DOCUMENT RESUME"

ED 233 479 , EA 016 044
AUTHOR Moore, Mary T.; And Others
TITLE The Interaction of Federal and Related State

Education Programs. Summary Report of a

Congressionally Mandated Study.

INSTITUTION Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J.

SPONS AGENCY Department of Education, Washington, DC.

PUB DATE Feb 83

CONTRACT 400-81-0022

NOTE 18p.; Funded by the School Fianance Project. For

- related documents, see EA 016 045-046.

PUB TYPE Eegai/beg1siatxve/Reguiatory Materials (090) --
Reports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCO1 Plus Postage. __ . : ) .

DESCRIPTORS Compliance {(Legal); Conflict; Educational

Administration; *Educational Opportunities; *Federal
Legislation;. *Federal Programs; Federal Regulation;
*Federal State Relatiofnship; Participative Decision
Making; Politics of Education; Secondary Education;
) *State_Programs; States_ Powers

IDENTIFIERS Civil Rights Act 1964; Education for All Hand1capped
Children Act; *Elementary Secondary Education Act;
Federalism; Vocational Education Act 1963

ABSTRACT E ;
Th1s report summarizes a two-volume study focusing on

state adm1n1strat10n of selected federal education programs and

federal and state interactions surrounding programs for special

pupils. Federal programs and civil rights provisions examined include

— — = 5 -- %

four titles of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; the

Education for All Handicapped Children Act, the Vocat1onal Education

Act of 1963, and Title VI of the Civil Rzghts Act of 1964. Findings

drawn from an analysis of federal program requirements, documentary -

‘'material; and personal interyiews with over 300 individuals at the
state and local levels in eight states indicate that while the
federal education. programs examined did not have a great impact on
the states' political environments, federal and state program.
interactions are robust and diverse, without the intense conflicts '
expected ‘from popular accounts. Current federal education strateg1es
emerging from the study include the following trade-offs: requiring a
basic level of un1form1ty across the states that initially induces
greater intergovernmental conflict; grant1ng more dec;s1on—makfﬁg

discretion to the states, resulting in wider program variation but

less conflict; and bypaSS1ng state~level adm1n1strat;ve structures,

thereby relinquishing a strong impact on state actions but m1n1m1z1ng

potential conflict. (JBM)
/

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best ‘that can be made *
from the ‘original document. *

‘
* %[ %[ %!




_U.S. DEPARTMENT DF EDUCATION ;
. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION . ’ -
—a FOUCATIONAL 1ESOORCES INFURMATION -
- CENTER {ERIC)
: N VoD et Bun beeii eproiaced s
’ tecerved hom the person or QNN
anginatig o
Mnar changes have been made 1o HBPtOVe

reproduction quality

o Fanrs af view of opimiing stated in this docu
ment donot necessanly represent othical WIE

Dersbion o palicy

ED233479

THE IN ’I'ERACTION OF .
FEDERAL AN D RELATED

Summary RepGrt of a
Céhgfe551onaﬂy Mandated Study

.\‘ ‘
_ \ N
- ) VR .
EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
DIVISION OF EDUCATION POLICY RESEARCH AND SERVICES
r Rosedale Road
Princeton; New Jersey 08541

.

16 0144

February 1983

I |

wly
‘ .
RS §




THE INTERACTION OF FEDERAL AND

RELATED STATE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Executive Summary

By: Mary T. Moore, Educational Testing Service
Margaret E. Goertz, Educational Testing Service
Terry W. Hartle, Educational Testing Service
Harold R: Winslow. Jr.. Bay Area Research Group
Jang L Davxd Bay Area Rexcarch Group . -
‘ , Brmdal 'Purnbull Pohcy Sludles Associates
Richardsd. Coley, Educational Testing Service
Richard P. Holland, Educational Testing Service
This uporl was pererd bv Educational Tcsung Setvice; Princeton: New
Jersey, under Contract Ne. 400-81-0022. for the School Finance Project. U.S.

