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INTRODUCTION
In the introduction to his essay, "The Federal Setting of State
Policies," Kenneth Vines cites Woodrow, Wilson's 1908 argument that:

s "the question of the relations of the states and the federal government

-

is the cardinal question of our...system."1 Yet throughout American

history, this relationship has remained one of the least examined
issues. Certainly federal policies beginning with the: major Supreme

- Court decisions of the nineteenth century and continuing through the
massive expansion of federal grants—in-aid.in recent times point éo
change in our notions of‘fedefalism and':he relationship belween the
national and state governments. One need only think of the images
used to depict this relationship: they begin with the'nineteenth
century nbtion of dual federalism a;d its "layer cake" analcgy on
through the "marble cake," and eventually arrive at the "picket fence" o
metaphor of the 1960s,

However, we would argue that these notions of federalism are
« +simply a by-product of public policy at any -given point in time. Rarely

since the time of the Federalists has the role of state government

been debated'independently of specific interests and policies.2

e = -

lKenneth N. Vines, "The Federal Setting of State Policies," in
Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines, eds., Politics in the American °
States, third edition, Little Brown, .Boston, 1976, p. 3.

21n his essay on states in the federalist system; Leon Epstein
argues: .
Most writers on American federalism have preferences about how
powerful state governments should be in relation to national
authority. Now as always these preferences mingle with interests
whose representatives perceive tkeir substantive policy goals as
more readily achieved at one level of government than another. .
It is hardly redlistic to analyze federal relations without an
. awareness of the political interests seeking to influence the
distribution of governmental powers.
Leon D. Epstein, "The 0ld, States in a New System," in The New American
Political System, American Enterprise Institute, Washington, D.C.,
1978, p. 325.
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The American concept of federnlism and judgments about the relative
authority of state goyernmenﬁé depend not on some national ideolegy
about the proper role of state\government, but raﬁhér—on'an operational
definition of federalism that 2

shift.

governpent is often ad hoc and fragmented

“hanges as public policy preferences

Consequently, the relationship between states and the federal

Traditional beliefs abuut feneral—state ‘relations-can be traced

to the Federalist Papers

and Alexander Hamilton's notion that each level.”
‘of government ought to contain in it the power and resources to be eelf-
suffi’cient.3 With the Depression, however, the federal government
began assisting states by transferring funds to them. Despite this
raéieai change in practice, the national ideology was never altered.
The federal government neither transferred to the states the revenue-

\

gathering capacity needed to support massive "pump-priming" efforts .

Instead, Xt

Beqeme a‘bank for the states, permitting wide variation in policy and

nor did it directly mount and administer such proérhms.

In education policy this has led to what John Meyer calls
The result has

practice.
"the centralization of funding without authority."
< been broad variation in state level federal program implementation and
difficuity in the coordination- of multiple federal programs at all
theee levels of government. -
As the federal grants-in-aid system has expanded, ambivalence
about a proper state role hds persisted. The balance of power and

- division of responsibility among governmental levels has shifted

-

3Alexander Hamilton, Federalist Paper No. 31 in American Library
Edition, New York, 1961, p. 194. From Hamilton's concept emerged the
notion of "layer cake' or dusl federalism. _Each level of government
was to be independent of the others in°both its responsibilities and
resources. /

° i °

4Edward K. Hamilton, "On Nonconstitutional Management of a Constitu-
tional Problem," Daedalus, Vol. 107, No. 1, Winter'1978, p. 115.

5John W. Meyer, The Impact of the Centralization of- Educational
Funding and Control on State and Local Organizational Governance, 1,
paper prepared for presentation at the HEW School Finance Study meeting
on Resource Allocation, Service Delivery, and Schonl Effectiveness,
September 1979, p. 13.
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depending on- how national policymakerg view stage capac{ty and will at

any givenp time.6 During the 1960s, for example, academics as well as
pol%}t@ians argued that cities were "beEEeEAinstruments of poéﬁihr
govermment" and that state government was likely to siphon off money ’
needed by the urban poor.7 By 1979,° 25 percent of all federal-grants-

in-aid funding bypassed state governments and was allocated directly to -

local jurisdictions, as compared with only 8 percent in 1960.8 ’
i .
Ambivalence about the state role 1s particularly evident in education

policy. The programs included in the Elementary and Secondary Education

|
|
i
Act, notably Title I, which provides funds to serve educationally disad- : J
vantaged students, were designed to meet the special needs of children I
traditionally unserved by states and school districts. Yet, with few
exceptions, the federal government sends the bulk of this money directly to |
the states which thien monitor its use by lécal education agencies. At the
same time, the federal government has attempted to reconcile its somewhat tl*
ambivalent view about states by imposing targeting, fiscal tquking, and
_evaluation requirements on ‘them. U'iﬁormity'has been a hallmark of these A
federal requirements. They apply ‘not only to areas where SQPte commitment -
has traditionally been weak like services foy low income students, but
also to areas where state commitment is relatively ;troné, as in the case 3
of-hanﬁicapped educat;on. These regulations apply equally to mature and .
to recently-implemented programs; they also apply in cas;s where compli-
ance has been substantially achieved dnd where continued adherence to
vfederal regulations may adversely affect effective educational practice.
Recent education block grant and consolidation proposals represent
a different set of political interests than those that prevailed in the
1960s and 1970s. The present concern is with minimizing the federal role-
‘and providing state education agéncies and school districts with more

autonomy. But, thHis latest debate only illustrates once again how vulnerable’

°

6For example, in the revenue sharing legislation of 1972, the House and
Senate took very different positions on the allocation of federal funds within
the states. The Senate version favored state governments, while the House
vérsion would hive allocated a greater proportion of funds directly to
local jurisdictions. The assumption underlying the House's position was that
urban concerns are not well-served by state governments, traditionally more
receptive to rural and suburban interests.

-7Robert A. Dahl as cited in Epstein, op. cit., p. 327.

8 .
David B. Walker, "Congressioqa] Federalism: The Dominant.and Debilitating

Approach to Contempoyary Intergovernmental Relations," paper presented at

the 1980 Earl Warren Memorial Sympnsium, University of California), .San Diego,

November 1980, p. 1.
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state role is to wiichever interests currently prevail and the'level of

government at which these¥groups believe their interests will be best

gserved. ] s

EN

N &
° The concepts and.practices that replaced Hamilton's dual federalism,

then, are ad hoc and do not depend on any stable constitutional definition.

" Nor are they based on extensive knowlehge of state policies and practices.

Lack of informatlon about the state role in federal education pollcy has
supported th1s traditional ambivalence about state function and haq
allowed ideology to dominate policy debates. Afthough the states qerve
as a major 1nstrument of nationél education policy, 1little is known about
their role in implementing federal education programs or their relative
effectiveness.9 - L. *

This paper reports the findings of a recent study that addre;sed

.this issue. We examined four state education agencies (SEAs) and their

approach to federal program administration.10 The two largest federal ’
education programs, Title I of the 1965 Flementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act (ESEA) and the Education for All,Handicapped Children Act

(PL 94-142), were a primary focus of this study.lr

9Several studies have examined state level implementation of a
single federal education’program, but few have taken a comparative
perspective and analyzed multiple programs. For examples of single
program studies, see: Jerome T. Murphy, ‘State Education Agencies and
Piscretionary Funds, Lexington Books, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1974;
Lorraine M. McDonnell and Milbrey W. McLaughlin, Program Consolidation
and the State Role in FSEA Title IV, R-2531-HEW, The Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, Ca11fornia, April 1980‘ and Margaret A. Thomas, State
Allocation and Management of PL 94~142 Funds, N-1561-ED, The Rand
Corporation, Santa Monica, California, September 1980.

Last year the General Accounting Offdice completed a study that
examined eleven federal programs at the state and local levels. How-

‘ever, this research focused orly on duplication of services and adminis-

trative costs and did not examine other aspects of program implementation.
An Analysis of Concerns invFederal Education Programs: Duplication of
Services and Administrative Costs, Report to*the Congress of the United
States by the Comptroller General, U.S. Genera] Accounting Office,
Washington, D.C., April 30, 1980.

10The'research upon which this paper is based was supported by a
grant from the National Institute of Education. The full report will be
published by The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California.

11In FY 81, total appropriations for Title I equaled $2.6 billion,
with $767 million allocated for 94-142,
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Two general questibns guided our rgsearch:
o .How does the state political and or§§nizational context interact

with federal program characteristics tq shape SEA response to
, .

- federal education programs?

o What are the consequences of various SEA regponse patterns for

federal policy objecpives?

STUL. METHODS: s .
The four states selected for this study were-a sub-sample of the

eight states included in the fieldwork sample for our earlier study
of ESEA Title IV.12 Using this strategy, we were able fo‘samp;e'pur—‘___
posively and to build on our existing data base. Also, éince data
f%r the second study were collected two years aftér the first, we could
make longitudinal comﬁérisons. These were important because one SEA
‘had experienced major leadership changes ang another state's financial
condition had worsened significantly in the two-year period,

The origin%; eight states were selected to maximize variation on
a number of dimensions including: region, demographic characteristics,
relationship between the SEA and local districts, SEé size, strucfure,
and approach to federal funds management. In sesecting this study
sample, we tried to maintain variation on ‘these dimensions, but also
to select states that-differ'substantially in their organ}zational
capacity.13 Thus the states in our sample-constitute various sfages‘in

¥ s
e e ey S e

12McDonneJ.l and McLaughlin, op cit. -

~

13ln categorizing states along a set of common dimensions, we
relied not only on data from the four states included in this study,
but also or information from twelve other-states that we visited in
the course of our Title IV research and an earlier study of the major’
political and bureaucratic problems states face in managing federal
education programs. See: Lorraine McDonnell and John Pincus, Federal
-Aid to Education: An Intergovernmental Perspective, The Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, 1977. In addition to these fieldwork data,
we are drawing upon survey .data collected from federal program managers
and Title TV administrators in all fifty states as part of the -
Title IV study. ' .

We should also note that two, of thg states in the present study
sample were included in other major studies of state education policy,
while the other two have not been. See: Martin Burlingame and Terry
G. Geske, "State Politics and Education: An Examination of Selected
Multiple-State Case Studies," FEducational Administration Quarterly,
Vol. 15, No. 2, Spring 1979, p. 61.

