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State EZducation 3Agency Planning:
Impact of Federally Funded Programs

Mike i1, lilstein
SUNY at Buffalo

Increasing federal activitv in our state-oriented educational structure
inevitably will lead to changing oxconizational pakterns at the state level
which may "dictate thni: most choie Gepnrtrents will have to revise their
structures, their activities, and their reiationship with both Washington

"and loca; districts.v1 There is growing evidence to support this state-
ment. Although the federal share of educational financing has leveled off
for the present at about 7 percent, 2 as Hirsch notes, it is in thg federal
government's "power to be a catalyst and bring about adjustments."” For
example, large sums of money are reserved for the SEAs so that they can
administer federally funded programs. In fiscal yeaxr 1969, all SEAs combined
spent $262,417,195 for administrative activities while carrying out their
responsibi&ities. Of this total, $107,641,800, or 41 percent, was federally
sponsored.~ Thusg, although the states receive only 7 percent of their total
educational revenue from the federal government, the SEAs receive 41 percent
of their operating revenues from this source.

Purpose & Methodology

An impact of this proportion, occurring in a relatively short time span,
must cause some organizational repercussions within the SEas. What has been
the impact of expanded federal input on the ability of SEAs to plan for
education in the states? One way of answering this question would be to
seek the views of persons who are most closely involved with federal programs
and the SEAS. The present paper summarizes findings of an 18 state survey
which used this approach. The survey attempted to establish perceptions of
selected groups about (1) the impact of federally funded programs on plar::ing
and planning-related activities of SEAs, and (2) the reactions of SEAs t¢
their responsibilities related to federally funded programs. A single 31-item
survey instrument was mailed to those groups which might be expected to be
knowledgeable about federal-state relations in education. On the basis of
this criteria, the sampled populations included Office of Education adminis-
trators, school district administrators, professors of educational adminis-
tration, and SEA administrators (including federal program administrators as
well as chief school officers and their direct assistants).

The U.S. Office of Education and eighteen states were included in the
survey. Criteria for selection of the eighteen states included adequate
representation of (1) geographical regions, (2) several SEA size groups and
(3) elected and appointed SEA chief school officer states. Specifically,
the sampled shates can be grouped for thaso three purposes, as noted in Table I.




TABLE I

Tyvologies of the States
Ircluded in the Survey

SEA Personnel Geographical Location ! Superintendent
250 250~ i~ !

STATES or less 500 500+ | South East west West | Blected appointed
Alabama 345.9 X ! X

Arizona 142.1 X I X

Colorado 203.2 X ‘ X
Conn. 332.8 X i X
Florida 314 X ! X

Georgia 1037 X I X

Idaho 97 X ] X

Illinois o8l X ! X

Indiana 253 X l X

Minn. 311 X ; X
Nebr. 154 X | X
N.J. 674 X ! X
Ch:io 624 X ! X
Oregon 218 X ; X

R.I. 238 X ! X
5.C. 293 X | X

Tenn. ‘ 385 X i X
Texas 631 { i X

Thus, through sample selection, the survey included six states from each
of the SEA size groupings: nine states from each of the two SEA chief school
officer selection formats: and a range of three to six states. from each of
the geographical regions (based upon the writer's judgment) .

Respondents were selected through several procedures. SEA participints
included both high level administrators N = (90) and those who deal speci-
fically with federally funded programs N = (90). SEA chief school officers
in each of the eighteen states were asked to fill out a questionnaire and ta
request four other high level SEA administrators to do the same. The Office
of Education supplied lists of persons in the eighteen SEAs who are directly
responsible for administering five specific federal programs ~- Title III of
the National Defense Education Act of 1958, and Titles I, II, III and V of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. By isolating specific
federal programs it became possible to explore perceptual variations between
SEA administrators of different federal programs. Thus the suxvey included
equal representation of SEA administrators who are directly responsible.for
aéministering federal programs and SEA administrators vho are responsible for

the overall direction of the SEAs! activities. Local school distriet adminisg-
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trators were identified by an 0ffice of =ducation published list. Five local
school district chief school officers from districte which enroll 10,000 or
more students were chosen in each of “lie eighteen states !N = 83).*% Professcrs
of educational administration were identified through an unpublished listing
of such personnel in U.S. universities. Tive profescors of educational admin-
istration were selected, with several excepticns, in each of the eighteen
states (N = 84).** Office of Education (OE) administrators were selected
through lists provided by the Office of Education (N = 10). These persons
include those who have general high level responsibility in the Office of
Education and those who have direct responsibility for relaiing to the SEAs
concerning the five federal programs listed above.

Actual response to the questionnaire ranged as follows: TLocal School
District Administrators, 43 percent, Professors of Educational Admiristration,
45 percent, SEA Administritors of Federal Programs, 56 percent, General SEA
Administrators, 62 percent, O3 Administrators, 80 percent. Overall the returred
and usable response received between questionnaire mailing in early January 1971
and the cut-off date of February 12, 1971 was . 3 percent,

Responses were coded, key-punched and computer~programmed at the State
University of New York at Buffalo. The data were programmed according to the
Several respondent c(etegories and sub~groupings noted in Table I. The report
that follows is a selective representation of survey findings. Major emphasis
is upon the extent to which the sampled groups agree or disagre on survey items
that related to Sca planning and federal programs. :

- — ca—

“Not all states surveyed have five school districts with 10,000 or more students
in attendance. Idahc has two, Nebraska, three, and Oregon and Rhode Island four,
Thus, there were 83, rather than 90, school district administrators surveyed.

“*R. G2 Island was not represented on the source list gy professors of educational
adrinistration. Idaho had only four on this list - thus *here were 84, rather
tlan 90, professors of educational administration surveyed.
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TiiPORTANCE OF FEDERAL AID FOR SEA PLAMNING

Several questions were pocud winich atteapted to establish perceptioans
about the SEAs' general planning effort (rabl: II). Interestingly. the only
positive enthusiasm for SEA planning efforts comes from local school district
personnel. ©Professors and OE Agministrators are far less convinced that the
SEAs do a good job of planning for educational needs in the states. Host im-
portant. the SEAs are not enthusiastic about their planning activities. Three
of the four sampled groups, includinc SEA administrators, are dissatisfied with
SEA planning, especially as this glanning affects the establishment of state-wide
educational objectives.

Respondents were asked to describe the level within the SEa at which most
and least planning takes place. Interestingly, school district administrators,
the group that was most positive about SEA planning, was least knowledgeabile
about vhere planning is carried o:i within SEAs. Iiore than one-half of the
school district administrators did not answer this question. The majority of
the professors (71%), SEA administrators {36%), and OE administrators (100%)
1id respond (Table III).

