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- by Paul Hood, Carolyn Cates and Sue McKibbin in the .summer o 1981.E One
1

B ‘- PREFACE .

. v N 4 . ' ‘
This report was prepared by a team of researchers at the Far West
Laboratory with the assistance of more than one hundred pevsons located -
in state depar.tments of education, state boards of education, county

. offices of education, school district central offices, elementary and

secondary schools, and co]1eges and universities throughout Ca]iforn1a,

) Nevada, and Utah.

.The - initial plan for this set of studies of t e effects of federal
and state cutbacks in funding, program-consoelidation, and deregulation in’
the three states in the Far West Laboratory service region was prepared

aspect .of our plan was the.idea-that' the reports of our studies shodld be
developed interactively; for this reason, we shared drafts of the reports
or sections of the reports with our informants in ovder to ver1ry our

.facts and 1nterpretat1ons and enrich the breadth and quality of our

f1nd1ngs. .

»

Data collection began in DecehberwlsBl, with Hood, Cates, and-

. McKibbin working as a team to collect inforrdtion in ail three stat

In 1982, Wiltiam Hering joined' the team. Initial draft deScr1ptio S for
each state were prepared and .circulated for «critique by key informants
in February and March 1982. A sacond round of drafts--this time with -
the preliminary cross-state compar1sons--was preparéd and circulated for:
review in May and June 1982. in July 1982, -a panel of reviewers was
convened at the Far West Laboratory for an intensive review and cr1t1que
of the reports. A-revised, four-volume interim report was then'-
circulated for a final cyc1e of reviewer comments, while the Rar Nést
Laboratory interviewer team completed its final cycle of data co1Ject1on
in September October, and November 1982. Sy

~e
'~

Each member of the Far West Laboratory team has assumed
responsibility for prepar,ing one volume @f this report. Carolyn Cates
prepared the report for California, Hi]f#an Hering prepared -the report
for Nevada, and-Sue McKibbin prepared the report for Utah.  The first

~

volume, prepared by Paul Hood, describes the study plans; summarizes the ~

findings for all three states; discusses the implications of these
f1nd1ngs for. educatlonal research and development, dissemination,’ and

: ;schoo1 impr ovement; t3_and makes some predictions for the future of research
"+ and school 1mprovement in the Far West. o o o

\

This final report has indeed been a joint effort to which mahy,
persons have contributed. - We are deep1§ indebted for the time, effort,

- and interest of our informants and reviewer§. In addition to the debt

owed to our many nformants and reviewers, we especially want to
acknowledge the extraordinarily able -editorial assistance of David.
Degener.. +He greatly improved this report and helped us to resolve * -
individual style inconsistencies to achieve a more uniform and readable’
set of reports.. Doris Smith deserves our special thanks for typing the
now dlmost innumerable drafts and rev1sions thg:'have led to the
production of this firial report. Special acknowledgment is also duye

Ward Mason at the Nat1ona1§Nationa1 Institute of Education for, his act1ve

1nterest and guidance.

* o o
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~ ABSTRACT ’

Since the mid sixties, the federal government has played a major T
. rb1e,iq promotin ,educational‘innovgtion and change by supporting ' '
categorical prﬁjfﬁms targeted to specific educational sectors and client ’
groups. With the passage of the Educational Consolidation- and Improvement o
Act (ECIA) of 1981, the role that the federal government will play in °

~ supperting school improvement efforts is now highly problematic.. Howevsr,

besides fiscal cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation of, federally .
funded programs; public-education -agencies are now confronted with far '
more massive problems due to protracted state and local retrenchment .
that has deeply affected their staff,*programs, afd services. To discover
hgﬂ(these dgencies cope with this new environment, the Educational o
lon Studies Program at ¢he Far West-Laboratory undertook a year- ®
long set of studies of education dgencies at all Tevels in the three
.States of the FUL Service Region: California, Nevada, and Utah.
in December 1981 and concluded tn Noyember 1982, these studies are based
on document' anatysis, telephone and fi&ld interviews with more than one
hundred persons, and site visits to mgﬁé than two dozen agencies in these

states. The report of findings is in four volumes. This volume focuses
on the fo]}oﬂing topjcs: . :

L3

® Description of the purpose, background issues, .and

technical plans for, the studies of state effects and
staff development effects;

® Summdry of -key findings for each state; 7

, ® Tomparison and énafysis of state and Tocal perspectives
) *  on ECIA and other categorical and school improvement

. _programs; ‘ .
¢ Comparison and ané]ysis of state and local findings
,0f effects on staff development; _
¢ Analysis of négative’and'positive implications for
! edqutionaI*R&D, dissemina;ion;xand school improvement; and

® Projection of the probable future for educationa] R&D, -
" dissemination, anti school improvement in the Far West.




’\

innovations that might be finantially costly or politically risky.

- The role that the federal government will play in supporting school -. ‘ ¢

. certain with respect to the next several years.\ First, substantially

state, 'and local funds to support. innovat ive educational activity in the

are confronted with increasing demands to provide a wide range of

; EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - -

Introduction

One of the key concepts of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) of 1965 and of many subsequent federal education programs was
that external suppbrt for and stimulation of innovation could produce the -
new ideas and methods .needed to improve. educational practice. Beyond -,
providing schools with supplementary fiscal resources, these federal
programs often dealt, either directly or indirectly, with the need to
build national, regional, state; and local capacity to prdduce, )
disseminate, and use new knowledge and technology to improve American
education. Many of these federal initiatives also employed "seed money,"
“change agent," or "capacity-building" strategies to stimulate and /.
leverage organizational change and innovation in state, intermedjate,
and Tocal education agencies. Nearly all these. strategies assumed "growth"
models in which schools could-mobilize slack resources to support, )

However, the conditions that favored these strategies began to change
in thé late 1970's, as the decades of sustained economic growth following
World War I1 and the heady "social ambitions of the Great Society- gave way
to energy crises, inflation; and taxpayer revolts. Today, the financial.
condition of education in most states is grim. .Although real income: for
public elementary and secondary %chools in the United States increased
by 40 percent during the 1970's, it has declined each year in the 1980's.

-

L

¢ The 1980's also broyght to Washington, D.C., a new administration and
a markedly changed Congress that were both disposed to.establish a

improvement efforts is now pFob1ematic,. However, two things are fairly

greater latitude will be given to the states regarding the direction,

level of funding, and. eventually gven the purposes of the various school °
improvement efforts that -were previcusly supported and regulated by the .
Department of Education. Second,“there will be substantially less federal,

1980's. With a few exceptions, stades and localities across the county

governmental, social, medical, - and educational serviqss whose rising SN
costsshave outstripped the ability of state and locallgovernments to C s
raise taxes. Although not the first, California's Probosition 13 tax

Timitation initiative was one of the most far-reaching in its limitations
on local tax authorities. .

<
’
g >

While contending with rising costs and increasing taxpayer a -
resistance, state and local governments now confront an additional problem
a recessionary econowy that in some regions and localities has already
reached depression Proportions. The depressed economy not only mmeans
smaller federal, state, and local tax revenues but also increased welfare
and other social service costs. Public education, which has tong found
at least modest support at state and Tocal levels, now finds itself .

r
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- ip thé three states in the Far West Laboratory service region:

\

N\

1-2,

contending with many other pressing social interests for a share of |

increasingly constrained state and 1dcal budgets. Federal cutbacks in
support for education aré thus occurring at a time when neither state

nor Tocal resources are sufficient to meet rising educational costs.

AJ

* Although the natidnal and regional economies may improve eventually,

- thereby diminishing the stress on many state and local budgets, fiscal

demands in ather public sectors, such ag health, ‘welfare and public
safety, are expefted to continue to grow. Consequently, even with an
improved-economy, public ‘education can expect to face a continuing .
challenge at state and local levels to-secure support that goes beyond

the most austere and basic’ levels of funding. In this environment, )
“growth" models of educational change and renewal will need to be replaced
with "austerity" and "effitiency" models that are more closely attuned to
state and local po¥itical, eabhomic, and cultural contexts.and.to the

cross-pressures of many' special-interest groups inside and outside the
eduation sector. . w o ‘

. 'Eg discover how state, intermediate, and 10cal -education agencies
and othér educational support. organizations cope with this new envéronment
the Educational Dissemination Studies Program at the Far West Laboratory
initjated, in December 1981, studies -of the effects of federal, state, and
local fiscal cutbacks and of federal and state categorical program
consolidation.-and deregulatjon on the capacity of educational agencies
to provide needed 'instructional improvement-oriented services to schools
California,
Nevada, and Utah. [n-al\ three states, we have studied the planning
process. fer, and the impact of, the Educational Consolidation and '
Improvement Act (ECIA) Chapter.2, since this 'was the first major federal
effort to consolidate educational programs, #hd siace it included many
specific school improvement programs. Not only did ECIA establish a
precedent that might bé followed if additional federal programs were
consolidated, but state and.local decisions. regarding the portion of ECIA
Chapter 2 monies.to-allocate for various innovation, dissemination, and
school improvement ‘activities might provide a sense of future trends for
these activities. However, we also sougl.; to develop a much broader
conception of the forces affecting school improvement in other categorical

" areas, namely: compensatory education, special’education,, and state and

local school improvement programs. Although we were: concerned with
impacts affecting the.full range of dissemination functions, e.g., public |
information, libraries, materials centers, information services, technica])
assistance, ‘etC., we have given special attention to impacts on staff
development, since-this is one of the most pervasive and fundamental of.
school improvemert functions. » -

This report is in four volumes:

1. Research and School Improvement in the Far West, by Paul Hood

{ 2. School Improvement in California, by Carolym Cates - .

3. School Imprerment in Nevada, by William Hering
() T <

‘Q;‘“nsdhbol Improvement in Utah, by Sue McKibbin .
f . L4 »
. 11

i
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- Volues 2, 3, and 4 contain detailed information, including small °
™ case studies of local and intermediate agencies, describing current
‘  conditions, planning activities, and probable impacts of cutbacks,
consolidation, and deregulation on state, intermediate, and local
education agenciesrin each state. Ce

This volume, Research dnd School JmproVeheht 1nethe Far West, focuses
on the_following topics: y . v

e Key findings for each state. ) - ‘ - o

v . e Cross-state analysis of ECIA Chapter 2 findings ‘ \
. ® Cross-state analysis of staff development effects
¢ Discussion of implications for educational R&D,
disseriination, and school, improvement

N
]

¢ The future for‘educatfonal R&D, dfssemination,
and school improvement in the Far West

Each of these topics is summarized below.

Y

State Fiqdings
It is important to keep in mind that both the implefientation and the
effects of state and federal cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation
are still unfolding. The immediate effects of federal program consolidation
under Chapter 2 of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA)
were éxperienced in most education agencies only after the 1982-83 school
year bbgan.’ ° ) .
California. Three ﬁnte?@sting themes have emerged from our study
of the effects of cutbacks, consolidatfon, and deregulation in California.
* , Two are somewhat surprising and, if borne out by subsequent events, they
improve the prospects implied by an otherwise grim picture.,

el

-7 1: There .are a few big losers but no big winners as a result of
’ federa]-consolidation. "Among the appro~imately 1,100 California
agencies ‘eligible for federal ECIA Chapter 2 funds, more than
three fourths will receive as much as or more than they received
under previous catégorical programs. Almost half will get only
the minimum, $2,500. STightly more than half will receive more
than the minimum. In few if any cases do the increases appear
~  to be substantial enough to offset losses that these same agencies
will suffer as a result of level or decreased state funding and
Current and anticipated cuts in other federal programs. In
contrast, many of the more than 200 local education agencies (LEAs)
. and county offices of education that stand to lose funds will
- suffer dramatically. In this group, the most obvious losers are
29 LEAs that received nearly $18 million for the ESAA desegregation
assistance program.~ However, the most devastating losses in
terms of broad-based school improvement assistance will be sustained
}

* -~
Q 1 "
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.

by 16 of California's 58 county offices.. Although support is
being phased out over a two-year period, these 16 county offices
will then lose nearly all of $4 million in annual federa] support
from ESEA IV-C and other spec1f1c school 1mprovement projects.

2. Strong st 1ff development and school improvement commitments have
béen cortinued, even with reduced resources. There are indications
tHat the state's Tong-term interest and emphasis on programs and.

. funding will be continued at all levels ?gtate, intermediate,
local), even with sharply reduced overall resources. California's
massive, school-based School Improvement Program (SIP) has survived,
as have most of California's other categorital programs serving
special student needs and its state-supported staff development
programs. There willzalso be increases in state resources for
staff development in some areas. as a result of the new Investment

. in People program, namely mathematics, science, and computer '
technology training and retraining for teachers. ..

3. Coalitions have emerged in response to crisis. At the outset of
this research project, we suggested that one effect of state and
federal cutbacks and consolidation might be a marked increase in
conflict among numerous special-interest groups over dwstr1but1on
of diminishing resources and diminution or elimination of programs
supported by such groups. However, we have found considerably
less strong, open, or unresolved conflict than we anticipated.

. InStead, two statewide coalitions have emerged. Both are composed
pr1mar11y of state-level organizations, and both were formed
- primarily to address state. education program and finance issues.

Citizens for Education was formeé\?ﬁ‘ean]y 1981 and is concerned
with deve1op1ng general state school finance-proposals to present
to the Jegislature that will provide a sound fimancial base and

“' 1. that:also will account for and anticipate changes in federal

edueat1on progranms. The Special Education Alliance of California
- (SEAC) was formed in early 1982 to develop a legislative platform
that will provide a sound, long-term fiscal base and program
structure for special education in the state. Formation of SEAC
marks the first time that organizations concerned with California's
special education delivery system have formally joined together
to influence or develop state legislative proposals. It is tuo

" early to tell whether these coalitions will survive. However,
their -emergence in response to crisis suggests that educatiorn
interest groups are adopting a cooperative rather than a competitive
approach to the need for making significant changes in the state's
educational finance structures and programs.

[F

PeSaresa

vada. Here are some highlights of findings for Neyada:

1. State and local contexts in Nevada strongly afféfi education
agency responses to ECTA Chapter 2 changes. The 1/ Nevada school
districts are in frequent contact with each other and with the
Nevada Department of Education. This informal networking and a
strong, historical disposition toward local control of education

13
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characterize the spirit of cooperation among educators throughout * .

the state. The two largest districts enroll 80 percent of Nevada's
students; these two districts and the Department of Education are
seen as important resources by the 15 smal]er districts. Both the
Department of Education and the lTocal wschool. district budgets are
lean. There is very little money to invest in ipnovative programs..
+Because the state revenue base has been reduced, state aid to
school districts will-not increase to account for inflation. ’ Most
Nevada school districts are experiencing enroljment growth, !
although at a much lower rate than in previous years! With the
exception of ECIA Chapter 2 funds, Nevada districts do not have
the luxury of planning and implementing i hovative programs.
Statewide, 15.0f the 17 school districts gtand to gain from the
federal ECIA Chapter 2 initiattve, -but in most cases the amount

of -new funding is simply not enough to have much impact. Analysis
of Chapter 2 applications indicates that jalmost all districts

will use these funds for Education Improyement and Support Services
(Subchapter B of Chapter 2). Many are sbupporting continuations

of existing programs. Givén an environment requiring schools to

do more with less, it is not surprising th@t few Nevada school
districts will use their Chapter 2 allocations to try something
news However, these funds do allow school \districts to support
programs that would otherwise ‘be abandoned.:

. A 1

2. The -impact of cutbacks is real but muted. ost Nevada districts
will receive less federal funds for compensatory education and
other categorical programs. This condition is aggravated by the
fact that inflation has reduced the capacity of districts to
maintain continuity of staff and programs. The Department of
Education will also suffer a reduction in support and ha$ been
reorganized. Generally, the trend at local levels has been to
minimize reorganization. Nevada's local education agencies have
not experienced sigfificant shifts in staff assignments or
programmatic emphases. Business seems fo be proceeding as, usual,
despite the uncertainty and the virtual absénce of slack resources.
Consequently, innovation is not a major thrust. N

3. Trends in staff development are conservative. Staff development
in Nevada districts tends to be related to specific projects or
instructional thrusts. Numerous districts are”using some of

{ their ECIA Chapter 2 allocation. to support staff development

y activities. In most districts, however, staff development will

. suffer to some “extent, because there is less money available to
pay for faculty released time, travel expenses, and outside
consultants. Staff development may be one of the "frills" that
is cut back as E?dgets get jncreasingly tighten

>

-

Utah. Here are some hﬁghlights of findings for Utah:

1. Prolonged enrollment growth and 1imited resources affect Utah
education agency responses. Utah ig.experiehcing unusual growth
due to a high birth rate and some in-migration. These, factors,
combined with a lower average age in the population and a larger

v 1‘1
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family size than exist nationally, cag;ed K-12 school enrollment
to rise as early as 1973 and enrollment has increased yearly
thereafter. Projections 1nd1cate-5hat the population of Utah

will increase by 50 percent by 1990 and that the state will
continue to confront a critical~ statewide need for expanded

school facilities. .Because the state lacks funds to.undertake a
massive building program, the legislature has encourag d districts
to undertake productivity projects, Two districts are now
experimenting with novel ways of servingmore students.in existing

- facilities with existing staff without decreasing educational

quality. As in California and Nevada, school budgets in Utah
are lean, and there is very little organizational or financial
slack to invest in instructional or curricular innovation that,

.is nqt directly related to maintaining quality or 1ncreasing \

productivity. As the size and number of classes in a district
increases, further strain is put on district administrators,
school pr1nc1pals, and classroom teachers.  Expanding w1thout

. sacrificing quality becomes the, focus of districtwide efforts.

Th1rty-three of Utah's 40 school districts stand to gain from
ECIA Chapter 2. Almost $1.2 million more is allocated to LEAs

*under Chapter 2 théan they received last year under the separate

programs consolidated in the block grant. However, in most
cases the new funding will not be.large enough to have a great
deal of impact.« An analysis of Utah LEA Chapter 2 app11cations

_indicates.that almost all-the d1str1cts will allocate some of

their funds for materials and equipment. Many will also support
inservice training and staff development activities. Other
special -efforts designated by LEAs are for gifted and talented,
basic skills, career education, and community education. However,

" less than one third of the applicants planned to use Chapter 2

money to do something new in the district. As in Nevada, few
Utah school districts will use these funds to innovate .or even
to perpetudte existing special services or innovative programs.
Instead, deregulated Chapter 2 monies offer a modicum of
supp]emeﬁtary assistance to strengthen diminished programs.

o

Federal cutbatks and’ state sh&rtfa]]s in.funding force retrenchment

. in education programs. For the past‘three years, compensatory

education programs have absorbed federal funding cutbacks. Coupled
with the effects of inflation, these cutbacks have curtailed the
abi]ity of Utah school districts to provide compensatory education
services. Staff have been eliminated, supplies and indirect costs
have been.cut, and some schools are no longer served. The

combination of state funding shortfalls and threatened further cuts

in other federal categorical programs has forced some retrenchment
and increased uncertainty about schools' ability to maintain
other categorical programs. that serve special student needs.

° ) Y
Fechnical assistance and staff development are important but
threatened services. The Utah State Office of Education has”

estabTished*itself as a key provider of techiiical assistance and
professional development. District staff’whom we interviewed
frequently stated that state agency consultants had never turned
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down their requests for assistance. " State specialists in many
programmatic and curricular areas visit the 40 school districts
to conduct workshops, provide on-site consultation, /and offer
support in other ways. Although the State 0ffi s dropped or

- .curtailed programs in .other areas in order to continue providing
these services to schools, some specialist .positions have been
eliminated, and the districts have lost some valuable sources of
information and inservice education assistance as a result. As
tn-Nevada, staff development in Utah districts tends 4o be related
to specific projects or inservice thrusts. Many districts-are

" using some of their Chapter 2 allocation to fund staff development
activities. In-most districts, hqwever, staff development may
suffer to some extent, because there is less mdhey to support it.

4.:The state places an emphasis on long-term needs and'griorities.
. ~TwWo years ago, the state legislature became concerned about t e
effectiveness of Utah schools. With an exploding student population
. and limited state and local tax revenues with which to build new
schools and hire new teachers, alternative ways_had to be found
' to use existing facilities and staff more efficiently. The
legislature began.its School Productivity Projects. Continuing
a long tradition of focusing on a few key educationa] goals, the
Utah State Board of Educatipn conmissioned in 1979 a Statewide
Education Planning Commission that recently completed a ten-year
master plan for addressing eight critical needs affecting education
in Utah during the 1980's. - Consistent with this Tonger-term view
of educational needs, the Utah State Board decided that it would
place the state set-aside portion of ECIA Chapter 2 monies
* (approximately $617,000) into a larger fund with mineral lease
money and FY 1982 carry-over funds to creatd a fund of more than
$1 million to be applied to eight selected board priorities for .
. the improvement of Utah education. . :

v “
[

.

Cross-State Analysis

* Although there are massive differences among California, Nevada, agd
Utah in size, composition of population, and many social, economic,
potitical, and cultural dimensions, there is one profound similarity for
education: The public- schools in all three states are confronting major
financia] problems. With rare except ‘ons, local fundjme has not been able
to offset the effects of shortfalls and cutbacks in state and federal
funding-for education. Now, all three states are entering their second
year" of no growth or actudl recession, and state and local tax revenues
gre insufficient to meet all educational and. other social demands.’ When

his is coupled with severe cutbacks in federal education funding, the
overall picture is grim. Many educational agencies at state, intermediate,
and local levels are cutting staff, services, and programs to stay within
budget Timits. 1In general, the emphasis has been placed on maintaining

- basic educationg] services at the cost of reducing or eliminating
discretionary programs. The net effect has been to reduce, -sometimes
severely, the capacity of educational agencies at all levels to support
many aspects of "knowledge utilization" (e.g., through provision of ,
inservice training, technical assistance, consulting, travel money for -
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attendance at professional meetings, libraries and curriculum materials

~

. Federal cuts have hurt all three state departments of education,
"mainly because a large portion of their staff is 'supported by federal .
funding. The 62 intermediate units (58 county offices in California and
" four regional centers’in Utah) depend on a mix of federal, state, and
local funds. The intermediate units in both states are facing severe
difficulties in maintaining staff and programs, especially outside their

.. more traditional areas (e.g., special education, instructional materials,

computer and business services). However, 16 OE the more entrepreneurial
county offices in California are particularly threatemed. They will
slose almost $4' million yearly due to the ECIA Chapter 2 consolidation,

" in addition to lgsses resulting from other federal, state, and local »
~funding cuts. Although cuts in federal. education funds represent Tess
of a loss in total budget to local education agencies, there are massive
differences. among the nearly 1,100 LEAs in these three states in degree
of impact. For many urban school districts, the cuts in compensatory
education, impact aid,” Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), and other federal
programs have represented relatively large losses. In other districts,

federal cuts have resulted in'losses of only 1 or 2 percent of the total
budget and sometimes less.’ ' ‘ ' '

»

\ ' ~

Sfaff Development ‘in-the Three States

State-level efforts. In Nevada and Utah, there have been few broad-"

. based, state-supported staff development efforts. Thus, the impact of
lower state tax revenues and reduced federal support for staff development
is not severe. Although the California budget has_ been reduced and
additional reductions are anticipated, the state's commitment to financial
support for staff developmept activities has been increased and at the
same tihe placed in a much more specific, focused effort as part of the
Investment in People program, which seeks to deal with a serious deficiency
in the number of teachers and teacher candidates in ‘the areas of mathematics,
science, ‘and computer Titeracy. In all three states, the majority of -
the state portion of ECIA Chapter 2 money will not be directed to specific
staff development efforts. Nevadd has no specific state-level staff

, development pl¥ns for the money. Utah-will use some of its Chapter 2
money for consultant salaries in the areas of reading, mathematics, 'social
studies, and gifted and talented. In California, $300,000 of the state
portion will be distributed among seven federal teachers centers as
partial support while they seek continuing finanzial support from other
sources. However, in California there will be significant additional
State support. Last year, the state committed approximately $2.65 million
for support of activities in three areas: local school staff development,

12 -S¢hool Resource Centers, and 17 Professional Development and Program
Improvement Centers. Next year, the 29 eXisting centers will consolidate
their activities into 15 Teacher Education and Computer (TEC) centers.
The TEC program will receive a total of $4-million. In Nevada and Utah,

. there is no corresponding allocation of state dollars for staff development;
however, in Utah the State Office is.combining state and federal carry-over
funds and mineral lease monies with its ECIA Chapter 2 allocation to
create a special fund for implementing State Board priorities, several
of which involve staff development activities.

17
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Local district efforts. There are a total of nine surviving teachers'
- centers in the region, seven in California and one each in Nevada and Utah,
.Only one of these teachers' centers does Tot expect to continue. This
development suggests that. generic, or general purpose, staff development .
¢ - centers, once successfully established, do respond to important needs and
" ‘enjoy some continuing local support. However, we have learned of only
two districts (Douglas County, Nevada, and Alpine School District, Utah)
that intend to initiate generic staff development centers. However,:
, specific staff development activities are generally supported when they
. are perceived as being helpful in the installation or maintenance of a-
valued .program. Over half of the Utah districts have plans for using ECIA
» Chapter 2 money to support inservice education as part of other programs.
And, in thosé Nevada districts in which we have conducted interviews, we
have ‘found examples of teacher training activities that support programs

in basic skills, computer-assisted instruction, and other areas. Although P4
we 4o not know the dollar or percentage amounts’ that California districts ¥
wi]t&;pend for staff development out of their Chapte» 2 money or other o

funds,, we do know that most California districts intefd to support some e
inservice education, activities planned as part of other programs. '
. : ]

Implications for R&D, Dissemination, and School ;mpnovement
‘ v~ .o s e PR .
¥ Bgth negative and positive factorssaffecting educational R&D,
. wdissemination, and school improvement are to be -found in our study of -,

these three Far West states. | .

The negative factors include: ' _— A

, ¢ Loss of many flderally “funded dissemination
P ] and sch@ol improvement projects. / q

¢, Cutbacks in other: federally fundea education progréms., :

¢ Shortfalls in support for education and -

social science R&D. -° . -
< ¢ Shortfalls in state and local funding that
are progressively eroding' education agency

bases to support school improvemient activitijes.

d

]

.o " Taken together, these negative factors point to four likely

trends:

//// l. Less federal.and state support for-education and
. education-related research and, development; smaller
and more isolated R&D' projects that will be directed
to high-priority areas but that will often lack the
critical mass of time and talent needed to develop :
and maintain an output that can be- directly and , e
. effectively coupTed to school needs and contexts.

2. Markedly fewer identifiable school improvement

projects, primarily due to federal cuts and to-
shortfalls in state and Jocal funding.
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3. Slow but continued erdsion of institutional and
organizational capacity to produce, disseminate, and
#\se-new knowledge to improve schools, except in .o
’miimited. high-priority areas. - This capacity will be )
reduced due to significant reductions- at federal,
state, intermediate,“and local levels in six resources:
money, specialized staff, time, motivation, energy,
and organizational and professional incentives. \ i
4. A shift in educational agency\giiorities to an emphasi
- on core services and to maintenance of the &raditional,
long-established, and institutidnalized agency functions. -~
Successful 1innovations in schools are most likely to i
represent some combination of three essential ingredien
they solve critical educational problems, they are
Tow-cost or cost-saving, and they -are Tow-risk.

S:

The positive factors 1nq1ude:

(] Impfbvement in ‘quality and efficiency of many of the
remaining programs_and services. : :

(] Retentioﬁ of truly useful projects. 5
] Initiatioh.of new school improvement projects.

¢ Establishment of new cooperative efforts to share
information and resources and to secure public,

~ " politicaly and finanasial support.

¢ Reorientation of state, intermediate, and local
educa®ion agency planning from narrow, short-run
perspectivés to multiprogram and multiagency
plagning with much longer time horizons.

These positive factors, -especially the last, suggest that at. -
least some education agencies are responding selectively and proactively

\to adversity. However, the image of the future for education in the

gar West is mixed. Drawing cn the strategic planning report prepared

y the Santa Clara County Office ¢f Education and on analysis of
scenarios prepared by Richard Carlson of SRI Internationai, we conclude
that the followin§ conditions are 1ikely to held for education in the
Far West over the next- several years: .

.

| Demands on public education are increasingly likely to excebd
! its resources. . ‘

~

f The squeeze ort state and federal programs for education is
{ likely to continue, regardless of near-term political

! developments. .

! .

’ A growing range of ‘private, nonprofit, and noneducational
/ pubiic agencies will offgr educational services.

19 - .
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Public education will find itself increasingly in éompetigion _
" wWith other ordanizations for talented téachers and administrators.

" The coﬁf1icp begyeen education of the general population and '
Erovision of spécial services to special groups i's 1ikely ,to t
ecome ‘increasingly bitter. ) .

-
f e

Richard Carlson ‘and ‘the P]aﬁning Teamrof the Santa Clara Couniy
Office- of Education derive the following policy -implications:

The key to improving the public-éducétion system in the future
.3 will be focysing resources on \core programs. Trying to save
everything will -save nothing.

The key long-run administrative issue will be planning how to
recruit and retain top-quality, younger teachers and administrators.
_ The educational leaders of the future are being lost today.

. - )
Nenpublic education,programé are an opportunity as well as a
threat. Helping to organize such external programs could
reduce pressure on the public system, increase resources for
programs, and provide additional. income* to public school
keachers. .

Imaginative new institutional, financial, and administrative
arrangements will be part of virtually any successful new
educational policies. . ‘ ‘ -

-
A :
Closer codxdination of public programs will be*more important
than ever. . : . 4
(Santa Clara County Office, 1982) - ~—
< g

A Y
Y ' .

The Future for R&D, Dissemination, and School Improvement in the Far West

Considering both positive and ‘negative factors and Tikely future
trends in"the Far West, we-make these predictions: —

® Although there will bhe fewer federal and state resources in the
early 1980's directly supporting educational knowledge production,
dissemination, and utilization (KPDU) projects, the overall
quantity of educational KPDU may actually ingrease.

® Public information services may aiso display an analogous
paradoxical trend, with further cutbacks in the number of full-time
public information professionals of all types yet greater activity
and ‘attention given to improving the effectiveness of communication
‘with educatiog“s various publics. D
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¢ Many education information apd 1ibrary services will experience
traumatic ghanges that include shuffling of roles and
responsibilities among agencies in order to maintatn essential
serviees on increasingly reduced budgets. . 4

. Human\aggnts providing external technical assistance may be amang
the most’ important and yet themost vulnerable of the successfuyl
school ‘improvement strategies. Self-help and local cooperatives

may be the major sources.for human® agent assistance for schools
-except in rare, high-priority cases. ' ‘

o Among all the.spec1a112ed dissemination and school improvement -
functions, staff development, in many familiar and novel. guises,
may have the bBst prospects for growth in the 1980's. .

o If public schools are forced to deal simultaneously with raising
- student achievement levels, responding to new demands for relevance
*in-the curriculum, and increasing productivity, organizational -¢
restructuring will be required, and organizational training will
be one of: the new and important school improvement assistance -
strategies. - . - . .

N R - ) .
Conclusions. Our review of negative factors suggests that,the

conditions and opportunities for initiating and sustaining long~term team .

efforts on'the part of teachers and administrators to achieve significant
educational reform and improvement may be less prevalent in the next

. several years.é However, our review of ?os1tive factors suggests that

educational aggncies in the Far West.will not be totally without

.appropriate incentives and resources. Support for research and B

dévelopment, dissemination, and school improvement assiStange will deriv
from multifaceted, compelling challenges. to professional educators-to
reform and improve public education. Large-scale, highly specialized
projects and pro?rams may .diminish in number and “importance, but numefous
forms of "disciplined inquiry" are becoming institutionalized in many
state, intermediate, and local education agencies.. The challenge in the

- 1980's will be to make "disciplined ipquiry" truly iost~effective and

highly responsive to priority-needs of educators. If this happens,
research and school improvement may indeed become a unitary concept,

understood and endorsed by legislators, educators, and taxpayers.

!
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The primary mission of.the Educational Dissemination Studies Program
'(EDSP) *is to contribute to the creation, refinement, and dissemination of
conceptual frameworks, knowledge bases, and knowledge syntheses needed to
facilitate efficient development of state, regional,- and national
dissemination and school improvement efforts. The rationale for this
work is.based on the premise that educational dissemination_and knowl edge-
based school improvément suppogt structures may prove to be poorly planned
and operationally inadequate if insuffictent attention is paid to the
individual and institutional goals of agent and agencies involved or if
unrealistic assumptions are.made about the basic nature and capabilities )
of these agencies or about the_functional relationships among them,

Realistic planning requires significantly more information than is

generally available. "

. X In-recent years, educational dissemination has moved from a

preoccupation with developing specific programs or functional components

to a concern for cooperation, coordination, or orchestration among programs,

agencies, and activities. Research has studied ways to build and nurture

more effectiye dissemination capacity to support school improvement and

equity goals. In this context, the Educational Dissemination Studies .

Program of fered a-specialized mechanism for addressing some of the more
“significant national, regional, and local needs for data, information, g *
. intelligence, and knowledge pertaining to educational dissemination,.
+knowledge utilization, and school improvement issues. . SN

. . 'tb .
Much of EDSP's work in previous Yyears was-premised on the existence. _
of many different federal categorical programs that were targeted to s
specific educational sectors and/or client, groups. Most of these, federal
programs employed “seed money,""change agent," or “cagacit ~building"
strategtes to stimulate or support organizational or chrrichlar innovations
in state and local education agencies. Nearly all these strategies absumed
"growth" ‘models of schools in which slack resources could be mobilized or
provided to support innovations that might be financially costly or
politically risky. This sjtuation began to change in the late seventies as
. -the decades of sustained economic, growth followi'ng World War II and the
heady social ambitions of the. Great Society gave way. to energy crises,
inflation, and taxpayer revolts. These factors emerged at a time of .
widespread public concern about oyercentralization of government, increasing
federal regulation, and retrenchment in foreign affairs to set the stage
for a Republican Party victory in 1980. This victory brought with it a
new administration and a markedly changed Congress, both 6f which were

disposed to establish a basically different approach to federal involvement
in American education. . ) . .

The role that the federal government will play in supporting-school
improvement efforts, indeed the role of regional educational laboratories
as facilitators of school improvement activittes, is now highly. problematic.

- However, two things are fairly certain with respect to the next several .
years. First, substantially greater latitude wil® be given to the states

T
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. aspires to find ways of improving education in the eighties.

D L s - '.""-‘“‘l
- B . & ” ’
1-14 ' ’ S

regarding the directfon, level of funding, and eventually even the
purposes of the various school improvement efforts that were sﬁpported

and regulated in the past. by the U.S. Department of Education. Second,
there will be substantially less. federal, state, and local funds available
to support innovative educatfonal activity. With a few exceptions,
"growth" models of change and renewal will need to be replaced with
"austerity" and "efficiency" models that are more closely attuned fo ' P
state and local political apd cultural contexts and tc the cross-pressures

of many special-interest groups., Discovering how state, intermediate,

cope with this new environment, which presents many problems but also’
many opportunities, will be a major challenge for policy research that

To meet.these challefiges, EDSP refocused its efforts to place much_
greater emphasis on studies of.the effects of federal, state, and local s
fiscal cutbacks and the effects of federal and state categorical program ' .
consolidation on the capacity of education-agencies at all levels to )
provide needed instruction improvement-oriented services to schools. T .
Thiz report describes the findings from two related EDSP research -
tasks: T

Task 1  Studies of California, Nevada, and Utah state planning.
for and adjustment to federal and.$tate program consolidation,
deregulation, and fiscal cutbacks affecting dissemination )
: and school improvement efforts (State Effects Stadies).

Task 2  Studies of the effects in California, Nevada, and Utah of
program consolidation and fiscal cutbacks on state,
intermediate, and local education agency capacities and
relationships in the staff development sector (Staff
Development Effects Studies). '

Begun in December 1981, these two studies are based on telephone
interviews, site visits, and document analysis. Most of the data
collection occurred between January 1 and October.31, 1982, and involved
the participation of more than 10G individuals from more than two dozen
agencies in California, Nevada, and Utah. »

It is important to emphasize that, although the effects of state and
Tocal cutbacks have been accumulating for the past several years, the
effects of federal program consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation -are
sti11 very much in process in virtually all education-agencies. Indeed,
the effects began to be seen in most agencies only when the 1982-83 |
school year began. Thus, much of the information reported here primarily

reflects early to middle stages of planning in the agencies confacted
for this study. Indeed, as we completed these studies, it became obvious
that many of our informants were still trying to judge the probable .
extent and direction of futivre federal moves and to place these moves in
the context of their own state and local situations. Consequently, we
found that some of the study questions (see pp. 1-27, 1-35, 36) are
ifncompletely answered.




. Backgrownd Issues &

1

Task 1 focuses on the statewide effects of consolidation, cutbacks,
and deregulation on kndwledge-based schoel improvement functions (including
information dissemination, technicat assistance, and statf developmefit). :
The effects of consotidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on.staff dévelopment
activity at all levels (state, intermediate, and local) are the major focus
of Task 2. These two foci constitute,the foreground for our research
interests and questions. What actually happens in educatiort agencies,
haowever, occurs in a complex environment of political, organi®aticnal, and
fiscal factors. This larger backgroynd must be understood in order <o plate
school assistance in a proper context. The discussion that follows sketches
a conceptual framework that can be helpful in identifying and understanding
these important bacquggpd issues.

Tasks 1 and 2 propose to study three changing conditions influencing
education agencies: grant consolidation, fiscal cutbacks, and program
deregulation. Because all three factd® are built intd Chapter 2 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA). of 1981, they are often
considered together. Consequently, it is sometimes assumed that the effects
of these three factors on education organizations are similar. However,
our research has led us to conclude that consolidation, -cutbacks, and
deregulation each introduce a different dimension of change into state
education agencies, county officés, and school districts.. Each factor
upsets in‘different ways the status quo established by ESEA and other
categorical programs.

For instance, consolidation unites by legislation programs that were
previously separated. Formerly, special-interest groups worked within
well-defined areas at the state and local levels. Competition for federal
funds did not filter down to -these levels after the legislation was passed
and regulations were established. The consolidation of 28 federal
categorical programs in ECIA Chapter 2 reopens competition for funds in
state-and local education agencies. A political model-of organizational
bargaining and power struggles between coalitions may thus provide the

most appropriate framework for analyzing the organizational changes
resulting from consolidation. N

In contrast, fiscal cutbacks have a quite different set of implications.
In an environment of scarce resources, the management of organizational
change is hindered by the growth ideology that stiil pervades thinking in
the United States. An organization's response to fiscal cutbacks can be
reactive or proactive and positive or negative. This response is determined
in'part by whether or not the growth ideology remains entrenched. If the
organization assumes that current cutbacks are one-time shocks and, that
growth will soon resume, the changes that it makes will most likely be
short-temm. However, if it assumes that the current scarcity and austerity
will last into the indefinite future, then long-term changes in organiza-
tional goals, norms, and ideology may occur. This summary of background
1ssues, then, offers some, lenses through which we propose to analyze the
data collected for Tasks 1 and 2.

Consolidation. Twenty-eight programs were included in Chapter 2 of
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981. Nineteen
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T of these répresent- "minicategorical" programs, such as metric education,
- consimer education, anQl law-related education. Bobth. state and local .\\\

education agencies will be awarded bTock gragts according to formulas -
based on the number of eligible students and>other criteria. Under block
grants, state and local education agencies diave broad latitude in deciding
how to allocate the funds to provide educational ser&jcbs. Almost all_ '
federal rules have been removed. , o
Assurances that equity of educational services for specific groups
will be maintained have also been removed, Detractors- of consolidation
. argue that it will negatively affect the poor, minority students, and the.
, C. handicapped. These groups. may be the victims of state and local po]itica]

processes -that allocate block grant monies. to more influential fnterest
grOUpS. " . d .

TS

v

. A politicai perspectivé on the consolidation ﬁrocess §uggests a number
of "analytical foci: U . .

0rgan12at10na1'changeﬂoccuﬁs as a result of conflict and compromise .

among factional groups: - These groups may be teachers' unions,
administrators, -special-interest coalitions, or community organizations.
. Cooperation among such factions is problematic rather than automatic and
’ results from negotiatign and compromise. . . -

One consequencé of federal grant consolidation is the 1iKelihood of
conflict between groups vying for a portion of the funding. When funds
ave no strings attached, many groups representing diverse educational
programs and needs will be struggling to influence those who decide how

the block grant money is to be spent.

¢

. Attempts to influence implementation of block grant legislation may
' occur both. between and within education organizations at different levels.
. Local education agency administrators and their professional associations
' can be expected to use their personal influence-with state officials to
channel state programs. State education agency decisions regarding how
its 20 percent share of Chapter 2 fufiding is to be spent can follow
priorities ranging from support for school improvement assistance activities
* to expansion of state pupil-proficiency assessment. The state of California
is implementing AB 777, which consolidatgs state funding for selected
educational programs. State education agency (SEA)-sponsored support

the quantity and quality of LEA participation. We can expect, then, that

. . school district representatives will comprise a significant coalition
organized to influence SEA-guided implementation of the letter and spirit -
of the new consolidation legislation.

intermediate and local education agency participation. SEAs may opt to use
consolidation monies to support new or-existing priorities, such as the
California School Improvement:Program, with its requirement for school site
council planning and decision making. SEAs may also invest the funds in

¥ strengthening their, services to schools in certain areas or in reorganizing
to provide support Hn new areas, such as working with consortia.” However
they are played out, state-level decisions will have inherent repercussions

i-

L . 25

services for voluntary local implementation of the law may greatly influence .

Nérking in the ‘other direéfion. how SEAs define their roles may affect .

L%
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for gounty'offices in California and be\sQEgol districts in all three
states. .. \ ] ‘

Within school di§tricts, political negotiation can be anticipated
as a result of consolidation. For example, one faction may argue that
. block gramt monies should .be used to strengthen bilingual programs, while
another faction may suppory an expanded college preparatory curriculum.
Because community advisory. groups play a central rolé in both federal and
state consolidation ‘legislation (Califorria's AB 777), their influence on

the use of block grant monies may be considerable.

.may also be ihterpreted as one of opposing. forees. School stafr feel
that the central office is exerting unreasonable control, while district
staff may perceive unnecessary resistance on the part of principals and
teachers. At the school level, we may expect to see advocacy groups of °
parents, students, and faculty who support conflicting uses fcr block
grant funds. After one advocacy groyp emerges, a counter group may be
tormed tg oppose it. Federal consolidation may spawn new influence

groups in schools or provide impetus for previously existing ones to

\‘ . The relationship between the schodl building and the centraimngice
a

reactivate.

In summary, ff the political perspective provides an appropriate
lens for analyzing the implementation of consolidation legislation by

state, intermediate, and local education agencies, we would expect to
find: .

® Opposing influence‘groups vying for control of portions of

. bleck grant funding.

0 Atfempts at all levels to use consolidation monies to
rginforce or realign educational priorities.

¢ Conflict, negotiation, and compromise pervading decision
processes related to all phase§ of consolidation implementation.

Fiscal cutbacks. Managing organizational change with scarce resources
- requires strong organizational leaders who also have finesse. Problems:
associated with cutback management include these: -

o It is difficult to disaggregate one part of the organﬁzation.
without affecting the, others.

~

‘0 Because there is little or no ordganizational slack in the
current situation, risks are greater. This tends to raise
, . the need for control, which, in turn, reduces risk taking.

¢ Employees are expected- to sustain their morale and productivity
in the face both of *increasing control from above and of fewer
opportunities for creativity and product ivity. ’ : .

¢ Hiring freezes and employee layoffs make it impossible to hire
" _new staff. OQlder employees wait out the cutbacks by maintaining
the status quo. ) -

(e
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¢ Rewards for change are not avai]ap1e.

e Existing organizational norms, standard operating procedures, apd
legal requirements constrain.management's ability to target the
impact of cuts. ’ ‘

¢ Everyone is expected to dp more with less, as innovation, creativity,
and risk taking decline (Levine,51978). .

State and local education agencies and county offices are bureaucratic
structures supported by. public funds. They are driven ty goals of
bureaucratic self-interest, which often depend less upon performance

(determined by service efficiency and effectiveness) than upon bureaucratic

and political factors. "Empire building," a favorite strategy for enhancing

bureaucratic self-interest, is possible in a growth econemy. But, in the
face of fiscal cutbacks, this stratégy is nofy feasible. Changes that
increase production efficiency constitute a more reasonable response to

declining fiscal resources (Yin anﬁ others, 1978). .

But, production efficiency approaches require analytical* and evaluation
capacities in organizations that, paradoxically, are often the first to be
cut (Levine, 1978). In education organizations, planning, research, .
evaluation, staff development, and technical assistance staff will be
particularly vulnerable to cutbacks. In the short term, aside from some
minor disruptions in operating systems, such reductions seem not to reduce
direct services to the public. However, these reductions mean that data
needed for effective problem identification, planning, and management are
no longer ‘available; as a result,’ innovative responses to fiscal conétraints
are unlikely to occur. Fiscal cantraction may also generate "performance
gaps" (Zaltman and others, 1973);in the service delivery of educational
agencies. It is ‘doubtful that schools, county offices, and state agencies
actually will be able to do more with less. As we study how the delivery
of dissemination and school improvement services' is affected by fiscal -
cutbacks, we want to know: . .

¢ The short-térm effects of these gaps ‘

o The potefffial long-term effects of these gaps ° » ,
% @ The gaps that are identified as the most visible or serious by

? providers and clients at all three levels
¢ Where the slack for innovation was found

o Who took the risks to support innovation?

Organizational changes'imp]emented during fiscal contraction\tend .to
be Timited to changes that reduce cost or increase the productivity of an
agency's resources. Innovatipns likely to succéed are:

\ N

-#-Tow in cost ﬁ ' ' N

¢ revenue-generating | : T ‘
¢ effective budgeting tools
e resource allocation packages (such as computer “programs)

. those that confer relative advantage on-an agency. , '
¢ . .

(Walker and Chaikip, 1981)
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Numerous organizational factors influence an agency'ggresponse to

fiscal cutbacks. Complex interrelationships among people and programs
seem to block effective, simple solutions to declining resources. Tasks 1
and 2 will analyze a aumbeir of organizational variables that mdy change

as a result of fiscal cutbacks. Among them are:

the role of the agency fead ° 2 &
orgamizattonal size and growth ’ .

the role of unions '.. : .

the influence of coalitions . b
staff and personnel -factors, Such as morale and professionalism
organizational structure ’ )

the relationship between the organization and conterué]»factors.

>
’ ® > ©

The last analytical tool for understanding how education agencies
respond to fiscal cutbacks is provided by Whetten's (1979) continuum of
managerial responses to externally induced change. Thé continuum includes -
-both positive and negative,. and: proactive and reactive dimensions for.
analyzing responses. Four types of responses emerge when the two
dimensions are combined: . .. a L

&

1. .Defending (negative, reactive). ‘Here, organizationé] members .
. stand behind their ﬁiligence and efficiency, while the organization

argues that it is providing a service essential to the survival
of society. ' :

2. Reacting (positive,,geactive)e Here, the agency reacts to -
* mimimize the impact of change, by making the fewest possible
alterations in the organization. '
v “ s

4 .

v 3. Preventing-(negat%yé, proaétiVe). Here, the agency seeks to )
manipulate the environment to remove the source of change or to
reduce the threat. 4 :

b

ﬁ.” Generating (positive, proactive):\-Here, change is viewed not as
_a problem but as an opportunity. There is no strong commitment-
7 to maiptaining the existing organizationalvstructure or function.

(Whetten, 1979)

A recent Stanford University study of Jocal edocation agency responses
to fisca% cutbacks (Robinson, 1981) indicates that most schools have been

reacting passively by reducing or eliminating pragrams. * Schools made no \

systematic effort either to preyent the cutbacks -or to defend what the .

schogls were doing. We can expect to find more of the same at the locat

leyel, although proattive preventing respopses seem likely in SEAs and
. ..county-officess .0 | o

What are the Tikely results of fiscal cutbacks in"education

oganizations? We anticipate that:

N 4

z o Risk taking will be minimal,
¢ Employee morale and productivity will decline.

25 o ~
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. is that it decreases the paperwork and administrative burdens at all levels
.of education. This assumption is strikingly underscored by the following
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“

#'Change and creativity will not be rewarded. -
e There will be few systematic efforts to reorganTze for more
Y appropriate responses to decline. .

H@rformance gaps will emergé in service de11very.
e Innovation will occur to reduce costs and/or increase productivity.
e Coalitions will struggle for more influence as resources diminish.
] Most organizations will respond to fiscal cutbacks by reacting.

Deregu]at1on. "One of the primary arguments in favor of consolidation .

comments made by the Reagan Administration, taken from budgex documents .. L
and published ir [Education Times:

One lesson is clear from the past; The only real losers
in converting categorical grants to a block grant are the
bureaucratic m1dd1emen--the grantsmen--who use up funds for -
the needy.

L'
.

There will be no endless byzantine squabbles over myriad
accouriting regulations that aid bureaucrats, not children.

Approximately 13. percent of.the federal funds in programs to be
consolidated are now used for-administrative expenses by state

and local agencies. This overhead will be drast1ca11y reduced

under the consolidation proposal. ~

The Adwministration anticipates that the reduced funding Tevels
will be offset by more efficient management generating from

; the increased {atitude given to state and local governments to
tailor education programs to suit the particular needs of
children in their districts.

)

The federal role is to supply necessary resources, not to

specify in excruciating detail what must be.done with these
resources,

“These block grants will shift control over education policy
ay from the federal government and back to state and local
uthorities--where it constitutionally and historically belongs.

If, in fact, 13 percent of categorical aid monies are uséd for program
administration (other estimates place the figure closer to 4 or 5 percent),
we can expect to see many employees who previously handled paperwork for .
programs finding themselves no longer needed. This job obsolescence will
probably occur at all three levels--in state education agencies, county
offices, and school districts. A major issue created by deregulation,
then, may be the reassignment or layoff of categorical aid program

administrators. .
Extens.ive rules and regulations that typically accompanied categorfical a
programs created a need for considerable documentation and reporting.
Plans or proposals were written, and.accountability reports were due a -
year later. Strings attached to how the money could be spent required
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extensive budget preparation. Program evaluations often were necessary,
resulting in another mechanism for reporting programmatic effects. Staff
development requirements justified the work of curriculum consultants and
supervisors. And, because all ithis_activity had to be monitored, some
staff members were given responsibiTity for assuring compliance.

What will become of all these people who are no Tonger needed to
administer ~ategorical programs? Will there be considerable “retreading"
of staff as they are reassigned to other positions in schools, county

. offices, and state education agencies? Such reassigrment creates .
,needs for extensive staff development so that employees will have the ST

skills required to accomplish their new tasks. The amourit of inservice
education needed will depend on how radical the reassignment is. If an
employee is switched from program evaluation to consulting for the
handicapped, considerable re-education will be necessary. Whether or
not such staff development activity is offered will be one area of focus
in Task 2. . ,

.-~ Another possible result of deregulation will be dissolutioh of

some previous norms for organizational decision making. In the past,
prescriptions on how federal and state categorical aid dollars could be
spent were established. Now, those choices must be made by the districts
themselves. Although the rules and regulations werevburdensome, they
removed much of the need to make decisions abaut how to allocate monies.
Deregulation removes that cut-and-dried system, opening state and local
educatic: zgencies to myriad possibilities. This takes us back to the

_political notions discussed previously in the section on consolidation.

One. Tikely response to this void in rules is the emergence:of influence
groups that will fill the gap with their .own prescriptions on how money

should be spent. We see here, again, ‘that the political dynamics of 4
bargaining and compromise may sét the tone of the implementation of
block grants. : e e -

A final 1ikely response to deregulation is business as ysual.

Existing priorities may simply be funded at 1ower Tevels. What SEAs and

schools are doing currently may continue with very Tittle interruption.
Few new programs will be started, and some past programs that were
protected by categorical aid will be dissolved. Overall, however, the
status quo may prevail. )

We expect to see, then, the follgwing responses to deregulation in
state, intermediate, and local education agencies:

® numerous staff members in obsolete Jobs .

® considerabTe reassignment of such staff to other positions
in the organization (together with some Tayoffs)

® minimal staff development opportunities to prepare reassigned
employees for their new responsibilities .

® voids in decision rules for allocation of funds previously used

_ to support- categorical aid programs ° :

® coalitions formed to influence decisions on how block grant
monies should be spent

¢ maintenance of the status quo as much as possible.

oA
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Description of the S%ate Effects Studies

’

The purpose of the state effects studies is to prov1de a context or
big picture of state-level planning for and implementation of consolidation
and of tlhe general implications of consolidation, cutbacks, and
deregulation for statewigde school improvement activities in‘the three
Far West Laboratory reégion states, California, Nevada, “and Utah. The
state€ffects studies have three objectives: 1) to provide policy,makers
and Aducational leaders at all levels with concise, up-to-date 1nformat1on
. on fhe ‘actors, actions, events, and political, social, fiscal, and >
~~educational forces that shape planning and implementation and on the
& . effects of consolidation and cuthacks; 2) to identify. the roles that
) selected school improvement programs and constituencies play (or fail to

play) in the process of adjustment to consolidation, cutbacks, and

deregulation, and 3) to identify issues, problems, and opportunities

that deserve the attention of persons who take an <nterest in ma1ntain1ng

_and strengthen1ng\state school 1mproyement capab111t1es.

l;

- Background and rationale. As part of its larger po]1cy to reduce
federal involvement and intervention in eéducation, the new Administration
proposed a massive consolidation of federal categorical programs. Although
its efforts to consolidate the very large federal programs serving

3 disadvantaged and special education pupils were rejected by Congress,

. approximately 30 categorical programs, all concerned with some aspect of
school improvement, were consolidated, and at the same time, cuts of
approximately 10 to 15 percent were made in the authorized levels of, funds
for these consolidated programs, while the regulations associated with
these programs were drast{ca11y simplified.. The effects of these changes
will be experienced in the 1982-83 school year. However, state education
agency planning had to begin in late 1981 if there was to be an orderly
transition of responsibility from the federal to the state level. Although
it is anticipated that some members of Congress may resist further
consolidation and cuts in categorical programs, it is highly likely that
the Reagan administration will propose further consolidation, seek deeper
cuts in existing levels of authorization and expend1ture, and further
remove the Department of Education from:-exercise of detailed regulation
and wmonitoring of remaining federal programs. It. is clear that the
present consolidation effort is Just the beginning of a 1arger political”
battle that will be waged over the next 'several years concerning the
nature and, scope of federat involvemert in education.’

i

With the shift in responsibilities and control of funds to the states,
knowledge concerning the ways in which states will deal with school
improvement efforts becomes vital in understandihg how R&-based school
improvement efforts should be directed. Our review of several policy
studies (Kearney and Vander Putten, 1979; Turnbull, 1981; Rosenthal and
Fuhrman, 1981) that anticipated the current conso]1dat1on indicates that
the various state education agencies are 1ikely to respond in quite
different ways to federal consolidation. Likely responses are perhaps best
presaged by current and past SEA leadership styles vis-a-vis school
improvement. ‘

In states such as California, the state has developed its own
gategorical programs that have, sometimes anticipated and usually augmented

e
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federal categorical efforts. For example, in 1972 the California State
Department of Education (CSDE) established the Consolidated Application '
Program to pull together and simplify application procedures for. funds
available from several federal and state funding sources. °_The program
serves as a means through which school districts can use a single
application. for any or all the sources covered by the program: The
California School Improvement Program (CSIP) represents an imaginative .
state program aimed at educational refoym and renewal at the school . '
building Tevel. This voluntary program, which can be traced back to the
1972 Early Childhood Education (ECE) program, now involves approximately
haff of the state's public schools and three fourths of its school

istricts. Consolidated Applications, CSIP, and many other state programs

(e.g., local staff development, AB 551; the Professiongl Development and )
Program Improvement Act, amended by AB 4151; the California Master Plan :
for Special Education) provide a legislative-administrative policy context .
formed through consultation and collaboration among many levels and kinds
of educational interests throughout the state.

-

In general, these California Programs represent an interesting
combination of state "regulation" with a strong emphasis on lotal planning, [
decision making, and review.* CSIP, for example, is an entirely volintary {
program that is quite prescriptive about advisory structures and planning c
and implementation processes, but it leaves selection of the content and '
emphasis of programs aimost entirely up to school building and district-
level decision makers, and it actively encourages and supports a review ‘
and evaluation process thdt involves peers and that places heavy, emphasis \
on formative rather than summative information. Another exampte:' The' S
California Proficiency Testing Program is mandatory and has a specifically
prescribed general structure. However, the content of the tests and the
standards for passing grades are Yeft to Jocal schdol districts. Hence,
in California, we see moderateiy heayy state-level prescription of process
within defined substantive frameworks that yet allows and encourages
substantial local detision making as to form and substance of the >
educational program and that attempts to build and strengthen an intrinsic
capacity within the school and the distric¢t to accomplish monitoring and

+ evaluation functjons. Is California increasing or decreasjng state
egulation? This particular pattern .defies simple categorization. It
appears to be increasing its regulation as. to process but decreasing it,
within generally prescribed ameworks, as to content. In any case, it
is clear that the state's school improvement efforts are aimed at increasing
professional and lay participation in the planning and implementation of
educational programs at the school level and at strengthening local
.building and djstrict-]eve] determination of goals and standards and the
means for attaining them. However, running counter to this increased
+ . emphasis on local determination is the fact that the state now provides
approximately 70 percent of public elementary and secondary school funds. .
In-addition, schools and districts in the state are increasingly constrained
by state codes; federal, state, and local court orders; ‘state, county, and
Tocal ordinances; and other governmental sanctions. .

These legislative and administrative policy structures and philosophies
provide the historical and contextual framework within which political and
professional concerns regarding consolidation may be worked out in California.

' If consolidation were the only issue, planning and implementation would not

‘ .32
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be s6 problematic. But, the consolidation will occur along with massive v//

. cuts in federal funds at a time when the state surplus, which. has supported
“local public schgols in the aftermath of Proposition 13, is exhausted.

Further exacerbating the fiscal situation is the likelihood that the
econony will remain sluggish for.the rest of 1982 and into 1983. Given the
general scarcity of funds for education, efforts to sustain school
improvement programs may fare poorly against othgr compelling demands for
educational funds. How consolidation planning and implementation get
carried out in a general environment of scarcity and retrenchment and who
gains and who loses in the process may tell us a great deal about the
probable .course--of California school improvement and technical assistance
efforts-oyer the next several years. )

-

, ’ Nevada and Utah each have distinctly different contexts and histories
that suggest the possibility of quite different consolidation-scenarios.

i Neither Nevada nor Utah has developed state categorical.programs
i ) .+ comparable to those found in California. The Nevada SEA has generally
P ‘relied almost entirely on federal regulations and the state code to ’
, provide standards for educational program regulation. Moreover, the
: Nevada state cdde is remarkably unobtrusive.* Given a small population,
only 17 local education agencies, a historically strong propensity to T 3
favor local over state control, and a very small SEA staff, the Nevada .
SEA has, tepded -to assume a low, Unobtrusive profile vis a vis the LEAg.**
Aside from isolated legislative mandates (e.g., student minimal competency
testing, recertification requirements for all certificated staff), School
improvement efforts in Nevada are typically local and isolated. However,
there 4s recent evidence that informal arrangements for the exchange of
information have developed among LEA staff (e.g. among the curriculum
directors in five LEAs--Carson City, Churchill, Douglas, Lyon, and Washoe).
Given a conservative population and a traditionally local stanceé toward
school control, Nevada educators can be expected to welcome both 1
consolidation and deregulation but to be concerned about cuts in federal: ‘
|
|
|
|

funding. *** -

!

* Wirt examiged the extent of state control in 36 areas of school policy,

using statutes, constitutions, and court opinions to derive a stale of

state control on which the 50 states were scored and ranked in 1972. .8
Nevada ranked 46th, Utah 30th, and California 22nd. Scoring 2.84 on a

., + 0 to 6 scale, Nevada's state control in 1972 could be characterized as .

allowing moderate local option under state-mandated requirements, Utah's

score of 3.42 and California's score of 3.65 could -be characterized as-

allowing only very limited local option under state-mandated requirement -

(F.M. Wirt, "What State Law Says About Local Control," Phi Delta Kappan,
April 1978, pp. 517-520). « - )

** Two of Nevada's 17 LEAs (Clark County and Washoe County) enroll
approximately 80 percent of Nevada's K-12 public school population. Of
the remaining 15 LEAs, 10 have enrollments of'tess than 2,000.

