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I. INTRODUCTION . -

Argumenfg about the appropriate federal role in U.S. education are as

old as public educ§a(on itself, but the arguments became more intense as

“federal involvemeént in education grew. In the late 1950s and early 1960s

thesé'arguments centered on the political wisdom of fedé%al intervention.

In the late 1960s and 1970s, as evidence on the effects of the new Creat
Society education programs began to accumulate, the debate seemed to centér
more on whether federal intervention did any good, whatéver one thought'

about its wisdom. But throughouf these years, the federal role in education

expanded, under both Democratic and Reprblican administrations. The 1980

/

- 7 presidential campaign once again placed the issue of political principle in

—~

A

the forefront, and since then the Reagan administration has begun try-

/

ing gp/aismaﬁtle the results of two decades of growth, on the grourds that

education should be ehiefly a state and local responsibility. ‘

.

, ’ Many issues intersect in these controversies, and disentangling them
! .
all would be no small task. One issue that has surfaced from time d*;ime

-

concerns the competenqé of the central government: what can , it do we}l, o3

at least better than anyone else? Competence is of course not the only con-

sideration in allocating political responsibili®ies, but it is not a trivial

consideration. Competence can change with experience or_résources, but there

« /

° often are structural constraints on the developmen{ of cohpetence, or great

.

differences in the costs of develbpiﬁg it" as one level of government rather

.
M 3

. than another. In this €ssay, we explore the Sgﬁpetence of federal agencies

\

4
in education, by explorjng federal-local interaction in one education program.

*

One advantage of focusing on the competence of government agenties is

. Q

g Q\\ﬁ . -
’ that it directs attention to what th¥ federal government has done well, and

|
i
|
| .
i
|
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poorl},‘in practice. Liberals have tended to assume that the gavernment
e, .

could d6 a good job of whatever it tried in education, if only the resources

were a&ailable, while conservatives assume’ that 'a goad job would be unlikely.
Indeed, they believe that even if:the centrallgovernment could do a good job

it woulé be a“bad thing, because of the g%fects on the distribution of power .

within the federal system. Most of these arguments Kave occurted at the :
rarefied level of political principle. - While we care Rbout principle, the -

-
\

question of compétence can best be'illu&inated by fboking at practice. We
i t . -, \\ ” .
consider the actual activities of federal .and -local educators, and the char-

'
.

V2 !

acter of educational practice at the federal and local levels.. Our story
¢ €
centers on the interactions among practitipners who work in these two very

i

[y

-

different parts of American education. Yoo .-
N 4 -

The case in point-ﬂtﬂe ’ Experimenfal Schools Program--was modest

in size, but broad in stope and ambition. ESP had a small total appropriation--
\ . .

< r
\

of $55 million dollars--and-supported brojects in only 18 communities.
" ?

Butit.was a highly touted effort by the U.S. Office of FEducation to bring

"comprehensive' fefotm to local schools, and ®e create a new model of federal

A » -

. relations with local séhoolé. ESP grew out of discontent withTGxeﬁt Socjety
. N ' /

-

- . . . < \ ‘
education "policy and practice, and represented an effort to marry the sweep-

., N

ing visions of change‘aééocjated with tHéNJehnqonian programs to the concern

- - . «
< . .
s

' @ ST '
for local gontrol assqciated with more conservative views.l The program . -

* v

began in 1971,’but terminated in great disappointment ,and di¥sarray a mere -

.
" . - ’

. five years later. | . | .
. E; R . . ) . .. ) . \
‘Scrutiny of “the: ExperiTeptal ‘ Schools Program will
” - ¢ : ] ' 2
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illuminate issues. of federal . competence, but it will not .

~

‘ offer ~a concTasive answer /to questions  about the federal

¢

. role. There is no such thing. Our account will throw only a bit of light
: N
on %_complibated and continuing problem. We begin with a brief analysis of

federal-local relations in education.

-

Federal-Local Relations- \
- . The federal role in education is ambiguous: since the late 1950s federal
“‘ ) agencies have bheen charged increasingly with reforming education at the local .

* A
level, but:their resources for-influencing local education are limited. The

imbalance between federal mandates and federal ,resources has created many
+ . .
curioys twists-in federal-local relations. From a fiscal perspective, the »

v

‘ relation seems plain enough: local schools receive a modest portion of their
N -~

_<{ operating revenues from federal agencies, and federal education agenc?ii_ﬁw—

pose various requirements for reform.in return fpr the mfney. Typically, we
, .
think the local agencies are dependent upo#i their federal counterpart: the
1Y T ’
locals, after all, need the'money. That is true enough, but there is a

mutual obligation that implies a further dependence, one often unnoticed: ¢

-

for the federal agency's work to succeed, local schools miust comply with
~ federal requirements. If local school authorities depend on federal agen-

cies for money, the federml agencies depend on local duthorities to accom-

’

. . plish federal purposes. ' y

”

“  The charactér of this dependence is complicated by several deep dif- .

ferences between federal and local educational practice. For one thing,
*re units of practice are different. Federal educatioj managers have a

nationa)l obligation, and‘their unit of practice is the federal programr/ .

They seek success for these progrdms, which means that to.some extent they

i




Voo e — ;
e remirs i . ¢ . 4
| S R .
o A o ‘ . o
.k must try to engage local districts in operations consistent with'the program ,
’ 1 ) . .
. . goals and values. They wish local districts to coqrdinate internal efforts ’

- v ’

toward those  goals. ‘The .local units of practice, however, are schools and
. R

classrooms. There are tens of thousands- of these.in the United States--

7/
- indeed, in any single large district there are thousands of classrooms. The d
' \

* fumbers are so lafge) and the aims of education and the nature of teaching
are so indeterminate, that even central administrators at the local level
. -must leave tgachers and principals-a great deal of autonomy to shape their

20w pruct}ce. Education is coordinated at the local level, but in many cru-

. cial respects it_}s‘only wedkly coordinated, %§§é885t by means of the-formal

. 1 ..

local governmental and administrative apparatus. Coordination of local units
4

‘ .

- of practice in federal program§ 1s thus probléma;ic from the outset.

- In addition to differences in the units of practice, federal and local

educators also differ concerning the aims of practice. Since the late 1950s, .

federal education managers have heen preoccupied with the reform of local/// . 5

-~

schools. Several factors " contribtited to the widq&pread assumption that
Jocal school reform is the central task of federal education agencies. .
. / .
) ‘Ore was external pressure Sn the federil government to promote change in
‘ A —_

local school policy and practice, Qecause such change had been effectively

.. , oo

:»blocked at.the state or local leQel. The desegregation of southern schools .

-~
v

is the best efample of this phenbmenon. A related factor is that.Washington !

LY LS

.

has became the nation's political center. The increasingly national charac-
A P g

. .. V! ’ ! .
~ ter of politics and culture, and the widespread sense that the national gov-
v ) {

efnment 'is the most powerful lever for social change, have encouraged those

I . b .

.o

S .
- - . with an interest in reform of all sorts--even conservative reform--to gravi-

r I .

* .-+ 7. taté to the national capital. And finally, there is the view, especially o

» .

- .
A Y . ‘ . ¢

‘."“ * ‘ - “ -‘. -\
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common ‘in education, that local government is inadequate, perhaps even bank-
Ve . .

rupt. These developments and others encouraged the belief in recent

~

decades that the unique responsibility of federal policy in education is to
‘ Ny ‘ .

correct the errors of local préctice.

Refoxn does not figure so prominently in the work of local teachers’

\ . » .

’ / .
.. /. . .
and adminiltrators. wWhile many seek change in one way or gnother, their

practice centers much more on providing complex services in an established
4 rl

social institution. Ouite naturally, they are |

i
what sociologists call maintenance than with change, for they must attend

\

to all the continuing work of schools: they‘must select books; grade papérs,

teach subjects, keep schools hedted, and hire and fire staff.  Federal edu-- o

cation officials, by contrast, have no schools to run, nor any of the associ-

ated, tasks. They have federal programs to devise, administer, and change.

.

A - « <

Thus, not only do the units of practice differ greatly, but the nature of

'

practitioners' work, and their responsibilities, differ as well. . Powerful

forces act upon local practice to press it, away from an &xtensive focus on
\ - . -,

. e

V4

Y : - , . N
reform, while recent pressures on federal practice entouragé precisely this
“t

»

focus. . . . .

Thus,

the aims of federal praéﬁice have pressed féﬁeral agencies toward

Y

. . [ 4 . .
the reform of local practice, whilg differences in federal and local prac-

/ : R
tice impede federal influence. These di'fferencées affect federal-local

\

relations, but their effect varies according 'to-the nature of the programs '

and policies over which relations occur. ‘A federal.program whose aim is

. D,
- - 4 ~

simply to give financial support for whatéver local education agencies wish
. . M 4

to do--such as the Impact Aid Proéfam-—dépends oni?imo&estly on

B
o+~

local agencies

more preoccupied with- o



%

= . ‘ . S . _
for success in its ownsperformance; the Impact Aid Program is successful if LEAs

simply acc@pt'the,money and spend }t on education.. But a federal prograr thqt

aims to retorm lccal practice by spendiné money to improve students{) school achieve-

N e ’,Y

ment--such as Title I of the 1965 ESEA--depends much moie extensivigy upon

~

»
local practice. In order for such a federal,program to succeed, not only
) a . ’ ' . '
must money be spent by local edudational authorities, but it must be spent

" . - . . ) s . A
on activities lfke reading, . and spent in such a way that students' reading

»

-
Jmproves. That, in turn, means that there must aPso be changes in how

teachers and other local practitioners do their work, and perhaps changes

L]

E)
as well in the organization in which that work goes on.
‘In the case of the Title I program, then, the success of fedéral man- /

agers' practice depends on the success of many local practitioners' work.

And the lQcal work is ccmplex,: including not only'teaching and learning .

’, \ v .
reading, but managing those tasks, changing them, and quite likely also
A

¢

managing school organization. 'This is in marked contrast to unrestricted °

s ¥ . . ‘\
aid, where the success’ of federal practice gould depend much less on the

. 3
<1 . . . ) .
success of Tocal practice. The chief requirement in the latter case woul

. . . V4 . :
be local acceptance of federal monies and their successful expenditure on ) M
d
education: ‘'whether the activities on which the funds are expended were suc-
k .~ w » . ?
cessful or not is probably irrelevant to whether the federal program has .
, 5

i L 4

.succeeded, or whether federal officials' work was competent. Since unre- .
‘ . . ! v )

stricted aid would by definition not be targeted, and would he spent on \\\\\

N . . + -

many differgnt local activities?’%@deral responsibi}ity for local practice |
- 1 ] ’ .

dtly attenuated, and quite diffuse. There might be a sense in

which the value of such aid would seem to be related to the quality of lgcaly,

education--i.e., if local education fell into wide’disrepute, the aid might
Sk ‘ - .

- -
c— .




v . q ‘ :
1 be questioned. But.in the case of programs like Title I, there would be a

- much greater and mbre specifiE‘?ederal deﬁengénge upon local practice; the

” ' =

proé;am aims imply that the fedexal agency will improve the }eading'of local

-

students, and the woxk of local pfaétitiohega/in teaching and organizing
. \

reading. In some sense, federal officials become responsible for the .work

of local pyactitioners. Federal effectiveness must include.the capacity to A
)

- 4
\

. ; . 13 N ‘
improve the effectiveness of their local partners. That 1s a tall order. )

- . -

~ There is no reason in principle why such an orderscould not be filled, '

.
& v )

if federal agencles have the wherewithal--technicgl, political, or fiscal--

. . to prqguce succeéss in local schools. But if federal agencies lack the means
to dd so, then they will be seeking the.reform of local practi@b without g
P , being able to muster.the,ngources required to make the ‘reforms a success.
i
Federal agencies would then depend on 1lbcal practitioners to make many ‘com- 4

plicated changés in their work, without being able to provide adequate means

., - ’

to inducéyéf'support those changes.

-

-
-

¢ ’..'
>. What resources do federal education agencies have at their disposal,

to reform locall practice? Mqney is one: if federal agencies paid much of*
'y , thé freight for local educatjon--if they‘could increase or cut local bud- .
- ¢ .

gets by largeyﬁnount§—-they might then have. considerable influence on local

practice. Political “authority i$ another resource, for authority, howeVer*' . )
derived, would encourage local agencies to conform to federal. mandates.
4 * - . .

[y » * +

A third resource 1is persuasion.’ Even if 1local schqgls have the

11

L 4
-

. -
dates. A third resource i$ persuasion. For even &f lotal schogls have the
® . .

other resources they.need to carry out federal mandates, “they may lack the
< .

desire to do so. Or, having the desi;é, they may lack the know-low. ‘?ederal .

agencies might remedy ghese‘prob}emé by per§ua§ion. Thgy could reason with

<




7

. -

local educators, convincing them by rational ‘argument or appeals.to morality *

a -

+hat federal mandates should be cérried out. Or federal officid&é could

«

[ remedy the lack of local know-how by supplying it to the deficient locali- ~

ties, or by providing inducements for the localities to acquire it them-

~ 3 v

selves, or both.l

1

3 - * ' .
: ~ Federal education agencies have used all of these resources in their

-

“efforts to secure local compliance.with federal policy jn education. One .

difficulty in their efforts, though,. has been the considerable limits on

-
federal authority in education: by law and tradition, most authority in
education lies at the state and local level.. Authority is an extremely

s ‘ ’\ Ly ¢ N
limited federal resource. Only in a few extraordinary situations has td;f“z .o

. -

federal government commanded the moral or peolitical resources to? exercise

authority effe¢tively. Another difficulty has been that federal monies,
] had ' ’ - ) Yo
while much inc¢reased over earlier years, are sti}l a modest fraction of

local fevenues bocal districts.value fedepal funds because they offer

-

room for mantuver at the margin, and thls prov1dé: federal’ education
. ~ L o . ' .
' agenties with some leverage on localities., But the leverage has been lim#
. » -
-~ b .Y ) N .
ited; 1n part by the size of the federal.contribution. .In these two respects, .

L4 .

then, federél resqurces for influencing local action have been only modest. .

.
»
.

As a result, federal education agenfies have been. chronically over- ° ‘
extended: the Scoperoé the}r mandétgs for local change -typically far exceeded the
money and authority the central government could bring tp bear on“égate and
local school§agenéies. The only exception to this pattern, briefly, was
. Title VI of tﬁe 1964 Ciyil Rights Act. %pr’a few years during the middle and late
‘  1960s, fé&e:;I officials’had something so powerful to offer local practi-

< tioners--namely, the absence of fiscal, political, and legal trouble, . .

Q f o . o ; - .o jsz)

. e .

-
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perhaps even the absence of civipfnndfe--that'local officials were encour-

' €

aged, often ‘against their will, to comply with f%deral.directives. As a
result, many southern schools were desegregated, .
[ - ’ : . . : ’ o
But in most Cases, federal officials pavg had less to offer: statutory E

v
~

requiremerts for participation; some ideas aboyt how to do it; regulations;
. 1 . '

’ . R
and a modest amaunt of money. Thtse instruments arg sufficient to produce e,
the local changes federal officials desired when local practitioners both . '

wished a particular change and had the capadity to produce St. This was
] . r

the case in many 1nsténces .and locahipract1ce changed In many other

N

xnstanuba . however, the locals d1d not* wish the changes federal age%c1es

desired, or®did not wish all the federaL}y mandated changgs,  or did not

-, - -

wish to-make the changes in the ways required§ or could not make the changes - .
) - ot .

despite their wish to do so. In such cases; federa] agencies dgpended on

L} * -
S i ' N .
" local schools to reform local practice, when either the local will to ‘make

. v - ~N ’ \‘
the changes, or the local abtlity to change, or both‘wéreuin”question.

