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; : . [ESEA INTERAGENCY POLICY -MAKING AS "REALISTIC\
’ OPPORTUNISM": A CASE STUDY OF A NNTIONAL
LABORATORY"S CURRICULUM DIFFUSION PROJECT

"National educational policy-making processes in interagency projects is a

timely topic to those concerned with educational change in America, The increas-

N

ing’activity by the federal government in education is a reality of the 1970!5.

The implementation of national policies through interagency projebts lacks _

1/ This case studg focuses on federal interagency policy-

\

-making in a curriculum diffusion project involving ‘a national educational . S~

comprehensive analysis.

laboratory, a state department of education, and nine local school distflcts.-

" This paper 1is based on a comprehensive analysis of federal policy-making

-

-in a planned interagency project The federal curriculum was to be diffused tov

. 2/

all districts in one state within five years. " The larger study= demonstrates ) ~-»

the complexities of federal interagency policy-making. These complexities were .
v , . ’
rel ted to. the o ertainty of OE policies and funding; the: separate clients
4,;~ sefved by each agency, the different constitugncies and officials which influ- L

nced each agency's scare resources; and agency investments in existing programs, ’

personnel, and facilities. Stateland lbqal adoption of.a federai curriculum led
to dissension which was contained within the projects ® A

b | - o
Scope and Purpose . )

 Federal interagency policy-makfpg is described and analyzed in the context
.-

of laboratory program development from 1967 to 1972 . The Aesthetic Educntion

Program. (hereafter AEP) was establishfd at a midwestern R and D laboratory in

.

' - . 1967,  The process of curriculum development was 1) a detailed review of , - o

\ . 'research in the separate arts discipliies from 1967 to 1969 29 the development

\ . and formative evaluation of 10 of the planned 40 curriculum packages from 1968

A
\

N to,l972; and 3) summative evaluation of_the curriculum in schools from 1971 to

. . . . A
' g - . \ . ~
\ . . ¥ . -
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'}973; The laBoratory established ;n'ioteféﬁﬁﬂcy projectAin 1971'to_acquire
extended pilot eitee foraaummative evaluation, '

- \ Federal policy-making'oan be described after thevfact. Yet, the analyais,' | ’
B& definition, lmposes ao order whieh rarely existed for the-partioipants.
Polioy-maktng:was neither cohpletely rational or.irrational. As ;rgued in_thfs

) t
paper, federal policy-making was an interplay of opporthniem,»rea istic assess~-

ment, and igtuiﬁion. Laboratory procedures as described herein cannot b
alized as a model for other agencies. However, an analysis may enable officials

in interagency projects to understaod and anftcipate difficd}ties.
: Ethnohiétorical Methodology and Prgggdures
Ethnohistorical field research is a combination of two research methodologies,
history and ethnography.- Ethnohistorical*fierd research through non-interfering ﬁf
. observation proceduresrfocused on the pakticipant's actions in their natural

' s ) . /
setting and’explicitly.psed oral and recorded history to provide a more -complete

3/

explanation of the observed processes.= Laboratory program development and the

interagency project were studied in the context of.national educational policies
for additional insights.

The Investigator was an Eveluation Assoclate at the national educational
iaBoratory f:om July, 1971, througo February, 1573. An Evaluation Specialist and
toe Investigator ﬁer assigned to describe, analyze nno evaluate the Extended

. Pilot Trials of the Aesthetic Education’ Prog:gm in the interagency project. The
primary sourcec wefe documents and field notes, Records of on-the-site observa-
tions at the federal, state, and local agencies were made, The evaluatore spent
a~total,of-65 days in Pehnsyieenia during the 1971-72 school year. They dttepded

~ several state.coﬁferences and averaged four visits per district,. Ethnographic

observations were made oﬁ‘four national three-day conferences held at the labor-

atory., Numerous informai situations in Pennsylvania and at the federal agency

»
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‘were inﬁftmation-collgctiné occasiqns.l The field';ecords'égnsiij7f-of'several‘.;
thousand pages of.observgéions.ﬁade_by both evaluators.

" Documents were officiél and unofficial records collected at the natibhai,~
state, and local agencies or mentiohed by the.participants, Documenté included
:1) tﬁé,offidial and '"working papers' of e#ch agency; 2) newspaper articles énd»
press releases; 3) P.T.A., Christmas and spring échooi programs; &) pupii papers '
and tests, teacher and administrative informal notes; 5) the cgrriculu@lmaterials;

6) official purchase orders for the curriculum; and 7) federal laws.

Discrepancies In National Policies For Curriculum Diffusion - '

The ESEA Act was a.major change in federal educational policy for eleméntary

. A}

and sécondary'séhools; The passage of the law was similar to. other é;gnificgnt »

federal legislation in labor relations, social security, race relations, etc.
fhe,intellec;ual and political evolution of federal edﬁcational bolicy can be
traced in the propoqgé(,by various gfoups befor§ 1965. To pg;s the lawlpéqubted
several Congressioﬁallsessions and forming a coalition of educational interest

groups, Agreement .on the intent of federal educational policy was reached through

concensus over time. Agreement on the ‘legal structure required negotiation and

Eompromise.é/ .The law was not internally consistent and contained disgrepancies. \\

If these discrepancies were recognized in 1965, they remained unresolved. Perhapsh\
- ) . ) e . ‘
the educational interest groups expected OE to provide solutions. : \

The E A Act mandated a ngw.federailmission in education: to promote 'actions

5/

leading Yo qualitative changes in Américan education."=' The intent was to change

-

the nation's educational practiceq: The law created'newlhgéngies and redistributed
the powers among éxistihg federal, state, and local institutions, Existing

agencies were OE, state ﬁepartmegss of education, and school districts, TitlelV

.

