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"(ESEA), was signed into law in 1965 as Public¢ Law.89-10. The

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION C -3
Title I of the "Act to strengthen and imﬁrdvé educational quality and

educational opportunities in the nation's elementary and secondary
schools,” henceforth known as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

aw was later
amended so that Title I services nould also be provided to handicapped
children (P.L. 89-13 in 1965); Indian children, agricultural mi
children, and children in institutions for the neglected and delinquent -
(P.L. 89-750 in 1966); and children of migratory fishermen (P.L., 93-380 in

1974). The last amendment, Public Law 95-561 in 1978, remained in effect

cuntil 1 July 1982, when it was superceded by Chapter 1 of the Education

Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981. The basic law had three
fundamental purposes, which remained unchanged throughout its lé—~year
history. These are to:

e 7provide financial assistauce to Local Education Agencies
that have concentrations of children from low-income e e
families,

e expand and improve educational programs for‘gducationally
~ deprived children residing in these low-income areas, and

e provide educational érograms that are sensitive and

responsive to the special needs of educationally deprived
children. L : ’ .

The educational programs provided under the Title I law were highly
visible to the public. Title I was the largest federally funded edu-
cational program in the United States; mQre than 6 million children in
over 14,000 school distrikts received Title I services in school year
1980-81. More than $3.2 billion was allocated to Title I programs in
school year 1980-81. ’ ) §

The Title I law specified the responsibilities and duties of edu-
cational agencies at the federal, state, and local levels and created a
three-tiered administrative organization for the Title I program. The
legislative branch of the federal government was responsible for writing
and amending the legislation and appropriating funds to implement the
legislation, while the executive branch, the Department of Education (ED)
in this case, prepared the regulatighs to implement the reguirements of I
the statute and distributed funds to the State and Local Eghcation Agen- N ////
cies. Each State Education Agency (SEA) had the responsibilities of
interpreting the statute for districts within its state, disseminating o
information about the requirements, providing technical assistance to '
districts on each of the program requirements, monitoring and enforcing
Title I statutes and regulations, and reporting to the Secretary of
Education on state as well as local Title I activities and practices. The
design and delivery of Title>I funded services to children was in the
purview of the Local Education Agencies (LEAs).

»
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The success of such a large and complex program depends, in part, upon
its successful administration at the federal, state, and local levels.
Previous studies found the relationships between the three levels of
administration to be significantly intertwined. The Planar Corporation
study, a multi-year investigation of Title I management practices at the
federal, state, and local levels in 1973, found that (a) states are
diverse in their .administration. of Title I programs, and (b) a complex
relationship exists among the federal regulations, state administrative
practices, and district implementation procedures.1

. In 1976, the National Institute of Education (NIE) conducted a large-
scale study of the administration of compensatory education. NIE's
research, in which federal regulations, guidelines, and interpretive rules
were examined, showed that the federal legal framework for Title I was,
For the most part, internally consistent and conformed reasonably well to
the Title I statute. However, the NIE -study further concluded that
clarity of the Title I legal framework was as important as is internal
consistency, and that if the legal framework is not clear, either as
formulated or as communicated, SEAs and LEAs may deviate or develop
wayward interpretations of Title I 1egiélation.2 In recognition of the
impact the federal administrative role has on SEA and LEA management
practices in Title_I,-Congress, in 1978, directed specific changes to be
made in the legal framework for Title I and to make the Title I admin~
istrative framework as clear and comprehensive as posgiblé.

The Title I legislation in 1978 resulted in a much expanded role for
states and greater administrative resources for carrying out some of these
additional activities. Part Two of this report describes how the resources
available for Title I programs are utilized. The particular respons-
ibilities are described in detail in Part Three of this report.

RATIONALE AND STUDY DESIGN FOR THE
~ STATE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES STUDY

 The American Institutes for Research (AIR) was funded in July 1980 by
thé Department of Education (ED) to conduct a two-year study to assess the
effects of changes in the Education Amendments of 1978 on state management
practices in ESEA Title I. ' :

LR
s

1l Briggs, p. 6. A perspective on change: The administration of Title T
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Washington, DC: The
Planar Corporation, 1973. Also, Planar Corporation, The silken purse:
Legislative recommendations for Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. Washington, DC: The Planar Corporation, 1973.

2 National Institute of Education. Administration of compensatory
education. Washington, DC: National Institute of Education, 1977.
Also, -Goettel, R.J., Kaplan, B.A., & Orland, M.E. A study of the
administration of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
Title I in eight stafes. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse Research -
Corporation, 1977. ' 2

14 -~

xiv




. The major purposes of the study are to: o

) document how states, through their Title I guidelines and
! management practices, met the requirements of the Title I
law ag amended in 1978; and

‘e identify exemplary state management practices and docu-
ments that can be disseminated and used by states to
.facilitate their management of Tit%f I programs.

State management of Title I programs was studied by the Planar
Corporation in 1973 and again by the NEFE Compensatory Education Study in
1976-77. Findings from the NIE study, in part.cular, were used as the
basis for making changes to the Title I law when it was reauthorized in
1978. The 1978 Title T law, as noted earlier, expanded and strengthened
state management responsibilities in Title I. These changes and their
impact on states 1s one f0cus of this study.

The major questions under investigation by the study of state manage-
ment practices are:

e How did states meet the requirements of the 1978 Title I
- law?

® What changes and improvemeuts to state management. prac—

.+ tices resulted from the increased administrative funding
and the new administrative requirements of the 1978 Title
I law? )

e What problems were .entountered by states as they imple-
mented the 1978 Title I law?

e What innovavive or successful practices were developed by
states as they ilmplemented the 1978 Title I law?

To meet the study's objectives, three data collection efforts were
designed. First, state documents and materials were reviewed to obtain
one picture of state-level Title I» management practices. Materials and
documents that were considered by the study tp;be exemplary were compiled




®
into four management modules (application approval, monitoring, parent
involvement, and enforcement).

Second, indepth telephone interviews were conducted with 49 state
Title I coordinators to ascertain specific information about state
practices, problems, and plans for operating Title I/Chapter 1 programs.
States were queried about each of their major management responsibil-
ities: State rulemaking, application approval, monitoring and monitoring
enforcement plans, technical assistance and dissemination, evaluation,
parent involve- ment, and enforcement, including audits and audit -
resolution, withholding of payments, and complaint resolution.

Third, onsite interviews yere conducted with a nationally
representative sample of 20 slte Title I coordinators and .their staffs to
follow-up on issues raised during the telephone interviews and with a
sample of district Title I coordinators in these states to obtain
information on state management from a district perspective.

.

3 The four management modules are published separately: = "
Appleby, J.A. A study of state management pfacticeé: Looking back
at Title I and toward Chapter 1. Management Module: .. Monitoring.
Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research, 1982.
(AIR-857~8/82-FP) :

Harrison, L.R. A study of state minagement practices: Looking back
at Title I and toward Chapter 1. Managemernt Module: Parent
Tnvolvement. Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research, 1982.

(AIR-857-8/82-FP)

Putman, K.E. A study of state management practices: Looking back
 at Title I and toward Chapter 1. Management Module: Application

Approval. Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research, 1982.

(AIR-857-8/82-FP) ‘ :

Putman, K.E. A study of state management practices: Looking back
at Title I and toward Chapter 1. Management Module: Enforcement.

Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research, 1982. (AIR-857-
8/82-FP) : .




CONCLUSIONS

While Congress may have felt that the end product (as defined by the
1978 Title I law) was needed in its existing form, the reactions of states
suggest that Congress went too far. Some states, by obeying the letter of
the law, let the spirit die. While strict compliance measures were
undoubtedly correct for a. “young" program in which states simply carried
out fede-al policy, it was not clear that such prescriptive measures were
appropr%*te for a "mature” program, such as Title I in its later years.

States in the later years also appeared to become more resentful of
the apparent negligence on the part of Congress to recognize the impor-
tance of state socio-contextual factors in the implementation of a large -
program, such as Title I. The State Management Practices Study noted
major tensions that surfaced during interviews with state Title I coordi-
nators~-~all pertain in some degree to th.: desire for greater local or
state control, often at the expense of federal control. '

States have rather deep-seated philosophies about the extent to which
they adopt a "directive™ or a "nondirective"” posture in front of their
districts. These philosophies can be set by the current education leaders

T/ 7inthe state, such as the Chief State School Officers. —A strong non—

- directive attitude may have been shaped by educational policymakers
throughout the state's history. When both types of states attempt to
implement a prescriptive law, several interesting outcomes are observed.
First, some directive states appeared to resent federal intrusion into
their domain. This attitude surfaced during discussions of state rule-
making, when several directive states indicated that they felt the federal
government had intruded too far into their states' rights. They felt they
had the right to make rules and they did not need the ffderal government
Ea_bermit +heu to do so. These directive states may, also, have felt
somewhat cheated by the numerous requirements, since numerous existing
federal requirements made a directive posture less necessary for
successful program admin- istration. Some of the nondirective states, on
the other hand, secretly applauded the prescriptions in the 1978 statute,
because it gave them the opportunity to enforce the rules they were not
ahle to make freely. When federal requirements matched state program
goals, these nondirective states appeared to have no resentment toward the
extent of the Title I legal requirements. The fact that several very
vocal nondirective states did not "disown"” the federal requirements or
strongly differentiate for their districts state from federal requirements
offers some support for this statement.

-

4 Elmore, R.F., & McLaughlin, M.W. Strategic choices in federal

4 education policy: The compliance-assistance trade-off. In A. Lieber-—
man & M.W. McLaughlin (Eds.), Policy making in education. Chicago,
IL: University of Chicago Press, 1982.
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A second type of tension surfaced over attempts by states to fit the
all-purpose legal requirements into their local situatioms. It was
observed that parent advisory councils fit best in the eight percent of
states with a history of such formal involvement; most other states
.preferred less strict arrangements to involve parents. Some districts had
strong parent-teacher organizations or other local parent groups serving
as their councils, even though they were not limited to the Title I
program. States were occasionally forced to consider whether the intent
of the law as perceived by states (that is, to have meaningful organized
parent involvement at the local level) took precedence over the means to
‘achieve that end or whether their districts had to comply with the letter
of the law (including council composition and membership election)-~even
if it meant that local parent involvement would be weakened. Thus these
states did not disagree with the federal goal of meaningful formal parent
- involvement, but they did resent the structure imposed on them by Congress
to achigve this goal.

A third type of tension surfaced over the acceptance of the federal
role jin evaluation. Some states felt that evaluation was solely a local
district activity; others felt that evaluation was a "local" activity in
the sense that both states and their districts should be the primary
initiators of the activity;—while-still-ethers believed that, because of
national program accountability, the federal government also had a role to
play. These differing state attitudes toward the federal role influenced
states' implementation of the federally mandated Title I evaluation modeis.
States believing evaluation is solely a local concern appeared less than
enthusiastic about the amount of effort required to. implement the eval-
vation models. These states found the evaluation requirements partic-
ularly troublesome, perhaps, in. part, because they were forced to play a
role that they felt was inappropriate for them. '

Thus, all three of these local-state-federal role issues affect
implementation and administration of the Title I program. A challenge for
this study was to arrive at a way of characterizing good management when
. taking these other factors into consideration. 3

Indepth examinations of how states implemented the 1978 Title I law
show a consistent pattern displayed by some states to their management of
Title I programs. They assumed a problem~solving stance in which they
felt they should design their own materials and not rely on models pro-
duced by ED. These states adopted the three-year application approval
cycle, and the cycle appeared to "work" for them and their districts by
suncessfully reducing their paperwork as intended by Congress. These
states actively monitored local programs by doing "extra” activities to
ensure program quality; some were also active monitors to ensure program
"compliance; but they all had attitudes that the purpose of monitoring was
to ensure program quality or both program quality and compliance, but
never -only to ensure compliance with the law. These states also tended to
have very positive attitudes towarc parent involvement; they also tended
to be active at the state level conducting various parent involvement
activities for their districts. These states provided large amounts of
personalized technical assistance to their LEAs through face-to~face or .
small-group workshops rather than providing assistance in large—group
settings, which are more impersonal.
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The issues of local and state control blurs this picture somewhat when
the state responsibilities of rulemaking and evaluation are concerned. To
‘a less consistent degree, these same states also made rules to help their
districts improve the quality of their programs and they actively helped
their districts use evalustion .data to improve their programs. An un-~
expected finding is the strong inverse correlation between activity in
evaluation and parent involvement attitudes--high levels of evaluation
activities are associated with negative attitudes towards parent involve-
ment, particularly councils. - - '

The states having this profile of activities are characterized as
having a "quality" orientation toward management of their Title I pro-
grams. They présent a contrast to those labeled as having a "compliance”
orientation--they tend to be inactive generally throughout all areas of
their state responsibilities, they like the idea of having ED develop
models for different administrative activities, and they tend to favor

. less personalized methods of service delivery.

The quality-compliance issue has been addressed over the years.
Congress, for example, in its report on the Education Amendments of 1978,
was concerned over the comments made by states that compliance with
particular requirements, namely implementation of the evaluation models,
may not lead to meaningful data for program managers at all levels— )
federal, state, and local. '

As later noted by McDonnell and MclLaughlin, states have a dual com-
pliance and program development role.5 Adherence to and implementaticn
of federal program regulations, such as monitoring or auditing, while
necessary, is not sufficient to acgomplish federal goals. States can go
beyond this to involve substantive program planning and technical assis-
tance to their local districts to improve programs. - '

The qucstion remains, however, do the quality-oriented states either
do a better job of managing their programs or have more effective programs
than the compliance-oriented states? If the goal is to minimize audit
exceptions or citations by the federal Monitoring Review Teams, perhaps a
less risk-taking stance is called for, which would be taken by the com-

‘ pliance~oriented states. The quality-oriented states often break new
ground, and they extend themselves by making rules to further program
goalg~~all of which can lead to problems and uncertainties as to whether
their actions are in compliance with the law. '

5 McDonnell, L.M., & McLadghlin, M.W. Education poIicy and the role of '
the states. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1982. .

»
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It is assumed, here,; that the greater attention paid by the qual-
ity-oriented states to ensuring program quality will, in théolong run, pay
off for the Title I children who are the beneficiaries of the program.
They tried to implement the Title I law to the fullest as intended by
Congress by exercising all of their state authorities. One of the ironies
is that, since many of these states favor more state and local coutrol of
evaluation, they did not like the federal intrusion represented by the
~evaluation models. Hence, they did not spend much time improving the
quality of their evaluation d:ta. Thus, an examination of their statewide
gains may not truly reflect their apparent quality management style.

One significant point that will be apparent in Parts Two and Three of
this report is that a quality management style is not synonymous with
greater administrative resources or larger numbers of staff. Attention to
issues of program quality appear to be driven more by state socio-
contextual factors and by the program managers themselves. ;

The study's major findings are discussed in Part Three of the report.
The highlights from each of these chapters is presented below.

State Rulemaking Chapter Highlights

The 1978 Title I law codified long standing federal policy that states
may issue their own rules, regulations, procedures, guidelines, or other
requirements that are not inconsistent with any federal laws or regu-
lations.

The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the rule-
making provisions included in the 1978 law (and the 1981 regulations):

e To what extent did the rulemaking provisions affect states"
administrative practices? L '

®» What problems did states encounter in exercising their
rulemaking authority?

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate tontinuing to make
-rules 1f this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

The results of the study show that ten states did not exercise
their rulemaking authority; seventeen states, classified as minimal
rule users, made rules primarily to clarify or interpret federal law
for their districts; and twenty—-two coordinators were classified as
active rulemakers. »

The study's major findings are:

° Active,rulemakefs tended to make informal rules even
prior to the 1978 Title I law.
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e Active rulemakers took the initiative more often in
deciding when to make rules-—their rules were init-
iated by the Title I unit rather than in perceived
requests from district or federal personnel. .

e Active rulemakers exercised théir rulemaking authority
to make rules to help districts design quality pro-
grams. - '

e Active rulemakers believed that the rulemaking auth-
ority strengthened their program administration. o

e Active rulemakers indicated they would plan to cen-—
tinue to make rules even 1f no law allowed them to do
SCe ,

The management style of these active rule users was also character~
ized by successful use of the three-year application cycle to reduce
paperwork for them and for their districts, active monitoring to ensure
program -quality but not as active generally to ensure program compliance,
and more active use of personalized (rather than less personalized)

technical assistance service delivery mechanisms.

Continuation of rulemaking activities under- ECIA Chapter 1 would be
difficult for some states if there isiﬂo'expreSS provision in the legal
. statute or regulations.. States disagreed as to whether they had the
authority to make and enforce rules if a provision were not expressly
included in the 1é§5f framework. Even if the final Chapter 1 regulations
permit rulemaking authority, the extent to which states can enforce their
rules through use of various enforcement sanctionms, withholding of pay-
ments for example, is unclear.

While all states wanted to be in control of their programs, some
states' philosophies of “local control” will affect the extent to which
their rulemaking authority can be exercised under Chapter 1. Nondirective
states used the prescriptive 1978 Title I law to make their rules for
them. With the less prescriptive Chapter 1 law, these "local control”
states can not look to the law or regulations for guidance. They must
decide if they wish to direct Chapter 1 through informal rules or leave
program design powers up to their districts. These states may not be ‘able
to make rules, since they would be.perceived as “"directive"” and perhaps
counter to educational policy in their states. .

Districts in the local control states had difficulties in dif-
ferentiating state from federal rules. Some of the rules attributed to
states, particularly Parent Advisory Council requirements, which were part
of several prescriptive sections in the 1978 Title I, wWere also prob-
lematic for both states and districts. It is significant that tuese
states were particularly sensitive to presenting a non-directive image,
yet perhaps were unaware that some of their districts held them ac-
countable for requirements they did not make.




Application Approval Chapter Highlights

In 1978, Congress gave states an opportunity to reduce paperwork by
using a three-year application approval cycle. The State Management ‘
Practices Study began collecting data from state Title I coordinators in
Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the application approval provisions
included in the 1978 law (and the 1979 and 1981 regulations):

e To .what extent did the application approval provisions,
particularly the introduction of the three~year cycle,
affect states' adminlstrative practices?

e To what extent was the application approval process
interrelated with other state responsibilities as in-

tended by Congress?

e What problems did states encounter in‘implementing.fhe
. . provision?

e Did the provision stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area? '

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to use
application approval in the same way as is at present, if"-
this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

Tae option to use a three-year application approval cycle has proven
to be popular: 33 states use the three-year cycle. Making the three-year
cycle “"work,"” however, is a noutrivial matter. Eleven of these sta.es
felt that their paperwork and that c© their districts had not been reduced

e

by use of the cycle. Nineteen of these states, on the other hand, felt
that paperwork was reduced for both them and their districts. Three
states believed that the cycle had reduced paperwork only for their
districts. '

There 1s substantial variation in how states implemented the threeyear
cycle, particularly how they handled the problem of annual updates.
States that were successful in reducing their paperwork through use of the
three-year cycle were characterized as having an active, problem-solving
management style. These successful users of the three—year cycle can be

characterized as follows.

e Successful users were especially clear in saying that a
model application format would not be of value to them,
since they alrgady have in place a 5System that works. ,

e Successful users were likely to develop exemplaiy prac-
tices. : » :

e Successful dsers enjoyed a more positive working rela-
tionship with the U.S. Department of Education.
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The active management style of the successful users of the three—-year
cycle was also’ characterized by greater use of personalized (rather than
less personalized) technical assistance gservice delivery mechanisms and
greater activity in the use of parent involvement.

Under ESEA Chapter 1, Title I coordinators wanted to consider stream-
lining the application approval process to reduce districps' paperwork and
to facilitate theg approval process. While some coordinators wanted to
rely more on assurances to achieve this goal, others strongly did not.
Coordinators not wanting to use assurances felt that they would be unable
to make the necessary compliance determinations required of them by law.
Other states plan to reduce the application burden under Chapter 1 by
continuing to use a consolidated application, which includes Chapter 1 in

_addition to other state and federal programs.

Some Title I coordinators were unsure whether they had the authority
under Chapter 1 to include items on their application 1f they were not
expressly provided by law.

All of these states believed strongly that the application approval
process was extremely important. While they wanted to comply with the
intent of Chapter 1, namely to reduce paperwork and administrative burdens
on their districts, they were not generally desirous of trading rigorous
collection of information on the application to be assured that their

~districts were in compliance for assurances, which would only provide

simplicity of administration. Most, however, were willing to explore
other ways (other than assurances) In which this goal could be met..

Monitoring Chapter Highlights

An important indicator of how each state views its relations to
districts is the degree to which it uses its monitoring ‘responsibility to
help LEAs improve program quality in addition to using monitoring to
ensure fidelity to the application and compliance with the law. The State
Management Practices Study began collecting data from state Title I
coordinators in Summer 1981 to examiné the impact of the monitoring
(including Monitoring and Enforcement Plan) provisions included in the
1978 Title I law (and the 1981 regulations):

e To what extent did the new monitoring provisions affect
states' administrative practices?

£y

e What problems did states encounter in implementing the
provisions?

e Did the monitoring provisions stimulate states to
develop exemplary practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to
monitor if this activity were not expressly required?

xxiil
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While all states sald they used monitcring to ensure compliance, only

39 said that program'quality was also monitored. Monitoring in compliance-
oriented states was, in general, linked more closely with auditing than in
‘the quality-oriented states. Quality-oriented states, on the other hand,
‘'generally tied technical assistance to monitoring; they used monitoring
" visits to identify areas in which technical assistance would be helpful to
their districts. Compliance~oriented states are not especially active--
even whea they monitor for compliance, while quality-oriented states are
active. -

|
The study's major findings show that:

e While the compliance-oriented states tended to rely
primarily on the application or monitoring checklists as
the basis for monitoring, quality-oriented states devel-
oped more complex monitoring procedures.

States focusing on monitoring to improve program quality
tended to use content specilalists in other units of the
state agency or staff located in their regional offices
to assist them in the review of program content in the
"monitoring process.: '

During the monitoring process, the quality oriented
states tended to visit Title I classrooms, interview
teachers and students, and interview parents or Parent
Advisory Council members.

The quality-oriented states were also successful users of the three-
year cycle, and they-tended to make rules to help districts design quality
programs--all of which are characteristics of quality Title I admin—
igtration. Thus, these quality-oriented states were active problem
solvers and they tended to go beyond what is required by -law to help
achieve program quality. ' ‘

All but three states indicated a desire to continue monitoring if
there were no or lesser legal requirements for them to do so. The quality-
oriented states planned to continue practices similiar to those conducted
at present, while the compliance-oriented states planned to do. less
monitoring in the future.

- Specific continuation plans under Chapter I will be affected by fewer
dollar resources and fewer administrative staff. States may not be able
to monitor as frequently or as intensely as they have in the past. New"
ways to monitor more effectively at low cost are sought. "Paper” moai-
toring is not viewed as a particularly viable option, since states felt
they could not make the necessary determinations to assess program com—
pliance. While the threat of monitoring, proposed by some, may be suf-
ficient in the short term to maintain compliance and high program quality,
some follow-through is.needed to ensure future success and identity of the
program.
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. States with quality-oriented attitudes were viewed by their districts
as beng extremely helpful to them, while states with compliance attitudes
were felt by their districts to be less helpful. Districts generally
tended to be 7upportive of their states' monitoring efforts; almost all
wanted their itates to continue to monitor even if they were not required
to do so by law. :

Technical Assistance and Dissemination Chapter Highlights

Prior to 1978, the Title I statute only obligated states to provide
technical assistance to LEAs for evaluation purposes. The U.S. Department
of Education also funded ten Title I Evaluation Technical Assistance
Centers (TACs) in 1978 to help states implement the evaluation pro-
visions. The 1978 Title I statute clarified aud expanded the state role
in providing technical assistance and disseminating information. The
State Management Practices Study:began collecting data from state Title T
coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the technical as-
sista:ce and dissenination provisions included in the ‘1978 law and 1981
regulavions (and the impact of the Technical Assistance Centers):

® To what extent did these provisions affect states'
administrative practices?

e To whatiextent did states change their practices as a
result of the Ticle I law?

e What problems did states encounter in carrying out their
technical assistance and dissemination efforts?

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate centinuing to
provide technical assistance if this activity were not
expressly required by law?

Technical assistance has a strong dual quality and compliance com-—
ponent: States used technical assistance to help their districts im-
plement legal programs, and they also engaged in activities to help their
districts improve their programs. Technical assistance was also highly
interrelated with all of the other management responsibilities states
have. For example, technical assistance was combined as part of the
monitoring onsite visit; Title I staff provide assistance to their dis-
tricts to complete applications, conduct evaluations, ami involve parents.

The study's major findings are:

e The personalized methods of assistance--meetings with
LEAs, conducting small-group workshops—-consistently
correlate with a “quality"” management orientation; while
use of less personalized services--statewlde conferences,
for example--correlate with more of a “compliance” orien-
tation.




A greater emphasis placed on providing technical af -
sistance in the areas of evaluation and parent involvement
as a result of the 1978 Title I law was associated with
compliance attitudes. These states had not been active in
these areas prior to 1978; hence their racent activities
in thesa areas were conducted, in part, to hecome in
compliance with the law. ‘ '

e States that reported using their Technical Assistance
Centers. to help them integrate evaluation with program
design were very active in evaluation, ltad a quality

" orientation that was expressed in monitoring and eval- .
uation, and relied on personalized technical assistance
methods--the profile of a "quality" management.

e Almost all states felt their Technical Assistance Centers
were extremely helpful. However, they were divided as to
whether they wanted the Technical Assistance Centers to
retain their evaluation focus or to broaden to include
curriculum or other arzas. A few states felt that their
Technical Assistance Centers had outlived their usefulness
and should be terminated, since their TACs were associated
only with implementation of the evaluation models.

Almost all states planned to continue providing technical assistance
and disserination under Chapter 1. However, fewer administrative funds
and lack of a legal mandate may curtail a high level of acti'ity in this
area. While some states planned to scale down their present efforts or to
rely more on the use of large~scale workshops, others were looking for
effective—--but low cost--methods of providing assistance. Since the
personalized services are consistently associated with quality management
activities, states may look to the U.S. Department of Education, their
Technical Assistance Centers, or elsewhere for assistance in this area.

Districts tended to corroborate their states' reports of technical
assistance provided. The more active providers of assistance apparently
utilized more personalized services, while the less active states relied
more on Jarge—scale, more impersonalized, assistance methods.

Generally, districts were quite satisfied with the help they 'received
from their states, and they wanted the assistance to continue even if
states were not required by law to provide any.

Evaluation Chapter Highlights

Evaluation, defined broadly, had at least three components given to it
by the 1978 Title I law and regulations. Districts had to evaluate the
effectiveness of their programs through use of the Title T evaluation and
reporting syscem (TIERS) models, they had to assess their programs over a
period longer than the school year in which the program operated, and they
had to demonstrate to their states that evaluation data were used to

E?E; xxvi




imp;ove programs. The three-tiered administrative structure was apparent
D in these requirements. The federal role was to collect data in stan—
v ‘dardized formats (through TIERS) for national aggregation and reporting
‘ purposes; states were to collect and aggregate data to submit to the
i : fdderal government, but they were also to ensure that districts used data
& < to improve their programs; districts were.to submit data to their SEAs,
| 2 but they also had considerable flexibility in implementing the sustaining
“gafns provision. ~
-~ . § .
The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state

Title Ijcoordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the eval- .

uation provisions and the regulations on state practices. Because states
| dealt with evaluation in their state responsibilities--for example, they
RN . included evaluation sections in their applications,; made rules on eval-
| uvation, monitored districts in the area of evaluation——~evaluation was:
included in this study as part of state administrative activities. The
impact of the evaluation provisions was assessed by obtaining answers to
the following questions:

) To what extent did the evaluation provisions affect states'
administrative practices?

° What changes were made to their administrative activities to
implement the evaluation provisions?

‘e What problems did states encounter ia ‘implementing the evaluation
provisions?
] Did the evaluation provisiods.stimula;e states to develop prac-

tices or materials in this area? -

L To what extent would states plan to continue to evaluate if this
activity were not expressly required?

Some of the study's major findings are:

) Most states rated the provision on evaluation and the Title I law
(section 124(g) as having substantial importance, but fewer than
one-half of the states rated the sustaining gains provision
(section 124(h) as having substantial dimportance.

] While not all states implemented the sustaining gains provision,
the conducting of such activities tended to be- associated with
the attitude that evaluation was conducted
for compliance with the law only.

° States'! activities in evaluation were affected by thAif attitudes
toward the purposes of evaluation (program improvemenk vs. -
accountability) as well as by the importance they attached to a
federal, state, or local role in evaluation.




) States that were active in helping districts improve programs
were characterized as having an active,quality-oriented
management style--they made rules to hélp districts improve
programs, they monitored actively to ensure both compliance and
program quality, they tended to use more personalized methods of
providing technical assistance.

° Data utilization was often difficult, since stgpes'discovered
that the TIERS data were not often useful at the local level.
Only the more active states, however, tried to use TIERS data in
a formative way; but they also encouraged the use of more general
formative measures in addition to the summative TIERS measures.