Depantment of Education: The contents do not necessarily reflect the position
or policy of the U.S. Depantment of Education and no official endorsement by :

' ' . the Departrment of Education shoold be inferred.

Copies of the hndl report cin be obtained h) u)nmqmb

tt - Educational Testing Service
Suite 300 )
1800 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202-659-6440) ' : -

~ . .y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" Context for the étudy

1"his Study was conceived in the summer of 1981 against-the backdrop
of a tuo:riérsd debate concérnihg the future EEGErai'roie in education.
Thgvintént of theistudy was to examiné how federa; eduéation progréams
affected rhe states' administration of federal and related state education
programs. The study was‘not én attempt to define what éhe federal ?
role should bé, but rather an cffort to describe aué anaiyze how the
states responded to, and were affected by, the combination of federal
education programs in operation iq 1981-82. éy pUrSuing this course, the *
study .sought to i?form policymékérs' Enoﬁiedge and understanaing 6% how
federal progra:s under their currénﬁ'COnfiguratioh influenced the si:’a’tés.1

Tué propé:'orgénizétion of réSponsibiirty among federai, state and‘
local governménts is a central issue in policy debates in the 1980s.

while the issue is timeiess; the content of the debate changes as dIfferent

\

societal neads arise and perceptions shift about the competence ana
propriety of various governments to meet those needs.
The current debate in regard to education takes place on two related

yet distinct lévels. The first level Juestions federal intervention in

education altogether. One faction posits education is the proper domain of
state and local authorities; therefore, federal involvement should be ‘'as

minimal as possible -- or put differently, the familiar "marble cake” of

N '

"Thls study was part of a Iarger research program mandated by P.L. 95-851

(Segtlon 1203), the Educatron Amendments of 1978 to examlne how publlc and

federal government should.ptay in the process. The School Finance Project

(SFP), established to imptement thlS mandate, commissioned three field- baseé

studies: this study- a study of the cumulative effects of federal and state

programs on school dIstrIcts and schools conducted by SRI International;

and, a study analyZIng alternative state programs for Special pupil
populatlons undartaken by Decision Resources. N

~. [
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- acknowledging the préééncé_of.;hese larger everts and breaking down the

American federalism should return to a layer cake. ! Oppbsihé viewpoints

hold that federal 1nvoivement«and shared functlons are crltlcal to the

pursuit of national, as distinct from more parochial grtate, purposes.

At a second level, the question focuses on the proper’ assignment of
functions within various éducétiéﬂéi poiicy areas: :ﬁéfé, federal involve—
ment is assumed, but debéte.sﬁrféuhé§~éﬁé issue of the ébﬁfébriéfe balahqe
bétWeeh federal objectiveé'éﬁd needs for accountability, on the one
hand, and recipients' need for flexibility and discretion; on the othei.

Critics of the current federal role maintain that the scales have tipped

too far in the direction: of the federal government, charging that federal

requirements are administratively burdensome, uncoordinated and inflexible; .
. \
- . .

‘siipporters argue that careful controls are necessary to ensure that state

L= \ R -
and local governments faithfully pursue federal goals and objectives.
P " ’ - . i — -
To the extent that federalism issues in education are ever resolved,

they ate‘éééiE with ‘in conjunction with a myriad of othér public pbiicy

concerns. - Accordingly, t;; education %édégéiiém'éébéte of* the iQé@s is -
wféb@ééjup in, and shaped by,>gsé§tioné of national buaéét aéficité‘ana.
economic staénation. In éddition to,thé;évéonéérnstate pubiiéiéttituags

that betray a yeaXning for Simplicity .and a reversal of government actiyism.

The tederalism debate in educatidn génnot be totally isolatédsfrom these

larger events nor from the course of:federalism in general. Nevertheless,
"y J

1In 1960 Morton Gr0621ns wrote his now-famOus crxthue in whlch he -

argued - ;hat American federalism no lOnger resembied a “"three-layer cake"

where functions. were neatly d1v1ded into federaI, state, and local activities.