*** In 1981-82, federal funds accounted for 8.0 percent of the total dollar '
revenues fron all sources for K-12 public education in Nevada. This was : |
very close £0 the.national average (8.1%) and slightly .higher than the |
federal Funding percentages for Utah (6.1%) and California (6.8%) !
Q (Education Daily, May 20, 1982). 33 |
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‘ Utah is much closer to California than to Nevada in it$ propensity
~. to allow only limited local option under state-mandated education
requirements. However, there are marked differences between Utah and -
California in size, demographigs, culture, history, politics, and other
, factors that have produced distinctly different state roles in educational

"improvement and innovation in the two states. Given a.relatively small
population, only 40 school districts, @ remarkably homogenous population,
and‘a culture that has traditionally valued the home, the school, &nd
the church, education in Utah has usually enjoyed respect and attention 0
from its citizens but hardly munificent financial 'support.* - State-level
leadership in the SEA has tended to emphasize statewide planning and-
professional development, to focus public attention and support on a
limited. number of priority areas, and to provide highly responsive

. technical assistance to specific LEA requests. :

While Utah educators share the concern of educators elsewhere about
the impact of cuts in federal funding, they confront even mere pressing -
problems posed by the need to serve rapidly increasing school” populations
with Severely limited state and loca] revenues.** We may anticipate that
Utah will respond to educational. program consolidation at both the state
and Tocal level as an opportunity to define and deal with high-priority
educational problems. A major theme already evident is how to continue
to provide an adequate "quality education" when confronted with increasing
enrol Iments, diminishing per-pupil resources, and increasingly ‘severe losses
of talent among ptofessional staff.

rramework for-the State Effects Studies. Figure 1 illustrates the
general framework that was applied in each of the three state studies and
> in this cross-§tudy’5na]ysis. The framéwork is based on three related foci,
-+ each of which reflects a recent action taken by the federal government in
regard to education: program consolidation, resource cutbacks, and program '
v and redource deregulation. Examination of the effects of these actions can
. be organized around a set of questigns for each:

‘
[

Y Utah is second only to Alaska in the number of school age children per’
100" adults age 21 and over. Public school enrollment K-12 in 1978-79 was
over 98 percent of total K-12 enrollment in the state, and 93 percent of
this enroliment was white non-Hispanic. While Utah educates a third more
students of school age, on the "average, and holds them-in school longer,
. it does so with much less money. Utah's personal income per school child
. is among the lowest in the U.S., and the number of pupils per teacher is

the highest in the U.S. (Walter Talbot, "Utah Education," Utah Schools,
‘February 1982, p. 5). -

** Utah public school enrollment has ‘increased each year for at-least the
past four years in grades K-6 and for the past two years in grades.7-9 as
well. Only grades 10-12 still show declining enrollment. At the same
time that enrollments are increasing, teachers are leaving to take
higher-paying jobs in energy industries~aqd other fields.

i Q r 3‘1
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i FIGURE 1
GENERAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STATE EFFECTS STUDIES -
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® Program consolidation

How are state-level agencies and organizations planning .
for and implementing the consolidation of federal programs? -

>How are state-level agencies and organizations planning
' for and implementing the consolidation of. state programs
’ (it appiicabie)? :

1
e Resource cutbacks

What are the apparent and anticipated effects of cutbacks

in federal resources on statewide educational improvement
efforts? ‘

What are the apparent and anticipated effects of cutbacks

in state resources on statewide educational improvement
efforts? - ' :

How are the apparent and anticipated effects of cutbacks in
¥ Tocal resources available for Tocal educational improvement
efforts affecting state-leve] activities?

e Program and resource deregulation . N
What are the apparent and anticipated effects of federal
deregulation of &ducatiofal programs and resources?

How have state-level agencies responded to’ or taken the

initiq;ive regarding changes in regulation of both federal
and state programs, resources, and regulations?”

Although these questions can be applied to a broad array of '
"ancational areas and programs, in this study they have been brought to
bear on functions that support instructional improvement services to
schools. The primary emphasis was on dissemination and utilization
functions: information services, technical assistange services and

activities, staff development services and programs, “and on other related

support functions.

The aim is'to provide an overview of the effects of consolidation,

cutbacks, and deregulation on these functions as general functions, i.e.,

as they cut across particular educational program or sector ]ines.

However, with /the occasional exception of staff development, these school

improvement stpport ‘functions are seldom considered in the aggregate or
organized withir agencies as separate, identifiable units. Instead,
information services,'staff development activities, and technical
assistance -activities are usually provided within individual programs

(e.g., special education). Thus, in order to construct a picture of each

function in the aggregate and illustrate the overall effects of
consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation, it is necessary to examine
activities related to each function in several program areas. We have

selected four program areas that we believe will allow us to identify the

most salient state effects of both federal and state actions regarding
consolidation, cutbacks, and’ deregulation:

* T .
‘ ' 3 8 4 !
JAFuitext provid: c L] .
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¢ Chapter 2 of the .Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

of 1981: Consolidation of Federal Programs for Elementary and
Secondary Education

® The primary state-supported .school improvement program or project
in each state, if app]igfb1e ~

e Compensatory education programs

~

The federaﬁ]y supported probram--former]y Title I of ESEA
< {1965), now included in the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981 as Chapter 1
State-supported compensétory‘edufé%ion programs, if applicable
¢ Special education programs ~
The federally supported program, P.L. 94-142

Stgte-supported progfams, if applicahle

Chapter 2: Consolidation of Federal Programs for Elementary and

~ Secondary Education. Chapter 2 consolidates 28 education programs

previously authorized under six different education acts, vests basic
responsibility for the administration of Chapter 2 monies in state
education agencies, and vests responsibility for the design and
implementation of local programs assisted under Chapter 2 in local
education agencies. OQur assumption is that the most visible general
changes in each state will be associated with changes in administration
and implementation of programs and activities consolidated in CHapter:2,
primarily because of the number of programs and amount of monies
consolidated. However, we recognize that it-is not feasible to trace
the effects of changes in all 28 program areas. For that reason, and
also because this study is focused on dissemination functions, we have
focused primarily on changes in dissemination and improvement programs
and activities: e.g., Basic Skills Improvement (the former ESEA Title
IT), dissemination programs and projects (the former ESEA Title III),
Educational Improvement Resources and Improvement in Local Education

" Practice (the former ESEA Title IV).

State school improvement programs. As indicated in the introduction,
the effects of federal consolTidation, cutbacks, and deregulation may also
be beflected in improvement programs initiated and supported at the state
level. In the past, a potentially substantial flow of federal resources
into each state ,agency may have aliowed greater slack or discretionary
use of available state-level resources for establishiny and carrying out
stateyide improvement efforts. It is important to identify changes in the
capacity of states to initiate, implement, and maintain state-supported
improvement efforts that stem from changes in federal and state support.

For example, in California, the California School Improvement Program
(CSIP) stands out clearly as the major statewide effort. Thus far, the
combined forces of the California State Assembly and the California State
Department ‘of Education (CSDE) have beep able to maintain direct fiscal
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support for participating. schools and districts, and the CSDE has

maintained both direct and indirect CSDE consultant assistance even. as

the effects of Proposition 13 have reduced educational resources.

Whether (and if so, how) CSIP is continyed will provide considerable a
insight into the changes ih the state's improvement capacity. Candidates

for state-level improvement programs or projects in Utah and Nevada will

be harder to identify. Perhaps the closest analogue to CSIP in Utah are

the School Productivity Projects. We have not identified a state-level
school improvement program in Nevada. T

Compensatory education programs. The major focus here is on the .
effects of changes--primarily fiscal.cytbacks and deregulation--in the |
federally supported program. However, we also wanted to identify the
effects of these changes--again primarily as cutbacks and deregulation--
on existing state-supported programs. Compensatory education for
educationally deprived children in low-ipcome areas (ESEA Title. I) is
the largest single federal education funding program. Although this
program has been left intact under the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act of 1981, Chapter 1 of that act significantly revises key
administrative provisions and regulations.

For example, local education agencies are no longer required to
target Title I resources to educationally disadvantaged students with
the greatest need for assistance; LEAs are required only to assure that
the funds are provided for the general category of educationally
disadvantaged students. One question raised by this change is: What
attempts will be made at the state level to see that students with the
greatest need remain the primary focus of attention? One possible and
permissible state-level action could be for an SEA or state legislature
to set forth binding priorities for the use of Chapter 1 funds as long
as they did not conflict with other provisions of Title I or with other
federal laws. In states, such as California, that have state-supported

- compensatory education programs, the questions are slightly different.
One question could concern the extent to which regulations for the state
program are revised to make them consistent with the federal provisions.

Another could be how they have been revised to make them more flexible
and to permit broader use of funds.

Special education programs. Here, too, we are interested in
identifying changes in programs for special education aiﬁ:oth federal and

state levels. The major focis is on the effects of cha es-~-primarily
deregulation--in the federal P.L. 94-142, Education of t Handicapped.
Although this progeam is not included in ECIA, regu1ati9ns covering

state and local special education are also undergoing revision. Moreover,
these revisions are coming at a time when some SEAs and LEAs are still in
the process of reorganizing their special education programs and resources
to meet the previously imposed federal requirements./ In addition, this
program, perhaps more ‘than any other in recent American education, was
established primarily through the efforts of a grass roots constituency--
the parents of Jandicapped children--and it was often opposed by the
education establtshment at state‘and local levels.

“In contrast, some states--Calfifornia and Utah among them--have
strongly supported improvements in special education and have estahlished
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state-supported programs that predate, and in some aspects supersede, the
federal requirements. Examples of .questions to be raised here are: In
the face of diminished federal resources and regulations, will advances
that have already been made jin special education be slowed or reversed?
Will special education constituencies organize or reorganize at state )
and local levels to encourage or force continuation ofspecial education- .
improvements? In states with state-level special education programs,—:™~
how will resources be organized or redirected tc maintain or continue
improvements already made? Will.such changes significantly inf]uenci the
level bg.ujrection of school improvement support functions directed to.
special education needs? i
| .

Key -issue areas.® The central concerns of this study can be orgapized
around four key issue areas: context issues, activity or action issu?s,
output issues, and outcome issues.

T

Context issues identify and illuminate the background against whjch
specific actions or events take place.within and across states. In
particular, these issues help to make sense of the events and actions
that are currently taking place (or that are likely to take pldce in the |
future) by placing them in the perspective of actions and events that
have already.taken place- and by identifying and- explicating the political,
economic, social, and special-interest forces and actors that appear t
be significant influence3 in shaping the changes that occur.

various school improvement constituencies, strategies, and programg\b come
involved (or fail to become involved) in the planning and implementation
idation, cutbacks, and

Activity or action issues are concerned with identifying where :Ed how

of changes resulting from federal and state consoll
deregulation. The particular focus of these issues is the constituencies,
strategies, and pr&grams associated with the four program areas previously
described and the dissemination and utilization functions that support
those programs. The identification of way$s in which the various
constituencies, strategies, and programs might be better represented in

the planning aqd implementation process is also of interest. In addition,
action issues include past, present, and likely future trends in funding ,
by function and by program. .

Qutput issues are concerned with identifying and describing the
actual, immediate, or current effects of consolidation, cutbacks, and
deregulation on each function and program as well as on the overkll
school improvement capacity within and across the states.. Specifically, -
this means identifying what services have been significantly reduced or
eliminated, hov programs or agency offices have been reorganized to carry
out services and functions, and vhat alternative appgoaches (if "any) have
been or are being instituted to provjde.improvement support.

Qutcome issues are concerned with projected, longer-term effects of
these changes on schools and other educational agencies, such as county
offices. , Due to the short time span of the study, outcome issues will
be considered on two levels: first, in terms of the expectations of our
informants; second, in terms of our own predictions of the effect of these
changes on schools and on other educational agencies that support school
improvement activities.

3
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TABLE 1 <

DATA sougtss FOR STATE EFFECTS STUDIES
N ,

AGENCIES &
ORGANIZATIONS

INFORMANTS

¥
DOCUMENTS -

State Departments of
Education

Deput: Superintendent for
Instrucuion or designate

Heads or deputies of
affected divisions/programs

Manager of Consolidation .
Planning~(if applicable)

Fiscal planning staff

Evé]dﬁtion‘staff

Consolidation plans

- for federal consoli-
dation . -,

- fqr state consolida-
tion (if any)

SDE guidelinds/regula-

tions for consoltdation

(federal and state)
<

SDE newsletters

SDE memo$

SDE press releases

SDE budgets

State Boards of
Education

State Séhool Board

Executive, P}esident, or .

.designate °

Policy statements

Extracts of miﬁutes of
board meetings

Press releases, reports

State Legislatures

Education Committee aides/
analysts (CA)

Education Committee members
(UT, Nv) :

Legislative research office
staff

*

Summaries of relevant
legislation, past and
present

Summaries of legislation
that failed but may be
“resurrected" as model

State budgets~-education
related

Governors' Offices

Education specialist(s)/
advisor(s)

Policy analyses,
position papers
Press releases

Educational

Associations, e g.:

- State Teachers
Association )

- State Superinten-
dents' Association

‘ - State Principals’

Q Association

ERIC|

Association Officers

Associatiop Executive
Directors

Association legislative
staff (if any)

di}

Newsletters

Legislativ; analyses
Position , pers e
Agenda, reports of

relevant workshops,
meetings

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
. d g -
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Y« .. Approach. Invéstigative field work (Murphy, 1980) provides the
‘model for thé& research dpproach used for both Tasks 1 and 2. Instead of
remaining onsite for extended periods of time, researchers visited
relevant organizatidns and conducted- intensive interviews, observed the
organizations and environments visited, and collected relevant written:
-documentation. The basic procedu es and strategies for preparing the
study design, collecting and analyzing data, and preparing and reviewing

reports for Tasks 1 and 2 were aljmost identicals The data sources .for
the State Effects Studies are 1isted in Table 1. . o

Descr1ption of the Staff Deve1opmént [ffects Studies

AN

Introdiiction. The purpdse of the staff development effects,stud1es
is to determine the effectis of grant consol}dation and- fiscal cutbacks
on state, intermediate, a 1oca1'educat1o agency capacities and | -
relationships in the.spetific secton .of staff development. The State’
Effects Studies accomplished in Task 1 focus on the big picture of

. state-level planning and implementation and on the ggneral implications
for statewide school. improvement activities. Task 2 is a companion -
effort that traces the fallout effects on staff development programs as
seen at the state, intermediate, apd loc4l Tevels. "For thefpurposes of
this study, staff development 'is defined as "a process designed to foster

N persdba] .and professiona grohth for individuals . . . having as its
ultimate aim better learning for students and continuous responsive
sle-renewa] for reducators and schools" (Dillon-Peterson, 1981, p. 3)

)

A deliberate overlap exists between Task 1 and Task 2. Task 1 looks
at’ state-level knowledge dissemination and utilization functions, including
«technical assistance, staff development, and information dissemination in
several priority program areas. Task-2 collects detailed.data “from
state-level informant about "the staff development sector in order to
. trace the impact of.retrenchmint, consolidation, and déregulation on
. inservice education activitie s“'relationships, and programs from the
state level through the intérmgliiate 1evel to the ‘ocal school district
and bgilding levels. s

- - The context for staff development. Current conditions in educational
. organizations underscore the need for staff development activities at all
o levels. State, intermediate, and local education agencies are struggling
to maintain programs ang services. In the process, they are reassigning .
senior staff and la off employees who have less seniority. There are
. few vacancies- in sc%oo?s This reduces, the need for a large pool of —
recent ‘graduates from colleges cf: education. An older teaching force
sfaced with .increased.probability of staff reassignment, then, points to
a potentially substantial demand for 1hserv1ce--not preservice--educationr
, " for-‘teachers. As retrenchment continues,' staff development will become
; : even more crucial for maintaining program qua ity and professiona]
:

preparedness.

J " Furthermore, the present climate seems to discourage personal
' excellence among educators. The professional growth of educators is a
low public priority. Apprehensive about the evaluation of their
performance, many teachers bgcome protective and defensive rather than

41

‘@

L4

Pecdd




growth-oriented Psychological and physical iselation characterizes
their professignal existence and hinders their opportunities to learn
from each other. Few formal rewards acknowledge excellence in school
teaching or administg?tion (Di11on-Peterson,31981,' pp. 1-10).

-Against .this backdrop of uncertainty, lack of public confideice, .
and low morale, staff development efforts also provide a megns for dealing
with staff perceptions and evaluations of professional competence and
self-worth." In order to improve schools--even to maintain the existing
level of quality--inservice education seems essential. Yet, such ..
programs are in jeopardy. As state; intermediate, and lecal educators
redefine their priorities in the face of consolidation and fiscal
cutbacks, the future of staff deva}opment remains “uncertain.

. Fallout in the FWL service region. The context in which educators
presently find themsélves is predominantly influenced by three factorse

. @ weak national economy, shortfalls in state and Tocal tax revenues, and
changing enrollments. These conditions are forcing reductions.in
educational services and programs, at various levels in the educational
community. How are local education agencies cutting costs and aperating
programs with restricted budgets? They are: .

® consolidating and closing schools
e eliminat¥ng or coordinating programs
¢ reorganizing grade levels
o cutting teacher, administrator, and instructional
specialist positions '
(] ﬁeassigning teachers tq areas in which they.may have
* Tlittle or no experience (Roth, 1981, pp. 43-48).

California schools have faced retregchment precipitated by a variety
of fiscal difficulties since the early 1970's.- Declining enrollments have
reduced state aid. The Serrano decision to equalize per-pupil spending
réduced funds available to some districts. Inflation eroded the buying ™
powpr of school funding. Proposition 13 severely gprtai]ed the capacity
of local education authorities to generate revenue$ from property taxes.

Recent Stanford University research sponsored by the Spencer !
Foundation studied the effect of retrenchment on high schoods in Northern
California. It uncovered the following typical responses to fiscal
cutbacks and uncertiinty:

® Schools were consolidated.
% Teachers were laid off.
- 0 Administration and central office positions were eliminated. %§3§

o Curriculum service and instructional support staff were reassigned
to teaching positions.

&

¢ The school day was reduced so that stdff needs could be pared

prgggz:;ona]]y.
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¢ Programs were .modified or eliminateﬁ-wesﬁéc1a1ly elect ive,
remedial, and advanced placement-courses.

i

] Teacher aides were not.rehired. Lo ' ;
e Maintenance of schbol facilities wa% cut back.

e "Frill" programs, such as ext}acurricular activities, staff
development, and- audiovisual, services, were reduced .or eliminated.

o Team teaching was instituted to serve students in multiple grades.

Generally, schools have responded tb\;étrenchment in ways that can be
characterized as passive and reactive. ﬁhay have accepted budget cuts
without trying.to prevent them or defending the quality of education.
Administrators and teachers seem unprepared for periodic decline, not
having been trained to handle negative growth. They are under attack for
low productivity, as evidenced by dec]iding test scores and rising
discipline -problems, yet they are expected to produce better results with
fewer resources. Educators are in a double bind. If they work. harder and

.do more with less, they will confirm the suspicions of those who believe
. that there is substantial waste in public agencies. However, if educators

allow the downward spiral to continue, public criticism is bound to
continue (Robinson and others, 1981, pp. 49-65).

In 1981, Educational Dissemination §tudies Program staff conducted
informal interviews to identify current trends and develop future.
predictions for education in the Far West Laboratory service region. We
wanted to obtain a preliminary view of fhe effect of retrenchment on
local, intermediate, and state educational programs and policies. The

" “implications for staff development are{numerous:

o There was confusion and confiict over whether leadership in staff
development should come from the SEA or from county offices. Both
agencies emphasized that s c¢h services to school districts were an
essential part of their ‘overall program.

<

¢ State-supported county offices were facing a serious cut in funding
for the 1981-82 school year. Some county offices were having to
absorb a 25 percent reduction, and they had no fiscal reserves.
This necessitated a rap?d redefinition of roles and priorities,

o One county office in Ca{ifornia adopted an entrepreneurial tactic
for obtaining additional funds by marketing its workshops and
staff development programs to any organization on the’West Coast
willing to pay for those|services. Another more solvent county
of fice added a program planning and evaluation coordinator to its
staff because it recognized the increased need for such services
among local districts at a time of retrenchment. ?

¢ A budget analyst for the ¢a1ifqrnia State Assembly visited LEAs
and county offices to ask what their reaction would be if state
monies traditionally allocated to county offices for staff
development were given dinectly to districts to use at their

| - 493
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own discretion. " Needless to say, most LEAs were in favor of such
action, while county office staff predicted that the resulting
competition among public and private organizations and consultants
to provide staff development services to sghools would be fierce.

¢ Assembly Bi11 777, signed into law by Governor Brown in June 1981,
contains a School-Based Program Coordination Act that may
significantly change the design and operation of school programs.
This voluntary program enables districts to coordinate the
categorical funds that they receive from the state and focuses the
authority to exergise this coordination at'the school building level.
Under the law, a School Site Council develo s.a Coordinated School-
Based Prdgram Plan for approval by the local and state boards of
education. -

¢ Local education agencies are challenged to do more with 1eSs.
Staff development is one of the supnort services that appears to
have suffered during the current retrenchment. Administrators,
central office staff, and subject area specialists are being
reassigned hecause their positions have been eliminated. There
are few if any individuals left in district offices who have the

expertise, time, and resources to provide inservice education for
staff. ’

@ Nevertheless, staff development is 1ikely to remain a useful, if
not indispensable, strategy for making more.effective use of
school personnel throughout the 1980's. Secondary-level
administrator training was chosen by both the Nevada and Utah Far
West Laboratory Advisory Committees as the area in which they
most wanted assistance from the FW. Regional Service Program.

The FWL Regional Service Program is now working with state and
lTocal educators in both states, providing programs of training
for secondary school administrators.

Research gquestions. Task 2 describes the outputs and effects of
deregulation, consolidation, and cutbacks on state, intermediate, and
local support for staff ’~velopment efforts in some detail. The intent -
~ is"to~describe the fallout from changes in federal and state educational
policy. Because Tasks 1 and 2 are interrelated, the research questions

guiding both studies are similar. Task 2 focuses on the following
questions:. '

¢ How have federal and state grant consolidation influenced
staff development efforts and program configurations at
the state, intermediate, and local levels?

¢ How have federal, state, and local funding cutbacks affected

staff development policies, priorities, and programs at the
state, intermediate, and local levels?

¢ How have federal deregulation and corresponding state
responses affected staff development evaluation and

aCcountability at the state, intermediate, and local
levels?
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e How have planning and implementation of staff development for
schools or instructional improvement at state, intermediate, ‘

and local levels responded to consolidation, retrenchment, and
deregulation? .

® What-key individuals or groups influence staff development
activities at the three levels, and what are the results of
their involvement? What, if anything, are they doing in
response to consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation?

o What pattern .as funding for staff development followed over
the-past thi.e to five years at all three levels, and do these

fiscal trends point to a probable future staff development
scenario? .
F

¢ What are the existinb and expected effects of consolidation,
cutbacks, and-deregulation on the capacity of state,

intermediate, and local education agencies to provide staff
development services?

o What are the likely staff development outcomes resuiting from
state, intermediate, and local responses to altered educatioml '
policies? R _

¢ What short-term and long-range impact 'will these outcomes have

on educational quality, instruction, and school improvement? o

‘ Study design. Task 2 :provides descriptions and analyses of the effect

. of consolidation, ,cutbacks, and deregulation on staff development efforts

supporting instryiction improvement-oriented services to schools. Educators
at three organizational levels were interviewed according to the following
pattern: : .

@ SEA administrators and consultants working on staff development
activitjes in California, Nevada, and Utah

o administrators and‘consultants from four ‘county offices in
California

¢ building-level and central office staff from three LEAs in

California, one associated with each of three county offices
included”in the study

o central office staff and building-level principals ‘and teachers
from three LEAs in Neyada and three LEAs in Utah .

Because Nevada does not have intermediate service agencies, Task 2
has been able to document and analyze staff development activities in this
state only at the state and local levels. Utah does have four small
regional centaers that pgpvide some services to smaller districts in the
state. For California, tie situation is far more complex. Agencies at
all three levels tend to remain quite active. They have had to be

responsive to state-sponsored fiscal and programmatic reforms while
retaining their own priorities.

11
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" The intermediate and ]6&a1 agencies were selected by using three o \\
general sets of criteria: - )

AJ

N demographic characteristics, such as size, wealth, location,
and student ethnicity

¢ commitment to an ongoing, long-term staff development effort

o accessibility of resources (human, material, and financial)
for_staff development .
Two waves of data collection were planned. The first wave of on-site
visits and interviews was eonducted inp spring 1982. At that time,
preliminary data were collectéd. Interview notes, observation reports,
and archival documentation .obtained onsite contributed to the interim
report, which was critiqued by outside reviewers. The second phase of
data collection occured in September and Octobers1982. State education
agencies in all three states again were visited, and staff of intermedfate
and lccal agencies' were interviewed by telephone. This second wave of
data collection provided an opportunity to fill in gaps or to make changes.
suggested by the critiques anc¢ to update reported activities Just prior
to preparation of this final report.

‘

AQ?roach. Investigative field work (Murphy, 1980) also provides the
data collection approach for Task 2. Researchers visited state-level

5 organizations, county of fices, and local district offices and schools

and interviewed individuals, observed the organizdtions and environments
visited, and collected relevant written documentation. A number of people
at the state, county office, and Jocal.levels were interviewed during

- both waves of data collection. L

State-level informants include:

SEA staff primarily responsible for staff development
__leadership and service delivery «
o members of the state boards of education or their

administrative staff :

¢ education committee members of the state legislatures or

their aides .
executives or staff of state professional education

associations . . .
educational journalists /S
special-interest group spokespersons
state leaders in staff development.

L}

County office informaﬁts include:
w3

. %@ superintendents and assistant superintendents of schools
® consultants providing staff devel opment services
@ coordinators of consortia or other efforts specifically
focused on staff devel opment. .




1-38

\ * E
. 9 . )

Local educatioh agency informants 1nc1ude:

o district superintendents and assistant superintendents ,
o central office staff responsible for or involved in
staff deyelopment services :
® district representatives of teacher unions
e principals and assistant principals ‘
] facu?ty members. . .

This final report is in four parts. The other three volumes--

ar

School Improvement in California, b& carolyn Cates

. School Improvement in Nevada, by wil1iam‘Hering

" School Improvement in Utah, by Sue McKibbin o

-~contain detailed 1nformation, including small case studies of local and
intermediate agencies, describing current conditions, planning activities, -
and probable impacts of cutbacks, consolidation, and dereguiation on

', State, intermediate, and local education agencies in each state.

‘ This present volume, Research’and Schiool Improvement in the Far Hest,
focuses on the following t0pics

€ o ©

. ~% key findings for each state
o cross-state analysis of state and local perspégtives
4

8 cross-state analysis of staff development effects o

and school improvement .

o the future fors educational R&D, dissemination, and

;

X - e implications for educational R&D, dissemination, ~ m
school improvement in the Far West. =T 1

f;;P;ng chapters. 1

Each of these topics is summarized in the fol

<
’%}




KEY FINDINGS FOR EACH STATE

L]

Summary of Findings in C$1ifornia

State and local tontexts:s The state of California has 1,042e]0cal
school districts and 58 county offices of education. With 4.5 million
students in more than 7,400 schools, California has the 1argest public
school .population in the nation. .For many years, California's public
school system was regarded as one of the best. Now, there is growing
concern that this system is- deteriorating, as a result of reductions in
financial support and.inflation. Between 1974-75 arnd 1981-82, per capita .
income in California increased 115 percent, state expenditures increased
178 percent, and hedlth and welfare expenditures increased 225 percent.
In contrast, state expenditures on elementary and secondary education
increased only 83 percent.

There are many reasons for this reduction in the level of suppdrt for
public education. Before Proposition 13 was passed in.1978, more than
50 percent of the support for K-12 education came from local revenues.
After passage of Proposition 13, that level dropped to about 20 percent,
and state 'support rose from 40 percent to 68 percent. Thus, state
expenditures for, education have become increasingly important. In June
1982, California voters approved.three more initiatives that are expected
to reduce state general fund revenues by jnore than $2 billion in the next
three years. Further, when thé 1982-83 state budget was passed in June,
less than a 1 percent cost-0f-1iving adjustment was included for ‘direct
general aid ‘to school districts. Even that small increase may be eliminated
and further cuts may be made as legislators attempt to ward off the
regularly projected increases in the state deficit. It.is understandable,
then, that California educators are concerned about the future of public
education in their state. Although some maintain an optimistic outlook,
most of those whom we have dnterviewed reveal concern, frustration, or
anger. It is perhaps remarkable that so many of the agencies and groups
that we visited and the people whom we interviewed preserve an active
interest in the search for ways to improve their programs. {alifornia
education is suffering from lack of support. The effects of state cutbacks
and consolidation are now exacerbated by federal actions. The most
important factor affecting education in both state and local contexts
may well be this general reduction in financial support.

< ‘

"State planning for and response to ECIA Chapter 2. In February 1982,
Governor Brown appointed the 32-member state Chapter 2 advisory committee.
Advisory committee members met for a total of nine days to determine the
LEA allocation formula and to make recommendations for use of the
California State Department of Education (CSDE) portion of Chaptar 2
funds. After hearing and discussing many proposals, they agreed that
80 percent of the the ECIA Chapter 2 funds should be allocated to local
education agencies, that no LEA Should receive less than $2,500, and that
the allocation formula should provide ‘two-year phaseout. funding for
Emergency School:Aid Act (ESAAE programs and for programs operated by
" county offices of education.

v

In 1980-81, California education agencies received a total of
$90 million from categorical programs now consolidated in Chapter 2.
In 1982-83, California is receiving $42 million in ECIA Chapter 2 funds.
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After the state Assembly budget committee made chinges in the
Advisory Committee's recommendations, $33.8 million (80.5%) of the total
goes to LEAs. OFf the $8.2 million (19.5%) allocated to state urposes,
$200,000 was earmarked specifically for the Constitutional Rights
Foundation-(a private group that received federal funds in the -past),
$220,000 wi11 be used for committée and boar meetings, $300,000 will
provide partial support to federal teachers' ‘centers for one year, $1.3
million will support local participation minigrants. The remaining $6.18
million was allocated for CSDE K-12 activities.

The CSDE portion will be used for eight programs: improving academic
curriculum; youth employment; improving school climate; parent involvement;
community education; assessment, research, and evaluation; management
assistance; and state administration.

Local response to ECIA Chapter 2. The $33.6 million expected for
LEAs and county offices will have different consequences. Among the school
districts, I3 percent will lose more than.one third af the funds that
they received in the previous year; 10-percent will lose less than one
third. The remaining 77 percent will gain funds, but 34 percent.will
receive only the minimum allocation, $2,500. There will be a few big
losers and no big winners. Districts that stand to lose the most include
large urban districts with high concentrations of minority students.

Weé do not yet know how all districts will spend their Chapter 2 money, °
whether it is less’or more than they received in the -past. Given the
context of general reductions in funding, it would not be surprising if
few districts attempted to develop new programs. We do know that many
districts will attempt to maintain existing programs that were supported
in the past with funding from categorical programs. Strong staff
development programs, for example, usually will be continued. Programs
intended to increase the achievement of minority populations wil probably
continue under the educational improvement and basic skills programs
authorized. by ECIA Chapter 2.

Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls on funding for other
education programs. Generally, the trend in California districts has been
to minimize reorganization. State-lével response is typified by the 1981
School-Based Program Coordination Act (AB 777), which gives districts
increased flexibility in implementing requirements of the California
Education Code. Districts can request waivers for almost,any program, so
long as students' educational needs are met, state costs.are not increased,
and certain rights are not violated. The same legjslation allows schools
to coordinate categorical funds in order to conduct a single schoolwide
program. It is anticipated that there will be many requests to parallel
submission of revised plans for the school improvement program and plans
required for ECIA Chapters 1 and 2.

Special education programs have also been affected by revenue
reductions. When the California Master Plan for Special Education was
approved by the legislature in 1980, the provisions intended to assist
districts in me?ting their new obligations were not fully funded. By
April 1981, California faced a $117 million deficit in special education
funding. .The legislature has responded by reducing state fiscal
responsibility. It also relaxed the requirements for services of classroom
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‘virtual absence of slack resources. Innovation in program reorganiztion

- as-part of the e
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aides, allowed larger classes, and cut the number of state-level special
education specialists. These moves, combined with the fiscal difficulties
resulting from reduced ECIA Chapter 1 funds, will continue to create

problems for California schools. )

Impact of consotidation, cutbacks, and .deregulation on program
organization. Generally, the trend in California districts has been to
minimize reéorganizaticn. State-level response is typified by the 1981
School-Based Program Coordination Act (AB 777), which allows districts
‘increased flexibility in implementing requirements of the California
Education Code. Districts can request waivers for almost any program, so
long :as students' educational needs are met, state costs are not-increased, -
and certain rights are not violated. Schools are also allowed to

coordinate categorical funds in order to conduct a ‘single schoolwide
programs. . -

Most requests for waivers have been motivated by fiscal concerns
raised by such things as summer schoolelunch programs.and driver education
programs. It is anticip§ted that there will be many requests to parallel .
submission of revised plans for the School Improvement Program and. plans

required for ECIA Chapter¥ 1 and 2.
|

There have been few &hanQES in staff role assignments or programmatic . R
emphases. Business is proceeding as usual, despite uncertainty and the.,. R

has not been d major thrust, except in the areas of productivity and quality.
control. ‘ . '

Trends in staff develooment. California has a'histdry of state-level
support for staff developme:: activities. The state-supported School
Resource Centers: and Professional Development and Program Improvement

Centers (PDPICs) provide good examples. Although support for these centers
will not continue in the same form as “in the past, there are indic#tions -

_ that staff development will continue to be supported at all levels.

For example, the ECIA Chapter 2 advisory committee approved the CSDE's
state purposes plan, which included two important: staff development | i A
components. The committee also approved the setting aside of $300,000 of
the state purposes portion of Chapter 2 funds to support federal teachers'
centers for one year while they seek other funding. Local districts will

-use some of their Chapter 2 money to support six of these seven centers.

Finally, existin? School Resource Centers and PDPICs will be consolidated
ementary and secondary education initiative in the .

governor's Investment in. People program, which creates 15 regional Teacher

Education and Computer (TEC) centers. County offices are participating

in the design and implementation of these centers, which will provide

staff development opportunities.

Jt seems clear that staff development will continue-to receive
support, ®especially when it is linked with specific program improvement
activities. However, it also seems certain that generic or general staff
development activities, especially new efforts, w?]] be ‘uncommon. These

gglgtbe seen as "frills" that can be cut back or cut out as budgets get 1
ghter.
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Summary of Findings in Nevada )

Y

State_and local contexts. The 17 Nevada school districts are in
frequent contact with each other and with the Nevada Department of .
Education (NDE). This informal networking characterizes the spirit of
cooperation found throughdut the state. The two largest districts enroll
80 percent of Nevada's students; these two districts and the Nevada
Department of-Education are.viewed as important resources by the 15
smaller districts.

School djstrict budgets are lean. There is very little money to
invest in innovative  programs. Because the state revenue base has been
reduced, state aid to school districts will not jincrease to account for
the effects of inflation. Districts have been asked to prepare contingency
plans for a reduction of 3.5 percent in 1982-83; further reductions are
anticipated in, the fo}lowing year. Most-districts are experiencing growth,
although at a much lower rate than in previous years. As the size and
number of classes in a district. increase, district administrators, school
principals, and classroom teachers are placed under further strain.

With the exception of their ECIA ChaptEr 2 funds, Nevada districts do not
have the luxury of planning and implementing innovative programs.

State planning for and respgnse~tb ECIA Chapter 2. Few problems were
encountered in implementing Chapter 2 guidelines, despite their ambiguity
and the. confusion that the deregulatory intent of the law could have
caused. The block grant advisory committee required by law met twice.
Its members were quick to reach a consensus both.on the LEA allocation
formula and on the state agency's share, of Chapter 2 funds. The process
of. developing, distributing, comp]etﬂngL and returning the application
form for Chapter 2. funds was completed Speedily-~by Jure 30, 1982, AN
interested parties--the blqck grant advisory committee, NDE staff, the
State Board of Education, and distriét staff--worked vell together..

3

The Nevada Department of Education|will receive the full 20- percent of
state ECIA Chapter 2 funds allowable under law. However, the actual dollar
amount represents a 40 percent cut from the level received {n the previous
year for the programs that have been cobsolidated. State agency staff
will use this money to continue activiq es in five areas: administration,
basic skills support, support for statewide testing and proficiency
programs, communication between educatgrs and the public, and dissemination.
The Nevada Department of Education has been preparing for reductions
since 1977, and it does not expect to terminate any staff. However, it
will be necessary for the NDE to do leéss in nearly every area.

Local response to ECIA Chaptér 2, Statewide, schoal districts stand
to gain from ECIA Chapter 2. LEAs will receive in excess of $600,000 -
more under Chapter 2 than they receiyed from the programs included in
Chapter 2. Two districts will receive less; 15 will receive more.
NevertheTess, the gains are relativély small. In most cases, the amount
of new funding available to individual districts through Chapter 2 .is -
simply not enough to have a great deal of impact.

An analysis of Chapter 2 applications indicates that a1m6§t all
districts will use these funds fqr the purposes specified in Subchapter B,
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"Educational Improvement and Support Services." Many districts propose

to use their Chapter 2 money to support and extend existing programs. Some
of these programs are staff development efforts. Given an environment

in which they ‘are being asked to do more with less, it is not surprising
that few Nevada school districts will use their Chapter 2 allocation to try
something new. However, these funds do allow districts to support programs
that they would otherwise have to abandon. .

Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls on funding for other
education programs. Most Nevada istricts w receive less tunds under
ECIA Chapter 1 (formerly ESEA Title I. The effect of this shortfall is .
aggravated by the fact that inflation has reduced the capacity of districts

to continue some programs and retain some staff. The Nevada Department

<

of Education will also suffer a reduction in support for all but two T
Title I activities. The NDE will de-emphasize its monitoring role for
these programs. - 3 . e

Because state support for the NDE has not kept pace with inflation
and because the level of support is expected to be reduced by 10 percent,
the agency has not been able to provide full staffing. Fourteen authorized
positions are unfilled. "There will be "fewer consultants, less travel, and
a general reduction in support for programs,

“ -

Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregu:gtion on_program
organization. Despite cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation, the
general ‘trend has been to minimize reorganization. Nevada's local education
agencies have not yet experienced significant shifts in staff assignments
or -programmatic emphases. Business is proceeding as usual, notwithstanding
the uncertainty and the virtual_absence of slack resources. Innovation
is not a major thrust, except ik the area of productivity. However the =~ - -
effect of ECIA on’the Nevada Department of Education has been:far more )
pronouncéd. A reorganization that clearly mirrors the shift in federal
role and funding levels has already been accomplished. )

Trends in staff development. In the districts, staff development
tends to be related to specific projects or instructional thrusts.
Numerous districts are using some of their Chapter 2 allocation to support
such staff development activities. Other districts see staff development
in more generic terms; such districts will use their Chapter 2 monies to
support individualized inservice activities, to maintain an existing *
teachers’ center, or to establish a ‘new professional development center. ‘
In most cases, however, staff development will suffer, because districts
have less money for faculty released time, travel expenses, college course -
tuition reﬁmbursement, and outside consultants. Staff development may
be one of the "fril1s" that is cl% back or cut out, as budgets'ggt,tighter.
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Summary of Findings in Utah : .

) State and local contexts. The Utah State Office of Education has i
invested the past twenty years in developing strong bonds of informal ,

sharing and networking with the 40 school districts in the state. The

tendency is fOfagggglg/te’havg long tenure as school administrators and

State Office staffi— This has nurtured high levels of trust, communication,

and understanding among educational decision makers throughout the state.

The new State Superintendent of Public Instruction, the former / '

superintendent of one of Utah's more innovative districts, promises to '
continue this tradition. .

The state is experiencing unusual growth due to & high’ birth rate
and some in-migration. These factors, ccmbined with' a lower average age
and larger family size than exist nationally, have created a critical
statewide need for expanded school facilities. Because the state lacks
funds to undertake a massive building program, the legislature has- -
encouraged districts to undertake productivity projects. Two districts
are now experimenting with alternative ways to serve more students in

exiiting facilities with existing staff without decreasing educational
quality. .

School district budgets are lean. There is very little organizational
or financial slack to invest in curricular innovation. As the size and
number of classes in a district increase, district administrators, school
principals, and classroom teachers are placed under further strain. Few
if any school districts have the luxury of planning and implementing
innovative programs. Expanding without sacrificing quality becomes the
focus of districtwide efforts. Co

State planning for and respgnse to ECIA Chapter 2. Implementaticn
of Chapter 2 guidelines went smoothly in Utah. The block grant advisory
committee worked well with State Office staff and the State Board of
Education. The Chapter 2 application form was distributed, completed by .
districts, and returned by June 30, 1982. A collegial working relationship
existed throughout’ the process, which enabled everyone involved to “reduce
the unnecessary effort that federal ambiguity and confusion over
deregulation guidelines might have caused..

The State Offica will use its ECIA Chapter 2 allocation to $upport
eight priority programs selected by the State Superintendent and the State
Board of Bducation. Combining~Chapter 2 funds with mineral 7ease monies
and some carry-over funds provides the resources necessary to suppoirt the
priorities on a statewide basis. Extensive planning and proposal e
development by State Office staff preceded the selection of prioritids.

‘A high level of interest and activity will most likely continue throujhout
the 1982-83 school year. State Office use of Chapter 2 monies to mobilize
state leadership capabilities in support of specific priorities, rather
than simply to maintain existing staff positﬁggs, is exceptional and

_deserves commendation.

Local response to ECIa Chapter 2. As in Nevada, most school districts
in Utah stand to gain more from ECIA Chapter 2 thap they will lose. Almost
$1.2 million more is allocated to LEAs under Chapter 2 than the individual
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districts received under the separate programs consolidated by that

legislation. Seven districts will lose mone to Chapter 2, but 33 others

will receive rore. However, their gains will be relatively small. In most :
cases, the amount of new fikiding available under Chapter 2 will not be '

enough to have much impact.® What is .more, some of the more- entrepreneurial
districts will lose a great deal of the federal assistance that they

obtained in the past from competitive categorical programs 1qc1uded in the
block grant. ' . .

Analysis of LEA Chapter 2 applications indicates that almost all
districts are allocating some of their Chapter 2 money for instructional
materials and equipment. Many are alse supporting inservice and staff
deveTopment activities with these deregulated monies. Other special
efforts that districts named were gifted and talented, basic skills,

career education, and community education. N ?

R

. Less than one third of the applicants plan to use Chapter 2 money
td\gpart something new in the district. Given an environment in which
they are being”asked to do more with less, it is not surprising that few
school districts in Utah will use their Chapter 2 allocations to try
something new--or even to perpetuate existing special services or
innovative programs. Deregulated Chapter 2 monies offer a modicum of
supplementary assistance that can alleviate gaps in the general fund.

Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls in funding for
other education programs. For the past three years, ESEA Title I (ngw °
" ECIA Chapter I) Eas absorbed federal fukding cutbacks. The effect of,

this shortfall has been aggravated by the-fact ‘that threats of even :
larger cuts and last-minute decisions about funding levels reduce the
capacity of schools to maintain continuity of students, staff, and
programs. Every. district that we visited had absorbed significant
reductions in Title I funding over the past ‘three years. Coupled with
the effects of inflation, these reductions-haye curtailed the districts'
ability to provide compensatory education services. Staff have been
eliminated; funds for travel, supplies, and indirect costs have been

cut; and some former Title I sthools are no longer being serveds  The
State Office has lost one half-time Title I consultant, and, because ‘
of deregulation, it is de-emphasizing its monitoring role and increasing
the time that it spends on quality issues. :

Because legislative support for the State Office has not kept pace
with inflation, the agency has not beentab]glﬁo give staff the raises
that they deserve. Furthermore, some specialist positions have been
eliminated; because inflation has reduced the buying power of state
allocations for staff. With the new. emphasis on selected state priorities,
however, there is hope that remaining staff will be able to provide the
most effective leadership and programmatic support possible.

Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and derequlation on rogram
organization. ~As elsewhere, the general tendency in Htah's loecal education
agencies has been'to make as few changes as possible. Despite -utbacks,
consolidation, and deregulation, the State Office has lost little staff,
and evéry effort is. being made to maintain existing progrdms and services.
However, the State 0ffice of Education wa$ reorganized shortly after ‘the
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new State Superintendent of Publ¥c Instruction took office in summer
1982. As in.Nevada, it appears that the reorganization responds, at
least in part, to changed federal policies and levels of funding for
State Office activities. 1In Utah ifnovative effarts-are focused on
prgductiVity.,

Trends in staff development. The State Officé has established
itself as a key provider of educational professional development in
Utah. . District staff commented frequently that state agency consultants
had never turned down a request for assistance. State specialists in
many programmatic and curricular areas visit the 40 districts to conduct
workshops, provide on-site consultation, and offer their support in
other ways. Because some of these, specialist positions have been
eliminated, districts have lost a vaiuable source of information and
“fnservice educat1on.

s Staff development in "the districts tends to be related to specific

- projects and instructional thrusts. Numerous districts are using some

of their Chapter 2 allocation to support these staff development
activities. Others see staff development in more generic terms and
plan to use their Chapter 2 monies to support individualized inservice
activities, to maintain‘an existing teachers' center, or to establish a
new teachers' center. In most cases, however, staff development will
suffer, because districts have less money for faculty released time,
travel expenses, college course tuition reimbursement, and outside
consu]tants._ Staff development may be one of the “"frills" that is cut
back or cut out as budgets get tighter.
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CROSS-STATE ANALYSIS: STATE AND LOC}L PERSPECTIVES ¢

» Although there are massive differences among California, Nevada, and
Utah in size, composition of population, and many social, economic, and
political dimensions (Hood, 1981), there is one’' profound similarity for
education: The public schools in all three states are confronting major
financial problems. With rare exceptions, local funding for schools has
not been agle to offset the effects of cutbacks in state and federal
funding for education. Although education has received considerable
attention and fiscal support in all three states, state support has not
kept pace with inflation. Now, with the economy both of the nation and
of the Westédrn states entering the second year of no growth or actual
recession, state and local tax revenues are insufficient to meet all
educational and other social demands. Mhen these shortfalls are coupled
with severe cutbacks in federal education funding, the overall picture
is generally grim. Many educational agencies at state, intermediate,
and local levels aré cutting staff, services, and programs in order to
stay within budget 1imits. In general, the emphasis has been placed on
maintaining basic educational services at the cost of reducing or
eliminating discretionary programs. The net effect has been to reduce,
sometimes severely, the capacity of educational agencies at all Jevels
to undertake or continve innovative programs or to support many aspects
of "knowledge utilization" (e.g., through provision of inservice training,
fechgjca] assistance, consulting, travel money for attendance at
professional meetings, curriculum materials centers, informgtion services).
Federal cutbacks have been felt most severely by three clasSes of agencies:
state education agencies (SEAs), "entrepreneurial” intermediate agencies,
and large urban local education agencies.*

State education agencies. Federal cutbacks have hurt all three SEAs,
mainly because a Targe portion of their staff is supported by federal
funding. The combination of federal cuts coupled with the -fnability of
state' legislatures to increase state funding to SEAs so as to offset
federal cuts means that each SEA may be forced to make staff reductions.
These cuts may be deep enough that they cannot be managed b normal
attrition and retirements. . Reductions in force may be required,
with attendant "bumping" or “challenging" of positions, reassignment,
consolidation of positions, and. so forth. Adding to the uncertainty

¢

*Institutions of higher education--particularly schools, colleges, and
departments of education (SCDEs)--~have also been affected by reductions
in.federal and state funding. The largest effect for most SCDEs is the
result of declining enrollment. This has now been exacerbated by cuts

in federal student aid. Cuts in funding for educational and social
research and in some federal categorical programs, such as Teacher Corps,
have also had some effects. But, with a few exceptions, attrition in

SCDE staff has not been as great as it has in the three classes of agencies
named in the text.




\

( among SEA staff is ‘the prospect that further cuts may be required over
the next couple years that may affect Both SEAs and LEAs.*

. }

County offices. The 62 intermediate units in the region (58 county
offices in California; four regional centers in Utah; no intermediate ,
units in Nevada) depend on & mix of fdderal, state, and local funds. The
intermediate units in both California/and Utah are facing severe
difficulties in maintaining staff and programs, especially outside their
traditional service areas (e.g., special education, instructicnal materials,
computer services). The more entreprtpeurial county offices in California

that competed successfully for categq ical funds are particularly
) threatened.** . /

Local educational agencies. The 1,099 school districts in California,
Nevada, and Utah show tremendous diversity. Ranging from the massive
Los Angeles Unified School District, which has an enrollment exceeding
500,000, to more than one hundred districts in California that have

. enroliments of Tess than 100, these 1,099 districts provide education
for approximately 5 million students in grades K-12. Some LEAs are
lTocated in areas where the population density exceeds 1,000 persons per
square mile, while othiers are located in areas where the density is less
than two or three persons per square mile. In some districts, the white
non-Hispanic student population exceeds 99 percent. In others, Hispanic
students are in the majority. In some large urban LEAs, particularly
in Southern California and in the San Francisco Bay Area, there is great

4

* The large state surplus that the California legislature had used to
' fund schools was exhausted in 1982. The 1983 state budget provides for
a less than 1 percent cost-of-living adjustment for schools. Decreased
~state tax revenues in 1982 and an uncertain economy suggest that there
may be even less state aid for schools in 1983. The Nevada legislature
_ operates.on a biennial budget. The 1982-83 state education budget was
set last year,-but the'legisiature's. Interim Financial Committee can
reduce authorized allocations if funds are not available. Nevada school
districts may have ‘to accept an average reduction of 3.5 percent. There
is al™s great uncertainty about 1983-84. In Utah, limited state education
funding capacity will be severely strained over. the next several years
due to current and projected enrollment increases in most Utah LEAs.
4 %

»o

** The effect of federal consolidation on these entrepreneurial county
offices may be devastating. In 1981-82, 16 of California's 58 county
offices'received federal funds for programs now consolidated in ECIA
Chapter 2 that exceeded $50,000. Totaling almost $3.9 million nd
averaging nearly $243,000 per office (the median is approximately $124,000),
these 16 county offices received'96 percent of all such funds received
by California county offices and 7 percent of all such funds distributed
in the state.. Under California's ECIA Chapter 2 formula, funding for
thege 16 county .offices would be reduced by roughly one third in 1982-83
and by roughly another third in 1983-84. By 1984-85, these 16 county

- offices would receive an aggregate of less than $100,000 (less than
3 percent of the sum received in 1981-82), averaging less than $6,000 per
office; no county office would receive more than $24,000.
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ethnic diversity, and there are large numbers of non-English-speaking
students.* .Some districts must cope with more than 20 different languages
besides English. And, of course, there is a very wide range of
socioeconomic levels. Some districts are still experiencing enrollment
declines, particularly in the upper grades; but many LEAs are now reporting
enrol Iment increases, particularly in the lower grades,** Although student
enrollments are increasing in many LEAs, the great majority of LEAs in alle
three states are facing serious financial problems. State and local tax
support has not been sufficient to offset increased costs. In California,
where 68 percent of the funding for public K-12 education now comes from

the state, the 1983 state budget increases direct school aid by less than
1 percent. .

-
“~~

Althpugh cuts in federal education funds mean less of a loss as a
proportion of total budget for local education agencies than they do for
state and intermediate education agencies, there are massive differences
in the degree of impact that these cuts will have on individual LEAs in:
these three states. For many urban districts, the cuts in ESEA Title I
(comperisatory education, now ECIA Chaptar 1), in impact aid, and in
other federal programs represent large losses. In other districts, the
federal cuts entail losses of only a few percent. However, in none of
the three states is ‘there any indication that the state legislature can
appropriate funds to offset the federal 1osses completely. And, only

in very rare cases can local tax revenues be counted on to offset these
losses. < )

ECIA Chapter 2 State Allocations

Although there is some evidence of minor conflicts among various
interest groups in all three states in deliberations on ECIA Chapter 2
allocation formulas for LEAs and in setting priorities for the SEA's 20
percent set-aside, it appears that state-level decision making was not
marked by much open conflict. Perhaps the main reason was the relatively
small portions of the total education budget that were at stake.***

LEA allocation formulas. Since at least 80 percent of ECIA
Chapter 2 funds must be allocated to 10cdl education agencies, one of
the first decisions that the state advisory committee in each state
had to make involved the formula for allocating these Chapter 2 funds.

* Statewide, California‘s K-12 'student enrollment is now nearly 44 percent
minority (26% Hispanic, 10% Black, 7% Asian or Filipino, and 0.8% Native
American). An April 1981 language census in grades K-12 classified more
than 375,000 students in California's public schools as' 1imited- or

non-English-speaking. This figqure Tepresents more than 9 percent of
California's total K-12 public school enrollment.

** Statewide, grades K-12, for the 1981-82 school year, California reported
a 3.6 percent increase over the previous year, Utah a 3.4 percent increase,
and Nevada a.1.1 percent increase.

*** On a per-pupil basis, ECIA Chapter 2 represents much less than 1 percent
of the total sum spent for education in any of the three states.
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While the Nevada committ@e could be concerned about equitatrle distribution

among just 17 LEAs, and the Utah committee had to consiger allocation

among only 40 LEAs, the California committee had to coniider allocation .
among 1,099 agencies (58 county offices, 1,041 LEAs). Nevada and Utah,
nearly all LEAs would/ receive (relatively small) increases. However, in
1980-81, school districts and county offices in California had received

about $80 million from funded federal programs mow included in ECIA. This
figure dropped to about $47 million:.in 1981-82, but the total LEA share of
Chapter 2 funds was expected to be less than $34 million in 1982-83, which
represents a more than 25 pergent cut from the previous year and much less

than half of what they had received two years previously. Moreover, the ;
1,099 agencies (school districts and county offices) had not participated T
equally in the benefits of these categorical programs. The Los Angeles

Unified School District (LAUSD) was faced with a possible loss of $7 to

$9 million in various Chapter 2 programs. LAUSD and 28 other districts

were confronting a total loss of nearly.$18 million due solely to the loss

of ESAA (school desegregation assistance funds). Thus, the LEA allocation

problem was quantitatively and qualitatively different in California. "In

Nevada and Utah, the issue was how to allocate funds equitably; in most ////

cases, the Chapter 2 funding represents only a very small addition to earh
LEA's budget. In both states, it was-actually possible for SEA staff to

meet in one room with representatives of all1'LEAs to discuss possible
allocation formulas and to receive individual comments from each LEA. In
Galifornia, the decision was far more difficult to'make. Eleven hundred .
Tocal agencies had a stake, and a few of them could lose millions of dollars.

\

In Nevada and Utah, the LEA allocation formula that was recommended
and approved was the reesult of minor modifications in each state's general .
school funding formula. Because these formulas had been worked out over /
years of legislative negotiation, they were generzlly accepted by LEA
representatives and others as a reasonable ¢ompromise. However, the
situation in California was far more complex. California State Department .
of Education (CSDE?;staff made a.major effort to develop a database showing ;
the amount of federal funds that every California district and county office
had received in 1981-82 for all programs included in Chapter 2. This was
an enormpus task. Apparently, no one office in the U.S. Department of »
Education Education or in the CSDE had all the information. This 1981-82
funding informat¥on was used as the basis for developing and comparing .
several different allocation formulas. Differences in impact were
considered especially important, since CSDE staff read the equity portions
of the law as meaning "equal negative “impact.” Computer runs demonstrating |
“the impact on each of California's 1,099 districts and county offices were
provided to state advisory committee members.* - 4
¥

-

* An analysis of 1981-82 funding showed that 18 of the 28 programs included
in Chapter 2 were actually funded in that year. Of the 18, one is a formula
entitlement program (ESEA IV-B), and the rest are application programs. The \
three largest programs--ESAA, ESEA IV-B, and ESEA IV-C--accounted for 85

percent of the federal funds allocated. ESAA, which accounted for 35 percent

of the funding, served only 29 districts. In 1981-82, Los Angeles Unifie® \
School District received $10,493,746 for programs included in Chaptet 2, and ‘K
the four largest recipients (Los Angeles Unified, San Diego City Unified,

San Francisco Unified, and Stockton City Unified) together received more than \

$17 million. At the other extreme, Amador County received $86. More than
57 percent of all California districts and county of fices received less than
$5,000. On a per-pupil basis, more than half of the districts and counties
in the state were allocated less than $6, while 97 received more than $15.
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~ Rejecting formulas based entirely on 1981-82 federal allocations or
on enrollments, CSDE proposed a formula to the advisory committee that:
(1) partially funded the 29 LEAs -that had been receiving ESAA grants for
the next several years, (2) weighted public and private enrollments for
Tow-income (AFDC) and limited-English-proficient (LEP) counts, and ,
(3),?uaranteed all districts a minimum-entitlement level to ensure that
small districts would participate in the benefits of ECIA. Assuming that
the.California legislature and the U.S. Department of Education will

approve California's LEA formula for ECIA Chapter 25 the impact on LEAs
in 1982-83 will be as follows:

® 13 percent of the districts will lose more than-one third
of the funds that they received in the previous vear.

¢ 10 percent of the districts will lose less than one third
of the funds that they received in the previous year.

¢ 43 percent of the districts will receive indreases
exceeding the minimum allocation of $2,500.

¢ 34 percent. of the districts will receive only the minimum -
allocation of $2,500.

Among the districts that stand to lose funds in the 1982-83 school year,
one eighth stand to lose even higher percentages in the following two
years as a result of the ESAA phaseout. Four major ESAA recipients will
be particularly hard hit: Los Angeles Unified, San Diego City Unified,
San Francisco Unified, and Stockton City Unified. For these. four LEAs,
the losses next year resulting from ECIA Chapter 2 will exceed

$4.8 million, a sum that is five times larger than the combined gains of ‘
all the California LEAs that receive only the minimum $2,500. Even if
there are no further federal cuts, by 1984-85, these four LEAs may sustain
a loss from 1981-82 that exceeds $9 million. Over the next three-year
period, 29 California LEAs stand to lose $17.8 million due solely to
consolidation of ESAA.. Without the ESAA phaseout provision in the LEA
allocation formula, this loss would have had to be sustained in just one
year.* Al} 2§ LEAs serve high concentrations of minority students. The

* The proposed LEA allocation formula reduces the 1981-82 ESAA funds

received by LEAs to 65 percent in 1982-83 and to 35 percent in 1983-84,

and it eliminates them entirely in 1984-85. California's hold-harmless
provisions for ESAA districts and for county offices should come as no
surprise to students of California education politics. See Michael Kirst's .
discussion of the "cold turkey principle"--funds cannot be withdrawn or
increased all at once--which was found to apply to every federal program

in California in the late 1960's. (M. W. Kirst, "The Politics of Federal

Aid to Education." In Berke, J.S., Kirst, M.W., and others, 1972.)
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staff and >cudents in these LEAs are perhaps the most obvious losers as

‘a result of federal consolidation.: However, a much broader set of LEAs

serving above-average concentrations of students from low-income homes
and concentrations of students with limited or no English proficiency
will gain ECIA Chapter 2 funds next year. And, assuming level funding
for ECIA Chapter 2 in the two following years, these high-concentration
districts will continue to gain.* However, these same high-concentration
LEAs tend alsq to be major recipients of state and federal compensatory
education funds. Th v fear that the ECIA Chapter 2 gains that they may
make in 1983-84 (amounting to as much .as $21.50 per’pupil when a student
1S counted as both'LEP and AFDC) will be offset many times over if the

planned federal cuts in funding for ECIA Chapter 1 (compensatory education)
are indeed made. ) .

To summarize, ECIA Chapter 2 provides small amounts of federal -funds
to LEAs (averaging approximately $10 per pupil in Nevada, $7 per pupil in
Utah, and $8 per pupil in California). In Utah and Nevada, these amounts.
represent small increases over the funds received in 1981 and 1932. In
California, however, the loss is far more substantial (from approximately
$80 million received by school districts in-1981, to $47 million in 1982,
to $34 million in 1983). In all three states, the 1983 ECIA Chapter 2
funds will represent less than I.percent of all the funds. spent on education

in_that state. The net effect of LEA allocation formula decisions in all

three states isgto provide sums that represent small increases in their
budget for most LEAs. Most of Nevada's and Utah's LEAs will receive
increases, and more than three fourths of California's LEAs will see
increases (although many will be at or only slightly above the guar anteed
minimum level of g2,500 per LEA). The major losers are all three state
education agencies, 16 entrepreneurial county offices in California that
stand to lose nearly $4 million (much of this represeiting ESEA Title
IV-C funds), and 29 LEAs receiving ESAA funds that stand to Tose more
than $19 million. In addition to these 29 ESAA districts, more than 200 °
other California districts will be losers, and roughly two out of three
of the losing districts will encounter losses exceeding one third of

their 1981-82 funding. Seven LEAs in Utah and two LEAs in Nevada will
lose funds.