Three of the four groups viewed the superintendent's office as the
organizational level-where the least amcunt of planning is carrjed on. Two
groups viewed the divisions and two viewed the individual program as the
organizational level where most planning is carried on. Because effective
planning requires coordination across sub~systems, it would seem appropriate
that planning should be a vital interest at the highest SZA level. Yet most
respondents did not feel that this is the case in the SEAs. 1In fact, SEA
administrators and OEF administrators, who are probably in the best positions
to know, think that most planning takes place at the lowest organizational
level--within individual programs. It is significant that SEA administrators
felt this way. One SEA administrator noted that planning should be carried
on at the highest ievel and individual "program directors should be involved
in the...overall coordination of programs...” Another SEA administrator noted
that fragmented planning activities should be centralized and procedures
developed so that all staff membexs are involved in appropriate planning acti-
vities."

.

Thus generally there was a less than enthusiastic response concerning
overall SEA planning efforts.

The survey next probed for the impact of federally funded programs on
the ability of SEAs to plan. All sampled groups agreed that federally funded
programs do have a considerable impact (SEA administrators--93%, OE adminis~
trators--88%, school district administrators--97%, and professors--79%). Hore
important, the sampled groups felt that this impact is positive" (SEA personnel--
83%, OE personnel--63%, school district personnel--81%, and professors--66%
agrzed that the federal impact is positive).

The respondents felt that the SEAs do use the resources provided through
federally funded programs to further SEA planning activities. Aas shown by the
data in Table IV, all groups responded affirmatively to this item and the item
about SEA use of federal programs to further state-level educational objectives.




In summary, most sampled groups did not feel that the SEA is doing an
adequate job of planning for educz2tion. 1A% the same time, all groups viewed
federally funded programs as suoportive cf SEA nlanning. Therefore, it is im-
portant to ezplore perceptions about iniricate intergovernmental and intra~
organizational SEA relationships which haze reculted F-om foderal involvement
in the process of educational decision maliing.

TABLE IX

SEA Planning Efforts®

[

; 3EA Admin- | OE Admin- .  School Dist.. Profs. of T3'l, |
: istrators | istrators . Administrators, Administrators ;
! N=102 N=C 3 =36 | N=33 |
: ITE: A D NR I3 D WA D R | a D MR :
- I L RN '
; 3% RTUNTs 8% % 8 [ % ) %

. Comprehensive Planning ' : ]

. is carried on by SEA {54 46 0 13 82 0, 70 28 3 i 32 68 0

' i !

! The SEA has done a : E i :

! good job of assessing ‘ | E

, educational needs in E :

. the state i64 36 0 3 63 0,69 28 3 | s0 50 0

[

]

| The SEA has set clear, !

| priorities concerning ;

| educational objective

, to be pursued F45 55 0 | 25 75 0 67 34 0 29 71 0

C et i e S e —— e .——— -

L

*Percentages may not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. A=Agree,
N=Disagree,; NR=No Response.




Vhere Planning Activity is Carried
on in the Sznsw

— _--._w‘_.v_.r._._-__ __‘-A.A..,.,.__-_-‘L-_-M._-~.,.__T._w — ; . S
| | Individual
Superintendent's Division Bureau Program
Office Level Level Level
GROUFPS iiost/Least liost/Least| liost/Least| iiost/Least
SEA 7
Administrators
N-102 X X
QE
Administrators
N=8 X X
School Disgtricts
Administrators
N-36 ) X X
Profs. of E4'l.
Administration .
N=38 X X

*Division was defined as higher in the organizational level than Bureau for
purposes of the survey. "No responses" are not included. These ranged from
a high of 67% "no responses for School District perscnnel to a loi of 13%
“no responses” for Office of Educational personnel. :




TABLE IV

SEA Use of Federal Funds to Further
Planning and Objective Setting™

T T e e —————— —— e ———— ———-—r—— Te— ——— e —  ———— -—-"‘-“W‘M“W\R‘&-—]'
SEA Eémin- OE Admin~ School Dist, l Profs. of Ed'l.
istrators istratcrs | Administrators i administration

N=102 | N=8 =36 N=38
ITEX A D NR "I A D NR a D NR a D NR
— —— e
% % < 2 % % S £ ] % S %

The SEA uses Adminis-

trative dollars made

available through

federally funded pro-

grams to further its

planning activities. 86 13 2 76 25 0| 83 3 8 68 27 5

The SEA uses federally

funded procrams to

further state-~level

educational objectives. 83 14 3 loo 0 0o} 75 17 &6 74 18 8

i
l |
*Percentages may not always equal 1J0 percent duc 4o rounding. A=Agree,

D=Disagree, NR=No Resvonse.
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FEDERAL PROGRAMS AFD DZTERIZL CONSTRAINIS
Ol SEA PLAINIIIG

In this section description will focus on the impact of federal pro-
grams and saveral relatcd environmental groups (i.e., OF administrators,
advisory committees, governors and state legislatures) as they facilitate
and constrain SEA planning. Severa sub-cections are included: Xey Issues
in Federal Aid legislation; OE Personnel and Procedures; advisory Com~
mittees; and Governors and Legislatures.

ey Issues in Federal Aid Legislation

There are several major themes which appear recurringly in Congressional
hearings and in meetings where professional educators express their views about
federal aid: the themes are the timing of federal programs and the resources
made available by federal programs for planning purposes. Responses to
items in the survey related to these themes appear in Table V.

No groups feel that fiscal resources are adeguite, but responses of SEA
administrators and school district administrators come closest to being
favorable. Federally funded programs have made it possible for these groups
to carry on activities never before possible. They seem to reccgnize this
fact in their response. At the same time, their mixed reaction might indicate
that they feel that the flurry of activity which accompanies federally Funded
programs is often unmanageable given the fiscal resource constraints for
planning purposes. There is no such mixed reaction concerning late funding
and the lack of lead time which is so often associated with federal pro-
grams. A resounding negative response was given these questions by all groups.