Rather,,federallsm was mrore like the "rainbow or mg;ble cake® in which the

'act1v1t1es were 1nextr1cably mixed: GrodzIns,,Morton, "The Federal System.'

Goals for Americans: ProgxamsﬂforﬁAcrlon in- the;51xt1es, (Report of the

President's Commission on National Goals and Chapters Submltted for the

Consideration of the Commission), New York: Prentice-Hall for the Amerigan
Assembly, 1960. - . © L.
e . ’ S

«r



debate into discrete; analyzable questions can aSsist pollcymakers
to make informed judgments that are less subject to the pressures of the

times. ' : .
- , | A p

Overview of the Study

K
This étudy focused on two major dimensions of the intergovernmental
system: state administration of a select ;et of major federal education
. programs; and, federal and state interactions surrounding programs for
special pupils. The federal programs and civil riqhts provisrons exanined
included: Titles I, IV, V and VII of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (ESEA); the Education for All Handicapped eniidren Act

(é.i. éé—i&i); the Vocational Education AcCt; TItie VI of the Civil nghts

Act of 1964; Titl% IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, and'Seotion

504 of the RehabIlItatIon Act of 1973. The state programs studied

' 1981 Education Consolidaticn and IﬁprQVement Act (ECIA). That legislation
had just been enacted when we began fieldwork making it impossible for
us to assess its impact on.the states. The following briwf profiles

describe the federal progrémS'conégituting the focus of our inguiry:

-

6 Title I of the Elementaryrand Secondary Education Act, thc largest
federal elementary and secondary educetion program, prov;des
funds to local school districts to meet the needs of educatlonally
dlsatJantaged Chlld[en re51d1ng in hlgh poverty areas.r Txtle I

children, chlldren who are neglected or dellnquent, and children
of migratory workers. Finds are allocated to local school

S districts (and schools within dlstrlcts) based on low-xncome

criteria. Once funds reach the school level, students “are

selected for participation in the program by edUCatIonai acnleve—
ment criteria. ECIA revisions changed the name °§,Eﬁ3§ prbgram

to Chapter 1 and reduced the admlnlstratxve requirements or
states and local school districts.

s ' | &
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s Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act includes
Part B (grants for instructional materials)  and Part C (grants to.
improve the quality of educational practices throigh locally InItated

prOJe"ts and ‘activities). Feweral grant allocations, based on. each

State's share of the national student populatiorn, are made to. each -,
state that has filed an approved plan with the Department af Education.
Under Part B.(instructional materlals), SEAD allbcate funds to LEAs

on the basig-of public and private school enrollment, with adjuétments

to reflect local tax éffort, expenditiire levels and percentages of
high-cost children. SEAs distribute Part C funds for innovative. or
exemplary programs to LEAs on a competitive grant basrs{7]§g of a

state's .allocation is earmarked for projects for handrcapped thldren.
ECIA has consolidated. this program into the Chapter 2 educatxon block

[y

grant.

o Title V of the blementary and SecondaryaEducationAEct was.. de51gned

to help SEAs develop the capacity to undertake tiie administra-—
tive responsibli lities imposed by the vario-'s federal education’

programs. Funds are 1ntended to strengthen the educatronal leader—

ship in the $EA and to assist it in 1dentrfyrng and meetlng critical
educational needs., Approvable activities include designing more

equitable school finance. programs, assessing educational progress,

teacher assistarice, dlssemlnatlon,rtrarnxng, and curriculum developq

ment. Title V is now part of the ECIA Chapte:r 2 block grant. i

Re) Title \288 of the ELementaryeandeecondary Education Act; the Blllngual,
Education Act, provides grants on a cqmpetltlve basis directly to
local districts. SEAS are. elIgIbIe to receive five percent of the

Title VII district grants in the state for coordination of State
technical assistance. activities: Title VII legislation is very
specific about the aefrnrtron of bilingual programs ellglble to
recelve tederal support. The statute defines a bilingual program as
1nclhd1ng 1nstructron givenﬂln, and study of, English ‘and, to the -