N -

Federal agencies were asserting national priorities, but bec3use they ’ '
> .

lacked the resources to insure local compliance with these priorities, the

s .-

- . ’
success of federal programs came to depeng > upon lbcal agencies whose ca-

pécity for change was doubt/ful . Thut is a curious sort of depéndence. . -

’ , .

One result of this situation was a peculiar pattern in federal-local

political relations. Because local educators could see the .

- -~ . »

imbalance between federal mandates and federal resources, they knew that

in fact ‘they had considerable discretion in carrying out those mandates, .

-

even when the regulations and guidelines might suggest oth}rwise.- From (

this angle, Title I of the 1965 ESEA, and PL 94-142, which were treated in L
regulationé and guidelines as though they were highly restricted categorical .
.
o 4
3 ¥
! 1 11
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programs, ‘might be thought of as being moderately restricted. block grants -
in practide.

- . .
,.‘
\ k .
- . Such incongruence is not necessarily a problem, if everyone
. . ¥
understands the limits it implies, and ogserve§ a decgnt respeqtﬁﬁn'the
- . s '43 - - N
proprieties. But the federal preoccupation with reform often led to a curious
interpretation of evénts:
\1"~ - »
‘ . ~

because many fedéral officials saw their task as
-~ .

the improvement of local practice that was sadly deficient, they were inclined

\

&

to interpret local behavior in terms of th'is presumed de

ficiency. ~Federal
of ficials tended to exblain poor local performance in federal programs
]
+ as  another*
N

: : . o .
manifestation of local deficiency. Other  expla-
nations, such as overambitious program aims,
i
. were frequently ignored.

>
* . . .
or insufficient program ‘resources,

~+

appeared to produce poor results, federal execufives and many other observers

As a result, in many cases when federal programs“,
conéluded that ‘the proQiem lay at the local level,

a stronger dose of the preyfous quicihe.

.and tﬂgt the solution was
This apg;oach led to
. .
" more ideas for veform of local practiee,. and to more statutes, reéulations,
and'guidelihé;. Thé
. , resources wa;

imbalance between federal requirements and federal
not

corrected, though, -

so that as federal requirements for
bl .
local réform .mounted, federa] . resources rgmained only a modest
(-4

contribution to the 1ocal

costs of reform. The ensuing
5 ]

imbalance
¢+ insured thaf many federal ambitions would fail of achievement, and would them-

selves be seen as evidence of the need.for'even more ambitious federal action.

-

“The Experimental Schools Program is$ a particularly nice case of this crazy’

logic,_in which federal reformers.seemed incapable of .imagining any other

, x
»n .
.reason for'their\progrém's problems than, localgincapacity. - )
A second result of the dependence of federal reformers on local agencies is
4
¢ -
oo : oA

-
.
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a need to’rely’pn other than'fiscal and political resources as a means of

.

accomplishing federal objectives, namely on persuasion. Persuaskon.has many
’ .
forms--including everything from the use of rational argument to ‘decide abolut a

A
<

program of research,to brainwashing an entire people. In the case of fede?al

’

education programs, the patticular form of persuasion that federal authori-

ties relied on was social science. . One hope behind the federal investment
in social science was that®research could identify the solotions to educa-
tional problems. Ahother hope was that if researchers could “identify better

teaching methods, or produce better :curricula, he knowledge itself would

[

stimulate local action. Consequently, as federai officials pressed for local
school reform they made extraordlnary efforts to deva)p sqcial science krﬁ
edge abouﬁ*what good educational practice is, and how it can ‘be promoted. -

Since the.early 1960s, when federal education officials have .assegsed the « =
_schools' sboricomings they have identified the absence of knowledge about

good practice and how to produce it as a_key problem. And repeated efforts
I 4 :

" have been made, in one program after another, to remedy this probiem’hy more
/ . ¥ >

and better research and evaluation. This pattern has_been ev1den in nearly

.

everythlng from early efforts to establish R&D Centers and Regional Eduga-
tional Laborataes designed to develop neW knowledge that would improve local

practice, to recent attempts to improve evalpition in such programs as Title I

. . i ,
ESEA, by deyeloping canned ''models''*for evaluation and supporting large train-

ing and technical assistance agencies to help local schools to use these models

to improve Title I evaluation. Knowledge, after all, @s a resouroe ghat ‘federal

A

. Br > . ..
practitioners might. well use in large amounts, evenfif‘ﬁoney and political
4 . . .
power were in short supply 'ﬁat federal education.agencies lacked in fiscal

‘e

and Rpl1t1cal clout they tr1ed to make up with sc1ent1f1c knowledge.

1Y)

3
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. " Federal officials turned;fo applied social science on the assump- ‘

. I .

tion that it could be authoritatiVe in the quest for improved local practice.
- S : ®
«_ In-contrast to the patchy, anecddtal, often inarticulate and hand-me-down

4

' . . .
ngwledge of local practitiomers, social science was beliéved to be capable .

of demonstrating, in'a scienfifiéally conclusive way, which local praétices

worked, and why. Because it would be conclusive, social science was expected,

.

to provide ‘compelling . inducements for action to improve schools.

But as it turned out, social science was not conclusive about what programs

- worked or didn't: doing more evaluation did not %ec?ease scientific disagreement
I

about what works, or what we mean by "works,'" or why some things work and

others don't. If anything; evaluations and other studies increased controversy

-

! .
on these points. Social science did not establish an authoritative basis for
improving practice, and thus did not provide federal education agencies with

a reliable resource for reforming local practice.
Curiously enough, though, regularly poor results with evaluation did.
* Ay
. . ¥
not discourage federal reliance on secial sciemce as an instrument

of policy. Instead, the failures appear to have had the opposite'effecé:‘

they were taken aj a sign that more applied research was needed, in order to

produce the desired knowledge, and tfiereby the reforms of local practice. .

The history of federal efforts to reform local practice was thus marked -
L3 - .
by more and more disappointing results frég social science, yet at the same

[ rd ~

time, by ever more projects for local. reform through social science, and more
A p
money with which to do the job. The response to the failure of social sgience
was demands for more and betfer ;Qcial science. ,One important c9nsequen;§ was. -
a rapid growth of federal research and de&elogment efforts into many corners

of education. Another was an extraordinarily broad definition of

thg tasks of research and development. As. the poor results of some applied
~ :

o ) >
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q\\\\;l——i»,whether a particular program succeédedtfggve way, upon its failure, to an ex-

O
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research besome apparent, federal administrators exipanded the task3 of research

-
N

even further, in a search for ways to compensate for the unexpected failures®

The response, for example, to failures of garly program evaluation

- \

was a flurry of attempts to scientifically disiinguzsh successful from unsug-
P " d I

cessful -local projects, to determine what produced success in the happy cases and

how it’could e replicated. The original scienfific agenda--determining

~ ’
panded afenda: finding projects.that work, figuring gut why some projects suc-

- -

. ceed and other fail, ‘and figuring out how to get complex social institutions

to replicate success. There were many instances of this phenomenon. The wish to

-

understand” social problers is reasonable, .+ it was perverted by a crazy
’ : . N Y

logic that inferred, from the failure of already ambitious research, a need

for even more ambitious research. ' ,

4

One result of that logic was to debase the modest jobs that'socgal re-

o

search can do well, by setting unattainable tasks that social researth cahnot
perform. Another result was to needlessly magnify the failures of applied

research; by the end of the 1970s, educationaL:R&D had produced unimpressive

results all across a large menu of impossible tasks. This did nothing to am-

-

prove the reputation, either of social science or of its applications.
v 3 .

« N oo . . . . . .
Still another result of the growth of ‘applied research in education--

o¥ perhaps a cause of it--was a tendency to confuse scientific analyses of
practice with what teachers and administrators actually do. The odd idea
A .

grew up that through social science, federal administrators can know enough

7
<4

about educational practice to make great changes in the work,of local -teachers
and administrators.  This notion lay at the heart of the Expérimental Schools
Program, among mdny. other activities in’the last two decadés. Federal managers

believed  that applied reséarch could actually reform . the xknowledge
that local teachers- and administrators wused in their .woxk. ESP

.

(o)
1

1
‘ A

H
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managers, for éxample, believed that if they devised a new and more compre-
hen51Veﬁschemé_for social science evaluation, reliable scientific information
. COqfd replat&the knowledge commonly used in managing school districts, local

5 - - 4 .
schooﬁiﬁaqs classrooms. They ignored the frailties of 'social science,
. -

- A 3 - !
and ignored as well the strengths of both ordinary knowledge and the accumu-

1ated’professional knowledge of teachers and administrators. Like many other ,
) - ‘ . s L
federal reformers oﬂzthe last tvo decades, ESP managers assumed that social
K . - N & .
science information can provide authoritative guides to action,.and that
8" v * :

»
-

these can strongly influence what teachers and administrators do. '
& . . H .
. But social science, while useful for many things, could not bear the

weight that federal administrators tried to place upon it. The ESP evalua-
tion was 3 resounding and ¢6stly failure. It was instructive, though, for it

- : i )
encourages us to to ask whetRer, among practitioners! many resources in edu-
cation, scientific knowledge can play more than a very modest role. -
.

ks - " . . =" .
However excellent the studies, can educational practfice depend heavily on
’ .

»

social  science? Can government use social science as an effective

- 'gnstrument of persuasion? Scrutiny of the Experimental Schools Program cam
illuminate these questions, among others. _—

1F. FEDERAL VS. ‘LOCAL APPROACHES TO CHANGE - \ L

]

The aim of ESP was comprehensive change. This was seen as a new way of

7
-

thinking.about how to change schools, in contrast to other federal programs

+

that .made what were viewed as "p%%cemeal" or ''categorical" change (e.g.,
L " . - .

Title I).1 The notion of comprehensive change is familiar in federal

+ Sotial policz,z but the federal ESP staff saw it as a novel approath

to_reforﬁ{in?education. An internal ESP memo explained that piece-

> ’
-

meal efforts; such as "curriculum reform projects, failed because the
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[new] curriculum presuppqsed knowJedgb\or skills not present in teachers

— m_u_;A;ﬁﬂcenxralfthemeu—yepresea%idg—fheJdistricthfpiansfto—get fromwhat ”

“on this assumption, the federal_ESP-Qtafffrequired school districts

who werfe' not given adequate ttaining and the curriculum

?

as intended oy
‘) »

never was implemented."3 The thrust-of the critic¢ism was that there was ?

‘e -

-little coordination between two elements of a school system, teachers

’ ~

and the curriculum, and so reforms failed. Another memo explained that

. -

new programs 'were introduced without adequate involvement and/or prepa-

N
.
¢
-

ration of a community which raised the normal level .of anxiety associated

. 3

) - . , {
with any change to the point where any problem encountered in the imple-

s

mentation. of ‘the program could be sufficient to kill it."4 The implicd-

tion was that such programs had failed because they did not inélude one '

-
- . -

of the components considered essential to coherent reform: community

participation in the local education agency (LEA). -
i ‘ ¢

The ESP staff thus believed that significant improvemefts in edu- . !

“* -
- . ¥ )

cation were unlikely without '"holistic'" or "comprehensive' change, -
. . . ’ . : . . .

i.e., ‘Unless the different "practices" .or separate ''pieces" were com-
- A s

* H

I3

pa{iblg apd hutually reinforcing in a '"synergistic" Jé}.s They further
assumed ‘that a school system can bé neatﬁ?:de%cribed:and m&ﬁe’to,work ¢ o
cdherentl}.._The ESP déscriptipnlexpLhined that change must "inzlude ' |
but not be‘limiled to' the "five major" ﬁart§ gf a school system: )

R .

“curriculum development) communixy participation, staff development, [/W
administration, and organlzatlong; if there®was coordination across
r - % ald

these five parts of the syst;mgtcohérent'cﬂﬁnge would result, Based

£

28

- .

w o h

to define their plan for change via aﬁ-"éducational_concept" or

. . ) "
exists at present to what education ought to be ingerms of “its needs * '

. . 7
and aspirations.'.
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The Local Response e . .

>

. Local approaches to the program differed substantially from federal re-
formers' hopes. As one federal - nionitor reporfea, locals sites,

especially' those in rural areas, could' not grasp . the meaning of. com-
. ( \ ) i
prehensive change. In responst, federal monitors:often preatéd

- -

local éErsonnel "like graduate students who had a dissertation to

?

-

\ p )
) defend.”8 Another federal ménitor touched on the heart of the dif-

ference in federal and local conceptions of change when she said that

\

local/projects "refused to think of pieces as interlocking parts."9

Local practice simply did not reflect the coherence assumed in the
. ‘ . 3

federal notion of comprehehsive'chghge.

! Problems at the Administrative bével
: A .
Local administrators typically interpreted comprehensive cﬁgnge
i b -
in terms of local needs and operations. One s?perintendent .

. .

<.igvolved in curriculum reform explafgéﬁ that he was attracted to the

>~ program because it ''looked broad.enough so that we could attack any

+;curriculum problem we could find." He ¥elated comprehensiveness only
[N ’ . ’ :

t . - . . .
tor curriculum; and he chose curriculum from some sense of its com-

pafibility with current work in the school district. He went on to
—~ % 4 ! . « « ? .
say that ’'what is comprehensive in math is that it.is K-127 what is

v

comprehensive in history is that it is community-wide in developing

v

_(Eic)." He was perplexed and perturbed, 1ike others in his

- position,‘wheﬁ.ESP Washington rejected his pfoposed program. He summed

-

" * L3 ’ . .
up the problem by saying that the Washington program’director was
~ "hard on comprehensive’change . . . and no matter what we told him it

-

was never comprehensive . . . . He did not want us to just buy text-

’
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] .
books, he wanted us to think bigger." The superintendent was never sure’ - ' f

what "bigger" was.10 At the local level,ﬁchanging the curriculum seemed A
a sweeping and "comprehensiye" reform program. From the federal perspec-

i .
tive, however, change in all five areas, not just curriculum change, secmed

a

essential. .
Local administrators in another site ran into similar problems.

Asked what he understood by comprehensive change, the superintendent

replied that he 'blocked on the word" because he had spent so many
months at it." He added that the "feds" kept demanding that the dis-
tficf define compfehensiveness, but that "the game [the distr%st] got

: : . . .- 1 .
into was a series of Title IIl projects.™ ! -These were piecemeal

i
5

educational innovations such as individualized curricula or supple-

mentary service centers. They -reflected little joint decision making,

. »

for the local project directors codfined .themselygs to their own projects.

This”was precisely Qhat federal reformers did not intend: instead of

M \ . .