\
established two new agencieés: R and D centeys and regional R and D educational

laboratories, The procedure for changing edycational practices was the allocation
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of‘federal funds for progrsm development. 'OE implemented~federal edu&ational
policy through directives, program review, and the awarding of federal contracts,
The ESEA legal structure appeared sufficient for the task of promoting
'"qualitstive changes in American education.' Program development was encouraged
at federal, stste; and local levels, Program justificstion could be based on the
'needs of educationally disadvantaged children, identified local needs for educa-
tional innovstions and special services, and identified state and federal educa-

tional needs. The law provides internal checks and balances between mulkiple
B o ‘ -
agencies and OE program review, OE used systems and cost-analyses, PER linear

sequencing schemes, and statistical evaluation procedures for assessing account-_

. ability. The official language of the educational community was highly ratiohiid”/{i

hY
and non-political, The actions of educational agenciesfto implement,the law

were quite different: )
Curriculum diffusion, the focus of this study, was a discrepsncy ares between
the intent of the ESEA Act, the legsl structure, and OE directives in program
;development and allocation of federal funds. First, there was no legislstive
provision for.the-diffusion of a national curriculum to some 50 state departments,

over l8,000 school districts and other educational institutions, Second, OE

: strictl; interpreted the law and'did not officially allocate‘}onies'for diffusion.
Monies were allocated only for research, curriculum development,‘and dissemination.k
Third, a laboratory did not have, nor was intended to have, the facilities for
mass production of a curricqlum. OE did not develop a policy clarifying either

the copyright status of federal curriculums nor publication procedures. In fact,

OE allocated monies to those programs fulfilling their educational mission with-

out provid¥ g policies to resolve diffusion discrepancies. The significance is
obvious whén\l1l of the 20 R and D laboratories were phased out from 1967 and

1971 by OE. [In the context of these discrepancies and in¢reasing competition "N

b

o
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“for federal contracts, the laboratory moved toward autonomy to fulfill its educa-

tional mission.

2.

Perhaps the field notes best summarxze these problems from the laboratory s

viewpoinc. R -7'_*_ o : -
. - ; - . \
The laboratory official said, "As' a IaBoratory; we are not
financed by OE to mass produce materiais. Yet, we had to
have commercial copies for Extended Pilot Trials. Therefore,
we turned-to a publishing company and made a 'manufacturing’
contract. When 4t gets beyond this type of arrangement, then
it's regular publication, We .then requested bids with an
eight-year developmental copyright. OE néver saw something
- like this being produced by a Iab program nor thought about °
. diffusion. These decisions should have been foreseen five

_years ago and -they are now being faced by labs trying to . ™~
"diffuse curriculums " '

.
I3

(OBS: As the Diffusion Director‘said last month, OE has never
- financed diffusion activities, The. lab had to obtain a pub-

"lishing companyvsing7-the .federal government was not going to
finance {t.) -11/11% , _

~Federal Intera enc Policy-Maki In The dontext of
Laboratorx Program DaCelopment ’ _,

The diffusion project demonstrated succeéftul federal interagency policy-

making. The project enabled AEP to obtain a three-year federal contract and

-

eventually find a curriculum publisher. This Qas no slight accomplishment., Only

five of the remaining.nine R and D laboratories were awarded three-year contracts
for the 1973-76 fiscal years. Federal processes are outlined below and followed
by a more detailed explanation. ’ N‘\\\

1. The laboratory studied the 'influential federal offici ls and their
constituencies which influeneed and/or controlled the agency 8 resources,

2. The laboratory gained a broad dnderstanding of the ESEA five-year
_ mission for Title IV agencies to generally antieipete when problems in
program development,must be resolved.

3. TheniabornturY‘!ngﬁt’Kﬁd‘deVeloped opportunicies to acquire more
resources to carry out their educational mission through other agencies,
associationl foundations and groups. . ‘

4, The laboratory offered 1nteragency project benefitn which would
enhance all participating agencies.

-
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5. The laboratory négotiated an exchange of services-and costs amoné
the project agencies to insure federal benefits. — -

r

6. The.laboratory implemented the project by delivering promised
services, monitoring federal investments, and revising procedures when
unanticipated events occurred.

7. " The laboratory simultaneously conducted other diffusion strategies
and periodically compared benefits derived from different strafdgles.
_Benefits were assessed in terms of aiding AEP to achieve its mational —

mission. RN ' :

8. The laboratoryl/ annually re-negotiated’interégency policies to .
increase federal benefits. ) '

These processes were not stages in the sense that one w‘l completed before

initiating the next. There was order and logic in the evolution of these

’

processes But this was recognized by the participants as hindsight. These

procésses were more experientially-based ones.of try=oyt, follow through,

nfeedback, and revision, The totalvprocess was not rationallyAplénned. Pro-v
'ﬁéedures were pragmatic and expedient.- In reglity,‘procedurés were an uneasy

balance between the lahoretofy's educational misston and the restraints imposed .

A E*'federal-poliqies. Thus,.fedéral interagency policy-making is characterized
8/

. as realistic opportunism.= o L e
The laboratory s;ddied influential federal officials and their constituencies.