éxtent necessar) to altow a child to achieve competence in the

A}

English language, the native- language,of the Chlld. (20 usc 3223
(@) (4)): , (
o 944J42, the Educatron for All Handicapped Chlldren Act, has

three goals: 1) ensﬁrrng{that all handicapped children have. avanlable
to them a free appropr e public education (FAPE); 2) ensuring that

the rlghts of handtcapped children and their parents are protected-

arnd 3) assxstxng states’ and localltles in providing for the education

of tho handicapped. P L 94 142 prov1des pupll—based fOrmula grants

services provrded directly by the SEA, the remalnder is allocated by

federal formuia to LEAs that submlt acceptable appllcatlons to the
SEA. - -

o Th_4YocatIona1 Education Act of 1963, as amendcd, is the oidest ~
federal education program. .its purpose is to help states build.
vocatxonai programs and improve planning for v0catlonal “education and

manpower training. To accomplish its goal, the legxsiation rncludes

‘o extensive state—level planning requlrements,,fundlnq for speclal

ERIC
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neeas groups, and matchlng requirements tc¢ erdsure approprlate leveis

of state flnanc1al part1c1pat10n. In allocatxng funds to local

frnqnc1a1 aolllty and low—lncome concentratlons. wWhile VEA ald Is

fairly uUnrestricted in its usSe, the law ccntains get-asides for the

handicapped, disadvantaged, limited Englishspeaking students; and

for postsecondary and adult programs.

Education Amendments of 1972, and Section 504 of the. RehabliltatLon

S Act of 1973. These 1aws forbid discrimination by rec1plents of.

federal aid on the basis of race, color, or national. otlgln' sex; and

abide by these requlremﬂnts as a condition of receiving that assistance:

Federal-aid recipients must file an assurance of compliance with
these laws or be implementing a plan to achieve compliance. ’

’ '

After completlng a thorough analys1s of the requ irements contalnec in

these federal iaWs; in the spring of 1982 we visited eight states --
Califorrnia; Louisiana; MaSsachusétts, Missouri; New Mexico, New York,
. . :

Virginia and Wyoming ~-- to ascertain the administrative effects and

proyram interactions associated with these programs. Those states were

selected to represent a wide spectrum of poljtical’, economic, institutional,

o 'Civil Rights iLaws that pertain most difectly to eduCational discrimi-
nation are Title VI of .the Civil Rights Act of 1964, .Title IX of the

.handicapping condi:ion, respectlvely. These laws provide no federal
fundds; ratheér, recipients who receive federal financial assistance must

.

and programmatic-environments relevant to ‘thé administration of education

. g .
policy. ) N

The study's findings rely oh an examination of federal program require-

ments, documentary material from edeh state, and pérsonal interviews wit
8 L . )
i - - » —

over 300 individuals at the state and local 1&vélS. Within the states,

spoké with state educaﬁion agency officials and'staff, légisiators and

their staff; interest"groupvrepresentatives; local sSchool administrators
- i ,
teachers and journaiists sho covéred educatiOn. The wide spectrum of

h

we

r

.states and range of persons, coupled with the scope and 1ntens1ty of our

1nterv1ews, give u5 confldence that the flndlngs of the study are generallz-.

able to the 50 stgtes. _'
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Findings of tHe Study

Federal Bequlrementseimposed on the States ' . R

o 7 ) o 717"7777777 o \ N R R - R .
With Tespect to elementary and secondary education the federal

government has pursued two overarching ObjeCtl éé: the extension of

a

civil rights protections and the stlmulatlon of particuiar progr ams and

services to improve or expand educational opportunites available to the

nation‘é children: Actlons desrgned to extend c1v1l rlghts prote tions
largely have excluded any srgnlfxcant state role and 1nstead have followed

a path that empha51zes reguiatory relatlonshlps between the federa‘

government and local service providers. 1In contrast, in stimulatihq "
programs and services the Eéaefai government -has generally relied on
L
o . A e ‘ B o o
finahc1al assistance grants coupled with conditLphs on the use of funds;

réporting responsibrlrtxes for state educatlon agerncies. of course;
exceptions to this general rule arise: P.L. 94-142 cbhstitﬁteé é_Biéﬁa
oé civil rights requrrements embodied in a flnanc1al a531stance‘program
and ESEA Title VII,; the blllngual sducation grant program, makes only

minor provision for the iﬁVolvement of SEAs. Thus while many strategle§

’
- .