¢ - - Despite the problems with TIERS, the.states that worked hard to
improve the quality of their TIERS data must have been able to
overcome them more successfully. Their districts felt that they
were much more helpful in providing evaluation help than the
states that conducted few quality control activities.

° Almost all coordinators indicated they would plaq‘to continue
some sort of evaluation activities even 1f they were no longer

required; and approximately one-third of the states indicated a
desire to continue using the TIERS models. - Lo

While the TIERS modeils were mandated only since 1978, 19 states opted
to implement TIERS prior to that time. The states that implemented the
models early were more likely to plan to continue using the models under
Chapter 1, even though they are no longer required. A concern held by a -
number of states is over the lack of program accountability now that ED
will no longer be able to collect nationwide data through use of TIERS.
If Congress is not aware of what is happening to Chapter 1 programs;,
states and districts fear that program funds will be cut even further,
which will result in the demise of the program.

States, particularly those considering themselves to be nondirective,

were. concerned about whether or not they can mandate use of the models in

their states if they are not required. Negative reactions from districts
and stdate-level policymakers in these states may make continuation of the
models under Chapter 1 difficult.

Many states perceived that Chapter 1 lacked a priority for eval-
uvation. With reduced administrative funds and staff, aEates may be forced
to place their limited resources on high priority management tasks, which
may or may not be evaluation. ' g

Parent Involvement Chapﬁer Highlights

Parent involﬁement in Title I programs has evolved from a period when
there were no requirements, through a stage when encouragement only was
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‘gilven, to 1978 when very specific étipulations on the nature of parent

participation were in force.

! T

The State Management Practices Study began collecting data,from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to determine what effects this pre-
scriptive piece of legislation had on state administration:

e To what extent did states implement-—and help their
districts implement~-these parent involvement provisions?

° Whét problems did states encounter in implementing the
parent involvement provisions? ‘

.. Did thevprovisions stimulate states to develoﬁuexemplary,,,“
practices in this area? -

e To what extentewould states plan to continue involving
parents 1if there were no or minimal requirements for them
to do so?

Thé study's major findings include:

e Almost all states felt that parents should be involved in
Title I programs in the form of parent participation as
described in Section 124 of the 1978 Title I statute.
Wholehearted support-for the ‘involvement of parents in
advisory councils as specified by‘§ection 125 of the
statute come from only eight percent of the states. The:
sctates that tended to favor the councils were those in
which the council requirements tended to be more com—.
patible with their own local style of government——the
involvement of parents in town councils, for example.

The majority of states, however, felt that the goals of
parent involvement could better be met with less for-
malized procedures. :

Attitudes toward parent involvement correlated ‘positively
with a quality management style as defined by monitoring
actively to ensure program.quality'and use of per-—
sonalized technical assistance methods of service deliv-
ery.

States designatihg'a staff person to handle parent
involvement activities tended to be more active than
states that did not. '

Section 125 (Parent Advisory Councils) created many morew
problems for state management than did Section 124
“ (parent participation). :

~ States with more pcsitive parent involvement attitudes
tended to develop exemplary practices or materials.

{
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Most states planned to continue parent involvement under Chapter 1,
but they differed as to whether they plan to take an active role at the
state level or only encourage their districts in this area. The states
assuming a more active role in parent involvement can be characterized as
having a "quality"” management orientation--the¢y are more active in parent
involvement and have more positive attitudes toward it, they actively
monitor to ensure both program quality and compliance, and they tend to
make rules to help their districts improve their local programs.

Districts generally felt that their states were helpful to them as
they implemented the parent involvement provisions of the 1978 Title I
law. Districts tended to mirror their states in having mixed feelings
about whether councils are a moat effective way of involving parents in

the program, although almost all districts felt involvement of parents was

important to the success of the program. Despite the nagative attitudes

toward councils expressed by some states, states .did not allow these

negative attitudes to interfere with their technical assistance roles.
N

Enforcemeht Chapter Highlights

 Prior to the 1978 Title I statute, SEA enforcement sanctions were
scattered throughout the Title I legal framework. Thus, state enforcement
authority was unclear, which led to widely differing enforcement prac-
tices. Enforcement was defined by the State Management Practices Study to
include audits and audit resolution, withholding of payments, and com—
plaint resolution: The provisions for these enforcement sanctions (par-
ticularly auditing) are specified not only by the 1978 Title I statute and
regulations but also by other applicable laws, regulationms, and federal
circulars and guidelines.

The State Management Practices Study began collécting data from state
Title T coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the audit,
withholding, and complaint resolution provisions in the 1978 Title I law
and subsequent regulations:

e To what extent did states implement these enforcement
sanctions? )

e To what extent did states change their enforcement
practices as a result of these provisions in the 1978 law?

e What prbblems did states encounter in implementing the
enforcement provisions? ‘

e Did the enforcement provisions stimulate states to
develop exemplary practices in this area?

e To what extent would states plan to continue these
enforcement activities if there were no or minimal
requirements for them to do so?

[ . —

Some of the study's major findings are:
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e While all states conducted fiscal audits, approximately
only omne-half of the states conducted program compliance
audits. In a few states, monitoring served as the
program audits. Uncertainty about whether program
compliance audits were, in fact, required coupled with
ED's diffsrential enforcement of a state program com-
pliance audit were the primary reasons for lack of state
activity in this area.

e Independence of the auditor was a problem for states.
Some coordinators were often not aware of their state's
audit. practices; others did not want to sound too know-
ledgeable about these activities else they might ht be
criticized. for not being independent enocugh. Some
evidence suggests that; the greater the independence of
the auditor, the less use of the audit findings by the
state Title I staff.

e Districts tended to mirror their states' attitudes toward
auditing--they tended to prefer fiscal audits to program
compliance audits, in part, because the latter duplicated »
monitoring unnecessarily; and they felt that CPAs should
not be used to conduct program compliance audits.

e While the 1978 Title I statute gave states the authority
to withhold funds in cases of noncompliance, only
one-half of' . the states reported never withholding funds.
The most freauent enforcement sanction was a delay or ’
suspension of\ﬁtnts to a particular district rather than
demanding payba ks from the districts.

N | Only nine states reported using compliance agreements, a
new form of sanction recognized by the 1978 Title I
statute. Other states that might have used compliance
agreements did not do so, since they were unsure what
this ‘section of the statute really intended.

e Very few formal complaints were handled by states during
the three-year period after the 1978 Title I statute was
in place, and almost all complaints were resolved within
the time periods specified by law. While states and
districts still tended to receive and process complaints
submitted "informally," these complaints were alsc few in
number during the three-year period after 1978.

o : Under Chapter 1, states plan to continue enforcement sanctions as
follows:

e Since program compliance audits will be required under
Chapter 1, a transition to implementing these new pro-
cedures is currently in place in a number of states.
However, almost one-~half of the states would have pre-
ferred to use Chapter 1 monitoring staff*-not aud-
itors--to ensure accountability.
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e Specific plans to withhold funds under Chapter 1 will
depend, in part, on whether states feel they can extend
their rulemaking authority provided in the Chapter 1
regulations to make a rule allowing them to withhold _ ' -
payments. While not all states used the withholding
authority provided in the 1978 Title I law, many more
felt that the “threat"” of a withholding action was -
sufficient to keep districts in compliance with the law.

e Many states indicated that they would continue to use
some sort of complaint resolution procedures under
Chapter 1. Not all would keep complaint resolution:
procedures separate for Chapter 1 programs; reliance on
existing state agency procedures to ensure consistency

~across all state programs was COmMmMOTN. . Increasing the
flexibility of the requirements, including reliance
primarily on informal rather than formal procedures, was

also a frequent plan. v

CHAPTER 1--A FORWARD LOOK

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (Public Law 97-35) was signed
into law 13 August 1981, Chapter 1 of Title V, subtitle D, the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA)‘of 1981 contains the intent of
the former ESEA Title I program but with fewer prescriptions. The change
to Chapter 1, which occurred during the midst of the Study of State
Management Practices occasioned an opportunity to assess preliminary views .
of the new legislation. The results that.pertain to the individual state
responsibilities are discussed in Part Three of the report; more general
reactions to the law from state policymakers are presented in Part Four of
the report. -~ ‘

Some states applauded the flexibility of the new law. Many others,
however, felt uneasy over the vague legal language, which they felt might
lead to varying practices similar to those prior to 1978 and potential
audit exceptions. : = '

The U.S. Department of Education may be called upon to assist states
‘under Chapter 1 in a number of ways. For example:

e In state rulemaking, clarification is sought in two major
areas., First, to what extent can states utilize their
rulemaking authority? If states wish to continue man~
dating the evaluation models or parent advisory councils,
which are not required under Chapter 1, are they able to
exercise their rulemaking authority to do so? .Second, do
states have enforcement sanctions, such as withholding of
payments, that they can use to enforce compliance with
their informally made Chapter 1 guidelines?
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In application approval, states are looking for stream-
lined applications to comply with the intent of Chapter 1
to re¢ -~e the paperwork burden. While a set of assur-

~ ances . he one way of achieving this goal, some-states

were no. 3irous of trading the rigors of information
collected in the application to ensure that their dis-
tricts were in compliance with assurances, which only:
simplified state and local administration. S

In monitoring, some states Went beyond what was minimally
required by law to help their districts improve the
quality of their local programs. .This more intense
monitoring, which is associated with a quality management
style, may be affected by fewer dollar resources and =’
fewer administrative staff under Chapter 1. New ways of
monitoring effectively for program quality but at lower
cost are sofht. "Paper" monitoring was not viewed as a
particularly Vviable option since states felt they could
not make the necessary determinations to assess program
compliance. : '

In technical assistance, personalized service delivery .
mechanisms, such as small-group workshops or face-to-face
consultations, are associated with a quality management
style, while large-scale and less personalized assistance

~efforts are associated with a less active or compliance-
-management style. However, fewer administrative dollars

and lack of a legal mandate may make technical assistance
a low priority for Chapter 1 management states. States
are looking for effective, low cost, methods of providing
the personalized services rather than relying on the
large-scale impersonalized services.

In evaluation, states are concerned over the lack of
program accountability at the national level, since ED
will no longer be able to collect data through use of = =
TIERS. 1If Congress is not aware of what is happening to
Chapter 1 programs, states and districts fear that
program funds will be cut even further, which will result
in the demise of the program. k

‘Since some states perceive that Chapter 1 lacks a pri-
ority for evaluation, they may not be able to conduct
evaluations of the same level of effort as they did in
the past. These states are interested in other ways of
evaluating their programs, especially if they do not
continue with the evaluation models. ' :

In parent involvement, some states are interested in the
extent to which they can mandate parent advisory coun-
cils, since these states felt that councils were an
effective way of involving parents. Most states felt
that the involvement of parents in Chapter 1 programs was
important, but they differed as to whether they felt they

woxdil
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or their districts should be active in deciding what
activities should be conducted. More effective ways of
involving parents-=in addition to or instead of coun-
cils--are desired by some states.

In enforcement, more information and clarification of the
audit provisions——specifically A-102P, involving the
single audit concept, auditor independence, and the
extent to which program compliance audits are re-
quired--is very much in need by most states.




PART ONE: _Title | - Evolution of the State Role

Poverty has many roots, but the tap root 1is ignorance...Just as ignor-
ance‘breeds poverty, poverty all too often breeds ignorance in the next
generation.-.This is a national -problem. Federal action 1s needed to -
assist the states and localities 1n bringing the full benefits of edu-
cation to children of low-income families.

Lyndon B. Johnson
The White House’
12 January 1965

What is clear is that the first year of administrring Title I of ESEA
dramatized one of the most troublesome issues 1in Federal-State rela-

- ' tions: How to dispense Federal monies for categorical national pur~
poses without undercutting the traditional and decentralized responsi-

bilities of State and local officials.‘

. Steven K. Bailey
‘Edith K. Mosher
1968

A state's role in federal policy implementation,  then, 1is a dual
function of its compliance response and program development concerns.

Lorr;ine M. McDonnell
Milbrey W. McLaughlin
1982




INTRODUCTION

Aéceptance of the Federal Role

v

Title I of the “Act to strengthen and improve educational quality and
educational opportunities in the nation's elementary and secondary
schools,” henceforth known as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), was signed into law in 1965 as Public Law 89-10. The law was
later amended so that Title I services could also be provided to handi-
capped children (P.L. 89~13 in 1965); Indian children, agricultural
migrant children, and children in institutions for the neglected and
delinquent (P.L. 89-750 in 1966); and children of migratory.fishermen
(P.L. 93-380 in 1974). The last amendment, Public Law 95-561 in 1978,
remained in effect until 1 July 1982, when it was superceded by Chapter 1
of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981. The
basic law had three fundamental purposes, which remained -unchanged
throughout its l16-year history. These are to.

e provide financial assistance to Local Education Agencies
that have concentrations of children from low=income
families,

® expand and improve educational programs for educationally
deprived children :esiding in these low-income areas, and

e provide educational programs that are sensitive and

responsive to the special needs of educationally deprived
children. .

The educational programs provided under -the Title I law were highly
visible to the public. Title I was the largest federally funded educa- '
tional program in the United States; more than 6 million children in over
14,000 school districts received Title I services in school year 1980-81.
More than $3.2 billion was allocated to Title I programs in school year
1980-81. :

The Title I law specified the responsibilities and duties of educa-

tional agencies at the federal, state, and local levels and created a

+ three-tiered administrative organization for the Title I program. The
legislative branch of the federal government was responsible for writing
and amending the legislation and appropriating funds to implement the
legislation, while the executive branch, the. Department of Education (ED)
in this case, prepared the regulations to implement the requirements of
the statute and distributed funds to the State and Local Education
Agencies. Each State Education Agency (SEA) had the responsibilities of .
interpreting the statute for districts within its state, disseminating
information about the requirements, providing technical assistance to
districts on each of the program requirements, monitoring and enforcing
Title I statutes.and regulations, and reporting to the Secretary of
Education on state as well as local Title I activities and practices. The
design and delivery of Title I fur..ed services to children was in the
purview of the Local Education Agencies (LEAs).
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The success of such a large and complex program depends, in part, upon
its successful administration at the federal, state, and local levels.

" Previous studies found the relationships between the three levels of

administration to be significantly intertwined. The Planar Corporation
study, a multi-year investigation of Title I management practices ai the
federal, state, and local levels in 1973, found that (a) states are di-
verse in their administration of Title I programs, and (b) a complex
relationship exists among the federal regulations, state administrative
practices, and district implementation procedures (Briggs, 1973; The
Planar Corporation, 1973). :

v

In 1976, the National Institute of Education (NIE) conducted a large=-
scale study of the administration of compensatory education. NIE's re—
search, in which federal regulations, guidelines, and interpretive rules
were examined, showed that the federal legal framework for Title I was,
for the most part, internally consistent and conformed reasonably well to
the Title I statute. However, the NIE study further concluded that
clarity of the Title I legal framework was as important as is internal
consistency, and that if the legal framework is not clear, either as
formulated or as communicated, SEAs and LEAs may deviate or develop way-
ward interpretations of Title I legislatiom (NIE, 1977; Gaffney, Thomas, &
Silverstein, 1977). 1In recognition of the impact the federal administra-
tive role has on SEA and LEA management practices in Title I, Congress, in
1978, directed specific changes to be made in the legal framework for’
Title I and to make the Title I administrative framework as clear and
comprehensive as possible.

The Title I legislation in 1978 resulted in a much expanded role for
states and greater administrative resources for carrying out some of these
additional activities. Part Two of this report describes how the
resources available for Title I prog.ams are utilized. The particular
responsibilities are described in detail in Part Three of this report.
However, a retrospect analysis of these expanded requirements leads one to
raise the question, what prompted Congress over the years to take a more
prescriptive stance with states and their local school districts regarding

Title 1 programs?

A look at the Title I program as it existed in the early years shows
that states struggled with the translation of federal social goals into
state and local goals. The idea that Title I was not general aid for
districts but aid to a special needs population was difficult at first for
states and districts to understand, and was a somewhat foreign concept at
that time. The notion of a federal role addressing educational equity
issues arising out of inequality based on race and class was discussed at
length by Francis.Keppel (1966), one of Title I's initial ardent sup-
porters. Because of the nature of the educational system established by
the Constitution, the federal role in education could not emerge alone; a
system of staterand local roles intertwined with the federal ¢ne was
inevitable. Thus, the federal government -authorized funds to be spent on
particular children, and states were charged with accounting for the flow
of funds and ensuring the intent of the program was met. :

Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) argue that a major statute seeking
substantial departure from the status quo will achieve its objectives if
five conditions are met: :
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e The program is based on a sound theory relating changes
in target group behavior to the achievement of the
desired end state.

e The statute contains unambiguous policy directives so as
to maximize the likelihood that target groups will per—
form as desired.

] Thg leaders of the implementing agencies possess substan-
"~ tial managerial and political skills and are committed to
the statutory goals.

e The program is actually supported bytorganized consti-~
tuency groups and by a few key legislators. '

e The relative priority of statutory objectives is not
significantly undermined over time by the emergence of
conflicting public policies or by changes in relevant

_ socioeconomic conditions that may undermine the statute's
theory or political support.

(Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1979,
pp. 484-485)

The Title I program met most of these conditions. Early congressional.
support for the Title I program stemmed, in part, from recognition of
educational equity as a social goal worth working to achieve. Thus, to
ensure that this goal was achieved, it was necessary for the statute to
include procedures for targeting the funds to the appropriate districts,
schools, and children and procedures for ensuring that the program be
supplemental and not general aid. It was documented initially that states
varied in their capabilities, to administer such a large program (Murphy,
1973). Thus, it was'not unexpected that Congress would attempt to clarify
state roles-—-and federal roles as well-—to facilitate smooth program
management. As a result, the 1974 statute clarified and extended previous
legislation; the 1978 law did the same. '

Extension of the law by inclusion of options came as a result of a
controversy that focused on the fifth condition listed above--namely the
famous Quie vs. Perkins debates of the mid-1970s over the issue of whether
Title I dollars should be targeted on the basis of educational rather than
economic needs (see Vanecko & Ames, n.d., for an extensive analysis of the
funding allocation issues). While the 1974 legislation remained unchanged,
a few alternatives allowing selection on educational disadvantagement
included in the 1978 legiulation reflect the intensity of some of these
earlier disagreements. This use of law "options" occurred several times
in the 1978 legislation. It appears as though Congress attempted to
anticipate all possible conditions that a local program might encounter in
its implementation and to include a piece of legislation that pertains to
them. The sections on schoolwide projects, noninstructional duties,
alternative rankings of project school attendance areas, and continuation
of eligibility for educationally deprived children tranferred to ineli-
gible schools are all examples of activities LEA may (not must) elect.




Because early studies found that states and districts did not often
implement the program as intended, the proponents of a sirong federal role

T o tended to look to the law itself for redasons. The masgive NIE study
concluded that the federal and state legal frameworks were unclear, which

led to uneven interpretations by states. The lack ¢f specific guidelines

was viewed as contributing to noncompliance observed among states and
locals--they were often unable to withstand local pressures “o misuse the
funds if there were nc specific piece of legislation to fall back on.

Thus, the writers of the Title I legislation continued to react to inci-
dences of noncompliance by adding more prescriptions. The more prescrip-
tions and options, they argued, the greater the flexibility states and .
locals have in administering the program. ) '

Lack of guldelines was also believed to foster anarrow interpretations
of existing statute. The NIE study recognized that states occasionally
overreacted and required their districts to adopt a more rigid interpreta-
tion of some provisions (e.g., requiring that LEAs design only "pullout™
and never “"inclass" instructional programs) in order to avoid audit excep-
tions (Burnes & Moss, 1978; Gaffney, Thomas, & Silverstein, 1977; Goettel,

Kaplan, & Orland, 1977).

Thus, given the early history of the program, and the prevailing
notion of a strong federal role, it is not difficult to trace the evo-
lution of the Title I law from a mere 3 pages to approximately 50 pages.

Rationale for the
State Management Practices Study

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) Qas funded in July 1980 by
the Department of Education (ED) to conduct a two-year study to assess the
effects of changes in the Educatiocn Amendments of 1978 on state management

practices in ESEA Title I.

The major purposes of the study are to:

.

e document how states,‘thrbugh their Title I guidelines and
management practices, met the requirements of the Title I
law as amended in 1978; and

o 1identify exemplary state management practices and docu-

ments that can be disseminated and used by states to
facilitate their management of Title I programs.

State management of Title I programs was studied by the Planar Cor-
poration in 1973 and again by the NIE Compensatory Education Study in
1976~77. Findings from the NIE study, in particular, were used as the’
basis for making changes to the Title I law when it was reauthorized in
1978. The 1978 Title I law, as noted earlier, -expanded and strengthened
state management responsibilities in Title I. These changes and their
impact on states is one focus of this study. : .




The major questions under investigation by the study of state manage~
ment practices are:

e How did stat:s meet the requirements of the 1978 Title I
law?

e What changes and 1mproveﬁepts to state management prac- )
tices resulted from the increased administrative funding ]
and the new administrative requirements of the 1978 Title ‘

I law? .

® Wha: problems were encountered by states as they imple-
mented the 1978 Title I law?

e What innovative or successful practices were &eveloped by
states as they implemented the 1978 Title I law?

Emergence of a State Role

While Congress may have felt that the end product (as defined by the
1978 Title I law) was needed in its existing form, the reactions of states
suggest that Congress went too far. Some states, by obeying the letter of
the law, let the spirit die. They attempted to enforce parent advisory
council requirements in all of their districts, for example, in spite of
the fact that councils were practically impossible for many of their
districts to form and in spite of the fact that they did not believe
councils were an effective way to involve parents. Creative solutions
were sought from SEAs, and then from ED, on how states and their districts
could be "legal"--regardless of whether they currently had meaningful and
effective involvement of parents in other ways.

While strict compliance measures were undoubtedly correct for a "young"
program in which states simply carried out federal policy, it was not
clear that such prescriptive measures were appropriate for a "mature”
program, such as Title I in its later years. As noted by Elmore and
McLaughlin:

[Clompliance actiyities undertaken in the early years of
program implementation-—for example, strict targeting of
funds—-help put a federal initiative in place. But, as a
program matures, these compliance activities may support
osractice that is inconsistent with the spirit of federal
legislation. Strict adherence to a federal targeting
requirement, for example, may impede local efforts to
develop effective compensatory programs. State and local
officials can and have attempted to reconcile such incon-=
sistencies in the federal position through marginally com—
pliant measures. The federal goverament generally has

.. responded to these moves by pouring still more resources
into enforcing compliance activities. But, in the view
of many state and local practitionmers, this federal
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posture often runs counter to substantive congressional
intent, espeCially for mature federal programs such as
Title I...Hence, investments in compliance tend elther to
erode the credibility of the federal government or to
require even greater investments to prevent erosion.

(Elmore & McLaughlin, 1982,
pp. 168-169)

States in the later years also appeared to become more reséntful of
the apparent negligence on the part of Congress to recognize the impor-
tance of state socio-contextual factors in the implementation of a large
program, such as Title I. The State Management Practices Study noted
major tensions that surfaced during interviews with state Title I coor-
dinators—-all pertain in some degree to the 'desire for greater local or
state control, often at the expense of federal control. )

States have rather deep-seatéd philosophies about the extent to which °~
they adopt a "directive” or a "nondirective” posture in front of their
districts. These philosophies can be-set by the current education leaders
in the state, such as the Chief State School Officers. A strong nondirec—
tive attitude may have been shaped by educational policymakers throughout
_ the state's historys. When both types of states attempt to implement a
prescriptive law, several interesting outcomes are observed. First, some
directive states appeared to resent federal intrusion into their domain.
This attitude surfaced during discussions of state rulemaking, when several
directive states indicated that they felt the federal government had
“intruded too far into their states' rights. They felt they had the right

to make rules and they did not need.the federal government to permit them
to do so. These directive states may, also, have felt somewhat cheated by
. the numerous requirements, since numerous existing federal requirements
made @« directive posture less necessary for succegsful program administra-
tiom. Some of the nondirective states, on the other hand, secretly ap-—
plauded the prescriptions in the 1978 statute, because 1t gave them the
opportunity to enforce the rules they were not able to make freely. When
federal requirements matched state program goals, these nondirective
states appeared to have no resentment toward the extent of the Title I
legal requirements. The fact that several very vocal nondirective states
- did not "disown" the federal requirements or strongly differentiate for
- their districts state from federal requirements offers some support for
this statement.

A second type of tension surfaced over attempts by states to fit the
_all-purpose legal requirements into their local situations. It was ob-
gserved that parent advisory councils fit best in the eight percent of
states with a history of such formal involvement; most other states pre-
ferred ‘less strict arrangements to involve parents. Some districts had
strong parent—teacher organizations or other local parent groups serving
as their councils, even though they were not limited to the Title I pro-
gram. States were occasionally forced to consider whether the intent of
the law as percelved by states (that is, to have meaningful organized
parent involvement at the local level) took precedence over the means to
achieve that end or whether their districts had te comply with the letter
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of the law (including council composition and membersh.p election)——even
if it meant that local parent involvement would be weakened. Thus these
states did not disagree with the federal goal of meaningful formal parent
involvement, but they did resent the structure imposed on them by Congress
to achieve this goal.

A third type of tension surfaced over the acceptance of the federal
role in evaluation. Some states felt thdat evaluation was solely~a local
district activity; others felt that evaluation was a "local" activity in
the sense that both states and their districts should be the primary
i{nitiators of the activity; while still others believed that, because of
national program accountability, the federal government also had a role to
play. These differing state attitudes toward the federal role influenced
states' implementation of the federally mandated Title I evaluation models.,

. States believing evaluation is solely a local concern appeared less than

enthusiastic about the amount of effort required to implement the evalu-
ation models. These states found the evaluation requirements particularly
troublesome, perhaps, in part, because they were forced to play a role

that they felt was inappropriate for them.

Thus, all three of these local-state—federal role issues affect im-
plementagion and administration of the Title I program. A challenge for
this study was to arrive at a way of characterizing good management when
taking these other factors into consideration. ‘ :

Indepth examinations of how states implemented the 1978 Title I law
show a consistent pattern displayed by some states to their management of
Title I programs. They assumed a problem—solving stance-in which they
felt they should design their own materials and not rely on models pro-
duced by ED. These states adopted the three-year application approval
cycle, and the cycle appeared to "work"” for them and their districts by
successfully reducing their paperwork as intended by Congress. These
states actively monitored local programs by doing "extra” activities to
ensure program quality; some were also active monitors to ensure program
compliance; but they all had attitudes that the purpose of monitoring was
to ensure program quality or both program quality and compliance, but

never only to ensure compliance with the law. These states also ‘tended to

have very positive attitudes toward parent involvement; they also tended
to be active at the state level conducting various parent involvement
activities for their districts. These states provided large amounts of
personalized technical assistance to their LEAs through face-to~face or
small-group workshops rather than providing assistance in large—-group
settings, which are more impersonal.

The issues of local and state control blurs this picture somewhat when
the state responsibilities of rulemaking -and evaluation are concerned. To
a less consistent degree, these same states also made rules-to help their
districts improve the quality of theilr programs and they actively helped
their districts use evaluation data to improve their programs. An unex-
pected finding is the strong inverse correlarion between activity in
evaluation and parent involvement attitudes--high levels of evaluation
activities are associated with negative attitudes towards parent involve-
ment, particularly councils. )




The 'states having this profile of activities are characterized as
‘having a 'quality” orientation toward management of their Title €
programs. They present a contrast to those labeled as having a “com-
pliance” orientation—-they tend to be inactive generally throughout all
areas of their state responsibilities, they l’ke the idea of having ED
develop models for different administrative activities, and they tend to
favor less personalized methods of service delivery.

The quality—-compliance issue has been addressed over the years.
Congress, for example, in its report on the Education Amendments of 1978,
was concerned over the comments made by states that compliance with
particular requirements, namely implementation of the evaluation models,
may not lead to meaningful data for program managers at all levelg~——s
federal, state, and local. :

As later noted by McDonnell and McLaughlin (1982), states have a dual
compliance and program development role. Adherence to and implementation
of federal program regulations, such as monitoring or auditing, while.
necessary, is not sufficient to accomplish federal goals. States can go
beyond this to involve substantive program planning and technical assis-
tance to their local districts to improve programs.

The question remains, however, do the quality-oriented states elther
do a better job of managing their programs or have more effective programs
than the compliance-oriented states? If the goal is to minimize audit
exceptions or citations by the federal Monitoring Review Teams, perhaps a
less risk~taking stance is called for, which would be taken by the
compliance~oriented states. The quality-oriented states often break new
ground, and they extend themselves by making rules to further program
goals——all-of which can lead to problems and uncertainties as to whether
their actions are in compliance with the law.

It is assumed, here, that the greater attention paid by the quality-
oriented states to ensuring program quality will, in the long run, pay off
for the Title I children who are the beneficiaries of the program. They
tried to implement the Title I law .to the fullest as intended by Congress
by exercising all of thelr state authorities. One of the ironies is that,
~since many of these states favor more state and local control of evalua-
tion, they did not lgke the federal intrusion represented by the evalua-
tion models. Hence, they did not $pend much time improving the quality of
their evaluation data. Thus, an examination of their statewide gains may
not truly reflect their apparent quality management style. :

~ One significant point that will be apparent in Parts Two and Three of
this report is that a quality management style-1s not synonymous with
greater administrative resources or larger numbers of staff. Attention to
issues of program quality appear to be driven more by state socio-
contextual factors and by the program managers themselves.