These are guestions which are being debated in Congress and the Office
of Education at this time. Responses of the sampled populations verify the
ne2ed for appropriate modifications in these funding procedures. Sufficient
time and planning resources muct be made available if the programs devised
are to meet intended purposes. As one SEA administrator noted, "State plan-
ning is really contingent upon federal action. Uncertainty at the federal
level injects so many variables intc the situation as to make enthusiastic
plarning almost impossible." A school district administrator concluded
that “"hAdvance funding of federal programs is an absolute necessity for
effective planning,"

It is interesting to note that SEA administrators responsible for two
federally funded programs felt thal there are sufficient dollars available
for SEAs to plan and administer programs. Those concerned with ESEA II and
ESEA III agreed (86% and 67% respectively) that there are sufficient funds.
(ESEA IT is a rather limited program related to schcol libraries while ESEA
1I1*s major purpose is to promote planning and innovative educational pro-
grams., )

Another hotly debated issue concerning federally funded programs is the
form such aid should take. Federal aid can vary from the present highly
specific categorical programs within education; to general »id programs within
education which permit the states to make priority educational decisions; to



TiDLE @

Plamning Time and Planni~: Resoutces
Related to Fecdzvrally Fundud Frograms®

— —
SEA Admin- OE Adoia- l Scohoal Dist. Profs. of E4'],
istratcrs istraters Admiadstrators adeinistration

W=102 H=3 N=36 N=33
i D ¥Rl A p #® A__ D _m A 1 ¥R _
2 I X Z % % F4 z Y4 p4 A 7

Tuere are sufficlent

dollars attached to

fedcrglly funded pro-

graws to enable the

STA to adequarely

7lan for and admin-

ister these piograms. 50 49 1 25 13 ¢ 47 50 3 31 65 3

!
!

Late fundieg of fed~ i

erally funded prograns |

cruges the SEA majox

plsuning problems 88 13 O 166 0 90 91 g 0 %2 8 0

i

Lesad time for new fed-

ersl progrems is '

iequate for the SEA

te halp local school

districts in gesring

up for {wmplementation. /7 S 1 0 160 C 17 81 3 11 91 0

*Percentages moy unot always equal 100 prroent due to rounding.

NR=llo Response.

A -ivee, D=Lisagree,
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2ederal aid programe acvoss functional limes which give the grates the widest

these resources.
formats wonld have vpon plancing.

Eo-ar 3

decision-naking power—i.e., to deoifa whizh fu
Cne concern lles wich the

4 ~
imgzct

e

onal areag shoull receive
that thege different
As stown in Table VI, tnere are interesting

a2nd iwportant ¢ifferences in the weys the groups respealded to this guesticn.

rforme of Federal A1d:

TLBLE VI

Impoct cn SEA Plannipg

Form of Federal Afd
Most Fecilitating

Ferm of Faderal A3d
Les3st Pernilitating

GROUFS Concerring SEA Planning ! Coacerning £XA Plannicg
i
SEA General Aid Preograms in Categorical Add Prograns
Administrators Education in Education
N=102
QE Categorical Aid Progrems Gencrel Add Frogrzrs in
Adwinistrators in Educaciaon Eduzstion
N-8
School District General Aid Programs in Categorical A1d Prugrans
Administrators Education in Education
N=36
Profs. of Rd'1. * Categorieal Afd Progranms
Adminigtration ia 3ducsation
N-38

—

*No clear diresciion was noted among Pre.essore for this resginze,

The find’ngs reportsd ia Table PI reflect tre debate which baz ragaed

tetween the states and Washington over the pas:t decade.

Washivneion basad

administrators feel that federsl programy wust be kept highly spocififc to
nasure that the gtates and the achonl districts will plan and achicve stated
objectives. State and local adoiniztrators feel that their peeds sre wnigue
aad that planaing ond achievemeut of obhjectives would bLest he wet if federal
dollars were distributed wichout "strings attached." As one S¥i niwiclatrator
put it, "hiphly cstegorical federal prograws, by thelr very natuve, discouraga
planning at the etate level since fewer cptions ers wpen for censideration."”




OE: Personnel and Procedures

Cnce passed by Congress, there ie much that the OB can do to facilitate
or hinder the accomplishment of the cuje- i to educatlioval legie-
lation. Therefore, several items were e purvey which relate to
Office of Education Procedures. Tabl e reeponses to these itens,

TAELE VII

Offlice of Education Procedurec*

SEA Admin- NE Admin- - School Dist. Profs. of EJ'L
igtrators istratorg Administrators Administyation
N=102 N=8 N=36 N-.38
ITEMS 4 D NR A D MR A D WK A D BR

F A S 4 ; £ % 2 A/ % A A 4

Guidelines for fed~ :

erally funded programs

are usually helpful in

planning for imple-~

mentaticn of these

programs. 2 9 1 100 ¢ O 72 22 € 82 1} 9

Office of Education

personnel are helpful

in assisting the SEA

to plan for federal

Prograns. 81 18 2 0 0 ¢ 56 28 17 71 23 5

Evaluation by tha Of~

fice of Education of

SEA administration of

federally funded pro-

grams has helped the

SEA to plan better. 63 32 6 1000 0 O 64 22 13 a8 32 11

e L — -

*Tercentages may not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. A=daree,
D=Disagree, NR=No Reaponse.
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All groups felt the OE plays an ilmportant fecilirating role in SEA plan-
nirg. Federal guldelines were viewed as highly useful and OF persounnel were
perceived as lmportant human resov~—ces fr= 524 planning and evaluation of
federal programs. Especially Juportant is tiv» fact that SEA adminlstrators
viewed OE guidel’nes and pexsonnsl as important posiiive elements in the plan-
ning process.* There seems to e a high level of wccuprance within the SEAs
for OF guidance. This is a possibility uiich might be xplored to further
improve SEA plenning. If OE persomnel ave helpful fo the SEAs in their
planning efforta, perhaps this resouzce cught to be more fully exploited.

It would require relatively few new federal dollars to increase and upgrade the
OE manpower pool for this purpose.

SEA zdministrators respoansible for specific federal programs respend-
ed even more strongly in the affirmative ‘than other SEA administrators regard-
ing OE personnel. In fact, all SEA federal program administrators viewad
federal guidelines &£s helpful for SEA planning. On the other hand, there
was less agreement by several SEA federsl program administrater sub-groups
concerning OF evaluation than there was among general SEA administrators.
Specifically, those SEA administrators assoclated with ESEA (I, III, and V warve
least pgsitive about OE evaluation procedures (they agread with thia stata-
ment by only 43%, 44Z and 50% respectively).

Advisory Comilttees ,

SEAs haove been encouraged to use advisory coumlttees in thelr planning
and administration of federelly funded programs. It is assumed that advisory
compittees, removed from tha dally chorzs of adednistration, can halp the
SEAs to orgdndze theilr actlvities. In other worda, adviscxy comudttues should
provide the SEAs with an "alter-ego,'" a checking wechanism which can help to
improve SEf planning activitied. Two survey items relating to advisory
comnlttees are revcrted im Table VIIY,

Advisory commirtees which are used, but not requived, for fedezral progrens
as opposad to those that are required were viewed ag more valusble for plane
ning purposesz. This was especially true of JZ anrd SEA administrators. One
possible explanstlion for this response £s that SEA initiatad advieory comm-
ittees would tend more to be a4 reflection of the needs of the states than would
advisory committees mandated by congress or the (E.