tax subsidieéfféé%érﬁﬁeﬁt éorpOratibné, interest subsidies, insurance).

federal efforts directed at elementary and secondary education have

rarely employed these alternative approaches. o ‘ j\'

!

The seemingly simple bifurcated assistance/regulation federal role

elementary and secondary education is cbmpiicatea by the fact that .

from each other: We -found the s1x a351stance grants we studred each

.

embodied a separate state strategy that grew out of the unique history

. and purposes attached to each program. As a result, federal signals to

. | Ly
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the states in vocatiomal educatidn, for example, differ in important ways

¢

absolutely identical signals to state officials. Civil rights requirements,
o 7777; o '7 ) : . . s .
while ccntaining :mportant distinctions for service delivery recipients,

send a fairly identical signal to the states: the states are not major
' ,,,,,,,,;,,,,,;,.;,, S, L . e o "'-,,
instrumentalities of civil rights policy implementation. The bulk of

- federal efforts in civil rignts are directed at local agenciés and

S _ L L ) S S Lo
providers of services. Significantly, while officials in individual . '
states in our sample complained about the appropriateness of particular

- oL - o o ) EE e _ :
federal strategies, we heard no complaints about the variability of

. . < - . L
‘strategies employed across federal programs. State officials appeayp to
- 7 : : ! , R . -
cxperience few problems in sorting out the.multjiple strategies and

requirements that emerge from Washington.
- R

)

State Political and Institutional Environment
* With the exception of the iééﬁtimi;ihg roie.fedefai efforts played
, ole > °

in behalf of similar state €fforts, the federal education programs we

’

* studied did not prominéntly influerice the states'-political, environment.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The state actors who Shape educatioh policy beyond the state education
agency were relatively unihvolved in federal programs. In spite of newly

. S, o - . - .o - -
assumed powers to reappropriate federal funds we fourid that most state
N \ ‘_4 . A R _ ’ _ »-.-7‘7 . ~ o . . R o
legislators Knew lLittlé abolt ‘and paid minimal attention to federal

o EE R . 7 o oo Y e
education programs. A few governors espoused a general Ingerest in

. . N
~aducatisn, but as a whole governors® offices were not invdived in the

i P _ _ . ' e L _____
implementation of federal education programs.” As a result/, decisions

- e B S S
regarding the administration of “federal programs by and - ‘large are firmly
in-thé grasp of state education agencies.

N D o ‘
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In most States, interest groups for special populations targeted by
federal programs appearea loosely organized; uncoordinated and not
consistently active in the state level policy process. Some groups,

however, (especially those supporting programs for the handicapped) were

capabie«bf institucing pressure on state officials over Specific issues
of interest. iypicaiiy;.howevéf; interest group activity involving
federal special needs programs or civil rights efforts was spd;édic -
in the majority of states visited:

