this pur-

pose has.been parent advisory councils. Federal education laws each  «

have specific requirements for the ¢omﬁositi0n, formation and re-
sponsibilities of each of “their” parent advisory councils. Many
states Mave paralleled these requirements with similar require-
ments for state funded educational programs. S0

Public law 95-561, for instance, requires specific percentages of

. parents, establishes selection procedures and ‘states that each local

ERIC

educational agency shall give eaclr advisory council responsibility * %,

for advising it in planning, implemeritation, and evaluation, of its
programs and projects assisted by Title I funds. There are similar
requiremengs for bilingual education, special educ'a%ion,' vocational
education, and other federal education parent advisory councils.

. Thus, over time, parent advisory councils have been viewed by
rthe federal government as a means of broadening the educational
decision-making process, errhaqci'n‘g the concept of shared respon-
sibility for the educational outcomes apd acting as an accountability
mechanism. However, three basic flaws have become clear with re-

. gard to the federal concept. ) : )

One flaw has beerr the. proliferation of sepai-ate parent advisory
councils for each separate program. This trend, combined with state

trends along the same?ne's, can lead.to the §tuation’in, which a' -

schosl district can havé as many as nine parent} advisory gouncils
“advising it on educatipnal programs—each with ifs own educational
agenda focused upon its particular constituent groups. An outcome
of this situation is that other than the school district or school

-
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administration or governing'f)oard in most states, there is not a
parent group that tries to integrate and coordinate the entlre dis-
trict or school educatlonal program.

Beyond: the difficulties arising from this prohferatlon of agwsory
councils is also the problem that separate parent advisory councils
for each categorical program contribute to the notion that categor-
ical programs are only the concern of their constituents and that
such programs dperate as adjuncts to the “regular” school pro-
grams, not as a part of them. It also contributes to thé\notign that
only special need students require extra attention and more ‘careful
individual, diagnosis and prescription. Finally, it allows the contin-’
uation of a perception that different parts of a community only in-
teract with a school when those programs “made for thexfﬁ‘ are
affected o !

Anoth'§r flaw is that federal deslres to ensure effectxve parent
participation have led to the federal government, in several in-

stances, 1n81st1n n parent®ontrol of the parent advisory coun-
cils. (For instance, in Title I, parents must represent 51 percent of

the parent advisory counc1l membership.) In many cases this ar- .

rangement leads to a “we- they” syndrome, and the participation.
of parent advisory councils in the dlstrlct or school decision- -making
process is adversarial in nature rather than collaborative.

>

A further’ flaw, partly due to majority parent representatlon re- .

quirements, partly dwe to' averall school governance igsues, qnd
partly due to the categorical nature of parent advisory councils is
that the parent advisory councils are advisory only. T y can adyis,
the district and school as to what they think ought fo be done, b
districts and school administrations (atsome risk) can do as they
wish with regard to major educational decisions. Parent advisory
councils, as they exist in the federal concept, have little real control
over the expenditure. of funds or over the size, scope and quality of
the programs and/or projects offered by districts and/or schools. *
The suceess of a school depends upon the involvement in the ed-
ucational decision-making process of the entire community—the
community at large, the parents; the instructional personnel, the °
administrators and the students.’ IV
-« Unless all of the parties are atéVely involved in making educa-
tion at a school a success, such sutess is unlikely to occur.
We-only need to point out the following: T '
e As the population of this nation ages, more and more adults
will not have children in school (currently only 25 percent of
our adults have children in school); thus, involvement c’f all

"> - .
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) adults of a community rather than just parents is necessary
: (b if schools are to be supported by a majority.;
As highlighted many times by district anj@mool personnel,
schools cannot replace the family as the pimary educators of
. children; however, societal changes have placed more amd
more of this task upon schools. The way to reduce this growing
imbalance would be to get parents more actively involved in
their children’s education.

e It is a truism that no school program can be successful without
the activd commitment of those actually providing the instruc-
tional services in the claskroom. Without a sense of shared

. Tésponsibility and parirership, instructional personnel will
not have the neces y commitment, and, under the current
system, they gé'

1n Califbrnia needed to be looked at as a whole, that cate-

approaches were leading to educational stagnation and that

* the educational decision-making processes were not serving to unify
the education system, the Superintendent of Public Instruction con-
vened a broadly represgntaatiVe group to develop a plan and a con-
cept for improving education ip the state.

“Among the conclusions redened were that, first and foremost,
there was a need to find a way to implement what we My know
and that we did it need to concentrate on, inventing new tearming
theonjes and/or methods. Next, no single plan ewuld dictate the ele-
ments of an effective school program.from above. Further, inter-
ested parties at the school site, those closest 0 children, needed to
form a partnership and receive incentives, direction and support
from the community and from above to put into practice what they
knew could better accomplish the delivery of ed’ucat{onal services.
Finally, the needed incent}'yes, direction and support-as well as the
necessary advanced planning for such change would require addi-
tienal resources sp{eciﬁcally,earmarked\for'§wch purposes.

We recognized the continuing need for improved use of categorical
funds 3s well &s the improved use of general school funds. We also
recognized the need for greater accountability. Implicit in all of our
discussions was the idea that overall improvement of the delivery
of educational, services in the school would represent a clear im-
provement of the sarvictes, for children with special needs. We

stressed the notion that mle looking at (and providing funds for) 4,

the whole school, extra funds would be required for such children.

s
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‘ This became the Early Childhood Act of 1972 dnd was initially -
e directed to begin first in selected schools in a phasé-in for grades
kindergarten through three. One Half of the schools selected had to
be schools with large numbers or concentrations #f children from
low mcome families. Irr 1977 the program was expanded to make
all elementary and secondary grades eligible. Schools have been
gradually phased into, the program since its inception imr 1972
About 60.percent of all public elementary school children and 12
percent of all secondary students are now served by the program.
h " A basic concept of the school improvement program is that schools
can only truly respond to the need of students if they systematically
build into their operation a cooperative school/community process
. for self assessment, goal setting, program planning, oqtsifle evalu-
ation, and program modification. This process is necessary in all
schools®regardless of the characteristics of the populations served.
* At tHe heart of the school improvement program is a mechanism
to ensure accountability and proper implementation of the pro-
gram—the school site council. The school site council through com-
position, selection and authority corrects the basic flaws of the.par-
ent advisory council mechanism. .

The school site council is composed of representatives of the ad-
ministrators, the instructional and other school personnel, the par-
ents and the community, and, in the case Jf secondary schools, the
students. Thereis parity between the school st representatives
and the representatives of the parents, and, students. This equal

~~epresentation between.the community and’the school, we believe,
helps to create a shared responsibility for the school ‘and its pro-
grams. Further, it helps create a collaborative partnership to for-

». . ward education objectives. »
The selection .of school site council memberships is done by each
~ * group represented—teachers select teachérs; parents, parents; stu-
dentsstudents; etc. No one_group is allowed t® dominate the selec-
T tion procéss, and each group is assured of proper representation.

The school site council’s responsibility and authority (unlike the
authority of parent advisory councils) is not‘to advise in planning,
but to develop the school site plan. This plan includes the identifi-
cation of student’s needs and the integration of specific coordinated
strategies to meet the needs. Funds allocated in the School Improve-
ment Program as well as the base schoo Tnds are subject to review
and direction of the school site council. Additionally, the school site
council has the Nesponsibilit¥ito help ensure the proper implemen-
tation of the plan and to participate in the evaluation of the plan.

L 4
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If the school site council determlpes that pupil achlevement in
reading should be ifitieased,.the school plan-weuld identify how this
is to be accomplished. what textbooks and other instruetional ma-
terials are required; what staff’ development program will equip
teachers and aides to give more effective reading instruction, what
special materials and services will be used to-document children’s
progress—in the clagsroom, from one teacher :g another, how par-
ents can be equipped to assist the children, how' the.library will be

* used to promote reading skills; what the time line is for each activ-

ity; how the school’s other activities relate to and become. support-
ive of the reading program; and how the school imgrovement pro-
gram funds will be budgeted to accomplish the planned goals.

Since the plan is SChOOlWlde integration among the actlvmes of «

the grades or classroéms is built into the process. Classroom dctivs
ities are coordinated and centered on mutual, agreed-upon goals.
.Instead of isolated classroams, the school is perceived as units which
are connected together hy the plan and for whlch respohsxblllty is
shared among all participating adults Addm,onally the plan assists
in developmg an entire schoolwide -approach toward providing a
continuum of Skl]]S to be reached as children progress through the

" grades.

While we are not suggesting that theschool improvement model
necessarlly could be applied nationally, we are suggesting that the

. federal educational strategies*and programs should be designed to

-

“encourage the development of incentives and mechanisms, which

provide for improvement of schools, focus accountability upon’serv-
ices delivered=at-the school site, and which involve the entire local
community in a partnership for better educational programs.

Such federal educational strategies and programs can_be accom-

" plished by several interrelated mechanisms and processes:

* broadening the educational decision- -making process at the lo-
‘cal level to include the entire community.

® providing for local responsibility to ensure necessary appro-
priate service$ are proyvided to all children. .

¢ assigning local responsibility for accountabiljty (toinclude
proper implementation and evaluation). ‘

® insisting that necessary educational services provided for spe-
cial needs populations are considered in the context of all ed-
ucational services provided at the<school.
_® ‘providing*the necessary leverage.for success.

-

The basic structure to carry out a school program for success

should be a school site mechanism which would represent the entire

121
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Y community and which would have the responsibility for developing’

a school plan and ensuring the implementation and evaluation of
the plan. Such a school mechanism.would be responsible for ensur-
- . ing the necessary appropriate ‘services are provided to al] children,» ' .
" including special needs children. » - ' . L
Accountabilify for federal funds can be accomplished by ensuring
fiscal accountability to the schoola-i.e., those schools with student
populations .adjudged by the federal government to be 1n need of, ’
\ special assistance. Most local \edu\cation‘ agencies have sufficiently
. detailed fiscal accountability procedures for it to be relatively éasy
_for federal or state,fiscal auditors to monitor thefallocation of cat-
,egorical funfis-to the proper schools. e . .
Once - at the school, however, the focus should shift from fiscal’
accountability to service accountability in which a school site mech- -’
\ anism ensures that the necessary services are provided to the stu-
dents at that school. i . : N
The composition and authqi’ity of the school site mechanism =~
) should ensure a procéss which. protects the rights of special popu-
lations\ but also ensures that the entire ucational process of the \/
+school is integrated and coordinated to,%vide/lqu_al educational
*opportunity to all studentg of the school. .

This would not be a “hlock grant” process. Nor would it be a
“general} aid” process, but rather a pr’oc@g which ensures special.
educational strategies for spcific populatiens integrated into the

: entire school program. Such a Hrocess should riot only upgrade the *
s%frvices provided to those with.unique needs, but also upgrade the
base upon which supplementaryrservices are provideds

N .
. .
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Federal aid to education is an important and necegsary part of
the entire school finance;picture. Diminishment of the federal fisgal
g ~ cognmitment te educgtion would be a serious impediment toward

accomplishing the goalof a free appropriate public education for all
¢ students. ’ . : A .
The primary emphasis of federal aid to edycatfon should continue
to be to provide equal educational opportunity to all segments of
our population. But this “emphasis must be encouraged and sup-
- —ported by all elements of the population—the community at large,
parents, the school-age population, the school administration, lécal
. governing boards, instructional personnel, and students. Such én-
p couragement an’d support can only come through processes and
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] mechanisms which ensure shared responsibility for the entire

school program and shared reSponsibility for the prov1s1on of ap-
propriate services to each child.

Federal educatlon funds should co#rtifitie to be provided on a cat-
egorical basis to the unique populations in need. However, account-
ability for such funds should be at the disfrict level and should
ensure that the funds go to the proper schools. Accountability within
schools should not be fiscally oriented, but should be service ori-

ented and the accountability mechanism should be a school site
council with-responsibility and authority to ensure the provision of |

appropriate services as funded by all sources, local, state and fed-
eral—categgrical and general.
Education shotuld remain the primary purview of state and local

"+ " educational agencies. The federal role in education should be fo-

cused on supplemeénting and agsisting the meeting of national prior-
ities and needs. Funding for’education should remain as it is now
with state and local edugational agencies providing the bulk of the
funding and federdl eddcation funds supplementing these efforts.

We need to make our education system a system supported and
governed by all, not just special interests. We need to make it a
system in which we all bear part of the responsibility and in which
we all share that responsibility. We need to avoid the straitjacket
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The conservative resurgence that has marked the early Ezghttes has fo-
cused a considerable dimount of its attention on fedéral education programs.
{t has found remarkedly little to praise, much to question, during this review.

The following selection—drawn from the Executive Summary and policy
qanalysis of the Heritage Foundthns Mandate for Leadership report—ar-
twulately expresses the mqlor conservative critiqug, of federal policy direc- \
tions in educatwn :
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THE DEPARTMENT OF ED([CATlON

4

. Ronald F. Docksai* . .