-
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.CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK '

the development of SEA and general govééiment cupacity.14

’ Both authors spent a week between October and December 1980 in
each of the four sample states. We interviewed approximately thirty
people, including: _selected legisldfive and gubernatordial! staff, state
legislators serving on the education or finance committees, SEA per-
sonnel at~hoth the polity and operational levels, stat?'board of educa-
tion members, representatives of relevant professional.and client groups,
and genera{ information respondents like newspaper reporters and
university prefessors who couid answer general questions about &tate
bolitics. We also interviewed a limited number of intermediate unit
personneitﬁparticularly ‘those involved in delivering Title I and handi-
capped education services to schodi districts. Interviews were open:
ended and 1asted from one-and-half to two hours. Record data provided
by respondents and published analyses of the states political and
economics context supplemented these interviews. In order to promote
respondent candor, we promised confidentiality Accordingly, this paper

will not identify states or 1nd1vidual respondents.

o

Figure 1 represents our model of federal policy implementation and
the factors affecting state and local response. It rests on two
assumptions. First, it assumes that federal policy will be transformed
as it moves through each level of govermment--from Congress to the,
Depa <at of Education (ED), from ED to the states, and from the state
to school districts. oﬁecond, the model assumes that each level of govern-

ment has its own goals gnd viewpoint about federal program objectives,

.and -impoges’ its own set of organizational and political constraints on

program implementation. As a result of these differences, we assume

not only procedural changes, but also substantive modifications as

. 1[‘As of 1978-79, the four states in our sample enrolled 16 percent

of all the nation's public elementary and secondary school students.
Source: The Book of the States, 1980-81, Volume 23, The Council of
State Governments, Lexington, Kentucky, 1980, p. 359.
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~ feoe*al policy moves through the three levels of government.

AL S .. © 'Our copceptual- model is designed to address two basic d1men31ons
of federal policy implementation. ‘the first deals with ¢ Compliance

» + rard focuses on the extent to which states actuallj adhere to federal

program regulations.

operationalized. | - ' . .
Compliad%e with federal program regulations is a particular and

limited noti0n of implementation. Compiiance denotes the ext!!?’to

which minimal‘structures or routines have been established and followed.

Many would argue that mere compliance is insufficient ‘to acccmplish

L= federal goals. A program is more ‘than rules and regulations and is '

- . ' fully implemented only when the original policy aims have been opera-

T, N tionalized in some tangible way. A state s role in program implimenta- - -

h tion can mean little more than formulating guidelines, monitoring iy

g : ! local districtsy and auditing expenditures, or. it can involve sub- .

stantive program planning and the provision of resources and technical

T o ; vasgrstance to local districts., State level implementation in this

' fuller sense involves programmatic'development'nnd the substantive

involvement of SEA staff. This second dimension of the state xrole .

v directs aEEEntibn to issues such as level and type of technical assis-—

‘tance, frequency of contact with local districts, coordination and
in¥eraction of state and federal program efforts within. ,the state
department and’ level of staff expertise. It also requires examination
of the extent to which compliance requirements within and across pro-

- grams support or conflict with programmatic devplopment _

’ . ! A state $ role in federal policy implementation, then, is a dual o .
r function of its compliance response and program development concerns, ¢
SEA management of federal programs is jointly determined by federal -

. policies and ‘practices, the SEA's broader political context and SEA .

ingtitutional characteristicso '

——




Federal Policy and Management Choices

Three broad federal level factors shape state response to federal

categorical objectives and roquirements.

Ad -

‘ ' o~ Congrlssional intent ’ .
o A prograﬁ's legal framework
o Program managenept .

Congressional intent specifies a fedcral program's basic goals:
Who is to be served, how, and to what end? Cohgressional intent

- ' defines federal level assumptions about the nature of the problem
‘ as well :Zithe nature of the policy solution.

a combination of federal law and ED regulation~~specifies
. 3

»

A program's legal
’ framewor
the prog am's management‘model. It outlines targeting; fiscal and
evaluation requirements and the role of local aad state education
agencies. ED program manaéement constitutes.federal level opera-
tionalizatjion of congressional intent and federal legislation. -
- The way in which federal program staff carry out their management
responsibilities transmfts important cues to their SEA counterparts
" about program emphasis and expectations for SEA performance.

- v

State Context ’

-

. State 1eve1 implementation of federal education programs is
influenced by multiplc and diverse factors. As Figure 1 shows, it
is ?ffectedfby SEA organizational characteristics which, in turn,
are-shaped by the larger state context. The state legislature and
the governor can support or consg;ain SEA activities in two important
ways—~through the amount of fundifig provided for education generally

and the SEA in particular, and through their level of involvement

.

in SEA operations.

r 13
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. Interest‘group activity is an important fachr in shaping the
vole of general government in es.cation. Interest group goals and
;elative political strength often figure prominently in the outcome
of ‘budgetary debates as well as the education governance structure
developedrat the state level. Similarly, state political culture
profoundly influenées the role of general government and thus the
SEA.
popular attitudes on issues such as:

<

public education, the legitimacy of federal intervention, and support

Aspects of political culture central to this study include

local control, support for

for social equity goals. The level of public sector resources

available to state govermment is another factor that limits general
government ‘involvement in education as well as the QEA'S responsi-

bilities. A\
A
© A

\
\\ N

SEA Orggnizational Characteristics

N\

. There are four basic organizational variables that affect state

. . F
management style and federal program implementations

RS

o the ofganizat&onal structure of the agency--e.g., line/
staff arrangemente, functional organization, staff
differentiation. !

o its.role orientation in dealing with local jurisdictiong--
e.g., primarily as a funding conduit, a regulatory agency,
or as a provider of technical and implementation acsistance.

o its overall capacity-~staff expertise and ability to manage

" federal pyograms and assist” local distficts, ’

o the SEA's program priorities and how tﬁ%se relate to federal
goals and programs. -

Local Education Agencies (LEAs) have an agreed-upon role: provid-

ing educational services directly to students. Although LEAs address
this objective with different amounts of expertise, resources, and
notions of best practice, school districts across the couatry engage

in the same geneggl activities. No such commonality exists for SEAs.




Beyond their mandated responsibilities for teacher licensing, specifi-
cation of school standards, and development of curriculum and graduation
requirements, there is no agreed-upon SEA role. Legislators, governors,
educators, citizens, and SEA-staff differ siggificéntly from state to
state in thelr view of an appropriagg SEA role, ‘and how it shogld be
implemented. ) o . .
Variation in SEA role can be described along fwo independent di-
mensions--strength of SEA relationéhip with LEAs and substantive em-
phasis of SEA activity. bn the firsE dime;sion, some SEAs pI?y'a
strong and active role in the state's edhbation system, proggigating
pol%cies and practiceé that affect LEA,operations in multiple ways.
Others octupy a more passive position in the state's education policy
system, attempting little more than mandated respénsibilities, and
these with little vigor: On the second dimension, some SEAs define
- agency activities primarily in terms of technfg;l assistance, mini-

mizing regulatory aspects of the SEA function. At the other end of

. this continuum, some SEAs seé their role almost exclusively if terms .
¢ of regulation and enforcement, and offer little programmatic aé&ist—
ance to local education agencies. - .

—'\J -
Associated with varidtion in state role are differences in the

organizational arrangements and procedures that structure SEA activi-
- . ties, and in the institutional capacity that supports them. These
dimensions:—organizational structure and institutional Eapa;ity-—
determine how thg SEA-carries out its_assumed role and priorities.
Structural differeﬁces are both formal and informal and déscribe the

extent to which tﬁe SEA is organized along categorical or functional .-

lines as well as the amouﬁt.of coordination that takes place among
different categorical programs and between general and catégoripal
programs. Institutional capacity refers to the resources,.staff ex-
pertise, and ‘agency rationale that support SEA efforts and determines

the overall ability of the SEA to carry out its role.

| Y
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SgAs, in short, choose to dc different things; they also go about

4

the same activities differently. Differences in SEA role; prioritics,
structure, and capacity mean %hat the practical definition of "SEA
implementation" as ‘applied to state and federal programs can vary

significantly from state to state.
o" )

State Management of FederalfPrograms

All of these factors--federal policies, SEA contextual factors,
and SEA organizational characteristics-~work together to define state
management of federal programs. By determining what an SE& does ‘to b
implemént a federal education program, these factors specify the SEA's
federal‘policy role--junior partner or independent actor. An SEA
assuming a junior partnef function will take its cues almost exclu-

. sively from the federal level, making few decisions of its own about

féde;al program implementation. An SEA choosing the role of inde—

pendent actor, converSely, will shape federal programs to its own . -
state needs and objectives. The SEA faces-a'number of options when

a federal program is implemented. First, it must decide whether

it is going to send program funds to local districts essentially as
transmitted from the federal government or whether it will place

additional state regulationsaon the use of these funds. Some state

regulations may significantly affect the substance of a-federal pro-
gram such as those defining the clas§ size and instructional time of
local Title I programs. Other regulations are more procedural and
do not directly affect program substance (e.g., skate regulations
that go beyond 94-142 in specifying the composition of local district
committees for the handicapped). '

i Second, SEAs must decide what program activities they will under-

take with federal administrative funds and state set-asides. For
‘example, will staff concentrate on monitoring and technical assistance
directed only at local compliance or will their technical assistance
deal with program substance? Or, will an SEK provide local services,
itself or contract with another institution like a college or university

for these services? 1’3 .
Y N
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. In managing federal programs, SEAs also must.determine the nature

of their relationships with federal and local program staff. Federal-

state relations, of course, are, strongly influenced by the amount of

autonomy an SEA chooses to assert in federal program management.

State-local relations are defined by an SEA's federal program imple-

mentation strategy--i.e., whether an SEA chooses to emphasize regulation

or assistance in its federal progrém role. Finally, an SEA must make

choices about a federal program's relationship with other state or

federally-funded projects and with general education agtivities. Will

federal program activities be coordinated with other SEA efforts or

will they be ancillary and isolated?

In summary, state management of federal p}ograms greatly depends.

on the type.of SEA rcsponsible for these programs and the i@rger state

context in which the SEA operates. Each of these variables represents

a point at which the goals, decisions, and.resource base of one govern-

mental level impinges on the actions of the level above it. As a

result, federal education programs that leave Wasﬁington in one form

may arrive in local districts significantly éltered. Qur research

-
task, then, was one of explaining how and why. programs are transformed,

and how these changes affect overall ﬁrogram effectiveness and the ¢

integrity of federal goals. Subsequent sections of this paper summa-

rize our £indings about the influence of the broader state context on
<t

SEA policies and practices and, in turn, about the differential

ef fects of SEA management for ESEA Title I and 94-142: Finally, we

draw lessons for state and federal policymakers from these findings.

4

STATE POLITICAL CONTEXT AND ITS EFFECT ON FEDERAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Although SEAs are directly responsible for state level implemen-

tation of federal programs, their actions are shaped by the larger

political environment in which they operate. TImportant state

contextual factors include: the ;ole/Uf the governor and the legis-

lature in educational politics, interest group strength, state

political culture, and the fiscal health of the public sector. Each

of these factors can support or, as is more often the case, constrain
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federal program implementation. In fact, our rescarch indicates
that the larger state context, particularly political culture,
significantly limits the latitude SEAs have in implementing state

and federal programs and in dealing with local districts.