OF reguizzlons require am advisory commlittee o be established for ESEA T
state programs. SEA administrators of ESRA I programs disagree stirongly that
these commitraas are valusble additions for planning purpeses (67X disagree}.
Regaxding the use of advicory committees that are not required only 17 per cent .
of these same SPFA administrators thought they wouid nct te valuable additions
for planning. Ixperience with required advisory coumittezs nwes left these
SEA administratoras with a negacive view of tieir impact on planniag. 5till they
feel that the advisory committee concept is appropriate, 1f applied om &
veluntary basie.

*Therc vwere some strong disagrcements howevez. Fox exawple, one SEA admin~
istrator noted that guidelines "limit and ir sowe cases chaunge the purpsse of

the legislation.” A professor felt that guideiines are oft~n "some COE official's
views of what the law should have been--consequently :larity is lost."
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TAZLE VIUI

Advigory Committees and Felerally Funded I'rogrimst

SEA Adm? Admip- School Dist. Profs. of Ed'}l.
istrato: atrators Administrators| Adwminictxration
N=102 Ne8 Ne36 N=38 §
ITEMs A D NR A D IR A D NR A D NR s
} i
X Z 1z X 7 2 2 Z 4 2 %1z !
SEA advisory commit- .
tees required for '
federal programs are ;
valuable additions !
for better progran 5
planning. 61 37 3 5 5.0 | 6133 6 | 68 29 3 !
i
SEA advisory commit~
tees used (but not
irequired) for federal
programg are valuable
stdditions for better
progran plaaning. 81T 17 3 88 13 0 62 22 8 68 29 13

#Percentages may not always equal 100 percent due to rounding. A=fzrec, D=Digegree,
NR=No Reeponse. '

Governors and State Legislatureg

Indirectly related to federal programs adminis:ration in the SEAs, 1s
the extent to which the goverpors' offices and the state legislatures faci-~
litate SEA eifoxts to pursue comprehansive educatiocasi. planning. RNesponses
to questions in this area indicate that the governors and state legislatures
are perceived as less than facilitating of the $EAs efforts to pian for education.,
It seems that the states could de nuch to improve SEA plavning potentiala by
addresging thems¢lves to their own intergovermuenial shortcominga, With such
improved relationships SEAs would probably e in a better posiiria to use
federally funded programs for planning purposes.

SEA INITYATED PLANNING ACTIVITIES BELA. %D 10 FYDRRAL PROCKAMS

Thio secticn will focus on the ability of the SEAs, ea perceived by the
sampled populations, to use federally funded programs to meet the unijue needs
O _their particular states. Scoveral gub-sections are included: SEAs'
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Initiation of Activities with Cengress cnd CE; SEA Orgsnization for Administra-
tion of Federal Programs; SEA Usc of EBovironmiental Groups for Planning; SEA-
Scheol District Relations and Federzlly Funded Progroms,

SEA Initiation of Activities with Congrees and the QF
There are several ways in which the SEAs can influence fedexally funded

programs. First, they cz ~hby in Congress and the - recutive agencies to
ianfluence the - ' of the enabling legislation. Second, thoy can
influence rule. dazwe . ...ch educaticnal legislation by helping the OF to

develop regulaticns and guidelines. This can be done when relationships con-
cerning new programs are being fashiloned or as regulations and guidslines to
existing pregarms are modified to meet changing needs., If successful, this
tactic assures the SEAs that "appropriate" regulations and guldelines will be
developed. Third, SEAs can volunteer personnel to sit on OFE review committees
which evaluate school distivict and SEA federal progrsm performance. Figally,
the SEAs can innovate in thelr aduinistretion of federal progrums, setting
positive precedents which later may be adopted by the OE in regwlation and
guldeline modificativns. The sanpled groups were asked the exteat to which
they thought the SEAs cerry on these four activities (Table IX).

Two findiugs are particularly interesting. First, all sawpled groups
‘perceived the SEA as more influential 4n thelr relstions with the OE than in
their relations with the Congress. Second, SRA administrators scre least
positive of all groups abouf thair cwn demonsirated sbllity to influence
Congress and the OL concerning planning for federally funded programs. It
is especially interesting to note that SEA administrators of faderal prograus
are most in disagreement about SEAe developing ianovations which are latex
adopted in regulations ard guidelines as officlal policy by the OE.

In summary, the SEAs' impact in Washington is perceived as limited to
the CE and there is wmuch disagreement &g to the extent of this impact. One
SEA administrater felt that "SZAs, in concerty, shouid serve as a review
councll to the mafor policy docisions of the 0B." Respoadents clearly
felt that the SEAs could do more to meize the initiative in theiy relationg
with the federal gevernment. Cne professor summed the gituaticn up by
saying the SEAs will have to "be aggragsive in pre-planning sud sufficlently
‘pushy’ with USOE to get this incorporated ints their thinking."

SEA Orpanization for Adulnlstratisn of Federal Proprems

Once debete i3 fimished, a law is passed, and regulatione and guidelives
are developed, there sre still wave in which the SEAs can mo<dify the impact
of federel programs. One critical consideration i1s the wav in wiich the SEAs
organize for administration of federal programs. Respondents uzre asked their
perception cf several SEA administrative processes rclative to federally
funded programs (Table X).




ifeans by Which SEfe Influencz Plawning
for Fedrrnaily Funded Frograms®

i
SEA Admin~ | OF Admin- Scheol Dist. |Profs. of
istrators | istrators Administrators | Ed'l. Admwip.
N=:02 ; 1N=8 N=36 1=338
ITEM ‘' p NR A D KNR 4 D NR A b 2
: % X % | % % % AR A A
The SEA influences planning .
for federally funded programs
by:
a. lcbbying in Congress and
in the executive offices
before policy is formal-
ized as legislation 37 59 4 75 25 O 61 31 8 40 53 8
b. helping to shape federal
regulations and guide~
lines 55 43 2 83 13 0 70 19 11 50 43 8
c. sitting on Office of
Education review com-
mittees 45 48 7 72 25 0 70 8 22 64 295 8
d. developing innovatiocn
in the administxation
of fedexally funded
programs which are
later adopted as of~
ficial policy by the
Gffice of Education 48 39 9 63 32 0 5¢ 31 11 37 55 ¢

‘#Peycentages nay ﬁot always equal 100 percent due to rouading. A=Agree, D=Disapree,
NR=No Response. ;



16

TABLE X

SEA Administrative Practices
Relatad to Pedzerally Finded Fropremn®

SEA Admin-~ OF Admin- School Dist. Prois cf Ed'l.
istrators istratoxs Adminlstratoers Adminisuration
N=102 N=8 N=36 N=23

ITEM A D NR A& B RBR A D NR A D HR
X 4 20 % 7 % 2 3 X 7 4 %

Usvally federally

funded programs are

administered at a sufl-

ficlently high level

within the SEA so

that planuing 4s

pessible across major

unit ldues. 60 40 O 38 €3 0O 48 47 6 33 &0 5

Tne SEA does a good

Job of ecovrdinating

the different fedax~ ,

a8lly funded prograns. 50 48 2 233 75 ¢ 67 34 O 45 52 3

The SEA dcesz a good

jcb af cocrdinating

fedarally funded pro-

grems with state

funded programs. 65 33 2 3 63 0O 72 1 3 42 56 3

“Parcentages way not always equal 100 percent due to rounding.