Reshaping the Federal Role in Education

2

@

The mission of a}aderal education agency.is directly determined *

by the nature and .scope of the authority granted to it by its au-

thorizing legislation. This legislation should be altered to shift sig-.

nificant departmental responsibilities to the state and local levels,
as proposed by Congressman John Ashbrqok, Senator Orrin Hatch
and others. The Department of Education can be reduced in size
and budget, and its relation to state and local education authorities
can become supportive rather than interveitionist. State authori-
ties would, reassume programmatic responsibility for elementary
and secondary education, and would attain greater administrétive
authority over current grant programs. To achieve these goals, a
new administration must count among its first priorities the revi-
sion of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and

review of the administration of the Higher Education Act including

a ¢omprehensive review of their appropriation bills in order to rec-
ommend an mcremental reprogramming, of money authorities back
to the gtates. *'°®

' *

d F. Docksai is now Majority ‘Health Counsel for the Senate Labor and
Humal Re,gources Committee. This article was prepared as a collective enterprise
involving many\mdmduals George Archibald, Margaret Currin, Justine Davis,
Raymond English, Polly Gault,Onalee McGraw, Ronald Preston, Charles Radcliffe,
Donald J. Senese and Lawrence Uzzell deserve particular mention. The author alone
assumes responsibility for this article. No views expressed herein should be attrib-
uted to a,ny other individual. [Author’s note] °

(This%rticle originally appeared in a longer version in the Heritage Foun-
dation’s’ Mandate for Leadershlp (c. 1981, The Heritage Foundatwn), and
. i reprinted by permission of the H‘entage Foundation )
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ESEA should be completely restructured to shift educational de-
cision-making back’ to the state and local levels and to eliminate
most of the enormous paperwork and administrative burden. The
Ashbrook bill (H.R. 7882) is a workable model for the kind of re-
structuring whith would accomplish this with substantial support
from the education community. : '

As the Department of Education divests itself of some of its ad-
ministrative respopsibilities, there will be a suibstantial reduction
in personnel, as well as a reduced federal presence in qur schools.
But this need not mean that the federal role in education must be
passive or that the governmént should abandon its legitimate con-
cerns about the quality of Amierican education. Rather, the federal
government will be freed to pursue a far more effective role in help-
ing our schools and colleges improve their performance. This shoul"
be the ;)asis on which the Secretary of Education explains his policy
_ of reducing his department’s controls over American education.

There are three types of educational activity in which a more

active federal role is desirable. They have been eclipsed in recent .

years by the government’s increasing involvement in the process

of grant administration, but cou d be revitalized to give substance

to a new federal role in education. They are: 1) information gath-

ering and disseminatien; 2) consultation and technical assistance

in dealing with on-site teaching problems; and 3) educational re-
__search and development. These were the traditional duties of the

old US. Office of Education. They have been neglected in recent
years, despite the initiatives of the National Institute of Education,
ahd in the past they were seldom performed with gréat distinction
or impact. Yet there is a tremendous nge(f for these kinds of services
to education, and there is the potential for doing them effectively.
It-is not true that the federal government must be coercive to be
effective in education. On.the contrary, while educators and school
administrators are receptive to genuine help, they resent and resist
federal interference and the threat of fund cut-offs. Most of these
imposjtions (e.g., school busing) have had a disruptive effect on ed-
ucation and on the federal government’s relationship to the local
community. . e

1. Information®gathering and dissemination are ‘two activities
which can be best accomplished at the federal levél,yand the need
for these activities is great. Anyone who has dealt with education
statistics knows that they are pathetically inadequate for analysis
of problems or as the basis of policy-making. The machinery for

N
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gathering education data is totally inadequate, even as it is per-

formed by the Department of Education. The establishment of a

comprehensive, timely and reliable education information system

is a task which ought to be performed at the federal level; and one
which is necessary for the improvement of educational quality. Any
federal education office which succeeds the Department of Educa-
tion, should it be abolished, should handle this among its principal

tasks. N : .

2. Consultation and technical assistance on educational ques-
tions should be handled by the federal gm/ernment as a service to
state and local government. The services rendered should be of high
quality, practical in nature, and offered on a cooperative, not coer-
cive, basis. Here is an area where the federal government is posi-

+ tioned to attract the limited number of genuine experts who can

offer advice on such educational fields as vocational and technical

education, adult eduéation, education of the handicapped, the dis-
advantaged the non-English speaking.

3. The résults of federally-funded research and development in
education have been, at best, spotty and inconclusive; at worst, they
havébeen programs for indoctrinating students in ethical relativ-
ism and social determinism. Research neeessarily involves a certain
amount of failure and spent effort, especially in a field like educa-
tion where pfany promising concepts do not produce the anticipated
successes, and sometimes appear to reverse the learning process.
But research and development projects, if oriented toward practical
problem-solving, rather than “values clarification,” can be worth-
while. For instance, it would be 'particularly helpful to investigate
what methods would best work in dealing with youth unemploy-
ment. . i

In this regard, the new administration should have a strong com-
mitment to vocational education. Vocational education programs
serve 20 million, young people and adults, and currently receive
$750 million annually in federal funds. They have long enjoyed
bipartisan support. Reconsideration of the CETA Title IV-A youth
employment programs (the authority for which expired September
30, 1980) and reauthorization of the Vocational Education Act
should be the occasion of an examination of federal policies and
programs. . .

Concerning the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) within the Depart- °
. ment of Education, it must be said that this office with its civil
. ‘penalties and enforcement authority has been destructive of good
federal-state relatjons in educational policy. OCR since its inception

~
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has been the vocational haven’ of class action advocates who have
zealously carried out their interpretation of the letter of the law,

= while violating its spirit and intent. If OCR demands outrageously
detailed and expensive data from schools and colleges no one dares
challenge it because it currently enjoys ready access to the Secre-
tary and the President. The best*Interest of education and law en-
forcement is served by preventing the federal government’s legal
harassment of schools and colleges. But uinfortunately, OCR’s legal
challenges of the policies of schools and colleges seems to serve its
current administrative interest. A change is required both in policy,
and personnel in OCR (and in the Justice Department). But this
may be possible only after the most careful political preparations
have been made. The interest groups supporting OCR’s present
policies are well organized and will be dlrectly affected by any
change in OCR’s power or policies.

In prmclple,the Department of Education should be abolished as
a Cabinet department. But the authors of this report take the po-
sition that the status of the agency as a Cabinet department is less
critical to a new administration than the overhaul of federal edu-
cation policy. The proposals presented in this report, if imple-
mented, will do more to restore a healthy federal role in education
than the mere abolition of the agency’s Cabinet rank.

It is clear that the Department’s contiguing interference with
local and private education, and its threats of coercion have not
improved the quality of education. Conservatives must develop a
more genuinely “federal” educatlon policy, a program of federal
and state cooperatlon By removing the adversarial atmosphere
which gurrently exists, a conservative administration would better

. manag'%trl:e limited financial and human resources that it can bring
to bear on educational prablems.Z’

Weaving Gold Back Into Straw

It is the common assumption of the audmrs of this,report that the’
creation of this Department was a mistake,«that its enactment is
analogous to an inversion of the proverbial miller’s tale, spinning

\ something fine back into somethmg coarse.
y The authors of this report to different degrees artd for different
reasons, recognize and support a role for the federal government in
national education policy. But they-agree that the new Cabinet level
Department of Education has in its maiden period madg education

ey
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policy more amor))hous as a collection of programs to be imple-
mented; less accessible to parents, community and state leaders
desiring and deserving a direct role in education policy; and more
bureaucratized, allowing an ever-decreasing level of discretionary
authority to state and local education authorities.

The authors.of S. 210, which set up the Department, appeared to
respond to widespread concerns that the establishment of a Cabinet
level agency would undermine the traditional indepeéndence of lo-
cally-run public schools. They put in thé legislation’s report lan-

- -guage long and bravely-written commandments against further fed-
eral encroachment. The provision for an Intergovernmental Advisory
Council is intended td check any future federal expansion, and there
is a proscription in the legislation against any federal pre-emption
in the shape and gonformity of state education programming.

However, in the short time the Department has been in existence,

- un estabhshed colection of literature has developed chronicling the
administrative excesses of the Department, the wasted time, money
and energies that have failed to improve educational quality or
extend its reach, For the most-part, and given the most ideal of
circumstances, the authors of this report would prefer to era,sé what
Congress has done during the past two years. We would develop a
federal education policy which restores authority to the states and
local communities, and increases their discretionary funding power.

Because circumstances are likely to be considerably Tess than
ideal, however, this report’s recommendations are presented as op-
tions which can be taken in whole or in part by planners at the

Executive level. L
e

>

Current Policy Assumptions and Deficiencies

. Elementary and Secondary Education’
‘z,To a degree probably unique among the major departments, the
mission and role of the Department of Education is shaped by the
design and content of the legislation it is given to adr#nister. If all
‘\vimost of the many and detailed aid-to-education acts within the
Department’s jurisdiction were replaced by one or two block grants,

) most of the Agency’s workload would be eliminated. There would
be one other result: the Department’s influence on state and local
educatipripolicy and practice through discretionary grant authority
would disappear. Few people have ever read or tried to read the text

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I, in partic-

— - ular;is written in such complex, convoluted, involved language that
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1t almost defies attempts to decipher it. Literally hundreds of in-
dividual requirements and conditions, written in agonizing speci-

" ficity, are scattered throughout the Act. Each requires regulation
writing. Each requires monitoring education agencies for conform-
ity. If the role of the federal government in education is to be
changed, the Department ‘must ‘alter its relatjonship to state and
local. agencies and educational institutions. This can only happen
if the legislation is rewritten. v !

Instead of the present labyhnth of prescriptive programs, a basic
policy assumption of the federal role in education should be to pro-
vide needed firancial support with a minimum of admimnistrative
burden. We should resurrect the jraditional role of the old U.S.
Office of Education to provide basic information about the statug
and needs of educatigq and to fund needeg/research in education.
Accordingly, one of the hlghest prioritiegAor immediate action must
be a comprehenblve overhaul of federal education legislation. There .
s growing support in Congress as well as.in the leducation com-
munity” for such action, but that support could be qulckly lost
through the advocacy of averly simple solutlons Just saying “block
grants” will not suffice. Some federal programs do not lend them-
selves to this treatment (e.g., student financial aid) and others are
already essentially "block gx\ants though broadly directed toward
a purpose (e.g., vocational education). v '

Moreover, there are education programs which have been estab-
lished because it is said that they are in the national interest. Spe-
cial assistance for the disadvantaged (title I, ESEA), the education
of handicapped children, student aid, and aid for vocational edu-
cation are prominent examples of categorical aid programs. To em-
phasnze the national interest in them, these might be continued as
categorical aid programs—with the caveat that the legislation in
each case should be simplified as much as possible, with federal aid
emphasized and federal contruls reduced to a minimum. This, too,
can only be achieved by re-writing the legislation..

The pending reauthorization of the Vocational Educatlon Act rep-
resents still another opportunity to stress traditional values (em-
ployment, Job preparation, productivity,®etc) while simplifying
over-grown legislative detail. This, too, would result in an altered
federal role which emphasizes state and local I}Bponmblhhy for de-
cision-making.

Again, the fundamental mission of the Department of Educatlon
should be to assist education in the national interest, but without
interference in, the fundamental responsibilities of state and lacal

— ol
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educational agencies.

To summarize the d‘eﬁciencies of federal policies for elementary
sand secondary education: o

1. Numerous categorical aid programs authorized by E:{tremely

detailed and prescriptive legislation result ix interference in

the operation of state and local school systems and costly and

time-consuming administrative burdens which are counter-

+  productive. .

2. A host of grant programs for narrowly categorical purposes
distorts state and local institutional program choices, which °

shave to be shaped to meef faderal priorities ih order to qualify
for the funds.

#¢ Formula grant programs chopped up into narrow categories
of assistance automatically.mean that federal funds are avail-
_able for the specified purposes only ih- the amounts deter-
mined by formula—which from “stat8-to-state and year-to-
year would bear no necessary relationghip to actual program

. needs. . . .

4. Anadditional number of discretionary grant programs greatly
increases the federal Jclout,” since fecipients must compete
for the funds solely on teérms ldid down' by Washington bu-
reaucrats. )

5. All of the above make it pessible for the federal government
to influence to an enormous extent the policy and practice of
public education, even though the government “contributes”

+  ne more than 7 percent of the funds that pay for public ele--

mentary and secondary education. Yoo :

« M

" Higher Education ' e
It is discouraging to realize just how much of contemporary dis-
cussion about education concerns the role and responsibilities of the -
federal government. Many Americans currently regard education
not as an end iri itself, but as a means to accomplish ends prescribed
by government: compliance with state planspand conformity with
federal guidelines and court orders. They spefni’ their entire profes-
sional lives in the arcane business of negotiating an ever-expanding
inventory of points at issuebetween government and education.
And agencies have grown up within each which are cfeating sys-
temic pressures to extend the patterns of future government regu-
lation. S A . o
Institutibns of higher learning, like all others in society, have
* been made subject to. goveriiment regulation? But the imposition of

q
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regulations on colleges and universities has not been the result of
careful policy-making by the current or previous Administrations.
Two problems with federal regulatory activity are worthy of note:
1) because rules are imposed on institutions by a wide variety of
agencies, no one is adequately concerned with the tetal regulatory
burden on the institutions, and (2) the pursuit of accountability has
. resulted ;in deep federal intrusion into the academic affairs of edu-
cational institutions. ¢ ' )
New rulés to implement laudable social goals are imposed on
educational institutions in ever-increasing numbers, but nobody is
watching to see how much pain the victim can stand. It is costly to
comply, and colleges and universities, like others who are so bur-
dened, have limited resources. At some point, money and time de-
voted to implementing federal rules are taken from educational pro-
L grams. If U.S. colleges and universities were to add the cost of
compliance with federal regulations (such as OSHA requirements
and those of Section 504 which mandates access for handicapped
persons) to the cost of the maintenance they have deferred in recent
years, most would discover they have been effectively bankruptfor
.some time! .

The federal battle cry of “accountability” has brought about a
significant federal intrusion into the academic affairs of colleges |
and cfniversipies by reversing the presumption of innocence. Recip-

” ients of federal assistance are presumed guilty unless federal in-
vestigators and auditors can be satisfied they are_innocent. Unfor-
tunately; .the federal government fails to distinguish betwee
responsible recipients of federal assistance and irresponsible onés;
between high-risk and low-risk institutions. All recipients are
?guilty from thé day they receive their first federal dollar. .