Role of General Government

As state legislatures and governors' offices have become more
professionalized, their interest;, at least in the fiscé& aspects
of education, has increased. In most states public education
accounts for between 30 and 35 percent of total state expenditures
and usually constitutes the largest single-item in the state budget.
Consequengly, even if the substance of public education were not a
“political issue, its funding would be. The governor, state legis-
lature, and various constituent groups ﬁay close attention not
only to the total amount spent on public education, but also to
how funds are allocated among local‘districps and programmatic .
purposes. But, somewhat Lroﬁigally, as general government's

~

gxpertisé in education policy has improved, its support and
iﬁterest in the substantive aspects of public education has )
decreased. Becahse of'decliniqg enrollment and the public's
growing criticism of public education, governors and legislators
now findrthat playing an active rote in education policy can be
a political liability. Coﬂsequently, there are "few education
governors" today and as long-time supporters of public education

retire from state legislatures, few younger members are replacing

them.

Although fewer governors and legislatars "are assuming a
leadership role in education, we observed in the course of our
research that where it does éécur, the whole education policy
system is energized. This .s particularly true when the governor
of a state takes an active interest in education policy. Public
education is hade more visible; the SEA has a powerful ally in
its requests for inéreased appropriations; and morale among state
and local educators rises because the governor's active support
thinsmits a message that their work is recognized as worthwhile.

At the same time, when a governor or group of legislators takes
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an active and substantive interest in education policy, the SEA
often pays at least a modest price. For example, the SEA may have
less flexibility in program implementation because general govern-— ]
ment officials pay more attention to program®details and have
definite ideas about how services, should be delivered., Still,
these costs are usually small compared with the benefits gained

from having elected officials actively concerned about public

education. .
- ¢ Yet even in states where education enjoys the active support
' of general government, this support usually does not extend to

federal programs for special needs students. In fact, we found
" that support for the goals and act1v1ties funded by federal educa-
tion programs is minimal outside of SEAs. Governors'and legis-
lators are generally .opposed to categorical ¥unding th, except
- for handicapped education groups, those repr. senting’s ecial needs
students command little visibility or political influence. Evern
in states with their own programs for special needs students,
general government officials either take the position that federal
goals should be subordinated to state ones or where this is not
possible, that-federal programs should c¢perate at the periphery - ’
of the state's general education system. In other words, while
staté commitment to special ‘needs students has grown, this change
s has not translated into general government’ support for federal
. categorical program;. " The’ reason for this lack of support is not
just opp091t1on to federal categorical requirements and a pre-
‘ference for block grants, but also a rather pervasive attitude
- on the part of general government about how special needs students .
should be served. Even in states with large numbers of such
students and a gffong state é%mmitment to helping them, goveroors
and state legislators believe thaf these programs should be sub-
ordinated to more general goals like increased competency in
L basic skills for all studqnts: In effect, gover;ors, and legis-

lators subscribe to a trickle~down theory that argues all students

will be better off if overall educational quality is improved.
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: This lack of support for federal programs also reflects the reality of
state politics: politicians win and lose elections not on how well |
special needs students are served, but on how well the state's

primary responsibility for general education is met.

Role of Interest Groups

In examining state level interest groups, we conslqtent]y
found that organized teachers are the preeminent group, among rall
education 1nterests and- that among those representing qpecial needs
students, handicapped education organizations are the only client
groups with any sustaining influence. Organized teachers derive

> their influence from financial support of state legislative and
executive branch candidates and from their sophisticated lobbying
operations. Handicapped education groups like the Association
for Retarded Citizens and the Association for Children witn'Learning
Disabilitfes are well-organized and usually include a network of
local chapters extending into most of a state's school distrlcts.
Legislators hear directly from local constituents and these groups
are viewed as grass—roots organizations expressing legltlmate
parental and student concerns. ’ R
Handicapped education contrasts with Title I and other C?ﬂh
pensetory education interests that usually lack visible and
organized political support. Except for those in the largest
urban districts, there are virtually no client groups working
on behalf of Title I and compensatory education at the state and
local levels., Those speaking for Title I tend to be professional
educators, not parents or citizen groups. Given that Title T
serves students from poor, largely unorganized constituencies,
this finding is not surprising. T1tle I, in contrast with 94-142,
is an example of a program that has been susteined by the concern
and actions of professionals workiné from the top of the system,
, rather than through grass-roots efforts. ] )
This discussion of state Qolitica; institutions indicates
how strongly they can constrain SEAs in their imnlementation of
. federal programs. Since there is little active support for
special needs students_othet than handicapped ones, SEAs must

be careful not to make these students too major an agency priorit},

pic 10 -
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.especially if it appears such an emphasis comes at the expense of .
the general education program, ‘In addition, SEA officials often
lack the support to do anything more than comply with fede;al
program requirements, pafticuIérly when such programs éapnot be ) .
. integrated with similar state ones.' ‘Because of general government's
attitude toward federal programs, théy often not only operate peri-
pherally to similar state programsghbut the compliance emphasis
stressed by the federal government is also reinforced in theostates.
The larger state political environmen; provides few incentives for
SEAs to do anything more than meet m;nlmal fedeFal requirements.

!

Public Sector Resources

This situation is now exacerbated by public sector fiscal.
retrenchment. Until quite recently states were theé most fiscally
stable level of government and some even enjoyed annual budget
§urpluqes. This situation is changing as many states face an
eqonomxcﬁdownturn (e.g., Oregon and Michigan) and others must ‘

i . operate under fiscal limitation measures (e.g., California and

N . " ' Massachusetts). The amount of public sector resources available
to a state affects not just its own ggucational program, but also
its response o federal progrsms and mandates. This is parti-
cdiarly true for those federal programs that require a direct

. state financial contribution (e.g., vocational-education with

. its matching requirements and ihe sefVvice mandates in Section 504
and 94-142)., But even for other prozrams like Title I and IV,
maintenance of effort provisiorns affoct .how séateg allocate funds
to local districts and the wiy thcre funids are eYentually spent,
Levine and Posner discuss the "displacemeﬁt ef fects" that can
occur when state and local priorities are skewed and distorted
by the need to commit state and local funds to meet federal

-

program requirements.

. JSCharles H. Levine and Paul L. Posner, '"The Centralizing Effects
of Austerity on the Intergovernmental System," prepared for delivery

at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, -
August 31, 1979, p. 1.
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To some extent this dispIdgément is occurring in handicapped
education: Because of the relatively low fedaral contribution
(appro*imately 12 percent of excess costs), sta.es have to allocate
more and more of their funds to meet Section 504/94~142 service
mandates. 1In some of the-most-fiscally pressed states, this comes

at the expense of the general education program which must forego

. Increases or in some cases be funded at less than the previous

year's level. As would be expected, such situations prompt political
backlash and those who support handicapped education are f1nd1ng
it harder ‘to argue their cases successfully.

The fiscal health of a state also affects its commitment to

State categorical programs that supplement federal efforts in

. areas like compensatory and bilingual education. Even those

states with a traditionally strong commitment o special needs

students are finding it difficult to maintain this support in

“the face cf fiscal stringency and reductions in the general

eiucation program.

. e
Political Culture .

Despite the major influence of state institutional and fiscal
characteristics on federal program implementation, we found that
state political culture plays an even more significant role and
largely determines how SEAs define their organizational mission.
Political cu}ture is probably among the 65t nebulous concepts -
used by social scientists. It refers to a distribution of popular
attitudes that defines how people of a particular nation or state

relate to the political system.16 Political culture measures the

" context within which policy is initiated and implemented. It

" includes popular attitudes towards local control and acceptance

of higher levels of government, the role of the political .party"
qjstem, and the legitimacy of other political institutions. During

-’ \,,\ ’ <
—

16GaB:{el A. Almond and Sidnéy Verba, The Civic Culture,
Little, Brown, Boston, 1965, p. 13?
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our most recent research we found that the following elements of

political culture were ¢¥itical in predicting SEA behavior:

o the balance of authority between state and local

jurisdiction

?

) o whether an active state roile has been traditionally
viewed as legitimate ’ ‘ 5
o: citizen support for public education
o public support of social equity goals

; In assessing the balance of authority between state and local

o . jurisdictions, we are essentially talking about the notion of local
<F. control. Although this phrase has become almost hackneyedAfrom its
¢ overuse in pol1t1ca1 rhetoric, it does represent a very real ‘con-
straint on state action. For our mést recent study, we revisitgd
two states that lie at opposite ends of the local control continuum, '
In the fdrst state, r;siden:s have long accepted the concept of a .
strong central government and while local officials mgj/ complain
. about the burden of state regulation, centralized control is generally
accepted as legitimate, ¢t least in principle. Consequently, state
contrgl over &ocal digtrict operations is erehsive, particularly
in the areas of minimal standards, testing, and mandated participation
in state programs. The SEA:s testing program extends not just to '
minimal competency, but also to a series of examinations that rank
college-bound studenté on a whole range of academic subjects.
Because districts want their students to do well on these exams, .
local curriculum is designed to prepare students -for the tests.
Conséquently, SEA mandates affect not only district administrative
,¢~ pract1ces, but also what is taught in local classrooms.
' At the other end of the continuum is a state with a strong
local control ethos. 1In education this is manifested in the number
“ and size of individual school districts. Even in the most urbanized :

areas of the state, districts are small because local control is so

) \): ) . 5%p}
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“ highly valued. As a result of strong local control, state government
is weak. The legislature is an amateur one that meets infrequently
and the SEA is small with only minimal responsibilities. The residents
do not expect the agency to play a major role in local districts and
for the SEA to try to do so would be to counter strongly-held norms.
Differences between these two states in the strength ofﬂiocal control
affect not just how much authori.y the SEA exerts over the general
education curriculum, but also over how federal programs ;re {ﬁple~
mented., For example, in the first state, the SEA requires that local
Title I pfojec:s meet certain quality standards and that they be
integrated into ongoing state and local programs. On the other hand,
the state with strong local control norms can do no more than enforce
the most basic federal requirements. o

Closely related to the notion of local control is the scope of
a state's role. 1In some states, the state has bfoad responsibilities
not just for education, but also for highways, public health, and law*{
enforcement. In other states, the state role is secondary to that of
counties and other types of local jurisdictions. Coniequently, one
is unlikely to find an activist SEA in a state where such a role is
not traditionally perceived as a legitimate one for the state to
play. Two other states included i.: our most recent study-illustrate
this point. In one, the state jovermment has broad responsibilities
including most road maintena“ce and the incarceration of prisoners,
including misdemeanants bev.ause there are no county road systems and
county jails are small. In education the staté provides 65 percent
of the funding for local schools andiédnffér§‘these~expenditpres
through a detaileJ.néBorting systém. So,,for exampley Jocai districts
are- told how much they can pay teachers, how many students each
teacﬁer will teach, hoﬁsoftén textbooks will be replaced, and how
many clerks and janitors a district can employ. Districts can _
supplement state support Qith local tax revenues, but state funds
must be spent according to strict state guidelines. About ten years
ago, the SEA decided to broaden its technical a;sistance capacity
by establishing regional offices and making certain that at least -

one SEA staff member visits each of the state's local.districts

.
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every day. This plan was implemented smoothly with no opposition and
local districts welcomed the additional assistance.

in contrast, another state we visited has tried to implement a

»
_similar technical assistance arrankement,.but,with much greater

difficulty. Althougﬁ SEA staff in this second state are equally <
cgmpetentﬂ they have met- strong resistance'from existing county

units that see such stite action as an intrusion on their prerogatives.