Federal programs in combination with Eﬁéﬁéihg state education climates

in the 1970s (increased state spendirng for education, state basic skills

the size, staff and functions of state education agencies. Compared to

N

15 years earlier, these agencies had expanded significantly in size and

complexity. Federal funds on average Supported 508 of the staff working

’
’

in SEAs across our sample states. In general, current SEA staff are more
' 4 L

diversiffed in background and skills;.in coitrast to an earlier emphas is
on curricalar expertise, SEA staff today Spend most of their time in ™~
: 7

sctivities such as program monitoring, review, technical assistance, data

collection and evaluation. As SEA functions /and responsibilities increased
’

aver the last 15 years, we detected a shift toward greater SEA authority
over school districts-and the emergence of a more legalistic relationship

between the two levels.
The extent to which federal Special néeds policies are institutiona-

lized: in the states clearly‘varies from State to state and among federal

programs; but we corclude that insStitutionalization is generally quite

I ) z

limited for thosé ‘programs that constitute the bulk -of federal aid. The

tneveness of state program maﬁdates for special needs programs; low
’ : I o

funding levels (ekée?t*in.gpéqiai education), limited civil rights

: - 4 ' - -.i.i o



efforts and interest group activity supvort this conglusion. Even the

special need program with the greatest support at the state level (i.e.
handicapped education) showed some signs of erosion in that support. For
example, 1if federal protections for handicapped education were removed,

our respondents predicted that state laws would fcllow suit.

Thé Intéraction of Federal and State Education Programs

As a whole, our findings regarding federal and state program interac-
tions portray a robust, diverse and interdependent federal/state govérnance

system. We did not see states passively administering federal aducation

/
/

programs, nor did.vg PN states reluctant ¢ tackle ediicational égéndéé of
their own == some of which reflected federal objectives; and others which
did not. At the same time, federal program signals,proved sigrificant
influences on states' actions Qiﬁh Eééﬁééé E§ rhe management of federal
programs and in Severél instances gith respect to state programs.:

State political t;éditioné; climate and SEA briééiEiéé act ively ,
influenced thé translation of federal education programs and policies in’
the states. Bécause these state>factors vary greatly across the states

(particularly their contéxtual meanings), State administrative responses

to the federal programé we studied were guite diverse, ror example; in

-

orie state, districts were free to adopt a variety of innovative designs

in their ESEA Title I_programs; in another, districts were restricted in
their choice of instructional content and design. One state conducted
considerable on-site compliance monitoring of B.L. 94-142; another state

relied on off-site compliancé réview. These examples demonstrate a few
of the different ways we saw states tailor federal pfograms to the ctate

environment .
‘While we found that state forces actively shapéd fedéral programs
ani poiicies;jWe also found federal program and policy.signals heavily

] _ | ' ' 1.

-

-
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!
influencing the course followed by the states. EéEA Title I and #.ﬁ.‘

_spite of individual state influences: Years of federal signals émphasizing

the suppleméntal nature of services and the need to target those services

on educationally disadvantaged students, along with the galﬁanizing force

of tederal audits, ¢xplain the marked congruency characteristic of Title

I programs. P.L. 94-142, through its legal protections, service mandaté

and requirement that state laws at a minimum‘féiiéﬁ federal law, strongly
influenced state administrative behavior. All of the §tétes we visited

altered their laws, réguiatiOnS er practices to comply with federal
handicapped requirements. In spite of most states' discomfort with the
s . . CON o o
new planning and set-aside requirements contained in the 1968 and 1976
vocational education améndments, retaining federal dollars proved a.
powerful incentivé for states to comply by implemepting th&se policies.
Administrative problems frequently associated with federal programs
2 lack of coordination across programs, administrative burden, and a
federal franchise in the states tﬁét countervails ététe poiicy -- emerged
/f' in this study as ‘complex issues that éaﬁﬁet simply be attributed to the
operéti{n of federal programs: While federal initiatives may be impli-

\

substantlally to whatever concerns state off1c1al§ expressed about these

igsues. Because of the heavy federal sub81d12at10n of staff in federal
- programs, state officials did not by and large complain about the admini-

-y

stratlve burdens imposed by federal programs. éome officials took
exception to the planning and reporting reguirements in vocational
education, but they acknowledged that these tasks were largely fééét&lly

supported at the state level. In général, opinion at the state level
. .
| 1y
O
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— did not indicate SEA administrative problems as major sources of dissatis-—
. o L . . . . SN - . . . .
faction with federal involvement in education. Coordination efforts

varied across the states we visisted} in general program coordination at
the state level depended on state priorities and politics although in

certain instances federal program signals impeded (and occasionally

fi. iitated) program coordination.
Finally, state conflicts with federal programs did not exhibit the

intensity we had expected from popular accounts.. While we did not find a

some real conflicts were apparent in the dreas of- vocational education and

special education: State conflicts in vocatiocnal education centered on

the newer requirements regarding extensive planning, data collection and

set-asides for students with special needs. Special edlication conflicts

focused on federal prescriptiveness especially regarding due process
procedures and the open-ended nature of requirements like related services.