STUDY METHODOLOGY

To meet the study's objectives, three data collection efforts were
designed. First, state documents and materials were reviewed to obtain
one picture of state-level Title I management practices. Second, indepth
telephone interviews were conducted with state Title I coordinators to
ascertain specific information about state practices; problemg, and plans
for operating Title I programs. Third, onsite interviews were conducted
" with .a sample of state Title I coordinators to follow-up on issues raised
during the telephone interviews and with a sample of ‘districts to cbtain
information on state management from a district perspective. ‘

In the midst of the data collection, however, Chapter 1 of the Edu-
cation Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA) was passed. As
discussed in Part Four, Chapter 1 retained the original intent of the
program but lessens the program requirements. Thus, the study design was
modified slightly to accommodate this change in the administrative priori-
ties. Each of the three data collection efforts conducted by the study is
described briefly below. .

9
- Document_Review

a

All state agencies with Title I projects were contacted in December
1980 and asked to participate in this part of the study's data collection
effort. The purpcse of the document review was to assess state management.
practices through the forms, documents, and materials used by the states
to meet their administrative requirements. Another purpose for examining
the materials was to identify exemplary state management documents, prac--
tices, and materials that can be disseminated to interested states to help
them meet their Title I requirements.

States were therefore asked to submit copies of the following materials
to AIR staff: -

e data collection forms and instructions, such as the
district applications;

e pamphlets, newsletters, and other materials used to
provide technical assistance to districts;

e policy documents, guidebooks, or handbooks;

° monitoring’and'auditing forms, checklists, and handbooks;
and . .

e any other materials reports, and so on in the areas of
- fiscal accountiqg, accountability, and program design
(including parent involvement).

étates were also asked to provide information as to what types of materials

they used from other sources——e.g., the Department of Education, other
states, or other contractors.

9
44




‘While the documents were able to provide information to supplement the
study's other two data collection efforts, their primary benefit came in
meeting the second major goal of the study. From the results in Part Three
in this report, exemplary practices were identified. Documents assoglated
with these practices were identified as candidates for dissemination to
states. Other materials were also identified as “"exemplary" 1if they
illustrated particularly innovative formats, contents, and ideas.

As Chapter 1 became more of a reality for states, some states indica-.
ted that reduced Chapter 1 budgets would translate into fewer staff. Loss
of gtaff would also mean loss of knowledge about some past Title I prac—
tices. Thus, the states indicated they would be particularly interested
in finding out what practices may have worked well in other states in the
past so that they could use these ideas as a starting point for planning
under Chapter 1. :

Materials and documents were compiled in four major areas:

° application approval (Putman, 1982);

° monitoring (Appleby, 1982);

. | parent involvement (Harrison, 1982); and

' .enforCement (Putman, 1982)-

Each of the four management modules produced contained three sections:

e an introduction that presented a brief discussion of
legidlative changes from Title I to Chapter 1,
¥ ‘

e a brief summary of states preliminary continuation plans
under Chapter 1, and

e the examples of state documents and materials considered
“exemplary" by the study staff.

These modules are intended to provide {nterested states with some
ideas, forms, materials, and practices that they can use to stimulate

their planning under Chapter 1.

Telephone Interviews

Indepth teiephone interviews were conducted with state Title I coor— .
dinators to:

e review state management systems and describe how states
meet the requirements of the 1978 Title I law,

¢ document changes and improvemegts in their state adminis-
tration resulting from the increased administrative
funding and new administrative requirements of the 1978
Title I law,

10
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e identify problems encountered by'staté administrators in
their implementation of the 1978 Title I law,

° identify inﬁovations or successful practices developed by
the state administrators as they implemented. the 1978
Title I law, and o : :

e assess indirectly tr.e importance of each legislated
requirement by asking a speculative question as to
whether states would continue particular practices if
they 'were not required by law to do so.

The 51 Title I coordinators in state agencies (including District of
Columbia) receiving Title I funds in 1980-81 were contacted and asked to
-participate in this aspect of the gtudy's data collection effort; 49 of -
them agreed. o :

The states were queried using the five topic areas listed above about
each of their major responsibilities:

e state rulemaking;

. application approval;

e monitoring and monitoring and enforcement plans;
e technical assisténce and dissemination;

e evaluation; -

e parent involvement; and

e enforcement, including audits and audit resolution,
withholding of payments, anddbomplaint resclution.

The findings from these indepth interviews in each of these areas are
presented in Part Three of this report. To preserve the confidentiality
of respondents, no state names are attached to any practices mentioned.
Attempts were also made to delete references to states or situations
within a quete that might identify a particular coordinator or state.

Onsite Interviews

The original purpose for the onsite interviews to a sample of state
Title I offices was to follow—up on aspects of the telephone interview,
including interviews with other individuals in the state Title I office.
However, when Chapter 1' became a reality, these onsite interviews were
used to follow-up items on the telephone interview for the purpose of
assessing future continuation plans under Chapter 1.
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A representative sample of 20 states was selected to receive onsite
visits. The primary variables considered in the selection process include:

e geographic region of the country,.
° concentraﬁion of population in metropolitan areas, and
e the amount of Tiﬁle'I‘allocations.
Secondary variables considered in the selection process include:
° numbé} of LEAs in each state, and

e special ‘features, such as presence of a state compensatory
education program, schoolwide projects, or state-level
parent -involvement.

" The 20 states selected using thesg criteria are: Arizona, California,
Colorado, Delaware, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missis-—
sippi, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. ‘

» A supmary of the distribution of'states on each of the primary vari-
ables is presented below. i

The number (N) of states in the nation in each classification is
presented in the first column. In the second column, labeled proportional
representation, is the number of states needed in the sample to reflect
‘the actual distribution of states ir. the nation on each variable. The
third column, labeled N of states in AIR's sample, lists the number of
states in each classification selected to receive onsite visits. The
nunbers in the second column represent the sampling plan that would result
from exclusive consideration of the primary variables. The third column
represents the sampling plan that resulted from consideration of both
primary and secondary variablezs.

e Variable 1: Title I Grant size

In fiscal year 1981, Title I allocations to states ranged in size
from $3,498,283 to $244,924,342. For purposes of description, the
Title I grants were grouped into four clasgifisations by size.

N of states Proportional N of states

Title I Grant Size in Nation - Representation in AIR sample
$ 80 millicn and above 8 3 5
$ 40-80 million 14 6 6
$ 20-40 million 12 4 4
$»20 miilion or less 17 7 5
TOTALS : 51 20 20
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@ Variable 2: Geographic Distribution

The 10 Department

of Education regional designations were used as a

means to stratify stazes. The distribution of states ip the sample
mirrors the proportiomal distribution of states by region. :

N of states Proportional N of states

Geographic Location  in Nation Representation in AIR sample
Region 1 6 2 2
Region 2 2 1 1

» Region 3 6 2 2
Region 4 8 3 3
‘Region 5 6 2 2
Region 6 5 2 2
Region 7 4 2 2
-Region 8 6 2 2
Region 9 4 2 2
Region 10 _ 4 2 /// 2
TOTALS 51 20 20

Concentration of

Variable 3: Concentration of Population

If more than 50 percent of the state's population resides in
metropolitan areas, the state is classified as urban, Similarly,
the state falls in the rural category if more than 50 percent of
its population resides in non-metropolitan areas. )

N of states Proportional N of states

Population ~in Nation Representation in AIR sample
Urban 32 13 14
Rural : 19 7 6
TOTALS 51 20 20

Personnel interviewed in these 20 states included the state Title I
coordinators; other members of the state Title I office, such as evalu-
ators (if any), parent involvement coordinators (if any), and auditors;
the Chief State. School Officer; and and intermediate level between the
Title I unit and the chief (referred to here as.a federal projects coor~

dinator) . /

The following questions were asked of these individuals:

e What do states perceive as-the strengths and weaknesses of
the 1981 law? Specifically,

- Has the 1981 law corrected problems that were created by
previous Title I legislation?

- What strengths of the 1978 law are missing from the 1981
law? What problems has the 1981 law created?

13
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— What necessary provisions have been missing from both
the 1978 and 1981 Title I laws?

e How do states view federal, state, and local roles or
responsibilities as a result of the 1981 law? Specifi-
cally, .. _ . o
- Who at the state will help shape Title I management

cnder the 1981 law?

- How will the decrease in funds for state administratidn
affect the state role?

>

- How will the relationship between states and their
districts change? How will the relationship between the
states and ED change?

- If the federal role is lessened, will states assume Some
of the responsibilities previously held by the federal
government? '

e Will states plan to manage the Title I program under the
1981 law in the same ways as they did under the 1978 law?"
Specifically, what plans have they made to continue approv-
ing LEA applicationms, state rulemaking, providing technical
assistance, monitoring, resolving complaints, withholding
payments, auditing, evaluating, and involving parents?

The results of these interviews focusing on Chapter 1 plans are
presented in Part Four of this report. The follow—up to the continuation
plang of the Title I office in each of the specific ares of responsibility
are included in the appropriate discussions presented in Part Three of
this report.

To obtain information on state management of the Title I program from
a local perspective, up to five districts in each of the 20 states were
contacted elther onsite or by telephone. A total of 98 districts was
i{ncluded in this sample; 60 of them, 3 in each state, received ounsite
visits, and 28 were interviewed by telephone.

Two of the districtsg in each state were selected by the state Title I
coordinator; three were selected by AIR staff independently of the state
Title I coordinator. The independent LEA selections were made using
allocation data collected by ED as required by Section 406A, General
Education Provisions Act. The Title I ccordinators were encouraged to
select districts with substantially different Title I allocations and ones
that typically recéived either substantial or minimal contact from the
state Title I office. Some of the LEAs selected by the state in the
former category included ones with numerous monitoring problems or ones
that demanded considerable attention in the implementation of schoolwide
projects. Some of the LEAs selected in the second category, for example,
were ones that had no problems needing special attention by the state
during the application approval or monitoring processes.

‘4t) 14




An attempt was made to visit LEAs with large, medium, and small al-
locations. The two LEAs selected by the coordinator were always visited.
One independently selected LEA was also visited; the other two were inter-
viewed by telephone. The LEAs selected to recelve visits were also chosen
in terms of “reasonableness.” Since such a small number of LEAs were
examined, visits to extremely small LEAs or ones that were difficult to
travel to were felt to be neither cost-effective nor productive.

The district Title I coordinators were interviewed for approximately
one-half day, if visited, or less than one hour, if telephoned, to as-
certain their. perspectives on how states administered the Title I program.
Questions on the states responsibilities to districts, which complement
those asked of state Title I coordinators during their initial telephone
interviews, were asked. The longer amount of time onsite enabled ques-
tions on all of the seven state responsibilities to be asked; the tele-
phone interviews focused on a subset of the management responsibilities
(application approval, monitoring, technical assistance and dissemination,

and auditing).

AN .

It was emphasized to the district Title I coordinators that AIR staff
were interested in the,district personnel's perceptions of the processes
and procedures thz stdte Title I office uses in the administration of the
Title I program. Reactions to specific consultants at the state level
were not solicited. AIR staff also emphasized that the data received
would no! not be linked with individual persons in the district or with that
district s name in any report or in any discussions with state Title I
personnel.

The findinge from the district interviews in each of the seven areas
of responsibility are presented in the appropriate chapters in Part Three
of this report. Two observations about the district interviews, however,
warrant comment. '

First, the reason for selection of seme districts by AIR and some by
the state Title'I coordinators was, initially, to avoid having coordinators
select all of their "best” districts or districts that would say the most
complimentary things about their state offices. The results suggest,
however, that districts did not appear to differ in their attitudes as a
function of how they were selected. Rather, their size, as determined by
their allocations or number of staff, or their distance from the state
agency, in terms of how much personal help they were able to receive, were
observed- to be much more important factors. Furthermore, since so many
topics werée covered in these interviews, it was impossible for states to
have selected districts that were positive in all areas. In only a few
cases were districts observed to have no suggestions as to how their state
Title I offices could imurove in any area.

In several instances, the states themselves would probably be sur-
prised to discover that their expectations about districts were not always
met. In one case, for example, the state Title I coordinator, on hearing
that a particuldr district was nominated for contact by AIR staff, com-—
mented that the district would probably be extremely critical of the
state's efforts. In fact, this district turned out to be one of the




efforts. In fact, this district turned out to be one of the state's most
ardent supporters, because the state "al1owed" the district to appeal
decisions through the use of formalized complaint resolution procedures.

Second, district interviews were conducted initially, at least in
part, to "verify" state management practices. That is, if states reported
that they carried out particular practices, the districts could be used to
verify the accuracy of such reports. However, it became obvious early on
that this approach would lead to the same results as the exploration of
the elephant by seven blind persons. Since districts did not take advan-
tage of all of the workshops given by the states or read all of the
literature sent to them by their states, they could not provide accurate.
verification. Furthermore, districts were not privy to the overall state

management plan so they could not know how states targeted their technical

agsistance efforts—--districts only saw the piece of action that included

them. 1In some cases, however, districts had a larger perspective as they
were aware of differing practices carried out by their state departments

in other districts.

A good example of the lack of perspective held by districts is presen—
ted here for illustration. One medium~sized district, located at some
distance from the state Title T off.ce, believed that its state Title T
office did not include parent involvement as one of its priorities. A
visit to the state Title I office and discussions with the state staff, on
the other hand, showed a very strong emphasis on parent involvement
throughout the state department. The district perceived a lack of empha-
sis because no state staff ever criticized or suggested improvements in
their parent involvement efforts on monitoring visits. As it turned out,
the district was heavily involved in parent involvement activities, going
beyond what the law required. There was no need for the state office to
make suggestions on this aspect of the program, since it was considered
exemplary; in fact, the state office included this district on the agenda

. oof several of its state conferences to dlscuss the parent involvement

component.

o comments, the value of the district interviews in
this study is great. The districts provided very worthwhile .information
about .what they liked and did not 1like about their states' activities plus
ways in which their state office could change to improve the quality of
district life. These comments are presented without much interpretation,
because they are strong emough to stand alone. Consequently, each of the
chapters on state practices in Part Three concludes with‘the'district

perspective.

Despite these tw




PART TWO: Resources Avallable for Administration
of ESEA Title | Programs .

.

In 1965, state education agencies varied widely, in their capacity to
carry out their Title I tasks.. A few states had the administrative
structure and staff capable of establisning state education priori-
ties and, occasionally, the political support and the will to go be-
yond federal priorities in implementing Title I vigorously. For most

states, however, the administrative apparatus was weak and unable to

exercise significant leverage over school policies. Inadequate staff

capability and a strong tradition of localism promoted a general pat-
tern of limited state educational leadership.

Jerome T. Murphy
- 1973

*

Accountability for use of funds and for program effectiveness:need
not be in competition with creative program leadership.

Robert T. Goettel
1978

States have carried and will continue to carry the principal respon-,
sibilities in program management. States differ in the amount of
funds available for administration and in the ways they choose to use
these monies. Since many of the &nost effective management stra-
tegies are labor intensive, some statés have relatively low resources
for carrying out these activities.

Donald W. Burnes
Richard L. Moss
1978

1
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Introduction

Title I resources have been provided to state and local education
agencies to strengthen and ‘improve educational quality and educational
opportunities for Aisadvantaged children in the nation's elementary and
gecondary schools. Both service and fiscal resources are targeted in
areas that Congress has identified as being inadequately addressed by

gtate or local agencies.

Generally, the purposes for providing service~oriented resources are

4

to:
e provide technical assistance and informétion,

¢ build local and state capabilities in specific management
areas, such as evaluation; and,

e support educational research and development.

Service-oriented resources include technical assistance and dissemina-
tion through the Department of Education, National Institute of Education;
and programs sponsored by them. Service—oriented resources provide states
and districts with expertise and information they might not otherwise '
have. - One exampl: is the ESEA Title I Technical Assistance Centers for
Evaluation. Ten regional offices were established to assist states in '
implementing the Title T evaluation and reporting system and to strengthen
state capabilities for evaluation. Auditing expertise iz provided through
the Department of Education's Office of the Inspector General. Publi-
cations are distributed through the U.S. Government Printing Office. The
National Diffusion Network (NDN) and Joint Dissemination Review Panel
(JDRP) .provide services to states interested in identifying, validating,
and implementing exemplary Title I projects. These services provide
states with a systematic approach to locating exemplary Title I education

practices in other states.

to populations that Congress felt were

inadequately served by local and state funds in the past. Federal funds
are intended to supplement local and state funds in providing services to
special populations of disadvantaged students residing in low-income .
areas. In one program, Title I special incentive gqants, Congress. in-
tended to stimulate state spending for compensatory jeducation programs by
giving additional fiscal incentives to LEAs located in states that provide
state-funded assistance to meet the special education needs of- education-..
ally deprived children (P.L. 95-561, Section 116). 'This program, however,

was never funded.

Fiscal allocations are targeted

19
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The following table illustrateé how Title I funding has increased
since the program's inception in 1965. - '

.

Table 1

-

Title I Funding Levels from 1966 to 1980

Fiscal Year Level of Funding@
19666 $ 746,904
1970b | 1,176,355
1974b | / 1,460,058
1978b. _ | 2,129,400

" 1980¢ | " 3,215,343

4 Funding in thousands of dollars

b source: U.S. Department of Health, Educaticn, and Welfare, National
Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 1979,
Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979, pp. 166, 172.

¢ Source: Education Funding Research Council, 1981 Title I Handbook, 1980, °
. Washington, D.C.

fed *

Fiscal resources are allocated on the basis of specific funding form-
ulae and are targeted for one of the Title I ﬁroérams and uses: Dbasic
grants, programs for .handicapped children, programs for neglected and de-
linquent children, programs for migratory children, concentration grants,
and funds for state administration. : \ .

In school year 1980-1981, the federal government allocated the sums
represented in Table 2 for Title I.programs. Out of the total Title I
budget for 1981, approximately $12.9 milliowt or less than 0.5 percent was
allocated to service-oriented evaluation activities and research studies,
and almost $3.2 Billion were allocated directly to.states, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, iasular areas, and local education agencles.

Of the total 1981 funds, 1.5 percent was allocated for state adminis-
tration of the program. In accordance with Section 194 of P.L. 95-561,
'"Payments for State Administration,” each state was to receive up to 1.5 .
percent of its total allocation to the state or a minimum of $225,000, ex-
pressly for state admfnistration. In the case of Guam, American 5amoa, the

v ! ‘. . =
. 54 « -
. ,
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' ‘goals.
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Virgin Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, the amount for the administrative setaside was set at

$50,000.

The 1.5 percent setaside for state administration was a significant
change over previous years in the funding for Title I. Since P.L. 89-10 in
1965, payments to states were limited to 1 percent of the total amount of,
the Title 1 allocation to each state per year. The increased amount for
state administration was allocated 'to cover the increases in legislated |
state management responsibilities as a result of the 1978 Title I law.

State Allocations of Resources

As a prelude to the examination of state Title I management practices,
information about each state's Title I budget, staffing, and organization,’
as well as other demographic data and information about special state char-
acteristics, were assembled. Some information was collected from sources
other than the state Title I coordinators, such as the U.S. Bureau of Census
or National Center for Education Statistics: Table 3 lists the descriptive

variables available for each state and summary statistics for these vari-

ables nationwide. Table 4 gives the correlations among the major population

financial resources, and staffing variables.

These descriptive variables are included in the study of state manage~
ment to describe characteristics of states and, possibly, associate these
differences with particular management practices. For example, specific
management practices may differ as a function of numbers of LEAs, numbers of
Title I staff, or other state characteristics.

Included in Tables 3 and 4 is the derived variable--amount of state
setaside per LEA. This measure was used by the NIE compensatory education
study (1977) to measure the amount of resources available to a state while
controlling for the number of LEAs the state must serve. As can be seen
from Table 3, there is considerable variation on this variable; however,
Table 4 indicates that it is not strongly related to other demographic
variables, including numbers of professional and nonprofessional staff.
Amount setaside is only moderately correlated with the number of profes-
sional staff (r = .36), number of LEAs (r =. 66), and the number of basic
Title I programs (r = .66). Amount setaside is more strongly related to
population variables (1980 population, number* of Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas [SMSAs] with more than 25,000 persons, and the number of
SMSAs with more than 100,000 persons). Furthermore, none of these resource
variables turns out to be strong predictors of state management practices
examined in the main body of this report. Thus, although considerable
variation on these variables exists, they do not turn out to be major ex-—

planatory variables.

The Importance of Legislated Responsibilities

‘\_State Title I coordinators were asked to rate the importance of each

- state responsibility and district program requirement as having "little,”
"moderate,” or "substantial” importance in achieving the Title I program
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The results of the ratings for the state responsibilities are presented
in Table 5. Approval of LEA applications, monitoring, technical assistance,
and recordkeeping are all rated as very important in meeting the purposes of
the Title I program, while monitoring and enforcement plans received a low
importance rating. ) . . o

Table. 6 presents the tatings for the district responsibilities. Ranked
high in importance are some key items associated with student selec:ion,
program design, the supplemental nature’ of the program, and evaluation. It
is interesting tc note\that parent‘involggmgnt is rated quite high, while
parent advisory couun.ils are givern a much lower rating. Since only 10
states had schoolwide projects, it 1s therefore not surprising that. school-
wide projects were rated as having little or no importance in meeting Title
I goals. : -

Summary of Time Allocations

State Title I coordinators were also asked to speq}fy the percentages
of time that they and their staffs spent on each of their management respon-
sibilities. Table 7 presents the means and correlations of these variables.
It is evident from this table that Title I coordinators tjnded to spend a
lot of time on monitoring, technical assistance, and appr val of LEA appli-
cations--which were also ranked by the coordinators as high in importance
(see Table 5). Relatively little time is spent on rulemaking, given its
importance rating. This apparent discrepancy will be discussed in Part III
of this report when actual state practices are described. .

. y

The amount of time spent on each state responsibility as a functien of
the rating it received is shown in Table 8. For example, the amount of time
spent on reporting does not appear to differ whether it was rated as "little"
or "substantial” in importance. On the other hand, states tended to spend '
more time in rulemaking, when it was rated as "substantial” in importance.
For two of the major responsibilities, monitoring and technical assistance,
states tended to spend approximately the same proportion of time regardless
of whether the Title I coordinators rated the responsibility as "moderate"
or "substantial” importance. For responsibilities that do not require major
amounts of time, such as complaint resolution and withholding of payments,
no trenas are evident. '

. State Title I coordinators were asked to indicate the amount of time
they and their staffs spent on the district requirements considering all of
their state administrative activities. For example, in assigning an amount
of time to funds allocation, the coordinators were told to consider all of
the time spent in this area when they monitored, provided technical assis-
tance, approved applications, and so on. They were also asked to indicate
how much time they would ideally like to spend on those areas. These data
are summarized in Table 9 and their intercorrelations in Table 10. Table 9
suggests that states tended to spend more time on funds allocation and
targeting than they would like to spend, less time on program design than
they would like to spend, and about the right amount of time on evaluation

. and parent involvement. It should be noted that program design, funds
allocation, and targeting currently receive quite a lot of attention by
Title I coordinators. C




State Organizational Structures

Each state was characterized as having one of the following types of
organizational structures for operation of Title I programs:

° Iﬁdegendent

All functions, with the exception of auditing, have their
Erimarz'focus of operation within the Title I unit. If one
or two staff in other SEA units assist, they serve only in a
supportive capacity. '

Independent with Regional Offices

‘Regional offices are utilized by the independent Title I
unit: to help carry out its management responsibilities; for
example, in the areas of monitoring, technical assistance,
and application approval. .

Decentralized

Some functions are carried out by staff paid for out of
Title I funds, who are located in other SEA units. The
primary focus of operation for these functions is within
these other SEA units, not in the Title I unit. A fre-
quently observed situation is the placement of the
evaluation pesponsibility'in a separate evaluation or
research unit. ’

Decentralized with Regional Offices

Functions within the decentralized Title I unit are spread
across regional offices and other SEA units.

Of the 49 states described here, 23 are characterized as independent,
13 as independent with regional offices, 8 as decentralized, and 5 as de-
centralized with regional offices..

With respect to state demographics, independent Title I units are
smaller than decentralized states with respect to both population and finan-
cial regources. Independent units have smaller total allocations and thus
have fewer funds for state administration than the other three types of
organizational structures. They are smaller in population than the decen~
tralized groups and they have fewer SMSAs of 25,000 or greater.

As was noted earlier in this chapter, a major finding of this study
with respect to state demographics is that they do not play an important
role in describing state managemeunt practices. Other factors, described in
detail in the .body of the report, are far more important. Demographic
variables such as the number of LEAs and amount of state setaside do not
consistently correlate with the general level of activity in the areas of
parent involvement, monitoring, rulemaking, and evaluation, nor do they
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_correlate with "quality" variables in these areas. The more potent ex=

planatory variables are considerably more complex and are examined in detail
in the following chapters.

District Allocations of Resources

A national sample of 98 districts located in 20 states was included in
this study to obtain an indepth picture of state management practices from
the recipients' point of view. To place their comments (in Part Three) in
perspective, demographic data and descriptive information about these dis-
tricts was collected. Table 11 lists the descriptive variables available
for each district and summary statistics for the sample.

It is apparent from this table that the districts here range from
extremely small (e.g., one public school with one Title I teacher and a
$7,700 allocation) to ex:remely large (e.g., $11 million allocation).
District size is definicely a factor when states plan their monitoring
schedules or even their technical assistance activities. Serving greater
numbers of LEAs or serving a few with the most concentrated numbers of
students will make considerable difference to states, if they have limited
staff and fiscal resources.

While the state Title I coordinators tended as a group to have eleven
years of experience in the program, the district coordinators had consider-
ably less (approximately four years). This supports states' perceptions
that their districts tend to change Title I coordindtors fairly often. As
is reported in Part III, common complaints made by district staff pertain to
the lack of information they receive from the state. If the local coordin-
ators change fairly frequently, it is likely that state offices, especially
those located at some distance from the LEA, will be unable to keep up with
each new change of personnel. Problems are created on both sides-—districts
need information that they are unable to find and states are not yet aware
of the need. :

The Importance of Legislated Responsibilities

District Title I coordinators were asked to rate the importance of each
district program requirement as having "little,” "uwoderate,"” or "substantial”
importance in achieving the Title I program goals.,

The results of the ratings are presented in Table 12, Selecting chil-
dren, conducting needs assessments, planning the program purpose and design,
evaluating, and.involving parents received high ratings by districts. They
also tended to rate the supplemental nature of the program and the accounta-
bility programs high. These findings are not inconsistent with those shown
for states in Table 6. :

Problems with Legislated Responsibilities

District Title I coordinators were also asked to indicate whether
district requirements created problems for them. A summary of the problems
reported is presented in Table 13. These problem areas can be compared with
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those mentioned by states in each of the chapters on management responsibi-
lities included in Part IIL.

Use of Data from District Practices Study

The districts used in this study were selected primarily to provide
information on state management practices. While an attempt was made €o
identify districts varying in size within each state, the sample was not
really large enough to permit many comparisons based om district size. An
cpportunity arose during the course of thig study to obtain access to the
data collected on a large representative sample of districts by another
contractor, Advanced Technology, Inc., for purposes of examining district
Title I management practices. : '

Twe items in their interview are of interest here. Districts were
asked to indicate, for each of the district legislated requirements,

e which are the moqt/least necessary for attaining the
objectives of the program? and

e which of the requirements are the most burdensome or
require the most paperwork?

Of the 10 legislated responsibilities selected, districts were to rank
them from 1 (most necessary) to 10 (least necessary) and from 1 (most
burdensome) to 10 (least burdensome). These terms relate to the impor-
tance ratings collected as par: of the State Management Practices Study
but with the addition of a nationally representative sample. These data
are presented in Tables 14 ard 15.

Two items are of particular interest to the State Management Practices
Study--parent involvement and evaluation~—both of which atc discussed in
separate chapters in Part Three of this report. It is of interest to note
that small districts report that the parent involvement provisions are
more of a burden than do larger districts. This questionmaire- item did .
not differentiate parent participation as represented by Sectipn 124 from
advisory councils as represented by Section 125. The results from™the
State Management Practices Study {see Part Three), however, would suggest
that the difference in perceived burden is attributed to the difficulties
of small, more rural, communities in implementing the council require-
ments. This observation is also supported by the District Practices Study
data, as thelr non-metropoliltlan districts rated the parent involvement
requirements as more burdensome than did the central cities or urban
fringe districts.