.PaEt of this opposition stems from an unwillingness to forfeit

authority and hence, political resources. But it also derives from
the historical fact that a ,strong state role is not expected or -

sanctioned by the state's residéﬁts. Consequently, the SEA has

-

_a more difficult time qelling itself. It must present its services
as better than those offered by existing Iocal units and thus con-
- vince local districts that such a departure from the traditional
state role is warranted. This example clearly illustrates how
ortant’ it is for SEA actions to be consistent with a state' s
traditional role or at leact, for the SEA to be mindful of state
role as a constraint when the agency's initiatives deviate from
it. Differences in staté .role also help explain why federal pro-
érams do not have a uniform impact in all states. Where a federal .
program forces the SEA to deviate from its traditional role, the
program is likely to be ;iewed 3s no more than an appendage with
the sense of local ownership so impo;tant to effective implemenggtion
lacking. . ]

Citizen support for public.education has obvious implications
for SEA behavior, particﬁlgrly in a time of fiscal retrenchment.
In stdates where such ;upport is high, education is much more likely
to haintain its relative share as public sector budgets contract.
Even though publlc sugport is diffuse "and does not dlrectly trans-
" late into active support for specific policies, it gives those SEAs
that choose an activist approach yet another resource. So, for

example, in a state where public support is high, but elehted

officials do not play an active role in educatiom policy, the

governor and state legislatiire are more likely to support the SEA's

o
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gengral purposes and defer to the agency on specific policies. 1In a
& .
sense,, then, public support compensates for a.lack of active stupport

from political elites. , _—

A final element of_politi&?l culture, important for our
purposes, is public-support of social equity goals. The majority
-:of ﬁederal'éategorical programs were established to promote social
_equity goals by compensating children who ;re édﬁ;ationally’dis*'

- advantaged because of poverty, race, national érigin, sex, or
-physical handicap, Given these policy objectivcs; we assumed:p v
" that state’;mplementatidn of federal programs 6091 -be more_faith—
ful to federal goals in those states where the political culture
suépoyts similar social equity concerns. We also expected that
suéh support would be stréngest in those states with more Hetero-
genous populations and.a‘large p;opgrtion of minority students
(e.g., Qaiiforﬁia and New York)..fEN&dﬁnce of Ebfs suppyrt would
be prima'tily reflected in state-funded pébg;@ms for §pec¥q;\peeds

N
R

students. . - \

-

We found in both our turrent study and¢in g;rlier ones that
§upp;rt for social gduity goals is low in mogfhﬁyates. This "lack
. of support can be attributed to dny number of histerical, social,
and political }easons inclhding a fairly widespread feeling.that
such concerns are not tﬁe reSpqp§ibili&y of state gover.nment.
Although state commitment to special needs stugengs‘ﬁas grown
over the past fif;een §eays, the kinds of categorical programs _
‘inifiated by the federal government in thg iatc 1960s are less
prevalent in the states. Although all séates sponsor"prégrams
for the handicapped, only 16 hgve compensatory educatfbnvpfb—
grams and only 22 fund ones for bilingual students. However,
even the existénce of state programs designed to provide addi-
tional funding for such students does not necessarily mean ‘their
goals are consistent with federal programs serving similar "
students. For example, several states have programs ostensibly
to provide additional ‘funding for.disadvantégeé students. ;But

on close examination, we found that their original purpose was

not to help poor students, but rather to achieve an ane&ated .
. e .
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political purpose like.'gaining the support of urban legislators for- .
a particular tax measure,, Needless to" say, programs like these are
essentially political side payments and are unlikely to-have much
effect on the implementation of federal’ cate?orical programs. .
Even in states with a political cultvre highly. supportive ‘cf
social equity goals, we found that this did not necessaxlly.trans-
late into more faithfil program implementation, at least from the
federal viewpoint, ° Since state and federal goals are similar, .
these states are more likely to mold federal programs‘to fit ;ithin

state-funded ones, Consequently, the rqsult may be grcater'pro—
grammatic deuelopment’and more effective service delivery, but in

some cases it has ¢ome at the. expense of'compliance with'federal “
This situation demonstrates thz trade-offs "involved -

On the

regulation.
when state commitment to special needs students .is. high.
A+ one hand, -federal goals are accepted as legitimate. But, from
a federal perspective, there-ma; be less .compliance simply because
the state has a program in place and the federal grant is an )
insufficient incentive to change existing,ﬁ%actices the SEA views
as effective. )

In sum, the larger political context within which SEAs operate
not only defines the role they play in the state education policy
system, but also how,they respond to the federal programs SEAs are
required to administer. Both state political institutions and the
more pebulous, but equally important, state political culture place

powerful constraints on SEA behavior.

»
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SEA ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Four organizational -characteristics work together to shape how

-

However, we found

an SEA manages both state and federal programs.
) tﬂat two factors dominate SEA implementatlon response, organizational
capacity, and priorities. These SEA characteristics determine
whether, how; and to what extent SEA'role and organizagional structure
shape faderal program implementatlon. )
Contrary to our expectations, we "found that SEA organlzatzonal

structure had little influence on SEA federal program management,

past 8

Cwoete o

4

iddependent of SEA priorities. .SEAs confront t;o broad alternatives

in establishing agency organizational structure. They. can-adopt
either a categorical structure, organized around specific state and
federal orograms, or a functional structure that brings together
fuﬁctions-e.g., ma thematics, guidance and counse%;;g, language

arts--regardless of their funding source. Most SE utllize a
categorical structure that mirrors ED program and staff arrangements.
fhis SEA choice is largely due to the central role piayed by federal
funds in SEA organizational de}clopment. As a reéult of the addi-
tional resources and responsibilities that accompanied the advent
of ‘federal 'aid, state-departments--of education have significantly
expanded over the last ten years.17 During their time of greatest
gfowth,.most state departments deveioped organizational structures
" which matched that of the federal Department of’ Education and ’

faithfull} replicated, unit-for-unit, federal prograﬁ categories.

A

':\\”LZ Jue to administrative money available from various categorical
programg d to other funding, the ‘federal government ~ow provides
betwéen 30 a \SOWpercent of state education agency budgets. In many
states, the advent:qf federal funding meant an extraordinary increase
' in the-size of the’SEA.. :

©
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We found significant variation among our sample states in the

eructuqu utilized to manage federal programs. Two. states operate
a functxonally orzanized agency in-which federal program activities
were located within ‘substantive areas. Another sample

state administers federal programs through a éategdrical structure

_which separates federal programs from state funded activities.

Q

The fourth, state uses a mixed structure, integrating some federal
programs and separating others. Organizational structure, we

expectcd would influence federal program management in a number

T

¢

. i

of wdys--lnterprogram coordination, “téchnical assistance -activities, —
compl1dncc concerns, and fcderal program objectives. “A functional
structure, we anticipated, would signify coordination améng federal
programq aad betwevn state and federal efforts. Categorical organi-
zation, in contraqt, would signal federal program isolat1on. ¢
This expectation, however, was not met in practice. Instead,

we found that differences in programmatic or administrative coor-

dination of f@ﬂernl program efforts could not be explaincd in terms

of structure. One‘'state's functional.structure supported a
high level of coorvdination; the other's similar organization evi-
denced none. Structure, we fougd, did not dictate process. Instead,
this aspect of SEA federal program administration--coordination and
1nLohratlon-—was determined by two other SEA characteristics,
organizational priorities and general management style. Agency
structure does not promote coordination unless management adopts
coordination as a goal and estahlisheé the organizational ro;tines~-
most particularly communication channels and staffing patterns--to
support it. )

Tn one of our sample states, for example, where coord%nasion
is aﬁ‘bxplicit management pr{ority, agency leadership have instituted
a number of organizational routines that promote clear t.ansmission
of SEA goals‘and prioritics throughout the agency and the integra-
tion of federal and sLatc programs. For ekample, the SEA assistant
super intendents responq1ble for general Lducatlon, state and’ federal

basic skills projects, agency plamning and local dgstrlgt relations

.




o - meet at least three times a month to review special project applica-
.tions and materials. They work to ensure that federal project

e priorities and activities are consistent with those of the SEA,
and' to identify 1mp11cations for planning, data collection and
communication with the‘field. Staff assignment is another strategy

that supports the coordination of state and federal efforts in this

zation," federal program steff are dispersed R

through the agency's specialized units. Staff in the reading unit,

— for—example,—atve. funded_by_the state but also.by ESEA Titles I and

state. In a self-conscious effort to avoid 'categorical fractionali-

IV. They are responsible for substantive review of federal project
applications both for overall quality and also for consistency witlr
the state's general education program. In addition, the SEA's
pro-rata staff time charge policy permits a single SEA specialist
to assist local districts with all their reading programs
regardless of funding source. Integration of state aad federal
efforfs is also seen across subject areas. For example, Special
Eoucation and Vocational Education jointly sponsored a series of
workshops on serving handicapped students in vocational education
courses. .

a

. Through a high level of coordination, then, this-state nanages
) federal programs so as to take maximum’benefit from federal proérams
and to assist LEAs in benefiting from them* as, much as possible.
However, 1t is possible for an SEA to promote coordination of its
own act1v1t1es yet isolate federal program management from on—going.
oSEA affairs. For example, one state in our study has coordinated
.. state general education activities throuén the assigmment of
generalists to regional service centers. This staff provides
on-going technical assistahce to LEAs and serves as broker for
SEA specialist resources. However, Title [ .staff who are part
of these regional centers have no line relationship to’ SEA general’
education or specialist staff. Instead, they report only to the
SEA Title -1 director, ard their activities are seen .as functionally

separate from general education staff. This SEA response

e . ' nn
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mirrors the state's pencral discomfort with federa] education initiatives
and the inconsistency between SEA general education prioritiev and

Title 1's categorical objectives. In general, we“found that whcere
either the federal presence or particular federal objective: vere .
seen as anclllary to SEA activities, federal programs were

not coordinated with each other or with general SEA activities.

Nothing inherent in an agency's organizationai structure, in short,
ensures- or prohibits the integration of federal programs nd SEA
activities. SEA management must expressly choose coordir :tion as
a federal program implementation strategy. This depends both on

general management style and whether federal _program objectives

%
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are seen as a way to further SEA priorities,

Lack of coordination between state and federal efforts has two
consequences for federal program implementation: First, because .
the resulting technical assistance and management activities are
fragmented by program and funding soucce, they are less useful to
district staff. Our analysis of a number of education programs
suggests that téchnical assistance is more ef fective if it is not
program-specific, but rather addresses problems common to more
than one progragn.18 To the extent that state technical.assistance
addresses district problems regardless of funding source, the
implementation of each individual program will be improved. Second,
lack of SEA program coozd1nation encourages LEAs to view federal
projects as adjunct to local practice. Often this fragmented manage-
ment style results in'redundant program efforts, inefficient use of

I However, decf%ions abhout

. resources, or even conflicting practice.

coordination do not rest with a federal program's SEA staff. .It can

occur only if federal objectives are consiStent with broad ‘state

|
priorities. ¥

e, ot
18Fchonnell-and Mglaughlin, op. cit., pp. 90-93. -
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SEA role can be an important factor in an agency's federal
program response. However, our research shows that it is important
to distinguish between two not always consistent SEA roles--its

federal program role and its general state policy role.