In the name of accountablhty, no fact of college or universit
v operations is free of federal scrutiny. Student admissions, faculty

hiring, financial practices, student ¢lass hours, and even what fac-
ulty do with their free time—all are subject to fedéral exammatxon
and approval. .

The federal presence on college and university campuses threat-

° ens the nature of the institution itgelf..In order to comply with

federal démands, universities have staffed large business offices,
'admiésion offices, planning offices, audit offices, and the like. The

' president’s role has been shifted from one of academic and_admin-
istrative leadership to one of chief negotiator for and with bureau-
cracies. As the authority for decision-making is shifting from the

- faculty to the university “bureaucratic offices, the aecentrahzed -

-
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structure of the institution, which fosters intellectual inmovation,
is threatened. ’ ' ‘

Any responsible federal administration must requirg that all re-
cipients of federal funds reach generally accepted social objectives
and that they develop good financial management systems, but it
should assume that those federal objectives are met unless devel- .

\Qg?nts prove otherwise. -

he obvious first step in a new national policy for higher educa

tion is ta devise a new system of financing measures_tHat relieve
education’s dependence on direct government financing, and thereby
relieves the vulnerability of education to government controls.

Such a system of financing measures would include:

1. Enactment of pending legislation to extend the charitable de-
duction to all taxpayers, regardless of whether or not thez
itemize deductions, to stabilize and -stimulate non-govern-
mental support of education; R

+ 2. Reform of government student aid programs to maximize em-
phasis on direct payments to students and/or their families to
help them meet education expénses, and to minimize direct
payments to education entities;

3. Replacement of categorical grant programs with block grants

" based on costs of instruction and/or enrollments of govern-
ment-aided students;

4. Remodelling of research support programs to maximize em-

< phasis on, and incentives for, achievement of mufually. agreed-
upon research objectives; and’

5. Coordinated init‘iatives, including finahcial incentives, to fos-
ter self-regulation in education, as a viable alternativetogov-
ernment reﬁxlation. ’ w

With the adoption of thes€ financing measures, the government’s
role in higher education would be proscribed and limited to the—__
business of recognizing tax-deductible contributions, processing *
payments to students, families, and educational entities, and db-
taining proper accountings for the use of public funds. Both the
need and the jurisdict(ion for government control of higher education
would be ended, along with the rationale for agency structures to
formulate government policies, to monitor compliance with such
policies, and to threaten educational entities with deferral or ter-
mination of government financing if they fail to conform to govern-
ment directions. Under such circumstances, it would become at least
. theoretically possible for. American education to be restored to its

higtoric position as a free and independent enterprise. In short,

/s
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higher education could be conserved and replenished as an end in -
itself, rater than plundered to serve’government’s ends.

Prob[exﬁs and Options in Federal Education Policy

epartment Legislative and Administrative Options
Legislative Options. It is virtually indisputable that the federal pro- *
gramsain elementary-secondary education have done more damage
- than programs in higher education: the former involve more de-
tailed mandates and prohibitions, and test scores show that the
quality of the schools has declined farther and faster than that of
the colleges.
If he pays heed to the letter and spirit of the U.S. Constitution
. and the sorry experience of the 15 years since the Elementary
Secondary Education Act was passed, a Presiden} will try to trans
————————fer-as much decision-making power as possible-away from Wash-
: ington back to state and local educators. The fastest practica\l way
is is replacing ESEA with a system of block grants.
LMrograms -under ESEA fall logically into two categories: (1)
aid for the compensatory education of “disadvantaged” children,
commonly referred to as “Title I”; and (2) everything else: aid for
libraries, counseling, textbooks, innovative and experimental pro-
grams, bilingual education, metric education, arts education, con-
sumer education, environmental education, health education, law-
related education, population education, women’s education, ethnic
heritage programs, etc. Title I is the colossus: in dollar terms it is
the single largest federal education program. Title I is also distinc-
tive in that it allocates federal dollars among recipients according
to a mechanlcal formula based on student population. The other
ESEA programs distribute- dollars on a “discretionary-grant”
basis; states and locals apply for grants under each program, and
the program’s Washington administrators reward what they con-
sider to be the “best”- applications. Thus, these other programs
give federal officials more opportunity to influence (or dominate)
local decision-making than™Title I, even though they do not involve
nearly as much money. This point is especially important for the
programs that are at present being used as’captive vehicles by"
groups of ldeologllél militants, such as the “Women’s Educational
Equity” program and the Title VII Bilingual-Education program.
Unless it’s done in a fairly ambitious and comprehensive fashion,
the “block-grant” reform is probably not worth doing at all. Con-
solidating only two or three of the dozens of elementary-secondary
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pragrams would not breakip the mechanisms b which decisions

are currently made, or transform the existing philosophy which is

based on giving each sp‘ecial interest its protected slice of the pie.

The four worthwhile options are as follows: . ’

1. Consolidate everything outside Title I, except for the three
best-entrenched programs: vocational education, "handi-
capped education, and “impact” aid for school districts with
large proportions of families who live or workon federal prop-
erty. ) '

2. Consolidate everything*outside Title I, including the voca-
tional, handicapped, and impact-aid programs. :

3. Consolidate Title I together with the non-Title I programs
other than vocational, handicapped, and impact-aid.

4. Consolidate Title I together with all non-Title I programs.
In 1978, when the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was

being authorized,.Congressman John Ashbrook. proposed a substi-

tute amendment which essentially embodied Option 3. The amend-
ment failed by a vote of 79 t0,.290. ' . :

In the summer of 1980, Mr. Ashbrook introduced a more mod-
erate proposal: similar to Option 1, but somewhat simplifying the
Title I programs to reduce paperwork and shift major decisions from-
the federal to the state level (H.R. 7882, the Education Improve-
ment Act). This proposal was designed to have a chance of passage
in 1981 even if there are no major upheavals in the partisan/ideo-
logical composition of Congress. *

Any of these optiong would give state and local educators greater
discretion to pursup.their own priorities; would reverse the 15-year
trend toward greater complexity and convolutedness in ESEA pro-
grams; and would make possible substantial cuts in the 1400 pages
of federal education regulations, in the 10 million state and local
man-hours now_consumed by federal education paperwork, and in
the payroll of the new Department of Education, which totals more
then 5,000, full-time permanent employees (excluding staff of the
overseas schools serving U.S. military dependents).

Obviously, Options 3 and 4 would go the farthest along this de-
sirable path.-But either would be vulnerable to the charge that the
economically -disadvantaged were unjustly losing their special en-
titlement to federal assistance under Title I.

Therefore, the new administration might want to consider a fifth

.

"~ option: keep Title I separate from all.the other programs, and retain

its character as aid specifically targeted for the disadvantaged; but
transform it into a voucher system. Eligibility for this aid couy{
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contmue to be baseg on the Orshansky poverty definition and on
AFDC payments, Just as at present but the aid itself would go, nos

to local solgool districts and state departments of education, but di- .

rectly to the parents of disadvantaged children in the form of vouch-
ers which could be used for either public or private education
Even if it did not pass, this perosal would makegt impossible for
anyone to accuse the Adminstration of “middle-class bias” in its
advocacy gf private-school tuition tax credits. (It would also lay the
rhetorical groundwork for fighting for cuts‘in Title I appropriations
under the existing structure.) If it did pass, the Administration
would be rescuing the Bublic-school monepoly’s most helpless vic-
tims, the nner-city Bfacks and Hispanics, at a single stroke. This
one victory would sound the death-knell for statist education. .
Admunistratwe Options. A federal law already on the books (Gen-
eral Education Provisions Act, Section 417) gives the administra-
tion great opportumty to identify and penalize medxocre education

This law requires the Department of Educatigp glex-in m&as-

study confirmed that the U.S. Office of Educatlon (as it was then
called) was not in compliance with this requirement, and had never
been in compliance, and did not intend to. comply. Congress did

nothmg to penalize USOE-for its non- complxance and little has_

changed since.

The general evaluatxon reports provided to Congress under the
law, averaging well over 500 pages, are masterpieces of equivoca-
tion. They try to avoid sayirf'anything definite, and often rely on
the dodge of measuring inputs rather than results (e.g., ESEA Title
I succeeds in channeling funds to the most disadvantaged students,

, therefore it is meeting its objectives) They appear months after the

statutory deadline, making it difficult or impossible for OMB or the
relevant House and Senate ommittees to use them in making de-
cisions about budget, appropriations, and reauthorizations.

But the private contractors who conduct most of the federally-
commissioned education evaluations required by law do a surpris-
ingly honest and accurate job. Groups like thé Rand Corporation
and American Institutes for Research have repeatedly produced

> - findings which show thag programs under study are ineffective or -

even harmful. Sometimes, these findings are couched in technical
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terms that only a professional statistician can decipher; consist-
ently, the bureaucrats and Congress have disréegarded negative re-
sults and proceeded to expand pfograms which are clearly doing
positive harm to their intended beneficiaries, such as the ESEA
Title VII Bilingual programs.

A Secretary of Educati?)\r}xl should make it clear that he does have
a clear objective against which all education programs will be eval-
uated: their contributions to the basic academic skills of reading,
writing, and calculation, as measured by standardized norm-refer-
enced tests.

He should schedule an early meeting with the evaluation chiefs
of the leading contractors, and make it clear that under this admin-
istration, they will not be harassed for bringing bad news, as the
American Institutes for Research was in 1977 when it told the truth
about Title VII. They will be ‘encouraged to make their conclusions
in forthright, non-technical terms. (He should make sure not to
imply that he wants their findings to be artificially slanted against -
the programs, either.)

~ The Secret hould also make it clear, in advance, that pro-

K grams whos{ac?f?ials fail to cooperate with the evaluation process
will be penalized'when the time comes to set the proposals for their
future budgets. The burden of proof will be on those who contend
that a program makes a positive and significant difference; absent
such proof, the program should not merely be “level-funded,” but’

e .
cu ) o V
Federal Policy for Higher’Education

Federal Regulations dnd Higher Education: An Overview

Colleges and universities ar¢ a unique industry for which federal
programs have special import. But, in many respects, these schools
are businesses like other businesses, and the effects of federal reg-
ulations upon schools are similar to the effects of federal regulations
upon other businesses. :

A multitude of general laws now influence the higher education
community. Thg erivironmental protection laws, the Occupational .
Safety and Health Act,. the Employment Security Act, the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and the recent and scieduled increases in social
security taxes, and more, Take college administration more expen-
sive and complicated, just as these laws make all businesses more
" expensive and complicated. ; .

Although no one factor sets higﬁer education apart from other

’
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industries, several factors combine to define the particular signifi-
cance of federal programs and requirements for higher education:
1. Colleges and universities are inevitably labor intensive. They
employ 1.5 million people, a number that could hardly be reduced
without a direct effect upon capacity. A substantial portion of this
labor force must be highly trained, and therefore, university em-
ployees tend to be especially expensive. An extensive and expensive
work force makes the federal income and retirement security pro-
grams especially onerous for colleges and universities that must
pay all or a portion of_the premiums for their employees. Social

" security is by far the most expensive of “all federal programs for the

schools. The scheduled increases in social security taxes will place
a heavy burden on university budgets.

2. Colleges and universities have only limited control over their
income. Only a portion of their financing comes from charges to
customers, i.e., tuition. Tuition is set on a yearly basis. Income from
investments dépends on how well the investments do. Private giv-
ing is a chancy alfair, and various levels of government controlthe

" rest of the financing. Even annual increases in tuition are proble-

matic, espesially for private colleges, whose tuitions are already
higher than those of state subsidized public colleges. The private’
colleges fear losing students to the less’expensive public colleges.

3. The decentrallzatlon og many universities makes it more dif-
ficult for them to comply h some federal requirements. Schools
have had to establish interdepartmental anpd sometimes university-
wide committees to set and enforce standards, to keep records, and
to prepare reports for federal agencies..At times,.the schools have
been less than efficient in creating these committees. Committees
often are unclear in their goals and operations, and not infrequently
colleges have established organizations with overlapping or redun-
dant duties. College departments do not' want to relinquish their
autonomy, a vital aspect of their “academic fréedom.” But federal
interference with universities is spawning céntral administrative
interference with individual departments, gradually transformirg
the structure of higher education in this country. .’

4. Colleges anduniversities are a handle on the future. They are at
the center of America’s’science establishment. They select, mold, and
position most of the nation’s future leaders, executives, professianals,
scientists, technocrats, and bureaucrats.