The other item, évaluation, is of interest in part because the District
Practices Study found that the ratings of burden did not appear to differ
as a function of district characteristics. - While there appears to be a

tendency for small, non-metropolitan districts to feel the evaluation re~
quirements are more burdensome, it is not clear 1f these differences are

. large enough to be significant. Their data do suggest, however, that size-

is an important factor when considering the necessity ratings——small dis-
tricts tend to feel that evaluation is more necessary than do the largest

25
Sd




\

citg s. These results on evaluation are supportive of the conclusions
noted\in this report—-namely that the formal TIERS data may not be useful
‘for improving programs in small districts, which would create more of a .
burden fpr them than for large districts. These small districts could
still feal that evaluation is necessary, even though the way part of it 1is

implemented may appear burdensome. These issues are discussed in more
detail in Rart Three.

A\

\,\
\,
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1980-81 Bastc Title I Grant

1980-81 Tctal Title I
Allocation

State Administrative Set-
aside

n
State Setaside per LEA

Other Administrative Funds

1980-31 Administrative
Funds: % spent on staff

1980-81 Adainistrative
Funds: ¥ spent on nonstaff

1978-79 Revenues: % Federal
1973-79 Revenues: % State
1978-79 Revenues: % Local
1980 Population (thousands)

Suaber of placés with popu-
lation >25,000

Number of places with popu-
lation >100,000

Population density (persoas
per sq. pile)

Mean sxpenditures per pupil
1980-81 Number of LEAs

1980-81 Number of LEAs
¢$0-$50,000)

1980-81 Number of LEAs
¢$50,000-$1C0,000)

1980-81 Numbeyr of LEAsS
($106,000-$500,000)

1983-81 Number of LEAs
($500,000-%1,200,000)

1980~-81 Number of LEAs
¢$1,c00,200-%5,0600,000)

1980-81 Number of LEAs
( >$5,000,000)

198C-81 Number of Basic
Title I Programs

1580-81 Number of Title I
Neglected or Delinquent
Progranms

1980-31 Number of Title &
Mizrant Programs

1980-31 Number of Private
Scnools in Title I
Q ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 3

Inter-Quar-—

. . .
Statistical Summaries of Descriptive Information about States

Range

N Median tile Ranged  Quartile 12  Quartile 33 Low High

49 23,885,648 28,209,450 9,584,755 66,003,656 3,540,873 254,923,696
49 41,799,392 31,539,337 10,518,878 73,597,552 5,132,050 321,926,656
49 617,723 432,564 225,000 1,173,483 255,000 4,757,550
49 3,664 2,461 1,861 6,783 625 31,531
46 0 0 0 (] ‘0 594,571
42 80.0 7.5 72.0 87.0 45.0 100.0
42 20.0 7.5 13.0 28.0 0 55.0
49 9.2 .3 6.4 12.3 3.7 18.2
49 ~ 47,5 10.1 36.9 57.2 9.7 8l.4
49 41.5 12.9 1.5 57.4 2.6 © 83.8
49 3,108 2,081.5 1,300 5,469 400 23,669.4
49 13.5 8 7.5 23 1 150 .
49 2 1 1 4 0 21
49 77.39 59.1 28.5 147.3 1.2 935
49 1,515 233.5 1,281 1,749 1,093 3,655
49 186 169 92 430 7 987
44 75 109.75 14 233 0 . 489
44 30.5 4.5 11 80 0 379
4% 38 30.75 13 74.5 1 198
34 3.5 4.5 2 11 0 38
44 3.5 2.25 1 5.5 ) 2%
44 0 .5 0 1 0 3
49 180 160 92 413 7 987
46 s i1 3 25 1.6 241
47 13 16.5 4 37 0 3s2
38 26.5 41 18 190 G 234




[E

.

Number of Professional
Title I Scaff

FTE Professional Title I

Staff

Number of Non-professional
Ticle T Staff

FTE Nou-professional Staff

Number of Evaluﬁtors froa
Other SEA Units

STE Evaluators from
Other SEA Units

Nuaber of Fiscal Staff
from Other SEA Units

FTE Fiscal Staff from
Other SEA Units

Number of Auditors from
Jther SEA Units

TTE Auditors from
Other SEA Units

Number of Curriculum Staff
from Other SEA Units

FTE Curriculum Staff
froa Other SEA Units

Number ¢f Monitors from
Other SEA Units

FTE Monitors froam Other
SEA Unics

Number of Administrators
from Other SEA Units

FTE Administrators from
Other SEA Units

Number of Others from
Other SEA Units

Number of Yeat& of Title I
Coordinator's Experience

Number of Regional Title I
Offices

Number of Professional
Regfonal Staff

FTE Professional
Regional Staff

Number of Non-professional
Regional Staff

FTE Non-professional
Reglfonal Staff

T (Quartile 3 - Guartile 1):2

© 2 25¢h percentile
o 3 75¢n pircen:lle

JAruntoxt provided by eric [l

Table 3 (continued)

Inter=-Ques:- . Range

N . Median tile Rargel  Quartile 12 Quareile .33

49 8 % s 13 3 40
49 7 4.5 4 13 2 40
49 4 1.5 3 6 1 15
49 4 2.5 2 7 1 15
48 1 .5 0 1 0 10
47 .02 .5 0 1 0 10
47 1 1.5 0 3 0 25
46 .5 1 0 2 0 25
47 1 1 0 2 0 12
45 0 1 0 2 0 11
47 0 5 0 1 9 16
a1 0 .02 0 .05 0 8.5
47 0 0 0 0 0 16
47 0 0 0 0 0 16
47 0 .5 0 1 0 5
47 0 .005 0 .01 0 3
48 0 0 0 0 0 0
49 11 ey 7 15 2 16
49 0 1.5 0 3 0 27
46 0 1.5 0 3 0 33
46 0 1.5 0 3 0 32.5
46 0 .5 0 1 0 17
46 0 .25 0 .5 0 12

29

64




Table 3 (continued)

Selected Characteristics of the States

Characteristic No Yes

State Compensatbry Education Program 31 18
Minimum Competency Testing ' 25 ' 23
State Title I PAC | % 13
State Title I Parent Involvement Coordinator 17 32
State Parent‘Advisory Group 38 11
SEA Pérent Involvement Coordinator 44 5
Private School Bypass : 45 ' 2 '
Use of Computers in Evaluatipn_ 9 40
Use of Computers in Fiscal Areas 9 40
Uie of Computers in Other Areas ' 30 - - 16
Primary Grade Levels Served Number of States

e Elementary (1-6) 23

e Pre-School and Elementary (Pre K-6) 20

® Middle School (4-8) : 2

All Grades (Pre K-12)




Table 4

Correlations among State DeWographic Variables®

Setaside per LEA

’Setaside Funds

Title I Basic Grant

Title I Total Grant

Number of LEAs

Number of Basic Title I Programs
1980 Population

Places Greater than 25,000
Places Greater than 100,000
Population Density

Number of Professional Staff
Number of Nonprofessional Staff

Yeafs Expertise of State
Title I Coordinator

a . .
Correlations of approximately .4 or greater are statistically significant at the p=.05 level.
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Table 5

State Importance Ratings of lLegislated State Responsibilitiesa

Approval of LEA Applications
Monitoring

Technical Assistance/Dissemination
Recordkeeping/Fiscal Controls
Prohibition of Federal Aid
Audits/Audit Resolution
Access fo Information

State Rulemaking

Withholding of Payments

State Application

Reporting

Complaint Resolution

MEPs

The scale is as follows:

NI ]
nmun

=

48

48

47

43

46

48

44

47

48

38

47

47

44

Mean

2.89

2.74
2.39
2.14
2.09

2.06

1.72

1.59

Little or no importance in meeting the Title I goals
Moderate importance in meeting the Title I goals
Substantial importance in meeting the Title I goals

Little

Importance

0

1

10

11

10

12

15

12

13

18

24

Frequencies

Moderate
Importance

5

6

20
17
14
23
24

14

Substantial
Importance

43
41
37
32
28
18
14
15
16
12

11




Table 6. St:a'te Impo’rsance Ratings of Legislative I)istrict‘Requirements

Frequencies
: Little ~ Moderate Substantial
: - N ) Mean Importance Importance Importance
Funds Allocation ‘ (1) (2 3
Supplement Not Supplant 48 2.75 19 13 16
Excess Costs ‘ 46 1.97 14 19 13
Maintenance of Effort 48 1.94 1 10 37
Comparabilicy 48 1.87 17 20 . 11
Targeting and Eligibilicy
o - \
Children To Be ferved 47 2.98 1] 1 46 -
Private School Participation . 47 2,34 7 17 23
Designating School Attendance Areas 44 = . 2.23 10 14 , 20
Schoolwide Projects - 44 . 1.27 36 4 _ 4
Program Design and Planning ’ .

. Assessment of Educational Need 48 2.90 1 3 44
Purpose of Program 47 2.72 4 5 38
Control of Funds 47 2,72 3 ‘ 7 37

ot Accountability 46 2.72 3 7 36
- Sufficient Size Scope Quality 46 2.50 6 11 29
Planning 47 2.45 8 10 29.
Teacher /School Board Participation 47 2,30 9 15 23
Training of Aldes .47 2.30 6 21 20
Other Program Coordination - ' 48 2.21 9 20 19
Individualized Plans 47 1.93 16 18 13
Ranking of Project Areas 48 : 1.92 13 26 9
Information Dissemination : 47 1.91 12 27 8
Noninstructional Duties . 46 1.80 21 13 3 12
Jointly Operated Programs 47 1.79 20 17 10
Complaint Reduction 47 1.76 18 22 7
Construction 45 - 1.44 31 . 8 6
Evaluation ’ - |
Evaluation » 47 2.78 1 8 38
Sustatning Cains : ’ 46 2.20 10 17 19
Parent Involvement
Q Pusrent Participation ' 47 . 2.63 3 11 33
I'B\rﬂlt Advisory Counclls 47 - 1.78 20 17 10 {

T




Table 7

Percent of Time Spent on Legislated State Responsibilities and

a
Correlations among Responsibilities

% Time on: Mean S.D. . ) Correlations

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.

1. Approval of Application 20.00 8.43

2. State Rulemaking ' 2.67 2.95 -.05

3. T.A. and Dissemination 22.47 10.42 —;22 -.05

4. Monitoring | 28.20 11.50 -.21 -.14 ° -.29

5. Complaint Resolution 1.37  2.19  -.27 .20 -.23 .01

w 6. Withholding Payments .81 1.25 - .05 .07 -.18 .14 .33

7. Audits/Audit Resolution 6.25 i.07 -.26 -.18 ) ~14 -.26 =-.01L. -.19

8. Other 2.72  4.45 .08 -.05 -.36 ~-.09 .08 .26 -.12

9. SEA Application/MEP . 2.20 2.00 -.12 .37 .14 ~-.43  .18- .01 -.23 .18
16. Reports Gbokh 513 .26 —.02 .14  -.42 .02 -.10 =-.03 =-.05 - .53 .
11. Recordkeeping 7.78 5.08° -.07 -.08 -.37 ~.23 .16 -.31 ,28f'f-.07 s a1
12. Secretary - Other . 1.01  2.03 11 .26 @-.32 - .08 =.09 -.05 .21 .25 14 18 . //

,7:1 | ' . | ;722

aCorrelations of approximately .4 or greater are statistically significant at the p=.05 level.

©
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“ " Table 8

Time Spent'on States' Management Responsibilities as a
Function of Perceiv;Q Importance

»
State Management Responsibility
Percelved Approval of State Technical Complaint Withholding Audltl/
Twportance Applications  Rulewmaking  Assistance Monitoring Resolution of Paymants Audit Resolution
Litcle Mean . - 1.33 10.00 25.00 1.41 .50 ' 3.75
Importance (5.p.) . 0 (1.72) (0.00) (6.00) (2.40) . (1.40) (3.78)
1) N 12 1 S | 16 14 10
W N
w ‘ . .
Moderate Mean 13.40 2.10 22.78 30.00 1.35 .81 . 10.00
Importance (S.p.) (5.03) (2.66) (11.98) (3.54) (2.24) (1.10) (9.14)
(2) N 5 19 9 5 - 23 16 19
Substantlal  Mean 20.75 4.23 22.90 28.19 72 1.01 ; 3.62 .
{mportance ° (5-D.) (8.55) (3.14) (10.32) T (12.42) (.41) (1.29) (3.25)

) " N 40 13 34 39 ' 5 ' 15 16

74 .




Funds Allocaéion
Targeting and Eligibility
Program Design

Evaluation

Parent Involvement

JTable 9

Percent of Time:Spent on District Requirements

Ideal-Actual

Mean S.D.

-6.30 8.86
-4 .08 7.42
9.86 12.77

.56 5.41

- .46 6.58




Table 10

W

Intercorrelations of Percent of Time Spent on District Requirements

1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 8 9
Actual,
1. Funds Allocation
2, fargeting & Eligibility | .11
3. Program Design —.48 -.26
g " 4. Evaluation . .08 -.13 -.34
5, Parent Involvement -.25 -.32 .03 .16
6. Funds Allocation .61 .19 -.28 -.01 -.15
7. Targeting & Eligibility .22 .72 -.20 -.04 -.24 .38l
| | 8. DProgram Design -.24 -.09 .65 4;30 " .06 -.32 -.25
‘\ 9, ZILvaluation ' .13 -.16 -.27 .64 .09 -.14 -.11 -.42
10. Parent Involvement -.08 -.11  -.05 .36 .57 -.33  -.27  -.02 .28

8correlations of approximately .4 or greater are statistically significant at the p=.05 level,

) - | S dNI S
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Statistical Summaries of Descriptive Information About Districts

Funding - 1980-81
Size of District Grant

Percent of District
Budget that Title I
Funds Contribute

Participanis - 1980-81
Number of Students
(Total) in District

Number of Title I Students

Public School
-Private School.
"Total

Title I Attendence Centers
Number of Title I
Public Schools
Number of Private .
Schools Partic’pating in
Title I
Number of Grade Levels
Served

Staff in Title I Projects
Number of Title I
Teachers
FTE of Title I Teachers
Number of Staff Aides
FTIE of Title I Aldes
Number of Evaluators
FTE of Evaluators
Number of Administrators
FTE of Administrators
Number of Non-Professional
Title I Staff
Number of Other
(e.g., Social Services)

Title I Coordimator
Percent of Time Devoted
to Title I Administration
Percent of Coordinator’'s
Salary paid by Title I
Years of Experience in
Title I o

Coordination with Other
Federal Programs
Number (Total) of Other
Federal Programs in
District

Table 11

N Mean Std. Dev Low High
94 Mean=933,827 7,700 11,000,000
Median=275,000
63 4.1 3.9 0.3 21
93 = 13,768 22,964 113 . 110,000
94 1,626 3,545 20 ! 23,000
45 189 504 2 3,090
94 1,715 3,785 20 . 24,000
i
94 17.2 29.9 1 190
: /
43 5.1 7.7 1 36
93 9.3 3.6 3 14
’#

84 24.8 53.4 |1 315
86 24.8 53,6 LT 315
82 26.8 62.9 1 396
85 24.7 60.4 A 396
95 0.5 8.2 0 19
94 0.4 6.7 0 18.5
96 1.6 3.9- 0 31
95 1.0 2.6 0 19
95 3.0 14.1 0 77
94 1.5

' 88
62

88
69




-Table 12

District Importance Rad;ngs of Legislative Disctrict Requirements

Frequencies
District Little or No Moderate Substantial
Requirement ' N Mean (1) (2) ' (3)

Funds Allocation : :
Supplement not supplant-126(c)&(d) 52 2.5 7 (13.5%) 9 (17.3%) 36 (69.2%)
Excess costs—126(b) 47 - 2.2 11 (23.4) 17 (36.2) 19 (40.4)
Comparabilicy-126(e) ) 47 2.1 12 (25.5) 18 (38.3) 17 (36.2)
Maintenance of effort-126(a) 49 2.0 13 (26.5) 22 (44.9) 14 (28.6)

Targeting and Eligibilicy
Children to be served-—123 51 2.8 1(¢2.0) 6 (11.8) . 44 (86.3)
Designating school attendence '

arsas-122 46 2.4 9 (19.6) 9 (19.%) 28 (60.9)
Private school participation =130 49 1.9 16 (32.7) 21 (42.9) 12 (24.3)
Schoolwide projeczs-133 20 1.8 8 ( 8.2) 7 (35.0) 5 (25.0)

Program Design and Planaing
Requirements for design and
jmplementation of programs-124 ,

Purpose of program—l24{a) Sl 2.8 1 ( 2.0) 9 (17.8) 41 (80.4)
Assessment of educational

need=124(b) 53 2.8 2 ¢ 3.8) 9 (17.0) 42 (79.2)
Control of funds-124(a) 50 2.7 3 (¢ 6.9) 10 (20.0) 37 (74.0)
Accountabilicy-127 52 2.6 2 ( 3.8) 16 (30.8) 34 (65.4)
Training of education

aides-124(3) 51 2.6 2 ( 3.9) 16 (31.4) 33 (64.7)
Planning=-124(e) 48 2.5 7 (14.6) 10 (20.8) 31 (64.6)
Sufficient size, scope, and

quality-124(d) 47 2.5 4 ( 8.5) 14 (29.8) - 29 (61.7)
Coordination with other

programs—124(£) 47 2.3 7 (14.9) 17 (36.2) 23 (48.9)
Teacher and school board

participation-124(1) 52 2.3 -9 (17.3) 20 (38.5) 23 (44.2)
Individualized plans-129 52 2.3 11 (21.2) 12 (23.1) 29 (55.8)
Expenditures related to ranking

of project areas § schools-124(e) 40 2.2 7 (17.5) 16 (40.0) 17 (42.3)
Information dissemination—124(h) 53 2.2 9 (17.0) 27 (50.9) 17 (32.1)
Youinstructional duties-134 53 2.0 15 (28.3) 24 (45.3) 14 (26.4)
Jointly operated programs-124(o) 33 1.8 13 (39.4) 12 (36.4) 8 (24.2)
Complaint resolution-128 51 1.8 19 (37.3) 23 (45.1) 9 (17.6)
Construction—124(n) 34 1.5 22 (64.7) 8 (23.5) 4 (11.8)

Evaluation
Evaluation~124(g) 52 2.7 1 (1.9 12 (23.1) 39 (75.0)
Sustaining gains—-124(k) 50 2.1 10 (20.0) 27 (54.0) 13 (256,0)
Parent Involvement

Parent Involvement-124(j) - 53 2.7 1¢°9) 15 (30.2) 36 (57.9)
Parent Advisory Councils-125 53 1.8 24 1) 15 (28.3) 14 (26.4)
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Table 13

District Problems with Legislated Requirements

Problems with
District Requirements

Number of Districts

Funds Allocation
Maintenance of effort-126(a)
Excess costs-126(b)
Supplement not supplant-126(c)&(d)
Comparability~126(e)

Targeting and Eligibility
Designating school attendence areas-122.
Children to be served-123
Private school participation =130
Schoolwide projects-133

Program Design and Planning -124,129,134
Requirements for design and
implementation of programs-124
Purpose of program-124(a)
Assessment of educational need-124(b)
Planning-124(c)
Sufficient size, scope, and
quality-124(d)
Expenditures related to ranking
of project areas & schools-124(e)
Coordination with other programs-124(f)
Information dissemination-124(h)
Teacher and school board
participation-124(1)
Training of education aides-124(j)
Control of funds-124(m)
Construction-124(n)
Jointly operated programs-124(o)
Accountability-127
Complaint resolution-128
Individualized plans-129
Noninstructional duties-134

Evaluation

Evaluation-124(g)
Sustaining gains-124(k)

Parent Involvement
Parent Involvement=-124(j)
Parent Advisory Councils-125

18
22
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Table 14 2

J

District Practices Study: Necessity of District Legislated Requirements

Select Parent Supple- Mainten- -+ Sufficlent
Project Select Involve- Evalu—- ment nct ance of Compara— Excess Slze, Scope
N Area Students went ation supplant effort bility Cost and Quality
Grand Mean 1415 3.8 1.8 5.7 3.7 5.3 6.6 7.3 7.6 4.6,
Disctrict . . ~
Enrollment / .
Small 599 4.7 1.6 . 5.3 3.4 5.6 6.4 7.3 7.5 5.0
. /
Medium 516 3.6 1.8 6.0 3.6 5.3 6.7 7.4 7.6 4.4
Large 276 2.6 2.3 6.0 3.9 4.9 7.0 7.1 7.8 4.4
Extra-Large® 2% 2.4 2.0 5.4 4.8 4.0 7.4 7.6 8.2 4.0
=~ Metropolitan
FJ tropolitan
Status . -
Central City 206 3.1 2.1 5.7 3.9 . 5.0 6.9 7.1 7.8 4.5
Ucban Fringe 415 3.9 1.9 5.7 - 3.7 5.3 6.7 7.5 7.6 4.7
Non-Metro 794 4.1 1.7 5.8 3.5 5.5 6.5 1.3 7.6 4.7
Poverty
lLevel . . ' \
0- 5% 240 4.2 1.8 5.3 3.5 5.6 6.5 7.5 1N 4.7\;
\ 5-127 492 3.9 1.8 5.8 3.6 5.3 6.7 . 1.4 7.6 4.7
12-25% 433 3.8 1.9 5.8 1.9 o 6.7 7.2 7.6 4.6
> 257 ©250 3.7 1.8 6.0 3.7 5.3 °F 6.5 7.3 7.5 4.5

4 The scale is from 1 (wost necessary) to 10 (least necessary).
o b gampled with certainty ‘
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Grand Mean

bistrict
Enrollment

Small

" Medium

Large

Extra-Large*

Hetrogollran

Statuy
Central City
Urban Fringe
Non-Metro
\%Vlzrty

0- 5%

5-12%
12-25%

>251

Digtrict Practices Study:

Select Parent.

Project Select Involve-

Area Studentz  ment
5.9 5.2 3.9
6.2 5.1 3.9
5.8 5.3 3.8
5.4 5.3 4.5
4.8 5.0 5.4v
5.4 T 4.3
5.8 ) 5.4 | 4.3
6:1 5.2 ‘ 3.7
5.8 5.6 - 4
5.8 5.2 3.9
6.1 5.1 4.0
6.1

5.2 3.7

Table 152
Burden of District

Supple-

Legtslated Requirements

Malnten—

Sufficient

Evalu- wment not ance of Compara- Excess S1ze, Scope

atfon supplant effort bility Cost and Quality
4.4 5.5 5.6 4.4 6.1 6.5
41 5.5 5.5 5.7 6.0 6.1
4.7 5.7 5.5 3.8 5.9 6.7
4.6 5.4 5.9 2.6 6.3 7.1
4.6, 5.4 6.0 2.4 - 6.2 7.6
4.6 5.3 5.7 2.8 6.3 7.3
4.8 5.7 5.5 40 5.8 6.5
4.2 s 5.7 5.0, 6.1 6.4
4.4 5.6 5.2 ¥ - 6l T 6.
4.4 5.7 5.8 4.2 , 6.2 ) 6.7

“ 4.5 5.4 5.6 07 61 6.6
4:4. . 5.5 5.6 4.9 5.8 6.3

‘b Sampled with cervtalnty.

The schie Is From 1 (mgst burdénsome) to 10 (least-burdensome).




PART THREE

Title | — Analysns of State Management Practices

\\It may well be .that the federal government has reached its limit in
addressing [administrative] problems through regulatory mechanism...
. . ., The Title I program has gone about as far as 1t can in guiding local
service development by mandating a careful and rational pldnning and
evaluation process. v

Donald W. Burnes
Richard L. Moss N S
1978 . '

It 1is npot ircorrect to say that education 1s a federal concern, a
state responsibility, and a local hassle!...Federal aid to education

is at a crossroads, Although few people who know federal aid would
disagree that the current regulatory quagmire ‘cannot be allowed to

continue, there is considerable debate as to what should replace 1it.

X 4 Southeastern Regional
. Council for Educational
~ Development :
? , 1981

!
-

Title I 1s an older program with 1ts...procedural equipment 1in
place...The federal government needs to be sensitive to issues of
program maturation and the stage of program idevelopment when regula-
tory approaches no lcnger produde any significant ‘results. At ‘that
point, both federal and state roles need to change. For federal

f it means concentrating less on monitoring and enforcement, and
more on 1dentifying effective practice and disseminating this infor-
mation among the states. The‘preferreﬂ state role would be similar
with cues from the federal level now reinforcing this approach.

Lorraine M. McDonnell
Milbrey W. McLaughlin
1982




INTRODUCTION

In Part Three, the results from the interviews with the state Title I
coordinators and their staffs are presented for each of the major state
responsibilities, followed by a sampling of district comments.

The discussions are presented in the following order:
e state rulemaking,
e application approval,
] monitoring,
e technical assistance and dissemination,
¢ evaluation,
e parent inv.lvement, and
e enforcement.

The areas of evaluation and parent involvement were included as areas
of state management responsibility in this study. While®some may argue
that thev are more appropriately labeled as local district activities,
they are included here as state responsibilities, since the changes in the
1978 law to these requirements were felt to affect states. Specifically,
the study staff felt that the extensive changes made in the 1978 Title I
law to the district parent involvement requirements would affect states'
activities in the following ways. For example, states might have modified
their applications to reflect these new requirements, they might have '
needed to provide additional technical assistance to districts on these
requirements, and they might have had to design new monitoring instruments
to reflect these additional requirements. Similarly, the evaluation
reporting requirements and the mandate of the evaluation models were also

" felt to have an effect on state management.

Enforcement is presented last for several reasons. First, since the
audit responsibility is independent of the state Title I office, the
coordinators had knowledge of fewer activities to report than in any other
section of the interview. This lack of knowledge is reflected by the
sparseness of the data reported. Second, because the auditdng function is
independent and not under the control of the Title I coordinator, state
management in this area was not really reflective of a Title I management
style. It was observed that the enforcement activities really did not
"£it" .into a quality or compliance orientation described for Title I
management in the introduction to this report.
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STATE RULEMAKING

Chapter Highlights

The 1978 Title I law codified long standing federal policy that states
may issue their own rules, regulations, procedures, guidelines, or other
requirements that are not inconsistent with any federal laws or regu-
lations.

The State Management Practices Study began coiLecting data from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the rule-
making provisions included in the 1978 law (and the 1981 regulations):

\

e To what extent did the rulemaking provisicns affect states'
administrative practices? '

e What problems did states encounter in exercising their
rulemaking authority?

-

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

¢ To what extent would states anticipate continuing to make
rules if this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

The results of the study show that ten states did not exercise
their rulemaking authority; seventeen states, classified as minimal
rule users, made rules primarily to clarify or interpret federal law
for their districts; and twenty-two coordinators were classified as
active rulemakers.

The sfudy!s'majof findings are:

e Active rulemakers tended to make informal rules even
prior to the 1978 Title I law.

e Active rulemakers took the initiative more often in
deciding when to make rules-—their rules were init-
iated by the Title I unit rather than in perceived
requests from district or federal personnel.

e Active rulemakers exercised their rulemaking authority
to make rules to help districts design quality pro-
grams. N

o Active rulemakers believed that th rulemaking auth—
ority strengthened their program administration.

e Active rulemakers indicated they would-plan to con-
tinue to make rules even if no law allowed them to do
SO.

49
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The management style of these active rule users was also characterized
by successful use of the three—year application zuycle to reduce paperwork
for them and for their districts, active monitoring to ensure program
quality but not as active generally to ensure program compliance, and more
active use of personalized (rather than less personalized) technical
assistance service delivery mechanisms.

Continuation of rulemaking activities under ECIA Chapter 1 would be
difficult for some states if there i1s no express provision in the legal
statute or regulations. States disagreed as to whether they had the
authority to make and enforce rules if a provision were not expressly
included in the legal framework. Even if the flnal Chapter 1 regulations
permit ruleaaking authority, the extent to which states can enforce their
rules through use of various enforcement sanctior<, withholding of pay-
ments for e§amp1e, is unclear.

While all states wanted to be in control of their programs, some
states' philosophies of "local control™ will affect the extent to which
their rulemaking authority can be exercised under Chapter 1. Nondirective
states used the prescriptive 1978 Title I law to make their rules for
them. With the less prescriptive Chapter 1 law, these "local control”
states can not look to the law or regulations for guidance. They must
decide if they wish to direct Chapter 1 through informal rules or leave
program design powers up to their districts. These states may not be able
to make rules, since they would be perceived as “directive” and perhaps
counter to educational policy in their states.

Districts in the local control states had difficulties in differ-
entiating state from federal rules. Some of the rules attributed to
states, particularly Parent Advisory Council requirements, which were part
of several prescriptive sections in the 1978 Title I, were also prob-
lematic for both states and districts. It is significant that these
states were particularly sensitive to presenting a non-directive image,
yet perhaps were unaware that some of their districts held them account-
able for requirements they did not make.




Introduction

‘ : a

Section 165 of the 1978 Title I law codified long standing federal
policy that states may issue their own rules, regulations, procedures,
guidelines, or other requirements that are not inconsistent with auny other
federal laws or regulations. Prior to 1978, while the Title I statutes
did not contain express authority for state rulemaking,’ the Title I
regulations issued in 1976 empowered the states to make rules in one
area--parent involvement.