* The California LEA allocation formula double weights‘;tudent enrol Iment
when the district AFDC count exceeds the state average. It also double
weights the LEP counts when the district concentration exceeds the state
average. Thus, in districts with higher-than-state-average concentrations
for* both AFDC and LEP, some students may be counted as many as five times
in computing the allocation. While this weighted enrollment formula
accounts for approximately one half of the local allocation in 1982-83 N
(due to the phaseout), it will account for 100 percent of the allocation
two years later. # :




Compensatory Education ECIA Chapter 1

<

The']anguage of Chapter 1, ‘the portion of the Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act concerned with compensatory education, states that
federal assistance to meet the "special needs of educationally deprived
children" shall continue but that this assistance shall be  provided in a
manner that will "eliminate burdensome,” unnecessary, and unproductive
paperwork and free the schools of unnecessary Federal supervision, direction,
and control." When this legislation was implemented, two issues surfaced.

The first involved the allocation of funds. The Secretary of Education
ruled that 1970 census data would be used to determine the amount of -
“funds awarded to individual districts. For some districts, this meant
an increase in federal assistance; for others, it meant a loss. California,
Nevada, and Utah joined eight other states and Puerto Rico in a lawsuit
aimed at requiring the use of 1980 census data to determine the allocation
of the $2.9 billion made.available by Chapter 1. 1In:all these states
local districts were preparing plans to accommodate the anticipated loss
of funds. In September, however, the U.S. Congress took action that
eliminated the need both for the lawsuit and for the contingency plans.

When Congress passed a supplemental appropriations biil gand later
vot.ed to override a presidential veto of that bi11), it allocated
approximately $150 million to compensate for losses that would have been
incurred if 1970 census data had been used. The effect of the legislation
is that states (and local districts) will use the 1970 census data.

Howevér, if the use of 1980 data is more advantageous, a district will
receive additional funds to cover the difference; if 1970 data result in
a_greater allocation,/districts are not required to receive a lower

- allocation. Thus, ng district experienced a reduction in compensatory
education funds for the 1982-83 school year. This action relieved districts
in the Far West Laboratory region of a major financial concern, at least
for the current schgol year. However, there is considerable apprehension

that the future wil bring a reduction in federal assistance in compensatory
education programs. - .

1

The second issSue resulted from the fact that regulations for
implementation of/Chapter 1 are still not. final. In California, this
became especially important because California Department of Education
(CSDE) staff did/not know whether they would continue to enjoy flexibility
in implementing schoolwide projects and in designating schools and students
to receive services. Ten of the ESEA Title I provisions that explicitly
permitted greater flexibility were not included in ECIA Chapter 1.

However, after learning that the minority counsel of the House Education
and Labor Committee publicly stated that Congress intended the flexibility
provisions to continue, CDSE staff decided to continue to operate as if
the flexibility provisions were still in forcé. Even so, the absence of
final regulations has meant that states and local districts must operate
under uncertain conditions. When this uncertainty about regulations is
combined with the widespread belief that federal financial support will

be reduced in the future, it is understandable why districts are concerned.

In practice, ECIA Chapter 1 has meant that state departments of
education have reduced the number of staff available to administer
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Chapter 1 funds, have begun to reducé their monitoring activities, and
have sought less expensive avenues for dissemination of Chapter 1 program "
information. The use of existing dissemination mechanisms, such as ° . .
workshops, is one means of cutting dissemination costs. Because there
is no requirement for systematic collection of evaluation data for Chapter 1-
(as there was for Title L), states will spend fewer resources on’ this
«» activity as well. In compliance with the federal intent to reduce reporting
, burdens, staff in all three SEAs worked with school district representatives
to simplify the Chapter 1 application and reporting forms.

Special Education &

The lével of supporf for programs included under P.L. 94-142, the

Education for A11 Handicapped Children Act, increased by approximately

3 percent during the last Congress. For two states in our region,

this meant that "immediate concerns over support for special education

programs were minimal. However, California faces a seyere fiscal problem

- that threatens future levels of funding for special education.as well as

for other ‘educational programs supported by the state. Some 32 organizations

Joined to form the Special Education Alliance of California (SEAC) and

to lobby for increased state support for special education programs. i

Lack of support for the state Master Plan for:Special Education resulted

in a financial crisis that was partly alleviated by legislation passed .

in summer 1981," that reduced réquirements for services of classroom

aides and program specialists. Additional relief was obtained in July

1982, when an additional "$35 million in state funds were allocated for |

special education. The 1982 legislation reduced state special education

requirements even more. Nevertheless, there is a shortage of money; the 1

effects of this shortage will be felt especially in staff development

activities for special education personnel. The Special Education Resource ]

Network in California has experienced serious cutbacks in providing

personnel development services on a regional and statewide level. ’
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
|
|

”»

In Nevada, the state already offers some assistance which is based
on the number of certified special education units that have been allocated
to the district ($19,500 per special education teacher).” Levels of
federal and state funds for the current year pose no major problems.
However, if-there were a loss of federal funds in the next year or two,
the Tevel and quality of special education programs offered in most
districts would undoubtedly be affected, since it seems unlikely that
the state will have the resources to compensate for the loss.

Utgh is in a somewhat similar position, watching future federal
fundinngor special education with great concern since these federal
funds support not. only state and local special education programs but
'also the Utah Learning Resource Center, staff in the four regional centers,
and several- interorganizational arrangements (e.g., the Special’ Education
. ' - CSPD Council, the Special Education Consortium). ) 1
. . A |

School-Based Improvement Programs

|
A1l three state departmenté'of education have. supported a number |
of programs involving provision of information, technical assistance,
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staff development support, and other kinds of initiatives designed to
improve the quality of various loca] education programs and practices.

In this section, however, we are concerned with state-financed programs
that provide support for general organizational, curricu'~r, or
instructional changes at the school building Jevel. In California, the
California School Improvement Program (CSIP? stands out clearly as the
major statewide effort. In Utah, the closest analogue to CSIP are the ,
.-two School Productivity -projects. We did not find a comparable state-level
school improvement program in Nevida. -

The California School Improvement Program (CSIP) is parhaps one of
the oldest and certain&y the largest state-~-supported school-based school
improvemént program in“the nation. Begun in 1972 as a result of the
Eariy Childhood Education Act, the program was expanded by legisiative
action in 1977 (AB 65) from K-3 to K-12.  Although CSIP is voluntary, it
has grown until it now ‘encompasses half of the schools and three fourths
of the school districts in‘the state. Based on a succession of stdte
schog] improVemeq% efforts, CSIP is founded on four premises: (1) local
ownership by constituencies (e.g., teachers, administrators, parents) at
the school building levelsis necessary if improvement programs are to
. succeed; (2) a specific planning effort is needed to get people ready to

act and to keep their efforts focused once implementation has begun;
(3) administrators in the district office and at the school site must., be
included, but school-related decisions should be made cooperatively by
school staff, parents, and studeps, and (4) the state department's
responsibility is to éncourage, support, and recognize success in locally
directed school improvement efforts following CSIP process guidelines,
?ut not to direct specifics of curriculum content or instructional method.
hus,"although CSIP is quite prescriptive about advisory structures and
about planning and implementation processes, it leaves.selection ¢f the
content and emphasis of program~ almost entirely up to school®uilding
" and districtlevel decision makers. The program actively encourages and
supports a review and evaluation process that involves peers and that
places heavier emphasis on formative than on summative information.

3

Because the program provides modest levels of support to participating
schools, it has faced repeated challenges in the state legislature as a
possibly nonessential “categorical" program. This past year, CSIP survived
.despite severe financial pressures that made it impossible for the state
legislature to provide any general cost-of-operating increase for schools. .
However, the funding for schools that already participate in the program
must be reduced so that additional schools can join the program. Because
CSIP represents a concerted long-term effort by the State Superintendent:
of Instruction, the State Board of Education, and the state legislature
to support fundamental grass-roots reform in schogls throughout the
state, it has received the solid commitment of a great many sponsors
and participants. However, given the decline in state tax revenues and
an uncertain state economy for the next year or two, a new State
Superintendent of Schools, who may not care to support one of the major
programs of his immediate predecessor, and continued legislative questioning

of the need for categorical programs,.given the need for general assistance,
the future of CSIP is indeed uncertain.
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Although very much smaller in scale and highly experimental, Utah's
two School Productivity projects represent a bold, direct assault on the
status quo with respect to school organization and costs. Two years
ago, confronted by school enrollment projections that showed cumulative
‘increases throughout the 1980's that would severely overload the state's
school facilities and fiscal resources, the state législature became =~ -
corcerned about ways of improving school effectiveness and productivity.
It invited LEAs to submit proposals for organizing schools to make them
significantly more productive. Two such proposals were funded. Both
LEAs received planning grants from the legislature for the 1981-82 school
year, and, assuming reasonable success, both will continue to obtain
additional funds for implementation in subsequent years.

One of these projects is described in the School Improvement- in
Utah volume of this final report (See McKibbin, 1982, "Foothill School
District"). Here, in capsule form, is what is happening. A1l staff
at a junior high school pilot site were involved in the planning.
/Bﬁstrict administrators referred all operational decisions to teachers,
who, ?mong other economies, decided to cut eight of thirty teaching
positions, increase class size from 26 to 32, and teach Seven_classes
a day. These steps save enough money to place all teachers on an
eleven-month contract. In addition, staff salaries can also increase,
as much as 50 percent in some cases. Finally, every teacher will
receive a bonus if achievement increases schoolwide during the
1982-83 school year. The school staff planners reasoned that higher
salaries would make it unnetessary for teachers to hold second jobs
and that their teaching would improve as their financial security is
strengthened. Further, higher salaries would help to attract and retain
needed new talent. The staffing component of the productivity project
is se1f—financiqg. Moreover, by reducing the number of staff and by
increasing both class size and the number of periods taught per day,
the school's student capacity has been increased’ by 24 percent.

The project went into operation in September 1982. Because no one
at the pilot site was forced to participate and because everyone was
involved from the beginning, the project appears to have some prospect
for success. However, there are also those who feel threatened by the
project. The local teachers' association has officially assumed a neutral
stance, but its members are obviously concerned. As one administrator
noted, "Everything is designed for the nine-month teacher. Now, the
negotiated policy book is blown apart." Meanwhile, the legislature, the
governor's office, educators, and taxﬁayers throughout Utah are watching
both districts as they experiment with strategies for achieving real
productivity. Success for either or both of Utah's ?roductivity projects
may provide educators with a new conception of school improvement attuned
to the financial austerity that' many schools may face in the 1980's.
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, CROSS-STATE-ANALYSIS OF STAFF. DEVELO%MEr;«T EFFECTS*

s . P
\ "
In Task 2, we proposed to study the effects kf grant consolidation

" and-fiscal cutbacks on state, intermediate, and Jocal education. agency
capacities and relationships in the staff development’sector. ' We proposed
to begin with investigations at the state level and to trace the impact
of retrenchment,.consolidation, and deregulation on inservice education
activities through the intermediate level to the local school district
and building levels. In this cross-state analysis, we will discuss staff
development efforts that are supported'by state-level efforts first, then
local staff development, efforts in all three states. -The three states
differ substantially in their policies and priorities for staff development
efforts. It is not easy to summarize .across states, but there are some
common themes, especially at/;he Tocal level. . .

T

State-Level Staff Development Efforts -
In Nevada and.Utah, there have been few broad-based, state-supported
staff development efforts; the impact of decreasing tax revenues and °
" reduced federal support on staff development programs is, therefore, not
severe. Although the California state budget has already suffered
reductions, and additional reductions are anticipated, the state
commitment._to financial support for staff development activities has
been. greatly increased and at the same time placed in a much more specific,
focused effort. Why should California differ from Nevada and Utah? In
part, the explanation rests on a recognition by decision makers (including,
in this instance, the governor of California and his staff) that the state
s experiencing a serious decline in the number of qualified teachers and
teacher candidates in the areas of mathematics, science, and computer
literacy. Although a similar deficiency is developing in Utah and Nevada,
there has been as yet no state-level effort to address.the problem.

, The explanation for this is also contextual. The California State
Department of Education has provided leadership in the staff development

- sector for several years. The department maintains an Office of Staff

Development, which has been responsible for federally funded staff
development efforts {Teacher Centers, Teacher Corps) as well as for
state-funded staff development efforts (School Resource Centers,
Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers). °“Utah and
Nevada do not share this history of long-term state involvehment and
support for staff development activities. In California, the recognition
of a. state-wide concern occurred in the context of a statewide mechanism
for meeting that concern. It is not surprising that a statewide effort,
with state education agency leadership, should result.

In Utah, state-level staff development efforts have been supported
through state-supported workshops and curriculum specialists who work with
local districts. Specialists are expected to spend 70 percent of their
time in the field. In Nevada, state-level efforts have centered on

* The analysis in this section was prepared by William Hering.
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. existing centers received a total of approximately $1.7 .million last

LY
L-4

' 1-58 : -

o

State Board of Education requirements for recertification of all staff.
every five years. Financial support for recertification comes from
.district funds and (at th€ir option) from teachers' own payment of tuition
costs. Nevada has also provided curriculum specialists, as has California.
In all three states, the level of activity on the part of these consultants
will be reduced. Nevada, for example, has eliminated one of two basic
skills consultant positions. The other two states also plan to reduce

both ‘the number of curriculum- consultants and the amount of travel

support for fieldwork.

In all three states, the majority of the SEA"s portion of .Chapter 2
money will not be devoted to specific staff development efforts. Nevada
has no‘spgpific state-level staff development plans for this money. j
Utah will ‘'use some of the Chapter 2 money for consultant salaries in the
areas of reading, mathematics, social studies, and gifted and talented.

-In California, g300,000 of the SEA portion of Chapter 2 money will be

" distributed among Seven federal teacher centers as partial support for

their efforts to seek continuing financial support from other sources.

Also, any county office that received funds from onel.or more programs

now consolidated in Chapter<Z will receive. approximately two thirds of

those funds in 1982-83 (less in the fo]lowing year). Some .other programs !
in California with staff development-related activities will also

receive some support from the SEA's Chapter 2 share.

However, there will also be significant state financial support for
staff development in California.. Last year, the state conmitted a total
of approximately $2.65 million for activities ir three areas: local
school staff development programs, 12 School Resource Centers, and 17
Professional Development and Program Improvement Centerss Next year,
the California commitment to state-supported staff development activities
will increase. However, the focus of this increased commitment will be
restricted to mathematics, science, and technology instruction. The 29

year. This commitment will end in October, when these genters will

consolidate their activities to become 15 Teacher Educatyon and Computer

(TEC) centers. The TEC program will receive a total of. $4 million. In

Nevada and Utah, there.is o corresponding allogation of state dollars

for, staff development. However, the State Office in Utah has decided

to combine.state and federal carry-over funds and mineral lease monies

with its Chapter 2 allocation to create a special fund to support

implementation of State Board priorities. Because these state priorities |

have not yet been announced, it is difficult to determine how much staff

development activity they will involve. l
|
|

Local District Staff Deve]opmenf Efforts -

We have noted that Nevada and Utah have not allocated significant .
amounts of state money for staff development activities and that they do -
not plan to commit the state portions of Chapter 2 money, to specific
staff development activities. In California, although the State Dep rtment

of Education has made a significant contribution to staff developme

efforts, two thirds of the funding for, those efforts now requires them
to focus primarily on threé specific areas of concern--mathematics,
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science, and computer education. Broad-based staff agevelopment efforts
wili continue to be supported by the state because the 15 TEC centers will
be -able to engage in some activities that are, not directly related to
mathematics, sciehce, or technology. Does this same trend obtain at the
lTocal level in the three states? The answer is both yes and no.

There are many ways to define and describe staff development. In
- this analysis, we distinguish generic staff development activities from
specific staff development activites. Generic- staff development
activities, are, efforts to develop a staff, in some general sense, by
responding to almost all needs and concerns expressed both individually
and collectively by staff members. In contrast, specific staff
development activities include the teacher-training activities that )
accompany the adoption and implementation of new curricula and pedagogical
. approaches "and that ‘are intended to contribute to the success of these
adoptions. A teachers' center is one example of a generic staff 7
development activity. A workshop intended to prepare teachers for the
use of microcomputers in mathematics instruction is one example of a,
specific staff development activity. This distinction is important for
our analysis of local support for staff development.

" There are a total of nine surviving federal teachers' centers in the
region, seven in California and one each in Nevada and Utah. Only one
teachers' center does not expect to continue. The Clark County, Nevada,

Board of School Trustees intends to use part of the district's Chapter 2

funds to continue support for their center; Moab, Utah, will also maintain

its teachers' center with local funds. (The teachers initiated this by .
, . suggesting that 1 percent of their pay increase be used to provide support 3
for the center, but, as it turned out, the teachers did not have to make
this monetary:sacrifice.) Six of the seven centers in California will
continue to be supported by local districts, probably with funds made
available through Chapter 2. For examplie, one California district plans
to allocate 70 percent of its Chapter 2 money to the teachers' center. |

This development suggests that generic staff development -centers,
once successfully established, Ean attest to the advantages of staff’
development for a district and énjoy continuing support; where federal
money has been used to establish a staff development effort continuing
local support may result. However, we have learned of only two districts
(Douglas County, Nevada, and Alpine School District, Utah) that intend
to initiate generic staff development efforts with Chapter 2 money. Our
initial projection that staff development activities will not benefit
from Chapter 2 money in the face of decreasing revenues and increasing
emphasis on basic skills seems verified, at least in so far as new generic

staff development efforts, such as professional development centers, are
concerned.

v

The absence of local support for generic staff development should not
be interpretéd as meaning that staff development is not valued. However,
where staff(development activity has not already been astablished and
where .it is not perceived as valuable, it may'not be able to obtain local
support. In contrast, specific staff development activitie§ are supported
| when they are perceived as being helpful in the installation of a program
- that is valued. Although we do not yet know the dollar or percentage amounts
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Chapter 2 money or from other sources, we do know that most districts in
California do have some inservice education activities planned to
accampany other programs. More than half of the districts in Utah have
plans for using Chapter 2 money in part for inservice education to assist
other programs. Finally, in the districts in Nevada where we conducted
interviews, we have found examples of teacher-training activities that
support programs in basic skills, computer-assisted instruction, and

" . other argas. We do not not conclude that Chapter 2 money is not being
used for staff development, but we do, tentatively, conclude that, where

generic staff development has not been present in any significant way,
it will probably not begin.

[4
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IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL RED,
DISSEMINATION, AND SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

One of the keystone concepts of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) of 1965 and of many subsequent federal education programs was
that external support for and stimulation of innovation could produce the
new ideas and methods needed to improve educational practice. Beyond
providing schools with supplementary fiscal resources, these federal
programs often dealt, either directly or indirectly, with the reed to
build national, regional, state, and local capacity to produce, disseminate,
and use new knowledge and technology to improve American education. Many
of these federal initiatives employed "seed money", "change agent" or
“capacity-building" strategies to stimulate and leverage organizational
change and curricuiar innovations in -state, intermediate, and local
education agencies. Although some approaches included support for totaily
local innovation efforts, most school improvement strategies assumed that
new knowledge and technology, whether created through "disciplined inquiry,"
via research and development, or by practitioners themselves in pursuit of
their craft could and should be disseminated broadly so that useful new
ideas and practices would be available to educators everywhere.

To assure better access and to increase use of documentary sources
of knowledge not appearing in commercial books and instructional materials,
the Educational Information Resources Center (ERIC) was created and then

.amplified, via the ERIC Clearinghouses network, the ERIC Users Group, and
the State Capacity-Builaing Projects. The research and development (R&D)
model was quickly expanded to an RDD&I model (research, development,
dissemination, and implementation), which employed a variety of social
and commercial marketing techniques. National and statewide mechanisms
were created for identifying, validating, and disseminating promising
practices that had been developed, evaluated, or both in local schools,
e.g., Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) and Identification,
Validation, and Cissemination (IVD). Created in 1974, the National
Diffusion Network has matured to become a highly effective and efficient
dissemination network. Analogous national and within-state dissemination
and technical assistance networks have emerged in vocational education,
special education, and other educational sectors.

However, as the intended scope of change moved beyond simple changes
in the content and format of textbooks or instructional materials, it was
learned that attractive, high-quality products or practices and efficient
mass media dissemination mechanisms were rarely sufficient to bring about
larger-scale changes n educational practice. At least four other
ingredients were found to be essential: (1) an adequate inventory of
products and implementation support materials, (2) competent human
intermediaries, (3) some change support "risk" money, and (4) ready and
able clients. Although conventional wisdom and some early studies of
federally supported school improvement efforts argue that educationai
practitioners can learn neither from each other nor from educational Ré&D,
several recent studies (e.g., A Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting
Schools, Linking R&D With Schools, A Synthesis of Findings Across Five
Recent Studies of Educational Dissemination and Change) counter these
views with findings of widespread use of R&D-based and validated
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practitioner-developed products by schools where these four essential
ingredients have been present. We shall review some of these results,
since they are relevant to our discussion of the implications of
consolidation and cutbacks for federal and gtate education programs.

The Emrick and Peterson {1978) synthesis of five recent studies of

.major educational dissemination programs* produced these key conclusions:

(1) information alone is not 1ikely to effect much "change-oriented"
utilization, (2) the quality and the availability of materials play key
roles in supporting and maintaihing dissemination efforts, (3) interpersonal
influences- appear to be the prime determinants of utilization, (4) what

is done and when it is done is not as important as who does it and how

it is done. Interpersonal style, local, commitment, training of both
intermediaries and local staff, and time and resources to support a gradual,

cumulative change process were four qualitative aspects that favored
success. ;

The Linking R&D With Schools study<(Louis and others, 1981) found
that good R&- or validated practitioner-developed products helped to
create significant school-level effects on student achievement and ®
organizational change. However, the fit between product and local site
was even more important. Products developed outside schools can be .
implemented in classrooms with little or no adaptation if schools carefully
define their local needs, if school staff fcllow a systematic process to
identify a product that not only meets those needs but fits the local
context, and, of course, if a product meeting these requirements is in the
inventory. Because technical assistance’ and training were particularly
important in producing school-level outcomes, competent human intermediaries
¢id affect the degree of use and the quality ¢* outcomes. External
agents providing assistance to schools fell into two distinct categories:
generalists, who provided sustained assistance in problem-solving activities,

. * The five studies included in this synthesis were: }

Sieber, S.D., Louis, K.S., and Metzger, L. The Use of Educational Knowledge:
Evaluation of the Pilot State Dissemination Program (two volumes). New York:
Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1972.

Berman, P., McLaughlin, M.W., and others. Federal Programs Supporting Educational

Change (eight volumes). Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1975
volumes 1-5), 1977 (volumes 6-8).

Emrick, J.A., withfﬂgterson, S.M., and Agarwala-Rogers, R. Evaluation of
the National Diffusion Network (two volumes). Menlo Park, CA: Stanford
Research Institute, 1977.

Moore, D.R., and othegs. Assistance Strategies of Six Groups That Facilitate
Educational Change at the School/Community Level (three voiumes). :
Chicago, IL: Center for New Schools, 1977. -

Stearns, M.S., and Norwood, C.R. Evaluation of the Field Test of Project
Information Packages (two volumes). Menlo Park, CA: Stanford Research
Institute, 1977. ' .
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and specialists, who provided substantive assistance in implementing new )
practices. Money was also important. Although there was no relationship
between the total cost of school improvement activities at a site and

the site's success in a school improvement effort, some "risk" money was
important. Money-was a motivator. It helped to get things going. It

was particularly important to provide for released time so that staff

could be involved®in the process of selecting a solution and in planning

for implementation. These investments go far in helping to create a ~
ready and &ble user organizatidh. Although total amount of money showed

no relation to degree of success, the study did note a sighificant relation
between success and the percentage of total costs borne by local resources.

Local financial, organizational; and personal commitment all helped to
foster successful implementation.

The Dissemination Efforts Sypporting School Improvement (DESSI) \
study (Crandall and others, 1982) is particularly remarkable for its
finding that the scope of change being attehpted is related both to the
success that can be expected and to the kind of assistarice that is
appropriate. One of the DESSI conclusions is that, if.the new practice
is not very different from the current practice, the only. thing that a
disseminator can do is to give teachers information about the new practice
and then leave them alone. Beyond this, there is no discernable way to
enhance the outcome, and the presence of an outsider rapidly becomes
negative. However, in schools where use of the new practice represents a
major change from existing practice, two fairly independent processes-.—
seem to be at work. One, operating at the level of the individual teacher,
results in change in classroom practice. The other, operating at the
school level, results in organizational change and institutionalization
of new classroom practice. Successful school improvement efforts involve a
constellation of key actors: . teachers, principals, central office $taff,
and external agents, .each playing a critical, complementary role.

}

The DESSI study also .ound that the transfer of new practice is far
more an” interpersonal than a strictly informational enterprise. Because
the DESSI study investigated contrasting dissemination strategies, ranging
from much face-to-face interaction to none at all, these findings strongly
corroborate the conciusions of Emrick and Peterson (1978) about interpersonal
influence. Crandall (1982) asserts, "If you don't have face-to-face
disseminators, you're not going to get any implementation. If you want to
increase the likelihood that change will occur as the result of school
improvement efforts, you have to involve individuals. The people affected
by instructional change efforts are being asked to learn fairly complex
clusters of skills. These people need a person whose function in part 'is
guiding them through that experience. We saw that happening."

Now, some of the support for the arrangements and processes that
built and maintained the national educational knowledge production,
dissemination, and utilization process has been eroded by consolidation
and cutbacks. The essential ingredients of inventory, intermediaries,
fiscal resources, and ready and able clients are all being- affected.
Some of the effects are fairly direct and obvious. Others are indirect,
subtle, and slowly cumulative. Some are positive, and others are
negative. We shall examine the negative factors first.

Q ‘ 7‘:
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Negative Factors N

~

Loss of federally funded dissemination and school improvement projects
Nearly al programs included in ECIA Chapter Z were application programs
that involved varying degrees of competition among eligible agencies
within various program categories. Most of these categorical. programs
represented specialized dissemination and school improvement thrusts.

- However, in terms of total.dollars distributed in 1981-82 for programs now

now included in ECIA Chapter 2 to educational agencies in the three states
in the Far West Laboratory region (California, Nevada, Utah), well over
three fourths of the funds (more than $48 million) were received for just
three programs: the Emergency School fssistance Act (ESAA), an application
program to assist in the process of eliminating, reducing, or preventing
minority group isolation; ESEA Title IV-B, a formula entitlement program
enabling school districts to acquire Tibrary and instructional resources
and to support pupil testing, counseling, and guidance programs; and ESEA
Title IV-C, an dpplication program to assist local education agencies n
improving their educational practices through development and demons.ration
programs. Because ESEA IV-B was a formula program in which virtually all

'LEAs and SEAs participated, neither LEAs nor SEAs nead incur losses if

they choose to allocate some of their ECIA Chapter 2 entitlement to acquire
library and jn&tructional- resources and to support testing, counseling,

and guidance programs. Howéver, real and sometimes immense program

funding losses will be encduntered by many recipients of ESAA and ESEA

IV-C grants.* Although funding for other categorical programs consnlidated

.in ECIA Chapter 2 (e.g., Teacher Centers, Teacher Corps, Career Education)

represented only relatively small percentages of the total federal funds
consolidated by Chapter 2, these funds tended to be concentrated in
projects of at least modest size. Allocation of local education agency
ECIA Chapter 2 funds on a per-pupil formula basis significantly reduces
the potent{al for concentration of funds. The net effect of the ECIA
Chapter 2 allocations has thus been to eliminate totally or to reduce
seriously the capacity of many local and intermediate education agencies
{including county offices, colleges of education, and nonprofit service
agencies) to provide targeted, categorical school improvement services.
Although some local, intermediate, and state education agencies will use
Chapter 2 and other funds to try to preserve some of these past activities,
virtually none will be able to maintain the previous scope or level of
activity. .

Cutbacks in other federally funded programs. Although the losses
due te ECIA Chapter 2 are remarkable because they supported many highly
visitle dissemination and technical assistance efforts, the sums of

* I'n 1981-82, the Los Angeles Unified School District received more than

$8 million for these two programs, San Diego City Unified received more
than $3 million, and Stockton City Unified more than $1 mi1lion. The
California State Department of Education received $1.24 million. Private
nonprofit agencies in the FWL region received $1 million. Eight California
county offices of education each received more than $100,000 For ESEA IV-C.
Together, these eight county offices received more than $2.8 million in
ESEA IV-C funds to improve the educational practices of schools in their
counties.
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resources actually involved are quite small when considered either in
temms of total funding for public elementary and secondary education in
- the three-state region (much less than 1 %) or total federal aid (less
than 4 %). The fact is that past, current, and projected cuts in other
federal ‘education programs (e.qg., compensatory education, vocational
cducation, impact aid, bi ingual education) may impair dissemination and
school improveinent activities far more seriously. To put this effect
into perspective, we note that the cuts in federal funding for
compensatory education (ECIA Chapter 1), impact aid, vocational education,
and bilingual education between 1981 and 1982 were larger than the funds
appropriated in 1982 for all programs consolidated in ECIA Chapter 2.
Although most of the the funds that were cut went for direct student
services, their loss has put additional stress on the budgets and ongoing
programs of state, intermediate, and local education agencies; in some
caseS, they have forced programs to be terminated and staff to be laid
off. Dissemination and technical assistance services in compensatory,
vocational, bilingual, and other categorical education programs have been
or will be reduced. ) -

Shortfalls in support for education and social science R&D. Although
we tend to retain the shorthand "R&D," many education and some social
science programs not only .support research and development but also
evaluation, dissemination, and practice improvement demonstration -
activities. Hence, shortfalls in federal and state support for R& not .
only affect the quantity and quality of the educational practice
improvement "inventory" but the capacity of the R& community to
disseminate information'within its own community and to various educational
practitioner intermediaries. When viewed in terms of deflated dollars,
federal funding for education and social science R&D, after an abrupt rise
in the mid sixties, has been slowly eroding for more than a decade.
However, this redl loss -has been masked by inflation. On the positive
side, the Administration's FY 1983 budget funds education research and
development programs at about the same level as in 1982. When compared
to proposed cuts in other Department of Education programs (approximately
=24 % from FY 82 and -33 % from the FY 81 budget proposed by the Carter
Administration) education research has fared much better than most other
federal nducation programs. Viewed from this perspective, the U.S.
Department of E%gcation has indeed made a major commitment to support of
R&D. However, the currént level of funding for education research and
research-related RDD&E programs in the Department of Education
(approximately $290 millign, excluding ECIA Chapter 2 funds) represents
a loss of more than $50 million from the final FY 81 level and a drop of
nearly $140 million from the original FY 81 budget (Florio, 1982). .

Becaise educatton R&D draws on many social and behavioral sciences,
the cuts or inflation cost shortfalls in education-related research
programs in other federal agencies (e.g., social and behavioral research
and scierce education R& in the National Science Foundation; mental
health and child health research in the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services) may also have Tonger-term impacts on the availability of
new knowledge to education. Here, the picture is mixed. For example,
the National Science Foundation (NSF) is proposing $30 million for social
and behavioral research in FY 83. This is $700,000 above the FY 82 level
but significantly below the FY 80 level of nearly $45 million. - The NSF

!
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science education R& program has been nearly eliminated. Mental health
and child health research may see small increases in FY 83 that will
perhaps be sufficient to offset cost rises. However, the National
Foundation for the Arts and Humanities may see cuts in FY 83 that exceed
one fourth of its FY 82 funding and one third of its FY 81 funding.
These are total federal funding figures. Their fimpact on institutions
that perform educational and social R&D in the.three states in the FUL
service region is unknown, but it may affect approximately 280 R&D
organizations and organizational units in these three states.*

, Shortfalls in state and local funding. Although cuts in federal
funding for research and for categorical programs may create some of the
more highly visible losses in school improvement capacity, due to the
elimination of or marked reduction in many specializéd R&D, dissemination,
technical assistance, and staff &éve]opment services, it is the long-term
shortfalls in state and local funding that are progressively eroding the
state, intermediate, and local education agency bases-to-support school
improvement activities. Over the past several years, state, intermediate,
and most local education agenci€s have confronted shortfalls, that is,
their funding has been inadequate to meet the rising costs of existing ]
programs and services. The result has been cuts in programs; administrative,
teaching, professional, support; and custodial staff; travel funds; and
funds for supplies, materials, buildings, and maintenance. Since the
passage of Proposition 13 in June 1978, the state of California has
assumed 68 percent of the cost of funding public K-12 education in the
state.** Now, with the state budget “surplus exhausted and with tax
revenues reduced by the recessionary economy, the California legislature
has been unable to provide even a 1 percent cost of 1iving increase for

* Lehming (1982) 1ists 2,418 organizations- and organizational units in the
United States that were identified through a "census" survey in the late
seventies as performing research and research-related activities pertinent
to education. The 1ist includes 242 R&D organizations or subunits in
California, 5 in Nevada, and 33 in, Utah, fof a total of 280 (11.6%

of all the research organizations ih the U.S.). Approximately half (45%)
-of these R&D units are postsecondary education units; the remainder fs

+ divided between state (2%), intermediate (9%), and local (28%) education
agencies and private for-profit and nonprofit organizations (17%). When
these figures are compared with the percentages for the rest of the nation,
the states in this region have a much higher percentage of research
organizations in local, intermediate, and state education agencies (39%)
than states elsewhere (27%). Much'of this difference is attributable to
the fact that RDD&E functions are reported by nearly half of California's
58 county offices. . ‘ .

** The dependence of, some school districts on state funding is even higher.

For example, San Francisco Unified now receives 82 percent of its funds from
the state.
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the FY 83 school budget. Although the voluntary California School
Improvement Program (CSIP), which. now involves over three fourths.of the
state's more than 1,000 school districts and more than half of all the
public schools in the state, has survived, the funding for schools-that
already participate must be reduced so.that additional schools can join
the program. Adjustments have also been required in many other state-
supported categorical programs. For instance, it is now apparent
' that the funds necessary to fully operationalize the state-spanning

support network of regional canters and school cooperatives envisioned »
in the California Master Plan for Special Education may not be available. .
Although the shortfalls in public elementary and secondary education
funding have not been as severe in Nevada or Utah, state and local
education agencies in both states have been forced to leave job vacancies °

° unfilled and to identify other ways of saving money in order to make up
both for lost federal funds and for increases in costs brought about by
inflation. Generally, the effect of state and local shortfalls has been
to place priorities on direct instructional services and on the most
essential support services. Research, planning, staff development,
technical assistance, information’ services, and even public information
services have been affected because such activities do not immediately
and directly affect classroom teachfng. Many county offices of education
in California are facing severe cutbacks in professional staff, and the -
professional instructional support staff in the central bffices of many
local education agencies is suffering.*

Beyond the more obvious types of retrenchment, less obvious types

may affect dissemination and school improvement even more profoundly. oo
Consider the following:
£

v : 9 A large number of ‘school librarian positions have been eliminated.
Many elementary school libraries are.now without staff.

® In many districts, almost all the elementary school counselor and
vice-principal positions have been eliminated. High schools
have fared only slightly better.

- @ There nave been severe reductions in teacher aide and
paraprofessional positions. These were the earliest and most
frequent victims of cutbacks in compensatory education funding.

e Elimination of vice-principal, guidance counselor, and other
support positions has placed many additional duties on elementary
and secondary school principals.

|
® Elimination of many central office support staff positions has
placed many. additional duties on remaining central office
administrators. ,

* Since passage of Proposition 13, the San Francisco Unified School
District has fired 1,400 teachers and slashed central office administrative
staff by 40 percent. Now, failure of the state legislature to provide
an expected 6 percent cost-of-1iving adjustment in its education budget

. may force removal of even more central office administrators to balance
the district's budget.
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@ Severe cuts in budget and staff in intermediate units, coupled
with loss of many federally funded technical assistance projects,
have significantly reduced the quantity, if not also the quality,
of the free external assistance provided by these agencies. In
an attempt to maintain such functions, staff in county offices,
postsecondary institutions, and nonprofit agencies have begun to
market services for fees.

o At the same time, extremely tight lTocal education agency budgets
make it difficult for LEAs to purchase external assistance.

These circumstances mean that there are’ fewer persons, fewer dollars,
and less time to devote to school improvement activities. Because most
educational professionals want to improve themselves and their educational
practices, the loss of time (that results from the daily press of other
duties) may be the most serious. Practitioners throughout the region
tell us that they have less time to attend professionals meetings and
workshops, read journals and books, visit other schools--in general, to
keep current and to get new ideas; to plan, orgdnize, try out new ideas,

.and develiop and test new materials; and to work with colleagues or clients

on needs/assessment, problem definition, solution segarch and selection,
implementation of new practices, staff development, or practice evaluation.
In short, the combined impact of federal cuts and state and local budget
shor;félls has been to reduce severely the organizational slack (money,
people, time) that is needed for an organization to undertake significant
change. ‘

/

However, an even more profound set of organizational and environmental
effects is causing a major shift in the attitudes and orientation of many
educators. The protracted years of enrollment decline, the 1oss of public
support for education and of public respect for teaching ar a profession,
coupled with increasingly severe budget problems, reductions-in-force,
reductions in opportunities for promotion and advancement, and work .
overload, have taken their toll in significantly lowered morale and esprit,
job burnout, and lost self-esteem. As education agencies have been forced
to shift their priorities in order to maintain core services, 9rganizational
disincentives against undertaking any form of innovative activity that is
not time- or money-saving have sometimes developed. Unfortunately, most
educational administrators and teachers have not been prepared, either by
preservice or inservice training, to manage decline and retrenchment, so
they are poorly equipped to deal creatively with time- and money-saving
challenges. And, when these teachers and administrators turn to the larger
knowledge base (whether it be ERIC, NDN, a library,.a college of education

. course, or a state education agency consultant), they find relatively few

practice-relevant solutions that at the same time deal effectively with
school improvement "basics," cut costs substantially or result in
significant savings of labor or time, and represent a practical, low-risk
alternative that is both legal and acceptable to all key stakeholder groups.

Thus, the bottom line on the negative factors is that these are tough
times for most educational practitioners. Few have the money, time,
motivation, or incentives to engage in innovation for its own sake.
Certainly this is one reason for our shift in jargon from "innovation"

ae
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to "school improvement" or "improving schools." "However, as Lehming and
Kane (1981, p. 10) have noted: .

The phrase "improving schools" . . . refers to an
intention or effort to alter schools or schooling toward
some state that is perceived as “better.” That, of course,
is the motivation behind research related to education.
However, analytically the phrase is fraught with problems.
> The referent may be a policy, a concrete project, or a
specific product or technology. - One group's improvement
may be seen, in the extreme case, as another's detriment:
The term js imbued with valuation. Then again, specific
change policies may deal with efforts that are not viewed
as improvements by anyone--dealing with the consequences
of declining resources, for example (Walker and Chaiken, .
1981). Finally, there is the matter of motivation: A
change policy may be initiated for reasons that have
little in common with the stated improvement aim (Berman
aggs?cLaughliq, 1979; Herriott and Gross, 1979; Pauly, )
1 - A )

In the current climate, for many educators the words "school
improvement" may simply mean either providing a significantly better
education for K-12 students at no real increase in cost or providing
some "satisficing" level of education at much reduced real cost, Neither
our knowledge inventory nor the skills of our human intermediaries are
especially well qualified to confront either of these conceptions of
school improvement. Too much of our attention has been directed to
"add-ons," "pull-outs,” and special categorical projects that have too
often assumed an abundance of external (federal and state) resources and
a reasonable amount of local slack rescurces (money,/motivation, time,
and organizational incentives). //

. These negative factors point te four like]i/ffends: «

1. Less federal and state support for/edﬁcational and
education-related research and development; smaller apd more
isolated R&D projects that will be more directed to
high-priority area applications but that will frequently lack
the critical mass of time and talent needed to develop and
maintain an output that can be directly and effectively coupled
to school needs and school contexts.

2. Markedly fewer identifiable school improvement projects,
primarily due to cuts in federal funds and to shortfalls in
state and local funds.

3. A slow but continued erosion of institutional and
organizational capacity to produce, disseminate, and use new
knowledge to’ improve schools except in limited, high-priority -
areas. This capacity will be reduced due to significant
reductions at federal, state, intermediate, and local levels
in six resources: money, specialized staff, time, motivation,
energy, and organizational and professional incentives.

| j 75
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4. A shift in educational agency priiorities that will emphasize
provision of core services and maintenance of the traditional,
long-established, and institutignalized agency functions.
Successful innovations in operating schools are most 1ikely to
“represent some combination of three essential ingredients®
They solve critical educational problems, they are low-cost or

cost-saving, and they are Tow-risk (politically, organizationally,
and professionally). '

Positive Factors

LY

Although the preceding .analysis portrays the general nature and scope
of some major negative factors affecting educational research,
dissemination, and school improvement efforts, the implication is overly
grim. There is also a positive,side.’

Improvements in quality and efficiency. Although most of the
educational agenciés that we have contacteé have ‘been significantly
affected by cutbacks and shortfalls, which have forced them to vetrench
in various ways, many of these same agencies believe that the quality
and efficiency of their remaining programs and services have improved.
The budget crises have forced stocktaking and re-examination of missions
and priorities. Some low-priority programs and discretionary services
have been abandoned; in some cases, reorganization and restructuring have
followed. State and intermediate agencies in particular have given some
attention to checking extérnal expectations in order to gain greater
support from governing bodies, clients, and other stakeholders.

Because of their very heavy depehdence on federal funding for the

‘administration -of federal programs and_for the improvement of SEA

operations, the state education agencies in all three states have

been profoundly affected by consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation.
Each SEA has behaved in a differént way that is consistent with the
department’s historical view of- its role and with the degree of support
and interest that it receives from the legislature, the governor, and
organized education interest groups. However, despite many differences,
all three depdrtments have made three common responses: They have made
an effdrt to retain the experienced .proféssional staff-built up over the
past two decades; they have conducted relatively major reviews of budgets,
programs, and services “in order to establish priorities and make plans
that provide alternatives to simple across-the-board cuts; and they have

made substantial efforts to maintain services that LEAs say they most
want and need. ' ,

The 62 intermediate units (58 county offices in California and
4 regional centers in Utah) represent much greater diversity in their
degree of dependence on federal funding. However, the combined impact
of federal cuts and state and local shortfalls has posed major threats
and problems to nearly all these agencies. Some have already been forced
to make deep reductions in programs and staff; many others are anticipating
painful cuts. But, like the SEAs, most of these intermediate units have
responded with efforts to retain key professional staff, to undertake
comprehensive reviews of budgets and programs, and to maintain essential
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and most-wanted services to LEAs. In some cases, these efforts have
involved extensive surveys of or meetings with LEA superintendents and
staffs to determine, on a program-by-program basis, the nature of LEA
needs for services. The results of these surveys of LEA needs have
somet imes been very painful, especially to ‘professionals who worked
long and hard in particular specialties that received low priorities;
however, some senior intermediate unit administrators believe that
their agencies will _be "smaller but stronger" as a result.

Retention of truly useful projects. Although some dissemination and
technical assistance projects have been closed down due to lack of funding,
many other important projects have survived. While the California state
1eg;§1ature is still faced with grave' fiscal problems, it shows no sign
of T01lowing the federal lead in reducing its commitments to its own
categorical education programs. Support for school improvement in the
state is still an important priority. Here are two examples: The
California School Improvement Program, which is perhaps the largest
voluntary, school-based reform program in the world in terms of the
number of schools involved, is not only still operating but is expanding
the number of participating schools, albeit' on a level budget. California's
network of seventeen Professional Development and Program Improyeme nt
Centers will be incorporated into a new program and receive a new infusion
of state funds along with added responsibilities for retraining teachers
in mathematics, science, technology, and other subject areas as part of
the state's new Investment in People program.

Among the significant school improvement resources to be found in
this three-state region are the nine federally funded teachers' centers,
which have been faced with extinction as a result of ECIA Chapter 2.

One truly positivewﬁiece of news is that perhaps eight of these nine
teachers’ centers will continue operating on some basis. In one Utah

school district, tpe teachers' center was so valued by staff that district
teachers voted to ask the school board to allocate a portion of their

negot iated cost-of-1iving adjustment (COLA) to keep the center in operation.
The school - board was so impressed with this sign of teacher support that

it funded the center without reducing the teachers' COLA. In California,
some of the SEA's ECIA Chapter 2 set-aside funds were allocated to provide
transition assistance to teachers' centers.

Initiation of new school improvement projects. Despite retrenchment
and cutbacks, new state-sponsored school improvement projects have emerged.
Perhaps the two most.remarkable are the Investment in People program in
California and the School Productivity projects in Utah.

Funded at nearly $10 million in 1982-83, the Investment in People
program will establish a comprehensive staff development network across
California. The proposed network includes 15 regional centers, funds
that local schools can use for their staff development needs, and a
pilét program for retraining teachers. The centers will focus especially,
but not exclusively, on providing training in mathematics, science, and
computer use and will incorporate services previously provided by state
and federal resource centers and the state's Professional Development ‘
and Program Improvement Centers. Design and implementation of the regional

0 Eiu
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centers and their programs explicitly includes participation by all levels
of educational agencies in the state. .

Although much more modest in scale, Utah's School Productivity
projects represent a bold effort to find alternative ways of serving the
rapidly increasing student population in Utah more efficiently and more
effectively. There are two such special projects in the state now, one
at Weber and the other in Washington School District. Both LEAs received
planning grants from the legislature for the 1981-82 school year, and
both will obtain additional funds for program implementation next year.
The legislature, the governor's office, and educators and taxpayers
throughout Utah are watching these two districts as they experiment with
strategies for serving more students without constructing new buildings
or hiring additional staff.

In addition to the two School Productivity projects, Utah initiated
four other new projects, funded with mineral lease monies, this past
year: (1) SEA staff will assist school districts to develop community,
involvement strategies for districtwide educational planning. (2) An
Educational Planning Institute will help district staff and commun ity
members, in planning techniques and processes. (3) A Microcomputer and
Information Technology unit is being established to provide guidance to
the SEA and to LEAs. (4) Eleven SEA staff are being trained to work with
LEA boards and administrators to develop policies and programs that
address issues of teacher morale, motivation, and burnout; community
attitudes toward the teaching profession; and methods of providing
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards for school staff.

Nevada's tradition of strong local control has precluded initiation
of significant state-level school improvement efforts (except if we
include the Nevada minimal competency testing program), but new projects
will be supported at the local level. For example, the Washoe County

. School District has allocated a substantial portion of its ECIA Cha$ter 2

grant to support competitively funded miniprojects proposed by loca
schools in the district.

New cooperative efforts. Local education agencies in all three
states are establishing consortia, cooperatives, networks, and other
interorganizational arrangemerits to share resources, information, and

"technical expertise. A recent survey of 13 San Francisco Bay Area

counties (Cates, Hood, McKibbin, 1981% identified 103 interorganizational
arrangements. A1l 231 Bay Area school districts were engaged in at

least one arrangement, and 90 percent of the districts were involved in
two or more. McKibbin (1981) describes a Northern California consortium
in which a county office, a state university, and more than 20 school
districts from two counties combined resources to develop basic skills
assessment capabilities. Cates (1981) describes the Ca]ifornia statewide
network of 22 local or area Industry-Education Councils (IECs). Current
membership in the Santa Clara IEC, one of the most recent and active of
the California councils, includes 15 businesses and 19 educational
agencies; it his supported a variety of projects, including inservice
workshops designed to inform educators about employment needs and
resources in the community, a pilot countywide newsletter aimed at
increasing business-education communication, computer awareness workshops

81
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for educators, a mobile computer van, summer jobs .for youth, and’ educator
visits to businesses and industries in the county. Through university-
based centers and high school-based activities and programs throughout
California, MESA (Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement) combines
the resources of secondary schools, colleges of’ engineering, and -
participating businesses and-industries to increase the number of .
under-represented minorities’ in mathematics, engineering, and physical
science-related professions. *

7

. In Utah, the SEA has taken the lead in forming a-special, education
training consortium that includes representation from Utah's 40 school
districts and other educational agencies in ihe state in order to ,
strengthen school district capabilities to procure sufficient numbers.of
qualified personnel and to provide effective inservice education that
will enable teachers to teach handicapped children. The consortium
coordinates the resources of the Utah Learning Resource Center, college
faculty from four postsecondary institutions; staff from the four regional
education service centers, and school district inservice training leaders
from across the state. In compensatory education, the Utah SEA Has
created a statewide cadre of approximately 40 demonstration teachers,

who offer highly personalized and individualized service to compensatory
education teachers. :

In Nevada, a network of curriculum directors from'five counties’ ,
(Carson City, Churchill, Douglas, Lyon, and Washoe) was formed recently. ,

These directors meet monthly to share information and to provide assistance
to one another. N

Redirection of orientation. Perhaps one of the longer-term but more
profound effects of the New Federalism will come in directing the attention
of educators away from the Congress, the U.S. ‘Department of Education, and
the Washington-based education associations toward state and local levels
in dealing with educational problems and opportunities. The proliferation
of federally funded categorical programs engendered much program T
compartmentalization and organizational fragmentatiop in SEAs and in the
central offices of large LEAs, as administrative staffs in these. agencies
were built up in mirror images of federal programs and offices. This
compartmentalization and‘fragmentation have seriously hampered coordination
of resources and efficient provision of services to schools. Although
the fupds consolidated in ECIA Chapter 2 represent less than 4 percent
of federal educatioh funds, the federal intent to “deregulate" all
federally funded education programs means that state and local school
superintendents may eventually find it easier to coordinate educational
programs in their own agencies and to integrate the increasingly scarce
assistance resources that their own agencies may offer to schools.

However, even before federal consolidation and deregulation began,
» some education agencies in the Far West region already showed evidence of '
a marked change in planning styles that moves beyond parochial, short-run
planning to multiagency, long-range planning. Here are some examples:_

As early as 1979, the Utah State Board of Education became concerned
about certain-trends in the state, including fiscal cuts, the boom-town
syndrome, enrollment growth, and the technology explbsion.’ It set as o
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one of its Five-Year Goals the completion of a Master Plan for public
education in the state that would involve all components of the education
system, various special-interest groups, and the general public. A
65-nember Utah Statewide Education Planning Commission was formed, and
cver the course of the n.xt two years, eight task forces and several
hundred persons contributed to the development of the master plan. To
accomplish its tasks, the commission decided to: (1) identi<y the most
critical issues of the 1980's, (2) specify desirable outcomes, (3) analyze
present conditions, and (4) prepare recommendations for action. Public
hearing and djscussions with legislators were held in the various regional
areas of the state to promote deeper understanding of the long-term needs
of the education community. In October 1981, the commission officially
presented a ten-year "Master Plan for Addressing Eight Cri’ical Issues
Affecting Education in Utah in the 80's" to the Utah State Board of
Education. The eight critical issues were: (1) the nature and purpose
of schooling, {2) school finance, (3) school facilities, (4) curriculum
organization, (5) public participation and involvement in education
decision making, (6) governance of public education, (7) quality teachers
and cdministrators, and (8) helping students tc develop their potential.

Perhaps partially in response to public interest created by the
commission's activities but most certainly in response to alarming
projections of educational costs over the next decade, Governor
Scott M. Mattheson upset tradition in Utah by playing an atypically
active role by publishing a booklet entitled "Solving the School Crisis:
Governor's Acticn Plan for Quality £lementary and Secondary Education."
This pubiication cugges.ed strategies that the state and local education
agencies could use to address three major educational issues: (1) basic
purposes of public education, (2) financing public education, (3) facilities
for pubiic schools. These, of course, are three of the eight issues
considered by the commission. Although there are some differences in
the recomendations, what is remarkable is that, for perhaps the first
time in Utah's history, the State Board of Education and the Governor's
Office have both concerned themselves with long-range educational planning
on some of the same priority issues.

While the Governor's Office, the State Board, and the Commission
have been concerned with some very brcad issues involved in provision of
quality education in the 80's and beyond, other far more specific examples
of tong-range planning are &lso in evidence. One interesting example is
the Utah Special Education CSPD Council. Public Laws 95-561 and 94-142
require state education agencies to develop Comorehensive Syscems for
Personnel Development (CSPDs). In Utah, the Special Zducation CSPD
Council includes representation from the State Office of Education,
institutions of higher education, local education agencies, vocational
rehabilitation agencies, the state legislature, parents, and others.
Since another organization, the Utah Special Education Consortium, deals
with more immediate special education inservice training needs, the
Council is free to conduct long-range planning regarding special education

personnel aevelopment in the state, especially with respect to longer-term
preservice training needs.

In Californiz. we a®;c find a number of examples or long-range
educational planning. In addition to a number of long-term state
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categorical programs, some of which preceded their federal counterparts,
the Caiifornia School Improvement Program (CSIP) traces its inception

back ten years to the Early Childhood Educatiaon Act of 1972, In 1977, the
state legislature greatly expanded the scope of the program from K-3 to
K-12. CSIP is based on several key assumptions espoused by the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Wilson Riles, and kev state
department staff that long anticipated the contemporary move to local
control of education; namely, that (1) schools should “organize themselves"
by identifying their own needs and strategies for meeting those needs;

(2) all resourcas of schools should be directed to "doing the best things
for kids"; (3) school-related decisions should be made cooperatively

among school staff, parents, and students; (4) the state department's
responsibility is to encourage and support improvement efforts, not to
direct specifics of curriculum content or instructional method; and

(5) the state department should consciously recognize and reward success
in school improvement efforts.

A voluntary program, CSIP .as grown until it now encompasses half of
the schools and three fourths of the school districts in the state.
Unlike other long-range statewide educational planning efforts, CSIP
represepts a concerted, ten-year-long effort by the Stat: Superintendent
of Instruction, the Department, the State Board, ard the state legislature
to engender and support longer-term school-based plannirg and reform in
schools throughout the state.* Perhaps it is the joint commitment of so
many sponsors and participants that has allowed CSIP to sury thus far
despite severe financial prassures.

A recent and especially remarkable example of long-range strategic
planning was undertaken by the Office of the Santa Clara County
Superintendent of Schools. Based on a strategic planning model taken )
from business and industry, the plan was initiated. in September 1981 and
completed by the end of April 1982. It employed a number of methodologies
and sources of information to guide the Santa Clara County Office of
Education in establishing clear objectives and making the best use of
available resourccs. The plan begins with a detailed definition of
missions and basic purposes of the Office. It goes on to analyze the
environment in which the Office functions by examining how the economy,
public attitudes, and other influences may affect future operations.
Next, it reports and analyzes the "market," or demand, for services
provided by the Office as determined by various survey methods. (In all,

>

* CSIP is only one of a succession of California school improvems * efforts,
wnich all have been oriented by the assumptions listed above. E. .

has incorporated learnirgs from previous programs, e.g., the Professional
Development and Program Improvement Centers, 1969; Early Childhood Educa-
tion, 1972; Reform in Secondary £ducation, 1976. Perhaps the four key
beliefs underlying CSIP are: (1) local ownership is necessary if
improvement programs are to succeed; /2) a specific planning effort is
necessary to get people ready to act and to keep them focused once
implementation has begun; (3) administrators in the district office and

at the school site must be included; and (4) a readily available support
system should be provided ai the state level.
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18 sets of market analysis results were prepared, one for each of
18 program areas derived from 12.surveys.) These three inputs (mission
definition, environmental analysis, market analysis) were used: (1) to
prepare budgets and set objectives; (2) to forecast the impact that
current decisions and actions will have in the future; and (3) to creace
strategies that can take advantage of opportunities that present themselves.
This particular strategic analysis represen*s a novel application of ’
N strategic planning methods to public educacion. Its recdlts provide
impressive evidence that educational agencies can conduct strategic

planning to generate information that can be highly useful for policy
forniation and management guidance.

These are some examples of positive factors affecting education in
the Far West. In the next section, we draw heavily on the Santa Clara

County Office environmental analysis to consider some imagés of the k
future in the Far West. g

Images of the Future

As part of the Santa Clara County Office strategic planning process,
two five-year scenarios of the future were created to provide a general
context within which to question resource people about the future of
various programs and services offered by the Office. Using baseline data
collected by Office planning staff, Richard Carlson of SRI International
prepared two five-year scenarios, both representing 1ikely but different
views of California education in 1987,*

The most likely scenario, Reraissance, projects high state (and
Santa Clara County) growth, combined with growing public support for, and
more consistent demands on, education. The second most likely scenario,
Troubled Times, anticipates slow economic growth and continued lack of
support for education. Behind both scenarios are some genera! long-term
h trends.

[¢

Economic growth. Real personal income has grown considerably faster
in California (and in Nevada and Utah) than it has in the nation since
1975. This growth is primarily accounted for by population growth. /
Relatively strong economic yrowth in Caiifornia is 1ika2ly because of its
strength in the two fastest-growing industries in the 1980's--electronics
and defense 1erospace. (Nevada's vconomic growth, especially in tourism
and light industry, may follow Califernia's. In Utah, the ecohomic growth
may parallel trends:in the Western states with particular sensitivity to
changes in demands for new energy and mineral resources. All three
states are facing economic problems in the current recession, but these
problems are not nearly as severe %s they are in states in the Northeast
and North Central regions of the U.S.) Current predictions disagree,

AL

* We thank the Santa Clara County Office Planning Team and Richard Carlson
of SRI International for permission to summarize and quote their report

at length. These projections are based on the Santa Clara County Office
of Education Environmental Analysis Sourcebook (1982). Material in

parentheses contains editorial extrapolations for Utah and Nevada¢
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primarily on the timing and on the degree of recovery from the current
recession. Recovery is expected to begin sometime between mid 1982 and
early 1984. The California economy is likely to grow in real terms by

at least 1 percent annually, and it could be as much as 5 percent annually.
But, partigylarly in California, economic growth does not translate
automatical’ly into state revenues as the result of a series of tax
limitation laws. Inflation-adjusted revenues in California actually
declined in 1980. (In Nevada, the bulk of the state revenue base was
shifted from property tax to sales tax in 1981. Kith the marked decline
both in tourism and in the general economy, sales tax revenues arefdown.
and deficits may be experienced.) Because of the recession, 1982-83 is
likely to bring a severe reduction in real financial support per pupil.
Some general recovery in revenues (in all three states) is likely to
occur in 1984 and thereafter. How quickly the revenue situation improves
and how much education benefits depend heavily on public attitudes toward
state government in general and toward education in particular. It
appears that the tax reduction movement has abated, as state and local
governments have tried to curb expenditures in the wake of Proposition 13.

. Public attitudes. Carlson's analysis indicates that the potential

for renewed pubTic support for education depends on five factors:
enrollments, labor market needs, perceptions of school, system effect jveness,
changing voter patterns, and public demands on education. Both new

enrol Iment and labor market trends are favorable for support for education.
(Reversing a decline that lasted throughout the 1970's, enrollments are
now increasing in California. K-12 enroliments began to increase in

Utah and Nevada as early as 1973. Increases came much later, circa
1981-82, for California. For the 1981-82 school year, California reported
a 3.6 percent increase over the previous year, Utah a 3.4 percent increase,
and Nevada a 1.1 percent. increase.) Labor market needs for well-educated
workers are likely to be very strong in the 1980's. Since recognition

is spreading that shortages of skilled workers are a key factor in slow
economic growth and product ivity, business and industry are 1%kely to
become education's friend.

Carlson considers improvement in public perceptions of school
effectiveness much less predictable. Recent improvements in some measures
of school performance (in all three states) represent the beginnings of
a positive trend. If it continues, this trend could generate a positive
cycle of improved public attitudes, which create positive political
suppert, which is followed by increased financial support, which is
followed by improved school performance. But, the cycle could also move
in tne opposite direction, as it has in the past decade. Current low
expectations for schools may allow the system .to refocus its attention
and resources on its core roles. (By giving seiious attention to achieving,
assesiing, and reporting on educational perfofmance and productivity and
by dealing efiectively with other critical state and local community
expectations for education, educators in all three states may help to
keep the current public opinion cycles moving in the positive direction.)