Consequently, the schools have come to be viewed by Congress
as a tool of federal policy. They are thus subject to a plethora of

federal enticements in fhe form of grants in aid. “Grants in aid”
N - ! .
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has always been something of a game since college administrators
and professors have their own purposes, and are adept at diverting
federal funds to ends that are‘questionable in terms of official goals.
In response the federal government has become more of a task mas-
ter, perhaps too much so. Grant recipients must make extensive
efforts to justify their work. In addition, schopl administrations
have recently been burdened with a detailed and perplexing docu-
ment known as A-21. A-21 is the manual for calculating the “allow-
able” costs, including overhead costs, of federally sponsored proj-
ects. The bureaucracy is intent on knowing the uses and depreciation
of facilities, and the percentage breakdown of the efforts of person-
nel. o ©
Three major issues are entailed in federal involvement wit
higher education. The first issue focuses on questions of effecti
ness: the second on questions of affordability, and the third to qu
tions of propriety. —_—
Efforts to manipulate research and education from Washin
must be clumsy, since both defy standardization, and require on
) sight inspection. The more the federal government tries to discipline
universities in their use of federal fupds or prod them toward effi-
ciency \yith detailed instructions, the more surreal these efforts will
become. The schools will have to.hire more people to process the /
'documentation; the professors will have less time for research and
teaching, and the bureaucracy will receive mountains of exception-
ally boring material whose very complexity will invite convenient
interpretations, both by the professors and by the bureaucrats. Con-
fusion will reign. i ' :
Like most people, university professors\Wﬁlt to be left alone with
the goods.”The federal government cannot responsibly dole out
money without any attention to returns. But, perhaps the grants
process can be made more businesslike. The government could con- -
tract for a certain product or effort, and after a reasonable time, the
government could see what the taxpayers had gotten for their
money. This judgement could influence further dealings with the
relevant professor/researcher and with the institution that he rep- -
resents. Of course, this process occurs now, but it is embellished
with a multitude of details. More attention should be paid to results;
and less to process. .
The schools, especially private schools, unlike other businesses,
cannot g;eadily pass on additional costs to customers. Therefore, the
increasing costs.of- employee benefits such as social security, and

2
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the increasing admlmstratl.ve costs of complying with federal reg- ~
ulations and meetmg grant requirements are placing the higher .
education corrgmumty in a financial’ squie}e}/fhmgh non-profit
organizations are.exempt from income and/property taxes, these
organizations milst pay for social security’or comparable benefits,
and as theﬂc% of these benefits increases, the true tax burden upon .
them increases. For this reason, college administrators tend to favor
the use of general tax funds to buttress social security in place of
increased social security taxes. Granting colleges some exemption
from social security taxes would help college budgets appreciably.
% A reduction in the administrative costs of regulations and grants

would also be beneficial. Here, coordination would help. As of, 1977,
colleges dealt with 400 federal agencies that”were supervised by
more than 50 e)gecutlve agencies. The new Depdrtment of Education
is not likely to remedy this situation. Indeed,.it may well become
a springboard for more elaborate interference.”

. ) Despité the onus of employee benefits and the hassles with gr

. -applications, the college administrators have remained relatively
calm concerning these measures. The administzators-and academics
may grumble over the red-tape with which the government wraps
its carrots, but na open rebellion is contemplated. It is quite another
mattér with another class of federal requirements.

These are requirements degigned to promote "Mal justice” as
defined by Washington. The requirements are alleged to be reason-
able contractyal stipfilations, but the implied volunteerism of a con-
tractual relationship is a legal fiction as far as colleges are con-

% cerned. College administrators perceive extertion behmd these
Tequirements. .

Federal requxrements are becoming mcreasmgly expensive for
the nation’s cgtleges and universities. A 1976 study by van Alstyne
and Coldren showed a dramatic'growth in administrative expenses !
attributable to federal regulations. These costs increased for six
universities over ten years from a negligible portion of their ad-
ministrative budgets to between one-eighth and one-quarter of
these budgets. .

The burden federal regulatlons place on uniyersities is counted
in more than money. Increased federal mtrusxon is an aggravation —
to administrators and professors..It introduces into their conslder- { -
ation of persénnel “functionally irrelevant” statuses such as race /
and sex. It inevitably leads to the ill treatment of qualified persons
who do not belong to federally favared groups. It introduces an ad-
versary relationship among” all parties. It inundates the schools

ERIC i
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" with tedious process. It introduces lawyers into situations in which

s they do not belong. Liberty suffers, and so do prospects for informal

. solutions.

Colleges and universities have not been singled out for federal
interference; such is the plight.and privilege of all American enter-
prise. Federal regulations affecting the schools are not substantially
different from the regulations affecting other businesses. THe«om-
plaints from the schools echo the complalnts made throughout the
* business community.

The “social justice” directives such as Section 504, Title IX and
Executive Order 11246 will be particularly Mifficult to reform or
_remgve. They deal with extraordinarily emotional issues. Any effort

be seen by a variety of activists as a manifestation of “benign ne

at additional restraint on the part. of the Offige of Civil Rights w:{(
*

glect”, a retreat to se‘xism, racism, argd indiffe:renée to the handi-
capped.
Nonetheless, reforms are needed. The burden of proof should be

~ shifted. The schools should not.be judged guilty until they prove

themselves innocent. They should not be judged in advance. The
OCR should be entirely neutral in its consnderatlon of the evidence.
Each side in a dispute should have to make its case.
" The originator of a complaint should not remain anonymous. Cur-
rently, the OCR withholds the names of accusers to protect them
from campus retribution. This policy is outrageous Any person or
persons calling on the federal government to act against any other
person or persons should have the courage for confrontation. At any
“rate, people have a right to know their accusers.

Compliance with Section 504" should be tailored to a school’s fi-

ncial capacity to comply. Perhaps, a certain portion of a school’s
g:@% can be devoted to reasonable accommodation of the handi-
cappedl. Requiring massive changes without regard to cost is unrea-
sonable. .
" Affirmative action is the sorest point of all. The proponents of
affirmative action see it as the quickest and most practical means
of upward mobility for America’s women, Blacks and Hispanics. Its
opponents see it as an attack on equal opportunity’ and merit selec-
tion. Affirmative action is perhaps a quick way to lift women and
minorities into prominent or lucrative positions, but it is not nec-
essarily the ost just. Affirmative action hagprodiiced at least some
demoralization and resentment*among -workers, and caused man-

" agement to emphasize gender and race at the expeirse of skill.

Affirmative action does not run counter to' American practice; it
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runs counter to American ideals. It should be jettisoned as soon as
it is politically possible te do so. In.the meantime, it should not be
administered with a heavy hand. Prudence and tact should mitigate
the adversarial relationship that Executive Order 11246 has estab- _ * |
_ lished and nurtured between the federal government and academe.

@
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DIRECTIONS FOR FEDERAL
ELEMENTARY/SECONDARY
EDUCATION POLICY *

Ala;n L. Ginsburg, Marshall S. Smith and Brenda.J. Tl))mbull*

- .

Introduction

The basic purposes of the Federal role in the nation’s schools
have remained largely unchanged since 1965. At that time, a re-

formist Federal government set out to do two things that it believed

" the State and local authorities were not doing: improving access to

education for unserved and underserved population groups, and en-
hancing the quality of the schools. . -

These purposes, introduced into law in the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA), also underlie many newer Federal
programs and policies, In addition, a few programs serve a third
purpose: providing limited general support for the schools’ regular
activities with funds that are easily merged into regular operating.

* This paper is the product of a collaborative effort. The order of authorship was
determined by lot. We are indebted to Michael O'Keefe, who participated actively
in discussion of many of the issues considered here. We also wish to thank Beatrice
Birman, Emerson Elliott, and Jay Moskowitz for their helpful comments on earlier
drafts. {Authors’ note.] . ) A

Alan Ginsburg i8 now Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, Technical and Analyt-
ical Systfms, U.S. Department of Education. Marshall 8. Smith, formerly Executive

-

L)

.

Assistant to the Secretary of Education, is now the Director of the Wisconsin Re-

search and Development Center for Individualized Schooling, Brenda J. Turnbull is
a consultant in educafion. ’ '
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budgets at the.State or local level.* These three purposes dominate
the Federal role in elementary and secondary education.

This paper do°e§ not quarrel ‘with these Federal purposes; we
strongly agree that underserved groups must receive special atten-
tion,.and that the Federal government has a role in stimulating
impr vements in school, quality. Our concern is with whether cur-
rent programs and policies are meeting these purposes. The tradi-

.tional Federal strategles—ldentlfymg problems, establlshmg spe-

cial-purpose (“categorical”) programs, mandating the provision of
certain kinds of services, and attempting to control the State and
local use of e;armarked funds—seem mcreasmgly inadequate to the

task of improving education. . . .
"Two altematlve strategies are outlined in: thls discussion: (1)

"“cleaning up” the present program structure, and (2) adopting a
new approach to local program coordination at the school-building

- level. We will develop thesecond strategy in some detail, suggesting

L

that with the inclusion of appropriate accountability mechanisms
it would permit the orchestration of Federal, State, "and local re-
sources into programs that.would' address-all eligible students’
needs without the administrative rigidities of current Federal pro-
grams.

Arguments for Reform

Four arguments suggest that we should reform Federal educatlon
programs. Each is discussed below. .
Changing Economic and Social Conditions
Most Federal programs continue to address the same problemsd

the same ways year after year. Yet times change. One argument for
program reform is that the economic and social conditions that face
the schools now are different from those of (li?for 20 years ago. For
example, the Federal progr f Impact Aid continues to compen-
sate districts for serving the ch! n of Federal workers—an ap-
propriate policy when the an War overwhelmed schools near
military bases with children of non-taxpayers, but inappropriate

* The Impact Aid program provides funds to the general budgets of local education

. agencies to compensate for such burdens as the presepce of untaxed Federal lands

within the local taxing area. In addition, Title IV of ESEA distributes funds for

books and other materials,used for instruction on an automatic, formula basis to
school districts. Because Title W provides only a very small amount of the materials
budget of school districts, the Federal funds are substituted for £unds that the local

agency would otherwise spend and are, therefore, effectxvely general axd
N
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- now in the districts where Federal workers represent a stablg tax-
paying population. Title IV of ESEA tontinues to support the pur-
chase of library and instructional equipment, still addressing a
shortage that was felt in 1965. A,QJ “.

0ld problems have given way to new aregs, of concern which Fed-
eral programs are slow to recognize. The test-score decline among
students in the middle and secondary grades’ is the most visible
focal point for current concern over school quality. However, the
&mpensatory education funded by Title I, ESEA, remains heavily
concentrated in the early grades. Another area of Federal weakness
has been the lack of action on a majyi'fsocial problem that has de-

_ veloped over the past 25 years—that of unemployment among mi-
nority youths. White youth have had an 'unemployment rate of
about 13 percent for 25 years, but the rate among black youths has

. jumped from 16 percent to more than 30 percent over that period.*
Federal aid ought to be sufficiently flexible to address this kind of
mushrooming problem. .

Changing Federal-State Relationships ‘

- Fifteen years ago the State governments were not a dynarnic force
for educational improvement.** Federal policy has sometines ig-
nored the States and sometimes sought to correct what have been
seen as their deficiencies. When ESEA was enacted in 1965, much
of the legislation bypassed the States to work directly in local school
systems. However, one program (ESEA Title V) offered the States

- relatively unrestricted funds with the long-range goal of strength-
ening their administrative capacity. In addition, all the formula-
based programs have included a percentage of funds for State

+ administration. . . .
The States are differerit today. Over a dozen State education agen-

cies administer their own compensatory programs, modeled on Title
I. Nearly all the States have taken legislative or administrative
action to test and improve students’ competencies. In the education -
of the handicapped, reform of school finance, and other arenas for
advancing equity, some States have taken the initiative in reform.
While a new sensg of educational leadership has developed at the
State level, this change is not adequately reflected in the Federal
posture. Federal provisions have failed to draw upon the States’

* Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Employment and Unemployment During 1978,”
#Special Labor Force Report 218. . i ’

*x See Jerome T. Murphy, State EducationAgencies and Discretionary Funds (Lex-

.~ ington, Mass.: D. C. Heath, 1977). 7 )
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e considerable financial and mana@esources that could be chan-
neled to reinforce Federal program efforts. In addition,-Federal pol- .
icies represent a "worst case” approach to relationships between

ant recipients and the, Federal govermnent——program require-

ments are geared to the expectation that ali States will comply

i reluctantly, if at all. Thls approach creates unnecessary bufdens for

! progressive States. - R s L

In some cases Fgderal ‘pohcxhsi may actually 1mpede supportive

State activities. For instance, sorr{e States requige remedial services

for students who do not pass the ‘minimum proficiency standards -
that the States have enacted for graduatlon or promotion, Yet such ~

States could be prohibitet from using certain Federal compensatory

funf to assist children who fail. This could happen under a strict

interpretation of the requirement that Federally funded conii@n-
satory instruction must‘hot “supplant” services that would be pro=
-vided in the absence of Federal funds (i.e., services that’ iniclude
remedial treatment mandafed by State law). Meanwhile, Stati
that do not mandate compensatory services have no such restriction :
placed on them* .
Finally, there are very few instances of Federal mcentlves in the
ESEA leglslatlon States thal expeditiously meet Federal goals or
that are‘out in'front of the Federal government in "the proviston of
sérvi &% to needy youngsters: are not, war(?ed; Even insthe few
ing where incentive 1eg1‘slatlon exists, the Ppolitical problems
- 0 ing States dlﬂ:erenblally have made the’ provxsxons ineffec- -
/ tive.sFor example; no fungds have beén appropriated for a new part
“of Title It foers?a #ncial incentive for State compensatory
program§. (Vlth fewer than 15%&3&98 elxgll?le for this mcentwe, the
political musclé to fund it é‘g\as been léckmg ‘7 m}_a

1

Y

Mc, (e “4 A,
Proliferation of Federal Progfams andControj;s -
The Department of Education now operates. ‘nearly 10,0 separate- 5

elementary and secondary-Rrograms. While’ each of thege programs . -
haf a. claim to existence in terms of a “set of percq)qu needs anJ "
. c o B g;q T
— e n N
* The new proposed regulations for Title I attempt to accommodate this rtlcular -
v problem, although without complete success. States with less protecti
youngsters Who fail compensatory tests, 1n fact, turn out to be rew

restrictions under the proposed.rules The “supplement, not plant le lgslgi:we .
provisions for Title I are a classic instance of Federal legislatid in the cq xt of, a .