During the Title I reauthorization hearings conducted in 1977, the
Deputy Commigsioner for Elementary and [Secondary Education in the U.S.
Office of Education (now U.S. Departmehp of Education) was asked to
clarify the federal policy regarding the ability of states to issue
regulations. His answer included these major points: ~

e No instructions had ever been issued to states that spec—
- 1fically prohibited their issuance of regulations that are
more restrictive than the federal regulationms.

a Conversely, ED never encouraged states to issue regulations
that are more restrictive than the federal regulations.

e Section 116a.22(b) of the 1976 Title I regulations gives an
implied rulemaking authority to states in that states can
place additional requirements on districts so as to be
assured that district projects are, in their judgement, of
sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable
promise of substantial progress toward meeting the special
educational needs of the children to be served.

This federal policy appeared unclear and led to uneven interpretations of
rulemaking authority by states.

This issue was explored indepth in a comprehensive study conducted by
NIE of the clarity of the legal framework for state administration of the
Title I program as it existed prior to 1978 (Gaffney, Thomas, & Silver-
stein, 1977). The NIE study noted that SEAs had to rely on correspondence
from federal personnel and outdated handbooks to ascertain the appro-
priateness of their policies or guidelines. The unclear authority to make
rules led to the situation where some states made lots of rules, while
others made almost none. The active rulemakers were observed to make two
types of rules—-rules that clarified but did not restrict (e.g., providing
examples of how to implement both inclass as well as pullout programs) and
rules that restricted program design options :

1 section 116a.25(h) of the Title I regulations states: "The state edu-
cational agency may establish such additional rules and procedures, not
inconsistent with the provisions of this section, as may be reasonably
necessary to insure the involvement of parents and the proper organ-
ization and functioning of parent advisory councils” (Federal Register,
vol. 41, No. 189, 28 September 1976).
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of districts. Restrictive_poiicies occurred generally as a result of the
state's desire to:

e clarify certain federal requirements that wére in-
tentionally left vague in the Title I statute or regul-
ations (e.g., sufficient size, scope, and quality pro-—-
visions); ' : |

e guard 2gainst audit exceptions—-states selected overly
restrictive policies either by choice or because of
insufficient understanding of the requirement (e.g., the
requirement that all districts are to use pullout pro-

grams is mandated neither by statute nor by regulation);

or :

e further state goals that may be encouraged by the state's

general educational philosophy (e.g., requiring minimum
staff qualifications or focus on particular grade spans).

The NIE study also noted that states developed rules in response to
requests for additional clarification from districts or to requests to
change practices to come into compliance made by federal personnel (often
as a result of Program Review visits). -

The extent of the rulemaking authority adopted by states was one of
the state administration variables examined by Goettel, Kaplan, & Orland
(1977) in another NIE-funded study. While the states' level of rulemaking
activity was important in examining the extent of states' control over
their districts, the power of enforcing the rules was also a critical
factor in assessing successful state administration. Uneven enforcement
of rules was observed in two areas: ,

e Rules were enforced differentially as a function of dis-
trict: Districts large in allocation frequently challenged
state policies or the power of states to enforce their
rules, while districts with small*al#ocations did not.

]

o Rules were enforced differentially #s a function of con-
tent: Most states strongly enforced the funds allocation
provisions but did not enforce the srogram design require-
ments. This latter finding may alsg be due, 1in part, to the

differential enforcement requirements by ED.

The House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational
Education emphasized in the hearings conducted prior to the 1978 Edu-
cational Amendments that states play an important role in administering
Title I programs: “The important function they perform in such areas as
application approval, monitoring, auditing, and enforcement should not be
undercut because of uncertainty about their authority to establish state
Title I rules and regulations” (p. 43). Furthermore, the NIE study
recommended that ED clarify the scope of the rulemaking authority to
reduce the risk that states will adopt overly restrictive policies. This
recommendation appeared to guide the thinking of the House Committee
members, as they expressed concern over possible misinterpretations of
federal regulations. The Committee urged the Commissioner (now
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Secretary of ED) to "clarify the various legal program design options and
the circumstances under which different program components may be included
in program designs” (p. 43).

The resulting law in 1978 gave the authority of states to adopt rules,
regulations, procedures, criteria, or other requirements applicable to
their administration of the Title I program as long as they do not con-
flict with any other applicable federal laws. In response to the Com-—
mittee's concern, ED attempted in the Proposed Rules dated 1. June 1980 to
clarify the statute by providing examples of (Section 116.122) and limi-
tations on (Section 116.121) state rulemaking authority. While states
could adopt reasonable rules concerfiing size, scope, and quality of
Title I projects, staff-pupil ratios, amounts of instructional time
provided to Title I students, or the number of categories of curriculum
areas that may be included in a Title I project, states were not allowed
to adopt rules that prescribed grade levels to be included in a Title I
project or prohibited local agencies from including a particular cur-
riculum area in its Title I project. States objected to the section
delimiting their rulemaking authority, because they interpreted it to mean
that states had to approve district programs in any curriculum area that
the district could prove a need--thus, music or physical education pro-
grams backed by local needs assessments could not be disallowed. In the
Final Regulations dated 19 January 1981, ED modified this language of the
regulations. While giving LEAs the authority to determine which grade
levels are included in their projects, and which curriculum areas are
included, the ragulations specified that the "curriculum areas meet all
Title I requirements” (Section 200.122(c)(2)). '

The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the rule-
making provisions included in the 1978 law (and the 1981 regulations):

a To what extent did the rulemaking provisions affect states'
administrative practices?

e What problems did states encounter in exercising their
rulemaking authority?

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to make
rules if this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

In the midst of the data collection, new legislation that would affect
Title I programs beginning in Fall 1982 was passed. Chapter 1 of the
Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, however, contained
no express provisions for rulemaking. Thus, the last section of the
rulemaking interview, namely the theoretical question of whether the
states would plan to continue making rules if this authority was not
expressly permitted by law, took on added significance. States were
confronted with the possibility that no provision in rulemaking might
exist in the new law.
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The lack of a provision in the Chapter 1 legislation generated con-
siderable controversy. Some states strongly believed that they were
powerless to make rules without legal authority vested in them. Others
felt that no provision was needed--that the power given to states to
approve district applications carried with it an implied rulemaking
authority. The situation created some unusual alliances. Very large
states joined with some of the smaller, "local control,” states to lobby
for inclusion of a rulemaking provision in the Chapter 1 statute, since
neither group felt it could make rules without express legal authority.

The draft Chapter 1 reguiations, which were published in the Federal
Register on 12 February 1982, included a reference tc state rulemaking
(Section 200.59):

In accordance with State law, the State or ar appropriate
entity thereof, may adopt rules, regulations, procedures,
guidelines, and criteria regarding the use of Chapter 1
funds, provided that those rules, regulations, ‘
procedures, guidelines, and criteria do not conflict with
the provisions of '

(a) Chapter 1;
(b) the regulations in this parté or
(c) other applicable Federal statutes and regulations.

Since this news did not reach states until most of the deta were col-
lected, a uniform set of reactions to this provision in the Chapter 1
regulations was not collected.

This chapter summarizes the findings of the State Management Practices
Study to each of the four questions listed above. Also included in this
/ discussion are states' preliminary views of the impact of Chapter 1 on
their future rulemaking activities. The chapter will conclude with
opinions of a sample of districts to their states' past rulemaking activ-
ities. '

Implementation

What 1is a Rule? v

All states make rules considering the definition of rulemaking given
in the 1978 statute: Any regulations, procedures, or guidelines issued by
states are considered to be rules. In a strict sense, application ap-
proval procedures and deadlines are rules, but most readers would find
this use of rules to be trivial. Gaffney, Thomas, and Silverstein (1977)
tended to view most state rules as restrictive, because they eliminated
program options for LEAs, which connotes a negative use of rule author-
ity. The State Management Practices Study, however, chose to view rule-
making as a process that states could use to strengthen their state
administration of a large, complex program. It was felt that this inter-
pretation was consistent with that of the House Subcommittee

|
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présent@E in the introduction to this chapter: States' important fumc—
tions in approval of applications, monitoring, and enforcement should not
be undercut due to uncertainty about their rulemaking authority.
It will be apparent from this chapter that states make rules for

different reasons. Some states make rules solely to clarify the federal
Ztle 1 requirements, such as making rules to clarify what kinds of local
activities involving private school participation are legal. Other states
attempt to use their rulemaking authority to clarify what is meant by
"sufficient size, scope, and quality" by requiring that districts follow
certain program guidelines.

It will also be apparent from this chapter that states make rules in
different ways. Some states make rules “informally," that is, without a
public hearing, while other states .—ist get the approval of their Chief
State School Officer or the State Board before ta Title I rule can be
made. While some may argue that a rule that has not gone through a public
hearing process is not a rule, the State Management Practices Study
believes that these informal guidelines can be treated as rul®s because
they ave mentioned specifically by Section 165: Any procedure or guide-
line can be considered a.rule. '

These issues are restated as follows:

e Are rules differentially enforced as a function of the
way in which they were made? A Title I coordinmator in
one state may make a rule that specifies that Title I
services should be concentrated on the elementary
grades. In another state, the State Board, with input
from its Title I coordinator, may make a rule.that all
districts must serve the most educationally needy stu-
dents in the areas of reading, mathematics, writing, and
bilingual education. If%iistricts challenge both of
these rules, will the districts succeed? In one case,

" the rule was made-informaily, that is, by the Title I
office, while the other rule went through a formal
hearing process and was approved by the State Board.

e Are rules differentially enforced as a function of their
content? If a district program fails to be supplemental,
fiscal sanctions may be impesed on the LEA until it comes
into compliance. Any state rules that way make it more

~1likely for LEAs to meet the requirements are very likely

" followed without question. The question arises, however,
as to a rule that requires LEAs to utilize small in-
structor-student ratios of not more than one instructor
to five students. How enforceable is thie rule if LEAs
wish to utilize large groups in a laboratory setting?

e What enforcement sanctions can states use to enforce
their rules? Do they view the rules made informally by
the Title I unit as equivalent to the requirements of any
federal or state law and hence enforce them as such? Or
do the states try to convince their LEAs of the value -€
their rules, hope that their rules never get challenged,
because if they dc, states might have to back down?
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All of these rulemaking and rule enforcement issues pertain to the ul-
timate legality of state rules. If rules do not go through a formal
hearing process, and many of the Title I so-called rules do not, can they
be enforced?

' Another issue that will emerge in this chapter is that some states
view themselves as being "local control” states. That is, they prefer to
take a nondirective administrative posture in front of their districts.

' While they do not make any formal rules, those that would go through a
formal hearings process, many make numerous informal guidelines to help
their districts improve programS. Guidelines can be present in the
instructions of an application or included as items to be reviewed in a
monitoring checklist--they do not need to be published in a handbook of
rules. Thus, as noted later in this chapter, some of these "local con-
 trol" states tend to be categorized as active rulemakers because they make
many “"informal guidelines.”

The use of rulemaking in Title I management is fairly complex.
Whether "informal" guidelines are as binding on LEAs as “formal” rules is
a critical issue.' .If they are not'binding, they most likely cannot be
enforced: If they cannot be enforced, do states, in fact, have the
rulemaking authority as envisioned by Congress when Sectionm 165 was added
to the Title I statute? :

" These issues will be explored indepth throughout the remainder of this
chapter. :

The rulemaking series of interview questions, unlike any other in the
interview, generated strong feelings on the part of the respondents. For
some, the "local control” philosophy espoused by their states made it

impossible for them to make formal rules governing Title I programs.
" These states were limited to making informal guidelines, which may or may
not be enforceable if push comes to shove. For other coordinators, who .
indicated that they had been active rulemakers, the presciptive Title I
law in 1978 brought the need for additional rulemaking activity to a
halt. The mere thought of initiating rules to govern district choices was
unpleasant to another group of coordinators, who indicated that any rules
or informal guidelines they made were done solely in response to a per-—
ceived request from district or federal Title I personnel. While some
coordinators firmly believed that the rulemaking authority was critical to
the success of their program administration and that a rulemaking pro~
vision would need to be included in a Title I law for them to continue
making rules, others firmly did not. '

Rulemaking is very different from the other state responsibilities in
that it is not reguirgﬂ of ctates in the same way as is monitoring or .
approving applications or providing technical assistance: states will not
be criticized for not making rules (especially as long as they have legal
district programs), whereas they will be cited for failure to comply with
_ their prescribed monitoring requirements. Thus, states might fall into a,
non-rulemaking category for several reasons-—-because of their state
philosophy or because of feelings that the law leaves so few sections oren
to states for making rules. If states decide mot to exercise their
rulemaking authority, for whatever reasonms, the question remains as to how

these states might help their districts design quality programs. It was
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speculated that states might compensate for the nonuse by increasing their
oversight in other areas, such as increased monitoring efforts or greater
attention paid to the application process.

Any summary of the implementation of the rulemaking provision must
include recognition of state contextual factors (e.g., the existence of
formal rulemaking processes in the state and the educational philesophy of
the state) and Title I contextual factors (e.g., minimal need for making
rules created by a prescriptive law) in addition to those factors assoc-—
iated with the respondents themselves. The discussion of how states
implemented their rulemaking authority, which will take these factors into
consideration, will be organized around the following three questions:

e To what extent was the rulemaking authority given to states
by the 1978 Title I law utilized?

e How did states use rulemaking to facilitate their admin-
istration of the Title program7

e To what extent is the rulemaking responsibility interrelated
with other state responsibilities?

Extent of Rulemaking Activities

What are the Characteristics of Rulemakers?

State Title I coordinators were characterized as "active"” rulemakers,
"minimal” rulemakers, or "non-rulemakers” on the basis of their answers to.
the interview questions. The 22 coordinators classified as "active”
rulemakers generally talked freely about their rulemaking processes,
policies they had instituted, handbooks they had developed, and offered
ways in which rulemaking had facilitated their program administration.

The 17 coordinators classified as "minimal” rulemakers indicated they used
rulemaking primarily to clarify or interpret the federal law for' their
districts and that they needed to use the provision only occasionally.
Some of these occasional rulemakers, however, had established formal
processes already existing in their states for making rules, and these
individuals indicated they had no need to use the authority given to them
by Title I law. Several characteristic responses of the 10 non-rulemakers

were mentioned earlier in this section.

It had been hypothesized early in this study that use of the rule~
making authority would facilitate Title I administration in states having
large numbers of LEAs, since any new policies made in response to federal
requests or legislation could be disseminated to all districts to effect
changes in a short period of time through published memoranda or handbooks
or through use of monitoring or technical assistance mechanisms. States
with small numbers of LEAs, on the other hand, seemed to have frequent
SEA-LEA communications where any decisions involving changes to state or
district practices could be discussed on an individual basis. Hence,
official rules mandated across districts would not be needed.

Rulemaking use was therefore examined as a function of state dem-
ographics. The active. rulemakers differed from the non-rulemakers.and -
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minimal rulemakers as expected, in that they had more LEAs, but the groups

did not differ on numbers of professional Title I staff or on the amounts
of state administrative. setasides available to them.

Almost ali (N =17) of the active rulemakers tended to be active in
their rulemaking efforts even before the provision was included in the
1978 Title I law. Of those classified as minimal rulemakers, more than
one~half (N = 9) tended to make all of their rules prior to 1978. These
individuals generally reported that, with the enactment of the 1978 law,
there was no need to make any more rules, since the federal legislation
was more than adequate to guide program implementation or administration.
Examining theé extent of rulemaking activity (e.g., none, rules made before
1978, rules made both before and after 1978, or rules made primarily after
1978) as a function of state characteristics, it is evident that the
pre~1978 rulemaking group and the before-and-after 1978 rulemaking group
did not differ from each other in terms of allocation, population, numbers
of LEAs or in numbers of staff. But both of these rulemaking groups
tended to be larger than the non-rulemaker or post=1978 rulemaker groups.

Thus, while rulemaking may tend to be utilized more by the larger.
states, it is noteworthy that some large states continued to make rules
after the 1978 Title I law, while others did not. Some possible reasons
for this finding will be explored in the second section of this chapter,
when the uses for rules are examined in detail.

How are Rules Made and Enforced?

State Title I coordinators were asked to indicate the extent to .which
the rules or guidelines affecting Title I programs were initiated by
themselves, by their districts, or by federal personnel. On the basis of
their answers, states were classified into four groups: .

e State influence: Most of the rules made were initiated
by the state Title I coordinator possibly with assistance
from his or her staff. - ' !

e State-local influence: Most of the rules made were
initiated almost equally by either the state Title T
coordinator or by the districts.

e District influence: Most of the rules made were init-
iated by the districts.

o TFederal influence: Most of the rules made were in
response to perceived requests from federal personnel.

An examination of influence as a function of rulemaking use is pre-
sented in Table 1, : :
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Table 1

Rule Influence as a Function of Rulemaking?

Use of ' ‘ Rule Influence

Rulemaking . State State-Local District Federal
None 0 0 . 0 2b
Minimal : 8 3 3 2
Active , .16 4 I 1

4 Data from nine states are missing.

b This number could perhaps be legitimately increased to 10, since
8 states indicated no use of rulemaking due to adequacy of the
federal Title I legislation. However, since those states did not
answer the influence item on which the ¢lassification was based,
their inferred answers are not included.

Clearly, the state-influence states are the most active rulemakers,
followed by the state-~local-influence states. Both of these groups\¥l4 of
the state-influence and 6 of the.state-local-influence groups) also téﬁded
to be active in the making of rules both before and after 1978. The
district influence and federal-influence groups, on the other hand, tended
to be minimal rulemakers and equally divided between making rules only
prior to 1978 and making rules both before and after 1978.

Once the decision to make a rule is made, the rule can be approved
through use of formal or informal processes. The processes by which rules
are made affecting their programs are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 .
Rulemaking Processes Reported by States? -
Process Number of States
e Title I unit primarily 8 .
o Title I unit, plus input or approval from
other unit in SEA 4

e Title I unit with approval by Chief State

School Officer v 9
e Title I unit with approval by State Board 9
e Title I unit plus input/approval by State :

Board, Legislature (including Secretary

of State) 4
e Board of Regents or State Board 2
e Other undetermined public hearing process 5

P P T -

Data from eight states are missing.




One group of 12 states indicated that they relied primarily oan in-
formal processes (i.e., the Title I unit, or the Title I unit plus input’
or approval from another unit in the SEA (generally a Fedetal Programs
Division that may include the Title I unit)) to make rules or.guidelines
that affect Title I programs. Another group of 14 states indicated that
any rules made in the state that affect local programs must go through a .
formal rulemaking process, which may include the Chief State School
Officer, State Board, legislature, or a public hearing process.2 Still
another group of 15 states indicated that rules affecting Title I programs
could be made either formally through the approved rulemaking procedures
existing in the state or informally by the Title I unit.

The states reporting primary reliance on informal rules are clearly
different from the rest: they have smaller Title I allocations, including:
amounts for state administration; total state revenues available for
education; emaller populations in 1960, 1970, and 1980; less population
density; fewer cities over 25,000 or 100,000; and fewer professional
Title I staff. The three process groups did not differ with respect to
numbers of LEAs. Informal rulemakers tended to be more active rulemakers,
whereas the remaining states are split between minimal and active rule-
making. Most informal rulemakers also tended to make rules before and

_after the 1978 Title I law; the trend is less clear for the other two
process groups, which tended to have larger percentages of states making
rules only before 1978. The informal use group was split evenly between
the state-influence and state-local influence groups; the other two
process groups were primarily state—influence groups. R

; The demographic characteristics of the process groups coupled with a
review of their answers to the rulemaking questions suggest that the
so-called "local control" states tend to be informal rulemakers. Because
some of these "local control" states were also characterized by this study
as being active rulemakers, which appeared incongruent with the states'
perceptions of themselves, rulemaking use was further investigated by an
examination of states' enforcement activities. It was hypothesized that
rules made informally by Title I staff--as opposed to rules that resulted
from a formal hearing process--might not be strongly enforced, which would
perhaps be congruent with the goals of a non~-directive on “local,control”
states., Table 3 presents this relationship.

2 pata are missing from eight states that indicated no use of the
Title I rulemaking provision.” It is not known whether any of ‘those had
formal state processes that could have been used to affect Title I
programs. :
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" . Table 3
Rule Process as a Eunction of Enforcement?@

Enforcement of Rules

. : None Some All
Rule Process ~ Enfoiced Enforced Enforced
Informal 2 0 10
Both 1 8 6
2 ' 11

Formal 0

\

d Data from eight non-rule use states are missing.

It is .apparent from Table 3 that most of the informal rulemakers |tend
to enforce all of their rules just as do the formal rulemakers. Theionly
states that tended to differentiate enforcement policies are those with
both formal and informal rulemaking procedures. The typical response of
these states was that they were able to enforce all rules that were made
via formal rulemaking processes, but their informal rules or guldelines
could not be similarly enforced. An examination of the enfoércement
strategies reported by these three process groups shows that

e formal rulemakers enforce rules through monitoring and
auditing or withholding of funds;

e informal rulemakers enforce their rules as they would
enforce any federal law through application approval,
monitoring, and auditing or withholding of funds; and

e both formal and informal rulemakers enforce their rules’
through application approval and coercion.

Three observations should be ndted here. First, formal rulemakers

~ enforce all rules using formal monitoring and enforcement procedures; they -

did not apparently feel the need to use bluffing or coercion to effect
enforcement. Second, informal rulemakers also report using formal en-
forcement procedures. The informal rulemakers, however, Justify their use
of these procedures because of their assumption that their rules parallel
the Title I law so closely that these rules can be enforced in.the same
way that any federal law can be enforced. The informal rulemakers,
probably for this teason, also do not need to depend upon bluff and
coercion and other persuasive enforcement techniques. Third, both the

formal and informal process group uses application approval and monitoring

to enforce their rules, but they do not make any claims that their rules
closely follow federal law, which might facilitate enforcement. Iastead,
this group relies on coercion and persuasion to perfect enforcement, but,
if challenged by districts, the Title I coordinators indicated they might
have to back down. This group is perhaps more aware of what Title I rules

__can.and._cannot be._enforced, since they have a working knowledge of the . - =

formal rule °

;
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enforcement policies in their states. A few of these coordinators ad-
mitted that, 1f particularly large—allocation districts discovered that
some of their informal Title I rules were not required by a state or
federal law, they could not force the districts to implement them. While
they believed that these Title I policies were reasonable in as much as
some were designed to help districts improve the quality of their pro-
grams, the coordinators stood ready to accept alternative methods from
districts deciding to challenge thlem. ‘ - :

The state—influence states tended to be the most active enforcers and
were heavy users of all of the enforcement strategies discussed. earlier.
All but 2 of the 11 coordinators who indicated ase of coercion as an
enforcement strategy were classified as a state-influence state. This
observation makés sense, since a request to initiate rules—-either by the
districts or be federal personnel--probably carries with it an implied
enforcement authority. This hypothesis 1s somewhat supported by the data,
although the number of states involved is small; the district-influence
states reported relying only on the use of monitoring and auditing as
enforcement techniques. t

The following summarizes the study's findings on rule initiation and
enforcement: ‘ :

e State—-influence states, and state—local influence states to
a lesser extent, are active rulemakers and enforcers.
State-influence states rely heavily .on coercion and may have
to back down in enforcement if challenged by districts.
While formal and both formal and informal rule process
groups tended to be primarily state-influence states, the
informal group was divided among the state-influence and
state-local influence states. .

e District-iafluence and federal-influence states tend to be
minimal rulemakers. Yet they feel free to use monitdring
and- enforcement techniques without relying on coercion,
since a request for initiation of a rule may be perceived by
.gtates to carry with it an implied enforcement authority.

e Informal rulemakers tend to be small in population and
allocation, yet are active rulemakers and active enforcers.
They tend to enforce Title I rules in the same ways that
.they would enforce any federal law. 7

e The formal and both formal and informikbgzgl s are larger in
population and allocation, yet are split b&tween minimal and
active rulemaking. While both groups enforced rules through
use of formal monitoring and enforcement techniques, the
both formal and informal group also tended to rely on

“coercion, and, if challenged by districts indicated they
might have to back down in their enforcement.
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' What Other Factors May Affect Extent of Rule Use?

Three other factors were examined that were hypothesized to play an
important role in states decisions to exercise their rulemaking auth-
ority: the importance states attached to rulemaking, including the amount
of time states reported spending on rulemaking activities; perceived
helpfulness of ED in this area; and state contextual factors.

Importance of rulemaking. It was hypothesized that state Title I
coordinators who tended to feel the rulemaking provision was important
would also tend to be more active in this area. The coordinators were
asked to rate the rulemaking provision as being of "little or no impor-
tance,” of "moderate importance,” or of "substantial importance” in
meeting the purposes of the Title I law. . They were also asked what
percentage of their time (and time of their staffs) was spent in rule-
making activities. Table 4 presents the median percent of time spent on
rulemaking activities as a function of the importance ratings.

Table 4
Percentage of Time Spent in Rulemaking as a Function of its Importance?

Importance Median Percent

Rating of Time Spent Low High N
Little or no ' . .
Importance : 5 0 5.0 12

Moderate _
Importance 1.0 0 10.0 20
Substantial .
Importance 5.0 0 10.0 15
Group Median 2.0

a4 Data from two states are missing.

These data suggest that the ‘amount of time spent in rulemaking activitiés
‘as a function of how important states feel the provision is.

'The amount of time spent on rulemaking is also related to states'
extent of rule activity: Median percents of time spent on rulemaking by
the non-rulemakers, minimal rulemakers, and active rulemakers are .5, 1.0,
and 3.0, respectively.

Helpfulness of ED. State Title I coordinators were asked how ED has
helped them to carry out their r  :making responsibilities: The question
was raised as to whether coordinators who felt that ED was supportive of
their rulemaking efforts would be more likely to make rules. Table 5
presents these findings as a function of rulemaking.
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Table 5
Helpfulhess of ED as a Function of Rulemaking?
delpfulness of ED

Use of Somewhat Neither/
Rulemaking " Hindered , Helpful " Helpful Not Consulted
None 0 0 0 . -3
Minimal ' 1 0 & 10

Active 2 2 14 3

& Data from 10 states are missing.

It is apparent that active rulemakers generally felt ED was helpful. ED
staff was helpful by reviewing rules states developed, by suggesting areas
in which states should make rules to become in compliance with the law,
and by supporting states' authority to make rules. Active users of the
rulemaking authority also tended to report more interactions with ED; high
proportions of the non-rulemakers and minimal rulemakers reported infre-
quent, yet neutral, consultations with ED on rulemaking issues. Since ED
was often viewed in a supporting role by reinforcing states' clout to make
rules—-even states that were reluctant to make rules may have done so.

State contextual factors. It was hypothesized that rulemaking use
might be affected by the type of organizational structure of a state--in
particular, whether Title I functions were decentralized to other units in
the state agency or whether regional offices were present. It was ex-
pected that small, self-contained units with no regional offices might not
need to make rules, since communications among staff and LEAs might be
frequent. Rulemaking might be more necessary in large decentralized
states with functions spread across units and regional offices. The data,
however suggest that no differences in level of rulemaking activity
occured as a function of organizational structure.

Use of Rulemaking to Facilitate Program Administration 7

This section, which summarizes states' uses of rulewmaking to facil-
itate program administration, is organized around three quest?pns:

e For which LEA requirements did states make rules?

e To what extent did states use rulemaking to help deéign
quality programs?

e To what extent did states use rulemaking to help étrengthen
program administration?
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Content Areas of Title I Rules ' .

State Title I coordinators were asked in which of the district re-
quirements they made rules. The rules Title I units made that are of
interest to this study are those that clarify the Title I federal leg-
islation. To guide statés' thinking in this area, the Title I coordi-
nators were asked to use the district requirements presented in the 1978
Title I law as a basis for describlng the rules that they developed.
Because the program design requirements had considerable more leeway for
state interpretation, more attention was paid to state rules in these
areas as described in the next section below.

This question disturbed some coordinators, especially those who
labeled themselves as nondirective, because it forced them to list-all
areas in which they made rules. Some ‘coordinators answered the question
only by reporting rules made through a formal rulemaking process, while
others listed informal (called working procedures, guidelines, memoranda,
for example) as well as formal rules. The data from the 46 coordinators
who responded to this question are summarized in Table 6 as a function of

rulemaking use.

Despite the fact that the data ﬁay be an underestimate of the numbers
of rules made by states, especially by the states that consider themselves
to be nondirective, it 1s noted that the relative proportions of rules
made in ench of the five categories—-funds allocation, targeting and
student selection, program design, evaluation, and parent involvement--by
the minimal and active rulemasers were not as different as had been'
expected. It had been hypothesized that the minimal rulemakers might make
fewer rules in the area of program design than the active rulemakers,
since these coordinators indicated that their rules tended to clarify
federal law; it had been anticipated that the minimal rulemakers would be
active in making rules in the areas of funds allocation, targeting and
student selection, parent iavolvement (primarily parent advisory coun-
cils), and evaluation (primarily sustaining gains). While the data in
Table 6 offer some support for the hypothesis that minimal rule rulemakers
tended not to make many rules in the area of program design, cautiorn must
be exercised so as not to overinterpret these findings. Since it was
apparent that the nondirective states appeared to feel that targeting or:

funds allocation were more "acceptable” rulemaking topics than was program
design, the issue of what rules states made to help their districts design

quality programs was addressed again in another section of the interview
and will be discussed next. '

Use of-Rules to Design Quality Programs

State Title I coordinators were probed to ascertain what rules they
made to help districts design quality programs, as the regulations appear
to encourage states to make rules to clarify the "sufficient size, scope,
and quality” provision. Many varied names were given to the informal
rules made by the coordinators~—program memos, working procedures, operat-
ing procedures, guidelines, interpretations, policy statements, division-
level policiles--wihlch made it somewhat difficult for the interviewer to
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make sure that the concept of making rules extended to whatever name for
informal rules that was gilven out by the coordinators.