The 'general SEA role describes therfffength and nature of SEA-LEA
relationships. 'SEAs can take an activé or a passive part in the
state's policy system; they can define their role in terms of
technical assistance or regulation. xﬁn SEA's federal education

_polic§ role can also be described by these dimensions. It is a

AN

joint- function of agency capacity and~pniorities.—aNoL~surprisingly,kﬁw7_~__
we fouhd that SEAs assuming a weak role in the state's education

poiicy system also act simply as passive funding conduits for

federal education funds. They exert little if any influence on

local federal education program activities. Level of SEA activity

is beyond SEA control in important respects. It depends on overall

ageney capacity--the level of agency resources, expertise, and -

rationality--which in turn reflects the level of general government

.

support for an active SEA. —For-example,—one-SEA-in-our-study has
‘never had well-developed organizational capacity. The state's
strong ethos of local control precludes legislative support for
an active SEA. ‘'Indeed, even staie aid for local education is .
seen primarily as local property tax relief. As.a result,
the agency has had little success in attracting well-trained,
ambitious staff because of the absence of leadership opportunities
and resources. Fiscal retrenchment has reduced ‘the SEA's small gereral
education staff to a skeleton crew. Because ot their low agency -
\capacity, federal program monitoring responsibilities dominate SEA
activities and staff are strained simply t6 carry out their man-
dateé state and federal obligations.’ i s . .
In contrast, SEAs which play an’activg role in the s%ate's
. policyvsystem*cgn.pbtentiélly play a significant part in federal
program implementation.. Active SEAs, of course, require a sybh- o

sséntiai level of institutiomal capagity.
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*This SEA characteristic canicontribute to federal program imple-
mentation in maﬁ§'areas. For example, strong agency analytical
capacity allows the SEA tooplan and evaluate federal program acti~
vities in the context of other state and local efforts. One state we
visited has a detailed local reporting scheme that allows the SEA
to .track local expenditures by category; student achievement, and
special project activities. This SEA also ekpects to.implement a
student level data system-that will permit staff to analyze the
effects of special projects and - special project settings over time.

Staff expertise, another component of 'SEA capacity, influences

federal program impleméntation through the substantive review of
special project applications and the provision of technical assis~
tance or direction to local projects. X
The extent to mhich gEAs use their capacity to shape federal
programs depends in pa:t on whether or not the management model
implicit in a federal program's legal framework is consistent with

the nature of their assumed role. Some SEAs define their role

" of technical assistance and support for locally~identified

in terms of directive involvement in local pradtice, Through their

“regulations, these SEAs constitute a strong presence in local .
districts. One such SEA in our sample, for example, controls school . -
recertification standards, professional development for certified "
teachers, competency test Standaros and content, school testing pro-
grams, and overdall local curriculum design. Furthermore, SFA staff
closely monitor and evaluate Jlocal practices in light of state-established
standards. Because this SEA's general role is consistent with a regu-
latory federal management model SEA federal program staff have been
able to elaborate upon federal regulations to create their own programs.
Other SEAs self-consciously avoid what they see as a .
“policeman"”role,and define their relations with LEAs in terms

v

activities. For somé SFAs, this choice of role definition'

refilects the educational philosophy of SEA or general,government

1 d
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leadership.- In their view, persuasion and assistance will do more
to promote stable improvement than mandates and direction. For\
other SEAs, however, this choice represents more than administrative
taste., It represents the constraints- imposed on the SEA by the
larger;political culture. In particular, local control mores pre-
clude a directive SEA role. In such states, a federal\program's
~—  legal framework that emphasizes regulation and strong SEA oversight
R of local districts will be fundamentally inconsistent with the
~ broader state role. - e ST

For example, two of our states define their role in terms’

of an active technical assistance function. But this strong
techriical assistance is generally absent in their federal program
fmplementation. Instead, in these. states, federal programs are

seen in terms of administrative rather than programmatic responsi-

bility. Thus, in these states, the SEA role differs in crucial N

ways between state and federally-gupported activities.
This inconsistency contributes to the isolation of federal

— 3

program activities. It also can promote ~a~minimal. compliance
response on the part of the SEA. That is, rather than jeopardize
‘their overall relations with school districts, SEA staff in suchcb
stateg often choosé to do little more than necessary to fulfill =~
the letter of federal.requirements. However, our-research suggests
that thig resulting inconsistency between state and federal roles
is not inevitable. SEAs can choose to use broader agency
capacity in redefininé their federal program role to correspond
more closely with agency management preferences. i
This choice depends on SEA priorities. SEAs that define their
priorities in terms of general education and evidence little commit-
.. ment to particular special needs students demonstrate little i
. effective concern for federal categorical objectives. We saw
' tharﬁﬂhere federal. program objectives fail to mesh WiLh those
- of the SEA, an. SEA will make little effort to move beyond its
federally prescribed role, even if it is inconsistent with SEA

management preferences. Conversely, where state-level commitment

.
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exists for federal program goals, SEAs may act to amend or augment
the federal management !model, However, it is important to note that
- state level commitment to. special needs students_}s uneven. In
'particular, state level commitment to. compensator?‘education is not
widespread, Althougn‘all of the states we. visitéd demonstrated some
level of concern for handicapped education, genuine commitment to
compensatory education"goals was evident in only one state. Although
three states had compensatory education legislation, excepting one,
these programs were not substantive state effprts but were sehool
—~——— - ——finance—side=payments; —The substantive state level commitment to
educationally disadvantaged students seen in one state reflected
g visible and substantial need. Any state initiative that addressed «
" issues of general educational quality, a conc%rn of all_states in
our study, would almost certainly have to address this categorical - °
toncern as well. But perhaps more importantly, unlike other states -
. -we visited, this stateflevel-commitment reflects the political
influence of legislators representing districts in need of com-.
pensatory services and the strengtn of the interest groups speaking’
for tnem. B .
- In this way, then, SEA priorities and capacity work together
to define an SEA's implementation response andkto determine its
status in the management of federal edudation programs—-junior
partner or independent actor. Junior partners do not have the
institutional capacity that would allow them to shape federal v
programs to their own goals or preferred management style,'even if
they wish t6 do so. “Consequently, junior partners in the ﬁederal
education policy system can do little more than provide a simple
compliance response to federal requirements;, the SEA serves pri-
marily as a funding conduit. Federal programs, then, arrive in:
local school districts with no state signature, essentially as

.

designed in Washington.

' Independent actor status assumes suffiﬂient SEA capacity to
make a choice about its federal program role. This choice can
result in one,gf two outcomes. First, wheré there is no state

level commitment to federal categorical objectives, an SEA can

2
oy

P L IRy o sats s s S e o e e o e o e




EXERNRD PR n o y -
N B S * S I » - g - Ea—

LY . . < . - E—

5 - .

. * o e

. . v .

.

demonstrate its independence by chodsing to provide nothing more N
than the response required by federal law. SEAs electing this
implementation response tend to isolate federal-programs and, like
Jjunior partner SEAs, serve primarily,as a funding conduit. 1In this
case, there is essentially no state imprint on a federal program,

and SEA management activities have.little independent effect on local
federal program practices. Second, where both will and capacity exist; o
however, an SEKA can assume. a substantively independent role in federal

program nanagement dnd move beyond a simple compliance response to

address program development cnncerné. SEA program staff can shape

local project practices through activities such as application pro-
cedures that require coordination of similar state and federal program
efforts; the development of additional regulations governing the
targeting and use of federal funds; active technical assistance
efforts that stress state program priorities or the coordination
.of state and federal ptogram cu;riculum; and planning and assistance . .
activities to ensure consistency across state and federal strategies. :

SEAs with the capacity to become independent actors in the
federal education policy system, in summary, can choose either
to ‘employ the?r capacity to shape federal programs, or to with-
hold it, -theveby minimizing the SEA federal program role. SEA
chdice 'rests on institutidnal priorities and will. The importance
of SEA capacity and priorities in responding to federdl programs
underscores the influence of an SEA's institutional setting on
federal program implementation. Both of these SEA characteristics
are largely defined not by agency leadership but by state poli-

.

tical culture.

o
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THE STATE ROLE IN ESEA TITLE I
Title I of the 1965 ElementaryJand Secondary. Education. Act, the-. o

nption'é Yargest federal' elementary and secondary education\program,

provides over $3 billion annually tc support compensatory  education 1
programs for children living in areas with high concentrations of

lowuincomé families. ESEA's 1965 passage resolved the historical |
staleﬁate over federal aid to local education and established a new 1

federal-state-local partnership in the delivery of edqcagiggqlﬂggrviceé. ) —_

Defining this partnéhshipnwas_a;delicatevpolitical—task1-Tit1e—14s

®

_ architects purposely understated the federal and state program roles

" that traditionally had blocked federal education legislation, Title 1I's

A

in order to avoid the spectre of federal intrusion upon local control

framers 21so-believed fhat botﬂ SEAs and LEAs would need regulatory

latitude to develop effective practices. Accordingly, for both

political and substantive reasons, the Title I program role at all :

levels of'governuent was loosely specified in 1965, USOE (now ED) was

charged with responsibility for establishing the "basic criteria" against

which local use of Title I funds‘could be ‘measured for consistency

with Congressional intent; SEAs were required to develop procedures

for diétributing funds, approving, monitoring, and aséisting local

Title I projects. Programmatic resﬁonsibilities rested with LEAs

who were charged with identifying eiigible children and developing

programs consistent with federal criteria to meet their "special

educational needs." Planners hoped that this division of responsi-

bility was tight enough to provide accqpntability and establish the

legitimaéy of federal catégorical interests, but also flexible

“enough to allow for the play of state and local interests in the

development of Title I projébgs. ) ,
However; early experiencé‘with Tit%e I brought specificity to

both federal and state roles in ways Title I's origindl afchitgcts

had not intended. Lack of" experience with compénqatofy education,

lack of knowledgé apout effective practice, together with an absence

of widespread state and local commitment to Title I's categorical

.objectives resulted in state and local practices that were clearly




- -~data estimated that approximately 3/4 of the states were in non= - . - - - - ="
~ Compliance with the» law. At the insistence of Congress, USOE

at odds with Congressional intent. Evaluators charged with assessing .
local practices were unable to identify Title I programs,19 a review

supported by national civil rights groups offered dramatic examples ’ -
of local non—compliance,-and drew attention to USOE's failure to
respond to persistent reports from the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare's Audit Agency that more than $150 million of Title I

funds were being misspent;zg-researchers examining national leve] _m_.;

25

responded to these criticisms by.increasing the Division of Com-
pensatory Education staff by 30 positicis, seeking the return of
about $10 million in alledgedly misspent funds from eleven states, . |

developing more tightly—specified regulations concerning the use
and oversight of Title I funds, and shifting from "a passive
service-~oriented agency providing limited direction" to an aggres-‘
sive, regulatory agency.22

" SEAs, taking their cue fcom this new USOE posture, stepped up
their monitoring and oversight activities. In responsé to a

vigorous federal regulatory role, SEA program staff began to define

19E. J. Mosbeck, et al., Analyses of Compensatory Education
Programs in Five Districts: Summary, General Electric Company,
Tempo ‘Division, Santa Barbara, 1968.