“worst case” mentahty—the regulations, which are a model oﬁc,lanty ven the . |
mcomprehensnb,sl[ty of the legislation, require 4,500 words of text in the. Fedgr% 4
Registertfor local Qistrict administrators to plow through L e ®
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opportunities, the question of their cumulative effects must be care-
fully weighed. State and local governments. annually.require up-

wards of two million person hours to fill out all Federal reporting
forms.* One result is a serious diversion of resources as State and
.

local agencies develop special administrative cadres to-deat-with———————=
the Federal bureaucracy. On the Federal side, the result is almost
certainly inconsistency, duplication, and reduced effectiveness.
In addition to diverting resources, the proliferation of programs
has led to erratic policies. A number of Federal programs genetate
conflicting signals for local and State program administrators. For
example, the combined force of the fiscal controls in the Title I ’ .
regulations and legislation strongly encourages schools to pull stu-
dents out of their regular classrooms for Title I'instruction. Bilin-
gual ¢lasses are also separate from monolingual classes. Not only
do these practices raise serious worries about the ill effects of track-
ing, segregation, and limited communication between special and
regular teachers, they are also the opposite of the strategy man-
dated for handicapped children. The handicapped are to be educated -
in the “least restrictive environment” appropriate, which means

the regular classroom wherever possible.**
L 4

-
’

New Knowledge ~

Not only are the conditions addressed by Federal programs chang-
ing, but our knowledge about education is growing. Recent research
findings may be discouraging for anyone who hopes for quick and

E 4

h—‘-— .

= ' %8eg Commuttee on Education and Labor, U.S House of Representatives, 95th
Congress, A Report on tht’ Education Amendments of 1978, HR. 15 (Washington,
D.C.; Goyernment Printing Office, 1978), p. 138. Although the 1978 Amendments
contain @ varety of procedures for reducing burden, paperwork behaves like
crabgrass—without constant attention it prohiferates uncontrollably. Paperwork
commssions and burden reduction reports proliferate with similar speed

**Afi even more gloomy way of viewing the local results of program proliferation
Rt to argue that services suffer when there are unclear lines of authority and re- -
sponsibility 1n dealing with intractable educational problems..As long as multiple
programs might sérve a particular child, according to this agrument, nq one bears
the full burden of addressing the child’s multiple needs. This line of argument
suggests that program prolifération may be all the more counterproductive, but also X
- that reform proposals may draw opposition from some educators who fear more
clearly defined obligations. Vested interest in maintaining the statug quo is not
confined to local districts, of course—Washington-based lobbies have proliferated in
direct correlation with program proliferatton. Salaries and-status often depend upon
the 1dentity of separate legislatism rather than on the effectiveness of the program. -

- L 4
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, easy results from Federal grants, but they also suggest some pro-
ductive approaches. o o
On the negative side, it is increasingly clear that administra-
(tively simple changes'are essentially unrelated to student progress.
Merely decreasing class size by a few students, mandating the in-
troduction of a new-curriculum, or hiring teachers with certain cre- -
dentials will not guarantee improved achievement. Despite these
‘findings, simple changes in school ifiguts continue to be the most
visible and widely used yardstick in reports on the accomplishments
of Federal programs.

On the pogitive side, no matter what the material, it is clear from
abundant data that the time spent on leatning is highly related to
achievement. The simple but powerful xysearch conclusion is that
children are more likely to legrn things if they spend more time
focusing on them.* Yet studies of Title I programs suggest that
participants who are pulled out of the regular classroom program
to receive compensgtory services do not spend more time in basic-
skills instruction than their non-participating classmates do. In-
deed, a very substantial percentage of students actually are pulled
out of regular reading programs to obtain compensatory reading
instruction—thus_destroying both a posible gain in instructional
time and the continuiiy of instruction that would exist if reglar
teachers had responsibility for tedching reading.

Research has yielded information about whole schools as well as
about children and classrooms. In fact, several studies of unusually
effective.school programs converge in stressing the importance of
commitment and capacity at the schyol building level. Critical ele-
ments in program success seem to be school characteristics such as
strong leadership from the principal; high expectations for students;
clear goals shared by the staff, students, and parents; and the at- .
mosphere of the school (including student/teacher rapport-and ex-

= 2 ——

- : /

* Recent research pointing to amount of instructional time as one of the more
cntical in-school factors determining student learning include. David Wiley: and ,
Arnggret Harnischfeger, “Explosion of a Qyth. Quality of Schooling and Exposure
to Instruttion, Major Educational Vehicles*Educational Researcher 3 (1974). 7-
12; Benjamin S Bloom, Characteristics and School Learning (New York. McGraw-
Hill, 1976); and Carolyn Dirkham and Ann Lieberman (eds.), Time to Learn (Wash-
ington, D.C.: NIE, 1980).

-
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change of ideas among staff).* There also is evidence that new pro-

grams can take hold and succeed when, most importantly, there is

commitment from logal program staff and parents. These findings
strongly suggest that the Federal government should try to help
schools help themselves—to.apply their resources in a more con-
certed and coordinated fashioh to improve the instructional pro-

gram as a whole. This approach contrasts sharply with the current -

Federal policies of top-down specification of program dimensions
and of using fiscal controls to isolate Federal dollars and programs
from the regular school program.

Futu;:,_Policy Directions

, The foregoing arguments suggest an uirgent need for rethinking
the Federal program structure in elementary and secondary edu-
cation. Federal policies should gain the flexibility to address current
and future educational problems; they shopld build on State initi-
atives for educational imprévement; they should reduce the tangle
of special-purpose requirements facing local schools; and they
should enable schools to implement coordinated programs planned
~ around children’s needs. Adopting such policies would not require
a change in Federal purposes. Indeed, it would promote gtheir
achievement by'changing accountability provisions from bookkeep-
ing exercises to one based on educational criteria.

In our view these new policies cannot be effective: if they are
. introduced piecemeal. Merely tinkering with one or two program
provisions in a cumbersome categorical structure cannot do much
to increase the effectiveness of Federal action in education. Conse-
quently, this section will suggest two broad strategies for wide-
ranging redesign of the programs: (1) cross-cutting reforms which
“clean up” the present structure, and (2) a strategy for reform
through enhanced coordination at the local school-building level.

An approach not suggested here is that of providing general aid

rd

* See John I. Goodlad, “Can Our Schools Cet. Better?” Phi Delta Kappan, 5 (1979),
342-47; Technical Summary: A 'Study of Compensatory Reading Programs (Wash.
ington, D.C : U.S Office of Education, 1976); Ronald Edmonds, "Some Schools Work
andgMore Can,” Social Policy, March/April 1979, pp. 28-32; George Weber, “Inner

*City Children Can Be Taught To Read: Four Successful Schools,” Occasional Paper
No. 18, Council for Basic Education, 1971; Richard Williams, “A Political Perspec-

. tive on Staff Development Teachers College Record, 80, 95-106; Wilbur Broo-
kover and Lawrence Legotte, Changes in School Characteristics as Co-incident with
Changes in School Achievement (East Lansmg, College of Urban Development, Mich-
1gan State University, 1977b) .
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to education from the Federal government. This stratégy would
break down the divisions among programs at the Federal level and
cut the strings now attached to State and local uses of Federal aid

. to education. The great disadvantage of this approach is that, by

eliminating accountability requirements, it sacrifices the Federal
purpose of ensuring equal access to education for needy youngsters.
Moreover, general aid would not actively.promote educational im-
provement. We beljeve that aid specifically directed to educational
access-and improvement makes more effective use of Federal dol-
lars. ,
“Cleaning Up” the Present Program Structure o
One viable reform strategy would be to make a number of broad
changes across programs and policies to update and simplify the
" existing program structure. Funding formulas would be redesigned
and some programs eliminated in order to bring Federal priorities

. up to date. A few new program initiatives might be deemed appro-

pri'ate, but the major emphasis would be on clearing away the clut-

ter of overlap(g{:g and conflicting program provisions. In addition,

such a reform strategy would enlist the States as active partriers in

Federal programs. The following discussion presents seven ele-

ments of this strategy: '

1. Redirecting funds to real needs. Killing a program is almost
prohibitively difficult politically since every program has its
staunch defenders. Nevertheless, an economy-minded Con-
gress must be Willing to save some of the funds now expended
on programs like Impact Aid or the Vocatidnal Education
basie grant provision, which have outlived some of their origg
inal purposes. These and other funding formulas might be
chauged to concentrate more tightly on cases of real need by

. increasing the allocations selectively, by removing anomalies

that treat the same needs differently when they occur in dif-
. ferent distficts or States, or by cutting the funding that goes
to placés that no longer need it badly *

v

. -

* An example of this strategy to impi‘ové the targeting of Federal funds is the
new Title I “concentratiorf’ provision adopted in the 19 ESEA Amendmeénts.
Thisg provision redirects Federal compensatory education furlds to those comnmunitiés
with large numbers of poor children (i.6., cities) or high proportions of such children

f(x.e.,‘ poor rural areas). Although the Congress rejected another proposal to redirect
Impact Aid program funds to those places with the heaviest Federally imposed bur-
den, the appropriations committees have recently shown renewed interest in such

a proposal.

»
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2. New initiatives. While attempting to limit.or phase out ob-

solete funding programs, the Federal governmé&nt might un-

?ﬁaﬁ—; few new programs to fill the gaps left by the hap-

azard evolution, of Federal policy. ‘For example, current

programs do not seem to meet the many problems for high - -

schools: making sure that students have already mastered

basic skills, imparting more complex cognitive skills, easing

the transition from school to work, and opening postsecg_ndary
opportunities.* R

3. Reducing inconsistencies in Federal laws and regulations. In-

' ,consxstenmes between different but functionally related pro-

grams are ‘particularly irksome fo State and local education

agencies and frequently contribute to confusion or cynicism

about Federal objectives. One example, already discussed

here, is the confusion that results between the Title I regu-

lations that encourage special instruction in “pull-out” set-

-~ tings outside regular classes and the Eddcation of the Hand-

icappéd Act that calls for instruction in “the least restrictive

.. setting” (i.e., the regular classroom when possible).

To filter out these conflicting signals, Federal policymakers
would have,to make sdbme fundamental decisions about what
practlces to encourage, what populatlons\to serve, and what
* local conditions to recognize. At present, such decisions come
up.piecemeal when each separate program is reauthorized,

* with the result that consistency across programs is seldom

" considered. ’

4. Eliminating excessive categorization. Another way of sxmph-
fying the Federal program, structure would be to break down
some of the divisions between programs, regrouping the small-
est categorical programs into broader initiatives. Without al-
tering the large programs for special-need pupils, the govern-
ment could consolidate or termihate the small-programs that
.support specialized priorities such as law-related, consumer,
correction, health, environmental, or metric education, to
name but a few. If support for such programs is still needed,

- it could be offered in broader categories, perhaps’subject to

3

k)
.
°

-

* The growing national concern over youth unemployynt gave rige to the Carter
. administration’s proposed “Youth Initiative.” .

*
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' an annual determination of specific priorities* Steps are
already underway to standardize the administrative require-
ments for these and other small programs so that grantees
will face a uniform, coherent set of forms and reporting re-
‘quirements. . «

5. Tighten the relationship of research, development, and dissem-
ination with service programs. Several agencies that have
joined the Department of Education have carried out R&D—
the National Institute of Education, the Office of Education,
and the Natiorfal Center for Education Statistics all take
large‘R&D roles—but only with sporadic efforts at coordina-
tion. A serious problem is that R&D or dissemination activ-
ities are not systematically aligned with large-scale service
programs. Putting the results of R&D into practice is a chal-
lenge under any circiimstances, and the organizational dis-
tance:between developmental and service programs com-
pounds the difficulties. For . instance, no administrative
channels have been specifically set up to redesign Title I on
the basis of what is learned from NIE programs, the new
ESEA Title II (Basic Skills Improvement), or' Follow Through.
If such channels were created, findings from research, dem-
onstrations, and evaluations could be incorporated into Fed-
eral regulations, guidelines, and technical assistance.

6. Coordinating Federal and State Programs. With the enact-
ment of more and more special educational programs and pro-
visions at the State level, the States and localities face in-
creasing problems of sorting out the inconsistent or
counterproductive demands of overlapping programs and pol-
icies. Ong example discussed above is the current difficulty
over spending Title I funds on students who have failed State-
wide tests and for whom remedial work is therefore required
by State law. Programs for the handicapped and bilingual
education provide other examples. Federal laws could work
better if they were designed with the expectation that many
State laws will~echo Federal objectives, rather than the

: “worst-case” expectation now reflected: that State laws sim-

ply provide a basic program that can only be supplemented

* Dupog the 1978 reauthorization, proposals for consolidating the small pro-
grams were seriously considered. These proposals were ultimately rejected because
many of the smaller programs represented “pet” imtiatives of particular Members
of Congress. '
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for special-need students through special and restrlctlve Fed-
eral requirements.
1. Enlarging the States’ role. Bu11d1ng on ‘the: States’ grow1ng
-, administrative capabilities and their adoption of many Fed-
eral aims, most programs could rely more heavily on State
agencies. The 1978 ESEA Amendments have. already ex-
panded- the ‘State role in several functions, including moni--
toring and enforcing local compliance with Federal require-
ments. New provisions of Title IV and Title V mandate
comprehensive State plans for coordinating all training of
teachers and administrators. If they also choose to dé State-
wide planning for baslc skills programs, States can receivé
- special developmentall grants under the Basic Skills Improve-
ment title. Although these are reasonable first steps, the Fed-
eral law does not allow acknowledgment of more or less of-
fective State plans—waivers of certain categorical
»  requirements, for example, might-be a reward for a well-con- "
structed State plan for teacher training or for basic skills. In
the future, other provisions within ‘and across programs
¢ might increase the States’ responsibilities for planning, mon-
itoring and enforcement, and technical assistance. Wherever
posgible, these provisions should encompass several Federal
programs so that the S‘tate'can address complex problems
without hav1ng to concentrate on one Federal aid category at
a time.
- Another way of recognizing’the 1n1t1at1ves of many States
- that share Federal goals would be to prov1de more funds on
a matching basis. If a State lggislature enacted a program for
the disadvantaged, those ofy imited English proficiency, or
another special-need group, it might receive a special match-
ing allocation of Federal funds. This approach would permit
differential treatment \Of the States, rewarding those States
that are going beyond minimal compliance with Federal re-
quirements and are themselves willing to support programs
that address special echatlonal needs.
Local Program Coordination ‘

A second broad strategy for reform would be to combine existing
programs in a different way, centering the consolidation at the Jocal
school level and providing new mechanisms for accountability. The
central idea would be to let schoolsruse their Federal and State
categorical funds without regard to traditional fiscal controls—as
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long as they could den’l/(;nstrate that they were meeting the purposes
for which Federal funds were apptopriated. .
This approach would retain the targeted nature of Federal funds
to the State, local agencies, and schoals where ‘there are high con-
centrations of needy youngsters. In addition, the Federal govern-
ment would continue to insist that the special rieeds of students be
given special attention—however, the particular nature of that at-
tention would be less closely specified from the Federal level. That
is, the Federal government would no longer require that separate
programs within the school should address the needs of the disad-
o vantaged, those of limited English proficiency, and so on. Instead
the schools would be held responsible for defining each child’s ed-
ucational needs and devising ways to meet those needs as part of
a coherent, building-wide educational strategy. )

This would mean a shift to different accountability mechanisms
which would focus on the way a school plans its programs, what
services are delivqred, or what the results are—as opposedsfo the
current mechanisms which primarily aim«g gnsure the distinctness
of school programs for each Federally defined purpose. As a result,’
specific Federal purposes would be less closely reflected in the way

. programs are organized within the school buildings. The point of
the new accountability mechanisms would be reflected throughout
the entire school in actual instructidhal services and outcomes.