As a federal agency, the laboratory's resources were determined by Congresslonal

funding and OE contract awards, Policy-makers were changing officials who

Acquifed office by election or appointment, and collectively represented a ' . '

» national constituency. However, the national conatituency~waé divided on edu-

cational issues and priorities, ' o

Ihe~laborétory study'of the federal system includsd a general knowledge of

 the intent of ESEA, its legal structure, and OE's institutional structure, This
v , ~ o

provided.information,about the rhythm of institutional procesnes such ‘as when .-

. . . 4 ,
- Basic Program Plans were submitted and federal contract decisions were made,
L] B
0 Once this knowledge was acquired, the laboratory continually studied who




. and the five-year mission of thé Tigle IV agencies, The staff could generally : .

‘:of stiff competition for federal contracts. The project. wae opereting monthl . :

'pooling of information from multiple sourcea, egtimating the implicatione of

‘Title IV agenciee. . - o e - ¢

‘the U.S. capital, the laboratory carefully monitored national trends. The early

‘'were identified ‘and resolved, Which problems“bccame top priority were determined ‘

. ~7= A :
' o ) ’ ) .
influenced poliqiea for Tictle IV agencies. This required following the changing

P —

Waehington scene and entioipating propoaals which might become federal lqw or

OE policy. It required,periodic personal” contact,and visits to Washington, D.C.,
‘. . . \ - .

national political and educetional trends, ang gauging the competition among S

S
This laboratory had an advantage becauee key officials were already

femiliar with Washington politics from previous OE positions held in the early o f\\:

L4 J

1960's. Howe er, because of the fluxuating nature of educational politics at
2

1960's was the heyday for tﬂe arts and education under Preeidents Kennedy and
Johnson. - The trende from 1967 to 1972 indicated increeeed competition to main-

tain federal educational prdgrams. Inflation and the Vietnam wer beceme morec " .

b

unportent then chenging educetionaf practices. - . ‘ . .

3
«Second,. the leboratory had a brold understanding of ESEA public policy goalsgj

Q»

anticipate when problems in program development muat be resolved, Since ‘the

I

beginning, the AEP staff believed the curriculum would be developed and netionally

diffused by 1972, but the means - the how'e, when's, and where's - were uncertain.
. ] . . .

The staff would anticipate problems, but this differed fromldefining a "problem"

to be resolved. In the process of seeking and deVeloping opporahnitiee;'problems

by external pressures on thglleboratory. ‘ o ' -

. . .

¥ . . . K . "'_
The laboratory initiated the interagency project e'yeer'early in anticipation .

before OE officielly announced funding contracts for 1973 to 19]6 would be awarded
. N .
for one, two; or three,yeers. The laboratory' e»problem beceme how to obtain a .
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. three year contract to complete its mission, Originally the project was to

.

establish extended pilot siteggfor summat ive evaluation of the curriculum. PoFit -

ical wisdom had dictated combining evaluation with a state diffusion plan. nDuring

the first project year, diffusion benefits became more important than those

obtained from ’curriculum evaluation.‘

-l

Third, since.1967, the laboratory sought opportunities to carry out their

mission through other'agencies; associations,'foundations,'and.groups. As a new
educational agency, the laboratory had.several‘disadVantages. One was the lack
of crédibility among established educatiopal institutions. Although ESEA legit -
~imized¢the laboratory?s eaistence, other mesAns were used to;estab ish credibility,.
. .Aéb used two procedures, Theyxappointed university artseeducator as national“
advisory committee members and staff associlates. Curriculum develOpment was ‘more

11/

a t¥ial-and-error process than one logically derived from arts research —
However, the use of research in curriculum evaluation became a second procedure
to dstablisfp credibility.

A second disadvantage of the new agency was the image of an unstable insti-
tution. Laboratory life was directly influenced by changing federal policies and
- c0mpetition for annual funding. The lab was composed of a varilety of specialists,
each with his own 8ources of.official policy and informal contacts with different
federal agencies, COntradictory Whispers and speculstions of federal policy
cchoed as lab rumors and only much later were someptranslabed into'federalvpolicy
statements and the technical jargon of systems analysis and cost-accounting.

a OE directives were responses to specificjproblems, open to interpretation, and
often inconsistent.' From the lab’s perspective5 one'nevcr knew when activities
must be labeled differently to fit the latest feéderal fad. For beneath the surface,'

was competition between labs to ‘maintain programs. As the laboratory Vice ’

‘President said, "OE owns us!"

1 0
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By 'late spring of 1972, ‘several federal policies had changéd. The movement’
. ) » . . - v . .. .

for establishing a National Institute of Ed;ZAEISSi(NIE)-foreshadowed uncertainty
i . X o X H ; N o ‘

for laboratories.’ NIE would eygntuaily administer federal educational prbgramg

| .
following this transitional period. Program contracts would be awarded for one,

.

two, and three y;ars. The iabora;ory Vice-Presgdenc'chhracterized this transi-

NS

tional period as "directionaless," He said '"During the last 12 months the

laboratories have been directionaless, This will continue for the next 18 months.
There is no Director of lahoratories at OE and no one 18 making policy."”