Changing voting patterns also represent an uncertainty. Currently,
elections are dominated by older voters. Conflicts among age groups
could become an important political factor in the 1980's as young adults
are forced to subsidize Social Secur 'ty and Medicar. and to pay outrageous

50
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prices or rents for housing owned by the elderly but to receive less
education for their children. Although it is not a significant problem in
Utah or Nevada, the politial problem in California is-that parents and
students are increasingly Hispanic, Asian, or Black. These groups now
represent 44 percent of California's public K-12 student enrollment.

These groups tend to have very low voter turnout. More generally, even
nonminority persons under age 30 tend not to vote. Until either those
over age 50 support schools or ethnic minorities and those under age 30
vote and support schools, significant increases in financial support

. seem unlikely.

The shape of public demands on education is a more complex issue,
because these demands are linked to the genera! state of society. It was
particula~ly to illuminate this issue that Richard Carlson and the Santa
Clara County Office Planning Team deve]oped the two scenarios, Renaissance
and Troubled Times. (The following summaries of the scenarios, scenario
elements, and discussion of general-and policy implications are excerpted
directly from the Santa Clara County Office Strategic Planning 1982-83:
Environmental Apalysis Source Book, pp. 8-14.)

-

N

Renaissance. The Renaissance scenario combines a
prosperous economy with a return toward consensus in
... issués affecting education. The economy revives by late

" 1982, and real personal incomes rise by about 4% per
year betwezen 1982 and 1987. There are several changes
in tax laws, but, on the average, state and local revenues
grow at the same rate as the California economy. At
least one of the 1982 tax reduction propositions is
defeated, and the tax reduction movement loses steam.
By 1984, a new coalition of high technology businesses,
teachers, and parents gains a slowly growing share of
state resources for education. Federal court actions
end the divisive desegregation issue in California.
Further intervention in major educational issues by
California's still activist Supreme Court is reversed by
referendum. As a result, public schools have about

12% more rea] revenues per student in 1987 than they had
in 1981.

The genera] social situation also improves. The general
prosperity reduces age and ethnic conflicts in California.
Having tried everything else, the baby-boom generation
turns back toward family, children, and community. This
is not a return to old values as much as it is a new

. consensus and an end to social turmoil. Parents demand
d@ wide range of high-qality education services, and

- they move quickly to private programs if public programs

are ineffective. The conflicts over abortion, evolution,
and language rights slowly die out.

School programs react by modestly swinging back to basics
with a nigh technology flavor. Relative social calm and
improving academic achievement revive political support

for education among nonparents. Low-income ethnic groups

87




recognize the economic promise of learning technical
skills and join in the demands for higher-quality academic
education and strong assistance for learning English.

The, system is still short of resources, behind in-new
technologies, increasingly short of competent technical
and administrative personnel, and having difficulty
teaching an ever more diverse student body, but the
general situation for education is definitely improving.

Troubled Times. "The Troubled Times scenario is a
combination of economic, social, and political problems.
The national and state economies revive slowly in late
1983 after a disastrous 1982.- Frustrated voters take out
their frustrations with a string of tax-cutting measures.
Real state revenues barely keep even with-inflation, and
real support per pupil slowly deciines. At the same
time, middle-income parents in high-wealth areas (1ike
Santa Clara County) increasingly turn to private schools.

Business concentrates its support on higher education.
The controversy over bilingualism gets increasingly ugly.
Parents demand an incredible range of services, from
computers to advanced courses in ecological ethics.
Worst of all, the most talented young teachers and
administrators flee or are forced out of the school
system. A growing consciousness of new -ideals and new
purposes gains increasing support, but this is largely
outside the traditional political and educational system.
The most successful sghool systems find wayst to extend
their resvurces by cooperating with the growing private
sector. By 198/, vouchers look 1ike a real possibility.

Scenario Elements. Elements of each scenario are
outlined in Figure 2 (p. 81).

General Implications of the Scenarios. The most powerful
implications of the scenarios are their similarities. The
two scenarios are the result of careful analysis that
inciuded review with senior education analysts in
Sacramento. While there was agreement that support for
educational programs is 1ikely to slow its recent decline,
there was also agreement that roughly 12% more revenue
per pupil was the best that could be expected by 1987.

The key implications that are true across both scenarios
are these:

* o Demands on public education are likely to
increasingly exceed its resources. A total
increment of 12% spread over five years could
easily be absorbed by a single group, such as-
special education, teachers, or technglogy
enthusiasts.
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o The continued squeeze on state and federal programs
for education is likely, regardiess of near-term
political trends. The federal government is
essentially broke, whether Democrats or.Republicans
are elected. Federal sugport for minor programs,
such as education, will be lost in the conflict

over Social Security, defense, and economic policy. .

At the state level, the growth of the economy is

far more important than whoever occupies the
Governor's chair.

® A growing range of private, nonprofit, and
: noneducational public agencies will offer
educational services. These services will include
arts, child care, science, music, computers,
special education, vocational training, and many
others. Middle- and higher-income parents will
be increasingly willing to buy such services.

¢ Public education will\find itself in increasing

competition with othen organizations for talented
teachers and administriators.

¢ The growth of nonpubli¢ educational programs,
the demands of parents' for a wider range of
services, and the competition for talented people
will be much stronger in Santa Clara County than
elsewhere. Relatively prosperous and well-educated
parents cah be both a blessing and a curse.

¢ The conflict between education of the general
population and special services to special
groups is likely to become increasingly bitter.
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FIGURE 2.

RENAISSANCE
Recovery 1n late 1982; growth averaging
over 3% per year; inflation down to 5%

Caltfornia much stronger; 4% real growth
in fncome

County stronger

Modest improvement in:Prep. 13 possible;
rlrgeit’ax reduction measures zre passed after

5% real growth

6-7% real growth in property taxes; revenues
reach Prop. 4 1imits in many cities and school
districts

Little real growth

12-15% more per pupil by 1987

Some relaxing of P.L. 94-142; major
consolidation, with new programs in science
and math

New support for science, math, and
vocational education

Slow decline in North County, but strong
growth elsewhere

Strong growth in Hispanic and Asfan students

Large potential sh'ft to private schools

Oramatic growth in use of computers and
othar high tech products

High demand for all technical fields but
decline in traditional occupations

Some revival of family and community;
no major new social confli-ts; {ncreasing
de.‘re for global education

Revival of strong support, with desires
for programs exceeding revenues

Courts Increasingly withdraw from
education

Very high retirement and 1oss of best
teachers in technical fields; difffcult
recruiting 1n some fieldé; improved. morsle

Hizh retiremant but good retention
otherwise, shortage of young administrators;
high morale ’

¢

SCENARIO ELEMENTS

TROVBLED T1MES
FA2N

Recovery delayed to 1983; growth averag‘i;ig
less than 2% per year; {inflation 8-12%

California follows natfon; 1% real growth
in income
County follows State

A steady stream of tax-cutting measures are
passed

1% real growth post 1982

About 3% reai growth

Real decline

Real decline per pupil
Major relaxing; -major consolidation;
no new programs

Little change

Slower overall growth

Proportionate shift to Hispanic and Asian

Large potential shift to private schools

High tech growth nearly as large, but
opposed by many

Less occupational change

Continued disintegration of family and
conmunity; demonstrations over peace,
environment, language rights and global ethics

Formal education seen as {rrelevant;
older voters refuse support
Court intervention increases, and court-

appointed masters run more Systems

Adequate supply but more union militancy;
declining morale

High loss of best and youngest; low morale

Ju
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Policy Implications of the Scenarios. While much more
o detailed analysis remains to be done, some general
policy concepts are already apparent:

o The key to improving the public education system
in the future will be focusing resources on core

programs. Trying to ‘save everything will save
nothing.

o The key long-run adminisérative issue will be
. planning how to recruit and retain top-quality,

, younger teachers and administrators. The
educational leaders of the future are being
lost today.

e Financial planning must focus on long-term
improvements as well as short-term survival.

o Nonpublic educational programs are an opportunity
as well as a threat. ESanta Clara] County parents
are largely willing and able to pay for special.
services. Helping organize such external programs
(with aid provisions for low-income parents) could
reduce-pressures on the public system, increase
resources for core programs, and provide additional
income to public school teachers.

o Imaginative new institutional, financial, and
administrative arrangements will be part of
virtually any succgssfu] new educational policies.

o Closer coordination of public programs will be
more important than ever. There will be a
continuing reshuffling of programs, roles, and
responsibilities that will affect many students.

(Santa Clara County Office, 1982, pp. 8-14)

-l




THE FUTURE FOR EDUCATIONAL R&D, DISSEMINATION,
AND SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT IN THE FAR WEST

Coﬁéidering both positive and negative factors and possible future
trends, what are some of the likely implications for educational R&D,
dissemination, and school improvement in the Far West Laboratory service

region? Here are some predictions: Q
General trends. There will be fewer federal and state resources in
the early 19807s directly supporting specific educational knc.ledge
production, dissemination, and utilization (KPDU) projects. However,
the actual rate of knowledge production, dissemination, and use may
actually increase. This paradox can be explained by noting that KPDU
functions have slowly but increasingly been institutionalized in
education agencies at ail levels over the past two decades. This is
particulary true for state, intermediate, and local education agencies
in the Far West. Although they depended initially cn federal requirements
and. federal funding for their development and support, educat*onal policy
research, assessment, program evaliation, product and systems development,
technical assistance, operations research, and other research-based
forms of “disciplined inquiry" have not only become increasingly
commonplace, but they have also been so successful in proving their worth
that many education agencies at all levels ncw suppoit these activities
with their own state or local funds. .In the short run, federal cutbacks
and dereguiation, combined with state and*goca1 funding shortfalls, may
cause very serious probiems within the R&D community, including some
real attrition in the numbers of full-time educational R&D personnel and
a marked decrease in the numbers of for-profit and nonprofit firms
depending mainly or solely on federal-supported educational R&D funds.
However, we anticipate that the surviving R&D firms will diversify by
securing support for R&D from other federal agencies, from state and

Tocal agencies (in education and other social areas), and from business
and industry.

At the same time, we predict that, because "disciplined inquiry"” can
be a reliable and effective way to produce and use knowledge to solve
significant problems, increasing numbers of professionals in state,
intermediate, local, and postsecondary education agencies will work
(full-time or part-time) at many “instrumental," or applied, KPDU tasks.
In postsecondary institutions, commitments to knowledge production for
its own sake and to scholarly publication will remain major incentives
to perform research, but at all levels, KPDU will beccme increasingly
supported as an effective means to achieve programmatic or organizational
ends. As systematic inquiry, efficient information transfer and retrieval,
site-based collaborative R&D, and school improvement and productivity
projects become more common, it will become ircreasingly difficult to
estimate the true scope and volume of the totai educatic .21 KPDU in the
United States, simply because the federal government will no longer be
the primary sponsor, except for fundamental research.” And, in this _ /
area, it is likely that the glut of often shallow, nonreplicated,
noncumulative education and social research may eventually so tax the
scholarly publication channels and drain limited research resources that
reforms may be undertaken within the social science disciplines, by the

-
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research publishing community. and within the academic institutions that
hazﬁ fosﬁered "pgb]ish or perish" norms. Significance and utility, |,
rather than novelty and ﬁuantitx, may increasingly come to be the important

criteria for judging both the merit and the worth of education and social
science research. ‘

Information dissemination. Public information services may also
display an analogous paradoxical, trend. There_may be further cutbacks in
the numbers of full-time public information professionals in all types of
education agencies due to continuing staff retrenchment; however, the
need for effective communitativn with many public¢ sectors and with
special-interest groups will grow as education agencies confront the
necessity of obtaining legislative,and taxpayer support for education.
Increasing attention will be given to public information, on a part-time
basis, by most school administrators and many education agency executives.
Qualitatively, the orientation of public information communications will
shift from one-way "spread" to two-way "exchange" methods, as
administrators become increasingly concerned with gauging trends in
public opinion and with assessing the effectiveness of their communication
efforts. A second major impetus:for increase in public information
efforts will come from the growth of statewide political action coalitions_
and networks, which will recognize the importance of fostering effective
communication both within the education community and with' various segmen*s
of the public sector as part of their larger strategy to gain and maintain
adequate financial support for education.

Many education information and 1ibrary services will experience
tracmatic changes. Already caught in a cost squeeze produced by rising
labor aild materials costs, very few will be able to waintain past levels
of service or rates of acquisition. Several changes in information
technology suggest that many education information services will move
away from an emphasis on acquiring, circulating, and maintaining
“collections" toward an emphasis on assisting local users to access a
variety of nonlocal information and materials sources. First, the
increasingly extensive use of computers in schools will make possible
direct computer links between education information users and an

_increasing number of specialized information bases. Many of these

information bases will provide not only searches-that deliver citations
and abstracts, but they will also permit direct or indirect access to
the*full copy of requested documents or audicvisual media that may be
delivered electronically or by mail. Except for high-use "hard copy"
materials, lccal "collections" will increasingly be acquired in lTow-cost
microform, which eventually will be replaced by even lower-cost videodisk
"collections." Following trends among special libraries and information
centers in the commbrcial sector, education information and media
specialists will justify their own labor costs and the costs of using
external services on demand by demonstrating not only that their services
are cost-effective but that they represent real cost savings for
information and medi. users. Unfortunately, these trends may increase
inequities across states and among education agencies. Some will simply
cut costs and reduce their levels of access and use of information and
media, while others will adopt the new technologies and encourage greater
use of state or regional information and media centers gnd networks to
replace the iocal libraries and media collections that “hey can no longer

t
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afford to maintain. Among the heavier users, another paradox will be

evident: Individual information items or uses will be more expensive,

but overall Tibrary and information center costs may not increase. There
' are two explanations: (1) Users will pay directly for more items and

services, but (2) costs to acquire and maintain local collections will

be substantially cut, .since only very high-usage jtems will be purchased

and maintained in high-cost hard copy form. )

While personnel providing local services can be expected to shift to
information ahd media "consultant” or ‘brokering” roles, state and
intermediate Yibraries and centers will shift to petwork coordination,
"wholesaler," and other specialized support roles. They may also give
particular attention to providing training and technical assistance to
lTocal information and media specialists, since the cost of providing more
direct personalized service to Tocal users will become too high to support
except in cases where the service is paid for by users or in a .
high-priority area in which some form of external subsidy is provided.
Computerized processing, resource sharing, coordination .of specialized
functions, and reduced levels of direct free services will become
increasingly commonplace tactics for cutting library, information, and
media service  costs. At thé same time, more attention will be given to
establishing fees for services and toward marketing products and services
on a cost-recovery basis.

Human agents. . Although the need for, and the effectiveness of,
human intermediaries in helping schools to achieve larger-scaie change
wild become generally accepted, these are unusually expensive services,
and they are highly vulnerable to cutbacks. There will be significantly
less federal support available to support external consultants, "Tinking
agents," and technical assistance specialists. Here are some specifics:

Many major federal technical assistance projects (e.q., ESAAR, ESEA
IV-C, Teacher Corps, Women's Educational Equity) became victims of the
ECIA Chapter 2 consolidation. One of the largest networks of éducation
linking agents, the National Diffusion Network (NDN), was almost included
in the ECIA Chapter 2 consolidation. It now survives as’ a mandated part
of the Secretary of Education's ECIA Discretionary Fund. If NDN continues
to survive, it is likely that the NDN State Facilitators will be asked
to dp more with substantially less money. In the short run, support for
an increasing number of funded NDN Developer/Demonstrator (D/D) projects
%ill be reduced appreciably. 1In the long run, the pool of candidate D/Ds
may slowly disappear, due to the fact that most of the federal funds
supporting locally developed innovations were consolidated into ECIA
Chapter 2. The state-run IV-C innovation networks have also been affected
severely by the loss of state IV-C funds. In most cases, ECIA Chapter 2
state set-aside funds will be insufficient to maintain these state networks.

A second major network of state-based linking agents was created by
the NIE-sponsored State Capacity-Building Grants program. NIE is now
phasing out the several cohorts of states tflat received five-year state
capacity-Building (SCB) grants. Most of these SCB projects supported
information linking agents Tocated in ﬁtgfe or intermediate agencies.
With the NIE phaseout, support for these’ linking agents and for the
information services that they used will disappear or be significantly

Q . 9 ‘1.




1-86

diminished, due to critical shortfalls in state and intermediate education
agency budgets.

. Federal and state-supported networks of human agents serving i
compensatory, bilingual, special, vocational, and other education areas
are also' threatened by federal cuts and by state and local shortfalls.
Depending on its capacity and service orientation, each of the three
state education agencies that we have studied has made remarkable efforts
to maintain technical assistance services -in the face of federal cutbacks
and state shortfalls. But, all three have been forced to retrench both
the scope and the level of these services. However, particularly in
California and in Utah, alternatives to the traditional model, in which
SEA curriculum specialists work with individual districts, are developing.
These alternatives include statewide and regional networks, cooperatives,
development centers, and school-based training and assistance cadres.
Somet'imes state-led, often locally initiated, schools in all three states
are turning increasingly to one another, to local intermediate agencies,
and to local postsecondary institutions for assistance that the SEA
cannot provide. Sometimes, these technical services are provided on a
cost-sharing, exchange, or barter basis. Competent human intermediaries
will still be an essential ingredient for school improvement, but schools
will have to learn to depend on their own staffs and on staff from
neighboring schools and colleges to provide this essential ingredient.
Teachers, school principals, and the increasingly fewer staff specialists
will be the 1ikely candidates for part-time assistance roles, but they
will be hard to recruit except in the rare cases where significant
incentives are provided. Free external assistance will become increasingly
rare, and few schools will believe that they can afford a paid consultant,
except in the highest-priority areas, and then only when the consultant
can demonstrate that his/her services have been successful and
cost-effective elsewhere. External technical assistance may be one of
the most vulnerable dissemination and school improvement strategies.
Self-help and local cooperatives may be the major sources for human agent
assistance, except in rare cases where federal, state, or local educational
priorities provide special funding supgport.

Staff development. Among all the specialized dissemination and
school improvement functions, staff development may have the best prospects
for growth in the 1980's. We make this prediction because training or
retraining of teachars, administrators, professional staff, school aides,
and community advisory groups will become increasingly important for
operating schools and for all educational support agencies. Currently,
mary schools and other education agencies are confronted with the need
to redeploy tenured teachers, administrators, and support staff. Many
of these persons are confronting assignments for which they have little
or no recent training. In addition, the continuing influx of limited-
English-speaking students and the mainstreaming of handicapped students
will continye to create demand for trdining (or retrainingg of existing
staff as they face new roles and responsibilities. Pressing demand for
this type of inservice training wil¥ conlinue as long as these agencies
must meet their personnel needs pzjmarily through use of existing staff.

A second impetus for staff development may arise as schools are
forced (by legislative or jggigi 1 mandates, by competition from private

e ———
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schools, and by the  need to secure public support) to be more concerned
about instructional effectiveness and productivity. These pressures
will-create greater demand for training in teaching basic and higher-
level skills and in effective teaching skills and related instructional,

M

supervisory, and support skills. ' .

As enrollments continue to rise and as the present work force retires
(or resigns and turns to other, more rewarding work), the need for inservice
training of entry teachers will arise. Recent studdes suggest that ,
teacher replacements in the next several years may, on the average, have
less academic aptitude than the teachers whom they replace.* If this
trend continues, inservice training may become an essential means for
upgrading the proficiency of less academically able beginning teachers.

These are the needs. Where will the resources come from? " In some
cases,_such as California's Investment in People program or in Utah's
School Productivity projects, new state funds may help to support staff
development efforts. Moreover, although they are faced with cutbacks or
shortfalls, many federal and state-funded categorical programs have
retained significant inservice education or staff development copponents.
However, most of the resources supporting staff development in the future
will continue to come from the local education agencies and from the
personal resources and time of educational professionals. - In some. cases,
the "pull" of professional commitment to self-1improvement may be augmented
by the "push" of Jegislative or”judicial mandates for competency-testing,
recertification, professional quality assurance, and other requirements.
However, the major impetus and support for staff development will probably
come from local organizations (whether schools, central offices, or other
support agencies), which will support staff development out of their own
budget because it responds to local needs and solves local problems.**

Organizational training. ‘If public schools are forced to deal
simultaneously with raising stud®nt achievement levels and with new
demands for relevance in the curriculum (e.qg., in mathematics, science,
technology, communications, citizenship, and social problem/ solving)
while increasing productivity (i.e., providing more educatjbn, of bet.ar
quality, for fewer dollars), staff development alone will be insufficient.
Organizational restructuring will also be essential. However, because
schools are prime examples of professional bureaucracies Mintzberg, 1979),
the motivation, plans, and continuing commitment for rest ucturing must
arise within the profession, and ultimately within each educational
organization. Although societal and governmental forces [in the 1980's
will seek to bring educational professionals and the organizations in
which they work under increasing external control, education's best and
surest hope for significant change will be found in the sense of

* See "Bright Flight: The Best Teachers Quit" in Education Week, August 18,
1982; also Schlechty and Vance (1982). o i .

** Staff development receiving this kind of local support will itself
need to display exemplary educational effect iveness, efficiency, relevance,
and utility as judged by client standards.
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responsibility that professionals feel to serve the public and the youth
who are in their.charge. The successful school improvement rojects of
the 1970's. have pointed to the need for team effort. When there was

appropriate external assistance and some "slack" resources, the process
was easier to initiate and carry out, but success was almost always

- dependent on substantial local commitment of time, money, and energy b
* a team of professionals who worked together to find ways to improve their

LI -

own schools. .

Conclusjon. Now, our review. of 'negative factors suggests that

_ condjtions and opportunities for initiating and sustaining long-term team

efforts on the part of teachers and administrators to achieve. significant
educational reform may decrease over the next several :years.- However,

our review of positive factors suggests that educational agenciesin the
Far West will not be totally without appropriate incentives+and resources.
The California School Improvement Program“nd the Investment in People
program, Utah's School Productivity projects, and the many local. '
cooperatives, networks, and school improvement interorganizational
arrangements foeund in California, Nevada, and Utah are significant
examples of some current school improvement resources. The.scenarios of
likely futures developed by Richard Carlson and the Santa Clara Cpunty
Office of Education Planning Team suggest that, although the general -
social’and economic enhvironment may improve (perhaps sooner in the Fay
West than in other parts of the nation), education®will still face major
performance challenges in order to secure the publit and political support

that it needs in order to attract an adequate share of public tax monies.

'y

In our view, support for educational research, development,

. dissemination, and evaluation (RDD&E) will derive from this more -

fundamental challenge to.educational professionals to reform and improve
public education. Of course, school improvement has always been the .*
major purpose of educational research, development., dissemination, and
evaluation. What has.begun to change, and what wil) probabiy continue

to change in the next several years; is the source of RDD&E sponsorship
and the organizational location of RDD&E pé?formeré. Although it is

quite 1ikely that the. federal-governwent will continue to sponsor
fundamental education and social science research (through several
departments and agencies) and also Some applied research, development,

and dissemination in high-priority areas that are in the national interest,
growing neeéds in-other government sectors (e.g., defense, commerce,

health and welfare, social security) are Tikely to keep “education and
educational RDD&E low in federai government spending priorities. There

is TittTe prospect of any real growth over the next several years, even
ir there is a change in administration or a significant shift in party
power within Congress. - . . !

-Aside from the commercially supported R&D required to déveiop and

" market educational "software,! the best, and pet“aps the only, prospect

in the near future for mainténance or growth in applied research,
development, dissemination, and.evaluation will lie with the state,
intermediate, and local education agencies and with the colleges and
universities that are directly concerned with school improvement. Like
the-schools themselves, educational research, development, dissemination,
and evaluation will confront severe challenges to demonstrate their worth

- . o 9';4 ’ . ?
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. to educators in a utilitanian sense. As educational research, .
development, dissemination, and evaluaticn demonstrate real "payoff" in
helping to solve education&l problems and to improve educational
productivity, support for "disciplined inquiry" will grow.

However, much of the support may be for "in-house" work peirformed by
staff in state, intermediate, and local education agencies, with occasional
assistance from college faculty or private consultants. Small-scale °
projects and part-time RDD&E .activity have always been the most prevalent
form in education, but this kind of small-scale activity has.been
overshadowed by the large-scale ‘projects that consumed the largest share
of federal funds. Most state, intermediate, and local educatior agencies'
and most_colléges and universities have not been, and will not be, able
to suppcrt large-scale projects from.their own resources. However,
increasing numbers of these institutions are supporting "in-house" work,
somet imes in‘collaboration with other institutions. The growth area in
the 1980's for educational RDD&E work may be in the school districts
themselves and in those intermediate and state agencies and state-supported
postsecondary institutions that develop the professional and political
will and create the capacity to provide .useful and effective ROD&E products
‘and services needed by schools. But "school improvement" in the .1980's
‘will be a serious business for educators, 1egis?ators, and taxpayers.

If there is no significant improvement through the application and use

of RDDEE approaches, there will be little or no business. Recent studies
of research-based school imprqvement demonstrate that this approach can
be quite successful. The challenge in the 1980's will be to make it
truly cost-effective and highly responsive to the high-priority needs of
educators. If this happens, then research and.school improvement may

" beeome a unitary concept that is understood and endorsed by 1egis]atbrs,
educators, and taxpayers., . .

*

' LY
The “near future for education, and for educational RDD&E, is indeed
uncertain. Many adverse social, political, and economic trends will
continue. But, to some extent, the outcomes may depend substantially. on
how the professionals in both fields deal responsibly and dreatively with
the problems and opportunities that thew now confront, including.the
challenge to work together to improve American education.
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ABSTRACT
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o Since the mid s1xt sJ/fhe federa] government has played a maJor
, role in promoting educational innovation and change by supporting
LI categorjcal programs targeted to specific educational ectors and client
groups. With the passage of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement
~ . Act (ECIA) of 1981, the role that the federal government will play in
upporting school improvement efforts is now highly problematic.. However,
esides fiscal cutbacks, consolidatiqn, and deregulatijon of federaTly
K nded program8, public education agencies are now confronted with far
‘ . More*massive problems due to protracted state and local retrenchment
. that has deeply "affected their staff, programs, and Services. To discover
how these agéfcies cope with this new environment , the Educational
- Dissemination Studies Program at the Far West Laboratory undertook a year-
long set of studies of education agencies at all llevels in the three
\ states of the FWL Service Region California, Nevada,®and Utah. Begun
in December 1981 and congluded in Novemner 1982, these'studies are based
on document analysis, telephone and field interviews with more than one
o hundred”persons, and,site.visits to more than two dozen agencies in these
: states. The report of findings is in four volumes. This volume describes
study findings for the state of Califorpia. It focuses on six major
topics:

e State and 1oca1 contexts affecting educat1on agency responses to
N federa] policy changes; . -

) State planning and response to EBfA Chapter 2;

e Locdl. response to ECIA Chapter 2; o

oy
-

e Impact of federal Qutbacks’aod state shortfalls on funding for
other education progranfs; \

e Impact of consolidation,‘cutbacks,’and deregulation on program
or3Janization; ,and. ’

»

/ - .
« Included in the report are descriptions of state education agenCy -
responses and e1gﬁt brief case studies describipg California county -

an analysis of major emerg1ng themes. .
- ’ ) :
b
o
) . 104
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office and local educat?on agency responses. The report concludes with

-

¢ Status and trends in staff development. ' ) \




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. The EDSP studies here/congé?hed with three changing conditions
that influence educatjon—agencies: grant consolidation, fiscal cutbacks,

and program deregulation. Because all three factors were built int Lot
Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidation and.Improvement Act of 198 *
(ECIA),.much of our initial attention.was focused on how state and ocal _ ,

educdtion agencies were responding to ECIA Chapter 2~ Howkver, in brder
-to gain .a broader understanding of programmatic change, we also briefly
.-reviewed the effects of grant consolidation’, fiscal cutbacks, and, program .
deregulation in three other areas:’ special -education, compensatory - ”
.education, @qd state $chool improvement acthivities. ’ )
. ¢ M
“While this report<touches briefly on these three areas, it
is focused on six major topits: -

. - . \"l' 4 R .
e State and Tocal contexts affecting education agéﬁE; responses .to \\\)

Y

federal policy changes
. ] Y]
® State planning ‘and response to ECIA Chapter 2

»
»

o Local response to ECIA Chapter 2°
: . +. ' ® Impact of federal cutbacks and state Shortfalls on funding for
; other education programs :

0 Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on program
. ordanization - ! T

3 -
. . ® Status and trends in staff development %&
< .

- State and local contexts. The state of California has 1,042 local

school districts and 58 county offices of education. With 4.5 million
students in more than 7,400 schools,’ California has the largest_public .
schoo]l population in the nation. For many years, California's public

~school system.was regarded as one of the best. Now, there is,growing
concern-that this system is deteriorating as a resu1tqgf«feggctions in .
-financial support and inflation. «Between 1974-75 and 198i-8 » per capita
income in California increased 115 percent; ‘state expendityres incréased
178 percent, and health and welfare expenditures,jncreased 225 percent.

In contrast, state expenditures on elementary and secongany education
increased only 83 percent.

There are many reasons for this reduction in the level of support for
public- education. Before Proposition 13 was passed in 1978, moregthan &0
percent of the support for K-12 education came from local. revenues. After
passage of Proposition 13, that level dropped to about 20 percent, and
. State support rose from 40 percent_ to 68 percent. Thus, state expenditures
for education ‘have become increasi gly imporfant. In une 1982, California
voters approved three initiatives that are expected to reduce state general

. : : SN
‘- ¢ 1Ul) ’\‘\‘ \
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= may well be this generdl reduction-in financial support.

. cost-of=1iving adjustment was included for direct general aid to school

2"2 1 ’
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fund revenues by more than $2 Billion in the next three-years. Furtheé,
when the 1982-83 state budget was passed in June, less ‘than-a 1 percent

districts. Even that small increase may be eliminated and further cuts

may be made as legislators attempt to ward off the reguiarly projected

increases in the state deficit. It is understandable, then, that

California educators are concerned about the future of public education

in their state. Although some maintained an optimistjic outlook, most of

those whom we interviewed revealed concern, frustration, or anger. It

is perhaps remarkable that so'many of the agencies and groups that we .. '
visited and the people whom we interviewed.-preserve an active interest

in the search for ways to improve their programs. California education

is suffering from lack of support. The effects of state cutbacks and
consolidation have been exacerbated by recent federal actions. The )
most important factor affecting education in both state and local contexts

State planning for and response to ECIA Chapter 2. In February 1982~ . ° .
Governor Brown appointed 32 individuals to the state's Chapter 2 advisory ¢
committee. Advisory committee membersmet for a total of nine days to
determine the LEA allocation formula and to,make recommendations for use .
of the California State Department of Education (CSDE) portion of Chapter
2 funds. After hearing and discussing many proposals, they recommended
that 80 percent of the the ECIA Chapter 2 funds should be allocated to
lacal education agencies, that no LEA should receive less than $2,500,
and that the allocation férmulg should provide two-year phaseout funding
for Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) programs and for programs operated
by county offices of education.

In ¥980-81, California education agencies received a total of $90
million from categoiical programs now consolidated in.Chapter 2. In°-
1982-83, California receives $42 million in ECIA Chapter 2 funds. After
the state Assembly budget committeg made changes in the Adwisory Committee's
recommendations, $33.8 million (80.5%) of the.total goes to LEAs. Of the
$8.2-mi1ion (19.5%) allocated to state puqﬁoses, $200,000 was earmarked 7
specifically for the Constitutional Rights Foundation (a pr¥vate group
that recejved federal funds-in the past}; $220,000 will be used for
committee and board meetings, $300,00C will provide partial ‘support to
federal teachers' ténters for one year,°$1.3 mildion will support local
participation minigrants.. The remaining $6.18 million was allocated for
CSDE K-12 activities. ’

The CSDE portion.will be used for eight programs: improving academic
UF?icu]um;“youth empl oyment ; improving-schoo]_climatg;'paF?pt involvements; °
community education; assessment, research, and evaluation; management
assistance; and state administration. . .

Local response to ECIA Chapter 2. The $33.6 million distributed to

LEAs and county offices has different consequences. For school districts,
i3 percent lose more than one third of the funds that they received in
the previous year; 10 percent lose less than one third: The remaining
33 percent gain funds, but 34 percent receive only the minimum allocation,
$2,500. There are a few big losers and no big winners. Districts that
lose the most include large urban districts with high concentrations of
minority students.
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‘ .- We do not know how all districts are using their Chapter 2 money,
whether it is less or more than they received in the past. Given the
contéxt of general reductions in*funding, it would not be surprising if
few districts attempted to develop new programs. We do know that many
districts will attempt to maintain existing programs that were supported
in the past-with funding from categorical programs. Strong staff

" “development programs, for example, usually will be continued. Programs
intended to.increase the achievement of minority populations will probably ;
continue under the educational improvement and pasic skills programs
authorized by ECIA ChaBter 2. ’

h ]

Impact of federal cutﬂzcks and state shortfalls on funding for other

. &ducation programs. ~The sums made available under ECIA Chapter I in .

1982-83 are equal to the sums available in 1981-82 under Title I. However,

the effects: of inflation will reduce the capacity of districts to provide

services to students and to maintain $taff and programs. ' There is a good

deal .of confusion tegarding the usé of Chapter 1 funds. State legislation

will 'need to -be revised-in order to.accommodate federal changes. Any

changes in the,allowable uses of Chapter I funds may seriously affect the =

distribution of these ‘funds at the schoqg Tevels

: . )
Special educqtion programs have also been affected by revenue
reductions. When the Californid Master Plan for Special Education was
. approved by the legislature in 1980, the provisions intended to assist
- districts in meeting their new obligations were not fully funded. By
April 1981, California facéd a $117 million deficit in special education
’ furding. The legislatur® responied by reducing state fiscal
[ respensibility. It also relaxed requirements for services of classroom

aides, -aliowed larger 'classes, and cut the number of state-level special

b

’ education specialists. These moves, combined with tie, fiscal difficulties.
resulting from reductions in other federal education programs, will
. continue to create oroblems for Galifornia schools.
Impact of -consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on program * '

organization. Generally, thé’trend in California districts has beer to
minimige recrganization. State-level response is typified by the 1981
‘Schop]=Based Program Coordination Act (8B_777), which gives. districts
increased flexibility in implementing requirements of the Galifornia
Education Code. District§ can request waitors for almost any program, so
long as students' educational needs are met, state costs are’not increased,
and certain rights are'not.violated. The same legislation allows schools.
to coordinate categorical funds in order to conduct a single schoolwide
program. It is anticipafed that there will be many requests to parallel
submission of revised pl1&ns for the School’ Improvement Program and plans

" - required for ECIA Chapters 1 and 2. i

. . .
There have been few changes j;s§§ﬂff role assignments or programmatic
empha;es. Business is proceeding usual., despite uncertainty and the
virtual absence of slack resources. Innovation in program reorganization

. hds not been,a major thrust, except in the areas of productivity and
quality cbntrol. :

v
. *
. ’

v I ¢

*
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, ' Trends in staff development. California has a ;;story of state-j )
* level support for staff development activities. The state-supported °

Schocl Resource Centers and Professional Development and Program

Improvement .Centers (PDPICs) provide good examples. Although support

for these centers will not continueé in the same form as in the past, -

there are inditations that staff development will continue to be supported ‘
at all levels. »

For example, ‘the ECIA, Chapter 2 advisory . committee approved_the
CSDE's stéte purposes plan, which included two 1mportant staff development
components. The ‘committee aiso approved the;setting aside of $300,000 of
the state purposes portion of Chapter 2 funds to support federal teachers'

' . .centers: for cne year while they seek other fund1ng. Local districts will
use'%ome of their Chapter 2 money to support six of these seven centers.
Finally, existing School Resource Centers and PDPICs have been
consolidated as part of the e]ementary and secondary education 1n1t1at1ve
in the governor's Investment in People program, which creates 15 regional
Teacher Education and Computer (TEC? centers. County offices are
part icipating.in.the design and 1mp1emeﬁtat1on of these centers, which
will provide staff deve]opment opportunities.

~It seems clear that staff develqpment will continue to receive
support, especially when it is iinked with specific program improvement
activities. However, it also seems certain that staff development
activities of a general nature, eSpec1a11;Qﬁ%w\efforts, will be uncommon.

These will be seen as frills that can be cut back or cut out as budgets
get tighter..

-’
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CALTFORNIA: THE STATE OF THE STATAE - ‘

4

- . With 4.5 million students in more than 7,400 schools in 1,042 |
districts, California has the largest public school population in the
nation. For many years, its public school system was regarded by many
as one of the best. However, concern.that Califor:.ia education is
deteriorating has increased in recent years due to a combination of
factors, including inadequate funding, inflation, teacher layoffs, and.
shortages of teachers in such basic areas as mathematics® and science.

« Comparing the relevant figures for 1974-75 and 1981-82, we see that
) - ¢ ER ¢ ‘
® per capita income ) increased 115 percent
® state revenues ' increased 176 percent
e total state genéral fund -
expenditures increased 178 percent ,
o health and welfare expenditures increased 225 percent /
e general state government and .
consumer service expenditures increased 124 percent
o higher education expenditures ) increased 100 percent
e K-12 education expenditures: . increased 83 percent

Other comparisons also reflect the declining support for education. In
1974-75, California expenditures on local schools exceeded the national
average by $38 million. By—1979-80, they had fallen to a level $1.1

billion below the national average. - _ “

-

' Conditions in-1982 - T~

S~

~

Ambiguity and turmoil seem to increase by the day. The majority of
those who contributed to our data collection take this pessimistic view,
regardiess of their position or the type of agency in which they work. S
Their perceptions have been shaped by a number of events and by rapid
and often dramatic changes in circumstances and conditions. Some of
these events and changes are directly related to educational issues.

Others, 1ike state budget issues, are more broadly based, but they have

an increasingly important influence on education in Califorriia. Some
occurred as early as 1977, but most have occurred in the last 18 months.
A11 have heightened concern about the present condition and future quality

v

of public education in California. Consider the following:

Proposition 13, which voters passed in June 1978, marked a dramatic

shift in public support for education. Although it was not the first

, measure to reduce public education funding, it did register the first
highly visible change in public attitudes toward public schools, and it

: produced highly visible reduccions in local. funding. Indeed, it marked.

a significant shift in the proportion of funding for schools provided by
state and local government. 1In 1976-77, before passage of Proposition
13, local funds accounted for 51.5 percent of pubTic K-12 income and
state sources for 39.83 percent. In 1980-81, after passage of Proposition
13, state sources accounted for 67.97 percent and local sources for
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19.2 percénz. Federa] contributions rose slightly, from 6.05 percent to
7.22 percent. . : : .

, The situation in special education funding reached crisis
proport1ons in Apr1] 1981 with a $117 million deficit for the $1.245
billion in services required by the California Master Plan for Special
Education, which was passed in its final version at the 1980 legislative
séssion. Since California law requires a balanced budget by the end of °
each fiscal year (June 30), the legislature responded with SB-769, which
cut service ‘'requirements for classfoom aides, reduced the number of
program specialists required, and reduced state responsibility for paying
for other legislatively required services: by introducing new criteria
for calculating special education gost$ at the district level. These
actions reduced both the proaectedZstate déficit and fiscal responsibility
at the state level, but they, did not. reduce costs at the local level.
Instead, the state actions generally increased the-encroachment of special
educat1on funding on general education funding: In particylar, the new
criteria increased the difficulty of ca]cu]at1ng special education.costs
and placed limits on the -growth of special education programs.

Many key p051t10ns in California educat1on werg opened to significant
changes by the general election this year.  The incumbent State
Super1ntendent of Public Instruct1on, Wilson Riles, confronted eight
challengers in the June primary race. One of his.opponents. ran on a
platform of dismantling the CSDE. In a runoff in the November general
election, Riles was defeated by Bill Honig, a former member of the State
Board of Education and until very recently the super1ntendent of 'a small
elementary district in Marin County. Riles's campaign emphasized his ten
years of leadership and experience in office, his accomplishments in
securing additional fund1ng for school improvement- programs, and increases
in elementary students' test scores that he associated with programs that
he had developed.or spons ored. Honig challenged Riies with the decreased.
test scores of secondary students and pledged a return to traditional
tough academic and school djscipline standards: « - e

‘Honig assumes office in January 1983. His emphasis on traditfonal
education may bring some important changes for California school districts.
His priorities include requiring all students to perform to a standard
measured by a statewide test before they receive a high_school diploma and

lessening restrictions on dxstr1cts that wish to term1nate teachers
believed to- Ee incompetent.

.
» - -

A1l seats in the state Assemb]y and-hal f the seats in the- state
Senate were up for election this year. Some significant changes in the

‘composition of thé education committees in both houses and ip other i
committees that determine. pdugational matters (e g., Assembly Ways and

~ Means, Senate Finance) were a result. ° Senator Alan Sieroty, a strong

supporter of education and: c?abrman of the Senate Education Committee,
is retiring at the end of this term of office. Two_ assemblymen, Gary
Hart and Leroy Greene, weré elected to the state Senate. Both have shown
strong support for education:;in their work on the Assembly. Education
Committee and in other committee assignments. Their support for education

will.continue, but their Senate committee ass1gnments are not yet known.
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Three Statewide tax reduction initiatives thaf/;ill reduce general
fund revenue by a.projected total of more than $2 billion over the next:
three years were passed by voters in.the June 1982 primary electjons.
Propositions 5 and 6 e]iminatészxisting inheritance and gift tax laws,
prohibit such taxes in the future, and enact an estate tax that equals a
federal estate tax credit. Proposition 7 requires indexing of tha state
personal income tax to inflation. The resulting loss of general revenues

will significantly affect future state budgets. in é]l.area;, including

education.

A11 previous budget proposals were scrapped by the state legislature
after the State Finance Director reported pn May 15 that the governor's
proposed budget could result in a $3.3 billion deficit. ..In order to
meet California's’constitutional requirement for a balanced budget,
lawmakers "passed a $25.2 billion "bite-the-bullet" budget “for 1982-83

-

' that was $200 million less than the total for 1981-82." The approximately

$13 billion .earmarked for K-12 public education contained a less than 1
percent cost-of-operation increase in direct’student aid for the'stdte's
1,042 school districts, but it did maintain funding for.the statewide
School Improvement Program. It also included, for ohe year only, $9.75 .
million (reduced from $19.6 million) for the education aspects of the
governor's Investment in People program. Other’ provisions affecting
education included an increase in student fees at state college apd &
university campuses and a declaration of intent to levy tuition at state
law and medical schools beginning in September 1983. i '

. Meanwhile, cutbacks in federal funding for. education jincreased the
difficulties for state education funding, both because the federal cutbacks
resulted in substantial losses statewide and because no state funds, are
available to compensate for the lost federal funds. For example:

¢ N 2

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981,
submitted to Congress in April 1981 and passed in July 1981 as part of
the Omnibus Budget Reconcilidtion Act-(P.L. 97-35), revised the Title I
(compensatory éducation) program, consolidated 28 categoricai education
programs, and 1owered authgrization levels. When ECIA went into effect
on July 1, 1982, the total amount that California received for purposes
served by the consolidated categorical programs~-$42. million--was less
than half of' the sum that it received in 1981-82 for thé same programs--
$90 million. The $42 million must fund both stite-level and local” district
programsh ‘ .

If further reductions in federal education brogrgms proposed by the
administration are enacted, California schools will-lose more than 40

-percent of their federal funding by the end of the 1983-84 school+year--a

reduction from $1 billion in 1980-81 to $600 million in 1983-84.

.Finally, shortly after the November election, the State Finance
Director reported that the state fated a Sizable shortfall--$665 million °
as of November 1, perhaps q§'much as $1.1 billion by June 30, 1983. The
governor-elect pledged during his campaign not to raise takes. The
lame-duck governor is expected to respond to the request of- bipartisan
legislative leadership to call a special session of the state legislature
to consider state finance issues.

) €
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* the various laws that created the programs that have been génsolidated).
' Basic responsibility for administration of ECIA funds within individual

Education Consolidation and Improvement Act: Chapter 1

federal and state’ changes.

O '

In the preceding paragraphs, we have simplified sorfe complex and
densely packed issues, events, and influences. Other researchers might,
wish to organize these materials differently. For many of the people

* with whom we talked, the issues and events presented here as individual,

discrete items run together as a series of "body blows" from which there
seemed to be 1ittle relief. Although some informants maintained an
optimistic, outlook, foreseeing general economic recovery, a leveling . #
off in educat1on cutbacks, continued improvement in student test scores,

and a consequerit, albeit gradual, restoration of public confidence.in
education, most expressed concern*,frustrat1on, or anger about the present
state of real and perceived turmo1f in California education. Given these
circunstances and perceptions, it is perhaps remarkable that_so many
agencies and group$ that we visited and so many people whom We interviewed
retain a strong and active interest not only ia maintaining the1r own

basic resporisibilities and security but in searching for ways of 1mprov1ng
their programs. In the next three sections, we provide "snapshots" of
situations and responses in selected agencies and program areas associated
with cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation. In the main, these "pictures"
show only the plans and processes with which educators are responding to

.

o

Federal Cutbacks, Consolidation, and Deregulation >

’

This section summarizes the‘Eduea%4on—Consolldatton and ‘Improvement
Act (ECIA) of 1981 and the-issues, concerns, and responses to the act that
occurred ingCalifornia. The act s1gnals an aitered approach to the federal
role in education. The federal government proposes to continue federal
assistance for special programs and special populations but at thé same
time to reduce or eliminate unnecessary reporting and regulatory
requ1rements in order to increase state and local control and flexibility z
in.carrying out the purposes of the programs included in ECIA. Chapter o
1 replaces Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
of 1965, which sought to meet the special needs of educationally deprived
ch1ldren. Chapter 2 consolidates 28 categorical programs (e.g., Basic
Skills. Improvement, Teacher Corps, Teacher Centers, and Support and
Innovat1on) into a S1ng1e block grant to states for "the same purposes
set forth in the provisions of law" (i:e., for the purposes set forth in

¥

states rests with the state education agencies, but responsibility for
the design and implementation of programs rests "mainly" with local
education agencies or other education agencies to which funds are awarded.

" The language ofwChapter 1 itself best describes ‘the po11cy changes and
Mintent" of the act:

The Congress declares.it to be the policy of the United States
Lo continue to provide financial assistance to State and local
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educational agencies to meet the special needs of educationally.
deprived children, on the basis of entitlements calculated

under Title I of'the Elementary and Secondary Education Act -of
1965, but to do so in a manner which will eliminate burdensome,
unnecessary, and unproductive’ paperwork and free the schools eof
unnecessary Federal supervision, direction, and control. Further,

the Congress recognizes the special educational needs of children

of low-income families, and that concentrations of such children
in local educational agencies adversely affect.their ability to
provide educational programs which will meet the needs of such
children. The Congress also finds that Federal assistance for ,
this purpose will be more effective if education officials,
= principals, ‘teachers, and supporting personnel are freed from

) overly prescriptive regulations and administrative burdens
which are not necessary for fiscal accountability and make no
contribution to the instructional program. ~

) An initial concern of both ‘'state and local education agencies 1in
California was whether Title I provisions that allowed flexibility to
state and tocal agencies in impI®Menting schoolwide projects and in
designating schools and students to receive services are preserved by °
Chapter 1. This concern was raised by the fact that ten of the Title I
.provisions that explicitly permit greater flexibility were -not included

in the language of Chapter 1 and by Section 554(cfof Chapter 1, which
states:’ . ;

* The provisions of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 which are not specifically made
.applicable by this chapter shall not be applicable to
programs authorized. under this chapter.

The draft guidelines for administration ‘of Chapter 1 published in the
February 12, %982 issue of the Federal Register did not appear to resolve
the issue. However, after public statements by the minority counsel of
the House Education and Labor Committee that Congress intended the .
flexibility provisions to continue, CSDE staff decided that the law itself
can be interpreted as allowing the flexibility provisions to stand. '

CSDE staff decided to continue all the flexibility provt%ions, .
including schoolwide projects and “Skipping" programs.- As a result of °
the supplemental appropriations bill passed by Congress over presidential
veto in September, California receives $223.7 million for Chapter 1.

A CSDE staff person with compensatory education responsibilities commented:

"We won't monitor as much, we will disseminate less, and we will use
available dissemination channels; such as worksnops. And, ‘we may need

to develop new rules to meet state rulemaking criteria. The full effects
aren't knawn." . ‘ .

Education éonsolidation and Improvement Act: Chapter 2

"

The purpose.and intent of the consol%dation introduced by ECIA
Chapter 2 is best described by the law itself: )

113
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It is the purpose of this chapter te cunsolidate the
‘program authorizations contained in--«

’ (1) titles II, III, IV, V, VI, VIII, and IX (except . T
‘ . part C) of the E]ementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965;
: (2) the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Act;
- : - (3) part A and section 532 of title V of the Higher
) Education Act of 1965;
4) the Follow Through Act (on a phased bas1s),

(5).section 3(a)(1) of the National Science Foundation
Act of 1950 relating to preco]]ege science teacher
training; and

(6) the Career Educat1on Incentive Act; : B

into a S1ngle authorization of grants to States.for the
same purposes set forth in the provisions of law specified
in this senfence, but to be used in accordance with the
educational needs and priorities of State and local
educational agencie$ as determined by such agencies. It
is the further purpose and intent of Congress to financially
assist.State and local educational agencies to improve
elementary and secgndary education (including preschool
education). for children attending both public and private
schools, and to do so in a-manner deS1gned to greatly
reduce the. enormous ‘administrative and paperwork.burden

‘ imposed on schools at the expense oft their ability to
: educate children: .

The basic responsibilfity for the administration of funds
, o made available uynderNthis chapter is in the State educational
agencies, but it is the intent of Congress that this
responsibility be carried.out with a minimum of paperwork
and that the responsibility for the design and 1mp1ementat1on.
of programs assisteéd under the chapter shall be mainly
that of local educational agencies, school superintendents
-and principals, and classroom teacheis and supperting
* , personnel, because-they have the most direct contact
with students and are most directly responsible to parents.
Advisory committee requ1rements. In’February 1982, under the
requiremehts of ECIA and California state statute (State Chapter 1186,
Statutes of 1981, AB 2185), Governor Brown appointed 32 members td the
Governor's Educat1on Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA).Chapter 2.
Advisory Committee. As required. by law, advisory committee members
represented the general and educational interests of seven groups. °

These groups, and the number of advisory committee Members representing
their interests, are as follows: s

4

A3

Public and private &lementary and secondary school children (7)
Classroom teachers (5)

Parents of elementary and secondary school children (6)

Local boards of education {2)

\ | : 114
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Local and regional administrators (7) .
o Institutions of higher education- (1) . -
- The legislature (4?' \
- The state law also required the committee to meet and hold public hearings
on: ’ C -
® The formula for allocating a-minimum of 80 percent of the
state's Chapter 2 funds to the state's local education
! agencies. . '
f . & The distribution’amqng authorized state-leve]fprograms of
e . a portion not to exceed 20 percent of theé state's Chapter 2
| ~ funds. : -
e . ® The planning, development, support, implementation, and :
. evaluation of state-level programs to be carried out with .

. Chapter 2 funds.

State statutes required the committee to meet and hold public hearings on
~these matters and to advise the State Board of Education, the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the legislature, and the governor,
with recommendations to be submitted by May 1, 1982. ’

Advisory committee process. The following excerpt from the committee's

final report and recommendations summarizes the process that the committee
followed in its deliberations: .

~The advisory committee agreed to meet for nine days between
the dases of February 25 and April 16, 1982. Two of the

., - meetings (in Burlingame and Los Angeles) included afternoon

R and evening”sessions for public hearings for the purpose of
providing the public with .an opportunity to give input to .
the committee. ' '

NN Announcements of the public ‘input sessions were mailed to 1,700 - °
C - school districts, education organizations, and individuals
+ throughout, the state. In addition, the announcement appeared
in various newspapers throughout the state. A total of
* 108 persons gave public input at these two sessions.
Additionally, some 40 persons submitted written testimony.

Staff members of the Stat@ Department of Education provided a
framework to assist the committee in determining (19 a formula )
S . for the allocation of the LEA portion of the block grant and

(2) the'allocation of the state purposes portion of the block
grant. Much of the deliberation of-the committee revolved
around these proposals. During the committee's discussion of
this framework, alternative proposals developed by individual
committee members were thoroughly considered and discussed as

was the oral and written public testimony given dur-ing public

input sessions.’ ' o
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“The committee decided that a 60 percent vote of those members -
present would-be necessary to constitute a committee
recommendation in the final report. They alsé agreed that a
two:thirds vote of those members present would be necessary-
to reconsider a recommendation that had previously received

-a 60 percent affirmative vote. Finally, the committee voted
.£o not_include a minority opinion report with the final report

;9 but rather to attach individual-members" minority -opinions or

concerns. _ ‘ )
The committee discussed its responsibility to-assist in "the
planning, development, support, jmplementation, and evaluation"
of the state-level ECIA Chapteér.2 programs. To facilitate
"meeting these responsibilities, the committee has elected
an ongoing chairperson and vice-chairperson and five other

, members to serve as a steering committee for final editing
of the committee report and planning and schedu}ing future
meetings of the Governor's Advisory Committee. .

. ‘A D . *
~ Report and Recommendations of the Governor's
- . Education and Consolidation and Improvement
: Act (ECIA) Chapter 2 Advisory Committee, .
April 23, 1982, p. 2 .[hereafter Advisory
Committee Report)

The California,State, Department of Educdtion (CSDE) participated in the
process by providing ongoing staff assistance to the committee, developing
background data on alternatives for the LEA allocation formula, and >
dgveloping proposals for programs*to be carried out with the state's
portion of the funds. "Three CSDE members served as committee staff.

One member from the CSDE Executive Office served as the chief staff
person. He coordinated all the activities, scheduling, and logistics: .
and was elected chairperson (by acclamation) at the first committee
meeting, The CSDE federal programs coordinator served as the committee's

- expert advisor on federal education issues ant legislation. A member of

the CSDE fiscal policy staff provided resources and assistance in developing
formulas and projections of the impact of alternative funding formulas.
Other CSDE poiicy makers and staff met periodically with the committee

to provide information requested-or to present the department's viéws

on problems and issues addressed by the committee.

. Background data on alternatives for the LEA allocation formula were
prepared by the Office of the Deputy Superintendent for Administration,
which is responsible for all fiscal apportionment and aistribution services
to districts and county-offices. Staff created a database showing the ~
amounts of federal funds in individual California districts received in
1981-82 for all programs consolidated in Chapter 2. This was an enormous

_ task, since apparently no single office either in the U.S. Department’

of Education or in the CSDE had all the information. This 1981-82 funding.
information was-used as the ‘basis for developing and comparing several
different allocation formulas. Differences in impact were especially
important, since the CSDE read the equity portions of the law as-meaning
"equal negative impact."
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< ~ _For example, in 1981-82, education agencies in California received a
total of $90 million from the programs consoiidated by Chapter 2. . In
1982-83, that amount drops to a little moré than half, $42 .million. Since
the 1,042 school districts and 58 county offices in California‘have not
benefited equally from the categorical programs affected by consolidation, _
‘ the reductions, will be disproportionately large for some agencies, such
. as Los Angeles Unified School District, which expects to lose between
$7 million and $9 million. In contrast, some small and medium-sized
v . agencies receive substantially larger amounts than they have ip the past,
and some agencies receive moderate amounts of "new" funds. ‘

Alternative approaches to use of the state's 20 percent portion were
developed by staff of the Office of the Deputy Superintendent for P:~ograms.
Seven Chapter 2 committees were established. These committees included
all the current program managers for categorical programs included in
Chapter 2 and many staff who managed-these programs in the past. Attention

* was concentrated on preparing "packages" as part of a comprehensive option
for dealing with state needs and priorities and for responding to most
or all the populations, concerns, and interests addressed’under Chapter 2.
Each package also addressed the fact that some former participants in
programs included in C-apter 2 (e.g., institutions of higher education
in Teachers Cqrps or Teacher Centers projects) will not.be direct
recipients of Chapter 2 monies in the future. The packages provided.
a devices enabling these types of agenies to participate (e.g., through
.direct- grant compeqjtionsg. . :
. . CSDE staff emphasized use of existing systems to expand or strengthen
new program strategies (e.g., expanding resource center capacity,
encouraging expansion of the consortium concept) and identifying services
uniquely appropriate.to the CSDE (e.g., providing minigrants to districts
for exemplary programs and practices, brokering resources and expertise
. v . to districts from the extensive but often disparate sources across the
) state). _
Through this process, a state purposes plan was developed and !
submitted to the committee on April 1, 1982. The state purposes plan
identified seven priority needs, strategies for meeting those needs, the
desired outcomes of the strategies, strategies for the state administration
of the plan, and a proposed budget based on the maximum 20 percent allowable
under- the Taw ($8.4 million). The seven priority needs addressed by the
state purposes plan are as follows:

J ¢ Strengthening Academic Curriculum and Instruction
Improving Curriculum Content and Materials
.Improving Teacher's Instructional Skills and

, Competencies and Site Administrator's Instructional
Leadership Capabilities

Providing for Academically Appropriate and :
2 ;; Well-Balanced Student Programs and Personal ‘Services

> Increasing Effective Use of Educational Teéhﬁo]ogy ‘
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e Youth Employment : -

[ .
o Improving School Climate and Atfendance
.~ l .

~

e Parent Involvement and Parent Education -
° Commuqity Education '

o Assessment, Research, and Evaluation '

e School Distrigt Management Assistance

/ -
. A consistent view within the CSDE is thabd CSDE plans went well beyond
simply solving CSDE staffing and-program issues. At the same time, given
the number and variety of programs affected by Chapter 2 and the level
of funding for the state purposes plan, the department neither expected
nor received complete agreement on the plan from advisory committee members
or from various individual and group observers of the process.

.4 o
+Siimilarly, there was no unanimity -among committee members about the
LEA allocation formula. However, all-the committee's recommendations,
which are outlined in the following pages, were approved by at least 60
percent of the membership, and disagreements were mediated sufficiently .
for .the committee to complete and Submit its recommendations.
ce Y " R
JAdvisory committee recommendations. At the April 15-16 meetings, the .
committee agreed to the following- recommendations by a 60 percent affirmative -
‘vote: *

\

K. Regarding the LEA Allocation Formula . »

1. LEAs should receive an additional weight of two for AFDC
EAid to Families with-Dependent Chitdren] and LEP/NEP
Limited-English-Proficient/Non-English-Proficient] counts
. ~ when the concentration of "AFDC and/or LEP/NEP students
exceeds the statewide averages. . . -

2. Under the formula, LEAs should be guaranteed a minimum
“amount of $2,500. X

3. A two-year phaseout provision should be included in the
formula for Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) programs and
programs operated by County Offices of Education. “The
phaseout 1evels should be 65.percent in year one and 35

percent in year two (percentages apply to 1981-82

-

expenditure Tevels).
4, Eﬁghty percent of the ECIA Chapter 2 funds qallocated to

} California should be distributed to LEAs under the formula
provisions of ECIA Chapter 2. N

A}
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B. Regarding thé State Purposes Portion  ° - . ¢

1. Twenty percent ‘of the ECIA funds allocatdd to California®
should be distributed as follows: : .
$220,000 -~ Committees “and boards
$6,380,000 - Department of Education £-12 activities

e Improving academic curriculum
‘ ¢ Youth employment - ‘

e Improving sthool climate

¢ Parent involvement and education

e Community education . ’

. ASSeS§ment, research, and evaluation

e Management assistance

e State administration ~

A
$1,500,000 - Local participation m?nigrants
$300,000..- Teachers' centers grants

-

(Advisory Committee Report, pp. 4-6)

.

The amount listed for committees and boards ccvers expenses for the
governor's Chapter 2 advisory committee, the State Board of Education,
several commissions _required by statute,,and the Mexican-American Advisory.
Committee. The amount listed for the teacher centers' grants was voted

at the April 16 committee meeting in order to provide partial support

for the state's federally furded teachers' centers for one year while

they seek funding from other sources.

Status of the ‘advisory committee recommendations. The recommendations
were submitted to the State Superintendent of PubTic Instruction, the
State Board of Education, the governor, and the state legislature, as
required by State statute. The State Superintendent, the State Board of
Education, and the governor approved the recommendations without change.
Since under California law all federal funds received by the state are
reailocated through the ‘state legislature's budgetary process, the
legislature had the final decisicn when it passed the 1982-83 budget on
June 30, 1982. The budget committees of both the Assembly and the Senate
reviewed the advisory committee's report and accepted its recommendations
with two changes, both of which were initiated by the Assémbly budget
committee: $200,000 (taken from the state purposes share of $8.4 million)
mas added %o the LEA allocation amount, and $200,000 (taken from the -
$1.5 million for local participation minigrants) was earmarked specifically
for the Constitutional Rights Foundation, a private group that_received '
federal ‘funds in the past under one or more of the consolidated programs.
As a result of these changes, the total LEA allocation was increased to
$33.8 million (representing 80.5 percent of California's $42 million in
total Chapter 2 funds), and the state purposes portion was decreased to
$8.2 million (19.5 percent).