/ - .
a single coherent program of district-wide reform, they found 'ESP suppor¢ing {

- =

piecemeal local projecté,running independently of one another without e

’

common focus.
' v
. 3 -

In another site, the superintendent was preoccupied with expanding

existing federally funded local projects. In proposals to ESP( he sought to .

connect a,number of these by explaining'that "comprehensiveness' lay in the
i

>

o . . 12 L
"optimum learning environment" of the school.:", But the connection between .,

. projects was defined only vaguely and retrbspettively; and involved J” ‘
little decision making across projects. His newsletter elaborated on his

"
¢
~ . .

interpretatjon$of comprehensiveness: the M'proposed [ESP] project could mean »

that many federal projects now operating . . . would be expanded into an *
0, )




- e ' S

' : operational district-wide setup. The stress is_ngifpn developing a new °

’ . N J ]

program but upon operating the many programs now established throughout ‘the
RV ) C . .
~ district,™

. .

. ) % *
Once again, then, the local definition of comprehensive- chapnge rested

13
'

—

on what-was already occurring in the school district. Like most definitions

offered, it was confusing. One reason for this is that the concept itself

s

is dindistinct. Another is that local administrators attémpted to unify un- o
related activities by means of words designed to satsify federal monitors.
But if the words portrayed a broad prograﬁ pf integrated.change, the locil
projects actually consisted of incremental modifications of existing projects,

little related to one another. One superintendent discussed his view of ESP . gﬂ\

1

Washington's negative reaction: he felt that the project director of the
2 - '

National .Institute of Education (NIE) "harped" on the fact that his proposed

| \ - N

o . 14 . R
program was rot ''comprehensive." He saw the expansion of activities across »

‘
> »
the district as promis¥ng comprehensive change because 1t touched on so many
. <

areas of practice, d{sjointedﬁahough they were. The federal staff,

by contrast, ‘saw his program d?%%n attempt to make disconnected

projects appear to be a coherent whole.

Conflict over the meaning of comprehénsive change was thus a persistent featurc

— 5 ’ ]

of the program. Local administrators continually proposed plans to incrementally
{ modify varied and often unrelated existing endeavors, while the federal staff
wanted all_endeavors to reflect an overall, consistent, district-wide .

. . plan, and a big change in the way of doing business. HaQing won .

- )

ESP grants primarily ﬂecause they had shown a willingness to make '
. ' comprehensive change, local sites could ‘produce no specific plans to,

that end. For one thing, local operations themselves had not the

L]

Moreover, local managers °

'

- coherence that would support such a plan.

ERIC 20 " R
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were unsure what, comprehen51ve-change was. They proposed and reproposed

/
programs of change the federal ESP reJected them as ircklng the coherence

required for comprehensive cﬁange. As ong superintendent;reported, after

rewriting his district pléﬁ,several times he '"did not know whether [it] was

finally right or not, bd; I guess it was because they approved it.”ls

Apother project director, asked about comprehensiveness, explained, '"We
never did resolve that damned thing, we never had any agreement on what it
meant.”16 In at least one case, a local si'te refused to rewrite its plane
e%tet several attempts.17 As a'last resort, the federal ESP staff often
just approved the most recent plan, hoping that }ocaf'unaerstanding of

a comprehensive approach mights grow as the program proceeded: The program
» .
had to be maintained, even if local projects were'wan%ing._?
/
The,difference in approaches to change was also mdnifest in local
s ;

sites' inability to offer, acceptable.central themes for their projects.
3 .. )
The\federal staff intended that theme to be a common basis for changes in

4

-

4
potential change occurring not in accordance with any single theme, but
in various ways in different parts of the school system. One local

. - H
project director, in explaining federal rejection of his plan, confessed

that he "did not know what [theiprogram] was all about, except there was

>
.

bsupposed to be a theme for the project.'" He went on, "Every time we came

up with somethlng, (the federal monitor] d1d not thlnk it was what 1t was

supposed to be, And I just did not know what she wanted. Every time I\§>

L.

by .
%
-
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'central theme was a contrived rationale for different programs and acti-

20

18 /
. . i, .
submitteW,a theme, one sentence mind you, she rejected it."
= :

The federal ESP staff saw proposed themes as either ‘too vague (e.g.

1nd1v1dual1zat10n”) oT so specific (e.g., curriculum reform) that they

-
>

ran counter té the notion of coherent change involving the five elements

” . -

of- the school system. To local administrators,.thc requirement for a T

. N -

vities only tenuously related to one another--an academic exercise. To the

ESP Washington stafﬁ, the theme was to indicate the main direction,of a )

wﬂm

district-wide program of change.

?

. .
Ironically, local incoherence was to some extent .fostered by

-

federal managers. %ocal'administrators used ESP to support various .

1

s o ¢ [
specific efforts at change, because they were pressed to support many

different activities and _projects in their districts: typically there

2

were more local requests for prOJect support than could be Supported

Yet federal ESP S§9ff kept exhorblng local admlnlstrators toward broad h
communlty involvement in the change process, because they bellexed that

this would promdte eoherence. Federal officials did not seem to realize o
that, given the cons}derable autonomy‘ef Sub—unies in local-school systems, .

the greater the number of local participants involved the more disparate

~

and incoherent the program would become. One .superintendent commented:
"The [ESP staff ip Washington] kept saying that Qé were not opening

it up enough, but we thought we had opened it up too much.”19 For
the local agmin%stration it was a Catch-22 predicament: the more N
[ £ : ’ ‘
- L , - - \
accessible ESP was made to the district, the more djverse and numerous*

were the requests by those seeking support fQImthgir particular pro—- -

§

' . . . b ‘ )
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grams. Thus as local administrators‘complied with federal demands
- i .t Y v

for greater local participation, the program was increasfngly shaped .,
. A
__ by local groups' diverse interests. . .

~Problems at the School Level

Some of the reasons why lotal sites did not perform up to federal . /

s

: . .
expectations can be seen in principals' and and teachers' responses

’ L]

to ESP. Principals  within " school districts had diverse

conceptions of ESP, only loosely connected to those of central -admin- N
‘ \' . {‘
istfators. In one site; where the central administration's ''theme"

was humanism_and individualizafion, a principal explained: 'We kept

getting the words of humanism and ipdividualization, but I think

. : 20 S Lo
ncbody had the, same meaning about what we meant." A principal in
N . .

another district explainedthat for him or anyone else, ™ the

‘central administration's notion of the program was "hard to say

in 3 detailed sense without lots of false statements and misunder-

standings."21 ‘Another principal recalled, "It soon became obvioqﬁ to me
N =~ ' -
that (the local project director] did not know what was going on and -
1 N
the other principals did not know either.:. So he would keep asking
3 .

us [what our ESP project Wwas about] because he did not knov;."22 7
The diverse ways in which principals within a school district
8 '

thought about chanée were due partly to the %act that different

changes were desired in different’ schools. Operating largely\inde-

pendently of one another, principals had little reason to want to ' -
. understand, let alone to'rely‘upon other.prinnipals' tpoughts about
ES?. Their interest was }ihi;ed to what was %easible in their school.
As one principai remarked, "At first I thought the project was

A

3
’

. N - : «
- . x P . =
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\ .
& . .
offering a lot of work [ did not need. But then I realized that I

" could do lots of £hings I dfa\hbt see before."23 Another principal '

.

"said that he saw the program ''as an opportunity to develop different

rograms we could not get from other federal a encfes.”%? Typically,
p : g P

LAY iy

local change was seen only in terms of a principal's own school and
was thus inconsistent with federal notions of district-wide '"syner-

gistic" efforts at "comprehensive change."

“~

Teachers' reactions were similar. Often  they
didn't even know about comprehensive change, despite the efforts ofﬂ

some principals and central administrators to explain the program.

One senior federal moniior, after visiting a highly regarded project
after a year of operation, reported disdainfully, "My speech to the

teachers regarding the central theme of experimental schools and of
o ..'! \ LY
. [}
the local concerns clearly was the first time they had heard oﬁ.com-
4
Lo 2 L. . ‘
prehensiveness." > In addition, teachers' views of ESP generally

-

had little to do with  what central adminis-

‘ .
trators or principals had in mind. The program often
was of no interest at all. . One teacher commented,

"I'm not into this alternative thing [the 'theme' of her site]; that

2
is theit bag. I am into the classroom and do my own thing there.”"6

Another ‘was '"sure good things came out of it," but could not identify what they

might be.27 And among those teaChers who thought they were working in ESP--many

.

Qidn't even know it-- each one's activities seemed little related to what

other teachers in the school were doihg. As one teacher explained,
"From what observation I have made, I have-seen as much variety °
. . -

going on in one school as there is in any single program: [of school-

Pe

firh
v] '
iy




v &
wide'change].“28 But since ultimately the change took place at the

.

' . .
classrpom level, in accordance with each teacher's interpretation, eicn ~
school-wide change often proved gllusofy: According to one ESP project

staff member, "Everybody workedvlike hell--like horses %ulling in

different directions."29 , . :

-

-

[ 4
Some inertia was certainly involved. Teachers wange& to con-
tinue what they were doing before ESP, and they did.
As one teacher put it, "For the most part, everybody protected the

-

status quo . . , after the initial thrust everybody protected what

they had.”"0 Others were hostile or simply apathetic toward~change

cfforts initiated by central administrators or principals. One teacher
N L

°
- B .

described the feeling in her school as wanting to be left aloné, and |
was he;self.”downright negative' to ESP.31 A curriculum coordinator )
explained, in rather typical fashion, what happened when the new cur-

riculum was brought into her schopl: "Some of the kids were going to

get . a Self-concept aqd self-awareness (sic) so they bfought all sorts :
of material but little came of if."sz A classroom teacher said sar- ’

castically that of several new curriculum reforms tried iﬁ her school, b

“The one-that had the most success and made the biggest s1ng1e con-

i

tribution was theebullman Manual for Physical Education?' n33 She

meant that while only a few teachers used the new curriculum, the éﬁ 3

q

Pullman Manual succeeded because there was only one physical education

«,h

teacher, who used it.

Problems at the Federal Level

The unexpected variety of images and interpretations evoked by

ESP at the local level was troublesome for federal managers. Some 'j
| -
| 29 f*
i

Lo - . -
e . Y B . PR S




ESP staffers couldn't figure out whether various
{ .
" activiaies in a local site were related, or "comprehensive.' Nor did

federal reformers agree among themselves whether what was occurring
. ¢ ’ - . R »

in a'site was significant or not--or in some cases whether anything

was happening at all, After a site visit, one federal monitor com-

mented upon another monitor's perceptions of a prizeqm
site believed to be successfully making significant comprehensive -
. - D — .
change. ''€T memo expla%?gd that, contrary to her fellow monitor's s

A

pefceptions, "the local project certainly was not comprehensive and,
further, no one involved in writing the plan, executing it, adminis-

- . 34
tering it, watching it, was aware of what compgchensive change meant.'"".

v L .

She concluded-that in this site ESP had produced little change that was

not occurring before the progra-.

N

.

Conflict and confusion were not limited 'to the staff. \

Even the first director of NIE, after assuming responsibility for
- 4

: .35
ESP from the U.S. Office of Education, ~ -was unclear about the program
& .
and the meaning of comprehensive change. In an interview he stated .
~ * .

that he had neve; understood "what Binswanger [the ESP director] was
getting at with his notion of comprehensive change.'" It struck him
as "more an experiment in_government funding andjiﬁterventi&n tech-
niques rather than an experiment in educational concepts and tech-

Fl

niques.' He further explained.that the program had already failed

L

when he took it over; and that it continued because, as with other __ e i

- . P 36 -
programs of reform, terminating it was a '‘political impossibility.'" ‘
Nonetheless, ESP program staffers -held to the view that

e




. ESP failed for the same reason earlier reform efforts had failed:
local resistance to federal plans and' intentions. Local
sites, they held, were unwilling to changé as their central adminis-
lgrations had at first promised. Instead, according to one federal
monitor, local sites had "done what [they] needed"--that is, used the

. ' .

. program to meet local needs.37 Others saw local sites simply as

‘mripping off' the government, or engaging in activities that were

"fraudulent."3§ As one senior federal monitor said, reflecting on -

the program, "I would do it again but with [local] people who believed

in it."39 « A X . '
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Footnotes to Chapter [I*

1The interest in comprehensiveness was echved in, a number of reports. See,
, for example, The National Advisory Council on the Education of Dis-- -
advantaged Children. Annual Report. December 5; 1966. The report
talks about how "Title I projects are piecemeal fragmented efforts -
at remediation or vaguely directed 'enrichment.'" (Quoted in
Berke,”J.. S. & Kirst, M. W. _Federal Aid to Education: Who Bene-
fits? Lexington, MA,: JD'C‘ Heath and Company, 1972, p. 396.)

- —

“See, for example, Rein, M. The coordination of social sciencés. In
M. Rein, Social Policy. New York: Random Houke, 1970; Aiken, M.,
et al. Coordinating Human Services. San Francjisco: Jossey
Bass, 197%; Cohen, D. Coordination in Social Services (Monograph).

Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Graduate School of Education,
Center for Educational Policy Research, June 1974.
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Internal memo from the files .of Experimental Schools Program [hereafter,
ESP] office in’Washington, undated and anonymous.

*1bid. :
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,SBinswanger R. Testlmony before the House Appropriations Subcommittee ‘
on Eduration, 927d Congress, 15t Session, March 3, 1971. Congres-
sional Hearlngs%(Vol 63), p. 938.

~~
6Department of Health, Education, and Welfare document, Basic Program
Information, nationally distributed to local school districts,
dated December 28, 1970.

.

7 Ibid.

8 Interview with former local ESP project staff member and former federal
ESP staff member, March 31, 1977. Ve

“
. 9

Interview with former senior federal ESP staff member, November 17, 1976.
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Interview with district superintendent of a local rural school site
(anonymity requested), May 2, 1977.

10;
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11Interv1ew with local ESP plo;ect director in the South Umqua School District - %
- South Umqua, Oregon, July 8, 1977. . -

' . s R

- » -t
A 1} > A

*An effort has been made to provide for the anonymity of the respondents ?\‘
interviewed in this study by omitting their names. Interviewees are "
identified only by role and locatlon, unless they requested otherw1se,
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IFI. FEDERAL VS. LOCAL UNITS OF PRACTICE *~

>

’ . -One essential part of the ESP idea was to.jhsure local commitment By
‘insug}ng local control. The federal managers assumed tﬂZt if local adminis-
f;ators felt that the program was their own, they would do a better job.

,/// ) - The federal ESP staff saw their primaTy task as giving #ontrol to local
administrators, and holding them accountable for {mplementing the programs.

This, of course, assuﬁpd that comprehensive change in a district could be managed

. . : . . . 1 .. ¢
in a centralized way--that control lay in the central administration.” This idea
kS £
. % J
made a certain kind of sense for federal pfﬁctitioners, for the unit of their prac-
’ 4 f3v - .
5 . f‘?

" tice was the proéraﬂ?"how could they deal with each local school individually?

But the control of local central administrators is limited: the units of local

-

practice are schools and classrdoms, yhich are at least semi-autonomous.