20Ruby Martin.and Phyllis McLaure, Title I of ESEA: 1Ig It

Helping Poox Children?, Washington Research Pro}ect, of the Southern
Center for Studies in Public Policy and the NAACP Legal Defense .of

Education Fund, Inc., 1969.

?lMichael Wargo, Title I: A Reanalysi="and Synthesis of the
Evidence, American Institutes for Research, 1972.

22Jerome T. Murphy, "The Educational Bureaucra es Implement
Novel Policy: The Politics of Title I, ESEA, 5" in Alan
Sindler, &d,, Policy and Politics in America, Little Brown Co.,
Boston, 1973, p. 172, ° .
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their Title I responsibilities almost exclusively in.terms of '"clean |

_audit trails" and passing marks from federal monitors. By all reports,

|
1
this increased federal and state attention to local targeting and
allocation of Title I funds has resulted in a high level of complignce )

with federal program regulation.23 Although problems' occur from time

to time, -evidence suggests that Title I's legal framework essentially

"1§,1n“§1565724’“ﬁbwé&é?} another result of this increased federal

emphasis on- regulation is that the state Title I role is remarkably

similar across the country.25 : )

Two themés stand out in our examinaiion of Title I practices i s
four SEAs: one, the extent to which Title I is seen as an administrative

not an educational problem and two, the program's administrative maturity.

“At both state and local levels, the confusion (or resistance) of the early

years over Title I as general or categorical aid and the concomitant
funds® allocation requirements has largely disappe?red. Because compliance
‘concerns -dominate Titlé I practices, however, it is possibie that the
program’'s administrdtive maturity will bé unaj>le to serve.as the
foundation for additional program development.
A*major question motivating this'study vas the role of state level -
factors in federal program implementation. To what extent do state
federal program activities differ and hdw can those differénces be

explained? Although we observed state evel variation in the details

23 .
See, for example Michael Kirst and Richard,Jung,)"The Utility of

a Longitudinal Approach in Assessing Implementation: A Thirteen Year
View of Title I, ESEA," Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,
Sept.-Oct., Vol. 2, No. 5, 1980, pp. 17-33.

24 )

Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, YAn Analysis of the
Legal Framework for State Administration of Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965," Washington, D.C., 1977.

25See, for example: Robert J. Goettel, et al., The Administration
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title I in Eight States,
§§racuse Research Corporation, Syracuse, October 1977; SRiI International,
Trends in the Management of ESEA Title I: A Perspective from Compliance
Reviews, Menlo Park,, September 1979.
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of Title I administration, the _overall answer for our sample of states
would have to be that there are few significant state level differences
in Title I implementation that could substantially affect local practice.
Three of the Zour states we visited run virtually identical Title I
+ programs. TitleAi efforts in these states are framed almoet exclusively.
- in terms of federal mandates and compliance issues. There is-iittle
"state signature on these Title I programs and almost no program develop-
ment activity. Although the regional SEA units that characterize two
of these states permit on~gcing contact between LEAs and SEA 1itle.I

2

staff and thus prevent compliance concerns from becoming compliance
problems, the regulatory or administrative concerns that dominate these
regional interactions do not necessarily lead to better or different
- Title I programs. And, while this regional structure unquestionably
eases the local administrative burden, it is not even clear that it
promotes mere significantly compliant projects. Title I officials in
all states comment- that the fundamental purpose and central regulations
* guiding Title I are well’integrated at the local level. To this point,
several Title I scaff in our sample states commented that "at least '
80 percent of what we have to check is always all right." )

In only one state is Title I shaped signi%icantly by state ievel
factors, as SEA staff move beyond a simple compliance response‘to address
program development issues: The consistency between the regulatory .
management model emphasized by ED Title I staff and the SEA's general
policy system facilitates SEA angmdhtation of the basic Title I

L]

framework. The SEA's traditionally strong and ‘directive relationship with
LEAs fits with Title 1's monitoring and oversight responsibilities.
- Thus distinctive features of the state's Title I program represent
general SEA goals and priorities incorporated into the Title I regulatory

v . routine. Forlexample, SEA commitment to coordination underlies a’
. requirement that LEAs complete a unified applicatinn for Title I and

. the state e compensatory education program, explicit state level concern
’ about questions of program quality directs SEA Title I staff attention
- and expertise to local project design and outcomes, and requires project
modification where promise or effects are not evident., - In this state,

then, the larger SEA role §npports_the use of regulation'in molding local




_”;,ﬂprojectSuto~reflect“state*identified\prioritieJ and notions'of more

SEA involvement in LEA activities.

_explanation of SEA fatlure to move beyond a simple compliance response.

further stretched by the administrative inequities that result from

<
>

-37-

.

] £

effective Title I, practice. Ard just as importantly,lIitle I objectives
are congruent with a broader state commitment éo compensatory e"gftion. -
The
model is
Aithouéh

. Q ¢ . - .
local practjce, the SEA has chosen to use gssistance not direction to.

regulatory posture that presently defines the Title I management
inconsistent with the broader SEA role in our cher sample states.

Q-

one state hds the potential to exert substantial control over

AL

encourage better local praccice. The remaining two states®also have

identified assistance as tae dominant factor in SEA relations with loecal

districts. But in these states, this choice J;s a question of political

B

feasibility rather than“administrative taste. The strong feelings of

local control make assistance the only politically acceptable mode of
However, SEA staff contend that
since regulatory respon31bilities consume the llon’s share of SEA Title I

administrat1ve funding -and the*federal emphasis makes compliance ascendant,_

.

they have been unable to develop SEA Title I implementation strategies

consistent with the broader SEA role.

°

However, as our analysis.of the influence-of SEA-organizational
characteristicsbon federal program implementation suggests,
inconsistency between state and federal program roles may be an incomplete
SEA capacity and priorities determine this choig: One of these SEAs
does not have the capacityato do any more than minimally comply with, .

federal mandates. Further, the SEA'S weak _capacity is even
uniform requiroments'for participation in federal programs,

Because this geographically-large state enrolls relatively few Title I .
students, the SEA receives the minimum allocation for stfte level

s i

program administratigg Yet the fixed costs of oVerseeing its many P;"

small Title I projects are the same P not higher than' those in stater .%%5
serving more students. That is, the time and travel required to monitor sz :
- \

and review a Title I project serving 20 students is not significantly

f:a’g‘%b‘

different than that required to oversee a- project many times that size.
leewise, the time required to prepare state plans or review local
SEA

-

project applications does not vary substantially by project size.
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run a compliant’ program. However, the remaining states have the

N . v
education; compensatory education is not a state level concern. .

_institutional will to take a more substantive role in ‘Title I program

u .
Title I staff, in short, are essentially overwhelmed simply trying to T

institutional capacity to take a more active Title I role. ' But none
of our sample states which run effectively identical, federally-defined
compliance programs.have state level commitment to Title I:program

goals. Ail three states frame education priorities in terms of general d

Consequently, even where capacity exists, mone of these SEAs exhibit the

.

.implementation. Consequently, in these state s Title I remains . . -

[
£ssentially a federal effort where state factors contribute little to

the differential effectiveness of local Title I projects. The lack’ of y

N

variation seen in the procedures of our three sample states testifies
to the extent to which Title I regulations have become the.Titl2 I program. B
In the 1978 Title I reauthorization hearings, Congress noted that .
", . .Title I has matured into a viable approach to aiding the disadvan-
taged."26‘ Iﬁdeed, as we have discussed, Title I's administrative - -

maturation is*ev:dent across our very different sample states, However,

_“~.implementing Title I programs consistent with Congsessional ‘intent is a

two~step process. First, state and local project»activities must be

administered in’a manner consistent with federal -regulations. Secoénd,

effective practices must be developed to address the needs of target -

‘students. Evidence from our sample states suggests that continued

strict attention to compliance activities may well impede the ability
of SEAs and local districts to address the second goal of program
quality snccessfully. Federal failure to modify its,role and recog-
nize Title I's administrative maturity poses a potentially insur- '
mountable obstacle to further program development
Ironically, then, the solution to the early Title I experience
has become a significant part of the problem. The first issue dnderlying
Title I program'im;lementation--accurate targeting of program benefits-- o \

has been achieved. " Now the inflexibility of Title I's legal framework,

26Coumittee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives,
A Report on the Education Amendments of 1978, H.R. 15, House of Repre-
Sentatives Document 95-113" 95th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Printing Ofrice, May 11, 1978, p. 7.
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combined with its ascendancy at federal, state, and local levtls, obstruct
éfforts to address a secopd-impleméntation issuéy, geveloping more

effective Title I projects. The SEAs have become competent administrative

* partners in Title I° their ability to turn to issues of program

quality depends in large part upon a revised federal role.

THE STATE ROLE IN HANDICAPFED EDUCATION

Handicapped education diffets from Title I and state compensatory
education programs.in several important ways: * it is more visible to
general state government. and consequently, more politicized in.its'
ad?inistratiqn. Programs for the handicapped also command a greater
proportion of SEA resources and currently, preseﬁt state agencies with
some of their greatest management problems. . ~

. Several reasons exist for these differencés. First, unlike Title I
which is essentially a grant-in-aid 5;ogram, the federal handicappeé
program (94-142), is both re&?gz}ibutive and‘regulatori in its intent.

It provides sfate and local districts with financial support for handi~
capped education activities, but in conjunction with section 504 of the
1973 Rehabilitiation Act and numerous judicial mandates, 94-142 also
strongly regulates state and local behavior. Second, 94-142 is a rela-
tively new program as compared with Title I and many of the implementation
difficulties 94~142 is experiencing are similar to those that occurryed
during the eérly days of Title I. While this suggests that ;ome of
94-142's problems will be resolved as part of the natural policy
maturation process, the program will likely continue to experience

major ‘difficulties. Title I was initially implemented in a time of
public sector growth, 94-142 comes during a period of fiscal retrenchment.

Title I also does notcrequire a major state or local financial commitment

in the way that the regulatory apparatus surrounding 94-142 does.