A third disadvantage was the lagk of establjshed relationships with other

"educational institutions, Coalition building by che laboratory began before a-

single package was developed, The planned curriculum, dn integrated multi-arts

approach to aesthetic education, interested professionals in separaté arts dis-

PSP

ciplines such as music, dance, visual arts, lfierature;'drama and film. The
federal agency involived representatives of these diverse groups in program
" r .

development. Mass communication through newsletters and large audience dissemina-
< . e .

tion merely supplemented personal contact. The léboraCOry_cd-publiahed'collections4
L) . . ) :

;

of aesthetic education a;ticles Qich arts assoclations and presented programs at
national conferencés. The federal agenéy gaQe liberal recognicion’to fndividuala
and thetr inatituté:hs in official Hoéuments. In the précésa of sééking oppor-
tunities and sharing benefits, a national coalition developed. By 1971, the

12/

laborQCOrJ\had aesthetic education lébbyiatb in two foundations, all major

nat ional associations ‘af the gseparate arts disciplijfs, 50 to 70 universities,

and a number of state departments of education,

Over the years, the laboratory contacted aesthetic education lobbyists

about ''openings' and opportunities to achieve their educational mission. A
Ve

-~

summary observation of an infbfmal conversation describes this aspect,

The AEP staff was eating breakfast together 'before the teacher
workshop when someone asked *Why Pennsylvania?' A staff member
said, "Our Director always goes where he knows people, 1It's

v

1i | !
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very -simple. You always go where you know there is an opeg}ng.
He knew the opcning wh\‘in baaic educatiorf - not in fine arts." _

(0BS: The diffusion opening wasvthrOugh generdl education,’
programs with the state department and not thyough university ‘
departments of art education or fine arts ) /17 _ v .

"Through continuous pefsoné} centact, laboratory officlals were aware of
pfablems in other institutions. These problems were often clues to suggest

cooperative approathes. The field notes capture an ekample in federal-state.

Y _ , .
They tried out ideas on each other - rejecting some, revising N
others, and compromising.... I got the impression that each
was trying to help out the other; to pull together what they
« knew of both problems fo see if they could not‘fmprove the
~ ‘situation, 5/23 ; ) :ky )

Cquerative-abproaches were formalized only after peraonalAiqvcétigation.

negotiations,

Fourth, the laboratory of fered -interagency project benefits which could

‘enhance state and local agencies, This was dgcided after both the AEP Director

V.

and a%a:e dépar:men: lobbyist were satisfied that an.Opportuni:y exisged in
Pennsylvaﬁié. The negotintioﬂs which followed were not for persuading state
officials with. AEP ideology, e.g., the v&luc of aesthetic educnoiﬁn’fztvgll
;hlldren and the Amcrlcnn society., The state lobbyist and Commissioner were
alréady.commfhted to acsthetic education éoaia. The problem becaécc;hether the

opportunity could be devéidped to benefit both federal and state agencles; As

. A L
the AEP Director said, "This,..is typical of the way you get things done.

- .Every group has its own confliﬁf situation hnd it's tied up in its own internal
. . . ] V f
politics. The only way to‘do it is to negotiate and bargain to cxchange‘favors .
. . v ' k

*  to make it work." Federal and stnté officials planned benefits which the state
depattment would offer to nine ldcal diatricts to obtain their coopefatiqn. .
Each agency sought deitional bcnefits by using the project for multiple’

purposes. The ¥ield notes desé%ibed this aspect in interagency ncgotiationa.

“ - No one speaks of public policy goals, educa;ionnl missions, orn\AEP .
ideologies: It is all very practical, realistic problcm-sol ng... .

Q i o ‘. . v
RC BRI
. . . ‘ . ’ i .
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establishing the priority’ of the goals, long-term and: short term,
and the choice of the most effective procedures under the present oLt

. conditions. 5/23 . : : .

.-
T

Thus the federal sgency:uould scddire sites forlsummetive evsluation, a stgte =,

. e market for the curriculum, snd a demonstration'of its completed nstionsl
) mission.on'avstste scsle. ;ifp state dépsrtment would benefit by fulfilling a
- Governor 8 platform, extend ng the state Quality Educstional Program, and

P ’

developing new teacher edueation~program%~ -Local districts would receive a N
?&"
) cost-free.curriﬁgluqh prestige from bhe state and federal project, and other
3 ‘,.‘ . [ ) “' . LY - *
benefits . ',‘ o t .. ,

MR I l}.'-

e ot o ' ' \
- INSERT FIGURE 1’

" ABOUT HERE

Once assured that institutional benefits could bé reslized through sn

- [} )
interagency Pf°Je°t the project goals were formalized Prégect goals wefg/ o <

- stated in~{h\§?fficial state department plan made public in anuary of l97l 3/;#_“:__ “f;ﬁ
) . ER
. The five-year project was to accomplish 1) state diffusion of the fedexal currie- . .

N

v ulum, 2) district-wide diffusion of the curriculum, 3) regionsl in-service-and
. . b . | .
pre-service teacher education programs, and 4) summat ive evalustion of

ate soo/zf K

-

. curriculum. fn essence, ¢he federal curriculum would be diffused to 8

‘f districts in the state and all‘elementgry schools would develop sesthetic edu- ~:L‘ l e
. "'_ S * C ) | | "d".
_laz.v cation programs._ 3 - . . L | o ~*\X<) .
'L? C Fifth the laborstory hegotiated an exchange of. services and costs among : . ,tfje
N :. - the project agéncies to insure federal benefits. The project becsmeﬂmore clearly _ R

' /}? defined during these negotiations. Briefly, the laboratory agreed to provide B {/

. the curriculum, project orientation conférences, evanuation, and coordination of

"+ . the project, The state depsrtment w0uld disseminate information, supervise ’

o o

'local‘aesthetic educstion-program develOpment,vand @id districts in purchasing’

c ' . .
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the curriculum through Title 111 monies. The local districts would develop

aesthetic education programs, serve as demonstration sites to potential adopters,