>

) i Local administrators cannot manage school districts without(%g;mi&fing a

"

great deal of autonomy for .teachers and principals. In managing the ESP x .
£ N

program, they followed this pattern, delegating control to the school level,

kd

and acquiescing in principals' and teachers' plans for change. In the

“ *

decentralized \ organization of local practice, the operations meeded
i d
. to insure the interest and partﬁcipation of the local units conflicted
S, )
- with the federal assumptfon that district-wide change could be centrally
. . ) ) o L]
managed,

&

‘ Local Control as Federal Policy

At the time of ESP's inception, fostering locals autonomy was encouraged

. }n federal policy circles. The previous decade's experience had .convinced many

federal reforﬁersg that, simply '"laying on money in the nahe of ‘;i
. i’ !
doing j goqd" did not . solve social proq‘lems.2 Moreover, local

: educatérs,had been compl¥ining about the insensitivity and domination

* - hd » .

. . R - S -
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. ' =

\ - {

.

of the federal®Blireaucracy. Federal reformers were accused of alien-

2 .
%? ating local school practitioners and suffocating local commitment in - T

their programs for e@ucat;;;hl change. The federal director of ESP,
Robert Binswanger,“was gfrticularly aware of’ﬁﬁbse—concerns,uand-com» - - - .
p 35 “ . .
\ mittgd to local control. One of his colleagues explained that it was

this aspect of ESP which "turned [Binswanger] on." Binswanger wanted

> £ /
"to have a program which was really responsive to local sc¢hools--to

s -

Pd R
+ ° give a good idea a try--not that it would necessarily work, but,to try,

and he would protect it from the fe!s."3 Tom Glennan, the ‘

first director of NIE, explained that ESP had emerged from a Congres-

0

sional climate in which federal control of local programs was bé&ng
severely criticized:; 'Schools should be able to do what they want."4
Another member of NIE, formerly on the ESP staff in Washington, said

"that ESP was conceived at;a time when any concept that included local
) N

.
]

' control was.popular.s .

» L

ESP program staffers.believed-th&@ local contrel was consistent witn
comprehensiv: local reform. They simply assumed th?t there was a locus of
control from which LEAs could be dirééted. For example, when ESP sought oﬁt
local districts interested in a  '"comprehensive' reform program,

r .
recruitment concentrated only on school superintendents, - They were

A}

Wl

seen as the key to local action, and their state of mind was regarded

.

as critical. Theviews, comments, and wishes of principals and teachers
. were not even explored. : . . \ i
S . To insure their administrative control, BSP ~staff proposed P

. ¢ . .
a "riéorousﬁ systém of monitoring, while emphasizing that such a

- .

system "must respect and support the local project design."6 ESP

\ =

)
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+

: monitors were\to work directly with local central administrators in

»

»
a "'partnership.” 1t remained unclear how federal partners were
to respect local contrdl if the project did not conform to federal |

-
. ?

expectations. AQ
ST :

Local Control vs. Federal Ambitions

- L 4

Earlier federal reform programs had been plagued by a lack of local
* N

commitment to fedeyal program plans, and by consequent attempts by federal

executives to changt local programs. Although ESP was designed

TN

to overcome this problem, it didn't. The more zealously federal reformers '
tried to encourage implementation of ESP, the more they interfered with

local autonomy, and the greater was local resentment. As one superintendent

remarked, "[The federal ESP staff] were attempting to take complete -
econtrol of a school district through an-ESP program by their own

methods without regard to the wishes. and practices of the school

-
2 . /
district."

There was conflict between the federal ESP staff and local prac-

L4

<

titioners from' the outset. Thj7f lattdr were undersfandably
interested in .obtaining - grants, and to this end wished to please

ESP Washington. Some had received planning érants based on brief initial .

letters of interest. But the proposals they then prepared under these grants -

b, g . .t
i were more serious than the letters, -and had to fit with  the .
’ . . : /
' local organization. This made it difficult to achieVe the comppe- .
. - ty . -
hensiveness and\coherence ESP wgﬂ;ed., As one superintendent explained,

the district "wanted, it to be our prégram, but we could never write - .

anything acceptablp to [ESP Washington]." Eventually, after several
- * . \ :

frustrating encounters with the federal ESP staff, thié superintendent

—




simply call?d the fedéral project monitor so that she "could tell us
the words she wanted us to §ay.”8 This, of course, involved at lea§tr )
a nominaliloss of autonomy, as it elimingted control of project design/by
local participants. 'A project director in another site saih of his proposal
writing: ‘%& problem was that-th more they demanded .+ . [compre-

+ hensive] change, the further it took ownership away from those who
developed the préject; and thé more they asked me to rewrite, the more

isolated I bécame from the q{iff, because I was really bastardizing

. 9 T
their work.'". » .

'

& Here and elsewhere, principal¥ and teachers began to resent
localradministrators, because of what seemed a loss of autonomy-

dne principal explained, "Like most teachers, I kind of felt that it

was a program being(pushed on them.”10 And federal pressure often

/ placed local administrators in a position in which they had to make v
. their projects appear to be something they are not.

As one project director put it: 'Binswanger had a way of telling us

. “ . r 4
what we would want. . , . [His] thing was to get the district to 'do

what they wanted,' yet to get the ﬁonay;we had to lie," by making .

the district seem more coordinated than it really’was.”ll
. “

The p}oblems did not diminish as the program took shape.  As

-
& - -
. . v

one-local project director said, 'We tﬁgught it was going ‘to 2; no

1)
government interf%rence and we ¢ do what we wanted with the

. 2 : 12
» money. Instead there was constant harassment and-interference." “ One

superintendent  was initially enthusiastic about what he described N
h) » ;: f

-

as the government's notion of '"non-interference" in development- of

-

his program. But after he went 'to Washington--as he thought, to sign

~




-

the agreement for funds--he reported: ”[g?P Washington] tore our
budget apart while we sat ghere completely unprepared. They threw
out this and that and tried to tell us what we needed tp do for the
money.”13 But what Washington told its local partners often did not

fit local plans for reform. Federal insistence on community involve-

2

ment, for example, meant more demands on and less control for local central

L4
admipistrators. As one superintendent explained, ''One of the

typical problems with the program was that the federal government
- 14
e . .
wanted the community involved, but the community repregents such a

~—

f// diverse population that its involvement only created dirferent factions .

. . 4
of interest who wanted different things to happen in school.”1 ~

In one site, in fact, federal oFFicials‘saw,the failure of local

administrators to involve the community in proposal writing as a prime
‘ 3
problem. The superintendent explained, '"NIE kept pushing the community

school idea." He felt that they had already involved the community too much,
3 N K57
15 One federal ESP’staff member,

whereas "NIE kept pushing for more."

after a day of argument with local administrators over their initial ‘
L] . - B

proposal, wrote his own proposal outline. Local administrators fol-

L]

* lowed that outline in the neéxt proposal they submitted, and it was

a

aéproved shortly thereafter.16 But what ''their' propeosal now:prom-

5 .,

« ised was no longer what they had intended. 1In another case, the

federal ESP staff wanted every school in the district to be inclygded. -f?

-

in= the program, but, as the superintendent explained,- there were .

great difficulties "in tfying to get different schqolﬁ together,

because évery school wanted to do their own thing." Federal insistence

‘ 1

on local involvement reduted local administrators' ability to initiate

- =




change where they thought it might succeed,17 and reduced central confrol

) even more. r T .
g )
Lacal administrators were often bewildered by federal

’

efforts “to shape their projects. According ¢

to one suoepintendent, the ESP staff ''cut some components' of local
projects ”beoahse’tho}'were not‘in some way, a way I cannot define,
consistent with what NIE war{ted."18 And a local project director

reported: ”Wé would asﬁ [ESP Washington] what to do and they would

. say, 'you determine it.' And then after we would, they would say it
. . 19
! was not right and not give us the money. It was really a<Catch-22."
* . 13 . $ -
Local admininstrators felt that their autonomy was being
% ' 3 ‘ ,
‘compromised. _They were being told to develop their own programs at -

the same “time.as federal reformens pressed them to meet federal notions

about how the“change should occur. Washington consistenfiy demanded

4

a coordinated program that ran against the” grain of the decentralized

local organizgtioﬁ. And the tension between federal and local staff

was exacerbatid because federal administrators seemed unaware of this,

divergence between federal and local practice.

<«

These conflicts arose qgainly from the ,

federal assumpticn that chanée could be centrally managed -

o /
. in localities, Yet even when the problems of this belief
became apparent, federal reformers never 1lost 'their conviction f ,
= ) ‘ 7
that .the local centrall‘dllnistratzon was the key to program '

coordlnatlon. ThlS gave rise to further problems, for federal ESP staff

) = thought it followed that, if control was not be1ng adequately‘exerc1sed, the -

local administration was responsible. Thus if reform did not live up to’




-
. -

expectations, the logical next step was for federal practitioners to
tinker with the local administration. This they did. One super-
intendent related how his appointment of a project director, who
later became a HEW division director, was vétoed by the federal pro-
gram staff. He was told that his choice was rejected because 'she
had conceptualized the program and was not able to implement it in
an objective fashion."20 Accordingnto the superintendent in another
site, the .federal ﬁonitpr tried to secure the resignation of the
project director, to whom NIE attributed difficulties with the pro-

gram, by threatening to withdraw funds.21 And the federal staff

%

tried to influence local administrative organization as well as
staff, . One superintendent reported that the federal program
director had orderéd what the superintendent described as ''reorgan-

izing the whole administratian.' His response was, "I was the

[superintendent] and I was not about to change our organ@zation."
P - .

Not understanding the reason for this interventio?; he saw it simply

as a direct contradiction of promises of non-interference by the

. % . .
federal program direCtor.Z&'It certainly. seemed an odd way to pro-

.

mote local control.

Local administrators often did not share federal monitors' views

-

of the program, and thef’ . did - not believ? thaél‘federal ob-

»

= jections could be met through féderal intervention in the school

;ﬁistrict. Nearly all local administrators saw their_authority_

-
o
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” k]

being undermined.. As one superintendent explained, after he had
been asked to remove thec¢original project director: '"On the bright
side, it had the effect of unifying the principal and the staff of

[the district] because they felt they had been done in by NIE,"Z?

5

but it did not enhance local commitment to the ESP projeq&.

Federal actions thus belied ESP assertions about commitment
to local control. Some local administrators gradually aban-
doned their attempts to maintain control of the program., Where

federal monitors were active, local control tended to erode,

{
and with it local commitment. Federal practitioners, for their part,

would not or could not accept the decentrakized oﬂganization of locgl '

schoolldistric;s. They saw the lack of coordination as the result of

.
\

\feakness'of will, or intelligence, or both, The federal ESP staff saw
.

ocal control as a desirabie reform of past federal pfactice, because it
Qoulq promote local commitment 10 comﬁ}ehensive change. But control at ‘ .
* ihe local level is decentralized. While the Washington ESP staff believed
hat change could occur at a superintendent's di}ection,.locai feacher;
‘ and principals exercise much con;rol indepenzent of the central adminis-

tration. Managing a local district consists in large part in accommo-
b 4

dating these diverse local -interests. As a result, ESP, like other federal

education programs, took a variety of local shapes. 'But:the Washington
. ) ; , ;

sstaff %aﬁ this as a failure of local leadership, while local administrators

' o=

3

saw it as an essential feature -of their work.

. el . ‘
Late in the life of ESP, one sgpior, federal ESP staff member reported .

LN .

-, \,’_r

that she still saw nothing wgong ﬁitﬁ the notions of comprehensive change

-

and loc@l control--the problem was in local implementation. What ESP




;

< ;

* had needed, she said, was more sincere, dediéated, and capable local . .

- school staffe{s.24

’
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Footnotes to Chabter ITI

~ N N

1This may seem a necessary belief for federal practitioners. 'Tolstoy,
in War and Peace, discusses Napoleon's 'command" at the battle,
of Borodino; 'And it wa$ not Napoleon who directed the course
of the bartie for none of his orders werq erecuted and during
the battle he did not know what was going on before him, So the
way in which these people killed one another was not decided by
Napoleon but occurved independently of him in accord with the
will of thousands of people who took part in the common action.
It only seemed to Napoleon that all took place by hig will." .3
(Tolstoy, L. War and Peace. New York: Washington Square Press," .
1963, p. 399.) Administrators, like generals, may command more
than they control.

2Timpane, M. Educational ‘experimentation in national policy. Harvard
Educational Review, November 1970, 40(4), pp. 547-566.
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Saratoga, Wyomlng, April. 21, 1977. .

2‘;"zlnterﬂview with district superintendent of the Franklin Pierce School .
. District, Tacoma, Washington, March 30, 1977. .
24 . | |

Interview with senior federal ESP staff member, November li, 1976. ?




grams, these evaluations offered little useful 1nformation on the-change

IV. KNOWLEDGE AND PRACTICE | '
» ) - ’ 3 . '
Federal school reformers believed that change gould be

greatly’facilitate? by new knowledé@. They considered the everyday

. , : ;

knowledge and skill of local practice to be deficient, and thought . !
that. scientific knowledge could help to improve practice. The notion o

that social science would be useful to local practicé and federal policy

t

makers wds enthusiastically gicepted in the late 1950s and 1960s.,

i "But efforts to improve federalvprograms(and local practice tHrough

social science consistently fell short, both in providing information

¢ "

a2

helpful to management and in determining the success of programs. Thus,

the 1960s were .marked by repeated efforts to improve the apolication of

social science to education. The ESP was one such improvement. It was
- - ‘:% - ' * . .
cited in HEW Secretary Robert Finch's opening comments to the House

Committee on Education as one of several programs that were to address

-.!

earlier scientific shortcomings. t ofie year later President Nixon,” in

his message to Congress on "Refo!; and Renewal" in education, described °
the .ESP as the "missing bridge between educational research and actuak -

practice." The ESP was seen as the prototype of research programs to be

ol

contained. in the newly proposed NIE.2 ' !

The 'ESP staff saw their mission as part of NIE!s proposed response -
. - ) P

to the “general criticism' of educational reform that had been "exfended

to include prevZo;;;;esearch AN .“3 The.ESP staff reasoned that past .

evaluations “ha falled to capitallze gn the oppd&tunity toscontribute to

@ -

the knowlegge base! because they;USed traditional social science methods: J‘L

they typically looked only at outcones, and found "no s:gnlficant differ- @

ences.' Being ignorant abouf what had actually occurred in school proe’

* (%

fo

-

foorts tbe“§QAV§§e4 S kﬁL;l‘ s o o el
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The ESP staff argued that the deficiencies in program evaluation

céuld be rcctified by a different-and strocger commitment to social
science. This was apparent first in its apporc;cnment of 25% to 30%
?f the program funds for evaluation.5 Second, this evaluation,
unlike others, ;as not %o be conducted oc a "fly-in fly-out basis."”6

It promised to use and develop '"new and improved research and eval-z

uation strategies" that would be closely attuned to the process of ~

'

'change in schools--how it worked, why it went well or\badly, and .

what helped or hurt. This in turn would allow: "(1) significant

" ]
improvement in the knowledge base concerning formal education;

(2) better understanding of the processes of change in educafion;
§3) more satisfactory invcstigation into the‘effect;veness of
schooling; (4j the generatiom of programmatic information that will
be of immediate use to p;ractitioners.”7 There was a pervasive be-
lief_that localgiractice could be refined by supplanting or supple-
menting practitioners' knowledge and skills with social science, and

>

that this could be achieved by using scientific techniques that were

’

"innovative" and 'experimental in conceptualization, approach and

S 8 . - :
practice."” How the evaluation was to be conducted was less clear;
* X ’N . ‘ 'y . ~
but that social science was the appropriate tool with which to reform

local practice was, aggressively asserted. . '”

Two characteristics of the evaluation showed the direction of

intended reforms. '"First, the program required a research vehicle.

khlch would maximize whatlone could bearn from a‘collectloq 'of field

exper1ments-—summat1ve evaluation and documentation (that is, know-

ledge about the degree to which 'compnehen51ve change' was occurring
=

in any school district); and second, the program required the support

-
A

.