We will outline five alternative accountability mechanisms. Any
of them could permit this strategy of building-level coérdination to"
be implemented in stages, with the Federal government loosening
fiscal controls at the building level in those States and localities
that demonsStrate compliance with Federal educational require-
ments. .

(1) Fiscal standards. Accountability based on fiscal standards
would use information about local spending but, unlike the
current fiscal controls, would not track each program’s Fed-
eral dollars to determine that they are going to the “right”
students. Instead, the Federal government.would be con:
cerned with the total number of dollars available at the
’school-building level to serve the particular mix of students
in the building. For the average compensatory student, for
example, the Federal standard migh’t be set at 1.4 times the

i
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(2)

- . ;
average per pupil expenditure in a district—which is essen-
tially the level called for in the Title I legislation* Each

school building, held accountable for spending that much on °

the average for its identified special-need students, could use
any combination of Federal, State, and local funds to serve
the students. This approach would allow building adminis-
trators the freedom to design appropriate programs to meet
the particular needs of the students. Like the existing fiscal
controls, however, this approach only asks that the level of
funds be met—it does not directly address whether the serv-
ices are appropriate.
Local program development requirements. A second approach
to accountability would be to stipulate procedures for schools
to use in developing their education programs. These pro-
cedures would be designed to ensure the appropriateness of
services and the involvement of school perssnnel and parents
in‘planning. f

At the school-building levél, a comprehensive education
plan devéloped by school personnel together with parents
could address the needs of special categories of students (Ti-
tle I eligible, handicapped, and bilingual) but would not con-
strain the school program to segregatory strategies such as
pull-outs or completely separate bilingual classes. The new
Title I statute permits substituting a staff-developed school-
wide educational plan fqr existing requirements in schools
with large low-income populations, and such a plan could be
extended to other schools and programs. This approach could
provide valuable continuity within and. across Federal pro-
grams and would give the whole staff a strgnger sense of
responsibility for thé school’s educational programs. It
would spread the responsibility for Federally supported serv-
ices beyond the extra teachers whose salary is paid by special

kY

programs, to the.entire tstguctional staff. If the plan was -

developed in conjunction with parepts, it would also serve as
a local accountability mechanism and would inform parents

.

A

* This approach is mmnlar to the pupil- welghtmg systems a number of States have
adopted in recent reform of their school finance legislation. See Jack Leppert, et al.,
"Pupil Weighting Programs in School Finance Reform,” in Schoo! Finance Reform.
A Legislator’s Handbook, ed John J Callahan and William H. Wilken (Washington,
D.C.: National Conference of State Leg151atures, 1976). ,
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PR ' about the goals and progress of the school *
(3) Individualized education programs. IEPs could extend the
- planning process'down to the'individual child. The Educa-
" tion For All Handicapped Act breaks new ground in this-area
by requiring such plans for all affected students and allowing
: s for appeals wheén parents feel a plan is unacceptable. This
type of ptanning-draws attentien to the insfructional needs
and capabilities of individual children while holding the
schools accountable for providing the required instructional
services. More needs to be learned about how to implement
these plans, especially about " designing instructionally
meaningful programs and holding down the paperwork bur-
den. Building on experience with the handicappeéd, the use
of YEPs for all special-nked populations; orindeed for all chil-
’ dren, may become possible. A great advantage would be that
- children would no longer be labeled to fit into one of the
Federal categorical classifications but would receive that
mix of instructional services best suited to their individual
needs and talents. o
(4) Service Fequirements. Provisions specifying the kinds of serv:
icesihat schools must provide to certain kinds of children
would go much further toward making the recipients of fund-
ing accountable for what they deliver to children. Such re-
quirements might cover time on task (for example, children
with reading problems would<have td spend some mitimum
amountof extra time per week on reading lessons), pupil/
teacher ratios, or the provision of workbooks to parents. This
would be a direct way of using new knowledge about the
. services that contribute to learning. Still, even if. we knew
| | a great deal about what services to specify, Federal specifi-
cations would raise serious questions. First, the tradition of
local and State control over cgrriculum would be gravely
threatened. Second, inflexible 3pecifications from the Fed-
eral level would represent the kind of “top-down” reform
strategy that research is showing to be ineffectual. An al-
ternative to Federal specification of service requirements is
to employ fhe services specified in IEPs as the basis for the
accountability structure. Here, the IEP would be developed

-

‘s

-

* Such an approach would be similag, to the school site councils functioning as
part of the California “School Improvement” legislation. See Manual of Require-
ments for Schools Funded Through the Consolidated Applicétion (Sacramento, Ca.:
California State Department of Education, 1979).
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according to a specified set of processes and the schol would
be held agcountable for delivering the serv1ces spelled out inr
thedEP.
(5) Otitcome requirements. An eventual step might be to move
; to student outcome standards, such as minimum achieve-
ment levels, to determine whether Federal objectives are
being met. This approach has an appealing directness since
the rationale for educational programs, after all, is educa-
tional henefit. Educators have valid concerns as to the ability
to develop a sufficiently comprehensive set of outcome meas-
ures. These criticisms mean that we should go slowly in us-
ing this approach,”but not that it should be rejected alto-
gether. In” bilingual gducation, for instance, outcome
_standards develaped,#i 1978 may help tighten the pro-
gram’s focus on students who need services. Students have
always been ofﬁcxally expected to leave transitional bilin-
gual classes when they becoine competent to deal with the
curriculum in English, but in practice such students have
tended to remain in bilingual programs.* The ESEA-1978
Amendments now require testing students every two years
to determine if their performance requlres retentlon in tran-
sitional bilingual tlasSes. '

The use of IEPs might go a long way toward reconciling
local differences.with. mandated Federal standards. IEPs
could indicate outcome standards that are reasonable and

*achievable given available instructional approaches. Prog-
ress toward meeting these goals could be monitored and, if
necessary, changes in the instructional program could be
made if progress was too slow.

Discussion

This paper has argued that the present structure of Federal pro- _

grams for elementary and secondary education is increasingly un-
wieldy and does too little to advance the goals of access and quality.
We have also outlined two broad directions for reform. Of the two,
we believe that the second, which more directly pursues program
coordination at the local school level, offers the more promising
" foundation for educational improvement. Funds should continue to

* See Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title VII Spenish/English gtlmgual Ed-
ucation Program. Overview of Stydy and Findings (Palo Alto, Calif.: American In-
stitutes for Research, 1979) y
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be target,ed to the most needy districts and schools, but within the

schools the nature of Federal involvement should change

Many problems of the current Federal role stem from the policies
that maintain Federal programs at the schoolﬁbulldmg level as fis-
cally and, thersby, programmatlcally distinct from the regular in-
structional prc;%n}'lt;hese policies increase paperwork, fragment
the school’s staff, antl encourage the educationally undesirable
practice of segregating students with special needs into special
classes, reducing the accountability of the school as a whole to needy
students. Moreover, the fiscal requirements often operate as disin-
centives for the very State and local initiatives that Federal poli-
cymakers want to encourage. The issues of coordination ampng cat- '
egorical programs, which are already difficult, seem likely to grow
worse as new programs are added and e';ustmg ones expang.

Implementmg a new approagh to’ Federal aid will be far from .-

simple. Some combination or streamtining of programs cotld be a
sensible policy for change since the proliferation of simitar and over-
lapping categorical programs from Federal and State sources has
created a number of educational problems. If the services mow
within ‘different programs are to.be combined, however, strong
acountability mechanisms must be devised. Special program funds
should not“disappear into the schools until there are plans at the
level of the building and perhaps even the level of thé individual
child for meeting educational needs. In fact, schoolwide plans might
be developed by aggregatihg the requirements of individual plans.
Such planning, however, is not easy, and Federal policymakers
must be careful that new requirements can work turomote
thoughtful and responsive planning—nqt simply to multlp‘y the
schools procedural headaches.

* In summary, then, we advocate some continuity and some change
in the Federal role in elementary and secondary education:

. Contmulty in broad Federal purposes is es$ential. The na-
tional commitent to educational equity and quality is not out-
dated and should be maintained.

e Federal programs should be changed so that Federal aid will
address these purposes more effectively. Problems with the
current structure include a lack of flexibility, too little rec-
ognition of the State role, the proliferation of programs and

. mandates, and not enough incentive or opportunity for local
program coordination.

e Selective changes, eliminating the program provisions that
conflict with other programs or that discourage State and local *

»
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initiatives, could be accomplished either through a set of re-
visions in current programs ‘or through the adoption of a
school-based approach that would introduce aew accountabil-
ity mechanisms;

A school-based approach to program coordmatlon would main-
tain the targeting of funds on schools’ needs and, within
schools, promote the planning of sound instructional programs
to addréss children’s needs.
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The precedmg papers in this book have focused on’the federal role in what ¢
could be called the formal educational system. But as Christopher Dede .
reminds us in the following selection, education is more than schooling—
and in both its broader and more narrow senses the educational enterprise
confronts a technological, demographic and financial revolution during the

-last part of the century. —
3 v
- N
4, -
. \ .
o A ' ‘

- o ( - /

2 -~ . ) 4 ’ /
. L3

. % ) )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: Y
B * L]




»

x

.
o
-~
.

'THE NEED FOR A NEW FEDERAL

\ROLE IN THE 19805

Christopher Deﬂe*

In the, past decade, the federal role in education has been defined
in 1ncreasmgly narrow ways. The 1960s were a time of broad federal
expansion into new sectors of educational policy-setting, curriculum

design, regulation, and funding. However, the high cost and unclear

benefits of these increased responsibilities coupled with perceived
meddlmg into state and local perspectives have gradually created
widespread resistance to extensive federal involvement. As a result,
especially in the last few years, continual pressure toward reducing
federal activity has led dec1smnmakers-—both inside and outside the
national government—to picture the federal role i in as constramed
a manner as possible.

Miich can be said for the importance of balancing the educatlonal \

roles of the local, state, and federal governments and for the need
to leave decision-making to the citizen, except-for the minimum
essential societal involvement. By limiting the federal role, indi-
vidual, community, and states rights are preserved; the need for
increased federal taxes is diminished; and the constitutional legit-
imacy of federal actions is not broyght into question. Given this
combination of factors, a federal pohcymaker. finds it increasingly
attractive to avoid bureaucratic tangles, higher budgetary needs
and increased responsibilities by refusing to deal with emerging
educational issues under the gulse of preserving a limited federal
role .

* Christopher Dede is Associate Professor, University of Houston at Clear Lake.
He is a former Education Policy Fellow of the Institute for Ed\ucationa] Ledadership.
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The fashignability of abdicating federal responsjbility s reached
such a height in Washington that I recently{eard high level
federal decisionmaker at a public meeting state that, “long-range

. planning must be the sole responsibility of state and local govern-
mients, since the Constitution does not specifically mandate federal
involvement in this area.” No one in the room voiced an objection;
perhaps they felt that the massive difficulties posed by such a stance
were better, on balance, than the specter of nationally mandated,
district-specific, comprehensive ten year plans for improving edu- ’

_ cational practice. However, I sensed the baby sliding down the drain
along with the bathwater and found myself wondering if seme in-
termediate pﬁsition on long-range planning was not possible. Some-
how, if the federal role is constrained without careful consideration
of what each level of government is best equipped to do, the prob-
lems which are passed on to the states and localities mgy well be
Ehose which are the most difficult, expensive, and contPoversial,
er than those \most appropriate. .

In the next gecade, what should be the reldtive roles of the citizen;
community; and local, state, and federal governments in educa-
. tional decision-making? Asking a norfative question such as this
St may seem hopelessly naive when, in reality, roles are most fre- -
~quently defined by political clout, expediency, or historical prece-
dent. However, with the Department Status of education in gueés-
tion, wpportunities for changing the status quo arise which are
usually not possible. A new organizational structure offers a chance
to make discontinuous changes in purpose and process. Further, the
essential institutional status of education will likely be very low if
federal decisionmakers are intent on dumping every responsibility |
that can reasonably be jettisoned. Therefore, for reasons of both
substance and legitimacy, an examination of the optimum mini-
mum federal role irr education seems indicated. -
At present, the generally accepted definition of the federal edu-
cational role is: —

Major Goals . ‘
(1) promotion of equal access »
(2) enhancement of equal achievement - <
Minor Goals’ .