-

and diffuse the curriculum to other district schools. All agencies assumed. the

- gcosts of providing project services, but federal services could be demonstrated \
,with cost accountingvfigures. | o ST " . o
] » : N . “b N . " .-. - - ) : o
’ e : - . INSERT FIGURE 2

ABOUT HERE -

. . o

Lo o Initiating the project a year early'created a problem for the laboratory "t ‘()
'how to obtaih multiple popies of pacﬁages not: yet comp eted “The laboratory
'located a company to mass produce the packages after t proJect was publicly - i"f{

announced Although only nine sets of packages were needed for the project, the _'

. lccmpany manufactured soo,pécs to make a profit. In retyrn égr federal editorial

s ) control over the curriculum, the laboratory guaranteed the purchase of all 500 /////_

'.sets of packages Because the federal agency kept editorial control and would

~ EY

IO diffuse the curriculum, they viewed this as a, "manufacturing" contraét and" not.f'

. oo \ publishing contract. The laboratory then presented OE with the accompli Ted'fj. '

'I‘

fact. Laboratory officials knew OE well enough to consideﬂ*such actio'

reasonable risk. . o T

‘ The laboratdry tried to insure’federal benefits from the project with extra- :

legal documents. While the state departmént plan.was a genefal document for -

.public consumption, the federal Memorandums of Understanding_14/were p6Li¢y ' ’

. + -

'“‘f~ statements signed by the chief exeeutive officer of the federal state, ahd

.o

-« .

' local agencies. The Memorandums specified each agency s.project services and .

; \ -
costs. State and local servlces were to encourage curriculum diffusion. The . : -

[

Memorandums also stated three areas of supreme federal authority~'evaluation,

usage of the curriculum for aesthetic education program development at the site,
» (. v g . ' v_ ’ v , .

R o ."' . . SRR - C i
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s aﬂhually.by;all agenciles, :In the vacuum of OE diffusign po; y, the federal

: x
. coordination. Although the currfculum was not deliveted ‘as' scheduled, this was

LB,

- agency'sought.to insure:its benefits with ad hoc agreements., 'However, state and

locsf\eompliance did not depend on formal agreements but the benefits each agency

could acquire from the project.

Sixth the lhboratory provided the promised services for the project. As

~ the AEP Director said “Once we comeé off as a federal shoe salesman, we'll get

kicked out, We do provide the services we promise. * Three of - the four federal

services occurred’as planned- project orientation conferences, evaluation, and

‘.4 4

unintended, 'Under the circumstances, the delayed, staggered, snd incomplete

delivety of the curriculum seemed unavoidable.ls,

for delivery in September and five more in January. Two packages were delivere

l?:v ’

in fall snd three more arrived in spring. The next five packages were re-scheduled

for delivery in September. /;

t -

Seventh the laboratory simultaneously conducted other diffusion~strategies

- 8

strategies were expedient ways of resolving unanticipated problems. ' For example,

: the laboratory had guaranteed the purchase of the SO?/sets of packages. ﬁt the

time the project began in the Pennsylvania schools, an AEP staff ‘member established

extended pilot sites outside of Pennsylvania. Unlike-those sites in the inter- -

_' agency project these districts purchased sets of packages in return for pre-

publication prices and the prestige associated,with a national program. By

January, 1972 AEP had 20 .extended pilot sites in 10 midwestern states.16/ ”

7

Another strategy developed in resolving the problem of obtaining a curriculum

° ¢

publisher. The laboratory conducted a fruitlels search for a publisher in the
’ . Y

fall ofvl9?l. Publishing companies considered the proposed fedega} contract toa ’

risky‘a’business venture. The ltboratory offered an eight year "developmental

! ‘ ” . T . g "
.. v
., . . +

_Five 'packages had been schedu ed .

~and periodically compared benefits derived from diffetent/ﬁt?gtegies. Alternate «"?ﬂ§? :




‘and continue national diffusion through a cost-sh ring arrangement with districts.

-l6- B

17/

v

interested only if a national market existed for a multi-arts curriculum. _As the

v

COPyright " an AEP interpretation of the copyright laws. = Some:companies.were

AEP Director toId his staff "We have to establish and maintain our own market! -
b

Vto attract a publisher.. Of the. four laboratory curriculums, AEP had the only oné

in manufactured form. Lab officials thought AEP had the best chance to obtain
a three-year funding contract They decidedltofgamble on one program. The
Diffusion Division changed its policy from one of providing educational services

for the midwestern region to diffusing one curriculum throughout the nation,
:

The® remaining sets of manufactured packagés were used to demonstrate a national

market existed. By May, 1972, over 200 sets of packages had been purchased by
. . 18/

-~

extended'pilot sites in 26 states. In addition, the labotatory had sevén’

.

formal arrangements "and 21 informal arrangements with other state departments.