Fy e

-
L3
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+ ‘. ' B 1 )
' " ! ; . . . . .
.o 'of an evaluation designed to assist in the improvement of programs
e, T ,J', and pro;ects while they were in the process of development and
a v #

. 9
operation--formative evaluatlon v* The evaluation of ESP was to have
two related reﬂhLm cr1ti;ku the innovative methods to be: used and

the new ty‘of information to be produced and 1mpr§/ed manageme;rt E

|

| i

of federal programs at the federal and local levels through the use - ) ' 1
. . — |
of program-related information supplied by -ESP's evaluation, 1
To that end, an elaborate three-tiered evaluation scheme was

proposed. The major evaluation component (termed "on-site' or 'level .

II" project eﬁaluationlo) was to be conducted by private firms of

w

professional Social scientists, It was to account for two thirds

11 ) L
. . . of the monles spent orn the evaluation, and to address the'main fed-
R T ' ' ) I
i ) .. eral cgncern to improve local practice by producing a new type of -
socaak%sc1pnce knowledge on the process of local eﬁbnge, which wogid T ‘
s " _help-improve program management.
” ‘ - ) ' - 4 b
The ESP staff was,particularly concerned with past social science
- . . 4 '
efforts to determine the criteria‘and judgments about the outcomes
R oo . . . - _— M A ¢
of schooling. "'Many studies,” an early ESP staff memo stated, "can N
v { ' .

* sbe criticized on the ground that they have cquated measurement of a
- : » . ) B s . B
¢ relatively narrow band of cognitive skill; with the outcomesIf :

~
Y

schooling." fq address this concern, the ESP evaluation sought

. \ ° , _ ,

. ) " "alternative strategies-fbr;regearcﬁ” that would "not only have to . o

“develop b.rqad-base; mee;sures," but would also ["have to study, par- . ’
ticular phenonena o;er sufficient time’and dnisuffieiedt depth* to .

» -

¢ P
v

L e B
allow-for moffe costly methods of hehavioral dbservation as well as ﬁ
-, paper and .pencil tests," The -£SP program. staff -was also concerned ’ °
v . L [

that ''variables whiclt are traditionally studied have not been adequate S5

S e - . - \

= N
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-

< .in explaining differences' in lzcal school change efforts. It was

{ )
therefore proposed that ESP develop a rescarch strategy having '"a
- X _ <

differgpt and probably more qualitative set of variables to measure
A H N *

differences between schools.¥ By so doing, the ESP staff thought

A

-

they could figure out what made change work, and thus how to

improve local practice.12

.

The information to be produced by the level II evaluation was

RS

therefore to be useful to federal and local decision makers. The

4

>
ESP staff held that if the evaluation, which sought to serve decision

makers, .was accurate, then it would ipso facto be useful to decision

makers. But this assumed that social science knowledge would bf.preferred

to the knowlédge that was ordinarily used in local decision making. It

i

was simply assumed that social science knowledge was superior to ordinary

or professional knowledge, and thus would be used in decisiof making.

4h\\\;\”‘—-\ The second way in which social science knowledge was to improve "

. local program management was through '"level I'"'or "local project':

evaluafion, "performed by or'under the direction of local project
personnel' and complementing the level II effOft. It constituted a
small part of local sfte budgets and was %o be "formative'--i.e., "oriented
primarily toward operational decision making and planning."13 Level I

evaluation was to satisfy local project needs 'to improve the ongo?ng

R
operations of .a particular pfquct;"14 Ard it was to minimize the ppiitical

. ~
controversies that had arisen over evaluations in the past.
f

LY

An ESP.neao explained, "There'iafa natural coq&iict,between the needs
of a long-terﬁ sfgﬁy and the needs of project participants for imme- *

diate help, therefore if one wishes to jnfure both purposes- are \\ .

- s =

N i = 2
J e
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3 / . 15
served, there are advantages to separating them." It was also thought

that locally based evaluation would ''seem to be more effective and to have

more local crédibility."16 ) .

’ The third evaluation level-was the least developed but most
ambitious. Level III was intended to aid, pull together, .and sum-

marize the other two levels.’ It was intended_ to

look 'across *projects . . . to provide technical/professionalﬁgf
assistance and cross-fertilization, to provide informed critici

of the methg?s and conclusions fr;m each level [of the evalgati n}, to
derive and implement evaluation approaches and models that may be’
used to assess the merit of comprehensive experimentation, and to '

identify and formulate evaluation problems which may be turned over

. . . . 17 .
to basic research programs for investigation." ESP Washington
R

%hought that the major "users" of such an evaluation would be federal
policy makers,.wbo would be able tq replicate' elsewhere the successful
programs and evaluation methods identified by it. . .
/.‘ . .0

Thus¢ all three evaluatioqﬁ}evels’rested on certain assumptions
about the information each level would provide and the ways in which
it would actually assist practice, There waino clarity about how the
evaluation was. to be implemented, but two central notions were plain
enough: it was to produce new knowledge on the 10551 change
pfocbss; and, through application of that new knowledge in fedefal
and local praétice, evaluation would‘facilitate local reform.

- '

- Yet the federal assumption that comprehensive change could be

evaluated presented an immediate obstacle to plans foz{the evaluation.

.
L
A

s
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Since the notion of comprehensive change was itself very unclear)

»

those asked to assess it did not know what to do. This provoked ar-
N ¥ .
guments over the definition of comprehensiveness and how to evaluate

,.frustration at the enormity of the evaluation task itself, and in-

stability in the evaluation staff. In the end, this innovative evaluation

P
produced rather weak results, It gradually became more traditional, its

methods more fAmiliar, and its aims less ambitious,

Strugg}es with Comprehen51ve Change and Holistic Evaluation

To improve upon the limited success of past social science eval-
"1

s

uations, the ESP evaluation sought to understand better 'how the

rocess of change takes place," and to provide practitioners with .
P g P ) P P

-

: 18 . N :
‘knowledge about program outcomes,, One rof its major components was

a novel anthropological/ethnographic approach that would allow on-
site researchers to study and report on the local change precess as

it occurred. This doquLntation of the 'matural history' of the ,

. /
project was to deal with -

»

: /
the project as a totality. The interrelationship
among the components of the project and:;he nature of 4
- the forcing [sic] functions, which proffote or inhibit
successful project development are to be identified
\ and assessed with respect to relative influence or -
impact.19

1
3

It was hoped that such a method of study would provide social science

knowledge more useful than that generated by the quantitative focus

of previous outcome evaluatieps, because it would include all aﬁﬁects

of local change and not be ngirowly circumscribed by quantitative methods.
The expected "holistic" ingormetion about the local change proéess could

then be used by federal ESP program managers, as well as by others who

‘anted to reform local practice, .

-
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While a qualitative approach was emphasized, statistical
Etudies also were required. The federal plan was 'to include e

but not be limited to student achievement, at€itudes, staff performance .

20 ‘
L and other more tradltlonal categorles of evaluation." But as the .

- “ - ;

. federal dlrecﬁor of the cvaluation pointed out, the aim was '"to
learn how the process of change took place'; he was personally con-

vinced that there was little in conventional quantitative evaluation

2

B
that was worth.doing. -This more traditional criterion in the Request

for Proposal (RFP) was apparently due to pressure from the HEW office

of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, which, in the

view of ESP staffers, '"did not think an evaluation without pre- and

post-testing data was an evaluation."21

4

The burden of\?evising the non-traditional approach to evalua- /
tion fell on the shoulders of the ‘ level II contractors. The

RFP articulated this assumption: ", . . in the course of the ESP,

£
many needs will be identified for the development of approaches to

evejuating educational settings. . . . As the new approaches and ’ N

topls are developed, it is expected that the( will be tried in the [
22

field by the evaluation and documentation congractors."

Once federal ambitions for ESP evaluation were translated into (L\\-—’/—/;)

an RFP, potential level II contractors came forward with a hopeful
/ 4 . . ‘
and accepting:}eaction. They expanded the already graqdiOSe federal 4

‘plans  for ESP. Responses typically expressed awareness of the

failure of past evaluatlons, and made vague promlses to use social
science methods ' to pyoduce more' fruitful knowledye on the local

change process. One level II document phrased this in the following

Na
-
v
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- way: 'Evaluative researchers have relied primarily on mathematical

e

models (the traditional research models of sociology and psychology)

~ f
-

3 B
.

o ‘ 4 s ‘ .-4‘ . ‘/_‘
to judge the succéss or failure of *¢ducational programs . This ,

[mathematical] approach to evaluation, which is too narrow in focus

~

and has limited evaluators' ability to do more than speculate about
program results, led to the general state of dissatisfaction of those
being evaluateq. . . ." In its place, this contragtor promised a
more qualitat¥vely oriented evaluation.23 One proposal eveﬁ offered
a line of inquiry so novel that it would help create a new profession:
N ‘ "In recent years, evaluation has become a tdthnical ;pecialty with
associ%éég metﬁodologies, canons .of procedufe, fairly abstract bodies .
of kno;iedge and theory and ;ccumh}ated experience, a set,of more or
less renowned erctitiqpers and a vested interest in developing all
of these further. Our own evaluation efforts are expécted\to make
a contribution fo this rapidly growing field which threatens or

. S s . 24
“ promises to’provide grounds for a new and distinct profession."

— . ﬂ
i The evaluation, then, was to build social science knowledge on
educational change.But in the absence of a usable definition of that phenomenon, ,

level IT contractors quickly came to see the ESP program aim--comprehensive

change--as an impossible target for evaluation., As one level II con-

A

tristor explained, "You must recognize from the outégt that this

\ situation made it difficult to do research in a way which would qual-
‘ ify as research to the outsi'dé."25 Anqther contractor, explaining

the low level of productivity in his evaluatién, said that the notion

of comprehensive change was qnly "a metaphor" with "no reality" in

the world of social science res'earch.26 A former member of a level

oy
ad —
32, ,;?
. foue
.
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" II contractor's staff explained that the original RFP was "awfully

« =

vague" and he "did not know how much time [his firm] .spent debating

comprehensive thange!“27’ Anoth&r member of the same firm added tRat .
. . : i

. . ’ 2 y
his firm lqteﬁ "pushed NIE to define it.”'8 A staff member of another
contractor referred to'the difficulty by saying that '"the lack of a

defined treatment Teally came home to roost because it was difficult
W 13

>

. ; . 29 \
to know what to measure in terms of outcomes." And to make matters

worse, many level II evaluators felt unable to share their doubt .
about comprehensive change with theirvcliént.so'

The samecprgblem arose in the "ethhographic” componént of the
level II evaluationf. One level II,staff member called most of his
own work "esséntially meaningless in the context of the'program.” o |

|

He explained that what ethnographic reéorting was done was hard to |
relate to docémenting "comprchensive change,' since that notion was
S0 ill—defineq. The dirgcior of a level II cvaluation touched on the
problems of communication with f?deral program people over this issue
when he said,?”We talked a lot with NIE about the trouble of trying
to use NIE's five fapetész and that we would have preference for -
social sciencé categories, but that was another area of negot{ation."3

This comment went to the root of the problem: the contractor found

the federal ESP notions problematic, but the federal staff did not.

=

‘One resuliing problem was a lack of federal criteria and coherent

i ', 19 “* =
guidance for ESP evaluation. Federal managers’'wanted the evaluation ' §§ -

+

. ¢ +
to provide a "holistic" view of local change efforts, yet they didn't

—_ ‘ . i1
know what this meaE;“ They knew only what they didn't want, and’ .

sedmed to think that by naming an alternative they had created one.

£ - =

-

Y

LB~
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o)

. .
. But to call evaluation holistic provides neither criteria for judging -
what<fhat is or is not, nor guidance for how to doresearch. Given this ‘
lack of guidance, and given that not all aspects of local change N

P J—

efforts could be studied, level I%-contractors had a problem: which ;

aspects to evaluate, and how ? (There were no consistent answers for

rd

any one contractor, nor consistent answers among them. Indeed, the

‘problem was compounded by the federal ESP staff's interest in<;xplor-

ing various features of comprehensive change. . These features changed

e e
Sl ~an

"

7
!

from time to time and from’monitor to monitor, and this created more

o

uncertainty for the level II staffs. Level II contractors were con-

tinually trying to do too much at once, or too little, or the wrong
thing, or somescombination of these. The evaluation was never given a
central focus, and as a consequence, work floundered.

‘ Numerous conflicts and debates arose, over what aspects of
s -

local change efforts might be appropriate for study, and with what

° social science tools. But once level : ITI contractors de-

3

cided these matters in some way, they placed limits on the work, and ¢

then federal ESp staff could see evaluation efforts that

were incomplete and too specific--for there were always more aspects

’ ‘ 4 * : - - -

of local change to be studied. Level II contractors, with ‘the limited

tools of social science, and limited time, simply could not provide .
) o

the "holism"--that fantas%gz? complete picture of local change--that the ¢
* ’ @ ’ . ", S i .

federal staff dreamed of.

- '
The ensuing demands placed upon level II contractors contributed -
L2

. .
L]
3 \
\
A

to instability, confusion, and even capriciousness in the evaluation.

-«

' The rate'of turnover of project directors was high: .six of the seven. k
. B o

.
~
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original directors resigned during the course of ESP. Turnover rates
for other level II staff were also high."4 The lack of criteria for

&

evaluation alsc: allowed federal monitors to change their theoretical
[

[}

and methodological priorities continually. As one level II staff

member explained, "gSP'had a history of flip-flopping 180°, and as

<, -the project officers changed, so did the direction'given to the eval-

\ uations.">® Another contractor mentioned the same problem: 'Each/
. . !
!

i
i t /
| federal project menitor had their [sic] own idea of what the rural

{ >

/ -school evaluation /should look like. Consequently, they'}ept askfng

‘ /
/ for changes that wbuld suit their impressions. But often their/

and since they cPuld

|

. . . |
not easily be defined to third party researchers, we stuck to gur
!

changes had not been agreed upon earlier .