Both these areas of conflict represent federal signals requirements that

are relatively new and that pressure states to alter existing program
. - ) “
operations. 1In contrast, we found little state conflict with 'federal

programs that gave states major discretion- (ESEA Title IV) or that had

P T ! o -

sexisted for some time (ESEA Title I). .
Conclusions and Policy Implications

. -4

The -Status of the Intergovernmental System N

Based on our inguiries and analyses four major attributes mark the

contemporary intergovernmental' §system of education:

~ o Both the states and feéderal government are strong actors in
education.

o Federal and state policy priorities for the education of special
needs students, while convergent in some cases, more frequently are
divergent. :

: ‘- - d oy
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O States have developed organlzatlonal capaCItlés ‘which su*pass those

of 15 years ago; but thpse capacities remain pargxaiiy dependent ‘on

afederai dollars.

N

o While 1ntergovernmental COnfllCtS exist, they are neither massive

nor common across all federal programs. SlmIIakTy, many state

administrative problems are’ overstated and inaccurately ascribed to

federat programs as thelr 51qgular source. . o .

1

/

These attrlbutes are important for pollcymakers to ponder as they

contemplate cails to maintain éxisting policies or proposals to refashion
o .. L - f; S e . L L
new intergovenmental approaches in tne. field of education.: ConpraryAto N

~

manage federal programs, or the conventional zero-sum éééﬁﬁﬁﬁiéﬁ that

expanded federal actions have éviéqerated state policymaking capacity, the

states emerge today as vibrant éntities in the intéiééGé?hﬁéhtal éystem,
in spite of this Séténgtﬁénéd ﬁosition; béiiéyﬁékefs have little

reason. to expect that most states at this point in time w111 assume the

equity agenda that defines much of the current féaééal tole in education.
The lack 6f‘é¢tiVe'péli;}céi support for many of these programs and
problemmatic fiscal conditions in many states syggests that building é
strong base of political Suppdt.t for these purposes would take a great
deai of effort. 1n addition, major réédéfiéhs in‘fedérél support of SEA
activities may leave the ;tates not onity unwilling, but ménégériaiiyr
unabie to assume fedeéral education programs:

Intergovernmental conflicts and administrative problems did exist

across our study states. However, the ééﬁfliétS‘W?‘UﬁCOVéréé by and
large derived from two programs: vocational educétibn and special

education. The usual administrative problems éttribﬁtea_to federat
programs =-- lack of program coordination, ééministrativé'bufééﬁ; and

powerful federal franchise offices within State agencies -- either became

.

non-issues at the state level o: owed their origins to factors beyond

[}

1o
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federal program requirements.. Readers should not infer that improving
program. coordination or reducidg unnecessary paperwork do not require

‘ . - 1 ~—— ) ’ .s-'

oS S
policymakers' attention; our conclusions only indicate that these issues
are not perceived as major problems at the stite level ngr (do they

exclusively derive from federal sources.