NR=Wo Respomse.

AxAzree, D=Disagree,

AT

!
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The only group which felt that STAs administer fedexal programa at a
sufficlently high organizational lavel su 43 to permit planning across major
vpit lines were SEA administrators. Even within this group, which is act-
ively engaged in organizational decisions concerning federal programs, there
wexre many respondents who disagreed with this statement. Those SEA personnel re-
sponsible for sdministration of ESEA I were most positive in their response
to this question (84% agreed). The magnitude of this federal progrem has
caused many SEAs to give it high administrztive status. Fossibly this
accounts for the positive response of SEA administrators responsil’ Y

There was less SEA administrator agreement with the statement thut
SEAs do a good job of coordinating the different fedevally funded prograus.
Those SEA administrators who administer ESEA II and V were least in agrac-—
ment with the statement (29% and 25% agreement respectively) that SIAs
coordinate federal and state programs for planning purposes, Neither tho
psrofessors nor the OE administrators agreed that the SEAs have done 3 guac
Job of organizing and coordinating on any of the three iters pesed In Tablie X,

In defense of the SEAs, it muyt be remembered that the increase in fed-
eral programs during the 1960's has created enorinpus orgaulzational protlens
for the SEAs. Many SEAs have mare than doubled their pexsormel and operat-
ing budgets since these progrars were 4nitiated. It would be naive to assume
that organizational adjustmente ¢f this magnitude would be smoctk. The
fact remains, howover, that the SEAs are still not perceived ags adequately
meeting this organizaticenal challenge.

SEA Use of Environmental Groups for Planning

There is much expertise availazble to belp SEAs plan for federally funded
programs. Hot all of this expertise resides within the SEAs. There are many
knowledgeable persons from the SEAs' envirooment who can be called upen for
guidance. Some, such as gchool district personnel, hava traditionally been
used by SEAs for highly specific tasks such 2s curriculum development.
Others, auch as managament consultant firms, have not been used frequeatly
in the past. Several items were posed in the survey regarding four en-~
vironmental groups which might be used by SEAs as they gear up to plan for
federally funded programs {Tatle XI).

There was little agreement tiat thie SEAs make adequate use of manage-
ment consultant firms. Yet where they have been retained there are indica~
tions that, properly employed, these firms can do mugch to enhance SEA plan-
ning. Interestingly, professouws agread that SEAs d¢ use university ex-
perts for planniug purposes. There was significant disagreement between
gchool distriet adwinistrators and SEA administrators on the extent to
which school district personnel ars used te help 5BAs plan for federal pro-
grams. SEA administrators vere more certain of the ‘'gnod use" of school dis-
trict perxsonnel than were the school district adrminisiratorsz. %his percep-~
tual gap is important end cne which is well within the =spacity of the SEAe
to modify. As one school district administrator noted, “planning shouid be
done more thoroughly with lccal school districts before gosls are sef...."
Finally, OE and SEA persoanel both felt that there is good SETA uvge of CE
personnel to halp SEAs plan for federally funded programs.
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TéBLE XI

SEA Use of Fuvivcmontal $-oups
to Formulate Ploms for Fodar {1y Divned Zrograms*

-

—
SEA Adumin- O Admin~ School Dist. Frofs. of Ea'l.
igtrators lstrators Adeinistrators! Administrcation

W=102 N:=8 N=36 1i~38
1TEM A D ®R A 3] 2R A B MR A D KR
_ X Z - O A 4 % 4 pA % A 2

To help formulacze

plans for the admim~

istration of federzl

programs, tne SIA

makes good use af: !

a. mansgement con—~

sultant firms 39 57 4 '50 50 ¢ 260 5% 17 23 73 3
b. experts fiom

universities 57 41 2 5. 50 @ ; 58 I3 17 58 3¢ 3 |
¢. local school c¢igs-

trict personnci 83 17 1 €3 3g O 58 31 11 69 27 5
d. Office of Educa- i

tion personnel 72 25 & 76 25 O 56 22 22 56 34 1k

*Percentage= wmay wot always equal :00 perezut Gue tc rounding. A=fAgree,
D=Disagree, NR=No Racponca.

In swmmary, the SEids are perceived as ._agploying the more tradizional
sources of environmentsl rescurces—-gchoel digtrict persconel (except for the
important disagreement between SEA administrators and schecl aduinictrators),
Of persomnel and univetsity experts, but are not perceived as making geod use
of a less traditional znvircmental asource--management censultent firws.

SEA-~School Bistrict R=laticns and Federei!y Funded Programs

In many states the Int¥oduction of the federally fundeo programs of the
past decads have revoluticonized -elr~ionshiws -betwnen SEAs and sckonl districts.
Befoxe this time many SEAs had mimi, m contwel wit- the sch .0l disuricks. In
only a few Tnstaznces were SEAs respvmsinle For the administration of cate-
gor.cal st: : educatiemal program. ('tate 3id most often vas (and still 13)
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packagec as general per-pupil aid. Thus, SEAs were preoccupicd with regulatory
activities focusing om the auditing ~{ ¢’ ~1 district records (e.g., Ludgets,
pupil attendance and building code sperif . .tions). The federal programs

3F the late 1950's andl the 1960's thrust the SEAs into a new leadership and
planning role, focusing on the cooperative development of categorical cduca-
tional programs with school districts.

One alternative was for the SEAs to choose minimal (regulatory) involve-
ment assuring the OE that minimum standards would be complied with by the
school districts. 2Another alternative was for the SEAs to use federally funded
programs to encourage new educational approaches (leadership) in the school
districts., Zccording to the respondents in the present survey the SEAs have
chosen the latter alternative. All groups felt that the SEAs encourage the
school districts vo use federally supporied programs to develup innovative
educational concspts (SEA personnel--96%, OE personnel--88%, school distr.i-t
personnel—--9.%, and professors--79% agreed with this statement). The survey
included sevexzl other items centering on such SEA initiated activities. The
responses to these items are reported in Table XII. ’ :

Responses to the first two items in Table XII indicate that SEA-~school
district planning conferences are helpful to local school districts in planning
for federal program administration but are not held as frequently as they might
be. School district administrators were only slightly in agreemant that there
were enough such conferences, but more than three-quarters of these respond-
ents felt that such conferences, are helpful for planning purposes. Even SEA
administrators felt that there should be more such planning conferences. In
short, both groups clearly desire to increase the number of SEA~school district
planning conferences.