<(1) research toward new directions
(2) assessment
(3) -dissemination
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Few would question the need for some federal involvement in these
_areas, given the complexity of the issues involved, the enormous
costs of change, and the social benefits to be gained by progress
toward thesx goals. Is this a sufficient federal role for the next de-

cade? )

One method for de@ining whether these present roles consti-
tute the minimum necassary future federal involvement in educa-
tion is to examine likely coming challenges ‘and opportunities for
our society. A case can be made that purely internal problems in,
education can often best be handled by a combination of individual,
local, and state initiatives; but external problems arising from
changes in education’s context usually are so systemically inter-
linked to national and international issues that federal help is
needed to resolve them. (One historical example is the launching of
Sputnik by the USSR and the passage of the National Defense Ed-

* ucation Act in response). Are similar crises likely to occur in the
1980s that will need national level guidance and funding, and what
new federal role in education might these involve? .

The Future Context for Education )

. In the next ten years, what major social developnients|are likely
-, to oecur, and how may these affect human services suchlas educa-

tion? The forecasts following are speculative (as is any statement

about the future), but consfitute a reasonable spectrum of probable’

predictions for the decade. |

‘Etonomics &, oL .

The 1980s will be.a time, of major economic instability and un-
certainty, as chaotic a period as has existed since the 193ps..The
first, portion of the decade will likely cyclé among peridds of low
growth with very high inflation, stagnation with high inflation, and
recessiqn with moderate inflation. This period will probably be suc-

"« ceeded by:

“ . either

massive capital investment, with emerging successes in technology
and technocracy beginning to lay the foundations of new prosperity,

1 or

the relative impotence of technology and techn(;cracy to solve cur-

LI
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rent crises, followed by fiscal collapse to some type of economic ca-
tastrophe (such as a Second Depression or a “Weimar Germany”
scenario brought on,by hyperinflation). Y .

On the domestic level, pressure will increase for protection of
American jobs by limiting foreign imports, even at the cost of forc-
ing consumers to buy higher priced goods. Long-term, this may
strengthen the eroding American industrial base and provide
needed capital for investment. Short-term, protectionism will con-
tribute to the inflationary spiral, and may have serious interna-
tional repercussions as other countrles take similar steps in re-
sponse.

Globally, economic interdependence has become so profound that
small scale disruptions in a minor country may culminate in grave
worldwide economic.difficulties. Oil supplying nations are one oh-

vious example; less well known is the potential impact of defaults

on indebtedness by countries such as Brazil, Ecuador, or Turkey.
(Brazil has accumulated such a large debt—primarily to U.S.
battks—that two-thirds of its.total exports.profits go to-pay interest
costs) A national or even global economic depression could be trig-

gered should any‘of these countries suddenly repudiate their obli-

- gations.

No obvious short-term solutlons are avallable to control these
potential sources of economic’ instability or to limit the negative
consequences should a crisis develop. Thus, the spectrum of poten-
tial econdmic futures for the U.S. in the 1980s is relatively broad,
ranging from a slow reemergence into the prosperity of the 1960s
to a sudden collapse into economic catastrophe. How may such a
variable and hazardous economic outlook affect the human service
areas?

. Educatlon health, government, and the other labor- mtensxve
service industries are likely to experience grave financial difficul-
ties in the next decade. Certainly, a severe downturn in the national
economy would adversely affect budgets in these areas; less obvious

are the negative effects that a long period of high inflation would ™~

have. Considering the inipact of inflation on education in some de-
tail can illustrate how a number of quantitative fiscal changes may
interact to cause a profound qualitative change.

Part of inflation’s potential for grave damage occurs because cit-
izens seem to be approaching the maximum percentage of their
income that they are willing to spend for education (currently a
little less than 9% of the Gross National Product). The aging of the
population; the dwindling proportion of taxpayers with children in

o L
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the schools, and competition from the recreation, transportation,
housing, food, and health sectors for the consumer dollar all are
eroding potential funding for education. Developments such as the
passage of Proposntgon 21" in Massachusetts indicate that the
trend toward more funds for education may be starting to reverse.

' One of the reasons why the price of educatlonal services has con- -
tinuously risen is that in periods of inflation, costs in labor- inten-
sive industries rise Taster than cost€Tn capital-intensive industries
For.example, from 1965-75, the Consumer Price Index rosé 69%,
but educational costs rose 155%. Much of this can be attributed to

) salaries rising faster than capital costs. The contmuouvprove-

* ment of machines in efficiency stands in sharp contragt W recent
Q0w rates of increase in human productivity and is 2 key factor in
this disparity. .

At some point, the rapldly rising costs of labox\:ntenswe indus-
tries such as education will bump up against revenue ceilings. Since
education is a public sector activity, extra costs cannot easily be
passed on to consumers, but must Be met from tax revenues (or
deficit financing). Thus, the result of prolonged inflation is te create
increasingly bloody competition among the human servicé indus-
tries for ever searcer resources. Sooner or later, taxpayers aré likely
oTebel (as 1$1cated above, this point may be fast approachmg)
Phe result-will be that education will become progressively less able
pace with inflation, and losses will mount each year.

orany sector of the economy, even small yearly reductions in
budget -cumulate to a major drain in fiscal resources fairly quickly.
At present, inflationary losses for many educational agents are run-
ning at least, 14% per year, bt revenues are growing at only around

— 7% per year: about a 7% net debif. In ten years, an average 7% loss

"

)
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per‘year will leaver education with one-Ralf the revenues (in real
.terms) it now has. : - '

Further, given the general economic woes society will experience
from high inflation, education will not have a strong clajm on social
priorities in terms of extra funding. Creating a favorable business
climate, reducing stress on the poor, minimizing government spend-
ing and coping with international tensiqns will take priority. Thus,
even a high employment economic climate may well pose severe
problems for educatlon if inflation stays high; recession or. depres-
sion would create even more severs difficulties.

-
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The ‘availability of inexpensive, powetful miniature computers
will cause a massive shift in géc )
years. Since capital-intensive Afndustries have a competitive advan-
tage dver labor-intensive seftors during inflationary periods, rote
tasks will gradually becomé automated (especially in areas—such
as information processing—in which no manipulative functions are
required). Occupational demand will center on skills of flexibility,
creativity, and decision-making given incomplete information (all
of which machines are not well adapted to do). .

. New developments in instructional technology will offer, for cer-

tain subjects, cost-effective aMernatives to traditfonal teaching

methods. Microcomputer and videodisk hardware will be readily
affordable; limited availability of quality software will become the -
major restriction on use. Corporations will increasingly utilize these
instructional systems to reduce industrial training costs; middle
and upper income families will use these technologies for enrich-
ment of personal time and enhancement of learning. '
Resistance by the human service industries to the substitution of
_technology for hurhan workers is likely to be profound. Faced with
a difficult economit situation, educators will lobby strongly against
replacing teachers .with machines. The major impact on learning
may come in non-school settings such.as the home and workplace.
A non-formal, geographically dispersed, capital-intensive system
of education may conceivably emerge, as industries retrain their
work force for job-roles redefined by microprocessors. Corporations
are already on the forefront of using technology for teaching pur-
poses because its efficiency and reduced staffing expenses create
very high economic incentives. While the difficulties in evolving a

" whole new model of instruction, evaluation, and certification are =~

substantial, the motivation for such innovation is now present.
(Books did not suddenly become central when the printing press
was developed; they were first widely used when an economic in-

centive appeared.)
Such a non-formal instructional technology system, once estab-

lished for adult retraining, might quickly expand its influence be-
cause of easy add-on capabilities. For example, parents who could
afford to do so would supplement their children’s schooling using
System software packages, and eventually might lm to substitute
these cheaper methods for the training portion of K-12 education.
Such a shift mlght focus prlma;'lly on the “Thre(?/skills taught

1
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in the element#ry grades or,-perhaps more likely, might be directed
toward vocational training and computer expertise for secondary
level students. Within fifteen years, through such expansions, a
capital- -intensive system might rival the labor-intensive system in
importance. The unanswered equity and practice question$ of such
a new educational model are numerous and troubling. '

Demographics | -

The “baby bust” generation will pose sequential problems of
enrollment decline for elementary, secondary, and college level ed-
ucation through the 1980s. However, an upturn in student popu-
lation will begin in the lower elementary grades in the middle of
the decade.

"The increasing presence of women in the work force, as well as
greater demands for occupational education, will create needs for’
egtra-family socialization and supervision of children.

Many immigrants will settle in metropolitan areas, including sif
nificant numbers of non-English speaking students. Spanish will
become the dominant language in some regions of the United
States.

High rates of mobility will cause regional flux in student popu-
lations. The Southern, Southwéstern, and Rocky Mountain portions
of the country will experiéncé net population in-migration from the
rest of the [Jnited States. Out-migration of middle and upper class
families to suburbs and rural areas will continue (despite gentrifi-
cation). Minority and lower income students will increasingly be-
come concentrated in urban school districts. The demographic struc-
ture of the large cities may eventually resemble a “bullseye”, with
wealthy families without school age children at the heart of the
city, surrounded by a ring of poor families and a second concentric
ring of middle class suburban households.

The proportion of elderly persons in the population will contmue
to rise, placing stress on income redistribution programs (such as
social security and Medicare). Educational demand among adults

,and the elderly will graw as these age cohorts increase in size.

In general, all the human service professions will be stressed by
these demographlc shifts. Desplte the high predictability of these
developrnients, few decisionmakers have given any thought to how
best to respond to major va iations in the size and needs of their
clientele. The concept of acceltmg responsibility for adult education
in extra-school, non-formal settings (the likely major area of new

T
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LIRS
demand) has been particularly resisted by educators.

One emerging challenge is that the roles which formal education
plays 1n different types of communities may become quite disparate
by the 1990s. Communities with a large percentage of two-wage
families will expect schools to provide much higher levels of super-
vision and socialization than areas with a predominance of oné-
income households. In urban areas, demographic concentration of
minority groups and immigrants (many non-English speaking) will
create a set of educational needs quite different from those of sub-
urban, upper-income areas. Schools (mostly private) that convert
quickly to capital-intensive instructional approaches will have a
very different classroom environment than the traditional, as will
schools which respond to pressures for a meritocratic, high-powered
system of gifted talented education to train an elite capable of re-
versing America’s problems. .

High population mobility will i increase the need to ensure smooth
transitions among the diverse environments. Moreover, the uni-
formly high degree of socialization requisite for functioning in a
high technology society will require some amount of national stand-

SEe A R
ardization and coordination. Substantial innovation will be neces-

sary to meet these emerging, diverging educational needs.

Governance

Financial pressures on citizens will iritensify the existing “anti-
taxes” movement, and some business and education groups will
attempt to link anti-regulatory arguments to this cause. The result,
will be a pervasive “reduce governance” stance. Conflicting pres-
sures will come from those who push for “strong leadership” that
can ride roughshod over inconvenient regula restrictions and
safeguards. Representative democracy may/fhus be eroded by pres-
sures both for localism and for unitary authority.

Public response to emerging resources crises (e.g., water) will con-
tinue to be directed toward programs for crash priority replenish-
ment. These will tend to be oriented toward high technological so-
phistication rather than conservation measures involving lifestyle
changes. Competition among federal priorities will become ex-
tremely intense, to the relative detriment of long-range investment
strategies. °

Demands for accountability ahd evidence of coffipetence will force -

conservative decisionmaking and the proliferation of paperwork fo
/

-
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Hg'gument performance. These tendencies will create further prob-
lems in institutional ability to respond to change. Gains made to-
ward increased citizen input into decisionmaking may be reversed
as efficiency and effectiveness decline and public antipathy to red
tape and slow review procedures grows.

Concern will increase about the relative economic and military
status of the United States in the world. National defense will ree-
merge as a tpp priority area, and the performance of different social
sectors will be adversely compared to that of their counterparts in
other countries. A tendency toward forceful action to ensure avail-
ability of key resources will be coupled with a belief that U.S. af-
fluence is more important than globa litarianism. Some con-
ventional “police actions” may qccur as a new, multiple country
Cold War evolves. As global and military tensiens increase, the
educational pendulum is likely to swing farther toward a reem-
phasis on high quality schooling for the intellectual elite.

‘e

Cultural Beliefs and Values

" Soéaal instability and change and a growing sense of lack of con-
trol will create difficulties in coping for many people, as the tech-
nological and bureaucratic complexity of society increases. Reliance

on the advice of “experts” for most choices will become increas-,

ingly necessary, but simultaneously resented. Universal socializa-
tion of the population to the multiple, higher-order cognitive and
affective skills required for participation in society will require ma-
jor.expenditures of scarce resources, yet,will be essential to the
proper functioning of a-high technology society, '
Heightened values conflicts will occur, as multiple special inter-
est groups do battle on individual ethical issues such asabortion,

individual rights agd responsibilities, and bioredical’ manipula-
tion. Perceived ncapacities of technology and technocracy,to deal
with current crises will cause a major struggle between those who
continue to espouse 4 narrowly rational, high technology-based,
materialistic "Americarf Dream” and those who proselytiZe for a
shift to a more ‘adaptive, ecological, spiritual lifestyle. Planning,
leadership, and self-renew&ﬁ will become increasingly problematic
for mnstitutions, as responding to crises in the “here and now”
consumes ever greater amounts of time and energy. One risk of this
cultural anomie at a tiine of economic distress and fear of other
) "countries is the emergenge of a charismatic dictator, who will use
“rally around America” ideology as a Basis for limiting diversity
and pluralism.
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Leadership will become very difficult in education, as multiple,
continual crises drain resources. The strains which. students expe-
. rience in their lives will make maintenance of traditional academic
standards almost impossible. A pervasive sense of lack of control
will cause disillusion®ent, apathy, and cyhicism about the possi-
bilities of preserving the current schooling system. Voucher systems
and the franchises which develop in response will further compli-

cate this situation.