TN

o
-

L

. 36 '
‘ design.," Other contractors, not so self-assured, often chﬁhged

their design and data collection procedures in response to the demands

of a federal monitor. P ,“\\\“»

This situation made it difficult for contractors to formulate evalu-
ation plans that were acceptable to federal reformers. Contractors ofen
had to rewrite evaluation proposals--in one case, a proposal had to be

rewritten four times in one and a half years; it was never approved and
R |

M) .
the contract was' eventually put up for rebiddipg.37 The difficulties

continued throughout the early part of the project. Several level II ) |

- 3 ‘ ‘ ’ = - ’ -i
. contractors were never able to/?poduce an acceptable'plan, even years 5

: . * |

| | after the evaluation was under/way. In fact, two of the seven evaluation

contragts were put up for re] idding. . S
7 In these circumstances there was constant friction between federal

) ESP staff and level II contractors. The ESP staff saw a great discrepancy , =
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” S
tractors as incompetent, mercenary, or both. One monitor explained rather
simplistically that the con€ractors were motivated by greed and had little

Mcore" interest in thsﬁpossible fruits of such research.38 Another common

e view was that ESP had ngen "the wrong people contracts,' people who

. N\ . 39 -
""could not deal with the freedom built intdb the design." While the
~
latter comment has some Easis, d’it cannot explain the often disastrously
poof quality of the evaluation reports, the inconsistent federal manage-

™ . .
ment of the evaluation, or the connection between the two.

o R

These problems 'did nothing-to improve the evaluation. In several
cases, level II contrattors, facing the difficulties of trying to formu- ;
late an acceptable approach tg'the evaluation, decided that comprehensive
change could not be evaluated. They gradually abaﬁdoned the non—tradifionalq -
and qualitative for the\more familiar quantitative social science methods,

As one level II staffer explaingg, YNIE seemed so muddled about certain

i

j..;hinés, we felt the only thing we could do was try and‘pubLish so that the /
social science éommunity would know what we were doing."40 A?Gther sa®d it ¥~/
more simply: he and his colleagues just ''did their own thing and nobody knew /

what the right thing was."41 Given t}aining and professional values, '&heir,

own thing" often turned out to: be traditional social science,

‘ 2 - -
Thus in many-level II evaluation reports, a major element of . ‘

L
> Y

the federal evaluation plan--documentatioﬁ of the chgnée‘process

-

ditional quantitative approach. In one level II urban evaluation, M\\\

AN

. through ethnographic/anthropological methods--yielded to tgi%%gfigous tra-

%
R . A - -

between what they wanted gnd what contractors produced, and they saw con- . -

studies and reports were' based on familiar-social science categories:

"Student Achievement," "Attitude Instrument Study,' "Language \Domi~

FES -~
nance Assessmeit," "Socio-Cultural Bias of California Test of Basic
¢ - -

RIC e 54
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"Making in the Jefferson Experimental Schools Program," '"The Status

3 . .
Skills,™ "Self-Concept Pilot Study."42 Another urban site contractor

submitted reports on other familiar subjects--"Survey of Parents in

the Jefferson School District," a "Study of Curricular Decision- -

IR 4

of Individualized Instructf€% Strategies on the Elementary Level K-6
in the Jeffe?son School District," and "The Effects of Transiency
and Social Integration Upon Academic Achievement."43 i -

. In ESP's closing years, this shift in emphasis from non-traditional
and qualitative to more conventional and quantitative methods found a
parallel at.the federal level. Federal ESP staff became aware that
they were not receiving the novel information and insigﬁts expected
from the evaluation, that in fact they were rece}ving a very smali
return on their investment altogether. With the prospéct of'having
little to show for an innovative and costly evaluation, they
tended to emphasize a more traditional)quantitative approach, which -

at least might yield some credible results.44
.\ -

L 4

. This search for credibility at the federal level was intensified
by the transfer of ESP, from the Office of Education to the newly

established and research-oriented NIE, one and a half years after
ESP's stgrt.4s One program officer explained the transfetr as a

declaration of "open season on ESP," adding that nobody in ESP, tholigh,

.

* -
1

A

‘

|

L
-
%

really knew how "to play the research game." She was ieferring to the ESP

staff'slack of social science knoyledge required .- to defend . the .

evalnaxionT_—She—alsoLargued—that“ESPﬁwasgiikewb&iiing‘ﬁﬂ*é@@-;you S

cannot keep pulling it out of-the water every five seconds to see
] " - .-
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and had little agglytlcal content. For the most part, the.level ¢

' | , .54 :
‘ I~ & .

how it is doing.' Her views were to no avail.46 Another federal

L

staff‘member also noted that pressure was growQyg: '"People . . s
[atlylE] felt that the only way you could justify anything is from
"hard data or . . . they would not think it was a responsible evalua;

wL'ciog,."‘” Almost by accident, then, the transfer created a point of conver-

gence for level 1I contractors and ESP Washington staffers that had ’
not previously exjsted. In one case, a level II con%ractor‘Suggested, :

s

‘and had approved by ESP Washington, a major reorganization of the

. : : J
study three years after its'conception, which cut back on the ethno-

2 N

graphic research and offered a more rigorous traditionéathudy of /

pupil chang@:(in ESP and nen-ESP districts). 48 This new or1entatlb\ X

.y Yo .

&
toward a quantitative rather “than a qualltat1Ve study was a’ substez;j ;

;, tial departure from the initial intentions of the federal ESP staff;,

- '

but it did respond to new Wash1ngton ideas about evaluatlon

t

[

Desp1te fe&eral efforts to 1mprove the evaluatf!ﬁ \1ts products i
) .
remalned_undis&inguis&bd.“ The ethnographic work was typically descriptive

\' . - . - n, . . Q‘:z
IWF tr1ed 19’ record and- "dc)cument" what occurred in the dlﬂferent

-

@ v
parts of a school system. The reports seeme ggyfoous aﬁb1trar11y

el ¢ h

s schools in 4 somewhat Journa115t1c fashlon, This was not_the

@
t

dzsc1p11ned analys1s and observation expected 1n[research neither ' J?'

was 1t the.focused plcture'of events foundolp good reportlng It

& t

was, 1nstead often Vague dlffuse,oand undlsCLpllned by any analytic

fraﬂei It offered fewﬁQ251ghts 1ntovcomprehens1ve or any oth%r .
local change processes. . . v d: . -
- . ° ‘ - / - "
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The later”and more traditional (quantitative work sufferéd from

*

other limitations., Understandably, it lacked a definition of the

I

experimental school "treatment' studied; the treatment was unspeci-’

¢

fied, or only vaguely indicaied, in most devel FI reports. In one

*

instance, an evaluation empioyed “a series of comparison studies
Gf ESP treatment and non-ESP ¢ontrol students, yet there was no dis-
. L ' :

- cussion of how, or on what basis, the treatment and control groups

. 50 . .
were determined. Another contractor was simply unable to define a

v

B . . 51
treatment, and left the issue unclear in proposals and reports. In
I
yet another sase, a seemingiy ~ measurable . treatment was

chosen, but it-had no relationship to the federal program notion:

>

' n the level II contractor, after various efforts to d?finé a feasible .
ES treatment, decided on the definition of 'dollars delivered to

schools.":’2 Other reports explained simply that the ESP local project

NEtaFf "designated certain grddes' as experiencing ES treatment;53 br
that ES students represented a sample 'not in the sense that they were

systematicall§ chosen but that they are a subset of the total number ‘
, , a

of students who were available for retesting or who were gctually -

» _ . - - ~ . .1 1
4 ) t '§ [ Tw .

testedi"s In one study, control schools were selected on the basis_

of gepgraphic proximity to ES treatment schools aﬂd alllingness to

8 ” S5
participate in the study. ;- .

‘ , o +

A - P S

‘>

ven when student “populations were identified gby whatever

i -
} ' 1 i < ES

¢ nscientifie means), they characteristically,became unstable, or

%

- v

; \\\—" incomplete, in what they were to represent. Ig one, study, 263 stu-

. dents were tested out of an initial population of 862 "ES students."

. -

| The report also implied that there was no assurance that these 263 :

e - g : | ’ Efgif 7’ o ';%"l'ﬁl;
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students were’ part of the initial ES population, owing to poor =

. S
records on student enrollment, absenteeism, turnover, and dropouts.:’
1

Another report explained that the total number of students tested in

the treatment apd control groups ranged from 50% to 85% of their re-

»’

¥
. LA . « - |
spective total populatigns identified each year over a four-year

period. There was no indication that the students in either group

; 57

%

were part of the original first-year sample.

.Some level II contractors simply did not produce reports, in

part because of their own awarenéss of such severe shortcomi
a; those cited above. Rather than prodﬁce work of poor quafit
they chose to submit no reports, or purely £beore£ica} Teports on
social science research issues only vaguely reIated‘to~ESP. A memo

from an NIE evaluation monitor indicates this tendency in a level I

¢
contractor's work two years into thc evaluation. Tt reads: "As was
1

-

ngs

); )y

L 4

feated . . . the conceptual model for organizational studies and
analysis continued to be very abstract and failed to deal with the

concrete operationalization of the research dimension. At this point

¢

the model itself as well as . . . [the] ability to implement it remains

& . s
unknown."58 The work of the level II contractors was summed up by a potential |

* [

contractor bidding for the level ILI evaluation. The proposal read:

L

* No mechanism presently operates for returning to the
research community or policy makers anything more
. than an expensive set of case studies on local
history.59 : "
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Inr summary, the attempt to produce new knowledge on local change
L «

. . . . L4 . .
was a‘fiasco. One reason for this was naivete about Social science

methods on the part of the federal ESP staff. Another was the préblem

of evaluating comprehensive change, or of carrying out a<'holistic"

>

evaluation. In addition,,fhere was' weak federal management of and

guidance for the evaluation, 'due in good measure to the combination
i .

of grandiose and naive thinking that tharked the program's management.
' v
ESP's major'promise--that change can be comprehensive, and that it can

be evaluated, holistically with social science methods--rémained unfull-

>

filled. The evaluation reports produced by leyeI'II contréctors were,

with a few exceptions, completely undistinguished, and many were an
¢ .

- ’

embgrrassment.

Management and Knowledge |

¥

This social science knowledge also was’ supposed to improve

federal and local management. The ESP staff reasoned that past eval-
uations had failed in this regard partly because the soqiaf science
kriowledge had been of the wrong sort, and partly because’evaluationss

gave rise to politiéal conflicts between federal and local prac-

tritioners. They-proposed two remedies. First, the evaluation was

. ¥ - -
to produce knowledge to the needs of prac-
- * 5 &
titioners--to "provide the practitioner with adequate information to
4 =

o

allow him to jddge whether or not cha in his practice are war-
ranted."60 And second, to ‘reduce conflict and suspicion about the

nature of the social science kngwledge produced, evaluation was to

,n
Wt

-

*

R




take place at three levels, presumably geared to separate local and

federal program management needs.

. The attempt to design an evaluation <hat would facilitate program
A8

.

management foundered, however, on differencés between federal ideas and R

local practice. Federal reformers believed that the new know-

" ledge emerging from the different evaluation levels could be helpful

[y

té federal and local practice, but local practitioners did not
respond as expected. They had knowledge, ordinary and professional,
'
that seemed adequate, and saw little use for the research. .
, AMoreover, they saQ féderal efforis to.generate soc{alﬂsc1énée }ﬁowledgeg
from the evaluation as an instrument of political oversight for
tﬁeir federal managers. . This created tension between federal and
local practitioners and set the stage fqr much conflict. Thus, the evalua-
~tion affected manaéement of the program, but it hindered rather than helped.

13

, The Level II Evaluation y

Local adminiétratbrs not only showed little interest in or use

for the social science findings produced by level II contractors; d

typically, they saw the level II evaluation as an independent research

’ nfoject unrelated to local operations. Often they regarded . .

it as a nuisance, since the evaluation required much local time and : -

cooperation. _Thus, in sites where the social science findings of level

II contractors were made available, there is little evidence that they
. ’ i

- !

‘werd helpful fo local management con¢erns and interests: One adminis-

trator explained that he looked at the level II reports ''belatedly* -~ ;L :
because '"they got into gossip rather than the real issue.' He added _ -
that he had his own inside information on what was ‘going on in the- .

* -

O . ‘ . 60 . ‘ ’ K;;
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Washington.

59

s 1 districts and did not need to be informed about the "popular

imagel' of how thiqgs were.61 Social science knowledge did not 2

-

corrgspond to what local participants believed was going on.

Thg-low utility of the level II evaluation for ldcal administra-

©
. ”"

tors was reflected in lackadaisi®al attitudes toward

facilitating data collection. One superintendent, who kept getting

letters from the level Il contractor "asking us to help get the ques-

tionnaites filled,"62 said that he responded only out of deference to

Local administrators had their own ways of gathering
. )

’ /
knowledge through local.staff, and they saw little to be, gaiped .

.

ffom impersonal questionnaires. Furthermore, their own decision

‘

making depended upon considerations ané/factors that were peculiar
to their particular situation, and seemed worlds apart from more

universalistic social science methods of gaining ‘knowledge.

. .
.

Teachers had a similar reaction, They saw level Il requests

for information as irrelevant, of little use to classroom manage- 4

ment. about questionnaires

One elementary teacher complained
/
asking, for example, how much time was spent on discipline in class,

or how many students in the class smoked. She couldn't see how the .

\
answers would in any way help her in the classroom.

¢

she filled out the first one but '*fotherwise I threw them in the

As a result,

fireplace."63 Another teacher said, "I don't know much about the
. . ) S
evaluation; it bo5es me."64 Teachers rarely read the reports issuing
R .

‘from the evaluagions, and when they did, the response was the same.

One teacher noted, "1 saw them but I did not understand them and I

- »
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L , ;oo
did not-know how to read them."65 The knowledge and skill required
for teachiné praéticc overlapped little with the social science Y
knowledge of the evaluafions, nor did the second illuminate the first.

Local administrators thus often found it diffigult to facilitate
. /

level II data collection,even when they wished to. Teachers, prin-
cipals, §%§ students were already subject to testing and other

<« research efforts, either from other evaluations or from local

testing programs, or both. Many resented and resisted

the ESP program. Their poor response to level II re-

i}

quests was understandable, but ig, impeded the work of local admini-~ -

J

strdtors, who often were caught betweeg the demands of Washington
and léV;l I1 vontractors for data, and their own staff's hostility
or indifference to another evaluation.
But if most local practitioners had little use for social science
knowledge,the evaluation waé not irrelevant. Many of them saw
the level IT evaluation-as a way for LSP Washington to pass judgment
on and manage local program activities, This produced considerable ‘
tension between federal and local administratorgt and contributed
to more than a few management problems., Locals saw level II con-
tractors as féderal aggnts.66 One local project director said that
the level ‘II evaluation was part of the goversment's ”exper;ment in
. schools,"” and felt "we were guinea pigs;"67 A loéal ESP staff member
; said it was his “impressioﬁ-that the level II people.were almost
like a fi'scal' agency representing Washington at the sig."(’8 A 'le‘velt
IT project director explained that the local sites he was evaluatiné

had difficulty even ‘telling "the difference between NIE and the CIA, L)




- never mind the difference between my own organi[ation and the federal

.
v

69 . .
government:” This view of the level II evaluator as a federal

' agent was pointedly illustrated in a rural site whose community and 1

[

school staff objécted to government-sponsored evaluation because
they suspected that the level II questionnaires on the morals and
attitudes of their childrgn would eventpally be used by the govern-

L) ‘
ment for measuring/antisocial behavior--"another version of Orwell's

70

g1984.” Local practitioners typically saw the level I evaluation

in adversarial terms,as serving federal purposes.