Interestingly, there was substantial agreement by SEA and school district
administrators concerning the effectiveness of SEA communications with school
districts. In short, school districts, are in agreement that the SEA have
developed effective approaches to keep them informed about: (1) the status of
their proposals for federally funded programs; (2) new federal programs; and
{3) changes in federal programs.

RESPONSE VARIATIONS BASED ON SELECTED
SAMPLE POPULATION SUB-GROUPINGS

- The eighteen states suxvey=d were chosen on the basis of three criteria:
selection process of the chief school officer (appointed/elected); SEA size;
and SEAs by geographical regions. There are some interesting variations among
the states when regrouped according to these three criteria. This section of
the report will summarize these variations.

Appointed and Elected SEA Chief School Officexs

Most differences in perception of the samnled populations from the two chief
school @fficer selection formats did not consiiitute a consisten: or sufficient
trend. In most instances perceptual differences were within a 19 percert range.
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TABLE XIT

SEA Initisted Plavaing ond Cowmruvateations Activigies

With School Digericta Relctea to Fede uilv Puaded Programa™

- o — .

SEA Aadmin- OE Adnin- l Scliool Dist. Profs of Ed'l.

lstraters lstrators Aduinistrators] Administration
N~=102 N=§ N=36 N=23

TTEMS A D NR A D IR A D wmR A ) NR

£ 2 Z r oz % i Z ook

>
b

The SEA holds a sufficient
aupber of planning conter-
ences wi.h local schocl
districts concerning new
and amended federal pro-
grams, 7229 0 38 62 ¢ 55 42 3 32 68 3

These planning conferences
are helpful to local ochool
districts in their plaaning
for federal program adnin-
Istretion. 94 7 0 82

13 7 19 63 2% 2

(¥ ]

(&)

The 5FA maintainz effee-
tilve coarmunications with
local school districts
coencerning:

a. feedback on the status
of local achool dis-
trict proposals for
federally funded pro-
grams 86 15 0 €3 38 0 15 25 G 51 45

v

b. new federal programs lsx 19 o |75 25 o 69 31 0 S0 45 5

c. changes in legislation,
guidelines and regula—
tions concerning federsl-~
iy funded prograns 85 1 0 63 38 ¢ 72 31 0 58 40 3

*Fercentages may not always equal 100 perceat dwe to rounding. AmAgree, D+Disagree,
NR=Nc Response.
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There were, however, several items which elicited divergent responses,
indicating some important variaticns in perceriions based upon vwhether chief
school officers are appointed or elected. rFor example, the state legislature
was viewed less ncgatively as it facilitores comprehcnsive SEA planning in
states in vhich the chief school officer is oln~ted than in staves whore
the chief school officer is appointed. In states where the SEA chief school

- officer is elected, 15 percent of the professors, 56 percent of the school
district administrators, and 48 percent of the SEA administrators felt that
the state legislature plays a facilitating role in SEA planning. In the states
vhere the SEA chief school officer is e¢ppointed, 11 percent of the professors,
40 percent of the school district administrators and 30 percent of the SEA
administrators agreed with this statement. Possibly where he is elected, tre
chief school officer is viewad by the state legislature as more responsive to
the electorate and the legis. ..ture.

Several survey items found the sampled populations more positive about
planning activities carried on in SEAs led by elected chief school officers
than in SEAs led by appointed chief school officers. Generally, respondent
groups from states with elected chief school officers were more positive
concerning SEA comprehensive planning, assessment of educational needs, setting
of priorities in education objectives and coordination of federal programs than
vere respondents from states with appointed SEA chief school officers. liore-
over, SEA administrators, the group closest to such planning and coordination
efforts, were mosi at variance in their responses to these items. SEA admin-
istrators from states with elected chief school officers viere consistently more
positive about the planning and coordination activities of their SEAs than were
SEA administrators from states with appointed chief school officers. The only
sampled group which tended to feel that SEA planning is more successful in the
states in which the SEA chief school officer is appointed were professors of
educational administration. Even within this respondent group there was nct
extensive differentiation concerning the two SEA Chief School officer select:on
types.

A large perceptual variation exists concerning use of several environ-
mental groups to help the SEAs plan between school district administrators
and SEA administrators in the states where the chief school officer is
appointed, Sixty-nine pexcent of the school district administrators and
81 percent of the SEA administrators in the elected chief school officer
states felt that their SEA makes good use of school district personnel to
help formulate plans for administration of federal programs,

In states where the chief school officer is appointed, 50 percent of the
school district administrators and 84 percent of the SEA administrators agreed
with this statement. Thus there was a 12 percent variation among the groups
in the states where the chief school officer is elected while thare was a 34
percent variation between them in the states where th? SEA chief school officer
is appointed. A similar response was elicited concerning the use of OE personnel
to help formulate plans for administration of federal programs. In this case
the variation was 3 percent between school district administrators znd SEA
administrators in states where the chief school officer is ele~ted and 30
percant between school district administrators and SEA administrsiors in states
where the chief. school officer is agpointed.
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In summary, in several inscances there was less positive perception
concerning the SEA planning process in states where the chief school officer
is appvinted than in states where the chief schoaol officer is elected. 1In
addition, there were several perceptual gaps between nthool district admin-
istrators and SEA administrators in states vhare the chief school officer is
appointed. However, it should be remembeiroed that for most items in the survey,
there was little variation in perception between the two chief schcol officer
selection formats. Thne, it would be inappropriate to make sweeping con-
clusions from the few items which did indicate differences.* At the same
time, these responses might indicate that the que stion of the effect of
chief school officer selection procedure o¢n SEA planning should be pursued
ir future studies.

S%ze of the SEAs

Respondent groups were regrouped on the basis of SEA size. Thexe were
six states In each of the categories depicted. Because the sampled popu-
lations have been regrouped into three categories, the small number of res-
pondents, in several instances, makes it difficult to mke reiiable com-
parisons. The professor and local school administrator respondent groups
were especially small. Therefore, the summary which follows should be
viewed as tentative. oOnly the SEA administrators in each size groups are
sufficient in numbers for reliable comparison.