Finally, 94-142 exists in a very different political context than |, 4
Title I. The federal government led the states in compensatory educa-

tion programs and states that have since initiated such pregrams were

largely prompted by Title I. Compensatory education's constituency is

stronger in Washington than it is in most states and state level advocates
usually represent professional, not client groups. Handicapped education,

on the other hand, had its roots in state, rather than federal }aw.

42
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Although states strengthened their handicapped. education statutes in
response to 94-142, many already had articulated at least some commitment
to handicappea students in earlier laws. Political support for -
handicappea education is as strong in most states as, it is at the

federal level. These two factors combine to make handicapped education
more of a state level policy priority than compensatory education has '
even been. '

" Despite these significant differences, however, state level
implementation of 94-142 resembles fitle I in one very important way. In
their program activities, three of the four states in our sample

" stress local compliance, rather than program quality or institutional
capacity. This emphaéig is iargely dictated by .federal requirementé
and their emphasis on pfocesg, rather tnan program substance. It also
reflects the program's stage of deveiopment. That is, the need to
make certain that previously-unserved children are diagnosed and
thgq provided with services also requires that SEAs place a major

-~ emphasis on compliance. Still, this approach has meant that little
attention is p?id to the appropriate match between a'stugent's handi-
capping condition and the service he or she receives. It also has
resulted in handicapped. students being mainstreamed into regular
classrooms wizh little teacher preparatioq or training beforehand.

In examining the handicabped education programs in our four ~
sample states, we found that in several basic ways they are similar.
State laws were changed to conform with the federal statute; state

. funds for handicapped education have increased significantly to meeth
94-142 mandates; Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) are now \\\

prepared for handicapped students; required due process procedures are

in place; and even in one sample state that emphasizes techpical

assistance, monitorinh activities consume a lot of time.

.

The four states also share common implementation problems and similar
difficulties in their dealings with the federal government. Some of these
problems are characteristic of programs gtill in an early stage of

development. For example, although both professional educators and

R i
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‘one state talked. about the difficulty of ensuring such parental partici-
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parent groups in our four eggple states agree that few handicapped
children remain to Be idenzified, there is also consensus that the
resulting services are not always appropriate or sufficiently
comprehensive. This reflects general inexperience with special education
as well as seriqns shortages in specialized personnel and inadequate in-

service training for reguiar classroom teachers. It will be some time before
these program needs areimet. AlthoughCSEAs are required to design a
comprehensive program for personnel development as part of their State

plans, implementation rests with the states' post-secondary institutions.

The SEA has no independent authority to establish or enlarge such

progrems. Similarly. although due process procedures required bj law .
reportedly are in place, they are not yet working as federal planners ’ 23

intended. * In particular, parents often fail to take advantage ‘of them
becau%e'gf insufficient information.27

Inadequate financing confounds these developmental problems and is
one of the program's most serious problems. Our respondents felt that -
largely due to the state's financial contribution, basic supplementary
services (e.g., speech therapy, small group instruction) for handicapped
students are adequately funded. But transportation and private placement
pose serious cost problems. All the four states in our sample have

substantial enrollments in rural areas. This means that fewer students

27
One of the problems many of our respondents noted is the middle
class bias of 94~142. Parents and professional educators alike argued
that 94-142 assumes a high level of parental participation can be
guaranteed and that parents will have sufficient information and
expertise to press their child's interests before committees on the
handicapped and possibly, hearing officers. ' Regional SEA staff in

pation in rural areas with high illiteracy rates where parents can only
sign the IEP with an "X.: Similarly, staff in a large urban area
discussed the problems in trying to encourage poor parents to come in
and discuss their children's programs.

Our findings correspond with those reported by Michael Kirst and
Kay Bertken in their study of special education fair hearings in
California. They found that low income and minority parents participated
less often in hearings than their numbers in school districts would
predict. See: "How Fair Fair Hearings?" IFG Policy Notes, Vol. 2,
No. .1, Winter 1981, pp. 4-5.

Meon
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are transported gréhter distances, thué subgtantially increasing per
capita costs. Private placements usually constitute less than one
percent of a state's handicapped student population, but such services
tend to'be costly, often in exXcess of '$20,000 a year if éut-of-state
placement is required. While such placements constitute a small fraction
of the total costs/of handicapped e&;cégzoﬁ,'they do place a burden on
local districts, particularly small.LEAs, that are required to share part
of these costs with the state. Further, state teacher organization
representatives report that the lack of such services seriously

compounds the problems faced by regular classroom teachers aé@£h59

attempt to serve handicapped children into their classrooms.
Although implementation problems are similar in our sample states,

SEAs ghow striking differences in how they manage their handiéapped o
education programs. Variation occurs not only in funding formulas and
programlgctivities, but also in the extent to which handicapped
education is integrated into the rest of the SKA.

“P.L. 94~142 ig an unusually precise piece of federal education
legislation; it conveys clear and strong signals to the states. In
explaining state implementation strategies in handicapped educatiop,nghen,
we need to ask whether federal factors have so overwhelmed state
characteristics that handicapped education is essentially a federal
program in our sample states. At one level, . this seems to be the case.
7Certainly, the faderal context has dictated state level behavior in
the areas of due process, IEP preﬁaration, monitoring, and related
‘services. Even the strongly directive SEA in our sample whose own
orientation is closest to that of the federal government's, would not

operate its own program in the same way if federal constraints were

-




.

~43

removed. Certainly federal level factors explain why state handicapped |,

& B

education programs emphasiie process over substance and the rapid
increase in handicapped education expenditures.

Although the basic mandate to serve all handicapped children in
the least restrictive ‘environment and the elaborate due process
mechanisms established by 94-142 lie at the core of each state's program,
there are still important elements that vary across the states and can -
be explained‘by uﬂidue state characteristics. The most obvious example
is seen in an SEA whose general role is expressly defined in terms of
technical aésiétaﬁce. SEA staff have minimized monitoring activities
and have used both 94-142 discrgtioq?ry funds and sﬁate suppor£ to focus

their role in -handicapped education on technical assistance,
Commitment to special education runs high in this state and thus
supports SEA efforts to administer 94-142 in a manner consistent with
the broader state philésophy about SEA-LEA relations.
Another example is the differing degree of progréh integration
within each sample SEAi Unlike compensatory education, state and
federal handicapped education programs operate as one program in all
’f;ur sample states. This coordination occurs-becausé state iawé-hoﬁ.
conform with the fedé}al one andiboth programs serve the same students.
However, our sample states diffet in the extent to which they coordinate
handicapped education with other SEA activities. Two of our states
make an express effort to integrate special education with other.
\;gency activities. In one of thgse states, this reflects a general SEA
emphasis on coordination. This\SEA coordinates handicapped
education with other agency activities through the use of 94-142
administrativé funds to support staff positions outside the special
.education division—;e.g. physical education, vocational rehabilitation -
and vocationul education. The special education division also sponsors

joint activities, such as regional workshops for special education and

vocational education directors. In the sécond state, however, coordination

across state and federal efforts is not the SEA norm. The integration
'qg/handicapped education and other SEA activities reflects the strong
state level commitment to special education program goals. 1In this

state, special education staff coordinate their activities with those of

A
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Title IV-C and the.state's primary reading program. Similarly, special
education staff participate_in site visits to these projects.
Coordination also occurs in the state's regional centers where special
education and vocational education staff regularly meet together with
their LEA counterparts. : -

Our remaining sample states make little or no effort to coordinate
handicapped education with other SEA activities. 'In one state, the
‘, absence of coordination can ‘be explained primarily in terms of "SEA

management style and capacity. SEA leadership does not encourage
cooperation among programs; the.SEA operates essentially as a loose
" confederation. .In addition,” however, ‘coordination takes time and staff
resources. In this low-capacity state, SEA resources are already spread
thiniy simply to fulfill 94;142 monitoring responsibilities. Thus,
coordination becomes a luxury. ‘ _ -
In our fourth SEA, however, coordination does not occur for somewhat

“different reasons. Although it would be possible to coordinate

handicapped education with other state and federal activities through the R
---SEA' s* regionally based LEA service teamsq the SEn _special education

director has chosen not to do so. He is a strong advocate of handi-

capped education and believes that a strong compliance emphasis is necessary ) ]

to guarantee special education services across_the state. Consequently, he
has purposely distanced special education from the SEA's general
emphasis on technical assistance and stressed local monitoring and compliance.

To some extent, then, state factors can modify federal level . ‘
variablesJand allow a state to stamp its own imprint on even the most
'tightly—struotured federal program. But not all states are able to do
this equally well.. In one of our sample states, for example, handicapped
eduoation is essentially a federal program with few unique state elements. R
‘This situation can be partly explained by state characteristics like SEA )
leadership and capacity, and by a political culture that does not
support a strong state role. But the tremendoys fixed costs of partici-
pating in 94-142 are at least equally significant in explaining this .
rural state's minimalist implementation response. Even if the state's

political culture supported a stronger state role, federal administrative

, funds harely meet the fixed costs of fulfilling 94-142 monitoring
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,obligations in the state's many small districts,

'services should be obtained.28

"
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Even if SEA capacity
were sufficient to provide additional staff resources to handicapped ‘
education, most of them would still have to be diverted to mandated
activities like state .plan preparation and local district monitoring.
But perhaps the most important issue facing 94-142 is the lesson
this program can learn from the Title I experience. In many ways,
regulation Aand compliancé’have become the core of Title I, rather than
At one level, 94-~142 has

In contrast to Title I's emphasis

program content or good teaching practice.
the potential- to avoid this problem.
on controliing the use of program funds, 94-142 fociises on service
entitlements and procedural'fairness, and -less on where funds for
Consequently, 94-142 has not become
bogged down in all the fiscal accounting detail that Title I has., .In
fact, SEAs and LEAs have considerabie discretion in pow they apend

_ 94-142 funds:-

Despite this fiscal flexibility, however, 94-142 is in danger of
following the programnatic history of Title I and continuing to stress

compliance at the expense of program quality and institutional capacity.

Certainly, this trend is reflected in the states'

and procedural issues.

————

28

emphasis on monitoring
The-states are simply tcking t%eir cues from the

‘I

.~ Beatrice F. Birman, "Problems of Overlap Between Title I and

PoLo ’94"'1423

Implications for the Federal .Role in Education," Educational

Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 3, No. 3, May-~June 1981, -pp. 7-8.
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federal government and stressing those areas that. ED is likely to focus

on in its own compliance checks. --Although we know attention to other
program components varies from. state to state (depending on a state's .
.own priorities), all states would devote more attention to substantive
matters if the federal government encouraged it.

The issue for handicapped education is whether it will mature
differently than Title I. Given the substantial state and local ‘

political support for program goals (as compared witﬁ compensatory

. education), the commitment exists to make handicapped education less

regulatory in its approach over time, with more attention paid to ¢

subst;ntive issues of program quality. ©e

- J—

. - CONCLUSIONS 4

A number of state -officials have argued that federal aid-to ,
education has resulted in a "tederal takeover,' making the states
junior part:ners.29 Our research indicates that the effect of federal
aid hae not been that unequivocal, Whether a state remains an inde-
pendent actor or becomes a junior partner depends not just on federal
program requirements, but also on the interaction between individual

federal programs and state political and organizational characteristics.