National priorittes and local mandates will continually be in con-
flict, posing grave problems for educational decisionmakers. The
current dissensus on what the basi¢ content of education should be
will widen. In short, the existing model for formal educatlon could
conceivably become almost unworkable.

The above group of forecasts presents a range of changes in ed-
ucation's context, each one reasongbly probable. That all of these
predictions would occur is unlikely; a given event might potentiate
some developments while repressing others. (For example an eco-
nomic depression would make the rise of militarism in the U.S.
more likely, while reducing the changes of emergence of a non-for-

mal, capital-intensive instructional system).
That few of these predictiorts would occur is equally unlikely.

These forecasts all ste from powerful forces and trends in the
present and—radical a hey may seem today—will retrospectively
be viewed as a cautious and conservative assessment of likely di-
rections. One major lesson from past attempts to predict education’s
future has been that the “surprise-free” extrapolation is the least
llkely outcome. The essence of good strategic planning is to be pre-
pared for the full range of eventualities, while allocating resources
preferentially by relative probability.
;Vﬁﬁc‘ﬁ_of—these*potenha}—deveiepmeﬂ%s—theafamosthkem_
* Early in the 1980’s, the seeds of all these trends will be present,
but as the decade matures one of two clusters will probgbly emerge
as dominant. One cluster of probable futures centers around the
optimistic outcome depicted in the economic section and includes:
e successes in technology and technocracy leading to prosperity
e rising investment in domestic industries
¢ ipflation slowly fallmg to the single digit level by the end of
the decade
lower levels of government spending and influence
multiple international economic tensions
progress in reducing dependence on ovefseas energy supplles
massive job retraining
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e major use of instructional technology in workplace and home
settings :
» widening gap between rich and poor N\
e reliance on extremely complex technologies for the %cessities
of life
The other cluster assumes a pessimistic economic progression,
which will potentiate: -
o fiscal collapse to a:simultanebus high inflation and recession
o extreme fluctuationis in the world monetary situation
o less disparity between rich and poor
. ® high levels of government influence and spending
* » major emphasis on national defense . '
e heightened value conflict in society .
" Thus, alternative likely future scénarios can be visualized within

-

the general group of forecasts listed earlier. Of course, elements of )

both clusters will be evident in any plausible future, and some fac-
tors (such as demographic change) will occur largely independent
of other trends. -

Shifts in the Federal Role .0 ‘
Inlight of the challenges and opportunities discussed above, what
is the optimum minimum federal role in education in the 1980s?
Certainly, some str\étegies for achieving current federal goals will
need to be altered. A brief examination of such changes may help
to detelimine if this type of “fine tuning” will be a sufficient federal
response to likely societal development. .
Wori toward dchieving the goals of promotion of equal access and
enhancement of elqual achievement may be affected by: - .
(I0 loss of educational revenues, (caused by inflation andlor reces-
; A i vily to affect

supplgmental programs for poor and minority . students. Thege
groups have few extra-school -resources to use ‘in compensating for
such losses. N Co

(2) emergence of a non-formal, capital intensive instructional sys-
tem: Access to hardware will be morxe difficult for lower income
students. Further, software design is likely to be biased toward the
cultural background of adyantaged students (who represent the
largest single market for manufacturers). - )

(3) growing disparity among educational needs in different com-
munities: Areas with the largest financial needs may have the
smallest fiscal base. Moreover, teachers will tend to gravitate to-
ward communities with greater resources and fewer problems.

-,
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4

(4) erosion of decionmakers’ capability to act: Maintaining the
status quo discriminates against poor and minority populations. As
leadership becomes increasingly difficult, tife momentum for eg-
uity-enhancing innovation will diminish. Further, a shrinking re-
source base {with concommitant entrenchment by special interest
groups and bureaucracies) will diminish the level of marginal dis-
cretionary funds available for innovation.

The goal of promoting quality through resegrch toward new di-
rections, assessment, and dissemination may become more difficult

« to attain because of: .

(1) losses of educational revenues. In theory, mnovahon might be.
stimulated by financial hardship, as decisionmakers redlize that-
traditional models cannot function at emerging resource levels and
seek alternative approach’és In practice, however, retrenchment
tends to take highly conservative directions which suppress new
ideas even as old models become mcreasmgly meffectwe under fis- -

. cal stress.

(2) extensive occupatzonal retraining in extra-school settings: The
indifference of educators tG worker retraining outside of formal ‘cer-(~
tification programs is prompting industry to undertake its own de-
sign of a new, capital-intensive instructional model. Unless brldges
are built so that such innovation reflects the kriowledge of both
educators and industry traipers, the resultant system is likely to be
overly narrow and of questionable effectiveness (thus duplicating
the mistakes educators historically made with instructional tech-
nology), as well as diminishing healthy societal pressures for reform -
within the traditional schooling system.

. * (3) new and idiosyncra'tic needs in individual communities. Major

’ mcreases in the disparity of student populations will further stress

* the ability of Tt’,ﬁacheJJ:am.ngnst.mlr.mns_tcu:e,x:t,lfy graduates ca-

pable of meetmg the full spectrum of educationgl needs. Research

results will be less generalizable, dissemination strategies will of

A necessity become individually tailored, and the overall complexity
of assessment will greatly increase.

(4) the, rise of international tensions; Concerns about United
States stature as a world power’ will increase lobbying to orient the
"curriculum toward scientific training for the gifted/talented. With
a limited amount of both time and resources, schools will be forced

.direct innovative activities in narrow, highly focused directions of
‘Benefit only to a small percentage of the student population. .

An gverarching problem in achlevmg all federal educational goal

will be intengified pressure to reduce government spending, with¥
g
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correspondingly high levels of competition among social service pro-
grams. The temptation for federal policymakers will be to fund only
immediate-impact, targeted programs as a method of building con-
stituent support for educational funding by Congress. Such a strat-

*egy can only backfire eventually, as educational problems worsen
for lack of attention to their root causes.

Farsighted policies to address these obstacles to achieving' federal
goals can be envisioned. For example, an assertive research, im-
provement, modeling, and dissemination program in educational
technology could’ demonstrate to industry the value of educators’
expertise, promote adult education in the ‘workplace ‘as a priority,
and help to ensure that software development reflects the cultural
diversity of users and the needs of special populations. Would a
series of comparable strategies for each of the areas above be a
sufficient mimmum federal response to likely developments of the
1980s? ) b

While essential, such a far reaching set of strategic changes is
unlikely to be, successful if perceived solely as “fine tuning” of
existing priorities. Needed is an overarching new goal for federal
involvement which integrates these diverse strategies into a con-
sistent whole and affirms the need for a transformation of the ex-
1sting educational model. This transformation would be’so broad as
to require for its achievement a major national effort toward recon-
ceptualizat‘llon and reprioritization, Only the federal government is
large enough to initiate such a shift. (In systems theory terms, the
boundaries of the problem are so large and its irifluence so sweeping
that only intervention by the lgrgest component of the social system
is likely to bring about a change). !

What would be this new federal role in education? One way of

stating its purpose is to say that the federal education establish-
ment would become responsible for coordinating knowledge produc-
tign and distribution systems in society. That is, the national gov-
serhment, as the institution best equipped to accomplish these vital
purposes, would: ’ ;
e coordinate the process of anticipating societal needs for knowl-
edge t
¢ develop in educational institutions the capacity for training
"appropriate levels of human resources
e assess the ability of current institutional mechanisms for gen-
erating needed knowledge, and augment this capability where
necessary .
. e organize the dissemination to citizens of vital knowledge so

4 .
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— that it is fully utilized.
Such a mandate would include expanding formal education te all
‘age groups through schools, families, communities, workplace, and
media. Intrinsic would be activities as diverse as helping develop
TV programming to respond to.a gasoline crisis and initiating long-
dies of ' the basics” needed by youth in the next ten years.
me of these activities now take place at varying levels of qual-
ithin differerL Departments of the government. Others_have
the “invisible hand” of self-interest. A lack of overall
‘coordination and integration, however, has resulted in many of the
emergent problems of the 1980s. To place such coordination respon-
vl sibilities under the *umbrella” of education, rather than scattered
in"Labor, NSF, NIH, and other agencies, seems the best strategy.
Education is the logical choice to oversee this area because the pro-
duction of knowledge and human resources is its intrinsic-function,
and the new role is intertwined with its current goals and responsi-

bilities.

Such a new goal transcends “fine tuning” to give a simultaneous
mandate for educational transformation and a carefully limited set
of obJectnfely measurable priorities which the federal government
is best equipped to execute. Conceivably, the costs of implementing
these additional responsibilities could be defraye‘d by the increased
efficiency of coordindted efforts and by the benefits in societal pro-
ductivity that ensue. In fact, when compared to the results of a

? laissez faire approach for past decade, this strategy provides such
a potential strerigthening of America’s world economic position as
to be justified on that basis alone. Thus, this proposed change rep-
resents a discriminate augmentation of the minimum federal role
in education based on cost/benefit considerations and arguments for

9 ~;-~ef"f§eiency~a'nd—effee%iveness.——
: ]

Immediate Steps Zr the Department of Education )
Of course, if handled with what cynics would term “typical gov-
ernment efficiency”, such a new federal role would be ill-Qesigned,
bogged down with red tape, wasteful of resources, fought over by
special interest groups, and hopelessly confused within six months

© of inception. Certainly, the credibftity of the Department of Edu-
cation in immediately announcing and undertaking such a program
would be very low, and political retaliation for encroaching on the

o perogratives of other federal Departments would surely follow.
What then could the Department do to bltlild both a reputation for

ERIC . A7
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competence in this area and a public mandate fof such an augmen-
tation of responsibility?
First, a seflies of studies needs to be undertaken to determine and
document the cost to America of not Hiow coordinating:
(1) the anticipation of societal needs for knowledge,
(2)- the development of human resources,
T (3) the generation of needed knowledge, and
(4) the dissemination of knowledge to citizens.
Such studies could serve as the basis of a rationale for orgamzmg
the work now taking place in these individual areas.
Second, the relative roles of individuals; corporations; educational ~
" institutions; local, state, and federal governments; and other social
agents in knowledge production and dissemination need to be de-
lineated. In particular, the essentiality of a federal coordinating role
must be evident if public support is to bé obtained.
Third, current federal efforts to improve portions of the knowl-
., edge production and distribution process need to be assessed. The
competence of government programs in this area must be docu-
mented and their cost-effectiveness shown. :
Fourth, the utility of locating the federal coordination effort un-
der education must be determined. This will require both an histor- *
" jcal examination of the effectiveness of other Departments and a
careful plan for action should this new goal be assigned to Educa-
. tion.
e Finally, a natxonal crisis must occur to generate the necessary
° political leverage for char’ge Given the likely developments for the
1980s discussed earlier, the probability of such a crisis is over-
whelmingly hlgh
Given all these steps, the assumption of a new limited role by
education could take place within three years. Such a delay is dan-

e« ?

gerous—given the peril of our present nﬁtxonal situation—but prob-
ably unavoidable. Q]
This shift would not detract from the primacy of current federal
goals in edueation. On the contrary, improving educational equity
and qua 1ty uld be absolutely essential to the success of this new
role. O ‘?I human resources in the populace achieve their full ~
potenti l can knowledge production and distribution be maximized,
and the enhancement of equity and quality would be necessary for,
such maximization. .
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All of education is predjcted on images of the future. Educational
research is tailored to the future contexts in which it is to be used,
instruction is based on a vision of the world in which today’s stu-
dents will be decisionmakers, and school budgets assume that eco-
nomic and demographlc projections will be\accurate. What does it

CONCLUSION

* mean for our daily work if the future seems)ever more indetermi-

nate and negative developments increasingly likely?
When people aren’t certain about what’s going to happen, or the
future seems threatening to them, the natural response is to retreat

into a psychological framework in which we say, “I don't know

what’s really going to happen, but the safest thing is to assume
that at least some things will stay the same. These perennial issues
are the areas in which I'm going to work; it’s too risky to respond
to a mere probability”. So, almost all federal effort is spent wres-
tling with “eternal” educational issues and problems. Perennial
concerns are crucial and should absorb perhaps 70% of our re-
sources, but the other 30% needs to be oriented toward resolving
the uncertain future issues outlined above. The least speculative

'stance to adopt is to acknowledge anc’prepare for legitimate inde-

terminacy. —
This paper has argued that:
e the fedéral educational role has been narrowed beyond 1ts
minimum appropriate level -
¢ opportunities to change this situation presently exist, but will
disappear with time
® the peril of America’s future is great, and our need for societal

————flexibility and productivity is very high

* educational transformation is essential to creating this pro-
ductivity .and-flexibility.

*/

insufficient without adding a new role
* giving the limited goalof coordinating production and distri-
bution of knowledge to the Department of Educatlon will help
to resolve this situation
The 1980s will be a grim period in part because Amerlca believed
that a “context- free” education was sufficient for most citizens,
that a high technology society could be run by a small group of
experts and staffed by a large group of people with rudimentary
knoWledge in the basigs™. This assumptlon is obviously wrong,

* revision of current federal educational goals is necessary, but
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4 . . i
complex society requires that every citizen be as intelligent and cre-
ative as possible. The costs to our society of not educdting one per-
son—in terms of crime, welfare expenditures, and foregone produc- S
tivity—are far higher than the expenses of a good education from
birth throughout life. For this reason, it is vital that the national
government become active in reshaping education’s relationship to

society, thus laying the foundation for a bright future. .
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