SEAs With Less Than 250 Personnel. Schosl district administrators in
states with less than 250 SEA personncl were most positive akout the effective-
ness of SEA communications with the school districts concerning the status of
federal program proposals (82% of this group agreed with the statement as
compared to 78% of school district administrators in states with 250~500 SEA
personnel and 69% of school district adninistrators in states with 500 or
more SEA personnel). Though not a large variation, it is interesting to
note that the smaller SEAs, with fewer personnel available, are perceived
as most effective in their communications with school districts while the
largest SEAs, with most personnel available, are viewed as least effective.

There was a similar small-large SEA relationship concerning advisory
committees, One poscible explanation for this trend is that as SEAs grow
larger, they may have more expertise available within and feel less need
for outside advisory groups.

*There were some directed comment: by respondents which contrast with the
overall positive perceptions of planning in SEAs with elected chief schocol
officers. For example, one professor felt that his state "neceds an SEA
without a political, elected head." Another felt that the elect.~d svper-
intendent was "using federal funds to publicize himsclf under the quise of
administration of the funds."
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SEAs with 250-500 Personnel., The middic-sized SEAs, according to SEA
administrator responses, do the bost job of co:rdinating planning activities.
For example, admiristratcrs in SEAs with 250-500 personnel are most positsve
that their SEAs plar for federal prograws at levels wizhin th2 organizz*ion
which are sufficiently high so as to permit plenring across major unit lines
(77% of this group agreed as compared £o 55% in ciates with less than 250 SEA
versonnel and 46% in states with more than 500 SER personnel).

School district personnel in these states were most aware of the locus
of planning activity in their SEAs (78% knew in these states as compared to
55% in states with less than 250 SEA personnel and 31% in statss with more
than 500 SEA personnel). This response, linked with the xesponse of the SEA
administrators concerning the level of administration of federal programs,
might indicate that the 250-500 personnel SEAs are in a bettexr position to
plan than are the smaller and larger SEBas. They are large enough to assure
availability of expertiss, yet small enough to be manageably dsalt with
by district administrators and others.

SEAs with More than 500 Personnel. Other survey responses indicate that
the large SEAs have several planning advantages. For example, professors in
the 500 or more SEA personnel states were most positive about SEA use of
federal program dollars to further planning activities (82% in this group
as compared to 69% in states with 250-500 SEA personnel and 55% in states
with less than 250 SEA personnel). Similarly, SEA personnel in the largest
SEAs were most positive about their assessment of educational nceds {71%
in this group as compared to 65% in states with 250-500 SEA pocsonnel and
57% in states with less than 250 SEA personnel felt their SEAs assessed
educational needs).

In summary, there were several survey items which indicate that less
than 250 personnel SEAs are perceived as most communicative, 250-500 personnel
SEAs are perceived as most aware of their planning processes and 500 or more
personnel SEAs are perceived as most able to carry out ccmplex planning
activities. However, because of the limited size of the sub-grouped sample
populations, it would be exroneous to make more than tentative statements
concerning SEA size as it affects SEA pianning,

SEAs by Geogrspiical Region

Respondents were regrouped on the basis of geographical representation,
There were four Western states, five Midwestern states, six Southern states,
and three Eastern states (writer's judgment). Because the sampled populations
were regrouped into four categories there was a major problem for analysis.

In both the professor and school district administrator groups, the numbers
were too small for meaningful analysis. Therefore, the discussinn will focus
entirely upon SEA administrators, the one category which appears large enough
in number of respondents to permit reliable corparisons.



24,

Several regional variations emerged in the analysis. Consistently SEa
administrators from Eastern states tended to b: least positive about the impact
of federally funded programs on SEA planning activities. For exarple, only
65 percent of the Eastern SEA administrators thought the federal impact on ST
planning is positive, compared to the next lowest regioncl SEA &iministrator
group's 91 percent, Cmly 35 percent of the Destzrn SEA administrators felt
that evaluation by OE personnel helps SEAs plan better, compared to the next
lowest regional SEA administrator group's 60.percent.

The Gastern SEA administrators also ranked their own planning efforts
the lowest. For example, they consistently ranked their SEAS about 20 per-
cent below the next lowest regional SEA administrators concerning SEA use
of environmental groups to help the SEAs plan for the administration of
federal programs, They ranked their SEAs similarly low ccncerning SEA use
of federally funded prosrams to further state-level educational objectives.
Finally, they ranked their SEAs a full 30 percentage points lower than the
next lowest regional SEA administrators concerning the setting of clear
educational priority objectives.

A second pattern that emerged is the relatively high ranks which SEa
administrators from the Western and Southern regions gave their SEAS con-
cerning planning, coordination of federal programs and use of environmental
experts. The Western (71% agree) and Southern (60% agree) state administrators
rank themselves better as comprehensive planners than do liidwest (36% agree)
and Eastern state (35% agree) SEA administrators. Similarly, Western and
Southern region SEA administrators believed that they do a go:@ job of co-
ordinating federal programs more than did SEA adminisirator® from the Midwest
and Eastern regions (West-54%, South-69%, Midwest-32%, and East~29% responded
positively). The same pattern emerged concerning the use of management consul-
tants to develop plans for federal programs (West-50%, South ~46%, Midwest-27%,
Fast-~24% SEA administrators agreed that their SEAs made good use of these
groups) .

A third pattern which emerged is the variatione in perceptions of SEA
administrators from the Southern regions and the other three regions con-
cerning SEA planning and the governors and state legislatures. SEA adminis-
trators from the other regions were far less in agreement than were SEA adminis-
trators from the Southern region concerning the facilitating role of the
governor and state legislature:

Item - Governor as facilitating of planning in SEA (West-21%, Midwest-36%,
South-54% and East~35% SEA administrator agrecment)

Item - State Legislature as facilitatinc of planning in the SEA (West-25%,
Midwest-46%, South-60% and East-12% SEA administratcr agreement)

It is reasonable to conclude that relationships between SEas on the one
hand and governors and state legislatures on the other hand nay vary by geo-
graphical regions.
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Firally, SEA administrators from the West and liidwest regions felt more
positive concerning the use of adviscry commitices for federal programs than
did SEA administrators from the South and East. Sixty-eight percent and
86 percent of the SEA administrators frem the West ani Midwest regions
regpectively, felt that required advisory committces are valuable additions
to better program planning, as c¢ompared tn 46 petvcent of the SEA zdministra-
tors from the Southern region and 47 percent of the SEA administrators from
the Eastern region. A similar regional variation emerged for advisory com-
mittees vwhich are not required. (West-89%, Midwest~91%, South-74%, and
East 65% of SEA administrators agreed with this statement.)