Benefits fidm the project were periodically_compared to benefits derived

from other strategies. Different staff members were assigned to developing oppor-

tunities, monitoring thevfederal‘investments, and assessing the beefits. Docu-
g - )

mented evidence was necessary. The, federal Project Coordinator'gathered information

about the plans and@fct!ons of the other project agenciaes. The Diffusion Diviston
recorded purchase orders sent in'by'its staff. .
- oo \ -
Finally, ‘the laboratory assessed“the project in terms of achieving its

&

national mission, Tire project was becoming a problem for several reasons. The
. ' \ . Lo

project only operated in one\state and the Title IV mandate was for the nation., -
Second,'if the laboratory continued its present rate of investment in the.project,’
b4 e 4 i . .

the project ‘would become a financial 1liability. The AEP Basic Program Plan

+

d . |
submitted to OE for 1973-76 proposed monies -be allocated to complete the curriculum

Third, unanticipated eventsfindicated a‘state‘mark t for the curriculum would not

L]

- develop the first project'vear.'~Federal officlals \estimated early the consequences

<

of the delayed curriculum deljvery. Months later these consequences became

’

‘N,

* s <) 4

19/
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apparent as distriCCB did not develop, aesthetic education programs nnd'p§9tboned

~ -

demonstration to potential agppcérs. Federal fears were confirmed‘ﬁh?n districts
didTpoc purchase the cu;riculdm. The Pennsylv&nig opportunity was lost. The most

that could be recouperated was diffusion through state intervention with a Title

A r.

I Aesthetic Educat ion project,

Eiéhch, thé‘laboraCOry ‘renegotiéted interagency policieg to resolve federal
probléms.  Federal oﬁficialb‘obCa;Ped~maximdm funding for the state Title III
projecﬁ which would diffu;e the curriculym to 18 new disc:icca.gg/ - Documented
evidence' gave the federal posicion several advancages in in:eragency ﬁegociacions.
The federal officialg could raise issues directly such as asking SCate‘officials
"Where is your supporc?" The AEP Director could estimate the total féderal
_invescment in the project énd.bﬁttresé his demaﬁds by camparing éc:aCe&ies.‘ As
ﬁe'said, "Pennsylvania 18 a good opportunity but iﬁ is expensivé - $i60,000;...

It was the hiéhest cost of any;sta;e and we negd_our pay~off, We invested one-
A_Eench the amount in Kenfucky and we have»jusg as m;ny sités Otgér state depart-
.ments are interested....lf the Pe?nsylvania state departmenc does ‘not want to ;
conCinJe che projecc chere are other scates that could be developed....Whac is
happening here 1s uniquea Other states buy packages,"
Federal offigials wanted to wichdraw from Che project. Official plans : ‘
edbistoned brojecc leadership evencﬁally passing to SCaCe,and‘igﬁsi agenciesa'

%
The laboratory made concessione in return for arrangements to withdraw from the

R

projecc after the second year. Federag concessions were recogniCion f state and
local supremenjurisdiccion in pfogram developmgnc and cu;ricﬁlum pur, hage.
Aeschecfc educ;cion pfogram deQelopmenc and evaluation in Pennsylvania were no
longer as imgorcgnc as national diffﬁs£0n. National diffhsiov was essential to
obtain a three-year OE conﬁﬁacE and ; curriculum publiéher;

"The project continued with minimal.federal,services because state and local

agehcies ;ealized unanticipated benefits, State'and'local lobbyists used the




. . 18

project tg resolve unexpected interggl and/or external problems._ Unenticipated

benefits were more related to maintaining and enhancing the agencies than to

official project goals. State officials used the project to reorganize the
. state department and exténd the Commissioner's infludgce to other Qu?eaus. .

. &

Districts used,the"packsges.to supplement the existing ucatioﬁal pFograms,

\

especially in 1anguage arts., A few districts used the project to exchange favors
with the state department for locslly initiated Title IIT projects. Thus the
project céntinued, not to carry out federal policy per se, but to maintain‘and
.enhance state and‘local institutions,

Yet the federal project influenced‘some changes in state and local policies
and educationaliprsctices. 'State and 1ocal agencies officially adopted the
£ederal curriculum for instructional purposes. Instructional priorities shifted
vhen teachers uséd the curriculum, All participants recognized pupils learned

something important, Pupils enjoyed the packagesbend'became involved in lengthy

learning activities.

Federal Intera enc Polic -Makin As 'Realistic 0 'ortunism' \

4 - . e W

Federal interagency policyfma ing resembled realistic opportunism more than

3

executing a comprehensive policy. pportunities did not occur by chance but were

. possibilities deliberately sought and developed. Building a nstional cosliti%n

and making formal interagency alliances became procedunu for seeking and developing"'

. opportunities. OE allocated moriies £or only research curriculum development
end dissemination. The extended pilot trials,’'as the last stage in curriculum
developmént, becsme diffusion opportunities.

Developing diffusion opportunities involved a gamble. Policies were mdde
.uith incomplete informationvand were often based on intuition. There was neither

time nor resources to investigate csrefully all’ Opportunities. Opportunities

. were not viewed as permsnent solutions to diffusion problems, but merely the best
. !
/

RS
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solution among the_ known choices at-the‘time. The laborntory could not control}
federal'policy¥nakers, nstionai trends, nor tne market, Conditions external to
the laboratory oiten determine whether an opportunity became a uinner or a loser,
In tne procesa'of developing'opportunities, iaboratory autonomy occurred.
T Diffusion wés a discrepancy area in federal policies. "The laboratory signed a
"manufacturing" contract, used extended pilot trials for diffusion, and offered. |
"an eight-year "developmental copyright" to publishers.‘ In the. tide of events,
the laboratory seized opportunities, resolved unexpected problems, and then
informed OE, Presented with the accomplished fact and‘an expanding national
coalition, OE had 1itt1efchoice but to sanction laboratory.policies.
Opportunities were developed with procedures to Einimize risks. Staff