T

As local sites were often unsure of what E§P Wa;hington wanted -
éhéir programs to be, they‘qege particularly concerned about the
effect of level Il contractors' reports on their funding and their
relationship with Washington. As one local person described her
.site!'s reaction,'they "feared the evaluation would ultimately limit
<~ -what ;hey could do.”71‘ The director in an urban site explained that,
particularly at the beginning of the broject, there was a great deal
of hostility tgward contractors who ”apparently.had not even read our’
proposal gefore they submitted their plan for evaluation--it was 2
hard to understand‘how they could maké‘judgments about the project."72
Local practitioners typically fg}t that the le;el IT evaluation re-
ports were out of kilter with their own knowledge of the program, -
and criticized contractors! interpretation of prograh d%jectives and
implementation. )
This div;rgence in views fed local suspicions about the evalu-
» ation, produced extended arguments over tﬁe approach and findings of

o

N / contractors, and fypled political conflicts. .In one project, the g

L

-!ﬁf;;\ - - &
9




. local staff and community went so far as to demand the right to

review test; before they were given, because they feclt that the pxoj-

ect's real,goals were not being measured.73 In anothér site, the

project director said that the level II evaluators never quite under-

stood what was going sn in the district, and that their reports

''were so subjective that they only made me angry--they reported

things that never happened and took things that were entirely out

of context.“74 In a third site, anti-establishment sentiment in the

community coincided with the program staff's concern over a ''govern-

meﬁi-sponsored“”évaluation and virfﬁaily preciudedrégféement on 1
s |

what, if any, evaluations should take place. The level II direclor

75

H
reported that this attitude "immobilized any research."
1

‘&he fsdefal ESP staff were in a most difficult situation, for
they were hard pressed to judge the validity of local criticisms. -
While they were skeptical about both the evaluators and the conduct
of local projects, they could rarely.spend enough time on site to

form their own conclusions, In fact, they were busier trying to re- ¢ .

? o e e e
——— ———

solve conflicts between level II contractors and local school people

than absorbing contractors' information on the programs. Typically,

they tried to walk a narrow line between local complaints and criti-'

cisms, and level II responses and counter-accusations. The evaluation
/

.component of ESP thus hardly contributed constructively to federal

! program manigement, According to the federal design, social science
"knowledge gained from the evaluation would aid in program decision

making and management, but the federal ESP staff certainly never relied

[

on the evaluation, or other social science knowledge, in their own T

‘ : 3

/
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program management. Indeed, they questioned the credibility of the

level Il contractors' social science knowledge, which was often incon-

-

&,
sistent with what they kffew, and relied instead on their own professional

and ordinary knowledge in managing ESP. One federal staff member- ex-

~
Ed

. xd . ; . .
plained that !''the evaluation unnecessarily complicated" the program

effort and "just did not make sense pr a dent in the day-to-day opera-

tions."76

Ironically, the conflict also made level II contractors feluc-.
tant to supply Washington with what findings they did have on local . o
;programs, fot’ they fearedithat federal managers WOuld‘use such informa- .
tion in their managemé;t of local projects, and tha£ :ﬁis would further -

strain the evaluators' relations with -local staff. The

contractors recognized that a workable rclationship with their sites

was essential, and so argued that their major purposc was to conduct
research "in the school site which would take place over a five-year
periog, e pot'to give NIE information about the project.”77 The i
reasons for this view were made explicit by éne leJ;l IT dibgcgqr; -

+

"We became very leery of our ability of keep our commitmept to the
sites if we gave much information to Washin'gton.':78

The reaction of ESP Washington to the situation was dsepening
concern about whether the‘evaluation w;rk was in fact being‘done.
In some cases it was not, as a result of difficult;gs mentioned
earlier that level II cﬁntractors did not care to share with ESP R
Washing£on. In opher cases, work completed by contractors was sernt

on to ESP Washington only after it had ecome irrelevant to local

events, and was of little value to fedsTal monitors. The level

«
- v
'Q
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mation on Toc¢al sites.

«

IT contractors were in a no-win situation: if they passed pejorative

information on to the federal ESP staff, local sites might prevent

further data collection and make it impossible for them tggfulfill

their contracts; yet if they did not share at least some of the in-
formation, the federal staff might suspect that they 'were not ful-
filling their contracts. The decision to withhold information so as

to maintain an amicable relationship with' local sites thus created a

new area of conflict with ESP Washington, and a new management problem.

The national staff.responded by pressuring contractors to divulge infor-

.

“These problems arose from evaluation,’ and were not resolved by it.

They differed little from those found in other evaluations. They
are perhaps best illustrated by the events surrounding the federal
desire to review. level IT ethnographic

L/ ]

-

studies, especially those of rural sites. The eqﬁﬁgéraphers,
who were suspect in local sites to begin with, were parti;ﬁlarly con-
cerned that if snformation they gathered was seen by ESP Washington, e
it might be used against local sites, and that their relations with,:"
the communities would be‘jéopardizeq. Consequently, individual eﬁh@o-
graphers even hesitated to give their information to theiz own (level
II) employers, for fear it might be passed on to ESP Washiﬁgton.

. 4 ]
ESP Washington, on the other hand, wanted to be sure that the work
was being ddne, and was of regsonable quality. They feared that the
ethnographers had’"gone native" ;nd were holding back inforéation.

To resolve this pfoblem, an elaborate review system was eventually

worked out: the work of the ethnographers would be reviewed only

R - _ ’ Nt . B - -

My
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\by people outsidefESP Washington, and the reviews/would be an assess-

This system

-

o the federal ESP staff.

- ment only of quality, rather than of substance.
\ !

// a%déd yet another management burden, and cost,

\

It\cause ‘extended delays in ESP Washington's /fexamination of level II

-

coﬂ%ract rs' work, and of course rendered th¢ information utterly use-

S

less for| ESP management. | E _ /

vl /

" A parallel conflict arose in co%ﬁéction with the plan that level
/

IT valqation should provide informatijﬁ/useful to local sites. The

ori 1na$ federal notion was that this would minimize pOllthal

prohlemé, as local sltes would receiye 1nformat10n from the same

|
sou ce/as the federal LSP office. Instead, level [I~contractors
agal /%esitated to trqhsmit information to local sites for fear of
damaging the rglatioﬁghip, and this increased locallresentment of
the evaluation, Agfone superintendent explained, the failure of
level II contracg&fs to feed inform?tion back to their sites was,

in his mind, "the height of foolishness.'. He found it particularlya

: o { . .
infuriating because they 'burned the territgory once or twice a year e

B ¥ .
asking the community questions and then not giving answers [sic] to i 3

¢
us."’83 Another projectldirector ‘reported that he‘and his staff did

not have ''the ;lightest idea of what they ate doing. The only thing

we got out of ‘the level II contractor] was the Iowa [Test of Basic

‘o L. r + J

Skills] Printoyt." He added that he was~-fold he would "never see
| - )

any of the inflormation, so don't ask for it.“84 The -reticence of
¢ ' ) . L s
level II contiractors did not relieve local administrators' suspicions

~
L3

that the evaJuation was inaccurate an%/misleading. pem—

< Some lgvel II contractors dealt with this problem by issuing two .
, :
t

wl

- - ‘ -
[ . . “x
. . N
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- ) .
. separate sets of reports. Oné levelp II project directer explained that

he sent local schools special reports, containing little information,

. because he feared that_if the site persoﬂﬁ%l saw the real reports they
<j e might cut off further data collection. So in place of the real

r?ports he created and sent an '"innocuous report 6r°two to keep them
happy.”85 Another level II dif#ector did the same, simply giving sites
sqﬂe general material for 'a political purpose'--so that‘they would

not contest the information or want & part in the data collection and
analysis. From the level II contractors' point of view this was critical,
"as a strained relat1onsh1p to the local sites would completely blow

86
1 . . . ..
\\ cour-effort to ‘do a summative evaluation." The crazy politics of the
! v
3

\ .
. evaluation thus meant that information given to local districts could not

¥ias intentionally made use- %

+ be uﬁefu} to them,, for if it was it would be unhelpful fo the evaluators.
The information passed on to the districts
less, so that the evaluation could proceedﬂ In practice, the idea that
social science knowledge would provide a management tool fo; local dis-
tricts resulted in the deliberate creation of social science fictions5 in |
% _order that the relationships between evaluators and locals could be made
|
P

manageable. “

The Level I Evaluation

The level I evaluation shared many of these problems# It was
tc have been locally oper;téd, to help djstricts  improve
project management and reduce political cdﬂélict. But local
sites, particularly rural ones, typically did not unders tand ‘the notion of "

creating a formals system of social science knowledge. As one rural school

.

d1rec‘tor explained, he knew "nothing, absolutely nothmg" about the level

I evaluation except that "ESP in Washington §a1d we had to have it." He

b :
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- o ‘ .

added that ''the people in the project had no idea what it was for. 'They

-

were practitioners.  Nobody did research . . . . They were normal people

and could not be expected to do a formative evaluation. "8’ Similar ,

views were cxpressed even by urban sites, which were more familiar with .
evaluation. One project director said, "Quite frankly, I did not know

what [level I evaluation] meant, but we tried to.-make it part of the

project,"88

.

Other -local managers were passive about-or resistant to level I

t -
svaluations because they saw little value in the knowledge to be

2

p‘rovided.89 Thus, they recruited local peoﬁie'as evaluators who had

.
.

. - - . 9
little experience in the area of evaluation. 0 Federal managers

were not pleased, e¥her with such selections or with the work b
produced, and .evep tr%ed to elp find better-

qualified ﬁeople.gl’ They saw the level I evaluation as a way of

hﬁlping local sites to make program-related management decisions,

but few locals saw any use for 1it. The harder the federal

staff pressed the locals to take the evaluation seriously, and the

~

Q

more actively they tried to set it up, the more local sites suspected
i
that it was just another way for the 'feds" to evaluate them. The o
federal staff could not believe that local practitioners had little

* B
or no need for social science knowledge, even if it was their very own.

. ~ A
4 . . N
In some sites, no level I evaluationyerth mentioning took place. Inl
those local sites where some sort of evaluation took place, it often o o

caused additional Qroblems. Teachers and other local staff werg restrained,

’ .

apathetic, or hostile. One level I evaluator, for example, talked about ,{J

how difficult it was for local staff to "write their objectives.'" He éi\?‘
. T

. -
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explained that "this was not .typically the conlern of teachers and educa-

¢ tors,, that }%, to Eystematicallﬂ'formulate their process, because they are
: - % used to opera¥ing intuitively and by the seat of their pants." The skill

*
@

and knowlédge that worked in the:éggssroom, he believed, was not that of '~

social” science. . And there was the further difficglty that, since P

" »

> §athefing social science knowledge was described at the federal level

as an' evaluation, "evaluating will always serve as a threat to tea-
., .

192 . . . . g
chers." His reaction was not unique.” Local teachers were qisturbed

[
\

over the amount of data collection,” and level I evaluators found it

.- - difficult to obtain information on the prggram because of the resulting i
. R
. 7 |
local staff resistance? . l
. -7 o~ - ., a

As a consequence the répdrts that did emanatge from level I were

> hardly used for the local managemehf of ESP. Typicalfy, only local
‘ administratois Nere even aware 6f,tHe #ports. A;-one level I gvaluator ,
N said, "Nevgr haé the evaluation been taken seriohsly in the central - .
i ‘ office.”93 'Otﬂér‘qénéral administrators did use the evaluation, bgt

.

éenerally to confirm what had already beeﬁﬁdecided or known informally. . ’

: - One superigtendént explained that if often "helped to confirm our
3 c in%uftions,and feelings'.','g4 Most, however, found it a botEFr_
¢ o

— —— L )
. \ - - 2
- An tﬁf whole;. then, level I evaluation was not a great success.

. - o — ——

" p- L 4

L

=

" In some cagps e it seemed so irrelevant that.it was never even fhple- -

\'L

- ménteé. In others, it added another area of conflict between fed- " b .
- N AN . .
" eral and local managers, and contributed to .local adminiszrgtors' P

-

. L)
» internal manggement problems because of local staff resistance. At

'
- N

. the core of these problems was the erroneo:ijgkaymption that lpcal - - <: ‘
. i . “ - . . . o :
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administrators would use social science knowledge as an aid ito man-

-

» .
agement, especially if the evaluation was locally based. Instead,

.
\

local .practitioners had their own sources of knowledge, and had littld .

v B - /¢
b uset for level I evaluation. Typically they saw it merely as another
»* way for federal staff to monitor local efforts.gs -
3

Conclusion .
The ESP evaluati®n scheme was intended to provide new social science

knowledge on the*local change process, and to facilitate progrdm
- : . ‘
" management. But this scheme encountered the same problems as did other
. 1)

- ' ' - .
1’9 , federal evaluations. The social scieffce knowledge gained from the evalu-

-]
ation was of poor quality, and it contributed little to practice at any

ﬁ. . . - :
% .. level «of education, Its only appreciable effect was to imgrease conflict ~
~ ' within the ESP program, and to raise management problems all along the .

line. Indeed, in this sense it created a new area of practice: managing

~

_//—‘“\F,f unusable but potentially problematic social science. This has become a

7 : large element in the managemeﬁt of evaluation in other federal programs,
A 5., B ’ ~
including Title I and PL 94-142. : . .

L]

ITonically, though, the probHems that beset the ESP evaluation did

. not stem from the poor quality of the knowledge‘obpained.‘ We suspect”
i - —_— . .
that the opposite may be true: knowledge of higher quality might have
. o - -
) intensified rather than diminished political conflict. In the local -

"world of pracg}ce, social scienie.knowledge-—howevef good it may be, and
. owf , '
| however useful for other purposes--will not replace other trusted, ordi- 4. = °
. . v " ) .
. nary, ways of knowing. But while the social science knowledge produced

Y

. by® evaluation is of little use in program management, practitioners

' ' . .= .
fear it'will be used by others to limit their frequm.of action. The




’

more effective:the information, then, probably the greater the threat.

If the ESP studies had had greater credibility, they would thus have

£
"

received even more attention. This would have increased local suspicion

S

and resistance, political tensions betweeﬁ outside evaluators and local °
!

2 P i

program -operators, and federal defensiveness. Conflict would likely

r [

have been exacerbated. This raises questions about the long-standing °

v

assumption of federal policy that social science knowledge relevant to

a program will be useful to program management. .

]
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[

0 .
6 Federal ESP program RFP for the level II evaluation and documentation of
the Experimental Schools Project, undated.

1 . .
6 Interview with IJ%il ESP pro;ect director in the Edgewood Independent School
District, San Antonio, Texas, April Lv/\1977

2Interv1ew with district superintendent of the South Umqua 'School District,
South Umqua, Oregon,' May 22,,1971.

4
3Interview with two teachers in Supervisory Union #58, Groveton, New Haﬁpshire,
June 16, 1977.

Interv1ew with teacher in the Southeast Alternative School Dlstrlct,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, May 31, 1977.

Al

5Interview with teacher in the Edgewood "Independent School District, San

Antonio, Texas, April 12,

66The samg phenomenon was experiericed by the researchers for this project,
despite a concentrated effort to make a distinction between the
federal government and the researchers' own independent agency.
Inevitably, the researcher was%introduced as being from NIE or Washington,

.o -

7Interview with local ESP project director in Supervisory Union #58, Groveton, A
New Hampshire, March 22, 1977. ° y :

- ' » / - . . . -




68Interview with local level I evafuator in the Edgewood Independent School
- . District, San Antonio, TeXas, April 11 § 13, 1977.

iﬁterview with director of a level II evaluation, Abt Associates,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, Augdst N6, 1977,

7OInt:':rview with district superin dentWCraig City, Alaska, May 4, 1977.

-,

lInterv1ew with teacher in the Southeast Alternative School District,
M1nneapolls Minnesota, May 31, 1977.