Trade-Offs Among Federal Strategies R
~\ ) ) )
% Decisions about existing and-future federal activities in education

\ :
require more than a current un:arstanding of the intergovernmental

system; they also require knowledge about the consequences of pursuing
aiternative strategies. Federal policymakers have a variety of strategic

3
- -5 2

whether to rely on regulation or financial assistance; how much decision-
making latitude to allow states; whether to bypass states as administrative

Jram requirements;

o
to weigh alternatives and assess expected benefits égainsﬁwﬁhe costs of
pursuing particular Stratégiés. )

Our assessment of the state level impaEt of various federal program
strategies yields three general propositions concerning the state-level
consequences of alternative federal approaches:

o Federal éétiohé can achieve a basic level of uniformity across the
states,; but they do so at ‘the price of federal-state conflict. Time
and the infusion of sizable amounts of federal money appear to
mitigate this conflict. -

Strong federal reduirements and oversight of state action§ in résponseé
to thosé requirements {e.g. the ESEA Title I and b.L. 94=142 experiences)
illustrate fedéral stratégiés that have resiicsd in rélacive program

" Uniformity across the statés. However, both strategies resulted in

notabié intérgovérnméntai confiict; iime and a reliance on federal dollars

. I
O
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as relatively free from major conflict at the state lével. The P.L. 94-~142
strategy has not yet experienced the amelioriating benefits of timé nor the

L g . Y ) -
infusion of federal dollars~to cover most service costs. Consedquently, the

o~

—— !

program continues to be a source of intergovernmental friction.

o Grantlng mor e dec1s10n—mak1ng discretion to the-states results

in wider program variations across the states. This strategy leads

to little federal-state conflIct because it subsidizes the support

of state-selected initiatives. 7@h11e a low level of confict is often

desirable, ‘wide variations may be undeslrable if federal and state
priorities do not converge. M

The basic grants portion Of ‘the vocational education program (as
distinct from the special needs set-asides) and ESEA Titles IV and V

varied markedly in their implementation across the states we studied.
These programs Were_uhiforﬁiy popular and with the recent éxception of
vocational educetion heve proéuééa litfie conflict ét.the 8tate level. e
But' the néwer components oé the vocational educétién program (the ?ianniﬁé

and reporting requirements and the set;asidesj have caused censideréBie
conflict. Thase components were instituted as a result of federal policy- s

makers' dissakisfaction with the lack of state and local vocational efforts
£y . .

to address broader issues of appropriate occupational training and the

inclusion of disadvantaged or handicéppéé youth in vocational programs. In

short, federal and state priorities aid not converge:. Hence, policymakers

shifted tne program from one of broad discretion, engendering significant .
]

conflict in the process. \\\ s ,
5, ' .

o Federal actions that bypass state -level administrative structures do

not foster state efforts to address federal program objectives

except in those states where the political environment is receptive

to saoch actions.

ESEA Title VII and the civil rlghtB programs,; both embodying stiétegiéé

that call for minimal state action, resulted in similar state outcomes. The

ol (3

states in our Sample participated in tﬁese policy areas only when state
B Al

o . .‘i ;.
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., might be undesirable in areas where uniform ServiCe standards are a

-15- - RN

factors (political climate and SEA priorities) spawned similar programs at
the state level. The-federal procrams legitimized some of these staté

actions but 1in the absence of a favorable political ciimate they resuited in
Inaction at the state level. Not surprisingly; federal strategies bypassing
the states have led to minimal administrative conflict between the states

and the federal government. ) :

“

Proposals to Reform Federal Policies

Trade-offs also emerdge around proposals to cﬁangé the configuration

likely to increase prodgram variations across the states;,; an outcome which
. o
;
: Az .
Wational objective. Proposals to streamline current federal edUéatiéh

programs and to reformulaté the mix of inceéntives fall within the ‘tradi-

- -~
tional accommodation and adjustment process so necessary to effective

féééraiJStaté reiationshipsg, This Stuéy inaicéﬁes, however; that in

terms of streamlining, parsimony can conflict with clarity and by increasing

state/aisc;étiqn it can widen prégram variations across the states:. Also
relevant is er findingvthat reformulated strategies that shift federal
signals require time and bureaucratic reinforcement to demonstrate fheir
differential treatment of States based on states' conformance with

- -~
federal objectives wilt be difficult to enact 'and implement because of.
the complexity involved in defining and assessing minimal le;els of
performance for state special needs programs. \_

e