Rules or guidelines made ir. theé area of quality program design did not
always take the form of published memos or handbooks. A review of state
administrative documents also shows that rules were tucked away in the
district applications or in the monitoring checklists used by SEA Title 1

- staff during their district onsite monitoripg visits. Many of these rules
inserted into the application or the monitoring checklists were those that
are easy to quantify, such as those pertaining to the size (e.g., staff- .
pupil ratios, instructional time) or scope (e.g., type of program, grade-

level focus) of the project.
2

“

Rules, obtained both from tne coordinators and from'fheir documents,
fell into 15 different areas as shown in.Table 7.

Table 7

Rules Developed by States to Help ﬁesign Quality Programs

Rule Areas : Number of States

e Staffing Rules

~ Staff-pupil ratios . 16
- Title I staff qualifications 10 .
- Staff inservice requirements 7
- Education aide requirements ‘ 7

e Instructional Rules
- Amount of instructional time 13 .
- Instructional approach
(e.g., diagnostic-prescriptive)
- Evaluation (for program improvement)
- Coordination of Title I program
with regular classroom approach

e Other Program Rules

~ Needs assessment 9
- Student selection ) 8
- Parent involvement 6
- Type of program (i.e., pullout, inclass) 4
-~ School-level plans 2
o Administration-related Rules

- Per-pupil expenditure 5

2

~ Recordkeeping systems




v
«*

The numbers of design rules reported were related to the extent of
rulemaking use. The states making more design rules were more likely to
make rules even prior to the 19,8 Title I law, while the less active
rulemakers were not.

States reporting the higher number of design rules tended to utilize
informal rulemaking processes or have both informal and formal processes
in their scates; only 2 of the 14 states reporting reliance primarily on
formal rulemaking processes mentioned 3 or 4 design rules. " The greater
numbers of design rules are also reported only by the state~influence and
state-local influence states as shown in Table 8.

Table 8

Design Rules as a Function of Ruie Influence@

.

Number of Design rules

Rul; Influence 0 1-2 3 or move
State 4 9 13
State-local 1 2 4
District 3 1 0
Federal’ 4 1 0

a pata from seven non-rulemaking states are missing.

Thus, states classified as ac*ive in making rules to help design
quality sprograms tend to have coordinators who initiate rules on their own
(or in conjunction with their districts), rely primarily on informal
‘" rulemaking processes (or a combination of informal processes with formal
rulemaking procedures), and make rules over a long period of time (ex-
tending prior to 1978).

Years of experience held by the Title I coordinators are associated
with the presence of any design rules. It is also true t:at the more
active rulemakers genzrally have more years of experience. This greater
amount of experience may make it easier for states to make and enforce
rules, particularly in the design area, since they have presumably de- .~
veloped effective working relationships with their districts. It may also
mean that thr experienced coordinators feel more comfortable with their
oversight role and are willing to take the risk of making some few program
design rules that may be challenged and rejected, knowing that their
intentions of trying to help districts improve local programs are good.

While states differed in the numbers of design rules made, it was
possible that the content of these design rules might also be important.
An examination of the 15 types of rules displayed in Table 7 suggests that
some, such as instructional approach or staff-pupil ratios, were focused
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,more ofh program than others, such as recordkeeping systems or student s
“ selection. ' Analyses carried out on these data suggested that the eight

staffing and instructional rules listed ﬁere highly intercorrelated. A
variable was created that reflected the number of "quality” design rules.

‘- made by each state within, this subset of eight items (range: 0 to 7).

The number of quality design rules reported by states was signif-
icantly related to overall rulemaking -use (see¢ Table 9).

Table 9

. , ) .
Quality Design Rules as a Function of Rulemaking

<

Use of.

Numbers of Quéligy Design Rules
Rulemaking , C = 0-1 " 2 or more
None i o 10 ' 0
Minimal . 17 0

© Active T .8 . 14

&

N a

The 14 active states reporting .the higher dumber of quélity'design rules
began making rules prior to 1978 and are the state~influence (and state-
local-influence) states. As\shown in.Table 10, they do .not rely exclu- .
sively on formal rulesy ’ - ‘

.
13 *

~

Table 10

Quality Design Rules as a ?unction‘of'Rule Process?

.

Numbers of Quality Design Rules

i

Rule Process : 0-1 2 or more
Iﬁformal i 6 i 6
Both . C 8 7
Formal 13 1

' a Data from eight non-rulemaking states are missing.

A high number of quality design rules is also associated with a high
rating of importance for rulemaking; all of the ratings of rulemaking as
"little or np importance” were reported by the states with 0 or 1 quality
design rules. It ’

To summarize, states that report making quality design rules differ
from those that report making lists of design rules in that they are only
the active rulemakers--no minimal rulemakers ever reported making two or
more of the quality design rules. On all other dimensions, however, they
are similar. .
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Use of ' Program Administration
Rulemaking No " Yes
~ None ‘ ' 10 : 0
: Minimal . 10 7

-

Use of Rules to Strengthen Program Administration

N
’

. State Title I coordinators were asked to what extent the rulemaking

,provision facilitated their adninistration of the Title I program. About
one-half of the coordinators felt that the provision had facilitated their
administrative effcrts. Sample responses include: “rulemaking gives’us
clout;" "brings about more consistency in program implementation at local
level;"” "is important for state operation of a program;” "it's nice to
have in the law, even if you don't need to use it." The states indicating
that the rulemaking provision did not facilitate their program admin-
istration indicated that "we always assumed we had the power;"” "there is
no need for the provision,since there were too many rules and regulations
created by the 1978 law anyway;"” "we have the power under state law (as a
designated state office has the power) to make rules foverning Title I
programs;” "a provision for rulemaking may be much more important in a
less prescriptive law.”

The feeling that rulemaking strengthens program administration is
related to states' use of the provisicn as shown in Table 11.

Table 11

Reports of Rules to Strengthen Program Administration as a
Function of Rulemaking

Rules Strengthen

Active o © 3 17

In addition, while those who felt that rules do not strengthen program
administration were evenly divided among rule use prior to 1978 and use
both before and after 1978, almost all of the states favoring use .of rules
to strengthen administration (N = 17) were active in their rulemaking
activities both before and after the 1978 Title I law.

The’ tendency to feel rules strengthen program administration was
reported by the coordinators who tended to play a more active role in
initiating rules (e.g., state-influence or state~local influence states)
as shown in Table 12. ‘ v ‘

. .
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Table 12

Reports of Rules to Strengthen .-Program Administration as a
Function of Rule Influence?

Rulés to Strengthen
Program Administration

Rule Influence ‘ No : Yes
State 8 16 -
State~local 2. 5
Disgtrict Z 2
Federal 4 1

a4 Data from nine states are missing.

Greater numbers of quality design rules were also related to reports
that rules were used to strengthen program administration as shown in
Table 13.

Table 13

Reﬁorts of Rules to Strengthen Program Administration as a
Function of Quality Design Rules

Rules to Strengthen

Quality‘Design‘ Program Administration
Rule Reported No . Yes
0-1 22 13
2 or more . 3 11

Thus, the state coordinators who felt that rulemaking tended to
strengthen their program administration were active rulemakers—-in terms
of their use of design rules, ,in length of time they have been making
rules, and in terms of the cpordinators taking more responsibility in
initiating rules. The profile of states indicating that there was no need
for the provision was one of inactivity: all of them were non-rulemakers
or minimal rulemakers, all -made ome or fewer quality design rules, they
tended to be federal-influence or district-influence states in terms of
initiation of rules, they tended to make most of their rules prior to
1978. There was a tendency ‘for the coordinators who felt rulemaking.
strengthened their program administration to rely primarily on informal
rules, while the coordinators who felt there was no need for the provision
did not.




Because such a large number of states, approximately one-half, felt
that the rulemaking provision did not facilitate their program admin-
istration, the question was rdised as to how these states did manage their
programs. For example, instead of relying on rulemaking authority, states
might rely on providing more technical assistance to help districts
improve the quality of their programs or by. being more active monitors in
the area of program quality to ensure -that districts focus on program
quality issues. The extent to which less active rulemaking states engaged
in these other activities is discussed in the next section. .

Interrelationship of Rulemaking with Qﬁhe: State Responsibilities .

The making of rules was expected to be related to.other state respon-
sibilities. For example, states might need to provide technical assist—
ance to districts to help tiem understand the new rules and to help them
~implement the new policies for states might need to monitor district
practices to ensure that the state-developed Title I rules were being
implemented. Thus, one might expect that active rulemakers would also be
active monitors or providers of technical assistance. On the other hand,
states that are characterized as active in rulemaking might tend to have
an active management style across all of their responsibilities—--hence,
active rule makers might tend to be active in all activities regardless of |
the numbers of rules on content of the rules they developed. ' !

This section will examine rulemaking activities as a function of
activities in other areas of state responsibility, particularly appli-
cation approval, monitoring, technical assistance, and evaluation, to
determine more clearly what role rulemaking plays in state management of
the Title I program. The discussion will focus on the extent of rule
activities in three ways: . - ‘

e active rulemakers——aétive use of other responsibilities;

e active rulemakers—-less active use of other respon-
sibilities; and

. @ less active rulemakers--active use of state responsibilities
as compensation for lack.of rules.

Active Rulemakers: Active Use of Other Responsibilities

Monitoring. As shown previously in Table 10, active rulemakers tend
to make numerous rules to help districts design quality programs. Since
states tended to report enforcing these rules through monitoring, it was
expected that states active in making quality design rules would also tend -
to monitor actively in the area of quality of service. Table 14 suggests:
that this relationship holds-—active makers of quality rules are also
active in monitoring for program quality, while less active rulemakers are
not. s




' Table 14
Quality Design Rulemaking as a | o
Function of Monitoring for Program Quality

Number of ‘ Number.of QualityAItems Monitored
Quality Design Rules 0-1 : 2 or more
0-1 . - 23 © 12
2 or more . , 3 11

Evaluation. The hypothesis was explored as to whether rulemakers, who
were especially active in making rules to help improve program quality,
would also be active in evaluation acti-ities, since states reported
making rules in the area of evaluation, for program improvement. For
example, ope state rule required that all districts-with achievement gains
lower than a cutoff point were to address this problem in writing to the
SEA else funds would be withheld. Two types of activity relationships
were examined--one activity is defined as a function of the extent of
implementation time and the other in terms of .the content of the activity.

One characteristic of a state active in evaluation, as will be dis-
cussed in the chapter on Evaluation, is the implementation of the Title I
evaluation and reporting system (TIERS) prior to its mandate in 1978. An
examination of the early/late evaluators with the onset of rulemaking
activities shows that the states that reported making almost all of their
rules prior to 1978 or that they initiated rules only after 1978 also
tended to implement TIERS after the 1978 mandate. Thus, inactive rule~
makers tended to be inactive in evaluation also. The active rulemakers
(in terms of their making rules both before and after 1978), on the other
hand, were evenly divided among early and late TIERS implementation. If
rule content of these active rulemakers is examined, however, a slightly
different picture emerges (as shown in Table 15).

Table 15
Quality Design Rulemaking as a
Function of TIERS Implementation?

Number of ‘ _ TIERS Implementation
Quality Design Rules Pre 1978 Post 1978
0-1 11 19
2 or more ‘ 8 4

a pata from seven states are missing.




As evident from Table 15, states that make the greater number of
quality design rules also have more extensive evaluation experience, while
the lesser number of quality design rules is associated with more recent
implementation of TIERS. This finding confirms that the more active
rulemakers are also the more active in evaluation. :

One important evaluation activity for states was helping districts to
use their evaluation data for improving their programs. Since rulemaking
in this area was associated with dctive rule use, it was expected that
active rulemaking states would also be active in helping districts use
evaluation data to improve their programs—-by providing technical assis~
tance to districts on data utilization for program improvement, by re—
viewing evaluation results with districts for purposes of pinpointing
program strengths and weaknesses, by providing feedback reports to dis-
tricts on their program strengths and weaknesses, or by carrying out
statewide.analyses cf achievement gains to determine if low achievement
. gains were associated with particular program characteristics that could
be identified and corrected. Use of rulemaking was examined as a function
of the number of data utilization activities reported by states (as shown

in Table 16). '

<&

Table 16

<

Rulemaking as a Function of
Evaluation Data Utilization Activities Reported by States , R

Number of Data Utilization

Use of - Activities Reported

Rulemaking . ‘ 0 1-2 3-4
None . 6 3 1
Minimal ‘ 4 11 2
Active : 6 7 9

The relationship depicted in Table 16 suggests that non-rulemakers
tend to report few, if any, data utilization activities; minimal rule-
makers tend to report a moderate number of such activities; while active
rulemakers report more activity in this area.

In the chapter on Evaluation, one prominent theme is the issue of
whether states should be involved in such evaluation activities or whether
these activities should be left up to local districts. The latk of
activity reported here for the non-rulemaking states, some of which are -
also "local" control states, may.be consistent with the attitude of
greater local options.

Techinical assistance. . A similar pattern of activity is observed fu
the area of technical assistance. Table 17 shows that the number of
states reporting use of workshops to provide technical assistance to LEAs
varies as a function of rulemaking activities.
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‘ Table 17
Reports of Technical Assistance Workshops as a -
Function of Rulemaking

Use of " , Use of Workshops

Rulemaking : No Yes

None ' : 5 5

Minimalﬁ‘.a ' 6 - 11
) 3

19

Active;}

ummary. The examples presented here in Tables 14-17 show that active
Jrulemakers are also active in other areas, such as providing technical
aséistance to LEAs, monitoring for program improvement, in implementing
evaluation activities prior to their mandate, or helping districts use
evaluation data to improve the quality of their local programs. While
active rulemakers may generally have an active management- style, they do
tend to differentiate among kinds of activities as discussed in the next '
two sections. '

Active Rulemakers: Less Active Use of Other Responsibilities

- . - . - -

In some activities, active rulemakers are less active than might be
expected or almost as active as the minimal rulemakers or non-rulemakers.
Several examples of these observations are presented below in the areas of
parent involvement, technical assistance, monitoring, and application
approval. o

Parent involvement. Parent involvement is another area in which
coordlnators made rules. Some rules, for example, pertained to eligi~
bility requirements for being a voting member of a PAC, while others
required specified amounts of parent training. The extent of state-level

. parent involvement activities was examined as a function of rulemaking.

As shown in Table 18, the minimal rulemakers tended to report more state.
parent activities. While some of the active rulemakers reported .greater
numbers of parent activities at the state level, a large percentage of the
active rulemakers tended to report fewer numbers of parent involvement
activities. )

Table 18 »
State-Level Parent Involvement Activities Reported as a
Function of Rulemaking

Ty

State~Level Parent

Use of o Involvement Activities
~ Rulemaking 0-1 2 or more
. None | 5 5
Minimal 5 .12
Active : 9 13
74
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Thus, high levels of rulemaking activities are not so clearly related to
high levels of state-level parent invnlvement activities. :

Technical assistance. In Table 17 it was noted that reports of
providing workshops for LEAs varied as a function of rulemaking. An
examination of rule use with the reports of providing statewide con-
ferences shows a different picture (see Table 19). '

Table 19

Reports of Statewide Technical Assistance
Conferences as a Function of Rulemaking

?

Use of Statewlide Conferences Reported |
Rulemaking No Yes
None 3 7
Minimal 6 11

Active ' 13 -9

In this instance, the non-rulemakers and minimal rulemakers reported the
use of statewide conferences, while the active rulemakers did not. This
observation, while appearing to contradict the findings shown in Table 17,
actually does not; it is consistent with the discussion in the chapter on
Technical Assistance, which suggests that use of statewide conferences as
a technical assistance mechanism is generally related to lesser amounts of
administrative activity by states. More personalized services, in the
form of workshops, for example, as opposed to less personalized services,
statewide conferences, for example, appear to be associated with a "qual-
ity” Title I administration.

e

Monitoring. While monitoring fo; program quality varied as a function
of quality design rule activity (as shown in Table 14), the question was
 raised as to whether active rulemakers would also be active in monitoring '
for compliance to ensure legality of projects. While non-rulemaking and
minimal-rulemaking states tend to report fewer ways in which legality of
the projects are monitored (as was expected), the active rulemakers are
fairly evenly divided among the high and low levels of monitoring for
program legality. An examination of rule conterit with the monitoring for
compliance parallel with that shown in Table 15 for monitoring for program
quality indicates that rulemakers active in program design rules are not
.active to the same degree in monitoring for program compliance. This
“rélationship is shown im Table 20s — -~ oo SRR
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Table 20

Quality Design Rulemaking as a
Function of Monitoring for Compliance

Number of Ways in Which Program

Number of . | Compliance is Monitored
Quality Design Rules ‘ ‘ 0-2 3 or more
%-1 . P 23 12

2 or more : .6 8

Application approval. In the chapter or Application Aﬁprovél, it was

postulated that an active, problem-solving stance might be necessary to.
make the three-year application cycle work. It was therefore hypothesized

whereas the less active rulemakers would not. Table 21 presents use of
the three-year cycle as a function of rulemaking.

x Table 21
Use of Three-year Application Approval Cycle as a
‘Function of Rulemaking?

Three~Year Cycle Use

Yes,No Yes,
~ Use of Paperwork Paperwork -
Rulemaking : No Reduction Reduction
None 0 5 3
‘Minimal 9 2 6
Active 7 4 10

- 8 Data from three states are missing.

Even though all of the non-rulemaking states reported trying the threeyear
cycle, they were generally not successful in reducing their paperwork. It

"7 1Is true that fairly large proportions of the minimal and active rulemaking
groups did not try the three-year cycle. Of those who did, however, the
level of satisfaction with the cycle in terms of reduction of paperwork
increased as a function of rulemaking.

Summary. The examples presented in this section show that active rule-
makers have an active management style that differentiates between Title I
management activities. In the case of technical assistance, they tend to
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be more active in using more personalized service delivery mechanisms
(such as workshops for small numbers of LEAs) and less active in utilizing
less personalized services (such as statewide conferences). While they.
tend to report extensive monitoring fo ensure program quality, they are
not as active in monitoring. generally for program compliance. While
active rulemakers do tend to conduct numerous state—level parent involve-
ment activities, a sizable number do not. While the active rulemakers who
used the three-year cycle were generally satisfied that the cycle helped
reduce thelr paperwork burden, approximately one-third of the active
rulemakers did not attempt to use the cycle.

Less Activé Rulemakers: Active Use of Other State Responsibilities as -
Compensation for Lack of Rules ‘ : .

The focus in the previous two sections was on characterizing active
rulemakers in terms of their state administrative activities.

It seems reasonable that state Title I coordinators whe make-a lot of
quality design rules would follow through with their other responsi-
bilities to ensure that these rules are disseminated and enforced. But
one might ask whether minimal rulemakers achieve the goal of helping
districts improve their programs if they do not make rules or momitor more
for program quality on compliance? This question led to greater con-
sideration of what part rulemaking plays in state administration.

When coordinators were asked what rules they made to help districts
design quality programs, 11 replied that while they made few rules, they
tended to rely on other state administrative activities (such as technical
assistance and application approval) to achieve the same goal. A ~e-
examination of the data presented in Tables 17-19 supports this idea in
that the minimal rulemakers tended to rely on both workshops and statewide
conferences to provide services to their districts. These minimgl rule-
makers also tended to be active in conducting numerousﬂstate—level parent
involvement activities; these parent involvement activities included
conducting workshops or conferences, developing and disseminating in-
formation to LEAs, and working with a state Parent Advisory Council.

4

States that make few or no rules might be expected to rely on tech-
nical assistance sources other than themselves to help their districts
with program design and evaluation activities, simply because they or
their staffs may not have enough content expertise to disseminate to
districts. The fact that more Title I experience.held by coordinators 1is
related to a greater amount of rulemaking activity, especially numbers of
design rules, supports this hypothesis. Thus, the data were examined to
determine the extent to which these minimal rules use states relied on
other sources, such as the Techinical Assistance Center (TAC), to provide
assistance to their districts. '

Table 22 presents states' use of the TAC, use of evaluation materials
produced by other sources (e.g., the TAC, ED, other states), and use of
general technical assistance materials produced by other sources (e.g., ED
curriculum materials, other states' handbooks, National Dissemination
Network project materials, ERIC materials).
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Table 22

States' Uses of Other Technical Assistance Sources as a
Function of Rulemaking

No. of ﬁvaluation No.-of Technical

Materials Used Assistance Sources
Use of TAC Use by States . Used by States
Rulemaking Low High 0 1-3 4 or more 0-1 2-3 4 or more
None 7 3 2 3 5 2 6 2
‘Minimal 6. 11 3 4 10 3 7 7
Active 12 10 7 5 10 -7 5 .10

This table suggests that minimal rulemakers do tend to take advantage

of other technical assistance sources. What is surprising is the fact— —

that the non—-rulemakers do not. Since the non-rulemakers tended to be
generally inactive in monitoring and technical assistance activities, the
question remained as to what mechanisms these states might have used to
help districts achieve quality and legal programs. One other hypothesis
was explored: For states that reported providing minimal amounts of
technical assistance, monitoring, and evaluation activities, the appli-
cation approval process might become a very important activity.

As described in the chapter on Application Approval, each state's
district application was reviewed to determine the extent to which this
document was used to collect information on 21 district requirements.
While the Title I law does not require that all of these points be repre-
sented in the applications, states were required to ensure that the '
requirements of the relevant provisions are met. Applications were
reviewed to determine to what extent states used the application to
collect information on these points. Each requirement received a rating
of "absent,” "insufficient,” or "sufficient,” depending upon the amount of
information states requested in the application forms and instructioms.
States were then categorized by thelr overall scores as being in one of
five categories: (1) their applications were primarily "absent" con-
sidering these 21 points, (2) their applications were primarily "insuf-
ficient” ‘to make the needed compliance determinations on the 21 points,
(3) their applications were primarily "sufficient" considering the 21
points,- (4) the applications were equally divided among the three rating
groups, or (5) the applications were equally divided among the "insuf-
ficient" and "sufficient” rating groups. Table 23 presents states'
application ratings as a function of their rulemaking.
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Table 23

States' Application Ratings as a Function of Rulemaking?

ApplicationrRatings

Use of Primarily Primarily Primarily Insufficient/
Rulemaking Absent Insufficient Sufficient Equal Sufficient

S
None ' 1 1 5 = 1 2
Minimal 0 2 _ 8 . 2 5
Active 3 6 7 0 4

d Data from two states are missing.

What is. striking about these data is the contrast in activity level of
the non-rulemakers compared with the data presented for non-rulemakers in
the previous tables. ~The non-rulemakers and minimal rulemakers have.
applications that tend to collect sufficient amounts of information on
most of these 21 points of law, while the active rulemakers, on the other
hand, have a higher percentage of states receiving primarily "insuf-
ficient" ratings. This observation tends to support the hypothesis that
minimal rulemakers may use the application approval process to compensate.
for the lack of rules made. While they may not choose to require that
districts follow certain program guidelines, these coordinators apparently
require that their districts focus on the necessary compliance and quality
issues in any way they choose-—as long as they report enough information
to them on the application so that the state office can make the necessary
determinations to ensure district programs are legal and that they address
the necessary program quality issues. This table also suggests that
active rulemakers who do rely on program design rules to guide districts
and who report many monitoring and technical assistance activities may not
need to rely on the application as a stimulus to ensure that districts pay

.attention to compliance and quality issues.

An examination of the active rulemakers who scored primarily "insuf-
ficient™ and "sufficient” ratings on their applications sheds additional
ligh* on the question. Table 24 compares the two groups on several varia-
bles. The numbers of states in each group are small, which prevents
strong conclusions from being drawn. However, several trends, albeit;
weak, are noted. The primarily “sufficient™ rating group appears to fit
the activity pattern presented throughout this chapter for active rule-
makers (e.g., informal rulemakers, active before 1978, less reliance on
TAC or statewide workshops, reports of satisfaction with three-year appli-
cation cycle), while the primarily “insufficient” ratings group tends to
fit the picture described for minimal rulemakers (e.g., more forma. users,
active primarily after 1978, greater use of TAC and statewide workshops,
less satisfaction with three-year application cycle). While the "inguffi-
cient" rating group reported a greater reliance on coercion as an enfurce-
ment strategy, mere of the primarily "sufficient™ group that reported
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Table 24

Active Rulemakers: Compariéon of States with "Insufficient"
and "Sufficient" Ratings

Rating Groups

Primarily Primarily

: Insufficient Sufficient
‘Variable - (N=56) (N=7),

Rule process Informal =1 Informal = 4
| Both = 2 Both =2
Formal =3 Formal =1
Use of coercion to "~ No =3 No =35
enforce rules Yes =3 Yes = 2
If challenged, may have No =6 No =3
to backdown Yes =0 Yes = =4
TIERS implementation Pre 1978 = 1 Pre 1978 = 4
Post 1978= 3 Post 1978= 3
TAC use Low =2 Low 4
High = 4 High =3
Monitoring for quality Low =1 Low = 3
of service High =5 High = 4
Use of statewide technical No = 3 No = 5
assistance workshops Yes =3 Yes = 2
Use of 3-year application No =3 No =1

Yes, paperwork Yes, paperwork
not reduced = 2 not reduced = 2

Yes, paperwork : Yes, paperwork
reduced .’ =1 reduced = 4

“
lcu
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that, 1f challenged, they would have to back down on enforcing rules. This
observation suggests that even active rulemakers may need to rely on the
application as an "enforcement” device, especially if they are unable to
enforce their rules completely without having to back down if challenged.
It is of interest that three of these states that reported backing down
also reported actively monitoring to ensure pirogram qualicty.

All of these findings taken together suggest:

e While non-rulemakers generally are inactive in monitoring
for program quality and compliance and in providing large
amounts of tuochnical assistance to their districts, they
perhaps compensate for the lack of rules by using the
application as an enforcement device to ensure that dis-
tricts address the necessary legal requirements.

e Minimal rulemskers, while inactive in monitoring a program
quality and compliance, tend to rely on other sources, such
‘as TAC, to provide technlcal assistance to their districts.
They also tend to compansate for a lack of rulemaking by
reliance on greater amounts of technical assistance and on
the use of the application as an enforcement mechanism Lo
ensure that districts address the necessary legal re-
quirements.

e Vhile active rulemakers generally tend to do extensive
monitoring for program quality, to provide lots of aval-
“uation and other technical assistance to their districts,
and rely less on other sources, such as TAC, to help their

districts, the active group was split in its use of the
application to ensure adherence to legal requirements. A

. primarily “insufficient group,” which resembled the minimal
rulemaking group, tended to rely on other -sources, such as
TAC, to provide technical assistance, relied on less
personalized technical assistance mechanisms (such as
statewide workshops), yet also monitored extensively for
both program quality and compliance. It appears that these
states used their rulemaking and monitoring activities to
ensure -quality and legal programs instead of the appli-
cation. Since a number of these states tended neither to
use the three-year cycle nor to be satisfied with the cycle,
they may have decided to rely less on the application as a
vehicle for achleving this goal.

The primarily "sufficient” rating group, on the other hand,
suggests that, despite active rulemaking activities, states
may have to back down in their enforcement of rules. It may
therefore be more necessary for these states to rely on
extensive monitoring and on the collection of sufficient
information on the application to ensure that district
practices meet the requirements ¢f the law, especially 1if
their rules may not be totally enforceable.
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Problems

State Title I coordinators were asked to what extent the rulemaking
provision created problems for them in their program administration. Of
the 14 states reporting problems, 11 of them indicated that they en-
countered problems in trying-to make rules on the various district re-
quirements. Table'25 presents the number of problems reported for each

' distriet requirements.

<

Table 25

&

Reports of Rulemaking Problems by District Requirement

Number of Problems -«

Funds Allocation ) . 7
e Maintenance of effort (Sec. 162(a)) 1
e Supplement, not supplant (Sec. 126(c)(d)) 4
.® Comparability (Sec. 126(e)) 2
Tafgeting 2
e Designating school attendance areas
(Sec. 122) 1
e Children to be served (Sec. 123) 1
Program Design ‘ 4
e Sufficient size, scope, and quality .
(Sec. 124(d)) 1
» Training of education aides (Sec. 124(j)) 1
e Individualized plans (Sec. 129) 1
e Noninstructional duties (Sec. 134) 1
Evaluation 0
Parent Involvement 1
e Parent involvement (Sec. 124(j) . ‘ 1

Problems reported by two Title I coordinators centered around the
belief that the provision was an unnecessary intrusion into states'
gights. The problem reported by one coordinator, concerning limitations
of rulepaking authority specified in the Title I regulations, was actually
not a problem, since the item in question was deleted from the final 1981
regulations; this coordinater, however, had not yet read the final regu-.

lations at the time of the interview.
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The most active rulemakers, in terms .of onset of rulemaking, initi-
ation of rules by state~influence or state-loccal influence states, use of
rules to strengthen program administration, and level of activity, tended
to report problems. The design rules made by states that tend to be
associated with reports of rulemaking problems are in the following areas:

e instructional time, , o .
e evaluation (for program improvement),
e staff inservice, and

‘@ needs assessment.