’ - : _ )

members were assigned to monitor,’ document, and assess strategies. The federal
agency made provisions for withdrawing from long-term investments, The renewal
of the interagency project depended on prior satisfactory performunce of the

agencies and the "availability of funds." :The uncertainty ofﬁannual federal
W .
funding haunted all laboratory policy-making.:

Finally, the survival of the federsl agency depended upon early recognition
of a poor investment and taking action. The diffusion rate in the interagency
‘project was low compayed to other states., Other diffusion opportunities_looked
more promising.” The federal agency negotiated to withdraw from the project. -,

Federal policy-making processes were complex for scveral reasbns, Different
opportunities vere being~deve1oped simultaneously. A single opﬁ%rtunity became
.top priority until policies-were made. Other opportunities, temporarily ignored,
were then attended. Unatténded opportunities did not remain constant. Unable
to control external influences, the course of federal policles was erratic,

Within the project, federal policies were cognizsnt of each agency's com-

petition for scarce resources, Federal, state, and local agencies had extarnal

publics which ‘controlled their resources, Each agency sought means to obtain

T .19- . , |




,-20- ‘-..'. . .l
‘more resourcés, but the only aVailable means was throughmlnfluence. Each agency

competed with similar ngenciés for'bublic funds. . A11‘Agencies diversified thelr
i, ) .

- resources, Both staté and local agencies competéd for ESEA monies. All agencies '

_sought volunteer lervices from service groups and grants from private foundations.

4

' However, the primary resourees ‘were those from the public sector of the ecorfomy.,

In essence, the federal, .state, and ,local political milieu was on& of competition ,

- * ‘ -~

'for scarce public monies. The offering of 1nteragency project benefits recognized

this reality. o

The-publfc nafure of the state and local agencie& fnfluenced federal inter-
agency poiicy-making. Federal, state, and local agencies had 1nterdependent but
different clients'and constituencies,. Thefultimate cliegt for\’ll educatioﬁll
agencies was school-aged children, Each agency's mission of program developmenc
was justified by the educational- needs of children. However, the immediate‘

clients for federa1,~state,_and local agencies differed. The federal agency
- ’ ) ) ' 4 . ) :i s . \ * Ce
served state departments; the state departments served local districts; the dis-

. B

tricts served the pupile. National, state and local,spnstituencies also differed.

excep@ in one reSpec£?* Constituenciel were usua;ly fragmented,groups. Regardless

T

. i [’} . . .
of the similarity in educational missions), each agency responded to different

constituencies and offered different egucational.gerﬁicel to their immediate :
f D ! ’ ' » ‘ _—

ctients, To organize and ﬁmplemezéfgrepoperafive effort among fe&erét, state,

and local agencies not only reqeireq the delivery: of project services,3but also

. P . -

coordination, follow-through, and rewvision, - ' .

" In addition, eaeh'parbicipatfng'égeﬁcy‘ﬂad its own 1ns£itutienal structure,

“ "internal politics," and investments, These - investments were in the personnel, — -—-
the informal influence‘ﬁeehanidms to resolve 1Bterpai dissension, and the existing

programs, materials, and facilities. Regardless of the similarities among

. L . . . )
institutions, the process of policy-making differed within each agency.

.
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N : : . _‘ . ,"‘ A .
Official adoption of a fede;ei curriculum and impiemehtetibn'of the project

.

K caueed disruption uithin stete‘and lecel agencies an&'Téd“éo'interegency'dissensionl

\ ’ R

An integrated muléi-arts curriculum for ementary teachers could arouse’ opﬁ’%ition

ffrom Iocal art and music specialists and their'sta ,easociatiqns.gl(' These dis-
) » . L. ' C : . ~

tricts could not justify.yurchasing the.cutriculum ‘'when aesthetic education was .

R

.

not considered essential by their commu

1e$i9 Federel'recognition of state and - \

‘pment and curriculum purchase con-

"local supreme jurisdiction'in program deVe

tained interagency diesension withfh~$ e project - . . ‘f

Because of theae complexities,,federal interagency policy-making was unprc--'
Al - ’J

dictable. Unable to control policy consequencesi federalwofficiais monitored,

. ’ . R . s N
‘realistically assessed. and’ revised proceﬁure:;j Operating under these conditions -
. . . ’ . . . » ’
to achieve a national educational_migsigg, féderal policy-making.wau_oppoqtuniatic.

A ]

*




¥ . rooTNOTES
 Separate agencies have been studied but none have focused on interagency
policy. ., ‘For example, see Stephen Bailey and Edith Mosher, ESEA: The

~Office of Education Administers a Law; Philip Meranto, The Politics of

Federal Aid to Education in 1965: A Std#z of State Aid to Education in

the Northeast; N. Masters, R, Salisbury and T, Eliot, State Politics and .
and ‘the Public Schools: An Exploratory Analysis; R. Kimbrough, Rglitical
Pover and Educational Decision-making; D. Rogers, 110 Livingston Street‘~
POIitics and Buraaucracy in the New York City School System.

'S, Schumacher A Case Study of National Policy-Making}in an Inte agency

Curriculum Dxffusion Project. (Unpublished dissertation, Washiggtom——Hd
Univeraity, 1974,) The Investigator's decision to use a politic 1 analysi
occurred only aftér major attempts were made to use concepts frog diffusig

*‘reséarch ‘and knowledge development, and orgahizational theory:-. eL. M

Smith and S. Schumacher, Extended Pilot Trials of tHe Aesthetic Education
Program A Qualitative Description, Analysis and Evaluation; (St. Ann, Mo.