*  The committee's recommendations were sent to the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) in éarly May for review on compliance with FCIA requirements
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and federal regulatiorfs. éﬁhe U.S. Department of Education d1d not approve
the LEA a]]ocat1on formula, on the ground that prior-year ESAA allocation
levels could not be used as a formula factor. An alternative allocation
procedure was submitted, and California's Chapter 2 application was
approved in September. Instead of 1981-82 ESAA grant figures, the final:

formula used®a Desegregation Entitlement, computed as follows:. 8
Desegregation Desegregation Other High- Cost
Entitlement = Enrollment + Factors *+ Factors “u

In this formula, Deszgregation Factors include the number .of student$
moved for desegregat1on the number of students undergoing court-ordered
desegregation, and the number of students in magnet schools. The other

-high-cost factors are AFDC nt, AFDC concentration, LEP count, LEP

concentration, total minority count, and total minority concentration.

\

. Impact of Chapter 2 consolidation and cutbacks. In describing the
%mpact of the consolidation and cutbacks inttoduced by Chapter 2, it is
mportant to note that their effects are very different. for individual
county offices and LEAs. Clearly, California's $42 million total 1982-83
Chapter 2 allocation represents on]y a very small percentage of the

funds available to education agencies in the state, averaging less than
$8 per pupil and amounting to less than 1° percent of the state's total
educational expenditures. However, sdveral factors make the combination
of consolidation and cutbacks in funding especially problematic. These

factors heavily influenced the allocation formula recommended by the
advisofy committee. .

y

One factor is that, regardless of the size or nature of the reduction
in funding that a particular LEA or county office suffers, there are no
state funds available to replace the Jloss. The large state surplus that
the California legislature used to fund schools after passage' of
Proposition 13 was exhausted in 1982. The 1983 state budget provides
less than a 1 percent cost-of-operation increase for school$. Decreased
state tax revenues in 1982 and an uncertain economy suggest that there
may be even less state aid for schools in 1983. Some state legislators

. have indicated that futureé increases in state education funding will

have to be tied to increased taxXes. Given the taX reduction initiatives
that voters approved in the June primary, it seems highly unlikely that
proposals to -increase existing state taxes or to create new state taxes
would fare well at the polls.

« Alternative means to increase education funds are not yet apparent.
However, according to legislative observers, it ig clear that comprehensive
reform of California's education funding will besone of the principal .
issues to be addressed in both houses as soon as the 1983 legislature
session convenes in January. Moreover, legislative efforts to accomplish
such reform are expected to attract interest and support from groups as

varied as state teacher organ1zat1ons and business groups, such as the
California Roundtable.

. In 1980-81, LEAs and couﬁty of fices, which together number 1,100

agencies, rece1ved a total of about $80 million for programs now i ECIA.
In 1981-82, ‘this total dropped to $46 million. The $34 million expested
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.fo} the'LEA and caunty office share in 1982-83 represents_d cut of more
thah 25 percent from the level, of 1981-82 and. of much mqge than 50 percent

from*the level of 1980-81, for a t.:al two-year loss of $46 million, which
S cannot be replaced. . ’ . §g

~ .

~

Co - Another factor is that the 1,100 eligibTe agefcies had partic¥pated °

. quite differently in the categorical programs consolidated in Chapter 2.
An analysiis of the 1981-82 database prepared by the CSDE -shows that more
than 57, percent of the agencies' received less Than $5,000, while on a
per-pupil basis more than_ 50 percent.received less than $6. QOne county.
received only $86 in all. ~. oLt

. In contrast, 97 agencies receéived more than $15 per pupil. The four
largest recipients (Los Angeles Unified, San Diego City Unified,
San Francisco Unified, arid Stockton City Unified) received over $17 million
in 1981-82, with Los Angeles Unified receiving almost $10.5 million for
programs cqrsolidated in-Chapter 2. Of the 58 county offices, 16 received
more than $50,000 each for programs now consolidated. The total for the

16 offices was almost $3.9 million, the:average ‘was $243,000, and the
median was about $124,000. Thesé 16 county agencies received 96 percent

of all such monies awarded to California county offices and 7 percent of
all funds awarded to the ctate. ' .

1

" Moreover, some of the programs now consolidated, such as the Emergency
School Aid Act (ESAA), -provided substantial amounts of aid to agencies
with special populations.and special circumstances. In 1981-82, ESAA
alone accounted for 35 percent of the funding receive by California
school districts from federal programs consolidated in Chapter 2, although
it wet to only 29 districts. - In 1982-83, these' districts lose almost
$18 million due solely to cutbacks resulting from Chapter 2 and loss of
categorical ESAA funds. Again, no state monies are available to replace

the: Jost federal funds, which often supported federal -court orders for
desegregation. . . . ‘

The impact of Chapter 2 on LEAs in 1982-83 is as foilows:

o 13 percent of the districts Jose more than one third
of the funds that they received in the previous year.

¢ 10 percent of the districts lose less than one third
of the funds that they received ‘in the previous year.

¢ 43 percent of the districts receive an increase exceeding
3 . the minimum allocation of $2,500.

e 34 percent of the districts receive only the minimum
allocation of $2,500.* .
Among the districts that lose funds in the,1982;83 school year, one
eighth stand to lose even higher perceptages in the following two years,
due to the desegregation entitlement phaseout. Over the next three-year

~

* These percentages are for LFAs only. They differ slightly from
’ Q percentages given in our interim report, which coiﬁined data for LEAs
 ERIC and county offices. - v.i
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period, 29 California LEAs stand to lose $17,8 million due solely to the
consolidation of ESAA in Chapter 2. Without the desegregation entitlément
phaseout provision in the allocation formula, this loss would have taken
place in just one year. Al11 29 LEAs serve high concentrations of minority
students. The staff and students in these LEAs are’perhaps the most
obvious losers as a result of federal consolidation. Four major ESAA
recipients--Los Angeles UnifiediiSan Diego City Unified, San Francisco
Unified, and Stockton City Unifiéd--will be particularly hard hit. The
ECIA Chapter 2 lossés next year for these four LEAs will exceed $4.8
million--a loss five.times as large as the combined gains of all the .
California LEAs that receive only the minimum $2,500. Even if there are
no further federal cuts, by 1984-85, these four LEAs may sustain a loss
exceeding $9 million when compared to 1981-82.

However, a much broader set, of LEAs that serve above-average
concentrations of students from low-income groups and concentru«tions of
students with 1imited or no English proficiency will gain ECIA Chapter 2
funds next year. And, assuming level funding for ECIA Chapter 2 over

the next two years, these high-concentration districts will continue to

gain. However, the high-concentration LEAs also tend to be major recipients
of state and federal compensatory education funds. These districts fear
that the ECIA Chapter 2 gains that they may make in 1983-84 could be

offset many times over if planned federal cuts in funding for ECIA

Chapter 1 are actually made. .

Losses suffered over the past year by the 16 coupty offices that
so successfully competed for federal categorical funds in the past are
also cause for concern. Under the Chaptér 2 formula, their funding has
been reduced by abqut one third in 1982-83, and it will be reduced by
another third in 1983-84. If Chapter 2 funding remains level,.these 16
offices will receive an aggregate of $100,000 in 1984-85--1ess than 3
percent of the 1981-82 total, which was almost $3.9 million--for an average

of $6,000 per officg. None of the 58 county offices will receive more
than $24,000. :

While 23 percent of the 1,100 agencies eligible for Chapter 2 money’
in California suffer some dramatic losses, the 77 percent that receive
level funding or new money are likely to-find that the money .is inadeguate
to maintain organizationally important programs, such as Teacher Centers
or Teacher Corps programs, or to start or in some cases to maintain
innovative programs similar to those previously funded as categorical .
pro?rams (e.g., by TitTe IV-C). The minimum federal allocation of $2,500
will not offset level state funding in 1982-83 or the cuts in state
funding that seem 1ikely in future years.
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State Cutbacks, Consolidation, and Derequlation

This section summarizes changes in state-level funding, program
coordination, and regulation requirements and the effects and responses

that have occurred over the past year in two areas: sgecial education and
the School-Based Program Coordination Act (AB 777, 1981).

Special Education

-California has traditionally provided special state funds to help
school districts to provide special education services. Despite this
assistance, virtually all school districts have had to use their general
purpese funds to“provide services required .by state and federal law,
although the amount of general funds that individual districts have used
for special education varies widely across the state. When the final
version of the California Master Plan for Special Education was passed
in the 1980 legislative session (Sb 1870), new-state fundigg formulas
and modified eligibility criteria were included in some areas to avoid
further encroachment on district general funds and also to allow for
expansion of district special education programs. HoWever, these
provisions were never funded in accordance with the law. As a result,
in April 1981 the state was faced with a $117 million deficit. in special
education funding for the $1.245 billion in services required by the
Master Plan. Since California law requires a balanced budget by the end
of each fiscal year (June 30), the legislature had to act quickly to
avoid a deficit in 1980-81 and to reduce the chances for further deficits
in 11981-82. The legislature responded teo this emergency with SB 769,
which cut requirements for services of classroom aides, reduced the

. required number of program specialists, and reduced state responsibility

for paying for other legislatively required services.. Reductions in -
state fiscal responsibility did not actually lower costs at the ‘local
level. They simply reduced the projected state deficits for 1981-82.

At the same time, SB 769 increased district-level problems in :

recalculating special education costs with the newicriteria that it

introduced and in reducing or eliminating the growﬁh of special education
programs. . . )

In July 1982, the legislature passed SB 1345, which provided an
additional $35 million in financial assistance for special education and
attempted a further reduction of mandates for special education in
California. There has been some reaction from 'advocacy groups, but no
responses have been made formal. In ﬁggyonse to thg changes introduced
by SB 769 and in anticipation of further reductions: in federal funding,
the Special Education Alliance of California (SEAC)! was formed %o develop
a legisiative platform that provides a sound, long-term fiscal base and
program structure for special education in the staté. Thirty-two °
organizations were represented at the, organiztiona] meeting on .
February 16. Although at the outset the chief participants were statewide
organizations (such as the California State Federat}om of the Council
for Exceptional Children and the Association of Cal{fornia School
Administrators), the alliance also expects growing support from local

and regional organizations (e.g.., school districts, 'county offices of
education). S
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A special educatiorn program administrator at the CSDE des§F¥35d some
consequences. of reduced fupding for special education in the state: "The
decrease in specia] educatnon funding has made an impact- on the Eersonnel
development programs in Cajlifornia. In part%cular, the. Special Education
Resource Network (SERN), ane of the major delivery vehicles for
California's Comprehensive System of Personnel Development, has
experienced serious -cutbacks in providing personnel development services
on a regional and stdteyide level., While meeting federal and state
mandates for providing personnel development services, the reduced funding
has resulted in less personnel tiime, including support $taff time, a
reduction in travel hquets for trainers, and severe limitations on
outside consultant timejifor @11 nine regional SERN units, as well as for
the five spetial training cehter§. Also, because of these cuts, ‘less
money earmarked for staff development is being given to LEAs."

Schooi Based Program Coordinatian Agt (AB 777, 1981)

"In Décember 1980, the CSDE began work&gg with a variety of foor
. California education groups to develop new School finance proposals to s
present to the state legislature that would both complement and anticipate
- changes in federal education programs being proposed by the Reagan
administration. One resu]t was the formation of Citizens for Education,
a coalition, of educatiion groups dnd other groups with strong education
interests, that is working to influence state legislation on school-
finapce and educational programs. wenty-four organizations are .- ) ,
represented on the steering committee, 1nc1ud1ng the Association of ?
" California School Administrators, the California Association for Bilingual
Education, the California Assogiation of School Business Officials, the
Caldfornia Teachers Association, the California Federation of Teachers,
the League of WOmen YVoters, and the California Tax Reform Association.
4

Citizens for‘Education supported AB 777, whigch was passed by the
state 1egisiature on June 28, 1981. Among the\numerous school finance
provisions of'this bill, which went into effect on January 1, 1982, was
the School-Based Program Coordination Act (Chapter 12), nwhich 1nc1udes
five articles that local districts can use separately opn together to )
increase their flexibility in”implementing requirements of the California

Education Code. Artic]e 1, Intent, spelis out the generai purpose of the
act: .

-, . '
o

It is the intent of the Legis]ature to provide ;reater
fiexibiiify for schools and school districts to better
coordinate the categoricai funds’ they rece;ve while- . oo
ensuring that schools continue to receive the categoricai

funds to meet their needs. :

#’ It is further the intent, of the Legislature to focus the °
authority to exercise such flexibility at the school level,
with the approval and under the po]icy direction of the
governing board. N

Ufider Article 2, Waivers, school districts are given authority to
waive, with the approval of the State Board of Education, almost any
: . ]

.
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portion of'the state education code. The three portions of the code that
may not be waived are identification and assessment criteria required by.
. i specific cigngrical programs (e.g., bilingual education criteria), the
school finance and employee rights provisions of the code, and the
student rights provision of the code., The law requires the State Board

to grant the district waiver request unless one or more of the following
conditions exists:

¢ The educational needs of the pupils are not adequately addressed.

¢ The waiver affects a program that requires the_ existence of a

. school sitercouncil, and the school site council did not approve
the request. . . .

>

.o The appropriate advisory committee did not have an adequate
opportunity to review the request. -

. o Pupil and teacher protectﬁon.is Jjeopardized.
b. o The request would substanpia11y increase state costs.

oMThe exclusive representative of employees, if any, was not a
participant in the development of.the waiver.

Moreover, if the State Board of Education does not ‘act on a waiver request
within two meetings after it receives the request, the waiver is
automatically approved for one year.

Two important points,should be noted about Article 2. First, in
spite of the nearly universal waiver authority permitted, the laws are
still in force. As one former legislative staffer emphasized, "the ¥
lTegislature did not repeal these laws [nor did it] intend a wholesale
circumvention of the law, but a means by which districts and schools
could effectively adjust the law where it does not meet the local . -
situation." Neither does the waiver legislation provide an opportunity
for casual waiver requests. To the contrary, extensive local planning
and approvals (e.g., from the appropriate advisory committee, the o
empl oyee reppesentative, and the local board) are required as part of
the waiver process. ‘ ‘ ‘

Second, although the language of the law places the burden of
disapproving a request on the State Board of Education, the local agency
has the burden of proving the validity of the request if there is

opposition at the local level that was not considered in planning for
the waiver request. : :

- Article 3, School Plans, allows schools to coordinate funds from one .
ror more of 11 state categorical programs in order to conduct a single
schoolwide program. The process required for developing the schoolwide
program is similar to the process used in the California School
Improvement Program (CSIP). That is, if a school wants to take advantage
'of Article 3, a school site council must, be established to develop and

e » 125
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approve the plan before it is submitted to the local ‘board for appréval;
if a school already participates in CSIP, the CSIP council can serve as
the school council. The 11 categorical programs that can be coordinated
for a single schoolwide project are: .

o School Improvement Program (AB 65)
o Economic Impact Aid--State Compensatory Education
e Miller-Unruh-Reading Specialist Program
e Gifted and Talented Education
e School Site Special Education
e Conservation Education
_ @ School Staff Development Programs (AB 551)
o Classroom Instructional Television .
e Career Guidance Center
¢ New Careers .
e Cadet Corps 0

In general, the process of allocating the categorical program funds-from

state to district and from district to school remains as it was prior to
passage of AB 777. Similarly, requirements for collecting and reporting
data to support categorical funding allocations remain as they were.
However, districts have been advised to proceed with caution-in including
the state compensatory education programs and funds in, their plans until

questions about provisions of the federal Chapter 1 program have been
resolved. :

Article 4, Advisory Committees, allows multiple advisory committees
to be consolidated where the committees agree that their functions overlap
unnecessarily. Note that the delegation of.functions from one committee
to another is solely-the choice of the conmittees involved; consolidation
or reassignment of functions cannot-be made by the local governing board
or by the school site council alone, and there is-no-penalty for not
consolidating. An advisory committee can delegate its responsibility
to the district programs advisory committee or to the school site council
for a period of up to.two years. The provisions of this article apply
only to advisory committees associated with state law.

Under Article 5, State Administration, the consortium provisions of
the California School Improvement Program (AB 65, 1977) are expanded to
apply to the school plan provisions set forth in Article 3. ‘Under these
provisions,."two or more school districts may apply to become a consortium
for the purposes of conducting the ‘school .plan reviews, program reviews,
and program assistance required by this chapter" (Chapter 12).

Approximately 125 inquiries abouf school plans have been received, and

_some 40 plans have been submitted by 20 districts, with one district

submitting 11 plans. In 11 plans, all applicable funding sources
were to be coordinated, -but the others included no more than two sources
or extended CSIP plans fron K-3 to K-6 or K-8. The CSDE administrator
who reviewed the pland had no firm estimate of how many AB 777 plans to
expect, but he anticipated that almost all would concentrate on expanding
CSIP to K-6. He also anticipated that "most districts will do the best
they can to sit tight. With falling federal dollars and uncertain state
’ N |
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funding, the money threat means that few districts will make new initiatives

or expand services. Some districts will Took at Part C of Chapter 1 to .
see.how to .ring money to schools, but not many: will do that, because. W -
there is no new money. Part of .any money availdble may ve used for low-

income students wherever they\are. Hanging on is the best one can do now."

By the end of October 1982, 691 waivers had been requested. Waiver )

requests included changes in ADA calcalation formulas, sale or use of ) -N

property, use of school property, elimination of the reduced-price meal N .
’ program required for summer school, and increases inclass size. The

last issue is important infthat it can produce significant _fiscal changes -

for districts. The CSDE penalizes districts that exceed a recommended

class size; AB 777 allows tiis penalty to be waived. To date, requests

involving class size have been ?imited to minor alterations, but a

request for major changes in a large district was to be-considered in

Novem@er. The final dscision can have important consequences for other -
districts. \ .

. As of January 1, 1983, AB 777 will not exist as law. SB 968 (1982)
"will replace it. A program officer explained the situation: "We were
under court challenge for our interpretation of AB 777, Article 2. We
hag purposefully interpreted it broadly. We really weren't on very¥ firm
ground, and we were in lawsiit, so the legislature saw fit to move the
waiver authority to where it was no longer under the interpretation -

. challenge. As of January 1, it becomes Education Code 33050. The changes -
are not very broad. They did take some bilingual features out. The
construction industry lobbied so that schools cannot use their own labor 3
pool o¥er a prescribed maximum; that moved it out of the Education Code
entirely." . :

Inservice Education

This section describes what we saw occurring -as various types of
organizations planned for change. Although these descriptions are only
vignettes and by no means com?lete, they indicate the variety of responses
that education agencies at all leyels have already made or are planning

to make in response to existing and impending cutbacks, consolidation,
and deregulation. .

. Substantial reductions in the state budget for 1982-83 make it likely

that extensive revisions in budgets, programs, and priorities will be
" required at all levels.

v

State agency staff have begun to implement the CSDE's state purposes
plan for Chapter 2, which includes an important staff developmént component
(Improving Teacher's Instructional Skills and Competencies and Site .

“Administrator's Instructional Leadership Capabilities). However, in mid -
March, travel funds for all CSDE staff were cut in half, and a hiring
freeze went into’effect in an effort to reduce year-end deficics.: The new
state budget made a $3 mil1ion undllocatedncut in the department's general .
fund; it addition, travel funds were cut by 25 percent. Thus, personal 5
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‘field contacts between CSDE consultants and LEA staff, a primary mode of
CSDE operation, have been severely curtailed. ATthough the department
has- not announced plans for staff layoffs, the hiring freeze is ‘1ikely -
to continue, and vacancies due to normal attrition almost certainly will
not be filled. The overall result will.be less money, fewer people; and
less personal contact with which to carry out CSDE programs an
responsibilities. )

* &

_ Magy county offices endured large cuts in state general purpose.
funding/ for 1981-82. Indeed,-some suffered cuts of as much as 25 percent.
As a result, many county offices are actively redefining their roles and -
services, becoming more entrepreneurial than they have been in the past.
Priority setting is a major activity this year in county offices, because .-
there is not enough money to provide all the services in their repertoire.

A similar picture exists at the local level. . In many districts,
cutbacks in state funds have resulted in staff layoffs and reductions in
many: central office services. In districts for which Chapter 2 has meant
substantial reductions in their level of federal funding, some staff
development projects have been dr8stically curtailed or eliminated.
* This is the context in which staff deve}cpment programs, services,
and activities are being implemented at the state, intermediate, and
local levels. Summaries of whit we found happening at various locations
in Northern Californ¥a follow. The data are by no means_complete or
generalizable.. Instead, they offer "snapshots" of specific responses:.—-* -
in California to federal and state educational policy shifts as these -
responses affect staff development. :

\ L4
]

1

California State Department , of -Education

*

California has a history of supporting staff development as a key
¢ component of school improvement. Since 1576, state funds have been

. used to establish regional centers for technical assistance, training,
and tnformation dissemination. Twelve School Resource Centers served as
regional technical assistance providers and linkers, offering workshops
and resource bank brokering servjces to local education agencies.
Seventeen Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers .
(PDPICs), located throughout California, specialized in staff development
training programs and-workshops for teachers and administrators.. In,

2’ addition, 17 California Writing Projects are supported by state funds,

’ and there were seven federally funded teachers' centers.

v In the past, the CSDE's Office of Staff-Development has nurtured and
supported all these staff development programs. It sponsored statewide
conferiences on stdff development, encouraged networking among the various
types |of centers, and provided individualized services to center staff

. * on request. In addition, the CSDE worked with state legislators to
mainta&; and increase philosophical. and financial support’ for staff

development activities.

More recedp]y, two statewide staff development efforts have emerged
from d‘ffenent directions as high priorities. One is included in the
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CSDE's. Chapter 2 state purposes plan. It focuses on assisting teachers
and -administrators to_improve their teaching and instructional leadership
skills. The other is™part of the elementary and secondary education
initiative in the governor's Investment in Pecple program. Both efforts
involve cooperative participation among the CSDE, school districts,
county offices, and colleges and universities. ' Both efforts are being
implemented this fall under the administration and coordination of the
“CSDET™ The summaries presented here are based on the',initial plans for

_ each program.

State purposes plan. During the meetings of the state's Chapter 2
advisory committee, staff development received considerable attention.
Indeed, some members argued that the state's whale 20 percent set-aside °
should be used for staff development. The prevailing view within the
CSDE 1is described by its Director of Staff Development: “When the block
grant issue came up, we-began to think about -what oun role ought to be.

We thought about what we do now and ‘what we should be doing. We set the
state-policy, and we can coordinate within the state. We have the
ability in aecounting and budget matters to manage initiatives from the
state. We have devedoped proposals to implement our capability by
departments--it became obvious that staff development was a critical
aspect of the state effort. It's much more important than I-had thought
it might be. A lot of people are interested in it. So, I see an important
role for the Office of .Staff Development."

S .

Al

In contrast, many peopie, both within the CSDE and in other agencies,
doubt that staff development or other school improvement support efforts
Will receive more than token attention from most education agencies.
Instead, they predict that any new or extra monies, such as those provided
by Chapter 2, will be used in any legally possible way to fill gaps in
fundamental prograns and services, and they claim that few administrators
see staff development as an essential effort or as critical support for
basic classroom programs.

Nevertheless, an important feature of the Strengthening Academic
Curriculum and Instruction component .of the CSDE's Chapter 2 state purposes
plan is the staff development element, Improving Teacher's Instructional
Skills and Competencies and Site,AdminR;tratqr‘s Instructional Leadership
Capabilities. After identifying the need for staff development based on
expressed needs of teachers and administrators, CSDE experience and
observation in the field, and data from recent research studies (e.g.,. -
the California Staff Development Study, the SRI Teacher Corps Evaluation
Study, the CSIP evaluation repert, and the Beginning Teacher Evaluation
Report), the CSDE plan outlines the following solution strategies and

1 anticipated outcomes: .o :

Solution Strategies

\‘\ Local Plans for Staff Development. °

1 “ N . ; N

! The Department, in coordination with countysof fice personnel,

\ university professors, and directors of staff developmant

i © programs, will develop materials that describe the essential
components for successful staff training and development.

-7 b - - 1en
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_ This effort will be -aimed at achieving: Co '

"o A district staff devefopmeht pb]icy with commitment
to a sound instructional program. - This commitment

should be expressed -and supported organ1zationa]]y
from top to bottom. )

- 0 An asse{Sment process-based bn student deficienc1es
-that determines the content and participants for
) training.

o A system of incentives, both intrinsic and extrinsic, -
which serve to motivate teacher participation.

o A strategy which includes fo]loweup‘and supervision
of instruction to ensure that the training has’
been mcstered and implemented. '

« Teaching Skills and Clinical Supervision

The Department w111 coordinate with institutions of higher
education, county offices of education, PDPICs, and others
to 1dent1fy and develop traihing packages/modu]es which
address effective, instructional techn1ques such as: s

® Increasing time on task
¢ Improving lessop désign
o Increasing interaction between ueachers and students
o Developing relevant curriculum content
¢ Having effective classroom management
¢ Improving environment
¢ Studying the effects of instruction on students
* o Addressing high standards of expectation

* The existing PDPICs and other training cepter% will increase
their capacity to train cadres of teachers to implement the
.above techn1ques with School Improvement, Special Education,
categorical resources, AB 551--Article 1, and other. staff
development programs.

]

Staff Development C]eariﬁghqu§e

The Department, in cooperation with county offices of
education, will establish and support a statewide

' c]earinghouse for information on staff development progranis
and activities. « . .*

* The Staff Development Clearinghouse,'located in the San Mateo County
Office of Education, has Just begun to operate as a source of information
on the use of technology in schools and on staff development.to that end.
Financial support for this activity is provided by Proposal 3 of the
Investment in People program, which is described in the next section. An
,electronic Jinking project will also be supported; the awardee has not
been identified yet.
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Qutcomes

® As policies and plans for effective staff development ‘
programs are developed, schools will increase their
capacity to provide appropriate, in-depth training
for instructional staff and administrators.

o As cadres of trainers are developed statewide, local
school staff development programs will have access
-to training in teaching skills and clinical supervision.

[ . .
¢ Local staff developers will have the ability to readily
access sfatewide resources and programs. -

® Existing centers and riewly formed consortia of school
districts will offer additional comprehensive training
opportunities, including those offered by universities
and business/industry.

(ECIA-Block Grant Chapter 2: N
" State Purposes, March 1982,
draft, pp. 4-6) - .

’

Investment in People program. Early in January 1982, Governor Brown
announced the Investment in People program as part of the budget that he was
submitting to the state legislature. The program contained four education
initiatives that focus on improving education and providing job training
in technology-related areas:

¢ Improving mathematics, science, and computer education. in
/ elementary and ‘high schools ~ :

¢ Providinhg high.technology job training in community colleges
<

® Expanding engineering and computer science instruction in
universities

® Providing employment-based job training for welfare clients
and displaced workers.

. 4

A1l four education initiatives received the tacit approval of the
legislature when it passed the final state budget for 1982-83.° However,
as for all other programs, the final allocation for the total program was
cut substantially--from the governor's proposed $47 million to

$25.7 million. - -

~

The elementary apd secondary education initiative contains three
proposals. All three emphasize staff development and related support
activities. Although all three proposals were approved, funding was cut
from the requested $19.6 million to $9.7 million. The following summary

is of the activities proposed by the governor and approved by the
legislature.

3 13: .




Four million dollars, plus $1.7 million from a preyious allocation,
were allocated to establish 15 regional Teacher Education and Computer
(TEC) centers. The 12 existing State Resource Centers ard the 17 i
Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers were consolidated
in order to build on established resources and expertise and to upgrade
the resulting TEE centers' ability to train teachers in science and math.

The TEC centers will be run by local policy boards eomposed of
r-presentatives of 'all interested droups or organizations; the majority .
of representatives will be classroom teachers. The TEC canters will have
prime responsibility for developing summer insti;ute programs in :
cooperation with regional institutions of higher education and other ° L
qualified agencies. During the school year, the centers will provide -

. inservice training based on user needs and interests. .

TEC centers will also establish Computer Demonstration Centers in
their region. Computer Demonstration.Centers will focus on providing
computer litefacy training to both teachers and students. In addition, ‘
they will provide teachers with training in interactive computer learning . '
and evaluate software. .

"Proposal 1 also establishes TEC retraining scholarships. The purpose
of this program, to be cgordinated by the TEC centers, is to proyvide
retraining for high school mathematics and science teachers so they can
fi11 vacant positions or positions previously filled by teachers working

. outside their field on emergency,credentjals. Participants will receive

tuition and stipends for ten units of unjversity courses that meet
credentialing requirements. .

Proposal 2 focuses on school staff development. Funded at $2.9
millicn, it will pay for summer teacher stipends or inservice rélease
time and compensation. Schools will receive these funds directly as a ) -
supplement to state CSIP funds and state 'staff development funds (AB 551).
Schools carf receive up to $7 per ADA for teacher training -in mathematics,
science, and computer education after a school site council composed of
teachers, parents, and administrators has prepared a staff deveiopment <
plan for the school. Teachers in grades 7-12 will have pgjority for '
these funds for two reasons: The greatest immediate need for improved
and increased mathematics and science instruction is at the high school
level, and teachers at this level have had fewer training funds available
in recent years. The proposal also provides that up to 25 percent of a
school's funds -can be used for teachers' classroom instructional materials,
including computer software, science equipmeqt, and mathematics and
science textbooks. !

’ !
Proposal 3 creates instructional development and exemplary projects.

It was included .to provide the instructional support required to upgrade
teachers' technological literacy skills. The $2.3 million approved for
this proposal will be used to meet the costs of providing summer institutes
-and other programs for teachers. An advisory council on technology
education composed of education, business, and labor representatives will
review applications from agencies that propose such programs and make

the funding allocations. The council will also be responsible for using

a portion of the funds to suppori exemplary projects designed "to motivate
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and help students, improve cunriéﬁﬁa, or meet other needs in math, science,

computer education, te1ecommun1caﬁ§§ns, or retated education needs."

Finally, the council will be responsible for contracting for evaluation

of all projects funded duving the year, for reporting the effectiveness .

of each project to the state legislature, and for recommending an appropriate

level of funding for the following year. \:

. ‘ ’ 9 .
Responsibility for admiristering K-12 programs has been assigned to

the CSDE. The: costs of administration, including advisery council costs,
are covered by a $400,000 &1location. )

N
A4 »

County Offices of Education

County offices are caught in the middle of the organizational and
functional changes resulting fpom.state and federal capsolidation, cutbacks,
and dereguiation. State funding reductions in 1981 affected some of
these agencies more dramatically than they did others. A1l the county
offices that we have observed, however, seem well aware thit the future.
is not likely to allow business as usual. How they are integrating this -
perspective into their current activities and future plans is quite

. varied, as the following brief descriptions’ show.

. Oceanside County. The Office of the Oceanside County* Superintendent

of Schodls faced a $500,000 budget deficit for FY 1982 as a result of

legislative cutbacks in summer 1981. So, staff are taking a hard look

at their existing activities and reformulating strategies for next year.

A two-day retreat was sponsored by the county office to enable its

. administrators from special services, general services, and business

services to work with -a facilitator in setting priorities for the future.

Some tough decisions lie ahead, and the county superintendent wants his .
staff to be in the best possible position to make them.

A mission statement was developed as a result of the retreat. It
called for a partnership in education among the county office, schools,
and communities. It emphasized the rich variety of resources available
in Oceanside County for educational maintengnce and school improvement.

In addition, it established four priority areas for the county office:
" curriculum development, inservice training, instructional programs that
cannot. be provided by local schools, and business administration services.

. The county office felt that the mission statement would serve a
number of purposes: It would enable logical thought to contribute to
decision making and reduce the possibility that crisis management
strategies would be necessary later in the year. It would communicate
n county office prioritie$ clearly to the public. And, it would provide a
lever or justification for the county office to do what it chooses.

The FY_ 1983 budget was prepared by the middle of March. A .
pre-existing countywide curriculum council took part in this process by

* Oceanside, Wine, C1iffs, and Bayview are fictitious names for real
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reviewing broposa]s developed by county staff. Each proposal was requ1red
to show hgw it related to the established priorities, to cite funding.
sources, and to describe activities-and services to be implemented.
Involving/the curriculum council enabled each internal proposal to be
considered in the context of an overall countywide effort. As one- staff’

member pointed out, this process avoids the possibility that "feifdoms"
will emerge during the budget crunchs

Even before the March 19 deadline fpr budget recommendations, staff
were suggesting some changes. For instance, in order for the audiov1sua1
services to pay for themselves, districth, would have to pay for labor and
~ materials, equipment repair,.and film rental. Further, the Outdoor
Education program, which used to receive a $40,000 contribution from the
county office, would have to be supported entirely by local schools.
"There's bound to be a certain amount of fallout," predicted the county.
office consu]tant. "By March 19, we'll have our budget recommendations.
‘Then we'1l see how the LEAs go a]ong with it."

by impending cutbacks and reorganization? On the one hand, two the

four county office priorities--curriculum development and inse vice
training=-are clearly related to staff development. On thé other hand,
county ‘staff believe that program cuts are inevitable. "What we can no N
Tonger do ourselves, districts won't be able to pick up," commented one
person. "In the long run, there will be cuts in staff development

‘services. Local school§ won't use their block grant money for staff
development, and we won‘t be able to do as much as we used to. But,

even with the cuts, maybe we can do something creative." »

How will the county's existing staff develcpment program :}Aéffecteq

Wine County. This county office has had exceptional success in
winning state and federal grant competitions that enabled it to fund
staff development programs. Although special education has occupied much
of the concern at the county level and the total number of administrators
has decreased from 14 to 8 over the last three years, an energetic,
entrepreneurial staff development coordinator has initiated a numser of
innovative programs with state and federal funds. During the 1980-81

school year, there weré six staff development prOJectQ\at the Wine County
office:

¢ A state-funded Professional Deve]opment and Program Improvement
Center. .

¢ A state-funded School Redqurcés Center that Wine County operates
’ in collaboration with neighboring counties. /

Wine County, participated in a two-year federally fund;d/fitle T
basic skills project. Funding ended on June 30, 1982{ .ien Title
IT was consolidated with other federal categor1ca1 aid programs
\Tn ECIA Chapter 2. However, project participants considered the
iservices so va]ﬁab]e that thsy identified limited local funds (e.g.,
}distrlct School?Improvement Program funds) to continue project l
services after federal funds ceasee. ' i
}A state-sponsored Title II basic skills project at the secondary \
[1eve1 This project was terminated on June 20, 1982 as a result
tof ECIA Chapter 2.
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o A Title IV-C funded project that trained teachers and administrators
in instructional skjlls and clinical supervision strategiess
Funding ended in June 1982. However, cadres of trainers wil
continue training in'six districts--two in Wine. Cqunty and four
in a neighboring county that has shared participation and support
for the School Resource Center. .

9 Wipe then developed a proposal, funded by NIE, that interrelgted
the experiences of the Title IV-C project with academic learning
time concepts. rCurrently, the project” is copducting experimental
programs in two schools. Since October 1, 1981, the county sﬁaff
development specialist has been working full-time on this project.

Here, we see one, county with an unusually innovative and entrep}enurial
staff member implementing six staff development programs in 1981. . Federal
funding for three of these projects ended in July, and®state funds for two
projects may be reduced. The county's staff develaopment director, however,
remains undaunted: “People will voluntarily keep tﬁe projects going'that
get block-granted if they see that the activities have been worthwhile.

They get the-money from somewhere: But, if thé project hasn't had enough ¥
. ttme to prove itself, the whole thing gets dropped. There's so much * 8
competition for the available money." - A )
-« .- ow"ﬂr

C1iffs County. A new emphasis on planning and an overali sthktaking .
~best describe recent activities at, the Office of the Ciiffs County
Superintendent of Schools. Here, the superintendent believes that
™ cutbacks at the local and intermediate levels have increased the need
for research and evaluation activities that can direct al location of . .
the limited resources. As a result, the county's cooperative schoqls
program has hired a full-time program planner/evaluator. The 12 LBAs
(of a possible 23) who take part in the cooperative have access tojfhis
. planner/evaluator. Eventua]ly, the county office expects to pay far
this new position out of its own general fund, but for now the
position is supported by.the cooperative. :
\ o

Why the new focus on planning? For a long time, county office staff

noticed that school districts had a tendency to muddle through the school 4
year, reacting to crises as they arose. There was no evidence of long-range
or contingency planning in respense to Proposition 13 or to other state

. and federal initiatives. "We're trying to nudge them out of the muddling
through syndrome and into a more thoughtful approach to planning," commented
the cooperative director. "A program planner/evaluator can help schools &
obtain the information they need, then use it for decision making."

After state funding for county offices was cut‘%n summer 1981, these
agencies became more aware of the need to publicize 'the services
that they make available to local schools: "County.o &ices have to provide

evidence that they offer services to districts that wolldn't have them .
otherwise. People are saying that county offices serve\no function and
can therefore be eliminated to reduce costs." \
!
To justify its existence and to support educational planning in the
schools, staff of the C1iffs County office are redefining their roles.
The cooperative director, for instance, has fielded questions about
federal consolidation lTegislation since summer 1981. He encouraged
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schools not to wait until the last minute to decide what to do with
Chapter 2 money. "Political decisions are usually not in favor of small
schools, such as the ones we have here. But, they may get more money from
Chapter 2, because they haven’t participated in many title programs.

We'll see." The Cliffs County office intends to approach cutbacks,
consolidation, and deregulation as an opportunity, not a crisis. Iis
staff development emphasis will be on program planning and evaluation to
5upport-decisiop'making in these turbulent, ambiguous times.

Bayview County. Perhaps the most actively inndvative and rapidly
responsive county office that we looked at was the Office of the Bayview
County Superintendent of Schoo“s. Our data go back to March 1980, when ™
we interviewed 'staff in the ag...cy's Instructional Support Services Unit
(ISSU). We visited them again in September 1981 and February 1982. A
summary of the 1980 and 1981 perspectives shared by ISSU staff is offered ,
_here. A description of their current processes and activities follows.

Optimism pervaded the current activities and future plans of the
Instructional Support Services Unit in spring 1980. A countywide needs
asseSyment had been conducted,’&ie]ding 18. concerns clustered into three-
groups. Task groups of county office staff’ had been formed to address
county needs and  to develop action plans for individual- staff members.
The county office prided itself in its active involvement with the
California School Improvement Program, its widely used local decision-
making packet and planning model, and its recently funded School Resources
Center. The ISSU was actively performing its major function: providing
staff development, technicai assistance, and information dissemination
to the schools that it'served.

Two years ago, the Bayview County office had the resources to make
instructional support for local schools-a priority. Staff were actively
providing multiple free services to educators throughout the county.

Their planning time was spent discussing how local needs could be met more
effectively, and there was 1ittle need to justify their existence. As

the ISSU director commented: "We have informal cooperation among [county
office] staff with the creative sense to meet individual LEA needs. It's
my job to keep the [county office] bureaucracy out of the way, so we can do
all that we want to. I have to balance keeping the staff creative and
working with keeping the administrators supportive.”

The story was very different in September 1981. The state.
legislature had just reduced its appropriation for county offices. The
Bayview County office faced a 25 percent reduction in its capital outlay
. funds, and the Instructional Support Services Unit was confronting a
$165,000 deficit for the 1981-82 school year. In September 1981, no one
was sure which direction to take.

On the one hand, ISSU staff were keenly aware of the valuable services
that they had been providing. As one person put it: "County offices are
the only bastion left for instructional improvement. Principals and
central office staff can't--or don't." But, she continued, "[locall
school boards don't know what the county office is doing. They're amazed
at how often county office staff get in*to districts.”

135




~3

-its own. Staff have negotiated individual work

- The focal question most staff are asking'is, How can we get districts to

" that services were prqyiaed-in the past for free or at nominal cost. Now,
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. ‘On the other hand, staff felt that their tnaditional roles and |
functions were \in danger of preemption by consu?tants from the California . |
State Department of Education. One county agent -asserted: -"Neither -the ___ '
legisTature nor the State Degartment of Educatf§n«recogﬁ$265‘thaf they .+~ | |
have a county office/intermediate agency network. The state department

is communicating directly with consortia [of 1ocal school districts] and S -
bypassing the county offices." :

We see, then,_that‘funding cutbécks and a resulting large .deficit
for the program disturbed ISSU in"fall 1981.  Survival, not growth,
became the central concern. .

-

. What happened in the next five months? Retrenchment and redefinjtion"
tock top priority as the unit pulled itself out of the deficit.
Some progress has been made: "To-keep from laying off staff, our unit
agreed to raise $165,000 this year. We've come up with three quarters’ .-
of the money since November." But,.finances were still a concern, the
ISSU director continued: "It's a monetary issue. What will keep the
county office going if the legislature cuts back even more?  It's also 2 .
survival issue. The finance unit [in the county office] wants 30 keep
people by selling data-processing services to.the LEAs.~ Now, dpstructional .‘
Support Services is competing with,Finance for limited schoolSdistrict ’ '

Y

dollars."” ) .

¢ . - -~ ~

- . . ‘ . A .

What had once been an active county uffice technical assistance .
program .is’ now in dangér of being greatly reduced or eliminated. Because
districts in the county seem to bé more willing to spend money for data
processing than for instructional support,. thes former may become a count)
offite priority. Information from an ISSU staff member elaborates on -
this concern: "We [the Instructional Support Services Unit] are in
danger of.being cut ‘totally. - Ke're not moving project staff onto the
county budget, so the concept of a core group on regular money was 1ost.
Anyone not on a project has tq become self-supporting. Some staff haven't
come up. with the money. If cuts come, they'll have to go."

ror the present, the Instructional. Support Services Unit is holding

ans ‘with the unit director

that focus on two key areas: delivering services and developing funding Y
sources. Staff have also been‘'assigned to one of three teams: foundations

and grant writing, workshep development, and publications dissemination.

contract with us for seryices? This question is complicated by the fact --

some districts ‘have Tess money to spénd for such frills as instructional
support for school {mprovement. ,

" "There is a keen awareness on the part of Bayview County ISSU staff’
that times have changed. They have adopted an entrepreneurial apnroach
to service delivery, finding ways of marketijng their services and expanding
their client base. One consultant mused: “Part of marketing is giving a
ample. But, how do you draw the line and say, 'That's all the sample
you get?'" , Staff whg are not supported-by project funds face one certainty
in their future: Either they :individually bring in enough money to pay

their salary, or they are out of+a job.. The context in which ISSU now
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. operates was summed up by a consultant who said, "Cutting back has forced

@<

us to look at’what welve been doing. We can't stay the same and survive."

v

- [

Local Education Agensies Q—i

Butterfield. Three years ago, Butterfield Unified School District*
eliminated its Offjce of Staff Development and its Research and Evaluation
Unit in response to the funding cutbacks that rollowed-passage of .
Proposition 13. The resulting lack of central.office coordination of
staff development activities ended in November 1981, when the district
board of education established a new Division of Staff Development,

Curriculum, and Program Evaluation. In the interim, staff developmenf
services were provided in three main waxs

o Bhe district's curriculym department conducted WOrkshops for
teachers and administrators on curricular aspects, such as
textbook selection and the new meth. Staffed by 30 teachers

e who hold the title of curriculum specialist, this department,

which is now in the new division, continues to provide the
primary repertoire of staff development services to teachers. °

o A federally funded teachers' center in the district offered
a variety of workshops and ¢urriculum support services to
teachers. Inservice activities were conducted in response
to a formal teacher needs assessment designed to identify
subject areas in which interest was greatest. In June 1982,
- this cénter closed, owing to consolidation of the federal
teacher centers program in ECIA Chapter 2. The Butterfield
teachers center was not involved in district plans for
Chapter 2 funds. 4 “

e Finally, categorical aid programs--Title I, ESAA, speacial
-education, bilingual education, and so forth--had their own
priorities and staff development activities for teachers and
administrators. There was ,no coordination of these inservige

efforts. Considerable dupi1cation of effort resu1ted from
this fragmentation.

The new Associate Superintendént for Staff Deve]ogment, CurFiculum, )
and Program Evaluation_inherited a tradition of minimal ‘cooperation

and coordination among dist¥rict staff deve1opment“§ervice providers

and staff of several federally supported programs scheduled for cutbacks,
consolidation, and elimination as separate programs.c One of his first
tasks was ¢o ider.tify the myriad inservice functions sponsored in the
district every year. To do so, he initiated a procedure requiring his
approval for all staff deve1opment programs and workshops. By centralizing

the approval process, he hoped to reduce some, of the existing fragmentation
and duplication of effort.

Long-range plans have been developed for the restructuring of services
“and programs within the new division. These are: some of the changes that
have been made under the plans: )

,,,,,,,,,,,, v »
A

* Butterfield, Davidson, Willow Brook, and Fieldcrest are fictitious names
for real Califorfia school distr‘icts.a .1:3E3 ,




" @ The curriculum department will be replaced by a staff of generalists, &
who will facilitate building-level curriculum development., The
curriculum department is staffed by people who were identified as *
exceptionally good classroom teachers. It does not seem to hold
in this district that success in the classroom guarantees success
as a curriculum consuitant. At least half of the existing 30
curriculum specialist positions.will be eliminated. The other
positions may then be traded tol provide part-time internships
that can train district staff to meet centralized district
administrative responsibilities.) .

o The staff development program fo é;;gting and prospective school
administrators is also being.redefined. A special training program
to help aspiring administrators qO develop leadership skills has been ' >
established. Five series of.ten {two-hour sessions ‘'will be held for ‘
groups of 40 participants between| now and the end of the 1982-83
school year. The end result wi11%be a cadre of 200 people who

can more effectively assume positjons as principals, department
\\7 chairs, and head counselors. ,

¢ During the past two years, 60 people have been appointed to
administrative positions in the diﬁtrict. Currently, 35 of them
participate in a series of 16 two-hour workshops to help them to
improve their leadership’and management skills. A ‘support group

. component is central to this process, providing an opportunity

. for informal peer support and sharing. .

o The district has about 300 people i staff positions, such as *
special education or bilingual ‘e:ﬁﬂrce specialists, who are
working with teachers and princEp « Inservice activities that
teach consultation skills are being held for resource specialists,
along with trainer-of-trainer workshops. The purpose of these

- activities is to improve the effectiveness of people in staff
positions who consult at the building lével.

® The new Associate Superintendent for-Staff Developpent, Curriculum,
and Program Evaluation is establishing a special working relationship
with two high schools, where the principal and five faculty members - -
have formed a team. He will help these two teams to identify
their school's problems and devise alternative solutions.

Fa——

o Numerous other staff development activities are either planned or
under way, including reading improvement in middle schools for
Tow-competency students, academic learning time programs in six .
elementary schools, recruitment and training of classroom substitutes,
training for secondary-level science and mathematics teachers who are
teaching out of their area, oral and written communication for z
bilingual middle school students, English as a second language @
for.glassroom teachers, and site-specific problem solving.

In summary, there is evidence in this district that staff development
has gained momentum as a new priority. After being hurt by state-level
fiscal cutbacks three years ago, the program is now on the upswing.
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“‘How have Butterfield teachers reacted to. these cutbacks? - In general,
they do not distinguish between federal programs and state or local
programs. They do, however, notice the effects of fewer funds. One
teacher commented on her problems in this way: "Five languages are
spokan in my classroom. Last year, I had 30 children but no aide.

That's because the district required that ali employees on federal
support be retained in local support, so the neighborhood-based aides,
who were on federal support part-time, are &il gone." ,

Another teacher commented that teachers feel isolated: "Teachers
talk about fewer supplies and less help, but- they don't talk about the
loss of bigger programs, like the teacher center. They aren't involved .
much beyond their classrooms., They only turn to each other for help when
it's a special situation. Special education teachers tend to talk ‘to
their colleagues, for example, but regular classroom teachers don't.
I think they fear that if they share something, they give it away;
everypne's just a 1ittle afraid for their own protection." -

The morale in Butterfield, at least among teachers whom we interviewed,
is not high: "There's frustration," said one teacher. "Junior ‘highs
don't have department chairs, for example, so they have no time to think
about new programs. Everyone just tries to hold on to what they have. *
No one looks.for new ideas. They barely have time to get done what they
have to do." Another teacher told us that "there's a feeling that
'T don't care about.oth.r programs.' It's not selfish, just a feeling
of being locked into a position without a way out."”

Perhaps things will change as.staff development efforts increase
and as the new Division of Staff Development, Curriculum, and Program
Evaluation exerts its influence. For the msment, however, three years
of hard times appear to have taken their toll on Butterfield teachers.

Davidson. Davidson is another large school district in No.thern
California. In November 1981, a new superintendent was hired to replace
the one who had resigned almost a year earlier. The superintendent
has--been_reorganizing the district, and staff in the central wffice
talk frequently about wow he is "shaking things up." No position is
secure. The status quo is being challenged.

Staff development was not a priority in this district in the past.
A full-time central office staff development specialist position was
created only 4in November 1980. The person who currently fills that
position spends most of her time trying to keep track of decentralized
?taff development activities being sponsored at the school building
evel.

Although approval and reporting forms have been created, the system
is not yet well established. Building principals often submit their

external consultant agproval forms too late for action. By spring 1982,
opment acfivity sheets had been submitted by

to be ignored more often than they were completed.
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The Davidson Unified School District prepared a Staff Development
Master Plan in 1980. The plan addressed such issues as goals and
objectives, prog destgn, service and support .strategies to assist
schools, and evaludjon of school site staff development programs; it
included a 1980-81 teacker -staff development calendar’and forms. y The
] staff development progr Davidson is targeted to the buigding level,
. as’ the introduction to the Master Pian shows: "The planning of staff
development activities occurs primarily at the school site, with district
. support and assistance, as neededy . . . School site programs, are °
designed to meet the unique set ofneeds., interests, and concerns of a
total schaol. S nool site needs gften coalesce.across schools in a
districtwide ps .ern, such as grade-level or Jjob-alike needs and requests."

A revised district master plan for staff deyelopment was prepared .
o for the 1981-82 school year, but the second-semester activities that
it outlined had not been approved by February 1982.

1

There is further evidence of tardy implementation. The 1981-82
central office staff devitopment budget of $100,000 was only half
* spent by March 1982. The $50,000 obtained from the district's general

fund was almost entirely spent, because schools depend on the general '
fund to pay for workshiops or consultants when they run out' of their
budgeted staff development resources. But, the $50,000 in Title I
funds allocated for staff development had hardly°been touched. The

o ° reason given for this was that "Title I has such complicated compliance
regulations that the money is hard to use."

In Davidson, staff developfent is focused on the building level.
A substantial--number :of Title I reading and mathematics specialists
in the central office provide technical assistance to schools. There
are four AB 551 schools, all at the secondary level: one middle school,
one junior high school, and two senior high schools. Each AB 551 project
in these schools has a staff development component. Federal and state
basic skills projects also include staff development activities, as does
an NIE-funded experimental time-on-task project in two schools. Attempts
to coordinate these programs dnd others for a districtwide staff development
effort have met with 1ittle success. Although everyone expects the
new superintendent to make significant modifications, no one is predicting
how his presence will affect staff development. :

. Teachers in Davidson feel the loss of funds as strongly as the
administrators do. "We're operating in an atmosphere of bare bones,"
said one teacher. “It's a difficult and demanding job, yet we' always
feel we have to do even more with even less. We don't have money for .

’ _ field trips. Our supplies are running short. There's a paper shortage.
It goes on and on." :

Another teacher is less pessimistic: "My’ school is an SIP school,
and that helps a lot. We get money for cooking and learning methics
that way. It helps provide ¥nstructional assistance, for field trips

and other things. It's always a year-by-year program, which in itself
; isn't healthy." ~
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When jwe asked where teachers go for information, we were told that
the local/university ‘classes were helpful, We were also told that the .
teachers'/ center, which has been supported in Davidson district with local
funds fof several years, is important. "I haven't been there this year,"
said onj of our informants, "but I do value it. I got a whole week

of workjon reading last year. It was just what I needed. But, this
year I just don't feel I need to go there. Others do."

The central office staff development specia]ist is a former director
of thedistrict's teachers' center. Although its activities were not
mentioned by administrative staff, teachers were aware of them. Perhaps
as a dijstrictwide staff deve]opment plan is initiated, the center will
become 'increasingly central to such efforts. At present, although teachers

perceive it as a teachers' center, it ?orma11y serves as ‘a staff development
center for all district staff.

Another aspect of public education that we examined 1n’Dav1dson 1s
the influence of state and federal fund1ng cutbacks on districtwide
activities; One of the staff members in the district's research department

' * who is studying the effects of Proposition 13 on the district's educational
-  program made the following observations:

® Proposition 13 has had subtle effects, many of which still go
unnoticed by the public. For instance, the results of district
<% staff layoffs are not immediately obvious to peop1e cutside the
district office. ~

o Proposition 13 has decreased the power of the board of education.
Board members now discuss where the district needs to~cut back,
not what programs can be built or improved. Board members also
have become more interested in curricular issues. Some want to
adopt @ single-text, single-curriculum framework for the schools. .
The board is asking in essence, How can we do twice as much with
half the resources? Board members are feeling the effects of
public bressure to improve student test scores, although there
is less money now than there was just a few years agn.

e In response to Propos1tion 13, the district instituted a hiring
freeze that is, still in effect. A freeze committee must now
approve any exceptions to the policy. .

] Proposit1on 13 also had a message for teachers®™Jfiey were not
doing their job. Unable to mount a counterattack to oppose

allegations of incompetence, teachers have remained defensive,
. unorganized, and relatively powerless.

o The biggast effect of Proposition 13 is that educators "live in ~
day-to-day fear of 1osing their jobs or being transferred. Everyone

documents what they're doing. The status of the professionr hds
decreased, as has teacher morale and mot ivation."

. ‘ Willow Brook. One of .the biggest stafﬂadeve1opment success stories
in California was made possible in an entrepreneurial district with 24
schools that serve a predominantly blue-cqllgr)community. At one time,

{ .
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state and federal funding for sspecial-purpose staff development programs |/
in Willow Brock totaled $500,000. Now, because of federal consolidation

.and reorganization of the state staff development service delivery system,

funds for 1982-83 total $225,000. Nevertheless, staff development is
still the top .priority in Willow Brooks Teachers, administrators,
board members, and central office staff talk about their innovative
inservice programs and activities. In spite of the threat posed by ‘/
t

will remain a viable avenue to school improvement in the district.

At the core of the inservice network in Willow Brook is.the Director
of Professional Development. . Former director of the district's/Teacher
Corps project, she assumed her present position in 1981. . :

-

L3

Staff development is clearly the, superintendent's first priority. .
Having worked ‘in the district for more than twenty years, he accepted the
superintendency in 1979 and continued to support the district's already
well-established tradition of innovative staff development. He was
described as being "the most committed and active superintendent in the
state" with regard to staff development. He set aside 14 days.each
year to attend teachers' center activities with district staff.

™ . o
The superintendent's priori€& is reinforced by the board of education.
One board member who was interviewed .commented: "The board is 100 ‘percent
comnitted to staff development in wiflow Brook.- We have all been to at-
Teast one workshop. Our principals are learning instructional leadership
skil. and are being encouraged from the top. We want them to be
instructional leaders instead of paper pushers, but we know that, for
that to happen, the central office has to change what it expects from
them. That's happening.” After consulting with advisory groups about
priorities for the district's Chapter 2 monies, the superintendent
recommended that $100,000 be set aside for staff development.

Another factor influencing the exceptional amount of staff development
work in the district is the funding set aside for teacher released time.
At the present time, federal and state categorical programs, such as ECIA

» Chapter 1 and the California School Improvement Program, help to pay for

released time. Five percent of the district's Chapter 1 allocation, for
instance, has been set aside to pay substitutes so that faculty can
attend workshops.

Here are a few of the staff development activities offered in Willow
Brook:

¢ Cycle A workshops provide teachers with a framework for the
maintenance and improvement of instruction in their classrooms.

The nine-dpy Teaching Effectiveness Cycle helps teachers to learn
how to use instructional models designed aroynd the district's
criteria for effectiveness. Between each of the three-day
workshops, members of the school site support team observe.the
teacher at work in the classroom and help the teacher to develop
individualized objectives for professional improvement. The .
district asks staff to attend Cycle A before they participate

in the Instructional Strategy Workshops. Cycle A provides a
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common framework for further, more specialjzed classroom ‘ +
instructional improvement. It also offers a vocabulary for
talking about teaching strategies in subsequent workshops.

¢ Eight different two-day Instructional Strategy Workshops are held
every year. Topics covered in these workshops. range from the Bay IS
Area Writing Project and classroom inquiry methods to concept, . .

. attainment and magic circles. .

- & Building-level support teams are trained in “support cycles" to

prepare them for the classroom observation and teacher debriefing

that they will do in their scheols. Groups of 30 come to the

Professional Development Center six to eight times to complete

“ the cycle. On-site follow-up provided by center staff helps to
reinforce participant skills. ‘

® The Professional Development Cénter sponsors a series of after-school
workshops. Two different series--one each semester--are offered
between 3:30 and 5:00 p.m. one day.a week for ten teeks. In return
for an investment of 15 hours of their free time, teachers can
obtain either one professional growth unit or one acacemic unit
from a state university (at a cost of $14.50). Attendance at
these workshops averaged more than 40 each week.

) One aspect of Willow.Brook's staff &eve1opment work emphasized by

: teachers and resource .teachers alike is the voluntary nature of the

. program. Attendance is not required at any workshop. The assumption

i underlying this policy is that people will not learn anything from a
staff development activity if they do not want to be there or if they do
not believe that they need information about the subject being covered.
Since the staff development emphasis jn Willow Brodk began, an increasing .
number of teachers have become involved.

* What does the future hold for Willow Brook's staff development
; . program? Activities of the Teacher Corps project, the federal Teacher
‘ Center, and the PDPIC center have been combined at one central ‘
" ..z~ Professional Development Center. The emphasis is now being placed ’
‘ f on school-level teams, not on center-based activities. A1l this
reflects a commitment to continue staff development activities even
as funds are lost. -

. : Entrepreneurial activities that the district has alreddy begun may
. be expanded. Workshops provided for a fee to other districts and staff
. development consultative earnings outside Willow Brook may bring in
enough money to reduce impending staff losses. Willow Brook is proud of
its reputation for having one of the most innovative staff development
programs in California, and it intends to do what it can to maintain
that reputation.

In most districts included in our research, teachers were most

! lik?hy to mention the effects of budget reductions on supplies,

ava$lability of aides, and other classroom support items. This. was |

notithe case in Willow Brook. There, it is clear that the district's

emphasis on staff development has been assimilated by the the teachers, !
|
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and teachers are aware of the difficulties caused by loss of staff
development funds. "The staff deveélopment center was federally funded,"
said one teacher with whom we talked. "Now, they're picking up the pieces
where they can. For example, if special ed teachers use the center,

. special ed money is allotted for that* program. Staff development has. been

. cut back, and we're relying more on individual support teams in schools.

- That may actually be good in the long run; it will cause teachers to rely
more on each other. Some of the big districtiide programs are less of a *
loss. We will work more with the expressed needs of our own faculty."”

. Another teacher told us fhat morale was "generally good, Heépite
cutbacks. We're a 1ittle:upset by-the attacks on the schools generally,
but there's no real political response, no real motivation te mobilize )
teachers.” .

A third teacher said: "I'd rather see ‘%he money go to staff
development than to aides. We have a good program, and it makes a
difference in morale. The cuts haven't made a difference yet. We are
committed to a program of improvement of classroom instruction, and we
don't hire new teachers who aren't ‘willing to go along. Some of our
present teachers don't go along with i%, but most do. Teachers feel
alone, and this helps reduce ihat. Principals are being trained in
observation and feedback that relates to the program. It's a district

. -commitment." :

Fieldcrest. Fieldcrest Elementary District serves 420.students
(preschool-grade 8) in a single school. Student body composition (80
percent Hispanic, 12 percent Anglo, 7 percent Japanese) reflects the
demographics of the district's 100-square-mile area--one of the state's

. - richest agricultural areas. Al1 20 full-time professional staff and-all
instructional aides in the school are bilingual.