Rules made in the areas of per-pupil expenditures, coordination of Title I
with the regular classroom instruction, and recordkeeping were almost
never mentioned by coordinators who reported problems.

The presence of rulemaking problems was also significantly related to
reports of extensive monitoring for program quality, since it was observed
earlier that numbers of quality design rules were significantly related to
numbers of quality items monitored. Rulemaking problems were not related
to the number of compliance items monitored."

A higher percentage of coordinators reporting the use of informal
rulemaking processes also reported rulemaking problems, but lack of rule
- enforcement was not assoclated with reports of rulemaking problems. The
use of any partiEGIhr enforcement mechanism was also not significantly
related to the reports of rulemaking problems.

" While it was expected that coordinators reporting use of coercion
might tend to report more problems, this was not the case. Nor was it
true that coordinators who reported backing down in their enforcement 1f
challenged tended to report problems.

~ These relationships are presented in Table 26.
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Presence of

Table 26

Rulemaking Problems as a Function of State Actiyities
©

»

1 Monitoring Rulemaking
Number of Quality Number of Quality Rulemaking Rule
Monitoring Rules Process Enforcement

Design Rules

Problems Low(0-1) High(2-4): Low(0-1) High(2-4) Informal Both Formal Informal Both Formal
No 23 6 22 .13 6 10 10 4 7 5
Yes 6 8 4 10 6 5 3 o - 3° 1




- It had been expected that problems would be reported by states that
felt that ED was not supportive of their efforts. Table 27 presents ths
relationship.

Table 27
Rulemaking Problems as a Function of ED Helpfulness?

4 Helpfulness of ED>
* Somewhat

, : ' - Neither/
Presence of Problems Hindered Helpful Helpful _ Not Consulted
No 3 1 .10 o
Yes . 0 1 8 | 5

a pata from 10 states are missing.

In fact, the three state coordinators who reported that ED hindered their
efforts did not report problems. They reacted by deciding not to consult
ED personnel on subsequent issues or by not making rules. One coordinator
who strongly believed that the intent of the federal review teams was to
indict states for\their administrative practices reported that he limited .
his rulemaking activities solely to a minimal clarification of the federal
law so as not to iﬁﬁ{?e criticism. N

A large number pf‘state coordinators who reported problems felt that
ED was extremely helpful. Sample comments made by these cordinators
include: "ED pointed out problems with district compliance and gave us

-insights as to which areas we should focus our rulemaking activities on;”

"the feds reviewed our rules and offered helpful suggestions;
our rules off the feds first before .we disseminated_them."

!

we bounced

It had been hypothesized that state coordinators who experienced
difficulties with the rulemaking provision might also tend to rate it as
being low in importance in meeting the goals of the Title I program. The
data do not support this notion; in fact, a greater percentage of the
coordinators reporting problems also rated the provision as being of
substantial importance.

While extent of rulemaking could be mediated in terms of state dem—
ographic characteristics, states reporting problems did not differ on
variables of staff, state administrative setaside, or numbers of LEAs from
those that did not. The states reporting problems did, however, lose
substantially in terms of population. from 1970 to 1980 and they had
greater contributions of local funds:to their overall education revenues

than did the states not reporting problems. In summary, there was a

tendency for the most active states to report problems: those making more
design rules, those taking the initiative to make rules, those using
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informal rulemaking processes, those making rules beginning prior to 1978,
those also monitoring extensively for program quality, and those enforcing
all rules. Neither weak eunforcement strategles nor lack of support from
ED led to reports of problems as had been expected. :

— ,,WA,;T”,,,”W,Examplaryﬂfrac;lces

State Title I coordinators were asked 1f they had developed any
successful practices or materials in the area of rulemaking'with which
they were particularly pleased and. that could be shared with other
states. Eleven states indicated that they had successful practices:
three reported development of successful processes, such as particular

"rules or compilations of federal and state laws pertaining to Title I
programs, while nine reported exemplary materials, such as handbooks or
Title I policy manuals.

. While reports of exemplary practices tended to be made by the active
rulemakers--particularly those that began making rules prior to 1978 and
those who took the initiative to make rules themselves (or with their
districts)—--the profile of the states reporting exemplary practices could
not consistently be categorized as "active” to the extent described in the
implementation section. ‘While making rules to strengthen program admin-
istration was not associated with reports of exemplary practices, the
making of numerous quality design rules is. The design rules made by
states that tended to be associated with reports of exewplary practices

are in the following areas:
e staff-pupil ratios,

e amounts of instruépional time,

)

_ e evaluation (for program improvement),
e instructional approach, |
o staff inservice, aﬂd
e recordkeeping ﬁrocedures.

While development of exemplary practices was equally divided among the
informal, both formal and informal, and formal rule process groups,
reports of exemplary rule processes tended to be assoclated with the
informal rulemaking states, while reports of exemplary materials were
associated with formal or both formal and informal précess states.

Since enforcement strategies of the rule process groups tended to
differ, production of exemplary practices was examined as a function of
enforcement. A high proportion of the states reporting little, or no,
enforcement of their rules also indicated production of exemplary rule-
making practices. An examination of the responses made by these states
shows that all but two had both formal as well as informal rulemaking
processes. Some of the exemplary materials mentioned by these six coordi-
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‘nators during the interview, however, tended not to be Title I specific
but produced as part of the formal rulemaking process in the state. In
one state, all federal and state laws, regulations, and guidelines af-
fecting Titlc ~ »rograms and the state's compensatory education were .
compiled in ot ndbook that was disseminated to all d;stricts in the

state.

It was hypothesized that states might develop exemplary rulemaking
processes or materials (a) to overcome problems with the provision or
(b) to fill a void left by ED, especially since the policy manual was
never disseminated. While coordinators reporting no problems also did not
report exemplary practices, the data show that presence of rulemaking
problems was not related to feports of exemplary practices. '

The production of no exemplary practices was associated with a neutral
ED relationship. The presence of exemplary materials was associated with
a more active relationship with ED--more than one-half of the states not
reporting practices reported either a neutral relationship or no rela-
tionship at all over rulemaking issues. Thus, states did not appear to
develop exemplary practices in the area of rulemaking to overcome problems
or to overcome a hindering relationship with ED.

All of these relationships are presented in Table 28.

Production of exemplary practices could not be mediated by any state
demographic characteristics, including years of “experience of the coordi-
nators or percent of time spent in rulemaking activities. This latter
_observation is surprising, since both of these latter variables——-years of
experience and the percent of time spent on rulemaking~-were related to
the numbers of quality design rules reported by states.

In summary, while practices tended to be reported by the active
rulemaking states-—those initiating rules, those beginning to make rules
prior to 1978, those making numerous quality design rules--these states
were not categorized as highly active in all areas. For example, they
tended not to report the use of rules to help strengthen their program
administration nor did they tend to enforce all of their rules. They also
tended to be formal users or have both formal and informal rulemaking
processes. This mixed activity pattern may thus account for the lack of
state demographic trends observed here. :
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Iable 28

Exemplary. Rulemaking Practices as a Function of State Activities and Attitudes

ED Helpfulness

Presence of Number of Rule Enforcement
xemplary Quality Design Rules ' Somewhat
ractices Low(0-1) High(2 or more) | None Some A1l | Hindered Helpful Helpful Not Consulted
No 21 5 1 5 19 2 1 9 13
Yes 4 7 3 3 5 0 1 9 1
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Continuation

At the end of the rulemaking section of the interview, state Title I
coordinators were asked whether they would continue to include the making
of rules as part of their program management if there were no or limited
provisions in the Title I law for them to do so. Since the provisions of
Chapter 1 were not in existence at the time of the early interviews, the
answers to this question were purely speculative. -'As part of the inter-
views conducted onsite to a representative sample of 20 states, statelevel
personnel were queried specifically about their continuation plans under
Chapter 1. By this time, the Chapter 1 requirements were a little better
understood, and state coordinators were beginning to make plans as to what
aspects of their Title I practices would or would not be included as part
of Chapter 1 management. - - B ‘ 4

The discussion on continuation plans is presented in two parts. The
speculative answers provided by the 49 Title I coordinators during the
telephone interviews will be summarized and interpreted first. The
information obtained from the 20 state Title I coordinators in response to
specific probes about tieir Chapter 1 rulemaking plans are presented next.

Rulemaking Plans: A" Speculation

The answers of the coordinators to the theorétical question, whether
they would continue to include rulemaking if it were not expressly per-
mitted by law, are summarized in Table 29.

From the table it is apparent that most coordinators report that they
would plan to continue to make rules, even if rulemaking were not ex-
pressly permitted by law. Continuation of rulemaking for at least 17 of
the respondents is expected to take the same form as 1s at present, with
special attention paid to including rules on program quality, targeting
and student selection, and funds allocation provisions (particularly
comparability and supplement not supplant). A sizable number of states,
however, would like to mcdify their rulemaking practices to include only
informal rules, which are essentially nonenforceable, or to rely on state
government for their rulemaking authority. :
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Table 29

Rulemaking Continuation Plans .

Plan : Number of States
e Don't know/Don't use now 9
e Not continue 3
'Y Conéinuation (plans unspecified) 10
° Simila; to currenﬁ practice’ , ’ li
- Make rules on program quality 5

- Make rules on targeting and

 student selection (including private schools) 4
- Make rules on funds allocation provisions -3
e Modified practices 2
- Make only informal guidelines ) : _
that may not be enforced : 2
e Different practices : ' 8
~ Rely on state avthority to make
rules as needed 6
- . Other practices, such as 5

:+ include LEAs in rulemaking decisions

: make rules only if threat of audit
exception arises

: allow SEAs the power to make whatever
rules are necessary, which may mean
walving requireménts of federal law
(e.g., prohibit personnel unfamiliar
with Title I to be audited)

i

Four kinds of qualifications to this question are of interest. Seven
state coordinators believed strongly that they always had the power to -
make rules, regardless of whether a rulemaking provision existed in the
Title I law. They felt that, because they had the oversight responsi-
bility to ensure that their district programs were legal and of sufficient
size, scope, and quality, they were entitled to make whatever rules were
necessary to achieve this outcome. It is not surprising to observe that
these coordinators were extremely active in their rulemaking, having made
rules even prior to 1978, and they tended to initiate informal rules
themselves or in consultation with their districts. Several of these
coordinators proposed other different rulemaking practices, such as
allowing SEAs to have the power to make whatever rules are felt to be
necessary to operate the program, even if it means waiving federal re-
quirements.
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Nineteen coordinators commented that making rules may become more
important in a less prescriptive law. These coordinators presented a less
active rulemaking profile as they were fairly evenly divided among the
active and minimal rulemakers: A large proportion of them made rules only
prior to 1978, they tended to rely on formal or both formal and informal
rulemaking processes, and they tended to take: the initiative themselves to
make rules. While a subset of these coordinators plan to change their
rulewaking practices (e.g., not to continue, continue only with informal
guidelines, or have rulemaking powers transferred to state government),
most plan to continue rulemaking activities similarly to what they have
done in the past.

Eleven state coordinators felt strongly that rulemaking on the part of
states was Egg_needed if the federal personnel continued to make large
numbers of rules. They pointed to the case of the 1978 Title I law and
indicated that there was very little need for additional rules, since
there were "too many rules and reguldtions already.” Not surprisingly,
‘these coordinators tended to be less active rulemakers or non-rulemakers,
‘many of whom tended to have access to both formal and informal rule
processes. They were evenly divided in their rulemaking activities prior
to 1978 and both before and after 1978, and they were evenly divided in
taking the initiative themselves to make rules or in making rules only in
response to requests from their districts or from federal personnel. This
mixed profile of activity and non-activity also appeared in their con-
tinuation plans, since the more active ones of the group tended to repott
continuation of rulemaking along similar lines, while the other one-half
of the coordinators wanted to modify their practicés~-—elther not continue
with rulemaking, make only informal guidelines that may have mno enforce-
ment attached to them, or have different practices (e.g., making rules
only if requested by districts). The lack of activity may also reflect:
the attitudes shared by some states that program design issues should be
left up to local option. It should be noted, however, that many of these
local control states were observed to make numerous informal rules.

Fourteen states qualified their answers reported in Table 29 by saying
that their future continuation plans depended upon the wishes of state
policymakers (N = 5) or depended upon a rulemaking provision being in-
cluded in the federal law (N % 9). While it was not surprising that the
coordinators reporting the former were minimal rulemakers, it was inter-
esting that they tended to report taking charge of initilating rules
themselves (as opposed to initiating rules at the requests of districts or
federal personnel). The coordinators who reported a possible inability to

" make rules without an express provision tended to be active rulemakers who
initiated rules themselves and who tended to make rules to help districts
design quality programs. In both cases, the coordinators tended to
propose continuing to make rules similarly to current practice; in three
cases, the coordinators wanted to include rulemaking as part of the
authority of their state government.

A comparison of the states réporting no continuation of rulemaking,
similar practices, and different practices 1s presented in Table 30. It
is evident from this table that the states planning not to continue
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‘ Table 30
Rulemaking Continuation Plans:

Continuation Plans

Comparison of States

Different (N=8)

Variable Not Continue (N=3) Similar (N=17)
Rule use No active rule users Primarily active, some Eguall active and
- minimal _ minimal activity
Extent of No use of rules after Use before and after Use before and after
rule use 1978 1978 1978 :

Initiation of
rules

Rule process

Enforcement

Enforcement
Strategies

Use of rules to
strengthen program
administration

uality design
Sules developed

Monitoring for
program quality

Presence of
problems

Presence of exem-
plary practices

‘Ratings of
rulemaking

Helpfulness of

ED in_ the area
of rulemaking

Type of organiza-
tional structure

Divided between state
influence and federal
Primarily formal

All rules enforced
but weakly

Application approval

No

None

Some, but none are
active
No

One state

No rulemaking ratings

- of substantial

importance
No positive or nega-

tive interactions on
rulemaking issue

Decentralized

All are state or state/
local influence

Pfimarily minimal and
both informal & formal

Primarily onforcement
of all rules; a few en-
force no or some rules

Application approval
Monitoring

Auditing or withholding
Cnercion

If challenged, may back .

down

Primarily Yes

Yes, and 7 states are

extremely active:
Staff-pupil ratios -
Instructional time
Needs assessment
Staff inservice
Parent involvement
Education aides
Evaluation

Yes, and 8 states are
active

Yes~--(two~thirds) v

Yes

Mostly "substantial”
and "moderate" ratings

of rulemaking importance

Evenly divided between
helpful and neutral (ox
noi consultations on

rulemaking

Mostly indepandent, many

with regional offices

Mostly non—state influ-
ence (district, federal)

Equally divided among
the 3 groups

Divided among "some” or
"all"” rules enforced

Monitoring

Auditing

Backing down only
regorted by 2 states
enforcing only some

<

of their rules

Evenly divided between
Yes and No

Yes but only 1 state

1s extremely active:
Staff-pupil ratios
School~level plans
Staff qualifications

Yes and 4 states are
active

Some--(one quarter)
Yes

Mostly "moderate" rat-

ings of rulemaking
importance

Generally helpful, but
some negative and neu-
tral (or no) consulta-
tions on rulemaking

Mostly independent

2 134




rulemaking generally have an inactive profile, the states planning to
continue making rules in a similar way have an active profile, while the
states planning to continue rulemaking using different practices present a
mixed active—nonartive profile. An examination of the data from the
"Don't know" or "No use now" states on these variables shows responses
that are very similar to the states planning not to continue making
rules. Thus, 6ne would predict no continuation on of rulemaking for the
non~rulemaking states and those states indicating that they are not sure
whether they will continue to make rules or not. An examination of the
responses of the states planning to continue making rules but using
nonspecified practices shows a response pattern like the states reporting
continuation using * similar practices.

One might therefore expect these nonspecified states to continue
ruleraking activities that are similar to what they do now: they cur-
rently tend to be evenly divided among active and minimal rulemakers, all
initiate rules themselves (or with their districts), and they tend to make
rules to help districts design quality programs.

Rulemaking Plans: Preliminary Views of Chapter 1 Impact

During subsequently conducted onsite visits to a sample of 20 states,
the Title I coordinators were asked specifically whether they plan to
continue making rules under Chapter 1, how their activities might change,
and what problems they might anticipate in making rules. While these
interviews took place prior to the effective implementation date for
Chapter 1, most states had begun to make plans for the change to Chap-
ter 1. If states indicated they were unsure of their continuation plans,
they were probed to ascertain what additional information they felt they
needed before they could make a decision. So that the comments made by
these state coordinators can be placed in perspective, the rulemaking
activities of these 20 states are summarized (as shown in Table 31).
Since states were selected to represent a nationally representative
picture on the basis of several demographic variables, and not on the
basis of their interview responses, it was important to determine to what
extent these states used rulemaking in the past before looking ahead to
their Chapter 1 plans,

Even though many months lapsed between the initial and follow-up
interviews for some states, states did not tend to change their positions
much during this interval, although the changes mentioned were always in a
less active direction: Two states changed their previously mentioned
continuation plans from "yes"” to "don't know;" three others qualified
their earlier responses by adding they would make rules "only when it was
essential.” One state coordinator, who previously indicated he would not
mak - rules modified his statement by adding that he would like to make
some informal rules (which may not be enforceable), but his State Board
may not allow him to make 4ny rules that are not expressly encouraged.




Table 31

- National Sample -of 20 States: Description of
Past Rulemaking Activities

Variable Number of States Variable o Nudber of States
o Rulemaking ' s Rule Influence
- None 3. - State 11
-~ Minimal -8 - State/local 4
=~ Active 9 , = District 1
~ Federal 2

® Rule Process

- Informal 6 o Number of Quality Design Rules
- Both 8 - 0-1 14
~ Formal 5 - 2 or more 6
e Extent of Rulemaking e Initial Continuation Plans?-
‘ - YNone 3 ~ Not continue 3
- Prior to 1978 ) - Similar/Yes '
only 5 (unspecified) 11
~ Both before - Modified 1
and after 1978 9 ~ Differenc 4
~ After 1978 only 1 -~ Don't know 1

a Data collected during initial telephone interviews

Impact of Chapter 1 on Rulemaking Continuation Plans

Many of the coordinators expressed uncertainty about what states could
actually do in the area of rulemaking. While the Chapter 1 law (P.L.

'97-35) was available to states early on, the supporting interpretive

materials, such as Department of Education's Questighs and Answers, the
various drafts of the Chapter 1 informal nonbinding guidelines, and the
Chapter 1 draft regulations, were not released until most of the onsite
interviews were mainly completed. Despite the fact that the coordinators
were exposed to different amounts of information and interpretations on
the Chapter 1 law, the impact of Chapter 1 was manifested in three ma jor
rulemaking gquestions: :

® Uhat is the authority of states under Chapter 1 to make
rules?

e What authority do states have to enforce rules under
Chapter 17

e How will Chapter 1 change states' current rulemaking
activities?
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Chapter 1 rule authority. States disagreed as ta whether they had

authority to make rules if a rulemaking provision was not expressly
included in the law. Since the rulemaking provision was not in the law
itself but added later to the draft Chapter 1 xegulations, many states
interviewed early were concerned over this isfue. Some states felt that
the authority to make rules was implied in the application approval
function: Since they had to ensure valid programs of sufficient cize,
scope, and quality, states had to be ablg/to make whatever rules they felt
were necessary to achieve this outcomé. Others disagreed, saying that
tliey would be unable to make rules unless the law gave them express
authority to do so. A few states with formal rulemaking processes in-
dicated that their State Boards or state policymakers might not allow them
to make rules, if the law did not. grant them specific authority, since the
philosophies of these states were "nondirective." Thus, Title I rules

would be perceived as "directive" and counter to educational policy in the

state.

States--even the nondirective ones--generally wanted to be in control
of the program and to have the power to act 1if program quality declined or
if Chapter 1 funds were misused. They resented the vagueness of their
role as specified in the Chapter 1 law. They also felt they could not
rely on the Department of Education for much guldance in this-area, since
a federal role was also vague in the Chapter 1 law. The lack of possible
direction from the federal personnel--either in clarification of their
responsibility or in providing technical assistance to help them decide
what kinds of rules were within the scope of the regulations—-—was inter-
preted by states to mean that they would have to provide.whatever guidance
their districts needed themselves. It will be the coordinators and their
staffs who will be accountable to answering their districts' questions.
Some accepted this role enthusiastically, saying that they have con-
siderable knowledge of programs gained over the years, which they can
share and which LEAs did not have the opportunity to gather. Others
accepted the role grudgingly, by indicating they will make whatever rules
are minimally needed to clarify what practices are acceptable to avoid
audit exceptions. Still others indicated that they plan to make no rules
or interpretations but to provide alternative strategies for implementing
a particular provision and leave the selection of a strategy up to the
LEAs.

Once states began to define their rulemaking roles, questions arose
concerning the extent of their authority. If states believed that they
had the authority to make whatever rules are necessary to implement valid
programs, could they add back in all of the requirements from the 1978
Title I law, i.e., the flexibility afforded by the prescriptive Title I
provisions, in their Chapter 1 rules? While no one wanted to add ad-
ditional layers of red tape, they did want to make rules to include some
of the provisions of the Title I law, namely noninstructional duties and
schoolwide projects, which they felt would strengthen thelr program
management .

-~

The extent ¢f states' rulemaking authority apparently came to a head
in Spring 1982 over the issue of Parent Advisory Councils (PACs). Several
state Title I coordinators indicated that they wanted to use their rule
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making authority to require that all districts (or schools) have PACs,
since they strongly believed that councils are a good way of invoiving
parents. They reported that ED forbade them to mandate councils, because
such a mandag; was felt to violate the intent of the Chapter 1 law. One
state responded to this response by reluctantly dropping its plans to rule
on PACs; another proposed to include PACs in a state rule; still another
contemplated a rule that required districts to have periodic consultations
with their parents and to keep records of these consultations—-that is,
councils, but the word: "council” was never to appear in the rule.

Chapter 1 rule enforcement. Tne extent to which Chapter 1 rules can
be enforced is still an issue of concern to states. Many are dissatisfied
with the information provided by ED to date in this area. The concerns
center around several questions:

e Can states enforce their rules by withholding funds? Since
states disagree as to whether they have the authority under
Chapter 1 withhold funds, they disagree as to whether this
enforcement sanction applies to their Chapter 1 rules.

e 1f states make rules, will the auditors use these state
standards when they audit? Some states fear that federal
auditors may not interpret federal law to concur with state
rules. On the other hand, states that rely solely on
informal rules that may not be enforceable expressed concern
that, 1f state rules are used as standards by federal
.auditors, they may be held accountable for all of their
rules. Thus, fear of audit exceptions, which drove much of
the rulemaking activities prior to 1978, may stifle much of
the rulemaking under Chapter 1.

Because informal rules may not be enforceable by states, especially
under Chapter 1, two states with informal rules reported creative ways of
coping with this problem. One state assembled a committee consisting of
state policymakers, district personnel, and parents to review the law and
to decide on what areas rules should be made. The committee felt that the
Title I law was good as it existed in 1978. They believed that rules
needed to be made in the areas of evaluation and PACs. They plan to
formulate rules in these areas, which they hope will go through the public
hearing process and :eventually be approved by the State Board. Thus, n»
future disagreements should exist over enforcement of these rules. A
second state indicated its informal rules could not be enforced due to the
nondirective philosophy espoused by the state. However, if LEAs follow
the informal rules made by the Chapter 1 coordinator, the SEA will support
the districts if they receive future audit exceptions. If the SEA is
challenged by an LEA and is forced to back down in its enforcement, the
SEA may not support the LEA if it recelves future audit exception. If
districts are aware of this policy, enforcement of informal rules may not
be difficult. )

Inpact on state activities. States have responded to the vagueness of
the rulemaking authority in several ways. Some definitely appear to be
“running scared”--they plan to make rules only if problems arise or out of
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fear of an audit exception. These states generally plan to make rules
‘only if they receive full support of their policymakers.

Other states have adopted a “"wait and see” attitude--they plan to make
few, if any, rules during the first implementation year. Later, at the
requests of their districts, they will make more rules.

v One interesting response that was mentioned by a sizable number of the

- coordinators was that rulemaking was very dependent upon acceptance by
their districts and their state policymakers. Thus, they planned to
involve representatives of these groups more in the planning of which
rules should be made. Undoubtedly, rule enforcement in these states
should be facilitated if they have the support of all constituency groups
at the cutset. - ‘

One group of states that bears future observation are the non-
directive, "local control” states. Some of these relied on the pre-
scriptive Title I law to make their rules for them. While some were
classified as active rulemakers by this study, they relied primarily on ‘
the use of informal rules--some of which were inserted indirectly into
application instructions or moﬁitoring checklists.’ While these coordi-
nators may have favored relaxing of the federal requirements, they may now
find themselves in the position of not being able to provide any direction
to their districts—— both because any state rules would appear more
"obvious” to their districts and because these "directive"” rules would
appear counter to their state philosophies. Furthermore, with cutbacks in
available administrative funds, which may also mean a loss of staff for
states, much reliance on large amounts of onsite, personalized technical
assistance to further program development may be'difficult.

Possible Rulemaking Problems Under Chapter 1

Three basic problems were reported by state coordinators in antic-
ipation of making rules under Chapter 1l:

e Possible conflict with State Boards. Chapter 1 coordinators
who felt that certain rules are necessary to prevent a
decline of program quality and to prevent misuse of Chap~
_ter 1 funds may find themselves forbidden or discouraged .
from making rules-by their nondirective State Boards.

e Possible conflict with districts. Some states believe that
rulemaking does not help SEA-LEA relationships. Thus, these
states do not want to make many rules but d¢ want to exer~
cise enough control over the districts to give them whatever
guidance they will need to implement valid programs.

. - QOther states reported that their districts will be watching
them carefully to make sure that they do not put back in all
of the requirements of the 1978 Title I law. For those
states making rules may be extremely difficult.

97




Possible enforcement problems. Since authority to make
rules is still unclear, the authority to enforce them is
also unclear. States generally seemed to feel that .informal
rules may be more difficult to enforce than in the past.
They either will have to “bluff or back down” or try to get
their informal rules passed using a formal rulemaking
process existing in the state..

Some states hoped that, if thelr rules were defensible, were based on
good common sense, and. eareful reasoning, they would not have any en-

forcement problems.

State Rulemaking: A District Perspective

-

Since rulemaking was such a controversial issu2 with the state Title I
coordinators, particularly regarding the issue of "local” control, dis-
tricts were queried to ascertain if they could differentiate between
state-generated rules and the federal requirements.

Table 32 presents a summary of these perceptions as a function of
states rulemaking use as defined by this study.

Table 32

A District Perspective of States' Rulemaking

District X '

‘Differentiation of ' States' Use of Rulemaking Authority
State and Federal Rules ’ None Minimal Active
No state rules made 9 ) 0

No ’ 0 - 4 -6

Yes . 0 11 - 186
Don't know 0 2 2

As apparent from this table, when states make no rules, districts tended
to be aware of this fact. In two states, six districts reported that
their states made no rules, which was close to the truth——in both cases,
these states made a few rules solely to clarify existing federal re-
quirements. When states were active rulemakers, their districts alco
tended to recognize their activities in this area.

However, when the districts were asked whether their states made rules
over and above what is required by federal law, only 22 indicated affir-
matively, while 19 districts did not.

Many districts had difficulties differentiating state from federal
rules. Some even attributed federal rules to their states. When they
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were pressed to'give examples of a “state" fule, rules in the following
areas were mentiomned: :

e designation of a particular per—bupil expenditure (e.g.,
$300 per child), .

definition of accepta.le/unacceptable conference at-
s
tendance, - ‘

L
Y

establishment of particular pupil-teacher ratios,

requirement to .se pullout-type programs,

requirement that districté {not the state) must péy for
fiscal'audits,'

requirement that districts must employ ex.ernal eval-
uators, :

selection of students below a particular cut—off per-
centile,

requirement that state approval must be received prior to
hiring any consultants, |

establishment of teacher/aide-certification’réquirements,
and

e all completion dates for application, evaluation, etc.

Some of the districts that reported state rules over and above the
federal requirements felt that their states used a more restrictive
interpretation of federal requirements, generally, in part to keep them
from receiving audit exceptions. While most of them were not able to
provide any specific example, a few did. They indicated rules as follows:

° additionél requirements in the area of parent training,

e a residence requirement for principals before they can
vote in PAC elections,

requirements about location of instruction for private
school instruction.

A fairly sizablé group of districts that reported examples of state
rules actually misattributed federal rules to their states. The areas
most frequently mentioned were: :

e Parent Adﬁisory Council fequirements,

e sustaining gains provisions,

e private school participatidn requirements,
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e the need for annual application updates, and
] 'targeting requirements.