.

Consequently, we realized that in order to analyze state ievel )
implementation of federal progréms,~we first needed to understand R
how states manage their own education programs. Even when states ~ ‘
decide to run federal programs independently of their own, that dec1sion e

is based on the same organizational and political factors that shape

. »

the .state's own agenda. .

[N 4

We found that a state's political culture, particularly the ) o

traditional,relationshipustates establish with local jurisdictions,

is the most ;ignificant factor in explaining state implementation

.

) 9For example, see: Joseph:M. Qronin, "The Federal Takeover:
Should the Junior Partner Run the F#rm?" in Federalism at the Cross-
roads: ‘ Improving Educational Policymaking, Institute for Educational
Leadership, Policy gaper 2, Washington, D.C., 1976, pp. 1-5.

»
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" and surveys'which have taken a more individual level perspective.31 . '

-

_New York, 1972. . — ;

patterns. In a very real sense, political culture sets tﬁe oarameters \\\\

within which general government functions -and—in~ turn, n, the SEQ must

operate.r The notion of political culture presents obvious measurement

pfoblems and is a concept political scientists have struggled with for
In our own work we found that political culture no longer varies .

30 We also know that it is ’ ’.

years.
by region as much as was once believed.
fairly counsistent acrass issue areas and can pernaps be measured best

in elite intervieWws with state.level actors-—éovernors, sctate legis-

17

ilators, and interest grOup representatives. What emerges from these
interviews is a consistent sense of the lim*ts’on these officials "
roles and theit sense of what they can or cannot ligitimately do. 1In '
describing sucn limits, we found that state officials, consciously or »
unconsciously, are descriBing the state political culture in which

they operate. Of course, these notions can also be verified' oy studies

- ,'Within the constraints imposed by general government and the <
state poiitical culture, SEAs define their roles: wnat activities . ]
fﬁey will undertake and how they will }elate to local districts. An | Ry
SEA nay engage in only the most minimal activities (e.g., fiscal -
tzacking of state and federal funds, enforcement of school safety i
codes) and estak.ish an essentially passive relationship with loca&
districts. At the other epd of the continuum are SEAs that play an
active role in local districts, either-through extensive standard-

setting and regulatlion or through technical assistance, or in some

cases, both.

3OThe importance “of region in dist1nguishing among state political

cultures is mainly derived from Elazar's work. Daniel J. Elazar,
American Federalism: A View £from the States, second edit?on, Thomas

Crowell, New Y.k, 1972.

31An example of such studies would %nclude: ‘Jack Bass and . - :
Walter DeVries, The Transformation of Southern Politics, Basic Books,
New York, 1976, and scyeral bocks by Neal R. Pierce: The Border Soyth
States, The Megastates gf America, and The Pacific States, Norton,

3




°0b€iously, state role affecgs c;pacity: states with minimal responsi-
bilities are unlikely to obtain the financial and staff resources
needed to build extensive ca}acity. "On the other hand, where the
-political culture supports a strong state rolé, generdl government
Es.more likelv to pro;ide the resources to build and maintain SEA
capacity. b o \
Just as political culture influences what the SEA does,—it also
sﬁapes its priorities, particularly thé emphasis it gives to services
for special needs studerts as compared with those for general education.
These priorities, along with role and capacity, combine to shape a ‘
state's response' to federal programs.

We found that states have at least some measure of choice in how
tﬁgy respond to federal education programs. 'Those with the least '

" degree of choice are states with minimal capacity; by default they
often become jnior partn;rs. Junior partner statué is alég,most
likely co occur in small states with a relatively large aumber of

cﬁool districts and a small SEA. The fixed costs of participafion
i federal'programs (state plan preparation, local application reviey
and\gonitofing) fall hardest on these states aﬁd leave- them with few
optibn§ but to become junior partners.

Indgpendent actor status is more complex. The most obvious way
states c;q choose to become independent actors is to shape federal
programs taxfit similar sféte programs, in effect subordinating
federal proéfam objectiv~3 to state ones. Those states with a strong

. commitment to special needs students and programs tc support that
commitment, are the most likely to choose independent acior status.,
The result is often greater péogrammatic development g%.e., more

. effective service delivery), but it can come at the expense of com-

pliance with federal program regulatioﬁs. For example, SEA staff

may pay more aﬁtention’bo the content of local programs and less to

areas of federal concern like fiscal tracking. However, since the
states that play such' an independent role are those with goals similar
. to the federal govern@ent's, their programs should meet broad federal

objectives even]if the means differ from the federal government's.

e et e e e e N -
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. manage the federal program independentlj and peripherally to the
. 3

‘greater programmatic development Jin tﬁqge states with the will and

" to subordinate federal to state goals or to keep federal programs .

. i i .
We found that there is a second, rather perverse 'way for states :

. to remain independent actors... In those states where federal goals: - 4

are inconsistent with state priorities, the SEA can decide simply to . .

state's own programs. The state, in efﬂect, "works to the rule" and N

only does as much as is: rieed2d to comply with federal regulations.

" In many ways the federal government encourages this reSponse by its

emphasis on regulation and process requirements. In fact, the states

have little incentive to offer any more than a minimalist, compliance—

oriented reSponse. From the federal perspective, this approach at -
least ensures that special needs students. will receive some additional

services. At the same time, a strict compliance approach may preclude

capacity to do more if grester federal flexibility existed.

In sim, except for those with low institutional capacity,.
most statee can be independent actors if they choose. l?here is no
question that the federal government, through regulation and its
grant-in-aid programs, forces the states to serve children that might ’ .
not have been served otherwise, or at least, in the same way or to Lo
the same extent. In this sense, then, the autonomy of all states has ) el

been compromised. But within this basic constraint states can choose

from encroaching on the state's primary responsibility, general

education. Junior partner status is by no means inevitable for most -

states.

Implications for the Federal Role

One of our most important, thcqgh not unexpected, findings
concerns the relationShip between state government and federal
categorical programs. Put-simply;,\support for'the goals and
activities funded by federgl education programs is minimal in .
most states. General goverament opposes categorical funding and,
with the exception of handicapped education, groups representing

special needs students, wield little political influence. This

- v
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finding has obvious implications for federal block grant or program
consolidation proposals. '

In assessing the potential impact of block _grants, we can
de;ise a continuum of states that ranges from those that will
change least to those that will change the most. Although the
majority of states will fall somewhere between the two' extremes,

a characterization of these two types is helpful. Those states

whose philosophy is consistent with federal goals, that play a

strong role in local districts, and‘have integrated-federal pro;

grams into the overall SEA structure are likely to change the

least. The only major change likely to occur is a shift in the .
relative position of‘some speciai needs categories. Because of

existing judicial .mandates and its political strength, handicapped
education is likely to increase its relative share of the federal

aid pie at the expense of compensatory education. State controle____ -

over:- local districts will continue and at least partially replace

. federal constraints.

For those states with little commitment to special needs

students and a relatively passive relationship with local districts,

blocK grants will mean major changes. In the face of state legis-
lative and.constituent pressure, ' the targeting of funds for special
needs students is likely to be compromised. Without'strong federal
requirements, such SEAs will lack the will and capacity to enforce even
the most minimal categorical requirements effectiveiy. Local districts
will face simiiar'political'pressure as they attempt to allocate

funds with neither technical assistance nor adequate mandates

from the state. Consequently; the.amount and quality of services

for special needs students will ‘depend on the homogeneity of interests
and CApacity of .local districts. This analysis suggests that if .
alternative feaera1~aid strategies, are ddopted, special needs students
will be best served if targeting requirements are retained and sub-
stantive” planning by both states and local districts required.?2

. 0
I

32The initial education block grant législation enacted by Con- .
-gress this summet included Title I, buk not handicapped o'r bilingual
education programs., However, the Reagan administration plans to press
for further consoiidation in the coming year. .
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Although the recent block grant legislation enacted by Congress
suggests that this strategy will be the preferred one, at least in the
near future, there are other options available. Assuming that the
federal government wants to.continue its commitment to special needs
students and to improve service delivery, it reouires a strategy ‘that
‘retains student targeting.requirements, Yet at the same time, it
should also encourage more than a compliance-oriented response from
states and local districts. One obvious’option is. to treat either )
specific federal programs or individual states differentially.

Ti§l§¥1h§BQ“94’142 represent éood examples of how programs might

s e o

©

be structured differently, depending on their maturity as social
policies. Title I is an older program with its targetiﬁé and.pro-
cedural requirements basically in place. Given that the states are
in substantial compllance with Title I mandates, it would now make - ‘
sense for the federal government to concentrate less on procedural
requirements and more on program substance. Such a, shift means that
the federal government would send different cues to the states through
its program regulations and monitoring procedures. ﬁhile basic
student targeting requirements would remain, the federal governtient
lcould ‘relax other requirements so state resources would be freed to.
)rov1de more technical assistance on program plagning and content. "
s Title 1 contrasts with 94-142 which is a newer program still
exper1encing compliance probl Qs. At this stage oﬁ the proggfm s
development, federal goals are probably best served by a 1unior
_partner status for the states. But\tbe federal governmdat needs .
to be sensitive to isSues of program maturation and the sta e of .
program development when regulatory approaches no longer produce sig-
nificant results. At that point, both federal and state roles need .
to change. .For gedera7 staff it means conccntrating less on monitoriog
and enforcement, and more on ident{fying effective practice and dis- \\‘
seminating this Information among the states. The preferred state role :\\
- would be similar with gues from the federal level now reinforcing this
approach.
In addition to dystlngulshing among programs on the basis of

their maturity, the federal govermment could also treat states

hd -
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"différéntially.' Such a strategy has traditionally been considered

politically infeasible because it would force the federal government
to make relative judgments about state will and éapacity. However,
there may be Jome ways that states can be treated differentially

without arousing strong political opposition. For example, the
fixeé costs of participation in federal programs could be reduced

by treating smaglér states differencly than larger ones. Federal

_ program requirements could be reduced or modified depending on a

state's student enrollment and number of school districts,
A second way states could be treated differentially is to

reward those that meet a certain service standard. For example,

"94-142 funds-could flow directly into those stat&s with their

own handicapped programs offering core protections and a certain
level of services. 1In this way,‘the federal program would be

truly subordinated to the state one, thus encouraging greater

state commitment and effort. ‘

Policymakegs are once again assessing the federal, and in turn,
state and lécal roles in the federal system. If this new definition
of authority and responsibility across govermmental levels is to be
mdre than a temporary rebalancing of political interests, it needs
to be based on an empirical undurstanding of what states are willing
and able to do in various social policy areas. Our reéearch demon-
st;ates how an examination of state political and organizational
factors within one policy area can be used to assess state will and
capacity. It also indicates, however, how much more information
is needgd before we understand state policy systems as well as we

now undérstand policy implementation at the federal level.
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