- CEMREL, Inc., 1972) and S. Schumacher, Limitations of a Research, Develop-
- ment, yand Diffusion (RD and D) Strategy im Diffusion: A Case Study pf Nine

Local Implementations of a State-Adopted ‘Curriculum, A Paper presented -
to the College and Univegsity Faculty Association of NCSS, Boston, Nov.,
.1972 (ERIC 50005 632) :

The‘mEChOdongy.is a combinatién of approaches suggested by L. Gottschalk,

:Understanding History, Chp. 5, 6, 73 J. Barzun and T. Graff, The Modern

Researcher, Chp. 2, 3, 4; R, Stover, The Nature of Historical Thinking;

*“'P, Gardiner, The Nature of Historical Explanation; B. G. Glaser and A. L.

Strauss, The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative
Research; S, ‘Bruyn, The Human Perspective in Sociology; P, Pelto,

" Anthropological Research: The Structure of Inquiry; and L, M., Smith and

P. Pohland, "Education, Technology, and thie Rural Highlands" in D. Sjorgen,
(ed.), AERA Evaluation Monograph Series, No, 8 (in press).

L ’ IR O . . -
P. Meranto, S. Bailey and E, Mosher, ,op. %cit. o e : .

u.s. Congfess, House . Cdmmitﬁee on Education and Labor. Study of the United
States Office of Education H. Dacs 193, 90th Cong., lst sess,, 1967, p. 23

The Invescigator th done minor editing- of the field notes for purposes -
of confidentiality and clarification. Quotations indicate verbatium
statements recorded when the Investigacor was in the role of complete
observer, : y

The term "laboratory" is used in this paper even though a more accurate

word would be "program.”" Laboratory is used becauke state and local <

,officials did not discriminate between the AEP program and the laboratory
‘and because ultimately ‘the laboratory tdok the responsibility for all
policy. -

. l N
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. See S. Schumacher (1974’), Che, 3 and 4,

fi - _ '

For a more problem-solving approach,'see Charles Lin&blom, Strategies for

Decision-Making; University of Illinois Bulletin, (Urbana, Ill,, Uniyersity

of Illinois, 1971) and "The Science of Muddling Through" in Fred Carver and
Thomas J. Serglovanni (eds,), Organizations and Human Behaviot: Focus on
Schools., For a more opportunistic approach in business organizations,

‘see Peter Drucker, Managing for Results: Economic Tasks and Risk-taking

Decisions, See R, Salisbury, Interest Group Politics in America for an
application of exchange theory to interest group formation,

’

'qublic'policy goals do not connote partisanship but are those goals

Jjustified for the betterment of society. See H. Berlak, ''Values Goals,
Public Policy, and Educational Evaluation," Review of EducStional Research
XL (April, 1970), 261-278.

Summat ive evallation sites could have been obtained in a nearby metro-

politan area,

Although extenstve research was done, the Guidelines for Curriculum
Development in Aesthetic Education (1970) did not present a single
definition oftaesthetic education, an acceptable theoretical £ﬁamework

nor a conaistent philosophical basis for curriculum decision-making.

Thus, the major decision-maker was the individual curriculum writer with
staff reviews, "The staff writers were trained in an arts diacipline

and not general edutators with extensive classroom experience, The péck-
ages contained implicit assumptions about the elementary child, the class-
room teacher, school facilities, the community resources”and educational .
mores. These assumptions became more explicit in summative'evaluation;\' e

. ) ) . R . “ »
A lobbyist collected resourceswand infused others with aesthetic education

'goals and ideology. Some lobbyists were personally committed to the value'“

of aesthetic education for all children. Other lobbyists saw the program
as a procedure to initiate change.~ a . -
* L
. o LA
A Degartment of Edugation Plan for the Establishmen of a Pilot Aesthetic
Education Program in Cooperation with Selected Schools, CEMRELljand other-
Interested Agencies, Pennsylvania Department of Education, January, 1971,

- Memorandums ,of Understandings, 1971, There was no 1ega1'recoursp'forvthe

federal agency to enforcevthese.agreementa.
\ ’ '

AEP-Purchase Ogdirs. Filed with Diffusion Division, June.21l, 1971

. (firat order) to December, 1972 - e .

\ . .

The eight-year "develqpmental copyright" interpretation was based on the
Ad Interim copyright, This provided a: five-year copyright protection for
books in English which were first published outside of U. 5. See Harriet-

-P1lpet and Morton Goldberg, A Copyright Guide, pp. 16-17, The original

OE funding for AEP was a/five-year contract through 1973, AEP assumed .

‘they would be awarded a three-year contract through 1976, A five-year
‘Ad Interim: copyright would protect the ‘publisher until 1981, But, AEP

had in 1971 packages which could be nationally marketed and offered a

,A"developmental" copyright. Thus while the remaining 30 packages were being

. (i :23) | : o ’ .o
. . .

deVeloped the first 10 cou1d be marketed

-
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) ;2. Basic Program Plan- Aesthetic Educmation Pro ram, (April 1 1972), c o : ..
PP 115:123, 70-76, and Appendix B, PP 193-202 | p oY -
20/ Aeathetic’Education Program, Phase II Title . ESEA, August 6 1972.

-, 21/ The state Lobbytat chnracterized the 8 000 to 9,00 ecialists in e -
Pennsy&vanin as a "well-entrenched establishment." A project which ‘ \
provided an arts curriculum to elementary teachers instead of thé Wpécial- . S :

. '+ ists upset the traditional instructional. roles of specialists and teachers,
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