2
“Interview with local ESP project director in the Southeast Alternative
School District, Minneapolis, Minnesota, March 22, 1977.

Interview with staff member of a level II contractor, Aries Corporation,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, June 3, 1977.

] " Interview with local ESP project director in, the Edgewood Independent School

District, San Antonio, Texas, April 13, 1977.

5. . . .

SInterv1ew with director of a level II evaluation, Human Interaction
Research Institute, a subcontractor of Sc1ent1f1c Analysis Corporation,
Berkeley, California, August 31, 1977

76Interview with federal ESP staff member, October 28, 1976.

5
7 Interview with staff member of a level II contractor, Northwest Educat10na1
Regional Laboratory, Portland, Oregon April 14, 1977.

9

8Interv1ew with director of a jJlevel II evaluation, Abt Assoc;ates, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, August 16, 1977

9Interv1ew with ethnographer for level II contractor; Abt Assoc1ates,
Cambrldge, Massachusetts, Apr11 19, 1977. Also see Herriot, Robert.
Ethnographic case studies in federally funded multidisciplinary research:
Some design and implementation issues. Anthropology and Education

Quarterlz{ May 2, 1977, 8, pp. 106-115. . .
OInterv1ew ‘Wwith ethnographer for level II contractor, Abt 4sébciates, R
Cambridge, Massachusetts May 24, 1977. . o

81Interv1ew with director of a level II evaluation, Abt Associates, Cambridge,
Massachusetts August 16, 1977.




82Conversation with federal ESP staff member, October 11, 1977.

B

E?lnterview with district superintendent of the South Umqua School District,
' . South Umqua, Oregon, May 23, 1977. ]

4Interview with lécal ESP project director in Supervisory Union #58,
Groveton, New Hampshire, June 9, ¥977'

s 5Interview with director of a level II evaluation, Northwést Educational
Regional Laboratory, Portland, Oregon, May 25, 1977.

86 L A . .
Interview with director of a level II evaluation, Abt Associates,

3

Cambridge\\vassachusetts, August 16, 1977.

7Interview with local ESP project director in Supervisory Union #58,
» * Groveton, New Hampshire, March 22, 1977.

8Intérview with local ESP project director in the Franklin Pierce School
District, Tacoma, Washington, March 30, 1977.

9'Interview with district superintendent of a local rural school site
(anonymity requested), May 2, 1977; interview with district
superintendent, Craig City, Alaska, May 4, 1977.
' -

terview with local level I evaluator, Southeast Alternative School District,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, May 31, 1977.

/

90

91Interview with local level I evaluator, Piedmont School Project, Greemwille,

South Carolina, May 18, 1977.

92Interview with assistant district superintendent and director of local ‘

.level T evaluation in the Franklin Pierce School District, Tacoma,
Washington, March 30, 1977.

93Interview with director of local level I evatuation in the Edgewood
Independent School District, San Antonio, Texas, April 11, 1977.

94Interview with district superintendent in. the South Umqua School District,
South Umqua, Oregon, May 23, 1977. :

. .
95After the failure of both the 1eve1 I and level II evaluations, the
level IIT evaluation never was set under way. It was initially

designed to rely on the social science findings of the level I
and level II|evaluations ‘as a base.for providing feedback to
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federal and local managers. But because of the poor quality of
social science findings from the level I and level II evaluations,
a level IIl evaluation hardIy seemed possible. Its implementation
also promised more of the same as found in level I and level II:
unused social science findings and a new layer of conflict and
management problems at both the.federal and local levels. For
example, onec local superintendent, when he heard about a level

II1 evaluation, expressed what seemed to be a general local feeling:
he wrote to ESP/Washington and suggested that there be a level IV
evaluation, because he felt 'the hell with them evaluating us all
the time; I decided we should evaluate them for a change." (Inter-
view with district superintendent of the Carbon County School
District, Saratoga, Wyoming, April 21, 1977.)

From the level II contractors' perspective, a level III study
seemed to invite more tensions in their already fragile relation-

" ship with federal and local managers. Consequently, when the

federal staff raised the possibility of a level III evaluation,
they received "a lot of flack'" from level II contractors. (Inter-
view with director of a level II evaluation, Abt Associates,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, August 16, 197?.)

The general federal feeling toward a level III evaluation was
expressed by one federal monitor: "Why throw good money after
bad?" (Interview with former federal ESP evaluation director,
October 29, 1977.) Given federal opposition to the level III
evaludtion, at least as initially intended, it was finally

dropped with the departure of its one prominent supporter,

the original program director. (Interview with federal ESP

staff member, October 24, 1976,) This decision came as a

welcome relief to level II contractors and to those local sites
who had been aware of its possible implementation. (Interview
with director of a level II evaluation, Abt Associates, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, August 16, 1977; interview with district super- ®
intendent of the Carbon County School District, Saratoga, Wyoming,
April 27, 1977.)
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V. CONCLUSION ’

The Experimental Schools Program was in many important respects

sifnilar to the Great Society school reform programs it sought to im-

prove upon. It aimed to solve the problems of children from poor or

minority-group backgrounds. It sought to do this by extensively re-
forming local practice. The instruments for reform were federal
money, 1deas, and direction.\ In other respects, ESP differed froﬁ
the Great Socicty”school programs. It was small, for one thing.
For another, it was ablc to spend more per pupil than most earlier

programs. And finally, its managers werc free from many of the polit-

i

ical and administrative constraints familiar in other programs, because

its funds were discretionary. ESP monies were tied to no legislation
that spepif%ed how much money was to be spent, or on whom, or for what
purposes. Thes~ differences should have made it easier for the program

to achieve its ambitious goals. They had been deliberate, after all,

!
part of an effort to design a program that would overcome the drawbacles
of earlier programs. Yet by our account, and in the view of many of

the federal managers, the program failed. It attained none of its

goals, ineluding its intention to improve on the record of those earlier

federal programs that ESP managers regularly criticized. Why? And what

v
.

lessons may be, learned? ! )

.1f ESP shared the fate of its predecessofgjxil was in part because

the program rested on naively ambitious notions about school reform. . — .. — =

e

¢ N )_wf:_ﬂ,,‘_.“i_"fr*f'» R -
tical wisdom of administration as well as a good dealfof social science,
N e oA - »

.....

ESP aimed, for éxample, at "comprehensjve Ehgnge;ﬁziéﬁéfiﬁ§>the prZ:-

I 4
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both of which suggest that change in human organizations characteris-
»
- tically occurs ih small, often unrelated ways. These many incremental
steps sometimes add up to large changes, but they consist of many

modest untonnected steps. They are almost impossible to predict, or

-

v,’,_.“\to plan. The LESP  program managers had an  extra-
ordinarily overdeveloped faith in local school managers' ability.to
\\\\\ ®@cvise and implement a grand plan for integrated change. In this they
resembled their brethren in the Great Socicty programs. who se?med

to believe that idecas for reform are better when they are

-

larger and more systematic. Such ideas are perhaps for that reason
more appealing to those whose intellectual formation occurred in the
confines of formal education, where the scholastic values of order and

tidiness prevail, and where teachers value above all the ability to

make synthetic formulations. But managing a complex organization is
pot analogous to writing a good term paper. The skills typically

rewarded in the latter are often an impcdiment’to the former.

v It might also have been this curiously scholastic turn of mind ¢
,‘,.z*:‘f\ N

|
that encouraged'fedgggl progrém managers to misunderstand the character 1

. of local school organizations. They behaved as though local educational

- authorities were organized in a centralized and hierarchical fashion, =~ . . ==—

—

as they dight pictured in a study of the séh99}§£mﬁgrﬁﬁllb¥§§ﬁii§fiég.

Federal managers . made... ’ demands on school superintens- =~ . .- -3

.~ ... dents conSiStent with such a tight picture of local organizationm. 'But -

local school’systems are neither tight™i6r tidy.” The consist of indi- . _-

—_— . - LT

-,

Vidual schools that are it least semi-autenomous With*respect to the

central administratian;ggnd”6f’fé%chers_within each school who are at least R
v, 3 - - . - F
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81
semi-autonomous with respect to that school's administration, Each
local pract;tioner is free to go his own way, in good part. Any
change that begins at the center in such a °~ setting,
even if it be modest, is. likely to be interpreted in many differ-
ent ways at the periphery. By pressing local superiqtendents to devise

and carry out comprehensive change, federal managers were trying to pro-

/ . . . . .
duce a sort of orderly behavior quite unfamiliar to local organizations.

4

For even if some LEAs could plan comprehensively, they would rarely be able

- .

to act in a'coordinated way to implement a broad and integrated plan
for change. Such things do happen occasionally, but only when the
pressures for action are extraordinary. ESP, however, was not the

focus of such extraordinary pressures.. Ft was only a program of dis-

—

cretionary aid, based on freely contracted arrangements between federal
€

and local officials. By behaving as thodgh local school districts

actually worked as an organization chart might suggest; federal offi-

cials encouraged more resistance to their plans than might have been

generated by other approaches. - ‘

.
LY

This synthetlc almost acadehic turn é?‘%lnd was also ey1dent in

‘the ESP program managers' efforts to reform therinformatlon that local

and federal officials used in making decisions. These managers believed._

-
E 4, -

that 'if they devxsedfﬁ“ﬁew and more comprehensive scheme for soc1a1 '
/
T~

sc1enee’evaluat10n relxable sc1ent1£IE\1Qformatlon could replace the

-

-knowledge commonly used in mdnag1ng federal programs and local schools.

They ignored the great frailties of social science, and the strengths
of both ordinary knowledge and the accymulated profesgional knowledge ;
of teachers and administrators. Like many other federal reformers of

N a I : . .
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the last two decades, -ESP program managers assumed that social
. v I .

E £

. . . science= caﬁ'-provéfe authoritative guides to action, and .

=

. ' o . ¢ . 3
/ can strongly influehce wha} teachers and administrators do, In fact, ; ;
Y : F L3 ~ -

- . 1 .

. L S i i .
. social science is rarely authoritative in.that sense, and particular

-
]

studies usually influence particular decisiéns)only weakly. The ESP

. evaluation was costly and elaborate, but not irrelevant., While it
J ! . 2 ’
7 produced infermation that was mostly of.boon quality, and not helpful

]

to teachers and administrators; it did add another focus for federal-

-

i
.

local conflict. . ; R

' .0 One lesson from this costly affair is that federal pompetence in
. V. 4 ! . ) 4
g o

.

A Lt °’ . . . . <
N education  whatever else it- may be, does not rest on technically superior
£ -+ ' -

- ~  knowledge. Federal administrators are far removed from local practice,
. -t L) (. - N .

. both by geographical distance ané;by %%é distances introduced by differ-
ences in the work of federal,and local managers.’ Applied'sociak research :
3 S : . KR i

does nothing ﬁb lessen these distances, and in the case of the ESP, re-

| - -

! €
search increased thesdistance.«#ederal managers were enthusiastic about

Y

N
s

gbplied résearch iﬁ’part becéuse thgy Had big ideas about lgcai reforﬁ;
but littlé.fisca} an; poli;jcal”IéVéragé on ldca1i£ie§. The presumed ‘ .
agthﬁrity of social science was mo sug§t9\ute fo; pé&itical autﬂority, “ .
“though, at least in this case. ’And.the fruits of the resekich were not

. » .. - ‘ ‘ -, . .

o such as to change any local minds aBout how education _should be carried on.

. ,<‘. - - . _ . , . s . i “ . A

- . _ As an instrfument of persuasion, social research was a flop in the ESP. ’ )

o . . . ; . .

Lt 2 - . Ceho i g : . y

S Another lesson’ 1s ty federal competence in education doe®-not . *
L c, T .. ' * ’ '. ' ©s ’

° 4 extend',“even in easy cases like ESP, to detai(l;\d guidance to,Lmixies.‘ -

+ v -

ey
$-

. v ) <5 . - B T .. © - . -
) -, " _The program had no legislative constralgts, ahd it engaged only localities s
) "1 77 that wighed fo‘participéte. Yet.such was the distance between Washington o
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v ) and local schools that the efforts of national staff. to offer any more
. : . 1
¢
- than general guidance about reform were typically fruitless, and often

prob;ematic. Admittedly, one cannot. géneralize freelygiz?Q\EEEESase of
ESP to other programs--the ESP reform ideas were extradfdinarily ambi- °

'

tious, even in the lexicon of federal education policy. But it does®
not seem precipitous to argue that if deta11ed‘gu1dance doesn't work in e~

such a modest, unencumbered, and well funded endeaVor as ESP, it 1s un-

M »

. likely to work in larger, less well-staffed and -funded, and much more
; ' y -
overburdened programs.
. .\ A ) + . * °
. N This is not to deny that sociai &cience and federgl reform ideas

. have something to offer educatiom. "In rhe case of social science;’hOWJ
ever, federél officials and applied researchers might usefuily compare *
‘ the character oflknoWledée in the social science; and the ;haracter of
3 school practitioners: kpowledge g?d'skiLls,.@nJorder,to bettergunder: '
. . “

- - L) * a B ~
r stand connections and differences between the two realms. Federal .

+
v, L] .

research appropr1at1ons are now being cut with the same abandon that .

earl1er marked the1r appllcatlon but in the midst of this the Secrgfary

-

of Educat1on asserted hlS belief that thg dlssem1nat10n of ex1st1ng soc1a1

science knowledge in dmmnﬁﬁzn would greatly 1mprove practlce. There is
v ' «

. " -

- no, doubt that research has something to teach practice,‘hn? that researchers y
_/ 0-' . . i i .

’

can learn much of value from practitid*ersi But in light of the record

~

= o - ¢

- thus ‘far, some closer scrutiny of. how this learning might occur, and

4 . \
P

s Lt ' .
' how it can usefully be encourag Seems long‘pverdue. .
’ . . ‘P - kY .
’ In the case of federal reform, matters are. more complex. Some reform

* '
[ 4

efforts, like Tltie I of the 1965 ESEA or the enforcement of Tltle v T

-

of the 1964 Civil Rights Act; represeﬁt major mgral and polit;cal
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commitments, and the forces at work in such programs are in many respects

-

quite different from tho§e considered i this essay. Here we have'inves-

y ’

tigated a differént species of federal reform--namely, programs which

‘express no important national priorities, and for which the chief inspi-

© 1 .

ration is not poﬁﬁlar pressure, but administrators' or legislators'.
! " bright ideas about how to improve education, How pight such efforts be

best maﬁaged? One possibility--one of several, listed here only by way

.

f - e R .
égfgﬁamg}er—1s to conceive the federal rote in such local reform %s ana-

b, | . . .

P logous to that of a foundation. The agency gives money to promising . N

programs on the basis of the quality of ‘local proposals. Sogg self-,

- e - [P e e e — B -

- .evaluation and financial accounting are required dat the end., And the -

@ N =

grantor hopes that things will turn out well in a respectable proportion

of cases. Foundations have neither the resources nor the authority to

Q .
' ' Tequire pore, and in most cases, nelther do federal education agenciles.
§ ' Y PN

. ¢

Such a“posture would leave, little room for™ the overblown s

aspirations of many federal officials, it would reduce ad- s
o ' o :

"+ ministrative clutter, apd would also improve federal-local relations.e

* It might even encourage a more 'accurate picture of the federal rqle\én

. certain sorts of local. school reform.
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