The superintendent places a high priority on staff development and
has worked to create and maintain a variety of staff development
’ opportunitiés and resources. In the superintendent's view, staff
development begins with the selection and induction of new faculty. .
Since coming to the district in 1979, he has hired 75 percent of .jt's
full-time professional staff. Given the multicultural, multilingual ‘
nature of the school's population he seeks feachers who are bilingual - ‘
and who are committed to ESL. There is a shortage of credentialed ESL
teachers in California, and most of Fieldcrest's new teachers were hired
on emergency credentials. A1l these teachers (about one half of‘the
staff) are receiving support and training to enable them to quaiify for
regular ESL certification. A1l teachers receive -one week of ESL training
before the school year starts. Additional training in ESL is provided
. throughout the school year both in the district's inservice program and .
in staff development programs offered by the county office.

The superintendent has quhasized three other sources of staff
development opportunities and ‘resources. One of his first efforts was

to rebuild and improve the school's library facility, which had been
destroyed in a fires The library space was altered and expanded so that

it could not only house substantially more books but also serve 3s a
resource center for teachers and students. Approximately 5,000 replacement
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volumes and new resource materials were purchased with $40,000 obtained
from several sources, including the California School Improvement Program
(SIP), in which Fieldcrest has participated for the last six years, and
.ESEA Title IV-B. Now, the district has earmarked its Chapter 2 funds--the’
minimum allocation, $2,500--for library purchases. :

The second source of staff development opportunities is a resource
person for bicultural inservice. Last year, that person was a retired
Japanese- woman who lives in the district. This year, a teacher trainer
from Mexico is working full time in the district providiag staff with
cultural studies, assisting in placedlent of immigrant students, and . ‘
teaching staff members how to use reSource materials donated by the family
of Mexico's former president Lopez Porti]]o;

~ The third source of staff deyvelopment opportunities is even less
traditional. Soon after coming to Fieldcrest, the superintendent *
instituted a policy of giving teachers responsibility and authority over
their own supplies and materials. Each teacher fias his or her, own budget.
Unused funds can be carried over from one year to the next, but no
additiunal money is available if\phe teacher expends ali the funds before -
-the school year ends. While the grimany purpose of this policy was to .
move decision-making responsibili y to the user level as a way of '
increasing teacher participation and professional authority, it has had
the added benefit of providing ongoing inservice training in resource
administration. ™
Two decisions being implemented this school year affect staff
development. Both decisions emphasize coordination. First, a full-time
position of program director was created to administer the district's
eight state and federally funded projects, which have provided nearly one
quarter of the -district's,income for the last four years. -In the past,
administration of the distirct's bilingual, migrant, and Title VIII
programs wa$ the part-time responsibility of three different teachers. 2.
The superintendent managed the other programs. Despite cooperatjve
efforts among the four, planning,. implementation, and evaluation of the
staff development components of these projects were often fragmented.
Now, the program director has responsibility for coordinating all district
staff development activities as well as for administering the planning,
implementation, and evaluation of individual projects. .

Second, Fieldcrest prepared and submitted a plan for coordinating
its three state-funded 'state categorical programs--School Improvement '
Program ($50,000), Economic Impact Aid ($25,000), and Gifted and Talénted
Education, ($1,250)-~under AB.ﬂ??, the Sghool-Based Program Coordination
Act. As part of this plan, the program director worked with faculty and
the superintendent to develop a comprehensive four-year inservice plan
focused on district curriculume This year, activities address ESL
instruction, physical education, and science. The other areas will be
iddressed in succeeding years. The plan provides training for instructional
aides and parents as well as for faculty. To the extent allowable under
the requlations, the basic plan will be supplemented with activities
funded by other categorical programs. The .federal Title VII bilingual
program provides the greatest flexibility; it also requires that 25
percent of the funds be used for inservice and materials. The district

L)
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recéives $97,000 under Title VIT,this year. Thus, almost $25,060 can be.
used for materials and inservice that provide substantial supplemental

suppor;,fop Fieldcrest's staff development effort.

In contrast to many California districts, Fieldcrest has maintained
a stable budget--about $1.3 million--since 1979. The superintendent
attributes this to three factors: student.body growth, success in seeking
new iunds, and “"damn good management." The student population has increased
by almost 40 percent, since 1979-80,.with most of the growth due to
inmigration. In 1981-82, the district received $104,000 from ESEA Title
VII. Two management strategies have proved especially effective for the
district: First, Fieldcrest participates in a number of cooperative
arrangements (some cbuntywideg;aimed‘at reducing operating costs for
districts (e.g., by cooperative purchase of supplies, insurance coverage,
and transportation maintenance and by sharing of part-time teaching
specialists). Second, Fieldcrest has built a reserve fund against further

" cuts in federal and state categorical funding.

A]%hoﬁgh increasing enrollment on a level budget means that the

" distriet per-pupil expenditure:has dropped, Fieldcrest has been able to

continue most key services and even to increase some classroom resources,
such as library materials and computers. Nevertheless, the future is
uncertain. According to the superintendent, "We're at the break-even
point now. Even well-managed districts cannot afford another year of
deficit budgets." .Looking ahead to 1983-84, he expects enrollment to
increase; this means increased strain on budgeting, for critical needs,
which include staff development and staff salary increases. To ease

the strain, he will work to keep a $75,000 minimum reserve, even if he

. -has to make cuts elsewhere. He expects active support for this policy

from the staff and school board, who have come to count on the reserve.

The superintendent plans to pursue additional cfoperative arrangements
as an effective.means of long-term cost cutting. With other district
superintendents and the county office, he is exploring a variety of new
arrangements (e.g., jointly hiring an auditor, jointly hiring a repair -
technician for office equipment and microcomputers, combining management
of special projects). He will continue to look for new funding sources

* in the private sector as well, especially as support for projects new

for the district but potentially essential in keeping pace with students'
educational needs. For example, he would 1ike to see the district develop
bilingual microcomputer programs in several curriculum areas. He and
the program director will continue to search for every source of flexibility
in coordinating programs and funding that Fieldcrest now.has. Wherever
possible, new and extra monies will be used to continue to improve staff
development resources, and opportunities. ;

b @

In all areas of district operations, the external resources mast
frequent1# used and most effectively delivered have been provided by the
county office of education (COE). According to the superintendent the
courity office has established a genuine partnership with each district
and has encouraged and supported partnership among the districts wheiher ' .
or not the county office participates. He characterized the county's
style as "providing district-based services--what we need and request--
rather than COE-based services--what they think we should have." He

*
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credits ‘the county superintendent's leadership style for establishing
! the COE's basic approach. He gives especially high marks to his ‘closest
. COE contact, the cocrdinator of the two-county cooperative program, for
the credibility, reliability, and thoughtfulness with which he directs
the coop's activities (which include administrator inservice) and responds
to the individual needs of participating districts. Fieldcrest's program
director found technical assistance provided by.the COE's planner/evaluator
to- be invaluable when she was preparing Fieldcrest's school plan. The
response of Fieldcrest ‘teachers to the county's staff déyekopment
workshops speaks well of both the teachers and the inservice activities:-
. Fieldcrest consistently has the largest proportion of faculgy in
attendance, and frequently all faculty participate. |
\

i
i
!
I

Analysis A P

| ;
K - As indicated in the introduction, it is important to Keep in mind ‘ .
that both the implementation and the effects of state and federal . '
consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation are still unfo]dhng. .
Nevertheless, three interesting themes have emerged. One msrboth .

predictable and negative, given the source, nature, and amognts of change

involved. -The other two are somewhat surprising, and, if borne out by

subsequent events, they have a positive ¢:ientation. The:three themes:

are: : ' )

] Thére are a few big losers and no big winners as q’resu]t of
federal consolidation and cutbac&§. :

although resources have been reduced. )

. é%a%é;ﬂﬁgzﬁhave been formed to meet crises. i A i
It , \ . N . .

i
A Few Big Losers, No Big Winners

¢ Strong staff development commitments are being 1ohtinued,
!

[
P
+

Chapter -2 funds received as much as or more than they did from the

categorical programs that it consblidates, almost half received only the

minimum, $2,500. Slightly more than half received more than the minimum.

In few if any case%do the incre ppear to be substantial enough to

offset losses that /these same agencies\will suffer as a result of Tevel v _
or -decreased state funding and anticipated additional cutbacks in federal o
funds. In addition; the agencies that will gain because they have high
concentrations of special needs populations fear that their 1982-83

gains will be dramatically offset if cuts/are made in ECIA Chapter 1

(compensatory education) funding levels. (The supplemental appropriations

bill passed by Congress in September over the president's veto guaranteed

that district Chapter 1 allocations would be calculated either by 1970

or 1980 census data, whichever yielded the higher amount.) .
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In contrast, many of the 23 percent that lose funds under ECIA
Chapter 2 will suffer dramatically. “Among the LEAs in this grcup, the
most obvious big losers are the 29 LEAs that stand to lose a total of
$17.8 million over the next three years due solely to consolidation of
the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) program. However, the most
devastating effect may be on the very entregreneurial county offices
that in 1981-82 received q combirfed total of $3.9 million from categorical
programs now included in Chapter 2. This total represented 96 percent
of-all such monies awarded to California county offices. Between 1981-82
and 1984-85, the combined total that these 16 offices receive from federal
sources under Chapter 2 will drop to a level under $100,000--1ess than
3 percent of the total that they received in 1981-82. The average will

drop from almost $243,000 to less than $6,000 per office, and no office

will receive more than $24,000. This stands in sharp contrast to the
situation in 1981-82, when each office received more than $50,000. For
all the losing agencies, especially for those that received ESAA funds,
the losses in federal funds will be compounded by the fact that the
state lacks funds to make up the differénce. These agencies will

be hard hit by further federal reductions. '

Strong Staff Development Commitments Cont inued

. At least in the area of staff development, however, there are
indications that California's long-term interest in and emphasis on
programs and funding will continue at all levels, even in agencies where
resources have been sharply reduced. Efforts will increase in some
areas: mathematics, science, and computer technology training and
retraining for teachers.

Evidence-of this con%inued commitment is particularly clear at the

. State level. For example, two very specific staff development features

figure in the recommendations of the Chapter 2 advisory committee for the
state's 20 percent set-aside. One is the staff development component

of the CSDE's state purposes plan for strengthening academic curriculum
and instruction. This staff development component focuses on coordinating
the efforts of a variety ‘of agencies (e.g., CSDE, institutions of higher”
education, LEAs, and county offices) to assist LEAs in developing local
plans for staff development information. Staff development is also
prominent in the recommendation that $300,000 of the state's 20 percent
set-aside be used to provide partial support for the seven federal
teachers' centers in California while they seek support from other sources
in order to continue their work.

Another example of the continued state-level commitment to staff
development is contained in.the education portion of the governor's

"Investment in People program, which wads included in the state budget.

The staff development commitment .is reflected in the $9.75 million that
is being used to establish a comprehensive staff development network
across the state. The network includes 15 regional centers, funds that
lTocal schools can use to meet their staff development needs, and a pilot
program for retraining teachers who are reassigned to other curriculum
areas. The centers will focus on training in mathematics, science, and
cumputer use and will incorporate services previously provided by state.
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and federal resource centers and by state Professional Development and

_Program Improvement Centers. A1l levels of education agencies in the .
. state will participate in the design and implementation of the regionai *
centers and their programs. o~

Finally, the CSDE is interested in establishing a core unit within
the staff development office that coordinates and monitors all state
agency efforts in this area.

At the county office level, continued commitment to staff development
is indicated by county office participation in the design and
implementation of the 15 new regional centers and, in some instances, by
their continued support of previous federally funded projects, such as

teachers' centers and Title II basic skills projects that have staff
development components. .

\ -

At. the local level, indications of continued commitment to staff °
development are haraer to find, given that there are 1,042 districts.
+ -However, that support for staff development will continue seems to be
indicated by the fact that local districts have continued to support six

of the seven federal teachers' centers with their ECIA Chapter 2
allocations.

Coalitions Formed to Meet Crises

At the outset of this research project, we hypothesizd that state
and federal cutbacks and consolidation might produce marked increases in
conflict among numerous special-interest groups over the distribution of -
diminishing resources and cutbacks in or elimination of programs supported
by such groups. However, we have found considerably less strong, open, or
unresolved conflict than we anticipated. \

Instead, two statewide education coalitions-have emerged. Both are N
composed primarily of state-level organizations, and both were formed
primarily to address state educatioqtfinance and program issues.

Citizens for Education was formed in early 1981. It is concerned
with developing a new general state school financé proposal to present to
the legislature that provides a sound educational finance base and that '
also can account for and anticipate changes in faderal education programs.
Its membership includes both educational groups (e.g., the Association of
California School Administrators) ahd other groups with strong educational
interests (e.g., the League of Women Voters). The first major bill
sponsored by the coalition was AB 777, which went into effect on
January 1, 1982. Among the numerous school finance provisions of the
bi1l was the School-Based Program Coordination Act, which includes five
articles that local districts can use separately or together to increase
their flexibility in implementing requirements of the California Education
Code. :

The Specih] Education Alliance of California (SEAC) was formed ®arly
in 1982 to develop a legislative platform that provides a sound, Tong-term '
fiscal base and program structure for sgpcia] education in the state. ’
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Although the first members were chiefly statewide organizations, SEAC
expects growing support and participation from local and county-education
: agencies. f;‘crmation of SEAC marks the first time that organizations
: concerned with California's special education dejivery system have formally
Joined together to influence or to develop state legislative proposals.

! .

It is still too early to tell whether these coalitions will endure.
‘However, their emergence in response to crisis suggests that individuals
and organizations interested in making significant changes in the state's
educational finance and programs are taking a cooperative, not a
competitive, approach..
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ABSTRACT

Since the mid sixties, the federal government has played a major
role in promoting educational innovation and change by supporting
categorical programs targeted to specific educational sectors and client
groups. With the passage of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement
Act (ECIA) of 1981, the role that the,federal government will play in
supporting school improvement efforts is now highly problematic. However,
besides fiscal cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation of federally
funded programs,* public education agencies are now confronted with far
more massive problems due to protracted state and local retrenchment
that has deeply®affected their staff, programs, and services. To discover
how these agencies cope with this new environment, the Educational
Dissemination Studies Program at the Far West Laboratory undertook a year-
long set of studies of education agencies at all ievels in the three
states of the FWL Service Region: California, Nevada, and Utah.- Begun
in December 1981 and cont¢luded in Ndvember 1982, these studies are based
on“document analysis, telephone and field interviews with more than one
hundred persons, and site visits to.more thar two dozen agencies in these
states. The report of findings is in four volumes. This volume describes
study findings for the state of Nevada. It focuses on six major topics:

o State and local contexts -affecting education agency
responses to federal policy changes;

o State planning and response to, ECIA Chapter 2;
o Local response to ECIA Chapter 2;

o Impact of federal cutbacks ang state’shortfalls
on. funding for other education programs;

8 Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on
program organization; and

o Status and trends in staff deve]opment..
Included in the rebort are descriptions of the state education agency

conditions and responses and three brief case study déscriptions of
conditions and responses of three Nevada locat education agencies.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
/,

The EDSP studies were/éoncerned with three changing conditions that
influence education agenciés: grant consolidation, fiscal cutbacks, and
program deregulation. Because all three factors were built into Chapter 2
of the Education ConsoYidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981, much of
our initial attention was focused on how state and local education agencies
responded to ECIA Chapter 2. However, in order to gain a broader ..
understanding of programmatic change, we also briefly reviewed the effects
of grant consolidation, fjscal cutbacks, and program deregulation in three

other areas: special education, compensatory education, and local school
improvement activities. ) )

While this report touches briefly on these three areas, it is focused
on six major topics: ‘

¢ State and local contexts affecting education agency
responses to federal policy -changes

¢ State planning and response to ECIA Chapter. 2
¢ Local response to ECIA Chapter 2

o Impact of federal cutbﬁcks and state shoétfa]1s
on funding for other education programs

o Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on ,
program organization

¢ Status and trends in staff development '
Q‘ T
State and local contexts. The 17 Nevada school districts are in
frequent contact with one another and with the Nevada Department of
Education (NDE). This informal networking characterizes the spirit of
acooperation found throughout the state. The two 1 rgest districts enroll
80 percent of Nevada'sstudents; these two districts and the Nevada

Department of Education are viewed as important resources by the 15 v
smaller districts. .

School district budgets are lean. There is very little money to
invest in innovative programs. Because the state revenue base has been
reduced, state aid to school districts cannot increase to-compensate for
the effects of inflation. Districts have been asked to prepare contingency
plans for a reduction of 3.5 percent of their share of the state
Distributive School Fund in 1982-83; further reductions are anticipated
in the following year. Most districts are.still experiencing growth,
although the rate has slowed. As-the size and number of classes in a >
district increase, district administrators, school principals, and
classroom teachers are placed under further strain. Their requests for
funds will increase, yet the Distributive School Fund may not be abte to

-
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meet these requests. With the exception of their ECIA Chapter 2 funds,

Nevada districts do not have the luxury of planning and 1mp1ement1ng
innovative programs.

State planning and response to, ECIA Chapter 2. Few problems were '
encountered:in implementing Chapter 2 guidelines, despite their ambiguity
and the confusion that the deregulatory intent of the law could have
caused. The block grant advisory committee required by law.met twice.
Its members were quick to reach a consensus both on the LEX allocation
formula and on the state agency's share of Chapter 2 funds. The.process
of developing, distributing, completing, and returning the application
form for Chapter 2 funds was completed speedily--by June 30, 1982. All
interested parties--the block grant- advisory committee, NDE staff, the
, ——— -~——State Board of Education, and district staff--worked well together.

The Nevada Department: of Education received the full 20 percent of
state ECIA Chapter 2 funds allowable under law. However, the actual
dollar amount represents a 60 percent cut from the level received in the
previous year for the programs that have been consolidated. State agency
staff will use this money to continue activities in five areas:
administration, basic sk1lls support, support for statewide testing and
proficiency programs, communication between educators and the public,
and dissemination. The Nevada Department of Education has been preparing
for reductions since 1977, and it does not expect to terminate any staff.
However, it will be necessary for the NDE to do less in nearly every area.

-

Local response to ECIA Chapter 2. Statewide, school districts have
gained rather than Tost as a result of ECIA Chapter 2. LEAs received in
excess of $600,000 more under Chapter 2 than they received from the
prografms included in Chap*er 2. Two d1str1c§s received less; 15 received
more. Nevertheless, the gains are relatively small. Im most cases, the
amount of new fund1ng available'to individual districts through Chapter 2
is simply not enough to have a great deal of impact.

An analysis of Chapter 2 app11cat1ons indicates that almost all
districts will use these funds for the purposes specified in Subchapter B, _.
Educational Improvemént and Support Services. Many districts propose
to use their Chapter 2 money to support and extend existing programs. Some
of these programs are staff development efforts. - Given an environment in
which they are being asked to do more with less, it is not surprising that
few Nevada school districts will use their Chapter 2 allocation to try

+  something new. However, these funds do allow districts to support programs
. that they would otherwise have to abandon.

Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls on funding for other
educational programs. Most Nevada districts received increased funds under
_ ECIA Chapter 1 (former]y ESEA Title I). However, inflation will reduce
the benefits of this increase. The Nevada Department of Education will
suffer a reduction in support for all but two Title I activities. The
NDE will de-emphasize its monitoring role for these programs.

Because state support for the NDE has not kept pace with inflation
and because the level of support is expected to be reduced by 15 percent,
the agency has not been able to provide full staffing. Four authorized o -
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positions are unfilled. There are fewer consultants, and they have fewer
resources with which to provide services to local schools.

Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulatién on program
organization. Despite cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation, the
general trend among districts has been to minimize reorganization.
Nevada's local education agencies have not yet experienced significant
shifts in staff assignments or programmatic emphases. Business is
proceeding as usual, notwithstanding the uncertainty and the virtual
absence of slack resources. Innovation is not a major thtust, except
in the area of prouuctivity. The Nevada Department of Education was
reorganized in July 1982; three divisions wére reduced to two. There
is no longer a Division of Federal Programs. i _-

i

Trends in staff development. In the districts, staff development’
tends to be related to specific projects or instructional thrusts.
Numerous districts are using some of their Chapter 2 allocation to S
support staff development activities of this nature. Other districts " 1

Chapter 2 monies to support individualized inservice activities, to
maintain an existing teachers' center, or to establish a new professional
development center. In most cases, however, staff development will suffer
to some extent, becausgydistricts have .1ess money for faculty reteased ™
time, travel expenses, ‘college course tuition reimbursement, and outside
consultants. Staff development may be one of the frills that is cut

back or cut out as budgets get tighter.
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In Nevada, we have had conversations with personnel at the Nevada
Department .of Education, with administrators in four school districts,
with staff of the Nevada State Education Association and Tocal
associations, and with a representative of the Nevada State School
Bodrd Asscciation. In this report, we include what we have learned
through October 1982. The situation will, of course, change as the - ’ |
cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation have their effects. ° ~ 1

NEVADA: THE STATE OF THE STATE < '
|

.

Although most districts did benefit from an increased level of
federal funding as a result of ECIA, the financial situation for education
in Nevada was characterized by everyone with whom we spoke as very
precarious. There are several reasons for this situation.

|
|
" In general, the economic vﬁfa1ity of the state is threatehed.
Tourism has declined, and it is projected that this decline will continue. |
In Nevada, this will mean-reduced revepue from gaming and sales taxes,
both of which are important revenue sources. Last year, the bulk of the 1
state revenue base was shifted from property tax to sales tax, and, in a '
low-growth economy, sales tax revenues are down. Nevada's Distributive }
School Fund may experience an 8.5 million deficit next year; this is |
important, because more than 50 percent of the cost of public education 4
' in Nevada is borne by the state Distributive School Fund.
In Nevada, each county constitutes one local education agency; there !
. are seventeen such agencies.- Clark County (Las Vegas) includes
- approximately 60 percent of the state's students, and Washoe County (Reno) |
includes another 50 percent. The remaining 20 percent of the state's *
students is distributed among the 15 other counties (districts). Reduced l
revenues at the state level may have negative consequences for local .
. districts. Although the Nevada legislature meets every other year, its \
- Interim Finance Committee can "deauthorize" presently authorjzed
allocations if funds are not available. . Districts have been requested -
to accept an average reduction of 3.5 percent in their support from the .
state Distributive School Fund.

-

Nevada districts have not sought federal funds aggressively. One |
explanation for this was suggested by several sources. Nevada school ‘
boards reflect a generally conservative approach to financial support. |
The Nevada State School Boards Association, for example, has expressed |
support for proposed reductions in federal aid for schools. This
conservative stance has meant that districts have been unwilling to seek
categorical aid money for special projects for fear that, once the federal
support ends, the districts would have to support them.

\
|
i
Because Nevada local education agencjes have participated in so very ‘ l
few categorical programs and because Nevada qualifies for the minimum |
2llocation provision of 0.5 percent of all Chapter 2 funds, almost every |

« district received more money than it previously received for programs . |

‘ included in Chapter 2. Clark County, for example, received bétween |
$400,000 and $500,000 for Title IV-B, Title IV-C, and teachers' center ‘ %

|

\

projects. However, it received slightly more than $1 million under
Q '
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Chapter 2. Only two districts receive less. federal support under Chapter

2 than they did firom the programs that it consolidates. In each case,

l .
| '
however, the difference in dollars is'quite small.

-~

However, the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) is not in the same
situation. That agency has relied heavily,on federal support, funding,
/ several programs and several positions with federal money. The legislature
rexiews every requested position and, on the principle that the federal
- government should support federally reqiired programs, requires that '

fedéral money be used to support such positions whenever possible. Nevada
Department of Education staff believe they may be faced with a 50 percent
cut in federal funds as a result of federal consoiidation and cuts .in ' . |
other federal programs. Governor Robert List asked every state agency to
develop an 85 percent contingency plan for 1982-83. The combination of
federal and state cuts will severely strain the Department of Education's
_ability to provide Services to districts and to carry out its mandated
responsibilities.

In summary, Nevada will be adversely affecggi by shortfalls in fiscal . o
1

support for education.. These shortfalls are modtly a result of diminished
state tax revenues. Although 15 of 17 districts Will benefit under
federal consolidation, these benefits will apparently be offset by cuts
in other federal programs and by much larger shortfalls in the state
revenue base. And, the Nevada Departmeht of Education will be adversely
_affected both by the financial effects of federal consolidation and
., the approximate 15.percent budget reduction for all state agencies.
]

¢
\

Cutbacks, Consolidation, and Deregulation

Representatives of local school districts, private schools, and the
Federal Programs Branch of the Nevada Department of Education met in Las
Vegas on January 20-21,. 1982 to discuss implementation of Chapter 1 and
provide input to the department. Most of the two-day session was spent
in small working group$ that considered subsets of 11 issues (annual
assessment of educational needs; consultation with parents and teachers;

evaluation; selection of attendance areas; size, scope, and qual-ity of
inclusion in an application, and raising questions on their assigned topic.

|

Education Consolidation_and Improvement Act: Chapter 1
programs; the supplement, not supplant provision of Chapter 1; monitoring;
comparability; allowable expenditures; maintenance of effort; and
participation of children enrolled in private schools). Each group had

[ the tasks of developing suggested guidelines, suggesting jtems for

The conclusions of the small groups were written up and subsequently

circulated for additional comment.

q*° .

Nevada districts and the broad participation by Nevada %chool districts
in this federal program, all Nevada districts were anticipating cuts in
this program area, and they all were planning adjustments. The adjustments

! ' «  ~ Given the size of federal compensatory education funds received by
| being considered included reducing the size of compensgtory education

| . ‘

|

|

:
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staff (e.g., by reducing the number of aides, reducing the number of
participating students at a given school, educing the number of
participating schools). School district.pebple are especially concerned
by the prospects of further cuts in federal compensatory ‘education funding

over the next several years. If these cuts are enacted, it seems unlikely .

that Nevada will be able to replace the lost funds from state sources.

- However, when Congress passed a supplemental appropriations bill in
September, approximately $150 million wa®$ aliocated to compensate for the
Tosses that would occur by using 1970 rather than 1980 Census Bureau
poverty statistics. (Nevada was one of eleven states that joined ih a
lawsuit to force use of 1980 data; the supplemental appropriations bill
elkiminated the need for that suit.) Consequently, Nevada districts did
not suffer reductions in Chapter 1 funds for the 1982-83 school year.

In 1981-82, Nevada received $4.837 million. statewide from ESEA Title I;
the LEA portion was $3.313 million. In 1982-83, Nevada will receive
$5.482 million, with $4.142 millidn going to LEAs. If 1970 census data °
had been used to determﬁﬁe the amount of ECIA Chapter 1 funds that state
and local agencies receiVed, 'most Nevada districts would have received
less funds in 1982-83. (If 1970*census data were used, the total amount
received in Nevada would have been $4.582 million.) -

The NDE portion ($1.34 million) will be used for administration

($225,000), programs for -handicapped students in state schools ($276,000),

migrant education programs ($570,000), education for delinquent youth
($188,000), and education for adults under age 21 in correctional
facilities ($82,000). Only the migrant education and adult correctional

“programs will receive more support than they did in 1981-82. The

administrative costs remain the same.

Y

Education Congp]idation and Inmprovement Act: Chapter.?2

" In our interviews, we found a nearly uniform situation in Nevada:
Most local education agencies receive more funds from Chapter 2 than they

have in the past from.the programs that were consolidated. How were these
federal funds distributed, and how will they be used?

The Block Grant Advisory Committee was appointed by Governor List at
the end of-March. Its members met in person on April 6 and by
teleconference on April 14. The 14-member committee includes one student,

. two legislators, one representative of higher education, three teachers
" (one from the northern part of the state, two from the south), a school

district superintendent and an assistant superinteéndent, a high school
principal, a representative of private schools, two school bbard mentbers,
and.a parent. The advisory committee will continue to meet as necessary.

The, allocation formula used enrollment as the major criterion in

" distributing' funds. Two factors modify the enrollment figure: the
- current AFDC for children of school age in identified areas of economic

depression and the Nevada Distributive School Fund formula, whiich
providés ratios to correct for the rural or urban nature of individual
Nevada school districts. The advisory committee also recommended that
no district receive less than $3,000. The average amount to be received

.- by Nevada school districts is approximately $10,17‘per pupil.

1 Al
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The advisory committee also recommended that the Nevada Department
of Education receive the full 20 percent of Chapter 2 flnds allowab]e
under law, to be spent in accordance with legislatively approved budgets.
In 15 districts, there is strong support for the Nevada Department og
Education, especially as a source of technical assistance. The two
largest districts are able to provide many of their own resources; their
support for the NDE is, understandably, less vigorous. Even so, there is
a general impression among those whom we interviewed outside the NDE that

the department has not been adequately supported and that it needs the
full 20 percent. . r

This does not mean that the advisory committee's decisions were easy
to reach. Some districts suggested that LEAs should receive more than 8,
percent of the money. However, the two legislators on the committee were
firmly in support of allocating the full 20 percent to the Nevada
Department of Education; their position prevailed.

The NDE is concerned about how the use of Chapter 2 money will be
audited. A history of federal audits in Nevada has caused this concern.
A NDE administrator expressed concern that audit requirements.may be very
costly and that these costs might have to be met from, the 80 percent .of
the Chapter 2 funds that is distributed to districts. The audit
procedures are not yet finalized. This concern that the federal money
distributed under ECIA may carry more regulation than is generally assumed
seems to be a common concern of many states. The interface of two
bureaucracies suggests that this would be a natural consequence; they
share similar organizational concbrns.

Nevada Department of Education personnel are optimistic that districts
will use the Chapter 2 money to meet needs that they have :iot been able to
meet before. We did npt hear of district-level conflicts over the use of
this money or of coa]igions forming at the state or local levels to ’
influence decisions about the use of this money. It apfears that the NDE's
optimism«is well founded. One district asked if it would be acceptable
to use the funds exclusively for staff development activities. A state
department person told us his response: "I told them we could not tell
them how to spend their money, so long as it was in compliance with the
law. We want to be helpful, but we don't want to get in their way."

Preparation by the individual LEAs appears to vary with their size.
Large districts developed position papers, established committees, and
prepared proposals. Smaller districts received Board of Trustees
authorization to submit proposals according to district needs and interests.

Private school participation differs by district. In some districts,
all the private schools have declined-to participate, usually because
their charter prohibits use of federal aid for education. In otheir
districts, some private schools have submitted plans for use of thein
portion of Chapter 2 funds. K

In 1981-82, Nevada received a total of $1.549 million for programs
now consolidated under ECIA Chapter 2. This year, Nevada will receive

. $2.187 million under Chapter 2--an increase of $538,000. However, the '
" NDE received $735,000 last year; this year, its portion will be $435,000.

165 f




¢

Thus, while LEAs as a group will see their federal funds increase, the

SEA will Tose 60 percent of its federal funds for support and
administration of Chapter 2 funds. : S S

- Data from 15 propesals for use of Chapter 2 funds (including proposals
from the three largest districts) indicate the kinds of projects that LEAs
have ‘designed for use of their funds. Eighty-nine percent of all projects
(but not of all funds) are for Subchapter B, Educational Improvement and-
Support Services; 6 percent of the.proposed projects are for Subchapter

A, Basic Skills Improvement; and 5 percent are for Subchapter C, Special
Projects. . !

Fifty-four percent of Subchapter A projects are in mathematics, 39
percent are in reading, and 7 percent are in comnunications. 55 percent
of Subchapter B projects are for educational improvement, 22 percent are
for supplementing library resourtes, and 23.percent are for other
¢ategories. Fifty-six percent of the Subchapter C projects are for arts

in* schools programs, 24 percent are for-delinquent youth programs, I5 - .

percent are for competency testing, and 5 percent are for ather projects.

The Nevada Department of Education will use its ECIA Chapter 2 funds.
for five purposes: administration, basic skills support, support for
educational improvement (including statewide testing and proficiency
programs), workshops and conferences to increase communication between
educators and the public, and dissemindtion, No special projects will
be supported in 1982-83,  and private schools will obtain ‘assistance only
in their testing programs. Tge NDE will do less than it has done in
nearly every area. There will be less administration of categorical
programs, less professional development for NDE staff, fewer travel funds
to visit districts, and fewer curriculum consultants (three rather than.
eight). The NDE has been preparing. for such reductions since 1977.
Seventy-six positions are authorized, but only 72.5 are funded. No staff
have been terminated, aithough reassignments have been netessary. In
other words, the NDE has foreseen the decreasing.federal support, and it
has moved toward becoming a fully state~sugported agency by reducing its

role every yea e future availability of state revenue will detegﬁdne
how far this grocess will go. _

Cutbacks in Other Programs

-

Impact aid. Like federal compensatory education funding, federal
impact aid is an important source of funds for many Nevada school
districts. The state legislature has indicated that it will attempt to
provide full or partial repldcement for lost federal funds'in this area.
However; unless the Nevada economy soon improves, the legislature will
probably be able to provide only partial replacement.

Special education. This is an area in which the state provides full
support (with federal funds). Assistance is based on the number of
certified special education units identified within the district. A unit
is defined as one special education tei? er. and one or more students;
$19,500 is allocated for each unit. A%1¥ss of federal funds allocated
under P.L. 94-142 would affect the level and quality of special education
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programs of;g? d in most districts. However, at least for 1982-83,
P.L. 94-142 funding has slightly increased.. - :

Other school improvement programs. ‘It is dnerally too early for
Nevada educators to be very specific about the effect of cuts on other
school improvement programs. Some districts see inservice education and
recent NDN or TitTe IV-C adoptions as vulnerable; others are not sure what
the éffects may.be. Cutbacks at the Department of Education level may be

especially severe, due to the consolidation of Titles IV-B, IV-C, and V
with other federal programs in Chapter 2.

P

EiTects of Federal Deregulation -

. y .

Nevada has generally relied almost entirely on federal regulations
and the state education code as the minimum standard for federal program
regulagﬁon. For example, Nevada has no written policy regarding |, )
compensatory education. Given the way in which the federal law is written,

federal deregulation will be tantamount to_virtual total federal and state
deregulation. ‘ Y K

-

-. 7. The Nevada Department: of Education staff appear to be complying with

5 )

* .both the spirit and the Tetter of thé& Education .Consolidation and

Improvement Act. They have revised their Title I application form and
reduced its length by 50 percent. The revised application form requires
only the necessary "assurance" sign-offs and brief descriptions of the
programiand the evaluaticn plan. ‘ : s )

On July 1, a plan for réorganizing the NDE beéame effective. The
Division of Féderal Programs was’ abolished, and programs within this
division were assigned to either the Administrative and Fiscal Services
Division or the Instructional Services Division. This step was taken in
response to anticipated and actual reductions in funding.

Preservice and Inservice Education A
o™ vt

Perhaps the most important single force affecting inservice education
in Nevada is the presence of State Board of Fducation requirements
specifying subjects for original certification and for recertification of
all teaching staff. In 1975, the State Board of Education required one
credit in Multicultural Education. In 1979, the State Board of Education
added requirements for one credit each in the areas of Exceptional Children
and Counseling and Suidance with Emphasis on Consultation with Parents.
Certificated staff must be recertified every five years, and their records
are reviewed for credit in these three mandatory areas and for one credit
each in two other mandatory areas: Teaching of Reading and Economic
Education. A total of six credits must be earned in each five-year
period for certification to be renewed. '

The Nevada State Education Association (NSEA) has- objected to these
mandatory requirements, arguing that the required subjects do not have
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any particular applicability to classroom teaching requirements and that

Nevada teachers should participate in the establishment of such requirements.
The State Board of Eq%fation has prevailed despite the NSEA's position.

The Nevada Department of Education plays an important role in
reviewing all applications for approval of courses meeting state inservice
education requirements. Although inservice education in Nevada is hardly
confined to these subject areas, the state board regulations have created
a special demand for courses in these areas.- .

Virtually every Nevada school district offers one or more courses each
year in the mandatory subjects, often through arrangements with the
University of Nevada. The larger districts offer several courses each
semester. Because the county-sponsored inservice courses dre often less
expensive and more convenient than the university-based inservice courses
(ccinty-sponsored courses are usually scheduled for a consecutive Friday
and Saturday in a central county location), they have become a popular
alternative. Typically, the curriculum department of a county school
district arranges these inservice courses. The University of Nevada does
offer three-credit courses in these areas, and they are alsa in high demand.

Perhaps because there are relatively few teachers in Nevatig or
because their needs are met from other sources, the Nevada State Education
Association does not provide many inservice courses directly for the benefit
of its members. However, there are two notable exceptions. The association
does conduct inservice training for its members in collective bargaining,
and it has begun to offer a course in classroom discipline based on the
National Education Association's LEAST program. The discipline course has
been offered in three locations, and the association will offer it in
additional locations during tne coming school year.

Higher Education

Preservice education in Nevada occurs at the Reno and Las Vegas
campuses of the University of Nevada. We conducted interviews with faculty
and administration at the Reno campus. We were told that the School of
Education has not been asked to take a disproportionate share of cuts in
the state's higher education budget. Acrcss the system, open positions
are not being filled, but facuity are not being released, at least not
yet. One faculty member noted: "It's a political year, and the budget is
a hot item. Higher education 1S being affected across the country, and
now it's our turn. Our Research and Planning Center has fewer funded
projects, and there are fewer opportunities for funding, especially from
Washington. We have to think of new ideas for funding."

Gradyates of the Reno campus were surveyed two years ago: - 72 percent
of the teacher education graduates had found jobs in schools. Social
studies and physical education graduates had t?e hardest time finding {obs.
The future does not look much different. Enrollment in special, education
and secondary education programs is approximately the same this year as
last; however, there are fewer elementary education teacher educafion
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students this year. Oré facu’ty member attributed the high placement
success to close relationships with public schools in the state: "We
have enyolled most of the administrators in the state. They know us

and turn to us when they have a position. They ask our opinion about
candidates." :

In the view of one faculty member, things wil! get worse: "Our state

. support has been(reduced, but se far it's cut the fat. Next year will be
. different, when we have a new legislature and maybe a new governor. Many

faculty are near retirement here; if those positions are frozen, we'll
really be hurting." {Nevada voters elected a new goverror in November.)

. In the face of 2 shortage of mathematics and science teachers, the
University of Nevada at Reno has begun an innovative program of enrolling
retired military service people in teacher education programs. The dean
of the College of Edwcation contrasts this program with programs in, other
states that certify retired military personnel ir a teaching area if they
have the subject matter course work. In Mevada, the new program includes
a regular sequence of professional education courses, and enrol Iment is
selective. The program is just getting under way. The first step is to
contact potentiial students (Nevada has many military personnel) to
determiric if they are interested in beginning a new career.’ Several
candidates have already been seleécted. The worry is that cutbacks will
reduce the capacity of the university to provide the necessary instruction.

Because Nevada continues to have a need for new teachers--the school-
age population continues to grow, although the rate of growth has slowed
in recent years--the university system expects to continue its preparation
programs. Outreach to schools has been reduced, but extension courses are
always filled. In summaty, those who manage the higher education programs
in Nevada, like those who manage the public schools, sense that future
reductiens in support are possible. For the moment, however, enrollment
remains level, aithough operating funds have been somewhat reduced.

Local Education Agencies

Urban County School District

Urban County* is one of the larger school districts in Nevada. There
are more than 1,000 teachers and 30,000 students in 34 elementary, eight
middle, and eight high schools.

Although the issue of whether 1970 or 1980 census figures would be
used in allocating ECIA Chapter 1 funds caused some uncertainty for the
district, the supplemental appropriations bill passed by the U.S. Congress
assures that Urban County School District will receive the amount that
would have been available if 1970 census data had been used. If 1980 data
were used, the district would have received some $60,000 less. The
district recelved approximately $358,000 in ECIA Chapter 2 funds, an
increase of approximately $200,000 over the amount received last year

*Urban, Rural, and Mountain are fictitious names for real Nevada school
distrints, . 1 6
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from the federal categorical programs that it consolidates. To distribute
these funds within the district, Urban County developed a unique plan.
First, the administration sought opinions-throughout the district; then,
it determined that money would be made available for all three subchapters
of ECIA Chapter 2. Approximately 60 percent was to be spent for basic
skills development (Subchapter A), 25 percent for educational improvement i
and support services (Subchapter B), and 15 percent for special projects
(Subchapter C). The 25 percent allocated for educational improvement

and support services is being used to supplement library pt:chases for a
new high school, to supplement general library.needs throughout the
district, to purchase 100 films for districtwide use, and to supplement
library resources at two nonpublic schools. The other two portions of
Chapter 2 funds were distributed to individual schools through a
competitive process.

Every public and nonpublic school in Urban County was invited to
submit one or more proposals for use of a portion of the funds. Schools
submitted nroposals totalling $700,000. A review panel consisting of
district-level administrators, principals, teachers, a private school
representative, parents, and a student examined every proposal. The
panel's decisions were presented to the Board of Trustees in June and then
forwarded to the Nevada Department of Education for approval.

The decision of the review panel rasulted. in slightly different
proportions than the origindl guidelines requested. Basic skills projects
received $201,000 (56 percent), instructional improvement and support
services grojects received $99,300 (27 percent), and special projects
received $57,600 (16 percent). Analysis of the successful proposals
reveals that only $42,000 was specifically intended to be used for
inservice education; this reoresents 12 percent of the ECIA Chapter 2
funds available to Urban County School District. However, other proposals
do assume time for teachers to learn of new programs, to develop computer
skills, or to assist in the selection and assignment of materials. These
staff development activities are not apparent in project budgets. . .

This relative absence of requests for ECIA money for staff deve]o?ment
purposes is explained in large measure by the existence of a successfu
cooperative program with the local community college. Because the
State Board of Education requires recertification of all teachers at
five-year intervals, there is considerable demand for inservice course
credit. To assist teachers needing these credits, the community college
conducts annual needs. assessments and of fers requested one-unit courses.

In return, the college receives free use of district facilities during
evening hours.

Further, the University of Nevada offers approximateiy 50 three-unit
courses in which many Urban County District teachers enroll. These
courses are always filled, which attests to the need for inservice
education credit. There is an important hidden cost in these staff
development activities. Urban County School District has ‘nitiated a
master's equivalency program that allows teachers to advance on the salary
scale through participation in inservice education activities; this
represents a future cost to the district. Each school in the district
also make- two afternoons a year available for staff development activities;

o students are released at noon on these days.
ERIC
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There has been very little dissension. if any about the use of ECIA
funds or about the effects of cutbacks generally. One person questioned
the fact that no portion of Chapter 2 funds was allocated for education
of the gifted and talented, but reference to the use of the proposal
review process satisfied this concern. One administrator suggested that
Urban County did not have a history of special-interest group participation
in school budget considerations. Further, the total Chapter 2 funds
amount to less than 1 percent of the total district budget; perhaps that
atone accounts for the lack of interest on the part of special-interest
groups. Teachers will receive an 8 percent raise next year, which is
considered tq be -acceptable by Nevada standards at this time.

District teachers are aware of the cutbacks, but for the moment they
are not overly concerned. Threats to financial support for public schools
are well publicized, especially in this election year. Apprehension best
describes the mood of classroom teachers in Urban County.

One teacher commented that deregulation at the federal level did
not seem to filter down to the Jacal level; thasapplication for local
scnool use of Chapter 2 funds required very~Specific and detailed
descriptions of the uses proposed. This may reflect the conctern we
noted throughout Nevada that there may be later audits which will create
problems for districts if they do not attend very carefully to the
requirements of the law. We infer that this concern led the Urban County
administration to develop very specific application guidelines. "Right
now, we're pleased that we were successful with our application. It's a
boost for morale. We will have seven computers for foreign language
instruction. It will help with drill and practice, and may even interest
students in the subject. We hope it will reduce attrition."

Every teacher commented that there was evidence of reduced budgets,
although Urban County teachers did receive an 8 percent salary increase.
Magazine budgets were cut, funds for supplies are reduced, and there are
fewer aides. "We've had things pretty good; people are starting to 1
think it's our turn in Nevada--things will get worse."

At Teast one teacher was not convinced that ECIA Chapter 2 money would
represent a real gain for the district: "Our school budget wasn't approved,
so we didn't get the money we expected for computers. Now, with the block
grant we will get them, so we're back where we started." ;

A teacher from a school that was unsuccessful in applying for a
portion of the Chapter 2 funds expressed concern in these terms: "T work
with another teacher in a joint effort. This year, we don't have an aide.
We have to do secretarial work that we didn't use to do. So, it's longer
hours to accomplish the same job we did last year. 1It's made a difference
in morale. I'm not able to do as much as I did last year.,"

One teacher explained that the cuts were not equitable: "The
Governor's request will hurt the most. Field trips, supplies, professional
leave are all shot. But, they haven't had to touch positions yet. The
full effect hasn't been felt. When they run out of supplies and ditto
masters, people will notice the effects. Older schools have been able,
to hoard materials, have had years to build up their equipment. But,
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new schools -are hurt more, because they haven't had time to accumulate
projects,.lab equipment, th1ngs like that."

The potential ava11ab111ty of ECIA Chapter 2 funds for use in their
own schools was not generally known among the teachers whom we interviewed.
A teacher who served on’ the state block grant advisory committee repbrted
that most teachers in her school were not aware that the school's proposal
had been unsuccessful. Teachers who had been involved in writing the
proposal were aware that it had not been successful, but most teachers
were not even aware that their school had.submitted a proposal. Urban
County teachers are concerned about state support for education, but they
do not distinguish between federal assistance and state assistance.

It appears that Urban County School District is attending to the
letter and the sp1r1t of the law. It is using ECIA Chapter 2 funds to:
address the needs and concerns of individual schools. Private schools in
the county were offered the opportunity to participate, and four have
chosen to do so. In responding to the opportunity to obtain ECIA Chapter 1
and Chapter 2 funds, Urban County School District has made decisions that
reflect full participation by all concerned persons and organizations, and
no evidence of internal strife is apparent.

Rural County Schaz1 District .

Rural County stands in sharp contrast to Urban County. One hundrad
seventy-two teachers teach approximately 2,800 students in five elementary
schools and three junior-senior high schools. Rural County is
geographically large and economically depressed. Tne economic situation
was aggravated when a large copper mine closed three years ago. Rural
County is.one of two districts that received less money under ECIA
Chapter 2 than they received from consolidated programs last year.
However, last year w. a high point for categorical program funding in
Rural County, and district staff did not anticipate that the funding
level would continue. During 1981-82, Rural County received $10,000 in
Title IV-B funds for library improvement and $45,000 for a variety of
Title IV-C projects. This year, it received $30,000 under Chapter 2.

Decisions about the use of this money were made by the Admin. rative
Council, which consists of all district admin.strators. A central office
administrator characterized communication in the district and beyond the
district as informal and thorough: "Because we're small, we talk monthly
with every administrator and with most staff people. For_ information
beyond the district, we rely mostly on the state department. If they get
cut, I'11 need to go elsqwhere more often--that would be unfortunate.

Clark County acts like a state department for us. They have the staff to
do a 1ot of things we can't do. We learn from what they know. When I had
to write a transportation policy, I spent a day with their transportation
person. That's better than a course in the subJect. t They can afford to
specialize; they're so big they have to. Here, we're all half this and
half that; we can't be specialists. There is a strong network of county-
level administrators in Nevada. Many of them have been about this business
for a decade. We've learned to turn to each other. Some groups meet
monthly. The curriculum people in this area of the state meet every month.

164




3-15

<

We call each other all the time. You can always find someone who's faced
the same situation you're facing."

Rural County is using its ECIA Chapter 2 money for one project, which
combines staff development with a special project in,Fine Arts.” This
program will be a continuation of a Title IV-C program begun last year--an
adoption grant to implement a program begun in another county. The
district will continue to employ a-eoordinator, who will train teachers
in Fine Arts instruction. Rural County once had a Fine Arts specialist
in nearly every school, but it can no longer afford that, so this is a
means of preserving Fine Arts education by training regular teachers to
integrate Fine Arts into their teaching. v

When asked if the decision to use the entire ECIA Chapter 2
allocation for one project had met with any opposition, one district
administrator commented: “We simply don't have many special-interest
groups that would object. We could put a notice in the paper that our
budget would be cut 90 percent, and probably no one would say anyth®ng.
They just aren't that concerned. We're pretty much free to do wh:. we
want, because they know we won't go overboard. We think the Fine Arts
staff development will do more for the schools than anything else. It's
not something new. . People know it's .working; they want to continue it.
The other projects have always known this was their last year. It comes
as no surprise, and people aren't upset."”

Lt appears that Rural County School District has experienced no
internal difficulty in deciding which programs shall be continuea and
which shall not. Private schools were advised of the availability of
funds, but all the private schools in the county declined participation,.
because their charters do not allow receipt of federal support of any
kind. Other projects that could have been continued did not object to
the decision. The decision to continue support for & staff development
project that has proved successful is consistent with what we have
observed in other districts in the Far West Laboratory region.

Mountain County School District

Mountain County School District has approximately 3,600 students
and 200 teachers in four elementary schools, two middle schools, and two
high schools. Because there are two distinct geographic regions in .he
district, two separate areas are served. In the 1970's, Mountain County
experienced an 8 percent rate of growth; last year, that rate-dropped to
1 percent. Even so, this county and school district is growing. The
per-pupil assessed valuation is the highest in Nevada, due to the presence
of both a rich agricultural area and a prosperous resort and gaming area.
Conversely, Mountain County School District receives the smallest
per-pupil amount of support from the Nevada Distributive School Fund,
and it will be less affected than most other .districts if the level of
state support for schools is reduced.

Mountain Count& has beer very conservative in seeking federal funding

for projects. During 1981-82, the district received $41,000 in Title I
funds; because the U.S. Congress passed iegislation guaranteeing that

) 163




districts would not suffer whether 1970 or 1980 census data were used,
Mountain County continues to receive that amount. Programs now included

in ECIA Chapter 2 provided a total of $21,000 during 1981-82; this is
expected to ingrease to $37,000 in 1982-83. These funds were used for
library projects (nearly 50 percent of the funds), a Basic Language -
Skills Center, and three small projects (one in reading and two in science).
This year, the district is using all $37,000 for a single, districtwide
staff development project. :

This decisinn was initiated by the superintendent, who suggested
that a Professional Development Center would be useful for all professional
staff. He was aware of similar centers jin Califernia, all based on a
clinical instruction model. At an advisory meeting at the Far West
Laboratory, he had_dh extended discussion with the director of the California
State Department of-Education's Office of Staff Development. Subsequently,
the superjntendent investigated the idea with successful California
professional development centers and decided to suggest such a center

, - for Mountain County. .

3

Several groups were involved in the decision, and no objections
were raised. Both-a curriculum advisory committee, consisting of teachers

, and students, and an administrative council, consisting of all district

administrators, endorsed the plan. Parent advisory groups at every school
were supportive. When the decisioh to apply for ECIA Chapter 2 funds to
establish a Professional Development Center was put to the Mountain County
School District Board of Trustees, it met with unanimous approval.

L)

No groups formally opposed the proposal. The librarians represented
a potential source of opposition, because they would lose $9,000 for a
library enrichment project. However, the Board of Trustees voted to make
up that loss with district general revenue support.

Several explanations for the absence of opposition to the proposed
use of Chapter 2 funds were suggested. The most obvious explanation is
that the proposal was a sound one and that it deserved the support that
it received. Additional reasons include the general conservative approach
to federal support (which resulted in 1ittle awareness of possible alternative
programs) and the fact that the geographic diversity of the district
makes a coalition of special-interest groups difficult. Because existing
programs (except the 1ibrary enrichment program) had very low levels of
funding, there was little to be lost. The existing programs anticipated
that they would not be continued another year, so there was little
disappointment. And, we heard Mountain County, characterized in much the
same terms as other Nevada districts that we visited: There is no history
of influential special-interest groups. In fact, before the present
superintendent was hired, parent advisory groups were not active; he has
worked to increase their involvement. There is only one private school”
in the county, and its charter prohibits the acceptance of federal aid.

The district has selected-a middle school teacher for the new position
of coordinator of the Professional Development Center; he was selected from .
five local applicants. It is hoped that his former position in a middle
school will allow him access and credibility with both elementary and
secondary school teachers. The new coordinator has spent two weeks in
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a professional development center in California, and the director of that
center has spent one week in the new Mountain County center. Although
teacher participation is voluntary, it is expected that the program will
€arn a reputation that will cause all staff to seek to participate.

The intent is to have a program that focuses on clinical supervision
for the improvement of specific pedagogical skills; the center will not
assume many activities normally associated with teachers' centers. By
keeping center activities focused, the superintendent hopes to demonstrate
specific outcomes and to develop ongoing support for the center; he does
not expect Chapter 2 funds to continue indefinitely. The first efforts
of the Professional Development Center took place “in October. Reports

indicate a high level of satisfaction on the part of the twelve
participants. *

The district has met the costs of extension courses offered by the
University of Nevada. However, a hidden cost to the diétrict is also
present (as it iS in most districts); teachers earning credit in those
courses have been able to advance on the district salary schedule. This
pattern of staff development will continue (in part to help teachers to )
meet recertification requirements) alongside the new Professional
Development Center. .

Mountain County School District presents an interesting case: This
district does not feel terribly threatened hy cutbacks and consélidation.
The amount of ECIA Chapter 1 funds has not been reduced (although costs
have increased). And, ECIA Chapter 2 funds have actually intreased and

" allowed Mountain County School District to initiaté an innovative staff

development program.

This situation is reflected in the attitudes of teachers. They agree
with their colleagues in other districts that the future probably holds
some financial difficulty, but for the present, teaching conditions in
Mountain County are characterized as very good. . Because ECIA Chapter 2
money is being used for a staff development center and because word of new
programs spreads quickly in a small district such as this, teachers are
generally aware of how Chapter 2 funds have been used. One teacher told
us: "We're in pretty good shape. My largest class is 24, and class size
is smaller across the district. Next year, it may increase. We have a
development center now, and we have better conditions than teachers in
California. Negotiations will probably be more about power than money.
Last year, we had an 11 percent raise; this year, it was 8 percent. That
probably won't continue."

Another teacher also summarized the situation as satisfying: "My
high school classes are around 22 students. Up to six years ago, our
district refused to even consider federal funds. Things are tighter now.
We may lose as much as $200,000 from the state, but we“ve adjusted.
Enrollment is dropping slowly, but so far there's no problem. There is
some resistance on the part of high school teachers toward participating
in the staff development center. Maybe three or four just won't do it,
and the others are not as excited about it as the elementary teachers.
But that's normal--it will work for most people."
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When asked where they go fYor information about innovations,. teachers
identified two sources: the associate superintendent for curriculum and
the university, especially if they are enrolled in university courses.

One teachgf commented: "Really, that's not an issue. We're a pretty
conservative area, and new ideas don't come along all that much. People °
are pretty much satisfied with what they have, aren't all that interested

in trying something new. But if they are, we have a supportive
, administration.”

Discussion . '

We conducted interviews in four Nevada school districts. Data from
one district have not been included in this report, because they offer no
new information. That district has many of the characteristics of the
three districts described, and its -plans for adjusting to cutbacks,
consolidation, and deregulation are quite similar to those of the other
districts in this study. The three districts that we have included
represent the variety of responses to the reduced.funding and program
consolidation that occur in Nevada. A1l three districts are using their
.er. 2 funds for appropriate purposes. The two small districts
d Mouptain) will use these funds for staff development activities,
pban County's funds will be used.for staff development.

Throughout our research, the presence of strong network activities
among Nevada's 17 school districts was apparent. District-level
administrators know one another; many are of the same age cohort, many
have shared professional education experience, and all have frequent
opportunities for interaction. The two largest districts, which have

+80 percent of the school population, are seen as resources by the 15
smaller districts. For example, lTarge districts have more applicants for
teaching positions than they have positions available; smaller districts
need teachers. As a result, larger districts provide smaller districts
with copies of teachers' applications.

Larger districts are able to employ specialists, while smaller
districts must assign several roles tn one person. Specialists in the
larger disttricts are.seen as sources of advice and information by staff
of the smaller districts. Active groups meet regularly around job-alike
topics and tasks. In a state with such a small population, informal
networking among local education agencies seems to be both common and
useful as a means of disseminating information and providingbtechnical
assistance.

There can be no conflict over the use of ECIA Chapter 1 funds
because they are made available for a specific purpose. One district
that we studied received a small increase in Chapter 1 funds. Because
federal legislation guaranteed that no district would lose money whether
1970 or 1980 census data were used, the other two districts received the

“same amount as they had in the previous year.

Conflict over Chapter 2 funds may be less common in Nevada than it
has been elsewhere, because most.districts are not faced with immediate
cutbacks. Al1 but two districts received more funds under Chapter 2
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» than they did from the programs that it consolidates. The decrease in
two districts returned them to a level of federal support that is still
above their 1980-81 level for Chapter 2 programs. Few existing categorical
programs are threatened, and little if any conflict among current
stakeholders has emerged.

|
\
{ The more general effect'of state cutbacks is not yet known.
| Districts have been requested to prepare contingency budgets for 1982-83
‘ that reflect an average reduction of 3.5 percent of their state aid.

The most common response has been to resist this request, although at
|

least one district has already complied. In every district, wé learned

of two concerns.
|
|
\
1
|

First, there is concern that deregulation may not be a reality.
Every administrator expressed concern that federal regulation may become
more important as programs are audited; caution seems to be the prevalent
attitude. Second, there is concern that the real effect of reduction 'in
staté revenue will be felt in 1983-84 school budgets. By that time, the

|
| )
‘ legislators will have met, and new levels of support from the Nevada
Distributive School Fund will be known.

An attitude of apprehension pervades. One teacher commented: "We
still have mongy, but next year we'll get stung. It's one of those things
we know is coming, but it hasn't had a real effect yet." Another teacher
reported: "Everybody's a 1ittle nervous; the fear is that jobs will be
cut after ngxt year. It's had an effect on morale, even though, right
now, things:aren't so bad." At the state level, at the district level,
and at the university the same concern was reported: If the economy (and
therefore the tax base) does not improve, the 1983 Nevada legislature may

enact a budget that will make serious reductions in financial support for
education.

Why is there so little apparent conflict over the use of increasingly
scarce resources for public education in Nevada? We have mentioned

several possible contributing factors. Two seem esnecially important
and deserve repetition here.

First, the fact is that resources are only now becoming scarce. In
other states, the struggle for dollars for public education has been a
major issue for several years. Teachers have been riffed, administrators
have been returned to classroom teaching positions, university positions
have been frozén, and state departments of education have been forced to
reduce their activities in significant ways. These conditions have just
begun tg. appear in Nevada. Although there are shortages in supplies and
there are fewer aides, no teachers have been riffed, and no administrators
have been reassigned. The two state universities have not yet experienced
the problem of frozen positions, and the Nevada Department of Education
is only now feeling the effects of major reductions in financial support. :

There is widespread concern that fiscal shortages are on the horizon.

Nevada educators will follow the actions of the 1983 legislative sessions

carefully; the legislature convenes in January. The general state of the

economy will also be of concern, as the effects of a shift in tax base

emphasis (from property tax to sales tax) determines the availability of
|
|
|
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state revenue. We spoke with no one who believed that the fiscal
condition of Nevada education would soon improve, but we also found no
one who characterized this year as one of major financial difficulties.
The fact that there were ng reductions and that there were some increases
in the amount of money available through ECIA Chapter .1 this fall helped
to lessen the fear of financial crises. Further, the fact that all but
two districts received increased federal funds through ECIA Chapter 2
helped to lessen the impression that schools were facing financial
difficulties. Although Nevada educators are concerned about financial
support, so far the situation has not been extreme. Apprehension, rather
than despair, characterizes their attitude this year.

Second, it is important to consider size in any explanation of the
presence or absence of conflict over scarce financial resources. Teachers
and administrators in every district that we visited were generally (and
often specifically) aware of activities in other districts. People know
one another across districts. They interact. And, they know Nevada
Department of Education personnel, often on a first-name basis. Although
there is a gap between the university and public schools, as one might
expect, there is also frequent contact between the two. Almost all
Nevada educators have had some formal contact with one of the two state
universities, and almost all continue to have some interaction. In this
context of familiarity, open public conflict would be difficult to
maintain. An attitude of equity across districts seems to prevail, and
an attitude of mutual concern is present. Perhaps this explains why
informals networking is so prevalent. In any case, we believe that it

explains in large measure why there is so little expressed conflict among
Nevada's educational institutions. .
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ABSTRACT

Since the mid sixties’, the federal government has played a major
role in promoting educational innovation and change by supporting
categorical programs targeted to specific educational sectors and client
groups. With the passage of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement
Act (ECIA) of 1981, the role that the federal government will play in '
supporting school improvement efforts is now highly problematic. However,
besides fiscal cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation of federally
g funded programs, public education agencies are now confronted with far
more massive problems due to.protracted state and local retrenchment
that has deeply affected their staff, programs, and services. To discover
how these agencies cope with this new environment; the Educational .
Dissemination Studies Program at the Far West Laboratory undertook a year-
long set of studies of education agencies at all Jevels in the three
states of the FWL Service Region: California, Nevada, and Utah. Begun
in December 1981 and concluded in November 1982, ‘these studies are based
on document analysis, telephone and field interviews with more than one
hundred persons, and site visits to more than two dozen agencies in thece
states. The report of findings is in four volumes. This volume describes . .
study findings for the state of Utah. It focuses on six major topics: »

o State and local contexts affecting education agercy i .
responses to federal and state policy changes; .

e State planning and response to ECIA Chapter 2; '
e Local agency responses to ECIA Chapter 2;

o Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls
on funding for other education programs; -

o Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on
program organization; and

8 Status and trends in staff development.

The report includes three small case studies of local education
agencies and an analysis of overall trends and effects.




CXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction. The EDSP studies were concerned with three changing
conditions that influence educatjon agencies: grant consolidation,
.fiscal cutbacks, and program deregulation. Because all three factors
were built into Chapter 2 of the Education Consolidatio. and Improvement
Act (ECIA) of 1981, muck of our initial attention was focused on how
state and local education agencies responded to ECIA Chapter 2. However,
in order to gain a broader understanding of programmatic change, we also
briefly reviewed the effects of grant ‘consolidation, fiscal cutbacks,
and program deregulation in three other areas: special educationi
compensatory education, and state school improvement astivities.

While this report touches briefly on these three areas, it is focused
on six major topics:

¢ State and local contexts affecting education agency
responses to federal policy changes

o State planning and response to ECIA Chapter 2 -
¢ Local response to ECIA Chapter 2

o Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls
on funding far other education programs

o Impact of consolidation, cutbacks, and deregulation on
program organization

® Status and trends in staff development

Stete and local contexts. The Utah State Office of Education has
invested the past twenty years in developing strong bonds of informal
sharing and networking with the 40 school districts in the state. The
tendency for school administrators and State Office staff to have long
tenure has nurtured high levels of trust, communication, and understanding
among educational decision makers throughout the state. The new State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the fcrmer superintendent of one
of Utah's more innovative districts, promises to continue this tradition.

The state is experiencing unusual growth due o a high birth rate
and some in-migration. These factors, combined with a 1ower average age
and larger family size than exist nationally, have created a critical
statewide need for expanded school facilities. Because the funds to
undertake a massive building program are not at hand, districts are
experimenting with alternative ways to serve more students in existing
facilities and still maintain or increase productivity.

School district budgets are lean. There is very little organizational
or financial slack to invest in curricular inncvation. As the size and
number of classes in a district increase, district administrators, school
principa]s\\anu ctassinom teachers are placed under further strain.
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Expanding without sacrificing quality becomes the focus of districtwide
ei'fort. Few if any school districts have the luxury of planning and
implementing innovative programs.

State planning and response to ECIA Chapter 2. Implementation of
Chapter 2 guideiines went smoothly in Utah. The Block Grant Advisory
Committee worked well with State Office staff and the State Board of
Education, and the Chapter 2 application form was distributed, conpleted
by districts, and returned by June 30, 1982. A collegial working
relationship existed throughout the process, enabling everyone involved
to reduce the unnecessary effort that féderal ambiguity and confusion
over deregulation guidelines could have caused.

The State Office will use its ECIA Chapter 2 allocation to support
eight priority programs recently selected by the State Superintendent
and the State Board of Education. The decision to combine Chapter 2
funds with mineral lease monies and some carry-over funds provides the .
resources necessary to su;port the priorities on a statewide basis.
Extensive planning and proposal development by State Office staff
preceded the selection of pricrities. It is likely that this high level

of interest and activity will continue ‘throughout *he 1982-83 school
year.

Local response to ECIA Chapter 2. Statewide, school districts
stand to gain rather than lose from ECIA Chapter 2. A ~st $1.2 million
more is allccated to | EAs under Chapter 2 than districts received the
year before from the separate programs included in the block grant.
Seven districts lost money because of Chapter 2, but 33 districts have
more to spend. The gains are relatively small. In most casés, the
amount of new funding available to a district through Chapter 2 is
nat enough to have a great deal of impact. In contrast, some of the
more entrepreneurial districts lost a great deal of the federal assistance
that they obtained in the past from the competitive categorical programs
that were cornsolidated ir. the block grant.

Analysis of LEA Chapter 2 applications indicates that almost all
districts are allocating some of their funding for local instructional
materials and equipment. Many are also supporting inservice and staff
development activities with these deregulated monies. Other speciai
efforts named numerous times are gifted and talented, basic skills,
career education, and community education. -

>

Less than one third of the applicants plan to use Chapter 2 money
to initiate something new in the district. Given an environment in
which they are being expected to do more with less, it is ¢ surprising
that few school d*stricts in Utah will use their ECIA Chapter 2 allocation
to try something new or even to perpetuate existing special services or

innovative programs. ¢

Impact of federal cutbacks and state shortfalls on funding for
other education proarams. For the past three years, ESEA Title : (now
ECTA Chapter 1) has absorbed federal funding cutbacks. The effects of

these cutbacks have been aggravated by the fact that threats of even
larger cuts--and last-minute decisicns about funding levels--reduced
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the capacity of schools to continue some programs and retain some staff.
Every district that we visited had absorbed significant reductions in
Title I funding for the pact three years. Coupled with the effects ‘of
inflation, these reductions have curtailed the districts’ ability to
provide compensatory education services. Staff have been eliminaced,
funds for travel, supplies, and indirect costs have been cut, and

some former Title I schools are no lon-ar being served. The State Office
has lost one half-time Title I consultant and, because of deregulation,

is de-emphasizing its monitoring role and spending more time on quality
issues.

Because legislative support for the State Office has not kept pece
with inflation, the agency has not been able to give staff regular salary
increases. Furthermore, some specialist positions have been eliminated
because of the reduced buying power of state allocations for staff.

With the new emphasis on selected state priorities, however, there is
hope that remaining staff will be able to provide the most effective
leadership and programmatic support possible.

Impacts of consolidation, cutbacks, and ueregulation on program
organization. Generally, the trend has heen to minimize reorganization
as a result of cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation. Utah's local
education agencies have not experienced significant shifts in staff role
assignments or programmatic emphases. -Business as usual is peing conducted
as much as possible, given the uncertainty and the virtual absence of
slack resources. Innovation is not a major thrust, except in the area
of productivity. The Utah State Department of Education has experienced
@ major reorganization; seven divisions were reduced to four, and 14
administrative positions were eliminated.

Trends in staff development. The State Office has established
dtself as a key provider of educational professional development in
Utah. District staff commented frequently that state agency consultants
had never turned down a request for assistance. State specialists in ‘
many programmatic and curricular areas visit the 40 districts to conduct
workshops, provide on-site consultation, and offer their support in
other ways. Because some of these specialist positions have been

eliminated, districts have lost a valuable source of information and
inservice education.

Staff development in the districts tends to be related to specific
. projects and instructional thrusts. Numerous districts are using some
of their Chapter 2 allocation to support these staff deve]obment activities.
Others see staff.development in more generic terms. These districts
will use their Chapter 2 monies to support individualized inservice
activities or to maintain an existing teachers' cepter. In most cases.
however, staff development will suffer to some extent, simply because

there is less money for faculty relessed time, travel expenses, college
} course tuition reimbursement, and outside consultants. Staff developmert
| may be one cf the frills that is cut back or eliminated as budgets get
|
\

tighter.
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UTAH: THE STATE OF THE STATE

Utah's demographic conditions are unique. The state's birth rate
is twice the national average. Population is expected to increase by 50
percent in the next ten years--from 1,424,700 in 1980 to an estimated
2,140,000 in 1920. This population increase will not be solely the
result of in-migration. It will be as much a consequence of the state's
unusually high birth rate as it is a result of new jobs created by
development of Utah's energy resources. During 1981-82, 11,650 new
students entered Utah's 40 elementary and secondary school districts.
By 1989, this figure should douhle, with an anticipated 23,000 new
students annually. More than 70,000 new students are expected to enroll
between now and 1986, increasing existing pressures on education facilities
and revenues to support public education. Given current projections,
the total bill for new school construction could reach $2 billion by
1989, an amount that exceeds the state's entire FY 1981 budget.

Other conditiors set Utah apart from most other states. There is a
teacher shortage, caused to some extent by the 48 percent decline since
1971 in the number of new teachers being prepared each year. The six
teacher preparatory institviions in Utah prepare approximately 24
mathematics teachers each year. Utah's teacher shortages are exacerbated
by the fact that school enrollments are increasing rapidly. The "middle-age
bulge" reported by the National Education Association does not exist in
Utah. Most teachers in Utah are under 39 years of age. Finally, those
who are teaching are often prepared for the wrong field. Forty-one percent
of the mathematics teachers in the state have neither a major nor a minor
in mathematics. Sixty-three percent of the physical science teachers and

59 percent of the biolagical science teachers have neither a m_jor nor a
minor in the subject. R

In October 1981, the Utah Systemwide Education Planning Commissson
published a Master Plan for Addressing Eight Critical Is.ues Affecting
Education in Utah in the '80s. Sixty-three commission members worked

together for more than a year to develop recommendations regarding the
future of education in Utah. The master plan's prologue suggests probable
future conditions, some of which are summarized here:

¢ The current population will increase 50 percent by 1990 due to
in-migration and a high birth rate.

@ Population growth will be uneven, with the population in some
rurat areas increasing as much as 150 percent.

® The population will become much more diverse by 1990 as regards
race, culture, religion, and place of birth.

8 The influx of new industries may create challenging environmental
impac® problems.

® Cutbacks in governmental spending will be necessary due to cuts
in the percentage of personal income taken as taxes.

15
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¢ Public involvement and participation in government at ali Tevels
will increase.

¢ More students will attend private or home schools.

Within this context of probabilities, the commission identified .
eight central educational issues for the 1980's:
¢ Purpose and nature of schooling

¢ Helping students to develop their potentialities
e Quality staff

¢ Curriculum organization

¢ Public involvement and participation in educational decision
making

¢ Sovernance of public education

¢ School facilities

o School finance

Governor Scott M. Matheson chose to focus on three of these ;3sues--
the basic purpases of public education, finance, and facilities--in his

action plan, Solving the School Crisis. These issues and the governor's
response are discussed Tater in *his report.

One staff member in the governor's office commented that "the priority
. in Utah is tradition." However, demographic and economic changes anticipated

for the 80's shuuld encourage educators to turn off the beaten track and
explore new avenues for delivering educaticnal services to the public.

The Utah State Office of Education

A New State Superintendent

In July 1982, t.eland Burningham, former superintendent of the Weber
School District in Odg~n;, Utah, became the new State Superintendent of
Public Instruction. With a record of assertive leadership and innovative
ideas, Dr. Burningham is considered to be an excellent person to head
the Utah State Office of Education. The collegial relationships that he
has already established with educators throughout the state further

enhance his credibility and the level of support that he enjoys outside
the agency. :

The Effect of Pripr Cutbacks

The feds have lost 4 lot of credibility with the states
because of what's happened with .the block grant changes.
Theoretically, the value of block grants is efficiency--
give  states more flexibility and save the feds 10 percent.
But, they've cut much deeper than that. It's become a
. devious way of eliminating programs. Block grants seem >
not co have been used as an honest way of becoming more
efficient. One of the end resdlts of deregulation will .
be to reduce the role and power of the SEA.
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With these words, an administrator in the Utah State Office of
tducation underscored his concernh about the effect of ECIA Chapter 2 on
the state agency's role in educational leadership. Much has happened to

. compound his sense that the agency has been betrayed by the block grant
~legislation. Over the past few years, State Office of Education staff

cuts have significantly curtailed the ability of the office to serve the
40 school districts in Utah. This has been occurring at a time when

school districts particularly need outside help. How did it happen?

Passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965

Rresented state education agencies with an alternative way of defining
ow they could support quality education at the lTocal evel. . ESEA

Title V provided funding to be used by“State education agencies (SEAs) to
develop their leadership and service potential. The assumption behind
Title V was that SEAs would establish statewide edicational priorities
and nurture their development at the local level. Rather than serving
solely in regulatory and fiscal monitori.g capacities, SEAs were seen
as the initiators and supporters of educational innovation and reform.

To a great degree, Title V had the cffect that was intended. State
education agencies grew, and so did their infiuence on educational pclicy
making and program implementation. Utah responded to the infusion of
federal dollars by hiring a number of competent, active eduzators to
serve as statewide consultants. By the late 1960's, a service delivery
syster connecting the State Office and Utah's 40 school districts was in

 place. By 1980, 80 percent of State Office staff were federally funded.

But, the tide turned in 1980, when the state legislature reduced
the State Office of Educetion budget by 4 percent from its FY 1979 level.
When the effects of inflation are taken into account, that reduction
amounted to approximately a 15 percent cut in state-level support for the
State Office. Since then, the Utah State Office of Education has been
absorbing state funding Tlosses rapging (when inflation is taken into
arcount) between 10 and 15 percent annually. When the State Office asked
the legislature this year to use state funds to re’lace federal funds lost
pecause of ECIA Chapter 2, "they turned a deaf ear to the requests."
Because the legislature declined to ~onsider dollar-for-dollar
reinstatement of State Office budget line items, programs were eliminated.

The State Office administrator for curriculum and instruction
reported that no professional pcsition in his division that had beccrie
vacant in the past three years had been filled. When someone retires,
the position is eliminated. If a program is dropped, staff are shifted
to othcr positions. In the last 18 months, field consultant positions
in child development, individualized education, emergency preparedness,
and nutrition education have been cut. Secretarial staff positions have
also been eliminated; specialists now have oniy one third of the
secretarial support that they formerly enjoyed.

One State Office of Education administrator feols that "we've Tost
on the long haul. We're developing a reputation for instability. We've
had top-quality staff, but we're gradualtly losing them. The State Office
can't offer more monyy than school districts to draw good people anymore.

" And, we can't compete with university salaries, which are moving well
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ahead of us now." No more¢§ggn one quarter of State Office staff receive

salary step increases in a given year. The others must cope with rising
11M1nq ccsts on last year's salary.

Another State Office administrator, who has 17 years tenure with the
organization, said: "I'm going to leave when my 30 years are up. And,
13 of my 27 staff members who reach retirement age in the next five years

will probably do the 'same. The only thing that keeps staff here is that
there's no place to go."

Some State Office consultants and administrators see the 1965-1980
era as its "golden days." During that period, leadership and coordination
rode the wave of federally funded SEA staff positions. A great deal of
human investment was made in an effort to help schools to improve
educational opportunities for all students. But, "Reaganomics and the
state legislators who rode in on [Reagan's] coattails are trying to wipe
out bureaucracies, jncluding education. If this keeps up, all we'll be
is paper shufflers meeting mandates. State agencies will be like they
were in 1960. No one ever heard of us then. Tzere was no coordination
among LEAs, and everyone was reinventing the wheel."

One State Office staff member saw the curre*t challenge to be the
erosion of quality education on two fronté: vouchers and tuition tax
credits, and politicians wanting to controi educattion. His comment:
“During the next decade, education will face the

reatest challenge since
Horace Mann."

At the September meeting of the State Board, Superintendent Burningham
announced that the Utah State Office of Education reorganization plan had
been approved. In an effort to redyce costs, 36 administrative positions
were reduced to 22, and seven divisions were consolidated into five, with
three administrative divisions being combined—into a-single-division. --— - -
Although all present staff were told that they could be retained, all must
apply for newly created positions. One staff person commented: "It's fair
to say that there's more dialogue across agencies and divisions as a result.

We are more alert to duplication of effort, more aware of what others are
doing."

Effects of Federal Deregqulation

o

Although Utah has been active in developing state policy guidelines
for federal programs, it is far from being a “regulatory" state. State
Office of Education staff perceive the LEAs as being satisfied with the
state's level of regulation of state and federal programs. Our small
sampling of large and small districts seems to confirm this view. The
Utah State Qffice of Education formed a committee with LEA representatives
to create a new and much simpler Chapter 1 application form.

One school syperintendent responded this way: "I don't see that

much changé "ih what we have to do, only in who is responsible. We just
don't have to submit as often or submit as much information. But, we
still have to keep records."

o
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Another administrator from one of the larger districts said he
expected to see "fewer feds auditing us.” Because his district was large,
it was usually one of the first in the state to be audited, and it has
always done more, because it has been used as a model by other districts.
"Maybe we can relax a bit now, but we'll still do as much as we need to."
Moreover, evaluation practices "definitely will change." Now., they will
collect the information that makes the most sense to them; they will not
be doing things just because somebody else wants to know.

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act: Chapter 1

‘some fTexibility, such as *he option of retaining schools that had qualified

The Director of Title I (now ECIA Chapter 1) at the Utah State Office
of Education reports that nine noticeable changes have occurred as a resu]t
of federal compensatory education policy modifications:

1. The number of students participating in Title I programs throughout
the state has been reduced. This is the most significant programmatic
change. Between FY 1980 and FY 1982, the number of Title I participants
in Utah dropped from approximately 23,000 students to 17,500 studerts.

2. Uncertainty about funding, along with actual funding cutbacks and
inflation, contributed to this reduction in the number of Title I students.
Local districts must make staffing commitments in the spring, long before
funding levels are established in Washington. With cuts between & percent
and 20 percent threatened, districts had difficulty planning and staffing
their compensatory education programs (not to mention maintaining continuity
from year to year). However, the supplemental appropriations bi?l.passed

by Congress in September solved this problem, at least for the current
school year,

3. Some deregulation resulted from enactment of ECIA Chapter 1. But,

in the previous year, was lost. The ambiguity of the new Chapter 1

regulations created some difficulty. The state director commented:

"Hopetully, the final regulations will be issued by late. summer or fall e
of 1982, and man;, uncertainties will be resolved." (By the end of October,
the final regulations had not been published.)

4. One State Office half-time Title I specialist position has been
lost to funding cutbacks. Title I staffing positions in districts
throughout the state have also been eliminated.

5. Some paperwork formerly required of school districts has been
reduced by deregulation, and State Office staff have lost a few monitoring
responsibilities.

6. ‘tess time will have to be spent determining the comparability
of Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 schools.

achievement data are not mandated under Chapter 1. Some people estimate
that three fourths of the districts will continue to collect eva]uat]on
data consistent with the Title I evaluation models. However, there is

185
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now no guarantee that comparable achievement data will be collected as
systematically and thoroughly as they were in the past. The state director
summarized: "This omission may adversely affect the quality of the

eva]uaFion data collected by the state and provided for us at the federal
level." .

8. For State Office compensatory education consultants, program
monitoring will be de-emphasized, and program quality will be a major
. thrust. In the past,-state administrative monies for Title I have been
used to establish a demonstration teacher training model and to support
local staff development activities. These efforts will be continued;
they may be expanded.

9. Parent participation in compensatory education decision making
will be reduced. Although ECIA Chapter 1 allows districts to modify
their procedures for obtaining parental input and consultation, at least
half of the districts will probably use strategies and structures
established under Title I. Plans are under way to reduce both the
number of representatives on the State Parent Advisory Council and the
number of annual meetings.

Ambiguity has plagued compensatory education appropriations levels
in the past few years. The debate over use of 1970 or 1980 census data
in allocating FY 1983 funds to states under Chapter 1 was resolved in
September, when Congress overrode a presidential veto of its suppiemental
appropriations bill. This appropriations bill guarantees that districts
which stood to lose funds if 1970 U.S. Census data were used would receive
funds to compensate for the loss. ,But, the 1970 figures remain, so that
districts which would have lost funds if the 1980 figures were used will
not suffer a loss.

The Education.Consolidation and Improvement Act: Chapter 2

After the State Office received notice of the state's share of
Chapter 2 funds from the U.S. Department of Education, it was able to
complete the task of estimating formula allpcations to Utah's 40 schoo!l
districts for the 1982-83 school year. Local allocations were based on
the basic state funding formula, excluding adult education, summer
vocational education, and extended-term and summer enrollees. $25,106
was subtracted from the LEA share of the state's Chapter 2 funds for use
by the nonpublic schools that had indicated a desire to participate.
District breakdowns can be summarized as follows:

o The total state allocation under Chapter 2 is $3,088,965.
This represénts a total increase in funds for local
districts but a decrease for the State Office of Education.

¢ The total Chapter 2 allocation for LEAs- for 1682-83 is up
$1,123,863. In 1980-81, districts obtained $1,347,302 for
categorical programs included in Chapter 2. This year, their
Chapter 2 allocation totals $2,471,165.

} . 18y
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¢ The State Office of Education share of the state's Chapter 2
allocation is $617,791.

o Seven districts will lose money due to Chapter 2. Losses range
between $3,967 and $52,225.

o Thirty-three districts will gain funds. Gains range from $434
to $192,190. -G

o Of the 40 districts, the lowest Chapter 2 allocation is $2,421,
and the highest is $417,207.

The week after the Utah State Office of Education r:.ceived approval
from the U.S. Department of Education for its proposed LEA allocation
formula, a meeting of all the local Chapter 2 administrators was called.
Smaller districts were represented by school superintendents. “Other
districts sent a central office manager, such as the director of federal
programs or a finance officer. A number of handouts were made available
to participants at the meeting. These handouts included a draft of
Chapter 2 Purposes and Activities and the published rules and regulations,
a memo summarizing Block Grant Advisory Committee recommendations, Utah's
official three-year Federal Block Grant Program application for LEAs,

allocation sheets for all 40 districts and participating private schools,
and a meeting agenda. .

The committee's threée functions weve outlined for the group. First,
it was reported that the committee had advised the State Board of Education
to allocate funds to LEAs according to the basic state school funding
formula, which considers both enrollment and high-cost factors. Second,
the committee's resolution turning the state's 20 percent over to the
State Board of Education for recommendations about how it would be spent
was described. A number of school district representatives were not aware

of the 80 percent-20 percent split and asked to have it explained. Finally,

it was reported that the committee's evaluation role had been turned over
to one member, who will serve as evaluation coordinator. Districts were
encouraged to contact him or the committee chairperson if they want to
"give the Advisory Committee input on how their project is doing."

The dollar amounts ¢f school district Chapter 2 allocations were

not disputed by the group. The main concern of its members was how to
work with the private schools in their district so that they would remain
within the law. Questions about nonpublic schools far outnumbered any
other procedural issue raised at the meeting. "We bent over backwards
this first time to make sure [the private schools] had an opportunity to
participate,” commented the state Chapter 2 coordinator. The State Office
tried to contact every private school in the state "to advise them of
their option to participate.” He commented further that the State Office
had been "out aggressively making information avaiiable to them as much
as possible, and we continue to do so t> protect ourselves, so we can
rove we've done it. But, that doesn't mean you -“ould relax your own
E]ocal] efforts to provide for the participation of Private schools., If
those kids weren't there, they'd be in your schools." District
representatives were advised to document all their efforts to contact
private schools "and show when they did not choose to participate.”

-
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One of the main reasons for the uncertainty regarding participation
of private schools in Chapter 2 was that home schools are legal in Utah.
Local administrators were distressed at the prospect of having to identify"
and communicate with every home school in the district. They did not want
to be cited for noncompliance, yet the proliferation of home schools
presented a problem. One participant suggested that a district could run
an announcement in the local newspaper to document its effort to solicit
participation by nonpublic schools in Chapter 2, By the end of the meeting,
it had been agreed that, if all the larger nonpub1ic-schools were contacted,

. the district would meet the requirement. Any private school that asked

to participate after July 1, 1982 could be added to next year's budget.

In the past, Utah maintained a number of regional repositories to
handle cooperative audiovisual media purchasing. Early this year, the
State Superintendent announced to Utah school districts that these centers
could no longer be maintained unless an alternative funding source was
found. State Superintendent Talbot suggested that districts allocate
8 percent of their Chapter 2 funds to these centers. Any district-choosing
to release 8 percent to the agent district that houses the center could
do so, and the state would send the money directly to the center's account.
A11 the districts subsequently agreed to do so.

A discussion ensued about whether districts should appiy under
Subchapter A (Basic Skills Development) or Subchapter B (Educational

+ Improvement and Support Services). The State Office Chapter 2 coordinator

highly recommended that districts submit under Subchapter B, because "

prescribes what you're supposed to do, and B is much more auditable"; in
other words, B is less specific.

A great deal of discussion occurred over definitions of "supplement
versus supplant" and "maintenance of effort." On the one hand, the monrey
may riot be used to supplant last year's lccal expenditure for a particular
line item. On the other hand, maintenance of effort is not calculated
line by Tine but by looking at funding totals or per-pupil expenditures.
"We need to show at the state level that maintenance of effort has been
retained, so you don't have to worry about it locally."

"Responsibility for compliance is on local shoulders," reported the
state Chapter 2 coordinator. "Audits will be conducted by federal staff
from the regional office in Denver. 1 encourage all of you to have a
little evaluation component on anything you decide to do. You are better
of f building in some evaluation, so you don't have to reconstruct what
happened after the fact."

In addition, districts were told that they "must provide information
reasonably required by the state for final reports. [ guarantee that we
won't require anvthing of you that isn't required of us by the feds." The
state has mainly a financial responsibility for Chapter 2, while districts
have programmatic accountability.

After less than two hours, the meeting was over, and school district
represertatives hau the information that they needed in order to apply for
their district's allocation. The meeting was well organized and well
managed. People were willing to cooperate in every way with the State

: 185




l ; ,
: S 4212
|

Office of Education in order to obtain their block grant money as quickly
and easily as possible.

The Utah State Board of Education deliberated at length about the use
of the State Office's Chapter 2 allocation, which totals approximately

$618,000. In July, the Board discussed priority areas for which the state
could provide effective leadership.

As a result, the state's share of money was placed in a fund with
mineral lease money and FY 1982 carry-over funds from state and federal
programs. This special fund will contain more than $1 million, which
will be applied to selected State Board priorities. One State Office
administrator was careful to po1nt out, however, that the state's Chapter
2 allocation will be used only in ways and areas allowable under the
rules and regulations., Because other funds, such as the mineral lease
monies, can be used more flexibly, they-will be allocated to priority
areas not allowable under Chapter 2.

The Utah State Office of Education, then, will use its Chapter 2
allocation to address priority initiatives identified by the State Board.
Rather than continuing business as usual, this agency has chosen to use
available dereguiated money in an effort to deve10p identified statewide
goals. Just as important, the State Office is augmenting its Chapter 2

allocation with money from other sources to provide 1eadersh1p in targeted
areas. .

Special Education

Action in Congress and the U.S. Department of Educaticn regarding
P.L. 94-142 changes the prospects for special education daily. As a
result, the Utah State Office of Education had little to report about
how the state as a whole will be affected by modifications in federal
special education policies. An overall increase of 37 percent in the
P.L. 94-142 budget has beer approved. Smali grants for personnel
development will be increased, but the overall effect of this small
increase remains unknown.

Special Research Projects

A 1959 mineral lease law requ1res a percentage of the funds brought
in by such leases to be used for "research in the utilization of staff
and facilities i~ education." This year, mineral lease money is being
used to support ecial thrusts identified by the State Office of Education.
The language of tne law allows the agency to invest the money in many
ways and areas, ranging from grants to individual school districts to
paying State Office research staff salaries.

On March 8, 1982, the Management Team of the Utah State Office of
Education approved a new process for utilization of mineral lease research
funds. The group agreed that these funds would be used for "experimental
rwojects initiated or sponsored by the Administration of the State Office
of Education which deal with major issues in education." To imp!ement
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this policy, the Associate Superintendents, in consultation with division
administrators and the State Superintendent, created a Tist of issues
deserving research and development attention. The Acting State
Superintendent of Public Instruction selected ten priority initiatives,
for which State Office staff developed proposals. These are the ten
priority initiatives:

1. Valuing teachers ,

2. Implementing the reports of the Utah Statewide Educational
Planning Commission and the Vocational Education group ¥

3. Role of the principal

4. Teacher evaluation .

5. Areas of critical shortage in teacher supply

6. Productivity '

7.. Microcomputer and information technology

8. Institute for community-based planning

9. Impact of the present system on special groups

0. Coordinating academic subjects with vocational subjects

Proposals were submitted by State Office staff in time for the August
meeting of the State Board of Education. Because some discretionary carry-
over funds were also available, staff were asked to assess whether the
research aspects of their proposals justified use of these limited funds.

The state's share of Chapter 2 money will also be used to fund thase
priorities, as mentioned earlier. On July 29, Superintendent Burningham
decided that programs addressing the first eight issues would be established.

As part of its internal planning strategy, the State Office management
team adopted a set of criteria for evaluating proposed state programs to

be used on a pilot basis. Five possible appiications were suggested in a
July 22 memorandum:

1. Rating new prqposals for FY 1983 discretionary monies

2. A guide for prgposal development

3. A way to decide on program reductions during periods
of cutback

4. Prioritization criteria to be sent to the Governor's Office
and other state agencies

5. Refining FY 83 and FY 84 planning and budgeting documents

, A sampling of the criteria is given here by State Office function:
Leadership function. "This leadership activity provides incentives

that are used in weys*that build capacity, encourage local problem solving,
2id do not force the selection of a preferred alternative."

Service function. "This service has been ratei high by the recipient
districts, institutions, and clients as being critically needed and
effective." A

Control function. "This program provides standards rather than
prescriptions.™

Productivity function. “This project or program will ult mately

provide the same quality service with less money." -




These criteria offer an enlightened way for State Office decision
makers to select programs that deserve investments of time and resources,
and visibility. They also enable thoughtful decisions to be.made about
implementation priorities by providing guideposts that articulate the
State Office's role in educational leadership and support.

Summar

In spite of state and federal funding cutbacks, the Utah State Office
of Education is pursuing a number of innovative programs. In addition,
alterations in priorities and organizational structure have been made by
the new State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Overall, the current
activities and future plans of the State Office.are cautiously optimistic;
& it is too soon to tell what consequences the reorganization will have.

The Governor's Office

Enrollments are exploding at the very time the state's
budget is constrained, urbanization has created new
requirements for public resources, the federal government
is shifting many educational respons1b.11t1es back

to the states, the taxpayer is demanding relief. .
These stark realities preclude the luxury of an education
smorgasbord. It is imperative that we set educational
priorities and focus on doing the basics well.

With these words, Governor Matheson introduced Solving the School
Crisis, his plan for assuring quality education in Utah during the 1980's.
A Democrat woerking with a Republ1can legislature, Matheson is using the
strong popular support that he has received as a lever for Iong»range
educaticnal planning and policy development in Utah.

Educational governance is the focal issue influencing much éf Matheson's
effort to retorm the state role in education. An elected 11-member State
Board of Education is charged with the "general control and supgrvision"
of elementary and secondary education programs in Utah.* The 16 r mbers
of the Board of Regents are appointed by the governor to set p ﬁ1cy for the
state colleges and universities. The governor's authority ove? elementary,
secondary, and higher education programs and priorities is limited to two
areas: balancing the state budget and recommending the educational budget
for both public and higher education. ¢

In an effort to improve state-level management in public education,
Governor Matheson has made some visible moves to establish long-range goals
and priorities for elementary and secondary education. Earlier this year,
the Governor's Office issued a booklet entitled, Solving the School Crisis:.
Governor's Action Plan far Quality Elementary and Secondary Education.

* plans for realignment of the state's educu*ion districts would reduce
membership on the State Board of Education frém eleven to nine.
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The purpose’ of Solving the School Crisis is to bring pressing |
educational issues to the attent:on of the State Board of Education and -
local boards of education. This publication suggests strategies that" 7
state and local education .agencies can use to address three critical
educational issues: ‘ . p
) Basiczﬁurposes of public education \
o Financing of public education, '
¢ Facilities for public.schools

-

. * 1
Policy options ;yggested by the Governor's Office in these three areas -
are summarized in the paragraphs .that follow. . . <G |

The first gbal is "id establish statewide, basic-educational purposes
which will guide local district planning, decision making, and resource
alldcation." Specific steps were suggested for reaching this goal:

- ) , N . . ‘ A .

1. The State Board of Education should adopt a statement of basic s
educational purposes to guide "community-based planning, resource
allocation, and specific student performancge." )

| 2. Eéch school district should establisha program “of 'community-
’ " based planning. ° g, ‘
3. The State Office of Education should serve as thé clearinghouse
and catalyst for ideas.about creative ways. to use existing
community resources more effectively.

<

4. The State Office of Education should establish a.Community-Based
Planning Institute to help districts work with their community
R groups. '
A . ‘ {
5. The Jegislature should institute a block ‘grant approach to
resource allocation.,

’

A number of assumptions underlie the first goal. First, the governor )
believes that” limited state funding for education reduires each school

district to set prioritiies based on what it considers its basic educational -
purposes to be. Thereiwill no longer be enough money to--offer every ot
possible educational program, although some existing programs. have proved ’
successful.” Second, the governor believes that ‘hegotiations concerning
educational priorities should occur at the local rather than at the state
Tevel. Block granting of state education funding transfers_lobbying by
special-interest groups from the legislature to the community, where
decisions gbout.the allocation of scarce resources should be made.

available to local school districts in providing quality education to
Utah students.” This goal emerged because of “"federal revenue losses,
an anemic economy, high,inflation, and a tax-weary citizenry." New
approaches, to productivity and efficiency, coupled with creative use of
technological advances, would help to maintain quality educational
programs despite an eroding funding base. The governor's action plan
for the reform of state education funding calls for a simpler funding

The second goal® is "to foster the efficient use”of limited resourc%j////)
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formula, increased local autonomy, equity and equalization of the property
tax, a constitutjonal amendment to eliminate the existing ce€iling on the
amount that the state can provide to the Minimum School Program, and
multiple legislative actions to reform school finarice.

" The third goal is."to ensuré the efficient use of limited capital
funds available to Tocal school districts for construction and maintenance

., of facilities." Because the state does not have the funds needed to

construct new buildings in which to educdte its growing student population,

the governor suggests that "local distri hould consider ways to make

maximum use of existing buildings-as we]L as other public and private ]
commun1,y facilities." Other options, stch as’_year-round. schools, double

sessions, increased class size, and off-site instruction, should a]so be

considered as alternatives to construction of new school facilities. Of

primary importante is the notion that "the state should require local

districts to make full use of their own taxing authorities and make the .

most effective use of their buildings before any state funds are provided." .

., The plan of action for meeting this third goal proposes legislative,

executive, and administrative act1on to address the current overcrowding
of schools before it becomes worse. .

Preservice and Inseryice Education

>
s

The State Office of Education and the teacher preparation institutions
throughout the state contribute various staff development services in .
Utah. The activities of both types of organization are summarized here. .

»

State Office of Education ' t

Curriculum and_instruction. Staff specialists in this unit play
three roles in relation to the state's 40.school districts: They provide
technical assistance, they offer Jeadersh1p to share information about
1nnovat1ve ideas, 'and they serve as generalists in the area of curriculum
and* ﬂnSuPUCt10n. In" large d1str1cts, state specialists work with their
counterparts in the district's central offices In smaller districts,
they serve as the local ‘curriculum supervisors that such districts cannot

|
|
1

afford to hire. The top priority of the State Office of Education is to

. provide local districts w1th subject area specialist services. Al1l core

curricular areas except language arts are covered by current staff.

State consultants provide & vital leadership, ccordination, and -
support function that is tapped 1iberally by about 75 percent of Utah's
districts. "As one person commented: ¢"Districts used to have lots more |
money to bring in university professors. Now, because of cutbacks; L
they re waiting for state help And,’if that's not avai]aQ&e, there |
isn't anywhere else to go."

Utah follows a six-year statewide staff development cycle bggun in
1975 in all subject areas. Two years are spent on curriculum development,
three years on inservice for LEA staff, and one year on an evaluatien and
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needs assessment ‘'strategy. Curriculum packages or "Courses of Study" were
developed to help ‘teachers to individualize various content areas. The. °
courses of study-include objettives, pre- and posttests, and a résource
file. Teachers are endburaged to provide instruction from the courses of .
study, using textbooks as resources. State Office of Education materials

"and agsistaﬁéé‘supplement the work of each teacher, who is responsible for
developing lesson plans and units of work.

_ Curriculum specialists are expected to spend 70 perceht of their time
in-the field serving local schools. Mandays are ‘set aside for staff
meetings, so there is little time for,these specialists to spend sitting
at their desks. -“I haven't.-had a day off’'in three weeks," observed one
State Office staffer. ‘e work five and a half days a week all year

“except in July. Workshops on Saturdays really cut into my free time on
weekends." Although the State Office has had to reduce the number of

workshops that it sponsors, there. still are numerous weekend functions

\

requiring the participation of State Office staff. , ok

. h ' ¢
Two years,.ago, ‘the State Office made a policy decision to cut programs
. rather 'than reduce funds for travel to a point that would make existing
programs almost fionfunctional. But, in fact, in-state-travel has been
increased. "It's [the consultants'] job'to be out there. They're.of no

, value sitting behind their desk." The specialists have not turned doin’

a single request from the field. Out-of-state travel, however, has been
reduced to one trip. per ‘person a year. ‘ ’

' . oM™ . » . ‘¢

The Utah State Office of Education received esgecia]ly strong )

commendations from administrators in large and smali districts. One
superintendent stated: "It is the number one source regardipg federal
‘program changes that impact ‘on the schools. The various specialists in =
the Office of Education .dre particularly helpful regarding‘details."
Another administrqﬁgn from one qf;Ugah's larger districts praised the
State Office, stating: "They are real good, especially their staff dealing
with [the specific programs that. he administered].” In general, the
administrators' from the largerydistricts tended to name more sourdes and
to include a larger number oftzashfnbton, D.C., 3and other out-of-state

sources of information  concerning federai program changes. LV

Staff development activities.v,ﬁt the state level, ﬁgfhaps}ﬁﬁé'mpstf
notable factor is tha Utah State Board of-Education’s Five-Year Gbﬁ?%?’\\_
mentioned earlier. In March 1979, thé“State Board identified four major
godls that have become underlying principles to guide Utah's entire public
school systenx The fourth.goal is teacher training. This goal states
that “"the public school system will assure that students enrolled in that
system are provided'with professional educational personnel who have the.
necessary knowledgel and skill to give' all students classroom and other
school experiences which will allow for-devel opment of, their fullest
potential.” During the past two years, a major program and materials
development effort related to this goal nas been undertaken by the Utah
State Office of Education, which has workediwith a consortium of Utah
teacher training institutions (the Utah Skills Project) to produce a
performance-based teacher education program that includes 71 Skillguides.
Participants are in.the process of validating these materials and |
distributing them for preservice use. In addition, work has‘bequn on -
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. Consortium that includes representat1on from Utah's 40 school -districts and

. Learning Resource tenter, which operates under the supervision and direction

teachers and administrators in reading, mathematigs, and oral and written  *

. ." & . . N 4-‘18 ,

-
*

.plans for-use of the- Skillguides, coup]ed with-an extensive listing of
" complementary“resources; to provide a foundation for an individualized

prbfessiohal development model for educators.  ° . 3

Perhaps ‘because of the major emphasls given to teacher educa§fon by

.the State Board, the Utali Office of Education has taken seriously the :

requ1rements of P.L.-95-561 and-P.L. 94-142 to develop a Comprehensive
System for Personnel Development (CSPD). The implementation of Utah's

. CSPD for-special education is particularly 1nterest1ng.\ The Special

Education CSPD Council, which includes representdtion from the State ¢
0ffice of Education, institutions of h1gher education, local education
agencies, vbeational rehabilitation agencies, the state legislature,
parents, and others, is be1ng used as a long-range (five-year) planning
body. The Council is studying special education persennel deve]opment
in the state, espec1a11y with respect to lgiger-term preservice. needs\ -

The Special Educat1on CSPD°is an important ingervice resource in Utah,
since approximately 85° percent of special education students are taught
by regular teachers rather -than in special education c?asses. Indeed,
Utah mainstreamed most of ,its  special education students long before P. L. |
94-142, due to both the state's eduecation .philosophy and the prevalence ~ ° b
of low-dens1ty school districts. : As a.consequence, special education :
trainers in Utah have long recognlzed that they "must train everybody."

More 1mmed1ate 1nserv1ce education needs .are ‘attended to. by a SEA- tEA

other education agencies in the state. ~ The consortium's goal is. to

strengthen school district capab1]1ty to procure sufficient numbers of ¢
qualified personnel and to prov1de inservicé training. ., Direct.assistance J
with media, materials, and inservice training is pyovided by the Utah

of the consortium's leadership team. Resource center staff, university and

. -college faculty (Un1vers1ty of Utah, Brigham Young University, Utah State

University, Weber State College, " and Southern Utah State), staff of the
four Regional Education Service Centers, and school district inservice
tra1n1ng leaders are responsible for the 1mp1eméntat1on and delivery, 0f

inservice educat1on.

Integesting 1nserv1ce educat1on activities can also be found in
compensatory education, basic skills, and bilingual education. Utah now
has ‘a statewide cadre of approximately 40 demonstration teachers, who effer
a highlyspeisonalized and individualized service to compensatory education
teachers. They go into' classrooms to demonstrate teach1ng principles and
skills selected by the classroom teacher from an extensive list of options.
The classroom teacher then practices the skill and is critiqued by the
demonstration teacher, who returns aga1n in about a month, for fo]1ow-up.

" The Basic Skills ProJect in Utah has focused on inservice tra1n1ng of

fanguage. The project also coordinates these basic skills with other
curiricular areas .included in Utah's definition of basic skills, More than
200 adm1n1strator§ and nearly 2,000 (of Utah's 14 ,500) teachers were
involved in-.basic skills,trai n1ng programs last year, funded by fedenal
basic skills.monies. '

v
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Due to urgent and expandihg'needs_for programs to serve ‘limited-
‘English-proficient students, the state legislature hag allocated special — . o

funds, and the State Office of Education is preparind%a Five-Year Plan™ R

in Bilingual Education. But, the special demography of the-state poses < |

some challenges. For exgmple, students in one of the state's largest s

school districts speak 33 different languages. _Nevertheless, even counting

Hispanic and Native Americans, the total minority enrolliment in this

district is about 6.percent. The minority populations ark distributed . ‘
. so evenly throughout the district that no school has mort than 20 percent

enrolIment where English, is the second language. Consequently, there is

only.one school in-the entire district where it is prqctical to operate

a purely bilingual program. The district deals with its low-density,

multilingual dispersiaon problem by providing extensive inservice traindng.
" in English as a second language.

Our discussions with a sampling of school administrators_i;~districts
ranging from some of “the largest to some of the smallest provide further
evidence that local administrators, as well as state education leadership,
,see-igservice education as an important way of improving education. . In
some cases, district inservice budgets have been increased. Staff
differentiation and staff development are key components in qne of the’.
- two state-funded school productivity projects. One of the state's S .
smaller districts (it has fewer than 1,000 students) reports heavy ‘ . e
_involvement .in two state-sponsored inservice projects. The goal of one
project is to involve every certificated staff member in an individualized
professional development program using materials produced by the Utah °
Skills Project. “

While state, regional, and local leadership aré significant forces
that support inservice education, professionalism and ecbnomic advancement.
are important individual motives. The state legislature réscinded hearly
all its recertification requirements in 1978 (Utah House Bi11 88). Renewal
is automatic if the person has had a contract in a certified position in
three years of a five-year period. Consequently, the "carrot" for inservice
training in Utah is the credit that will advapce professionals on district
salary schedules, not the "stick" of recertification. ‘Some school districts
, recognize state-approved courses as qualifyjng for salary increases, and .
* university credit is usually actepted. -

. * Institutions of-Higher Education

Credit courses. The most active providers of university credit courses ° °
in inservice education in Utah are 'Utah State University at Logan (probably
. the top provider), the University of Utah at” Salt Lake City (probably
" second), Brigham Young at Provo (which does extensive inservice work with
districts), Weber Staté College at Ogden .(which operated the only Teacher .
Corps project in the state), and Southern Utah State at Cedar City (whigh . .
“services many of the low-density districts in its area). Utah State -
University provides continuing education on campus. at Logan and also at
its Southeastern Utah Center.for Continuing Education, its Unitah Basin
Center for, Conttnuing Educatiom, and at.Cedar City, where it operates an
MA-ievel program. Utah State University also responds to school district
‘ needs on a request basiy The University has a cooperative arrangement

P .
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- have an oversupply of teacher job applicants (because these’ areas ,are

4

affest their overall budgets,,

|

|

i
.requested a 2 percent cut in university operating budgets. At Utah * .

‘State Uniyersity, an admini§trator commented on the impact that the .-~ }

1
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with ‘Granite School District, yhich operates one of the ﬁargest inservice
programs in tpe state.* o . . )

Thdse'conceﬁnedjwith inservice eddcation at the universities repont
that they have not seen much cutback qverall. Governor Matheson has

governor's request may have: v "If we usé this year as a base, it won't o
be terrible.. But, if we begin with a base of 98 percent, it will really \

‘hurt. At “the smaller state schodls, it's even-more serious, because

they can't switch faculty around as much. .If you. have only one science
educator and you have to drop a positien, what do yoy do?" At the sdme

time, school districts are increasing their démand for university credit

courses, and field-based programs remain popular. However, some college$

and universities are nearing-the limits of their cdpacity to meet school

district requests at their current faculty level. Perhaps-.as a consequence, .S
there. is an increase in the’ development of cooperative arrangements and

. in the use .of adjunct <instructors to teach_u?iversity credit inservice

< : N
Need for stdff deVelopment. Particular demographic and economic :

situations in.Utah deserve mention. Utah public school enro}llment has

increased each year for at least %he last four years in grades K-6 and

for the last_two-years in grades 7-9. At the same time that enrollments - .

are increasing, teachers are leaving to take higher-paying jobs in other

fields. Male educators are accepting better-paying positions in new .

energy industries in various.parts of the state. In one small district,

35 male faculty took jobs in the 0i1'industry. Approximately 2 ‘percent

of the state's male staff leave "educagion each year. Were it not for

significant reducticns in the level of funding, which has forced cirtbacks

in staff, Utah would already be facing a general teacher shortage at all

grade Jevels except 10-12. ‘Continuing shortages are reported in a number

of specialized fields, including mathematics, natural and physical sciences,

agriculture, special.education,, distributive education, and vocational-

technical areas. Although.the Logan and Provo areas of the state may ‘

»

courses offered by scqio]'dist;icts.

-

-

attractive, because they are major teacher training centers, and becawuse
wives of graduate students seek employment while their husbands are in .
school), many other parts of the state ‘are recruiting. Thus, increases

in student enrollment and relatively high staff turnover due to -a
deterioration in.the attractiveness of ‘teaching jobs compared with other
enpl oyment opportunities combige;with the desire of staff to advance on '
school district salary schedulés to create a continuing, if not growing,
demand far ‘insérvice credit courses. Schoolﬁgmay not have as much money -

o W e

to support inservice as they did in theé past, but” teachers will probably .
pay for inservice credit courses if ‘they have to. Most school districts

seem committed to maintaining theipkinservice education programs but

face uncertainty over‘future levels of funding that could adversely , .

L4

- ¢ . . . &« ¢
* One school district's.winter-spring 1982 inservice bulletin lists 40

‘inservice course titles, 4 district lecture series, and 31 special programs.
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-their job is to be "“on the teacher's side." Mentors receive released timé

‘are expected to get out of your classroom regularly."
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. University of Utah pilot study. The University of Utah, located jn
Salt Lake City, has initiated a pilot study in teacher evaluation and
staff development that could have statewide impact during the 1980's. Two
staff members from the Center for Professional Practice. in ‘the College

" of Education are currently working half-time with two large school districts-

in Utah. A.third district is negotiating to participate in the program.

Staff ‘at the University of Utah's Center for Professional Practice
recognized that there was a.need for new teachers to be socialized into
the profession during their.first Year on the job. -They saw many new
teachers leaving the College of Education and going immediately into
self-contained classrooms, where they were quickly overwhelmed by existing
norms of autonomy and loose couplirg. The resulting isolation did little
to encourage them to seek help from more experienced teachers or to obtain
information about district organization and services.

To remedy this situation, uniQersity staff agreed to work with’
participating distritts to establish norms for entering first-year teachers.-
A mentor is assigned to each beginning teacher. Mentors are told that

from their district to take classes for credit at the university with
mentors from the other -participating districts. The new teachers receive
released time to work with their mentors and-to visit other classrooms. .
The implicit and explicit message within the district is, "You really

B L3

University staff have approached the.legislature for support. They
have had conferences with individual senators and representatives, and
they made a presentation to a joint committee of the state House and
Senate. Emphasizing-its independence from the Utah Education Association ‘
and the State Department of Education, the university has been able to \\ B
win the confidence and support of six key senators and representatives, L .
all of whom are watching the pilot project closely. The faculty at the 1

University of Utah who originated the staff development program for new
teachers are optimistic about the future prospects of their unique effort.

One schooT'districf has made a ten-year commitment to participate .
in the project. The district employs 200 new teachers each year, all of :

Jwhom would be eligible to participate in the pilot study with the University

of Utah. Next year, 15 of those teachers will be inyolved;. thanks to the
initial interest of the\ﬁisﬁrict superintendent and to the commitment of

. teacher representatives.

. In the past, the distriet has provided one day per month of released
time to teachers for staff development activities. These days -have only
infrequently been taken by the faculty, .most likely because the norms

forrpeer sharing among staff were not well organized or developed. Under
the pilot program, one extra day of released time will be provided to

-, participating new teachers., Thus, one ‘half-day every week is available

for new teachers to talk over questions or problems with a mentor, observe
other teachers at work, or attend workshops developed for new teachers.

- Participation in-the project is a condition of. employment in the district.
N o * -

\




. of three distficts.

{

In another d:strict,'the president of the teacher's union spearheaded
the effort. Hé‘ﬁ%qpécted Uriversity of Utah staff first, then encouraged
district participation when he had enough facts to support his recommendation.

N - »,

.y

'y .

Local funds will be used in participating districts to cover the cost
of released time for mentors and new teachers. The university will
contribute to the project by paying two of its professors to work half 4
time on the pilot phase of «the innovation. There is great interest in
tais egfort to continue training new teachers during their.first year on
the job. B

..

.
~ 7 . . ‘ - 3
e - » A . -
, -

Local Education Agencie§ .
N8

+ -

¥

This section' begins with' an"overview of hbw Utah school districts
have chosen to spend their Chapter 2 allocation. Next, it takes a brief «
look at where Utah educators go for information, technical assistance,
and staff development. The section concludes with case study descriptions

A

Use of Chapter 2 Funding -

to the utah State Office of Education by June 15, 1982 {1luminates local

A review of 28 of the 40 Chapter 2 applications submitted by LEAs

spending priorities for deregulated federal money. By far the most
frequent line item expenditure is for instrucfional mediay materials,
and equipment. Two other <items under Subchapter‘B also take priority:
programs to improve educational practices, and teacher training and
inservife development. Here are some highlights of Utah's Chapter 2
applications: N , . ! \

N v

¢ Twentytsix of the 28 applications included a line item expend-
iture under-instructional materials and equipment. This is a
result of two trends: First, every district agreed to allocate
8 percent of its Chapter 2 money to support a cooperatig .
media project, which purchases and distributes 16mm films \ o "
statewide. ‘Two districts chose to Tist this expenditure in... ° °
another category. Of the 26 districts that Tisted expenditures
for materials and equipment, 23 included allocations for
loce]l media and equipment expenditures in addition to the 8
percent for the state"s cooperative media program.

¢ Five districts allocated all their money for, materials and
.equipment, while another eight chose to spend more than half
of ,their Chapter 2 money for this line item. Another eight
“paired this entry with only one other item. '

¢ The term “ﬁrograms to dmprove educational practices" was used -
to describe a variety of cirricular alternatives, including,
computer-assisted instructsion, computer science courses, an
alternative-school- for high-risk students, faculty workshe=s in

4
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curriculum development, criterion-referenced mathematics and
reading instruction, and a district volunteerﬁﬂenﬁer. .
° Tweniy«fﬁ?ée different inservice activities or programs were
. mentioned in the applications, 12 under teacher traiping and
inservice. Some of the staff development emphases wkre basic °
skills, gifted and talented (a popular item), clinidal
--teaching, teachers' centers, individualized professjonal
development, art,  computersy science, and social stdlidies. '

«+0 Seven districts used Chapter-2 money to{fund gifted and
.y . ‘talented programs at all leVels from grade school through
: high school. Inservice training for -parents and teachers
was written into a number of these projects, along with the
usé of special materials;-such as the National Diffusio

x

- Network-sponsored project’, Té]eq}s Un]im};ed. ‘ R

o Career education was listed by five districts, which mentioned
guidance, exploration, and hands-on modules as part of their
approach. Community education was included by five districts,
which were responsive to the*new state,standard for community .
involvement, ’

To summarize, Utah schoo} districts seem to be allocating Chapter 2

‘funding in a few key areas: instructional materials and equipment,

curriculum development, staff development, gifted and talented, career
education, and community education. About 80 percent of the districts

Aare using at least some of their Chapter 2 money for instructional materials
and equipment. Almost half plan to use some of their Chapter 2 money

for instructional improvement and staff inservice.

Districts seem to fall into two groups regarding their approach to
the use of Chapter 2 money. Almost half (13 of 28) will spend their
allocation either on instructional materials and equipment alone or on .
that line item plus one other item (usually curriculum-or staff
development). TheSe districts seem to.be doing little to.maintain or to

. launch an identifiable school improvement effort with the money. ’Rather,

they find that the most effective use of the funding is for general -
assistance. AIT but ong of these districts received $35,000 or .less
under Chapter 2. ! "y . R

The other districts are taking a differenf approach. They have -
allocated Chapter 2 monies fur more specific, targeted efforts, semetimes
to individual schools or grade levels. These districts tend to think of
their Chapter 2 allocation as funding for special programs=that they
probably could not, have supported locally. With two exceptions, most
of these districts. wére receiving significantly -large Chapter 2 -
allocations, ranging from around $59,000 to more than $400,000. Thus,

_ higher levels of funding seem to ingrease the likelihood that- the money

will be used for special projects, not for general purposes.
> . . '

> ~ \
»
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;nfd¥mation Technical Assistance, and Staff Deﬁélophent

"We asked a number of educators in Utah where thay ge¢ for information
and professional deve]opment services. JTheir comments revealed a number
of patterns: . -

¢ The Utah State Office of Education has bu11t up a strong
reputat1on as a service provider throughout- the state. A
number of peoplé commented that.the state had never turned @ “»
dovn a request for assistance, whether it required only an
answer to a question or a whole workshop presentaticn. State
Office curriculum guides, newsletters, and other materials
are other services provided to ]oca] schoo]s.

o For complete and current information about politically sens1t1ve
- topics, Utah,educators seem to turn to the professional
association in which tpr are the most active, Almost all
the information and assigtance that staff at one district .
obtained when they were writing their winning teachers' center

pr:posa] came from the Utah Educat1on Association (UEA) and the
- NE

0 ProfeSS1ona1 associations in Utah sometimes work together:to
sponsor joint conferences that encourage communication across
subject area specialitiessor district-level positions. For
instance, the Utah Educational Library Media Association
conducts joint meetings with the Utah Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development. Their fall.conference is held jn
conjunction with a UEA meeting to 1ncrease participation’
even more.

. 3
o Administrators tend to rely on their 1nforma] network of"
+ ~ professional colleagues for- infqrmation and advice. Although
they attend statewide meetings of their Srofess1ona1 administrators
- associations, they do not seem to find sucn experiences, as helpful
. or as nurturing as_ c]aSSPOBm teachers do. Oneexplanation for
this is that administrators- have an opportun1ty to intergct
*informally by telephone with administrators in other schools
or districts throughout the day. Teachers lead insular
. professional lives and thus seem to find contact with peers ~
outside their school or district-more rewarding.

¢ Teachers use local professional libraries and\%edia collections
extensively, but they tend not to look outside the district
for materials. No one mentioned usirig the ERIC system or going
to a university ]ibrary to do research.unless it was to meet a -
college course requirement. Within districts, many school library
services are being curtailed, as professional librarians are a
replaced with aides or volunteers. ""Qur library is nothing more -~
than a place to check but books," ong administrator commented.
N
o Approaches to staff development, of course, vary widely throughout
the state. Some places offer a rich variety of organized. and
individualized staff development opportunities: workshops, semi: ars
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cutside the district, extensive materials collections, and personal |

support from a staff development coordinator. Teachers in one

district were so enthusiastic about staff development that they

voted to give up 1 percent of their salary increase for next year
o . ,in order to keep their teackers' center cpen. (The local board '

-t ) used fynds from ancther source to keep the center open.) Other, < ‘l

less active districts seem to have tess teacher support for staff
development, because faculty dognot as clearly see the immediate
benefits of participation. - .

. o University &xtension and on-campus courses were mentioned by some
individuals as important resources for staff development. Some °
courses, ‘such as the computer-assisted instruction offering provided
by Utah State University in one district, are considered quite

. valuable and have largé enrollments. Others are evaluated as being
* less relevant and responsive to the frea] world" of schools today.

.To'summarfie, over the past 20 years, the Utah State Office of
Educafion has-developed a reputation as: a reliable service provider. The

smaller districts rely heavily on information and technical assistance <
that.stq?p staff provide, but thé‘]arger districts ‘also find their help
very useful.” Professiongl associations., informal’netwérks of colleagues; v

lTocal staff development programs, -.and college and university courses
*  aiso cogtribute to knowledge use in Utah., But, as-State Office consultants
are reagdigned or ‘not replaced, as school librarians are transferred

< fo classrqoms, and as staff development fights for funding with other
*important progranfs, technical assistance and information dissemination
networks may suffer, i : v *
‘ A K

Foothill School District

. The Foothill School District* serves the suburban areas surrounding
Foothill; Utah. This, K-12 district serves 22,000 students, who attend
25 elementary sehool$§, seven junior .high schools, and three senior high
s schools. In addition, the district has one school for the severely
~» mentalTly nandicapped. )

Foothill has a history.aof participation in educatjonal innovations. .. {
- One of its high schools was a participant in the IDEA project. A number )
Of schools continue to use alternative structures and curricular approaches,
such as modular scheduling, team teaching, and open classrooms. The last
superintendent, wheo served from 1974 to July 1982, strengthened the
T - district's focys 8n innovation and quality education.

The innovation current]ytreceiving the most districtwide attention
s is Foothill's productivity project, funded by the state legislature to
develop ways of serving the rapidly increasing student population in
Utah more efficiently, and effectively. There are two such special projects

’ in the state now: one at Foothill and one at Washington School District.
Both LEAs received a planning grant from the legislature for-the 1981-82
ﬁ r -
. * Foothill, Metropolitan, and Valley County are fictitious names for real
- Utah school districts. - -
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school year, and both will receive additional state furds for. program
implementation next year. Many educational decision makers are watch1ng
these two districts as they exper1ment with strategies for serving-more
students without constructing new bu11dyggs or h1rJng additional staff. -

A decade ago, student’ achievement wa ‘ the major problem facing the

t
‘district. First graders scored in the Gaih’gercentile on standardized
" tests, but in twelfth grade the test scores dropped to the 38th percentile.

The super1ntendent jmmediately initiated a quality thrust, with an emphasis
on academics and job entry skills. This year, the scores. leveled off in
the third grade at the 55th percent11e, and they were being maintained

at’ that level through junior and senior high school. The district's

goal is to have entering students score at the 70th percefitile and to

: support that level of achievement through all twe]ve years of schooling.

Less than 1 percent of Foothill's high school students drop.out of
the system before graduation. -This unusually high retention rate requires
the district to provide a broad spectrum,of secondary school programs.

For instance, word processing equipment is being added in a junior high

school typing class. Parents are involved in setting goals and planning
their child's individualized junior and senior high school programs.

"We serve a large secondary school clientele, and we want to hang on to

them," commented the district's Secondary Education Director.

Educational research is used creatively to help chart the course of
Foothill's innovative projects. Effective ‘schools literature from Far west

Laboratory helped to establish the conceptual structure for the district's

four-phase curriculum development thrust. District- and building-level
leadership was seen as .an important catalyst for generating effective and
efficient administrative dialogue with teachers. ~"The most significant
change has to occur with the administrator before teachers can have a
clear sense of direction," summarized one central office administrator.

" "Administrators should be in the classroom with teachers-on a daily
. basis, using a 'direct teaching' concept and helping them develop better

and more speéific plans.”