In summary, there are several survey item variations based upon geo-
graphical regions. Eastern SEA administrators tended to be least optimistic
abcut OE and SEA planning activities. Western anu Southern SEA administrators
tended to be most positive especially about their own planning activitie:.
Southern SEA administrators are most positive about the governor and state
legislature as facilitating SEA planning. West and liidwest SEA a2dministra-
tors appear to ke more accepting of outside advisement groups than are SEA
administrators from the South and East. It should be remembered, however,
that the other three respondent g ups included in the overall survey could
not be used to check the SEA administrator responses because of limitations
in sample sizes when they were sub-grouped by regions.

SUMIMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The challenge to the educational community created by the federally
funded educational programs of the last decade has been great. Federally
funded programs constitute a small fraction of the resource inputs for
education, but, because of their highly categdrical nature, they have effected
major reallignments within educational governing structures. SEAs in parti-
cular have had tc make organizational adjustments. As noted earlier federal
programs constitute approximately eight percent of resource inputs for states,
but federal funds provide support for over 50 pazcent of the parsonnel in
many SEAs. As might be expected, this added major educational resource base
has caused disruptions in the planning activities of the SEAs.

The findings of the study, however, indicate that modifications in
Warhington and in the SEAs could promote better planning for federally funded
programs. Students of inter-governmental.=ducational relations have advocated
many of these modifications for some time. The findings of the study provide
support for these modifications; i.e.,responses of reslevent groups indicate
that the modifications suggested below could greatly improve the planning
activities of SEAs.

The Congress and the OE

The recent interest shown by Congress in the need for long-range edu-
cational planning (e.g., experimenting with program spproval for more than
& single year and exploring the concept of "“forward funding") is one important
beginning point. It is too early to gauge the effects of these Congressional
modifications, but responses to the present study indicate that these practices
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should enhance better planning practices at all levels of educaljonal
governance. Sufficient lead time to rermit ad:guate pre-planning Spould
also be built into new federally funded prugrams. Such lead time ig Vvital
if the OE, the SEAs and the schsol districts are to bc expected to develop
appropriate administrative approxches to new federally fuaded pPogrami.

A further useful modification might be for Congress to experimgnt with
general aid programs. All respondent groups, except for OE adgnipistrators,
felt that general aid to education would assure that resources woulg be
focused on the unique needs of each state, SEAs and school distyricts could
apply these federal resources to educational objectives set at the gtate
level. The counter-argument is strong: the SEAs must first asSesy eQucational
needs and make the difficult decisions as to which education objectjves
should receive the highest priorities before general aid progranhg are
legislated. There is not much evidence to indicate that the SEAs Suffi-
ciently assess educational needs and set education objectives.

OE practices presently viewed as supportive of SEA planning, Should be
extended. For example, the OE might assign more personnel to make on-~site
visits to the SEAs to help them develop plans for the administratiop Of
federal programs. Federal gui‘elines which are presently perceiveq as
helpful for planning purposes could be further improved. Broadening the
involvement of SEA persomnel and school district administrators in ghe
development of guidelines could make them even more effective. WiQer SEA
and school district involvement would mean that: (1) necessary moQifica-
tions probably would be incorporated at the eaxliest possible tipe: andg
(2) the SEAs and school districts would better comprehend and accent the
intent of guidelines.

Finally, advisory coumittees for federal programs might make more
sense if the concept comes from the SEAs rather than from Congress or the
OE. The planning abilities and needs of the states vary. Therefoxe the
use of advisory committees and the forms they take might better be 1eft to
the states. Practically, whether one accepts this position or not. it is
clear that the SEAs can choose to react minimally to mandated ayiSery
committees. There was little respondent support for mandated aQvisSery dgroups.

The SEAs

Not all problems related to federal aid to education lie in Waghington.
There is much that the SEAs can do to improve their planning perforyanice,
even given the present federally-based constraints. One immediate activity
that the SEAs might pursue, as noted above, would be to assess eaucgtional
needs in their states and set priority educational objectives bascq upon
these needs assessments, It is unlikely that the SEAs will impiove their
planning for federally funded programs (or, for that matter, stwies prograns)
until they accept this responsibility. Another impo: tant SEA activity would
be to improve relationships with the governors and the state leg slytwres.
The governors and state legislatures are in a position to set payunQyries on
SEA administrative practices. (Respondents viewed the governors anhg State
legislatures as constraints on SEA planning for federally fundrd progTams.)
It would appear incumbent for SEA leaders to work towards improvement of
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relationships with the governors and state ilevisiatures. At the very least,
they could keep governors and legislcztors up-t-s~date regarding SEA planning
activities and needs. Further, they could a:tively sez2k out the governors
and legislators to make potential supporters out of these state officers who
are mocst often highly critical of SEas.

The SEAsS could also improve their rel~tions with the federal government.
Certainly they could increase their commur’ -~ations with Congressnma, relating
SEA views about proposed new legislation z j amendnents to on-gcing legisla~
tion before they are passed by Congress. _a additZon. by voluntzering to
serve on OE regulation, cuideline and program review committees :he SEAS can
help shape federal policies after a prograr: is legislated. Resulxs of the study
indicate that SEAs could become involved ir. these activities more frecuently.

SEAs employ traditional environmental groups to help with their planning
needs, but they do not seem to make muich uze of management consultant firms
for this purpose. 1In the instances where these firms have been retained,
there is some evidence that they are highly useful to SBEAs. These are
organizations which specialize in the complex process of planning. SEAs
should consider retaining them to improve planning activities.

Overall plamning directions cannot be set unless planning is pursued
at the highest organizational levels in the SEAs. Responses to the survey
indicate that high level planning in SEas today is rare. Until there is
commitment by the leaders of the SEAs to planning concepts and decisions are
mzde to assure that planning activities are coordinated and mcnitored at
this level, it cannot be expected that individual programs will be effective.
Planning must be pursued across the SEA if there are to be coherent, rational
and meaningful results. )

Finally, if the proposed modifications in Washington and at the state
level are to have any impact, the "message" must be transmitted to the
school districts. Therefore, it is importent to extend the ties now develop-
ing between the SEAs and the school districts. For example, planning con-
ferences between the SEAs and the school districts were viewed favorably by
the respondents, but there was a feeling that there were not enough of these
planning conferences. The SEAs seem to have found relevant means of relat-
ing to the school districts. What may now be required is that more SEA
resources bec harnessed to extend these activities.

Federally funded programs present a vehicle which challenges the SEAs
to improve their overall planning performance. Tn some ways they have met
the challenge, developing planning procedures which enhance thz p~:ential
for accomplishment of educational objectives. 1In other wayz they have not
adequately responded to the challenge. The SEAs have leavned much in the
process. Vhat is now required is the commitment and will to chaage.
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