Cutbacks. The 1981~ 82 school year brought financial ups and downs
to the Foothill School District. The October 1981 issue of Happenings,
the district newsletter, reported to the community:

e $781,000 had to be cut from the district budget as a result of
lost feder-1 impact aid funds. State funding for the district
had been cut by 3.5 percent, which resulted in the loss of another
$796,000.

o The district's custodial service was cut to 68 pergernt of the level
recommended by the Utah State O0ffice of Education. Between
1979 and 1981, only 43 percent of the district's maintenance
requests had been approved for completion.

¢ The replacement of buses had either been eliminated or greatly
reduced in the three years between 1977 and 1980.
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¢ The district's textbook budget increased only 21 percent between
1977 and 1981; during the same period, junic~ high school textbook
prices “increased by 100 percent. As a result, the,textbook budget
-provided funds for two volumes per student in 1977 but only one
.per‘ student, in 1981. '

o The elementary library book budget stayed the same from 1978 ‘
to 1981, although the cost of books indreased by 167 percent.
In that three-year interval, the buying power of the 1ibrary:

budget shrunk to less than half of Ats previous level.

e In 1976, Foothill School District's starting salary for teachers
was ninth in rank among the state's 40 districts. By 1981,
Foothill's beginning salary hdd dropped to 35th place. The
newsletter.commented: "It's very difficult to attract quality

- people when our salaries are that low."

¢ For the 1981-82 school year, the Utah state legislature
guaranteed $1,008 per pupil to support public education.
To qualify for this ‘funding, local .school districts had to
levy 23.25 mills in property taxes. If the voters in a
district approved Teeway to levy two additional mills, the
state guaranteed an additional $17 per student per mill.

_0On November 3, 1981, voters in‘the Foothill %Ehoo1 District taxing
* area approved a voted\%geway to raise local property taxes by two mills.
With matching dollars from the state, the district obtained an additional
$873,358 for overall operation @nd-maintenance functions. Even so,
Foothill ranked below the state average™ two areas:

; Foothhill was spending $1,542 per student, while the state
average was $1,730.

o The pupil-teacher ratjo at Foothill was 23.3, while the state -
average was 22.3.

A bulletin from the Utah Taxpayers Association reported that, overall,
the Foothill School District “"ranked near the bottom among state school
districts in operation and maintenance spending per student during the
1980-81 school year." ‘ )

Foothill School District has not escaped the financial pinch affecting
education ‘ovér the past few years. The considerable efforts of innovative
" gentral office administrators and energetic building-level staff are
balanced against relatively fewer dollars for basic educational programs,
operation, and maintenance. Although the community voted additional
funding for the schools in 1981, the district budget continues to be tight.

Curriculum and staff development. During the 1980-81 schogl year,
Phase T of the district's curriculum/staff development effort was begun in
the secondary schools. Between September and February, the district's
Secondary Education Director spent three full days each week ih the schools,
getting to know all 400 secondary teachers on a first-name basis. He
took curriculum specialists with him to work individually with school

_05
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administrators and department chairs. Finally, one day was set aside for

all the school's dec1§1on makers (principals and department chairs) to . -
rev1ew the.school's current curricular programs.

These decision makers then began the Phase II act1v1t1es, in which
they visited classrooms and conducted a debr1ef1ng tbgether in the afternoon.
Eventually, entire departments were involved in the debriefings, where
tedchers were given an opportun1ty to discuss what helped and hindered,: '
them in-meeting their curricular objectives. This fact-finding uncovered
many barriers to effectiverdess that were eliminated immediately. Other
barriers were addressed over a longer period of time. Whether the réspense
involved buying new textbooks or $100,000 worth of computer equipment,
one message was communicated clearly: . School administrators could and
would play a more respons1ve role to effect change in their schools.

«

~ ~

Phase III is currently in operat1on, w1th the stated purpose of
improvinig direct instructional approaches used in the classroom. The
Secondary Education Director will-spend a month in the s¢hoois checking
staff development progress and p]ann?ng how this phase can-most
successfu]iy be continued next year.

.

initiated. The "corrective remediation strategy" that it involves is

a two-part .process: evaluation followed by remediation, retraining, or
termination. The skills of individual teachers will be evaluated. If

a teacher's skills are found to be deficient, a retraining option will

be considered to move the teacher to a different role or grade level. _
Remedial inservice activities will also be suggested and encouraged. If
“these efforts fail, the teacher will not be allowed to stay with the-
district. By the end of this four-phase curriculum/staff development
thtrust, it is not expected that termination will be necessary for many
teachers. - .

|
\
|
Dur1ng the latter part of the 1982-83 schoo] year, Phase IV will be .

- “We spend too ]ittle time in selection and too much time on-evaluation

. and correction," observed an administrator. "My idea is to go to colleges
and universities early——maybe during ‘the sophomore year--to monitor the
progress of students in education before they graduate. The pniost promising .
students would have a team of us watching and working with them during

' student teaching. Then, of course, we hope they would consider teaching

in oyr district.” .

‘Instructional techrology. ' The Fpothill School District has a long-
history of trend-setting innovation in thegarea of alternative
1nstrﬁct1ona] technology., In 1959, it bee§me the second school district
in the nation to have closed-circuit 1nstru&tqona1 television in its
‘high school. Becauselof a massive influx of students--enroliment had
just increased from 900“to 2,000--it was necessary to find a way of
teaching basic subjects to large groups. English, biology, health, U.S.
and world history, and American prob]ems coyrses were taught to 400
students at once in the aud1tor1um via te]ev1S1on.

By 1960 61, a new high school was buidt, and the student population
. was split between the two schools. At that t1me, instructional television '
became a districtwide thrust for all levels, from e]ementary through
senior high schoo1 ‘”‘ ’
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Six years ago, every school in the~di§y{ict obtdined a three-quarter-
inch videotape machine, and in the spring of 1982 a half-inch machine was
purchased for each building. In the pdst, videotapes fé? use in Foothill
schools were avai‘able(from the state, ‘which over the years had purchased
numerous titles with ESEA money. Recently, the aistrict was designated
‘by the state as an independent. videotape depository. Agreements made by
the state with film companies” enable depositories to duplicate the tapes
that they purchase for use by school districts throughout Utah. Next year,
.Foothill will pay the state $2,000 in .licensing fees ($40 per videofape
machine) and will spend $4,000 of its Chapter 2 money for the purchase
of master videotapes. - .

Foothil1 School District:'is also "ahead of the state vin computers,”
-according to the district's Instructional Materials Director., Eighty-
four computers have been purchased by th& district, and.two junior high
schools are involved in an experimental program that has .réplaced all
classroom typewriters and calculators with computers. The business
education classroom in each school is.equipped with 30 computers, and
students are rapidly becoming proficient in word processing and other
computer-related skills. "Business has been saying, 'Don't send us
people who can't use computers,' so we decided to do Ssomething about
it," commented one district administrator. At South Junior High School,
where an experimental productivity project is being implemented, all the
.typewriters in the byilding, including those-in the main office’ have
been replaced with computerized word processing equipment. .

‘ Technology is being uséd as a means of changing the staffing patterns
for the productivity project. A precursor to this activity was established
when engineers: from the nearby U.S. Air Force base volunteered as a
commynity service to write microcomputer programs to enable special
education IEPs to be developed during parent-teacher _onferences. Scope
and sequence charts were computerized, then keyed to learning objectives
agreed upon by the teachers and parents.

Anather technological application is currently exﬁibiting a great
deal of success in one science classroom. There, the teacher is using an
Apple II computer with a large screen as an instructional device to replace
_the chalkboard and overhead projector. This teacher has developed 16 units .
of computer backup to be used during classroom instruction and plans to
create four additional units next year. -The teacher has found that students
lgarn more rapidly with computerized instructional support, so more subject
matter can be covered during the school year. Indeed, the technique allows
40 students to be taught as effectively as 25 or 30 in a classroom that
does not have the help of the computer. .

There is considerable interest in technology within the district.
In March 1982, a seven-week course taught by Utah State, “Computers in
Instruction,” was initiated at Foothill. Sponsors anticipated that 15 to
20 teachers would sign up for the course, To their surprise, 100 faculty
members enrolled. Now, four classes of 30 are being-taught at various
Tocations throughout:the district. Three factors served as incentives
to participate: Tuition for the coursc was $15, instead of the usual
$90;. enrollees obtained three units of credit toward their master's

’ '_ ’20”7
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degree and gredit on the saﬁary schedule; and there is much more emphasis
on computers in the district now than even a year or'two ago. ’

\

\ -

| . ECIA Chapter 1.  QOver the past few years, continuing resolutions

} . have decreased compensatory education funding. The'Title I budget for

| Foothill was cut about 8 percent during the 1981-82 school year. - A 4,
percent decrease was anticipated for the 1982-83 school year.® Since
teacher-aides in the program were to receive a 10 percent salary increase,
the number of schools and students served would have to be reduced:
There would be 11 Title I schools, down from 13 in 1981-82. Five eligible
schools would not be served as a result of resource limitations, and 300 '
students would not receive compensatory education serques. ’

» The compensatory education program uses the teacher &ides to provide
programmed tutorial reading instruction for eligible students. The
validated program used at Foothill was developed by a neighboring district
in Utah. Turnover among the teacher aides is extremely low; informants

said that most of the aides have been working in that capacity for 5 to
12 years. .

In September, an outside consultant is brought into the district to
. rk with the aides to prepare for the*coming school year. Every other
month, the aides have a districtwide meeting to discuss chahges and
problems and to keep current with recent Chapter 1 developments. The
aides are supervised by-the Title I Directer, who also serves as director
of the district's instructional matetials center. ;

h ]

L)

.ECIA Chapter 2. "The administrators got together and decided -how

our block grant.muney should be used. They recdgnized that TV and

computers are the'key, so a substantial amount of money was allocated

under: Subchapter B1." With these words, a central office administrator
explained, the allocation of $60,000 of the district's Chapter 2 funding

to the line item for instructional materials and equipment. Four thousand
dollars will be spent on master videotapes. The remainder will be allocated
for computer software and individual school use on a per-pupil basis. At
*the present time, exact figures are not available for expenditures i

those two areas. ‘ '

. In addition, $85,000 was allocated for continuation of the district's
basic skills program, originally funded by one of the categorical federal
programs consolidated in Chapter 2. The district is currently revising
its K-12 Scope and sequence guides and instructional resource handbooks
covering mathematics, reading, writing, and oral communication. Inservice
training will be ¢ffered during 1982-83 to orient district faculty to
these new materials. Additional staff development activities will be
available when problems arise in any of the basic skill areas.:

The productivity project. Two years ago, tﬁe state legislature
became concerped about the effectiveness of Utah schools. An implicit

messaqge came down from the state capitol complex to\educators throughout
the state: "Either you improve schools voluntarily,\or we'll do it for
you." :

o
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Productivity was seen as a way of improving school effectiveéness.
_ With the rapidly iincreasing student population and limited gstate and
local tax revenues to build new schodls and hire additional teachers,
.* ways of using existing faeilities and staff more efficiently are needed.
* The legislature offered to provide seed money for innovative productivity
projects. . '

A Two proposals were funded, one of which is, being implemented in the
Foothi1l School District. The dual foci of Foothill's project are the

use of technology to improve instructional capabilities and the .

implementatYon of Theory Z management concepts.* During the 1982-83

school year, -the project isbeing pilot-tested at South Foothill Junior

High School, where 22 teachers -and two administrators face significant ~

changes in the school's traditional standard operating procedures.

The legislature provided $100,000 for 1981-82, and it i» offering
another $140,000 for the -1982-83 school year. First-year funding was
used for all aspects.of planning and for selection of the pilot site.
Thig year, funds~will be wpent on capital oqutlay items, such as computer
hardware and software and staff training. - .

. The planning year provided an opportunity for the district's Secondary
Education Director to use Theory Z strategjes to create cohesiveness
among staff in all ten secondary -schools.. “The 40 administrators and 400
teachers who participated in various aspects of the.planning and selection
process "made some gutsy decisions together,™' Open interacticn among -
the entire staff in a school typifies the Theory Z decision-making strategy.
“The board and top district administrators set the policy, then the
teachers decide on the operational course for implementing that policy."

et

The productivity project requires that a number <of "sacred cows"
lose their status ‘at SoutH Foothill Junior High School.- School staffing.
patterns and teacher utilization are being drastically redefined in wdys
‘that challenge the traditional conceptions of “optimal" instrgftiona]
opportunity. * ’ ’

-

¢ The planning period has been eliminated.
o, Faculty are assigned a full da& of seven classes to teach. -
¢ The class size has been increased from 1:26 to 1:32.

o The iength of the working day has beén incfeased to eight
. hours, excluding lunch. 72 .

¢ The number of teachers has been reduced from 30 to 22.

t

, What did it take to obtain the willingness of the staff to participate
in such a project? A’number of key factors influenced their decision:

- . -

. )

* See William Ouchi; Theory Z: How American Busifiess Can Meet the
Japanese Challenge (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1981).

| o ‘
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.0 Through the newly implemented Theory Z management strategy,
. they were involved from the moment when the idea of the
productivity project was first introduced. This nurtured their
. voluntary participation and enthusiasm. No one was “drafted"
into the project. ) . o

.® The money saved by- reducing staff at the. school would be used
to placeé all teachers on an 1l-month contracts Faculty could *

. use the two summer months of paid time in whatever ways' they
.,  deemed most helpful--preparing materials and lesson plans,
© tutoring students who need remediation, working on curriculum
* devel-opment. oo
e Staff salaries would increase. The average teéacher pay scale in.
Utah ranges from §12,000-$19,000 per year. .‘Teachers at South
would be placed on a scale beginning at $18,000 and rising to
$28,000 for, 12 years of "experience. .

¢ A $2,000 bonué/zould be awarded to each teacher ,if schoolwide
. -student achievement was raised during the 1982-83 school’ year.
Early in thé plapning stage, a decision was made to allow teachers .
who did not want.to remain at-the sité'selected for pilot testing to
transfer, Openings thus created would be filled by teachers who wanted.
t&abarticipate in the program. Ordginally, four teachers indicated that
. they. would not'stay at South if it*was selected as the pilot site. They
did not want to teach under such tremendously adjuipgd circumstances. =
However, after.the glecision was made, to 'use South as the test site, all
fouy teachers decided that they wanted to stay after all. This year, at
ledst, no transfers have been necessary. ' 4
- {
. Many of thé goals.of the productivity project are related to teacher -
. effectiveness, which project planners hope will be enhanced in a number
of ways: s ) .
e With the increase ‘in teacher salaries, it may no longer .
be necessary for teachers at South to hold other jobs on

T ' evenings, weekends, and during the summer. Current salary
norms for Utah teachers do not. allow a teacher to support
» a family without a second,income. If teachers no longer.

.have to invest a considerable amount of time and -energy in a
part-time job, the quantity and quality of their teaching
efforts should improve. '

e Eventually, the higher salaries shsuld help the district
to attract and retain more competent teachers. Mathematics
: and science faculty, for instance, may not see private
industry as a competing career alternativé if their -
. teaching salaries are upgraded by $10,000 per year. - - °

e The status of teachers in the community may'ihprove
considerably with.significant salary increases. Ultimately,

- the higher salaries and statits may encourage more top

. -\
©
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cb]]ege studehts to go into education and stay thérg once
\}hey are trained as teachers. )

e Finally, use of.Theory Z participatory management strategies
. ‘aims at fostering total staff commitment to the geals of -

. o the productivity project. At no point are operational .

. decisions made by the administrative staff. Rather, they

. are referred to the teachers, who decide as a group which
course of action to follow. Recently, for instance, the
"staff at South were faced with a choice: Either they could .
preserve the?$2,000. per teacher bonus,‘or they could use . . 1
part of the money to hire an 80 percent teacher, who would
greatly alleviaté a number of disproportionately high class
loads. The teachers voted to invest some of the bonus

money in pay for the extra staff person, thereby reducing
their own potential salary bonuses. o

The staffing component of the productivity project is self-financing.
No outside funds are being used to support the ney salary structures. By
reducing the number of staff and by -increasing both class size and the
number of periods taught.per day, tpe student capacity of South's physical
plant has been increased by 24 percent. Furthermore, the alternative
staffing pattern helps.to reduce the need for constructing or renting gﬁ
additional school facilities. For the same investment in salaries, then, !
the district can .increase its productivity at the pilot school considerably.

The teachers' association .at Foothill has officially assumed a neutral
policy stance toward the prgject. It will neither fight it nor support it.
This is.considered a major victory on the part of the Secondary Education
' Director--and a validation of his use of Theory Z strategies by involving -
the associatson in all phases of data gathering and decisiocn making.
"There has been lots-of reaction against the productivity project on the
part of the more militant teachers,” he commented. "Everything is designed
for the niMe-month teacher. Now, the negotiated policy book is blown apart.
. The project hasn't been imposed, though. Everyone was involved from the
. beginning." Neutrality on the part of the association, coupled with
,unanimous support from the Board of Education, will help to get the project
¥ off to a gobd start this year. :
A number of issue$s will have to be addressed, however, as the
_ ?? ' productivity project proceeds through its first year of implementation.

>

o There are still a number of teachers in the district'who ‘ ?
are saying to association leaders, "Don't let them do it.” ‘
«The association's neutrality hangs in tenuous balance and -
will have to be carefully nurtured th*ough honest two-vay
communication with district administrators.

o The teaclier salary peaks at South surpass what some
secondary assistant principals, elementary principafs,
and central office specialists are earning. Some
resentment has resulted, because & traditional way of

separating administrators from teachers by salary .
- differentiation has been altered. :
% , ¥




- - By relinguishing some of his power base, he has increased
o the level of trust in thé secondary adm1n1strat1ve clan. P
. . . Openness and frankness are encouraged, and the quantity |, E
. .. of communication has increased—in the past three months. ) ) .

) E]jmentary principals “and central office staff, however, .
to be Tooking askance at these hontraditional-role

, definitions and behaviors. At a recent- bodrd meeting, .

one member asked why the elementary schools were not doing

something similar to the-productivity project at South

Foothill Jun1orrHT’ﬁ. This question highlights the )

tendency among sofie staff outside the secondary c]an to -

Feel threatened by the potential success of the -

productivity project. These individuals will probably -

continue to feel somewhat apprehensive unless they

develop a sense of awnership.or'involvement in the current

project or establish a project of their own.. A separate

faction of outsiders on the periphery of the productivity

project seems to be forming, and it should not be ignored..

. @ Teachers -at South need a considerable amount of staff
" development assistance. They are not yet accustomed to
part1cxpat1ng ac§1ve1y in decision mgking. Their. perspective
is, "Tell us what we're supposed tq do," to which their
administrators respond, "You create what you want."
Both the administrators and facu]ty involved in the ~
3 . productivity project need inservice training in.problem
analysis, ‘decision making;,group processes, and Theory JA d
_ management.
r v ¢ o ) ) - .
, 0 Footh111 School District's general fund is under pressure.
State:support for education was reduced 2.6 percent for
1981-82. Foothill also “loses $4 million in impact aid and
$89,000 for a federally-funded basic skills project.
"The block grant money will have to go into the general
fund to-handle the crisis there," commented one staffer.
Thete s1mp1y issno f1nanc1a1 cushion to absorb the losses
any other ‘way.

In spite of this budget crunch, Foothill School District- is moving !
ahead on a number of innovations, ranging from management style to use of
new technology. People throughout Utah will be watching the district to
see how the productivity project fares. "It may or may not be successful,

butlat least we can say we had an interesting idea and did our best with
it."

A . « v
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' * @ The Secondary "Education Director has created a Theory Z
[' : . qua]1ty'c1rc1e team among the ‘secondary sthool administrators.
|
|
|
: : |
Conglusion. ﬁooth111 School District experjenced several changes , '
this summer. As a result of resignations by the superintendent (who. 1
accepted a promotion outside the district) and the assistant super1ntendent |
(for medical reasons), two new persons occupy leadership positions in the |
central office. The principal at South Junijor High School, where the i
product1v1ty project is being implemented this year, assumed a high |
|
|
|
|
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~ school principalship in June and was replaced by another administrator
from the district. Uncgrtainty at the upper levels of the-organization
could be aggravated by the fact that Foothill has the lgwest per-teacher
administrative cost of any district in the state. Central office staff,
with their multiple responsibilities, are kept busy even during times of

v

stabi]tty. Nevertheless, the district is moving zhead on its programs,
plans, and projects.

Metropolitan School District

G

Like schools in many urban 'school districts, Metropolitan's schoéﬁs
have undergone considerable change in the past 25 years. Ia 1958, before
the move to the subuxbs began, the district served 42,000 students. By
1978, enrollment had dropped to 22,000, and 26 schools had been closed.
By 1982, the student population had stabilized at 24,000, and continudd

. gradugl growth is anticipated. Enrollment in this district contrasts with
- the growing enrollments found in most of Utah's other school districts.

The distric{ superintendent, hired in 1973, has.instituted a program

>

‘of shared governance at each of the district's schools. Teacher curriculum

leaders have replaced central office subject area specialists,, and pro-
gressive programs for teacher remediatjion and review of educational
.services have been instituted. Each“innovation is described briefly bel ow:

¢ Shared governance is the key to administrative action in the
~ district. A Written Agreement:for Shared Governance between the -
¢ teachers' association and the board of education establishes the
framework for shared governance procedures. Twb decision-making
. councils exist in every school. A ‘School Improvement Council
composed of the principal and staff representatives decides some

building-level issues. The principal has one vote, and the teachers

collectively have one vote, thus requiring consensus before a
decision can be made. A School-Community .Council is composed of
haif faculty and half parents. Each group has a total of one vote.
This council is involved in such issues as selection of principals.

¢ Teacher leaders--classroom teachers who spend part of their time
on.staff development with their peers--have eliminated the need
for about 90 percent. of the curricular supervision previously

- supplied by central office staff. Central office coordinatorse
assist and monitor the activity of teacher leaders, but they are
no longer involved in providing direct curricular assistance.

¢ The teacher evaluation system at Metropolitan is based on the’
assumption that individual teachers fit into one or the other of
two categories: satisfactory and remedial. When the school
principal formally identifies a teacher as needing remediation,
the teacher is assigned to an Assistance Team composed of the

- principal, one central office coordinator, and two optional peer

teachers. This team works for two months with the teacher,

0 developihg a remediation plan with evaluative criteria, then
implementing it. If, after this time, the remedial teacher is -
still not considered to be doing satisfactory work, additional
time is given for improvement. No more than a total of six months

<13

-

\

-

L




4-36

AY

is allowed for remedial activity. *In the past seven years, 68
I teachers ‘have been placed on formal remediation. Of that number,
_ 34 were reclassified as satisfactory, and they are still with the
! ) district. Thirty-four others either resigned or were terminated.

® Any citizen can request a review of the service being provided. by
any school district employee; program, policy, committee, or
procedure, provided that he or she completes and signs a Request
for Review form. .The district does not respond to anonymous
calls or letters. After a form has been fi?ed} a district
) 'administratqf conducts an investigation of the allegation and .
’ submits a written report and recommendations to the superintendent,
’ who determines appropriate actioh. The citizen can appeal the
superinteqdent!s decision to the board of education. During the
1980-81 school year, 80 reviews were investigated by 24 people.
Almost half of the reviews were initiated by parents, and half
were reviews of teacher performance. Competency and procedure
! accounted for about three fourths of the concerns reviewed.
o About half of the allegations were deemed to be mostly or partially
+ N " accurate, while almost half were found to be-mostly inaccurate.
Federal and state ediication cutbacks. "The whole block grant progfam
- is nonsense--demagoguery. They take $5 and give us $1 back and say, 'You
’ can do what you want with it.' There's nothing left to deregulate.
Projects will be reduced to impotence, then put out of existence because
. of thkir impotence. We're going to be kicked harder and harder each
successive year. The Reagan Administration has declared war on the
public schools. They're taking funds from the public school “and proposing
to give them to the well-to-do." With that, a central office program
director in Metrgpolitan School District-summed up.his assegsment of- -
Chapter 2. After having been quite effective.in obtaining competitive
categorical funding for the district (he had a 50 percent success rate), . -
he now sees "money taken away from the more able, ambitious districts.
Some incentives have been taken away. The' 10 percent from the ‘feds made
the Wheels turn--enabled some districts‘to innovate.. -The* other 90 percent
was for maintenance and will have td be used for that whether the 10
percent is there or not." Schools in the Metropolitan district are just
now beginning to feel the impact of state and federal funding cutbacks.
Previously, the local board of education used Tocal funds from'a budget
" surplus to replace.lost funds in program area§ that sustained state and
federal cuts. Approximatety $1.5 million from the district's reserve
was used each year for these purposes. Now, there are no surplus funds.

. . .

In the 1981-82 school year, expenses for the distriq£ had to be cut
by $700,000, and the same will be true this year. This leaves no room for
innovation.. ' Indeed, worthwhile programs have been forced to reduce services
drastically, Here is how the district plans to reduce spending by an
additional $700,000 this year: . ) \

¢ One intermediate school will be closed, which will reduce
expenses by $300,000. '
o In order to retain full-time 1ibrarians at all elementary
schools, high school 1ibrary aides have been terminated, and
X . the audiovisual allotment has been reduged. * '
o . - .

-

‘ 214




“

-~

4-37

- ) &

o The "Port of Entry" program serving'Vietnémese and Thai
students in four schools will lase lacal funds for aides,
« - althkough state funds will remain constant.

® One "pullout" teaching position will be eliminated in all’
elementary schools. Each building®1evel School Improvement
Council will have to ‘choose to cut a "Horizons" (gifted)

teacher, a librarian, or an instrumental music teacher.
H

® The district maintenance and operation budget will be réduced.
o A $30,000 parental education program will be eliminated.

® The retiring social studies specialist in the central office
* will not be replaced. s ¢

\. . ’,
® The gifted and talented programwill be cut 25 percent, programs
for bilingual and disturbeq students will be reduced somewhat, -
and two thirds of the special textbook fund wiil be cut. _

These Tocal cutback decisions have taken a great deal of the time and

“energy of central office staff. One adminjstrator -commented, however:

"Individual interest groups are pressuring the district to use block grant
money for their special programs. The boardh:ill have a_big say in the

Chaptér 2 allocation. There'll be a ot of pressure befSre the whole thing
is over." ° .

. R \\ -~
“Our backs are to the wall. There's not nough money to maintain

.programs.” We'll just have to tighten our belt. Oh, well, we didn't

have any of these federal programs before 1960 nyway," commented one
central office administrator. Another put it this way: "Our hoard has
never been faced with not being able to do what peoplg wanted and was
necessary. We're facing some hard decisions. If we want to do more, than
what we're doing now, the question is, Where do we cut somewhere else?"

« Title I programs in the district are undergoing significant reductions
in the services that they can provide. The number of Title I schools. is
being cut from seven to six. The number of Title I teachers and aides may
be reduced, and the Title.l extended-day kindérgarten staff may also be cut.

During an interview, one staff member became curious about exactly how
much money the district was losing to state and federal categorical program
funding cutbacks. Going down the list /of programs included in Chapter 2
he prévided rough figures of what the district stands to lose. ~

Basic skills $200,000

Inservice 20,000

Parental participation 20,000

Student testing 50,000

Title IV-B . 50,000

ESAA . 300,000

Metric education 30,000 (two projects)
Follow Through 250,000

Career education 100,000 N

.
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a
Law-related education

50,000 (state funds) .

Vocational education 50,000
Community education 20,000 §
Art education ) 50,000 i

‘¢ Consumer elucation 50,000 o
Safety education 10,000

a

v

The total is an astounding $1.25 million. Perhaps for the first tine he
realized the enormity of the cutbacks. Then, he muséd, "The%®eds have 5
gotten tremendous mileage for the money received by Metropolitan. Less )

* than 2 percent of the money has been allccated for indirect costs. For
every federal dollar for new programs, the district used 30¢ of its own
funds to cover indirect costs and administrative manpower. Even so, it .
is nonsense to think that districts can endlessly absorb new program s
costs when funding support is cut.” ‘ ) -

Another issue facing the districf¥is that of cutbacks in central
office staff. Last year, six administrators retired; many more will do
so in the next ten years. Central office administrators who are retiring
will not be replaced. Other central office administrative positions have
systematically been cut in the past few years to reflect a new method of
providing curriculum support for teachers. In the place of subject area
specialists, teacher leaders are appointed to work with their peers on
an as-needed basis. *'Every teacher leader gets as-many as eight days of
released time per year to provide instructional services to faculty
throughout the district. Central office staff support and evaluate the
teacher leaders and work with them on staff remediation.

One central office administrator referred to a "double squeeze" on
staff development.next year.' The inservice budget was cut some as part
of the $700,000 reduction. In addition, programs like Title I, which used ~
. tc support all its own staff development activities, are being cut. This
will result in more requests for inservice, which wilt have to be met fron
a smaller budget. Fere again, priorities will have to guide the choices
that are made.

Valley County School District

~  "The teachers are not any more discouraged than I am. This year, we
lost nine and a half out of 100 teaching positions. We didn't replace .
some teachers who were leaving. Others were released. The cuts have
affected morale. Is my job next? is the question on everyone's mind."

This candor typifies the superintendent of Valley County School
District. After six years as assistant superintendent and ten years as
superintendent, he has learned to 1ive with the ups and downs of serving
an "in-and-out mining community." The mining industry has seen some
substantial cutbacks in recent months. Copper and uranium mines have closed.
0i1 well drilling has been halted. As a result, the once thriving community 1
is experiencing a recession. Were it not for the influx of tourists every -~
year, the community would be in serious financial trouble.
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.Estimating enrollgent for the 1982-83 school year was virtually .
impc-sible in advance. "In the spring of '82; ‘we“sefit out a questionnaire
to paggn%s asking .them if they were staying, eaving, or were still unsure.
He gol a'[percent] return rate in the high 90's. Based on parent responses,
we estimated an enrollment reduction 'of 200 4h the fall," commented -the
superintendent. -

. " This loss of studehts will result +n a $200,000 reduction i\Fstate
funding for'Valley County School District. "Utah's school finance
equalization formula hurts the maintenance and operation of the district
whenever- you have rapid enrqllment declines. <The state needs to establish
both a minimum and a maximum dollak allocatton per-pupil. We need a

floor program to guaranteé that, when districts 1ike ours lose students
overnight, -the bottom doesn't fall out." ,

+ The reduction in state support for Valley has been aggravated by a
steady decline in federal impact aid over-the past five years. Seventy-two
percent of the county is owned by Utah state.or the federal government. ’
Consequently, the district had large numbers of“Title I-B students, which
enabled the district to obtain between $170,000 and $210,000 in impact
aid annually. Now, the district is down to nathipg: "That, combined
with the loss of students, creates real problems for us. We're at rock-
bottom educationally. We've eliminated summer school, adult education,
community education programs, speech and drama, and foreign language.

We don't have anything else to cut. We don't have any frill programs.
If T had to choose, T'd increase class size rather than cut programs.
We've hurt.-the educational status of our schools enough."

During the 1981-82 school year, Valley County tried to get a mill
levy passed, but the district's timing could not have been worse. Notice
of a 29 percent property increase arrived two weeks before the vote. One
week before the vbte, 100 miners were laid off. "It's hard to get a tax
increase for schools passed in a community where people are losing their
-jobs. We can go back to the community again this year. If the arswer is
no, we'llhave to cut band and choral-music," cormented the superintendent.

According to the board thairpersnn, "When the community défeated
the bond’election, they didn't see the opportunity costs of simply being
concerned about reading, writing, and arithmetic. The public doesn't
realize what ‘we could do if we had the money. People are not looking °
for anything beyond the basics nows The levy faiTed, though, because of
economic problems, not because the community wanted to vote against the
.schools. We have good community support for education. The general -
attitude was, 'I'm not against the levy. I just can't afford it.'™

The Valley County community is more cosmopolitan than most others in
Utah. A counterculture of younger people is emerging, and the retired
community is growing, too. One other nearby county, which has a large
Greek and Italian population descended from people originally brought in
to work in the coal mines, shares the heterogeneity that distinguishes
Valley County in an otherwise homogeneous state. Fewer than half of
Valley County's citizens are Mormon, and schoql district administrators
{including the superintendent) are not all Mormon. This information was
volunteered in a number of interviews with Valley.district staff. They
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seem to see their district -as set somewhat apart from the rest: of the

state--not only by its rural isolation but also by the fact that Mormons
do not predominate. . ‘ ‘

Because the chairperson of the Valley County board of education is

~employed at a job placement bureau, she sees the éffects of Valley's

depressed economy every day. This firsthand experience was the topic °

of- conversation during ane interview: "Our hardware store is closing.:
Five employees have been laid off already. "Trucking firms that hauled

ore went when“the mines were closed. A1l the drill rigs have been stacked
for 'six months, putiing-the drillers and helpers out of work. People have
been laid off, and there are no jobs to be had. No clerical positions or
high-paying jobs. 0Only service work, like waitresses, cooks, and hotel
maids, who are expected to work at minimum wage."

"As if the situation were not already bad enough, yet another blow -
was dealt to the district when the federal Teacher Centers program was
included in ECIA Chapter 2. For fbur years, Valley County School District
had. received $63,000 a year for its teachers' center, the only one in Utah.
This year, the district receives only $11,838 Chapter 2, and $947.
of that sum has been set aside for the regional ipstructional materials
cooperative. That leaves less than $11,000 for thedistrict to use in
program areas covered by Chapter 2. Furthermore, VaTley had also been

.receiving $6,700 under Title IV-B. .Thus, what was_previously a $70,000

infusion of federal funds for two programs has been reduced by nearly 85
percent--or $59,000. "ye‘ve stayed away from'small seed money programs
because we didn't want to have to keep them going when the money dried up,"
cbserved the superintendent, "but we sure weren't.expecting this." -

b} N .

- Fidancial prospects for Valley County School District are gloomy, to
say the least. One would expect the district to be at a standstill at
worst and experiencing shaky staff morale at best. Surprisingly,.in spite
of the ambiguity and financial cutbacks, professional commitment and esprit
de corps have remained strong. In part, this is due to the philosophical
support of -the superintendent and bthe board of education; in part, it is
due to cohesiveness developed over the years among staff, who share mutual
respect and interests.

An elementary school perspective. "We've always had a fluctuating
enrolTment," commented one elementary school principal. XA teacher can
have 40 students_ in her class in a year, when you add up all of the ones
who move here after school starts or leave in the middle of the year.

The enrollment issue could cause big problems next year. We already are
facing Title I cuts. The superintendent is the only certified pe, son in
the central office now. He's_ too busy to spend much time in the schools.
And, we've lost. our full-time media person in this school. Now, we have
a full-time paraprofessional who's had almost no training. Our library
program -doesn't serve teachers and students the way it used to."

_Three teaching positions have been eliminated in this schqol since -
the 1981-82 school year. In March 1982, one faculty member left and was
not replaced. Two others--the last ones hired in the school--were not
asked to return this fall.  These reductions have cut the number of
sections per grade level from three to two and a half, with one split

}
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-class for grades 1 and 2 and another for grades 3 and 4. These reductions

will alter last year's teaching loads, which averaged between 18 and 19
students per class.

"About 60 percent of my staff are heavily involved in the teachers'
center," said the superintendent. "They attend miniworkshops held here
‘and conferences outside the district. The teachers' center also makes
arrangements for state staff to do workshops on their curriculum guides.
You have to receive their training before you have access to the materials.
State consultants provide credible workshops. Teacher involvement in
extension courses has reiuced lately. When the district pays for workshops
through Utah State, though, teachers go. Since the teachers' center
provides most of the district inservice free of charge, teachers don't
think they should have to pay anything anywhere elsé."

At the high school. “"Uncertainty is the hardest thing about next
year," observed the principal at Valley High School. "I have no idea what
kind of school I'm going to open up in the fall. If we have 50 more
students than we planned, we'll have to hire three more teaghers. This
could generate morale problems with the staff, since we released some very
good teachers, who may not be available in the fall. If we have 50 fewer
students, our budget will be all out of whack. A1l I can say to teachers
is, 'We'll fix it as fast as we can if it's broke.'" -

Some of the information obtained during the community survey in April
1982 is already invalid, according to the high school principal. On May 4,
a large shale oil company located just across the state line laid off all
.its employees. "We have more people in town now--people who would have
moved there.if the project hadn't closed. They're still here, living on
unemployment. It's hard to know what they'll do later in the year. They
may stay until school starts, then move somewhere else."

Because of the loss of students for 1982-83, two staff positions at
the high school have been eliminated. One full-time social studies
teacher was laid off, so the other social studies classes had to be
enlarged, and there was a possibility that one social studies option
would be cut. Two half-time teachers were laid off, one who taught
business and one who offered speech and drama. English classes have
been enlarged to free an English instructor to teach speech. Drama will
be offered as an extracurricular activity. "The staff understand the
problem and are willing to do whatever is necessary to minimize the impact
on students. They've had a long-term, honest, fair working relationship
with the superintendent. People don't think he's playing games with them.
He's open with the budget and planning procedures." -

‘Every, year, the principal works with faculty in one department to .
conduct a comprehensive curricular review. Last.year, he met with the
English teachers during lunch once a week from November thraugh April to
devise a scope and sequence plan for all four years of high schoal English.
"There was duplication of effort; we fournd that the four English teachers
were teaching some of the same. poems and short stories all four years.

And, there weére -~aps. Teachers assumed someone else was covering some
areas. The teachers figured out how to tie in learning from one year to |
the next. We also addressed Utah's minimum competency requirements in

. #
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our curricular reform work. The English textbooks "EGQQL be replaced in
a year or so.<- Now, we have a formal scope and sequence chart to go by
when we do=our textbook selection.” n N i
Utah State offers various ten-yeek night courses (everything from
arc welding to accounting and from Sign language to computer programming)
in Valley Caounty Schoo1 District facilities.,k€ As many as ten courses are >
taught each evening. “Courses are open to the community at large as well
as to high school students and-district teachers. Teachers can advance -
, . on the salary schedule by signing up for a course at a cost of $71 for :
three credit hours. High school seniors can attend the classes without -
paying tuition. -(Thedistrict rents its facilities to the university,
then uses the proceeds to help pay tuition for the,seniors.) Because ,
these students get Both high school and‘college credit forctheir work, .
some have entered college with 35 credits toward their degree. -

T T ]

|

1

|

i
Where does the high school pr1nc1pa1 turn for -informatioR when h j

- needs to get an answer fo, a quest1on7 His response was, "Many p]aCes." 4
Among them: . 1

. y & : .o -

e Phi Delta Kappan and journals distributed iy the National - - |

Association of Secondary-School Principals and the Association |

for Supervision ahd Curriculum Development, which' he says he o - \

"reads re11gﬁouslg " ] _ -
|

¢ The sma]] schools group of the Utah Assoc1at1on of Secondaryb . .
School Prifcipals has been. xgry positive. - "UASSP is the best
profeSS1ona1 organization I ve ever belonged to." -

¢ During the 198T¥8? school year the principal "called the State
. Office two to three t1mes a'month." He felt, however, that the
frequent calls were recessary partially because it was his first

year as a Utah school administrator. -+

¢ The principal "leaned heavily on the superintendent," following
the same strategy described by the elementary principal. Clearly, 1
the superintendent is a guiding, un1fy1ng force both for district )
administrators -and for faculty. . N s

_ * “Nothing #hat's been deregu]ated affects my life directly. I'11 .
comply with Title IX regs whether I'm required to or not. Most regs ’
affecting my day-to-day .1ife are from the state, and'l see no change
there. -We' 11 not have the resources to maintain the teachers' center at
the level we've had® Decisions to keep the center together have to be
made on a year-to-year"baSIS. And, some V@11d research programs will not
be funded. We'11 slow down and go-back to 20 years ago with no testing

. or va]1dation when someth1ng sounded good, hut you didn' t know for sure."
|
|

¥ s e e

Title I. The Titleg I budget for Va]]ey County Schoo] D1str1ct has
" nearly tripled-since the 1973-74 school year, dnd-the number of students
- served has intreased by 40 percent. However, both the number of aides
» available to work with Title I students and the number of days per year )
in which the aides are employed have decreased. A’breakdown- of Title
I budget figures over the years follows. Note the fluctuations in
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federal grant amounts, numbers of students served, and numbers of staff.
One professional Title I coordinator has directed the work of the teacher
’ vajdes during this period. .
J \ Year Grant Amount Students Aides
© 1982-83 " $59,755 (projected 84 4
) 1981-82 63,000 ) 80 5
) 1980-81 66,155 . 80 6
, 1979-80 62,793. 75 7
1978-79 : 58,644 90 8
1976-77 - 37,871 L. 80 . 8
. -, 1975-76 37,871 83 - 8
1974-75. 26,094 80 4
1973-74 .. 20,508 60 4

Inflation has definjtely taken its tol1 on the ability of the district
to serve students in need of compensatory education. Between 1975 and --
1977, eight teacher aides worked with between 80 and 83 students on a. ]
total Title I budget of $37,871. Five years later, a 50 percent increase
in funding bought only half that number of aides to serve the same number

. of students. Other adjustments have been necessary due to budget cuts
since 1980-81 and to inflation: .

¢ During the 1981-82 school year, the TNtle I coordinator had to

" work with students every day from 8:30 until 2:00. "My parent
contacts, public relations activities, and inservice Ffor aides
fell by the wayside, because I was téaching, instead of directing
the program," she commented.

o The aides will receive an 8 percent salary increase for 1982-83%
This has made it necessary to eliminate budget line items for
) supp]ies,-trave1, indirect costs, and the Parent Advisory Committee.
® The district absorbed the cost of supplies, reducing the \
allocation from $1,500 in 1981-82 to $500 in 1982-83.

}o The Parent Advisory Committee will sponsor money-making projects
during 1982-83 to enable its members to continue traveling with
the Title I coordinator. Committee members recognize the value

of visiting other schools, attending conferences, and participating
in workshops. .

o The teacher aides did not begin working until five weeks after
the 1982-83'school year started, and they will not work the last
week of school. This reduction in the total number of days worked

v - (from 180 days to 155) will also reduce the number of contact
hours that each student has with an instructor.

In_the face of these reduced resources for compensatory education,
the district has decided to pilot-test a new idea in one of its elementary
schools. For the past ten years, another district in Utah has successfully
f ) implemented. a cross-age tutoring program at half of Valley County's per-
\
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pupil cost. Valley County will borrow the, other district's materials to
train some of the more academically able fifth graders in tuforing, using
Economy reading materials, providing positive reinforcement, #nd keeping
records. The fifth graders willzreceive one half-hour of training every -
day for three to four weeks before they begin tutoring younger students.

The Parent Advisory- Committee sold fifth-grade teachers and district
administrators on the project. Members of the committee who visited the .
cther district to see cross-age tutoring in action were’ impressed that e
one professional teacher,.one aide,-and 17 tutors were effective in \
serving 180 compensatory education students. The parents felt that both’
the fifth-grade tutors and the first graders who were tutored would
benefit from their work togethers

The pilot project began in fall 1982, when 20 students from one
Valley County elementary school began training as tutors. If the pilot
test is successful, the program will be expanded to the second elementary

school in the district. First- and fifth-grade parents and teachers will B

be kept informed of progress and will be asked to partic1pate in related
Chapter 1 activities at the pilot project site.

The four aides at Valley County School District have extensive
experience tutoring students. One has worked as an aide. for ten years,
two for six years, and cne for three years. They all have participated
in numerous staff development programs sponsored by the district and by
co]]eges and universities, such as Utah State at Logan. The aides are

- _given one hour of planning time daily to work on materials preparation,

participate in siaff development activities with the Title I coordinator,
and organize work for the fifth- grade tutors.

When asked about the_cross-age tutoring that will be piloted in his
school, the principal “responded:- "Next_year, we're going to try to
serve the same 40 studeh €, but with two-"YHeS“ﬂnstead of the three that
we had a few years~ago. we can work with’ the same number of students by
using f1fth-graae tutors, but I'm not sure the quality can be maintained."

Staff development. Accordlng to the superintendent, "If you don't
have a qualified teacher, you don't have a program. The classroom teachers
make things- happen. If they're not well trained, nothing happens. I have
a strong personal commitment to the teachers' center and to staff development
in the district.”" The super1ntendent continued: "Our teachers really care
about providing the best they can. They're not in [the teaching profession]
for the money The staff are very dedicated, and we don't have a high
turnover." This theme came up again and again in our interviews and
conversations. with the superintendent. He emphasized that professional
development opportunities for his staff were a priority to be maintained
even in the face of serious financial constraints: .

That the board of educat1on agrees was reflected by its cha1rperson,
who stated: 'The board was unanimous in its support of the teachers' .
center. It has provided a valuable service to the teachers. Valley -~
County is so far away from special help, we can't afford to send our
teachers out everywhere to get new ideas. The teachers' center provides
these new ideas, techniques, and }nformation--any workshop or materials
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the teachers want. "Teachers in the district have aJways influenced staff
development here. Even before the teachews' center, groups of teacheré}
- voluntarily got together to attack problems. Now, teachers asSume even
. more of a personal responsibility for their own professional growth. They
see they can make progress through the teachers' center. They see more
people doing more things than before." A

The teachers' center took an idiosyncratic staff development program
and created an environment that encouraged staff to work through the T
center rather than to participate in inservice on their own. Even whén ;
teachers are prescriptive about what they want, they make their arrangements
through the teachers' center. Cooperative .efforts with Title I, special
education, and the gifted and talented programs further strengthen the:

‘ role of the center in districtwide staff development. "Now, everyone

assumes that workshops and meetings will be held in the teachers' center .
facility," observes the director. "That wasn't always the case.”

How did a relatively isolated rural district in Utah bring in thg
state's only teachers' center project? JTwo teachers in tha district had
been active in the Utah Education Association's (UEA) local professional
dr >lopment committee. They knew staff in the state UEA office and at
N«tional Education Association (NEA) headquarters in Washington, D.C. .
) In 1978, to encourage-NEA-affiliated districts to apply for teacher's
. center money, the UEA invited local chapters to enter a.competition by
writing a brief description of a proposed teachers'center. Valley County
was one of two districts from Utah chosen to attend an NEA-sponsored:
training session focused on. proposal-writing techniques and teacher's .
center application requirements. Combining this information with a St
great ‘deal of hard work, Valley staff developed a winning proposal in
March 1978. Valley County was notified in September 1978 of its grant
award, and the teachers' center project began in January 1979. Thus,
the active encouragement and support of the NEA. and the involvement of
competent, talented Valley teachers were influential in bringing federal
teachers' -center money to Valley County School District. .
The director of the Valley teachers' center has been the driving
force during the project's four years of federal support. :.She has worked ’
in the district for 12 years and taught grades 1, 3, 5, 6, and 8, so she * -
has the advantage of "having been one of the teachers," She explained:
"I can cal] all the teachers by their first name, and I'm comfortable
walking unannounced into the classrooms of half the staff. With the
-other half, I could get into ‘their rooms if I asked first. I'm
+ nonsupervisory-~I don‘t evaluate anyone--so teachers can come to me when
they need support. A1l of this has helped develop credibiiity for the
teachers' center." B

Since the Valley County teachers' center opened in 1978-79 with a
grant of $58,290, Valley County's staff development program has blossomed :
in many ways. Teachers' center funding in subsequent years totaled
$66,079 in 1979-80, $68,973,in 1980-81, and $69,571 in 1981-82. This
money helped to develop the following major objectives:

. / A .
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e Provide a teacher-advisor (the director) to coordinate, plan, and
imp]ement)a]] individual and group staff development agtivities.™

e Acquire professional research and resource material not previously
, available to teachers. -

o Improve interschool communication among teachers within the district’

and with other districts. . :

° ITproye ihservicg education through:workshops and higher education
..classes. R

° Encourage teacher participation in professional+associations.
»e Coordinate information on student needs and achievement to help
teachers with curricular program deve]opment.

Remote, rural Valley County overcame the problems of isolation when
teachers' center was inigiated. Valley County's proposal argued

that+"Educational opportunities are limited because of [Valley County's]
distance from universities, research facilities, and consultants. -
Opportunities that are taken for granted in urban areas are not available
to [Valley County] teachers without the expenditure of considerable travel
time and money. ' - -

How did the teachers' center set about serving district téaéhers'and:

administrators? The center's basic approach was to offer support to
anyone who wanted ‘to undertake a project. This support took'a number of
forms: . . - .

.

<
L]

\

e Financial support--to help cover travel, room and board, and
enrollment expenses. ..

13

e Information base--to give teachers the answers they need. "If we
don't have what they want, we'll seek it out."  «

e Professional literature--because ah.expandéd'co11ection of journals
and books is available, and "teachers read the literature more
now." . . '

e Moral support--the director is someone the teachers can talk to.
"They often won't go.to their principals with their problems in
the classroom, because théy don't want to be evaluated by thgm." ,

e Support for first-year and new teachers--to help acquaint them .
with Yalley County's written and unwritten poligies and procedures.

Here are some examples of how this support was offered during the

1980-81 school yegr:

¢ 12 issues of a newsletter were produced and distributed.
e 269 materials searches were completed.

4
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o 90 professional consultations were held.

0_1,494 tedchers, administrators, and'otherS'vtsited the center.

e 924 library materials were c1rcu1ated, in addition to 147 sets
of consumable materials. .

#

o 55 meetings were held in the center.
° Equipment was used 755 times.

o Two teachers were paid stipends, 42 got released time, and 33
received travel assistance for participation in staff
development activities. -

¢ 318 people participated in 39 workshops, for a total of 1,092
hours. Four of these workshops were conducted by State 0ff1ce

- staff, six by outside consultants, 28 by a teachér leader, and
. four by a local resource person.

Most Staff development activities for high school faculty have either
been sponsored or funded by the teachers' center. Teachers apply to the
principal to.participate in staff development programs, and they receive *
an average of two days of released time per year for such activity. The
teacherst center pays part of the travel expenses, -and the school ‘meets
the cost of substitute teachers. But, getting all the substitutes
requested is not a]ways easy, accord1ng to the principal. "This is a
small town, and we can't always get a qualified replacement, for instance

“in chem1stry and sﬂ So, wé have to run a study ha]] 1f there is no

one available who can teach the subject."

Informal networking among teachers' center directors has p1ayed an,

_act1ve part in the development of local projects. The Teachers'.Centers

nange at the Far West Laboratory was the source of contact among
centers »¥providing "program and people support.” Workparties held by
the Exchange "had a good mix of old-timers and newcomers and were always
well planned and useful," according to Valley County's teachers' center
director. When the cluster groups of federal teachers' centers were

estaplished, the networking developed even further and became an 1mportant )

source of support and information dissemination.

Federal block grant 1eg1s1ation was mon1tored from the beginning by
the teachers' center digector and other Valley County district staff.
When it was learned that the Teacher Centers program would be included
in ECIA Chapter 2, the director began looking for alternative funding

o

sources:

e In February 1982, teachers in Valley County School District
were. surveyed to determine whether they would be W1111ng
to contribute something to he]p keep the teachers' center open.
Sixty percent of the respondents indiGated that they would give

up 1 percent of their negotiated salary increase for that purpose.

A
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e The district completed a proposal on April 30, 1982 to use
state mineral lease money to keep the center open. The State.
Office consultant in charge of ‘the use of mineral lease money
visited Valley County to‘discuss the proposal in advance, but
the final decision was that the centér could not be funded.

o The teachers' center was-allowed tq carry over funds, so the
director managed to protect $6,000 for use during the 1982 83

school year. . .
&
e Valiey County staff are cont1nu1ng their search for alternative .
sources of funding, such as foundat1ons and private sector - *
enterprises. .

) .

o Ultimately, the board of educat1oﬁ of fered, o give Val]ey County
teachers their full 8 percent salary increase, Father than to -
withhold the 1 percent that staff had offeréed to give up in order
to keep the center open. The board was so impressed by that
gesture of support from teachers that it found suff1c1ent Tocal
funds to supp]ement the carry-over. and Chapter 2 monies 4nd keep
the teachers' center open through the 1982 83 school year.

The high school prﬁnc1pa1 summed up the decis1on %0 keep the teachers'
center open in these terms: "Ne ve decided to maintain the teachers’
center at a lower Tevel than we've had. The funds to do this have to
come from somewhere besides a federal grant. That means something else
the district would 1ike tc do will have to be cut. A dollar's a dollar.”

Valley County School District stood behind its staff. development
priority and made the tough decision .to tighten the budget somewhere

else in order to keep its teachers' center alive. Given the circumstances, -

~ the decisjon is exceptional.

-Analysis

L} [ Al
¥

In analyzing the effects of state and federa]ﬁfund1ng cutbacks,

. program consolidation, and devegulation on education in Utah, we must

first consider the state's unique context. Some of the broad demographic,

social, and economic factors affecting schools in Utah are summarized

here: , % '

o The state is experiencing unusual growth, due to a high birth
rate and the in-migration of employees to work in m1nera] related
and other new industries.

e Population increases wil'l be uneven, posrng a particu1ar1y heavy
burden on some rural areas.

® The age of the population is considerab1y lower and the fam11y
size is cons1derab1y higher than the national averages.

2




® A new State Board of Education-appointed Superintendent of
Education assumed the position on July 7, 1982,

-
L4

- ® The governor is playing an active role in he1pin9 to estahlish
educational priorities and action plans for the '80s. ‘

® A projected decrease in state revenues resulting from reductions

in personal income taxes will force cutbacks in governmental
spending. .

# Utah has only 40 school districts, which enables an influential
informal network of state and local administrators to flourish.

® The current teacher shortage will continue ‘to pose problems in
staffing-schools with high-quality, wel T-prepared faculty.

e The statewide need for addit¥bnal or‘expanded school facilities
is critical. '
. D
e Utah's citizens have a strong sense of family, history, tradition,
and religion, which affects educational decision making at all
levels. ) y

Large families and population increases due to in-migration are a
mixed blessing for Utah's 40 school districts. At a time when local
education agencies throughout the U.S. are cldsing”schools because of
declining enrollment;ymany schools in Utah are bursting at the seams..
Unlike their colleagues in other states, school administrators in Utah do
not have to counter public sentiment that funding cutbacks are appropriate
because fewer students are being taught. : :

/ Although there is an obvious need for increased support for Utah
schools, state funds are not ampie enough to'mest existing needs. The

lack of Sufficient facilities to teach all the school-age children 1n

the state provides a striking example. Because the money to undertake a
massive statewide building program is not at hand, schools are experimenting
with alternatives to traditional class size, scheduling, and instructional ,
program norms. More effective use of existing community resources and
facilities is also being encouraged. * '

Local éeducation agencies. School district budgets are lean. . There
ts very TittTe organizational or financial slack to invest in curricular
innovatioh. As the size and number of classes in a district increase,
district administrators, school principals, and classroom teachers are
placed under further strain. Expanding without sacrificing quality becomes
the focus of districtwide effort. Few if any school districts have the
luxury of planning and implementing innovative programs similar to those
encouraged by ESEA Title IV-C. :

Given this environment in which they are expected to do more with
less, it is not surprising that few school districts in Utah seem to be
using their federal ECIA Chapter 2 allocation to try something new or

" even to continue existing special services or innovative programs.
Deregulated Chapter 2 monies offer a modicum of supplementary assistance

- ® 2y .
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that can fill gaps in the general fund. Most districts.simply cannot

afford to use Chapter 2 money for anyth1ng significantly different from t
general operating purposes. One administrator suggested to his -
colleagues that, if local Chapter 2 money were allocated to instructional
media (the-former ESEA Title IY-B), less of the general fund would have

to be spedt on that line item, and. general f nd_money could be freed for
another use. This attitude isnot atyp1ca ven "the heavy demands

placed on lipited educational resources in{Utah} this makes sense.

Although innovation does not have the stiilation of federal funding,
it is nonetheless occurr1ng Districts that must serve increasing
numbers of students in inadequate facilities with too few well-trained

. teachers are being forced to Tind creative ways of increasing productivity.

Interesting alternatives emphasize greater instructional. eff1c1ency and
more effective use of .existing human, material, and finamcial -resources.
Utah is experiencing. 1ts own latter-day equivalent of the postwar baby
boom, but the resu1t1ng increases in education funding experienced in
+the 1960's are not forthcoming now. Utah's response to a situation in
which population growth surpasses economic growth prov1des faSC1nat1ng

4

© opportunities for observing educat1ona1 change. ‘.

Statewide, school d1str1cts gained from ECIA Chapter 2. Almost
$1.2 million more is allocated to LEAs under Chapter 2 than districts
received from the separate: programs. included in the block grant. Seyen
districts 10st money because of Chapter 2, but 33 districts have more to
spend. The gains are relatively small, In most cases, the amount of
new funding available to a district through Chapter 2 is‘not enough to
have a great deal of impact. In contrast, some of the more
entrépreneurial districts lost a great deal of the federal assistance

that they obtaiffed in the past through the competitive categor1ca1
programs included in the b]ocx grant.

One metrdpolitan district has ‘exhausted the surplus that it used to
maintzin programs over the past few years. _Now, it has no choice but to.
release personnel and eliminate programs. A review of how the d1str1ct
proposes to eliminate a potential $700,000 deficit reveals.the programs’
and services that will be reduced: 1library aides agd’ librarians,
bilingual-bicultural education, gifted, instrumental music, parental
education, and part of the maintenance and operation budget. In addition,
one intermediate school has been closed. While all the essential or
basic education functions have been preserved, many opportunities for
instruction that goes beyond the basics have been reduced or eliminated.

It may not bz 1mmed1ate1y obvious to the public that these cuthacks have - r
occurred, but in the Jong run it is 1ikely that the quality of education
offered to scme of the students in the district will be affected. .

The Utah State 0ff1ce of Education. In the second half of 1982,
the primary consideration at the State Office 'will not be cutbacks,
consolidation, or deregulation. Rather, most State Office staff are .
waiting to see what directions their new superintendent follows. The
existing information dissemination, technical assistance, and service
delivery functions have been in operation for years. Many State Office
administrators and consultants' have been with the agency since ESEA
became law in 1965. ~During that time, they have been .building strong

[}




collegial bonds thrqughout the state and maintaining the state's role in
educational policy making. What and how all this will be modified by the
new State Supeﬁintendent and his reorganization plan remains to be seen.

v - L3 -

When thesrole of the Utah State Office of Education is considered in
relation to the state's 40 school 'districts,vone factor stands out. Some
state consultants seem to thinkcof the districts as members of their
family. They have worked with many of the school administrators in the
state for 15 to 20 years. As a result, they are-on a first-name basis
with most of the key local decision makers in Utah. At the Chapter 2
organizatiqnal meeting described earlier in this report, two State Office
staff members knew every district.representative personally. Such

knowledge helps to create a substantial foundation on which to base
statewide 1inkages. .

One factor that facilitates such netwonging, of course, is the small
number *of districts in Utah. Another factor is the relative homogeneity
of the state's population and of the problems and priorities that it
faces. .In addition, the State Qffice of Education requires its curriculum
sEecialists to be in the field 70 percent of the time. Over the years,
these consultants have spent a considerable amount of time in each
district. These factors create opportunities not afforded to state-

like California and I11inQis, which each have more than 1,000 distr..
to serve.

Over the past three years, however, cutbacks have eroded the
vitality of the State Office. Staff who resqigned or retired have not
been replaced. Others have been shifted to positions in the agency that
do not complement their area of expertise as effectively. Pay increases
neither compensate fully for inflation nor reward merit for other than a
portion of staff. One State Office administrator commented that the

only way the agency was able to retain so many good people was that they
had nowhere else to go.

The State Office has selected eight priority program areas for
special attention during 1982-83. To ensure state-level support, a
special fund has been created to spongor initiatives in these priority
areas. Mineral lease monies, carry-over funds, and the State Office
share of the state's Chapter 2 allocation will all be used to mobilize

- the State Office and local education agencies around these priorities.

Such action is exceptional, given the tendency of most organizations to
leave staff where they are and to maintain the status quo.
i

Universities. One staff development program sponsored by the
University of Utah underscores the role that Utah's colleges and
universities play in educational innovation. This project, aimed at
providing mentor support and extensive professional development
opportunities for first-year teachers, addresses the problem of training
and retraining top-quality educators. School districts in Utah look to
instjtutions of higher education for information about interesting
alternatives and innovations.

o
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Summary. Public education has not been hit as hard in Utah by
state and federal funding cutbacks as it has in other states. Indeed,
more money is coming into the state during FY 1982 under Chapter 2 than
school districts received from the categorical programs included in the
block grant. However, other factors, including the rapid increase in
the state's school-age population, are stretching educational financing
to the Timit. Schools are struggling to provide all their students
with a basic, no-frills education. In most districts, the general
fund has no cushion. The educational challenges that Utah faces during
this decade may be unique, but they are urgent nonetheless.
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