Tt is noteworthy that all of these provisions were extremely detailed
and rather prescriptive in the 1978 Title I law. It may be that districts
believed thiat their states must have beer involved in making these
requirements, since so many details were prescribed.

Since these provisions also tended to cause problems for the dis-
tricts, it is surprising that some states did not "disown" these require-
ments as federal ones in order to preserve a less directive image in front
of their LEAs. :

Districts were less‘able to differentiate between few and maay rules
made by states to help LEAs design qiality programs, but districts were
able to differentiate on the basis o: rule content as shown in Table 33.

As pointed out earlier in this chapter, states made what was referred
to as "quality design rules,” which reflected those rules pertaining to:
e staffing (staff-pupil ratios, staff qualifications, staff
inservice requirements) and

e instruction (time, approach, evaluation, coordination
with regular program).

Taie 33
Number and Content of State Rules as Perceived'by Districts

. Numbers of State Rules '
Does State Make Marie to Help Design Number of State

Many Rules Over fuality Programs Quality Design Rules
Federal Requirements? Low (0-2) High (3-4) . Low High
No : 9 10 15 4

Yes 9 13 10 : 12

Since some of these rules apparently were problematic for districts and
were ones listed by LEAs as examples of state rules, the observation in
Table 33 is not unexpected. '

Twenty districts indicated that there were areas in which they would
like to see fewer rules, while ;wenty-four did not. Many of these areas,
however, were federal requirements, particularly:

e Parent Advisory Councils;
100
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e evaluation;
e private school parﬁicipation;

' Supplement-not-supplant,vcomparabiliﬁy, and target area
gelection; .

e program audits; and

e selection of educationally disadvantagaed children.
Fewer areas of legitimate state rulemaking were mentioned:

. ,pfimafily residence requirements for voting on PACs,

e a general dizsatisfaction with the state's intefpretation
of the federal requirements, ' N

o. teacher certification,
e state too "picky" about budget details, and

e have state give more consideration to inclass (not
pullout) programs. ‘

While less guidance was desired by some districts, seven districts
indicated areas where they felt more guldance was necessary: ‘

s better standards for defining acceptable conference
attendance, '

e more guidance on use of inclass pr~grams,

e more guidance on how to design and menitor junior and
senior high school Title I programs,

e more guidance on use of evaluation data to improve
programs, s ) ,

e more interpretation of private school participaﬁion,

e more ihterpretation of acceptable duties for noninstruc-
tional personnel, and

e more clarification on serving Special Education children.

In summary, while districts were generally'able‘to know when their
gtates exercised their rulemaking authority, they were less clear about
exactly which rules were state~generated and which were federal require-
ments. In the specific area of improving prograas, however, districts did
perceive correctly when their states made few or many rules in this area. .

‘While districts expressed dissatisfaction with some of the rules they
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perceived, much of their dissatisfaction actdally lay with the federal
Title I law, although the districkts were unaware of this fact. '

It had been expected that some states classified as active rulemakers,
which also labeled themselves as “local” control, might have worked hard
to make it ¢lear to their districts which rules belonged to them and which
belonged to the "feds.” In examination of the responses made by districts
in these local control states shows, however, that the PAC requirements
were high on the list of rules that districts felt were too regtrictive.
Thus, it is interesting that these states were particularly sensitive to
presenting a non-directive image, yet perhaps were unaware that some of
their districts held them accountable for the federal requirements.
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APPLICATION APPROVAL

- Chapter Highlights

In 1978, Congress gave states an opportunity to reduce paperwork by
using a three-year application approval cycle. The State Management
Practices Study began collecting data from state Title I coordinators in

Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the application approval provisions
included in the 1978 law (and the 1979 and 1981 regulations):

e To what extent did the application approval provisions,
particularly the introduction of th~ three-year cycle,
affect states' administrative practices?

e To what extent was the application approval process

interrelated with other state responsibilities as
intended by Congress? ‘

e What problems did states encounter in implementing the
provision?

e Did the provision gtimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to use
application approval in the same way as is at present, if
this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

The option to use a three-year application approval cycle has proven

to be popular: 33 states use the three-year cycle. Making the three-year
cycle "work,” however, is a nontrivial matter. Eleven of these states

felt that their paperwork and that of their districts had not been reduced
by use of the cycle. Nineteen of these states, on the other hand, felt
that paperwork was reduced for both them and their districts. Three
states believed that the cycle had reduced paperwork only for their
districts. ’

There is substantial variation in how states implemented the three-
year cycle, particularly how they handled the problem of annual updates.
States that were successful in reducing their paperwork through use of the
three-year cycle were characterized as having an active, problem-solving
management style. These successful users of the three-year cycle can be
characterized as follows.

e Successful users were esbecially clear in saying that a
model application format would not be of value to them,
since they already have in place a system that works.

® Successful users were likely to develop exemplary prac-
tices.

o Successful users enjoyed a more positive working rela~
tionship with the U.S. Department of Education.




A,

The active management style of the successful users of the three-year
cycle was also characterized by greater use of personalized,(rather than
less personalized) technical assistance service delivery mechanisms and
greater activity in the use .of parent involvenment. ) ‘ '

Under ESEA Chapter 1, Title I coordinators wanted to consider stream-
lining the application approval process to reduce districts' paperwork and
to facilitate the approval process. While some coordinators wanted to
rely more on assurances to achieve this goal, others strongly did not.

_Coordinators not wanting to use assurances felt that they would be unable

to make the necessary compliance determinations required of them by law.
Other states plan to reduce the application burden under Chapter 1 by
continuing to use a consolidated application, which includes Chapter 1 in
addition to other state and federal programs.

Some Title I coordinators were unsure whether they had the authority
under Chapter 1 to include items on their application if they were not
expressly provided by law.

All of these states believed strongly that the application approval
process was extremely important. While they wanted to comply .wlth the
intent of Chapter 1, namely to reduce paperwork and administr.itive burdens
on their districts, they were not generally desirous of trading rigorous
collection of information on the application to be assured that their
districts were in compliance for assurances, which would only provide
simplicity of administration. Most, however, were willing to explore
other ways (other than assurances) in which this goal could be met.

Introduction

In the three-tiered administrative structure that was established by
Congress to facilitate Title I program management and compliance, state

_agencies played a critical role in ensuring the federal Department of

Education and the public that Title I funds appropriated by the federal
government were utilized by local projects in accordance with the intent
and the terms of the law. States were vested with the responsibility of
approving local project applications to ensure that districts complied
with all of the Title I fiscal and program requirements. With this
arrangement, the federal government received assurance of state and local
program compliance from the SEAs by way of the LEA applicationms..

The importance of the application approval process in Title I was
recognized by the Committee on Education and Labor during the hearings
that preceded passage of the Education Amendments of 1978: '

Application approval is perhaps the most important function
performed by state educational agencies under Title L. It
enables the state educational agency to determine whether
an applicant agency has complied with applicable program
requirements before the applicant agency implements the
program or projects described in the application. (p. 42)
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In practice, the LEA application serves a variety of functions. Many
districts, for example, feel that it is an important planning document.

In the course of completing the application, local project staff must make
many decisions regarding program operations and expenditures of federal
funds. Valuable coordination among Title I and regular classroom person-
nel are often needed to prepare the description of project activities that
"1 included on the application. The completed application also provides a
measuring post against which projects may examine themselves in terms of
progress made to achieve ‘their objectives. '

For state agencies, che LEA application is also a valuable document.
During the application approval process, state Title.I staff often assist
districts with or participate in various planning activities. This early
contadt facilitates state-local relations that may be critical to the .
operation of this program and to successful future SEA activities in the
district. Often thin contact provides SEAs with an opportunity to oversee
the quality of the program design and to provide technical assistance to
‘improve planned local services to eligible participant students.’ ‘In
addition, the LEA application is also a major ingredient of the SEA ~
‘enforcememt system. In approving applications, the state assumes respon-
sibility for reviewing the planned project for compliance with all appli-.
cable requirements prior to the expeaditure of federal funds. Onge
approved, the application serves as an agreement between the SEA and the
LEA that the project will be conducted as specified and as approved and .
therefore federal funds will be spent -‘legally. The application may later . .
be used during monitoring and auditing to check that the LEA has implemen-
ted the project as approved. As such, the approved LEA application has
been viewed as a legally significant document, not unlike a contract or an
agreement, the. breach of which places the SEA in the position of .enforcing
‘compliance through delay or withholding of future application approval or
through use of other enforcement sanctions (Gaffney, Thomas, & Silver—- . .
stein, 1977). ' i .

The importance of the approved application as a legal document cdnnot .
be underestimated. Mary districts rely upon it, to some extent, as a form
of protection from gross violations that might otherwise be cited in audit
exceptions. That 1s,-a project that is conducted in conformance with the
approved application should be substantially in compliance with all .
applicable federal and state requirements. As evidenced by SEA negyotia-
tion and revisions to LEA applications, the SEA approval process has made
tremendous contributions to the level of compliancg among operational
Title I projects. ‘

Pl

!

The legislative language related to approval of district applications,
while not changing dramatically since the inception of Title I in 1965,
has resulted in an expanded role for states over the years-and in an
increased importance for the application approval responsibility. Under
P.L. 89-10, states were to receive, review, and approve district applica-
tions that described activities to be conducted with federal funds to '
cover one year of program operation. Before approval was given, the state
had to determine that the planned LEA project was in compliance with
applicable requirements; and the state had to provide the LEA with an
opportunity for a hearing if the project were disapproved. Section 164 of
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the 1978 Title I law.expanded the state rocle in applicatlon approval by

' gpecifiying an interrelationship between this responsibility and other

state responsibilities. Specifically, prior to approval of an applica-
tion, states must review and take into consideration pertinent federal and
state audits, ED program reviews, monitoring reports, complaints of '
non-compliance, and evaluations. Thus, the LEA application was intended
to become the focal point for program administration. ’

The expanded state role stemmed, in part, from a history of problems
with states' approval of applications. E&ince states design their own
application forms and procedures, it has been observed that the extent to
whiczh applications meet the various legal requirements varied. As noted
by the House Committee on Education and Labvr, “"some gtates' application
forms request only limited information from local school districts and may
result in these states approving programs that do not meet all require-
ments” (Report 95-1137, p. 41).

While the requirements relating to states' responcibility for approval
of LEA applications underwent some change between 1965 and 1978, the

"number of determinations states needed to make to ensure that LEAs were

meeting the necessary requirements increased over the years. Section
141(a) of the 1974 Title I legislation presented the LEA requirements that
had to be met priof to SEA approval. These provisions pertained to:

»”

Funds Allocation

~
.

maintenance of effort - _ ”
excess costs . :

supplement, not supplant® . \
comparability '

o e 00

Targeting and Eligibility .
e designating school attendance areas
e private school‘ﬁarticipation -

-2 Program Design and Implementation

purpose of program and program design

needs assessment (implied)

planning ‘o
sufficient size, scope, and quality ’ :
information dissemination L.

training of education aides and professionals >
control of funds and property -
construction : )
jointly operated programs : .
accountability (reporting, recordkeeping, and acgess
to information) ° : .
e 1individualized plans (encouraged)

~-- ‘Evaluation ' P

> - »
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- Parent Participation

e parent involvement
e parent advisory counedls

Several of the above requirements were combined in a few but very brief
provisions in the 1974 law. : .

Sections 121 through 134 of P.L. 95-561, which contain the LEA .
requirements of the 1978 Title I law, £i11 16 pages. The 1978 Title I
legislation expanded on all of the earlier requirements and added the
following ones: .

e children to be served,

e schoolwide projects,
e expenditures related to ranking projedt areas and schools,
e teacher and school board participation,
e complaint resolution,

e noninstructional duties, and

e sustaining gains evaluation.

The addition of the above requirements resulted in an increase in the
length, detail, and prescriptive nature of the law. Congress, however,
intended to strength%p program management by providing SEAs and LEAs with
clearer, more precise guidance for them to use in addressing areas of"
program need that were absent” from previous legislation. The assumption
was that increased specificity would lead to increased flexibility of
state and local management of Title I programs. To demark clearly the
state and local responsibilities rggarding,preparatiqn and approval of
applications, the authors of the 1978. statute introduced a cosmetic change
as well-—all state responsibilities and local requirements were grouped
together and clearly labeled to facilitate easy reference.

..-As the number of LEA requirements expanded, sc could the length,
complexify, and burdensome nature of the LEA application. 1In éact,
testimony presented at the 1978 hearings suggests that Congress was
extremely sensitive to the excessive paperwork burdens placed on LEAs.

109

104




According to the House Committee on Education and Labor:
A number of witnesses at the hearings held specifically
on paperwork problems suggested that some of the Title I
application and assurance requirements created unneces-—
sary paperwork, in that most of the information collected .
S changes very little from year to year. Testimony also

suggested that this process diverts staff time away from

actually operating and overseeing programs. (p. 19)

In recognition of concerns among Title I program managers of excessive
paperwork burdens . id the néw demands placed on LEAs by the 1978 law, the
1978 Title I law was writter expressly to reduce paperwork by permitting
the use of a three—~year LEA application cycle, with annual updates or
amendments representing only program changes. This change meant that the
LEAs might need to complete lengthy and detailed Title I applications only
once every three years, and, during the subsequent two years, they might
~eed to submit only brief documentation of budgetary information and
descrip:ions of any program changes that might result, for example, from
incorporation of evaluation or needs assessment findings, or changes in
the population served. :

The effect of these legislative changes on state administration was
twofold. First, the 1978 Title I law allowed for a reduction in the
number of district applications that a state agency must Process each
year. Second, the law specified that particular state and federal docu-
ments are to be consulted before approval can be granted. This require-
ment was to help SEAs improve their application approval procedures and to
encourage them to use the application approval process as a basis for
their program administration, -which would inciude the other state respon~
sibilities of monitoring, providing technical assistance, evaluating, and
resolving complaints. .

The regulations for the 1978 Title I Amendments, which were to provide
additional guidance on the implementation of the Title programs, were
first published in 19791, By way of Congressional reso‘ution,-the
issuance of final program regulations was delayed for atnumber of reasons;
chief among them were complaints that the draft was "confusing, mislead-
ing, iacomplete, and in some ‘respects incorrect,” that it could not be
"understood without reference to at least five other documents,” and that
it was lacking in required "standards” and examples that explain the -
manner in which the regulations operate” (Committee on Education and
Labor, 1979, p. 2). Between 1978, when Title I was amended, and 1981,
when final regulations were issued, SEAs and LEAs had to rely upon the
language of P.L. 95—561,\gQ;dance or ideas they could obtain from ED or

1 The regulations that provided additional information and guidance on
the evaluation of Title I programs were published separately from the
program regulations. The final evaluation regulations were published
on 12 October 1979. :




infer from the proposediregulations, and other binding requirements, such
as the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) and regulations, and the
Educatior. Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR). The
Policy Manual, which was to provide states with sample application formats
and supporting materials, was never published.

In 1981, the final Title I regulations were issued. They clarified
the ‘previous draft, incorporated the other applicable requirements refer-
enced in the draft, and provided standards and examples for certain
responsibilities. The respomse to the final regulations on the part of
the program people who had requested the changes was not positive:

"...state and local education agencies pleaded for
self-contained regulations. When they got the regs, they

. -pointed with horror to how long and burdensome. they were"
(Robinson, 1982, p. 4).

The 1981 final Title I program regulations were lengthy and quite de-.
- tailed, providing substantial guidance for implementation of the 1978
legislation, including application approval.

Sections 200.110 through 200.113 relate to SEA approval of LEA appli-
cations. These regulations specify standards for approval, factors to be
congidered in approval, effective date of approved application, procedures
related to opportunity for a hearing on application disapproval and appeal
to ED, and contents of amendments and updates to the application. While
many of the regulations echo the language of the statute, considerable
elaboration for implementation is provided. In addition, regulations on
amendments to the application stipulate that annual updates contain, at a
minimum, assurances on maintenance of fiscal effort, amount of carryover
funds and funds requested, and a budget of expenditures of Title I funds.
It further provides information on what application amendments are neces-—
sary to document specific program changes. Perhaps the greatest expansion
of the 1981 regulations was to the LEA requirements. For every LEA
requirement of the statute, lengthy and detailed guidance was incorporated
in the regulations, purportedly to increase administrative flexibility and
to provide sufficient implementation examples. :

The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the applica-
tion approval provisions included in the 1978 law (and the 1979 and 1981
regulations):

e To what extent did the application approval provisions,
particularly the introduction of the three-year cycle,
affect @tates' administrative practices?

e To what extent was the application approval process

interrelated with other state responsibilities as in-
tended by Congress?
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e What problems did states encounter in implementing the
provision?

» Did the provision stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this’area? .

¢  To what extent would states anticipate continuing to use
application approval in the same way as is at present, if
this authority were not expressly permitted by law?

Title I projects operated under the 1978 statute and 1981 regulationms
for only a brief time when, as a result of change in federal administra-
tion and administrative priorities, the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act was passed.

ECIA Chapter 1 contains substantially fewer requirements relating to
LEA application approval. Section 556 of the new Title I law requires
LEAs to have an approved application on file in the SEA, which covers not
more. than three years and which describes the local program. The SEA may
approve applications when satisfactorily assured that the LEA will keep
records and provide such Information to the SEA as may be required for
fiscal audits and program evaluation. Certain local requirements must
also be met:

° targeting attendance areas;

e conduct of needs assessment;

e identification of children to be served;

e design of projects of sufficient size, scope and quality;
e consultation with parents and teachers;

e conduct of evaluation and sustained—effects studies; and
e participation of private school children.

In designing LEA applications that provide satisfactory assurance of
compliance with these requirements, the SEA appears to have considerable
flexibility in determining the amount of information it requires. Thus,
the last section of the application approval part of the interview, namely
the theoretical question of states' intentions under a less prescriptive
law, took on added significance. '

In February 1982, ED published the Proposed Regulations on ECIA 4
Chapter 1. In Sections 200.12 through 200.14, the Proposed Regulations
reiterate and expand the requirements of the law regarding LEA applica-
tions and SEA approval. The primary addition made is a requirement that
LEAs submit annual updates showing that the fiscal effort was maintained
and presenting a budget for the upcoming project year. These regulations
provided guidance to SEAs as they began to develop their Chapter 1 appli- -
cations-
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This chapter summarizes the findings of the State Management Practices .
Study to the questions listed above. Also included in this discussion are
states' preliminary views of the impact of Chapter 1 on their future
application approval activities. The chapter concludes with opinions of a
sample of districts to their states' use of the application approval
process. :

Issues related to the three-year cycle, and its perceived impact on
paperwork reduction, turned out to be the theme running through most of
the comments made by the coordinators to the questions in this section of
the interview. Because of this fact, this chapter will be organized
differently from the others in this part: All of the findings pertaining
to the three-year cycle will be discussed in one section of this chapter,
even though they cut across the study questions listed above. All of the
other findings will be discussed under their appropriate headings.

Use of the Three-year Cycle

Impleméntation

In this section, states' implementation of the three-year cycle for
approving applications is described. Basic descriptive statistics are
presented as well as correlates of use of the cycle. Finally, some ideas
on how well the three~year cycle 1is working are given. )

An important change allowed by the 1978 Title I law has been the
option for states to use the three-year cycle for approving district
applications together with annual updates. This change was made to help
states and district personnel reduce their paperwork. This option has
proven to be popular; 33 states report using the three-year cycle. Of ..
these, 7 states began using the three-~year cycle in 1978-1979, 20 in
1979-80, and the remaining 5 in 1980-8l. Eliminating the requirement of
annual applications also permitted states to stagger the submission of
applications. Only 5 of the 33 states using the three-year cycle stagger
submissions. This strategy was apparently successful, as four of these
states reported reduction of paperwork for both them and their districts.

Some of the states that do not stagger submissions happen to have so few

LEAs that the idea does not make sense, but many other states on the
three~year cycle are quite large, and their reasons for not staggering
submissions are not clear.

Since Congress gave states the option of using the three-year cycle as
a means of reducing paperwork, it was hypothesized that the larger states
would select the option since they would have more paperwork to process.
However, use of the three-year cycle turned out to be unrelated to almost
all major demographic size variables, including the number of LEAs, total
state educational revenues, funds for state administration, state popula-
tion, number of SMSA's greater than 25,000, rumber of SMSA's greater than
100,000, as well as several measures of the size of the Title I state
staff. Use of the three-year cycle was correlated only with population
density (number of persons per square mile): States using the three-year
cycle had greater population density than those that did not attempt it.
Since use of the cycle did not correlate as expected, it suggests that the
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reégons for states' use of the cycle are more complex and varied than
originally anticipated.

The idea that the larger states would choose to use the three-year
cycle 1, of course, based on the assumption that this option is perceived
as a mechanism for achieving paperwork reduction. If states have other
perceptions, then this hypothesis would not be expected to hold.  As the
following\discussion makes clear, states have widely varying experiences
with and opknlons about the value of adopting use of the three-year
cycle. These opinions and experiences prove to be important mediating
variables; consequently much of this chapter deals with them.

Although over 60%'of the states used the three-year cycle, the data
indicate that this option has not been entirely successful. State Title I
coordinators that reported using the three-year cycle were asked whether
they believed it had reduced paperwork either for themselves or for their -
district personnel. Table 1 displays the crosstabulations of the respon-
ses to these two questions. It is evident that a substantial proportion
of those states using the three-year cycle report, in effect, that it is
not working for them or for their districts. In fact 8 of the 11 states
reporting no paperwork reduction for either the SEA or their LEAs said
that annual updates involve as much work as preparing and processing a new
application. A few states were extremely vocal on this point, calling the
three-year cycle a "farce" or saying that it is just not working to reduce
paperwork burden as they had expected.

Table 1
Reports of Paperwork Reduction by Users of Three—year Cycle?

Reduction Reduction in Paperwork — LEA
in Paperwork - SEA No' Yes
No ) 11 ' 3

Yes ‘ 0 19

4 Data from 16 states that are not using the three-year cycle are not
included.

The issue of paperwork reduction was also of concern to states not on
the three-year cycle. Of the 16 state Title I coordinators that reported
not using the three-year cycle, 10 said that they were not using it
because they felt annual updates would be just as much work. . Several felt
that the law required that the updates contain too much information to
permit an appreciable reduction. Others said that their LEAs modified
their programs annually and would need to submit revised program descrip-
tions anyway. Thus, the degree to which the three-year cycle would reduce




paperwork was a dominant concer\\for both those using the cycle and those
that did not.

kY

In contrast, several of the cooriinators whose paperwork had been
reduced for both them and their districts indicated that the paperwork
reduction was substantial. Of these 19 states, 11 said that only updates
needed to be reviewed in the off years and .these updates are much shorter
than completing (or processing) a new application. Four.other states said
that eliminating the need to review detailed project descriptions each
year was instrumental in lessening the paperwork burden. A few of these
states said the amount of paperwork reducticn was "very substantial.”

Some of these "successful" states had such dramatically different
stories to teil than .the “unsuccessful” states that it was difficult to-
believe that they were both talking about the same thing. The data
suggest -that there is considerable variation in the ways states have
implemented the three~year cycle. The answers to several of the interview
questions suggest that the successful states may be using different kinds
of update materials than the others. '

These 33 states using annual updates were asked whether they had
problems in updating. Problems were reported by 14 states. However, the
states unsuccessful in reducing their paperwork were more likely to report
problems as shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Problems with Annual Updates as a
Function of Paperwork Reduction?

SEA T - : -
Paperwork Problems with Annual Updates
reduction No Yes
No 4 . 7
Yes 14 5

8 pata from three states using the three-year cycle are missing.

Six of those seven unsuccessful states that had problems with updates said
that the SEA has to keep referring to the original three-year applicatiomn
in processing the update. In other words, successful and unsuccessful -
states appear to differ in how they handled the updating process. The
successful states seemed to have found a way to process a shorter form
efficiently. In contrast, the unsuccessful states have not implemented a
procedure that permits them to capitalize on the potential advantages the
three-year cycle offers. One of these coordinators, for example, com-
mented that he often did not know which items in the update were different

-
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from the original application, and, in effect, had to review both the
update and the original application jointly. On the other hand, the
states that have reduced their paperwork seem to have developed procedures
that circumvent this problem; they never mention having to go back to the
original application when processing the update.

The foregoing discussion implies that making the three~year cycle work
is a nontrivial matter. By allowing states to use a three-year cycle,
Congress only gave states an opportunity to reduce paperwork: It does not
happen automatically. To make the three-year cycle work, a state may have
to design new management procedures that capitalize on this opportunity.
Since the staffing and funding resources available to the successful and
unsuccessful states did not differ, this raises the question: What 1s
different about successful states that allows them to adapt to the
change? The data from this study suggest that the management gtyles of
the successful states may differ from that of other states. It may be
this style permitted these states to adapt to the change more readily than
others. Responses to the interview questions, as well as a look at the
application materials, provide some evidence in support of this conjec—
ture. These findings are discussed below.

Percent of Time Spent on Application Approval

State Title I coordinators were asked what percentage of their time
(and time of their staffs) was spent in approving district applications.
It was hypothesized that states reporting that the three—year cycle
reduced paperwork for them and their districts might tend to spend a
smaller percentage of time on this responsibility than other states.

Table 3 presents the percentage of time spent on application approval as a
function of use of the three-year cycle. , '

Table 3

Percent of Time Spent on Application Approval as a
Function of Three-year Cycle Use? ‘ :

Three~year Median Percent
Cycle Use of Time Spent . Low High N
No : 22,5 10.0 41.0 16
Yes, No Paperwork .

 Reduction 20.0 : 5.0 37.0 11
Yes, Paperwork .
Reduction 1500 1000 44 -O 19

a Data are not included for the three states that reported that only the
paperwork of their districts was reduced.
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Since the successful and unsuccessful states did not differ in terms
of their state characteristics, the-lesser percentage of time spent on
application approval does not refiect fewer applications %o process or
greater numbers of staff available .to process the applications. Thus,
these data offer support for the hypothesis that the successful states may
have developed more effective strategies for implementing the three-year
cycle. These more effective strategies, then, may have led to a reduction
in paperwork and to less time sSpent on the application approval process.

Desire for Standard Aﬁplication Approval Formats

State Title I coordinators were asked whether they felt the applica-
tion approval process would be facilitated by having standard formats or
" model materials. Thirty states said it would not be helpful, eleven said
it might be helpful, and only eight said it would be helpful. Cross—
classifying these responses with use of the three-year cycle as shown in
Table 4 shows an interesting relationship. '

Tabie 4

Desire for Standarleormats as a
Function of Three-year Cycle Use?

‘Desire for Standard Formats

Three-year Cycle Use No Maybe Yes -
No ' 10 1 5

Yes, No Paperwork 5 4 2

Reduction '

Yes, Paperwork 14 4 1

Reduction '

a pata are not included for the three states that reported that only the
paperwork of their districts was reduced.

;
/

In this table, the cross—classified responses in the last two columns are
of special interest. Superficially, one might think that responses of
"maybe” and "yes" to the "standard formats” question reflect similar
viewpoints, but, in reality, this is not so. The comments made by state
coordinators to this question reveal strong differences in point of view.

States that would like standard formats actually take a rather passive
stance: The dominant reason is that they want guidance. Tllustrative
comments are, "This would tell us what the feds want,"” and "They should

"provide us with this; 1t would have eliminated some horrendous discus-
sions.” Comments by these state coordinators did not portray the state
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as an active evaluator; they depicted the providers of the standard forms
as the decisionmakers.

In contrast, states that said "maybe"” were actually the most active of

"the three categories of states. The crucial difference is that these

states said that they would determine for themselves whether some (or all)
of a standard form would be useful. That is, they could not tell whether
standard forms might be helpful until they s.w such a form and evaluated
it. If such forms were provided, they might, say, incorporate some
features of the forms into their own. This more active stance, in which
the state is viewed as a dominant decisionmaker, is correlated with the
decision to adopt the three-year cycle.

The comments. made by the 14 coordinators that felt that the cycle
reduced their paperwork suggested, in effect, that they have a procedure
already in place that works for them, and that there is no reason for
their staff to need a new form. As with the "maybe” :ategory, these
states appeared to be taking a more active, problem—~solving stance. Ten
of the state coordinators who responded "no"” said that they ought to be

responsible for developing their own models, standards, and guidelines;

and eight of these ten use the three-year cycle.

These  responses are especially'interesting in that they provide some
insight into the “management style” of the states. Most states did not
want standard models or formats, because they felt it was their responsi-
bility to develop their own (10 states) or that there is too much varia— -
tion across states (e.g., urban-rural) for standard formats.to be helpful
(10 states). It is significant that the few states that valued guidance
from outside also differ on other variables.

With raspect to state demographics, three variables differentiated the
groups: . percent of educational funds from state sources, percent of
educational funds from local sources, and population density. As 1is
consistent with the results presented above, the states saying "yes" were
most unlike the states saying "maybe,” with the states saying "no" occupy-~
ing an intermediate position between the two. The states that said they
might be able to use standard formats are characterized by a high per-
centage of local funds, a low percentage of state funds, and had high
population density. States that would like models had the reverse config-
uration of funding percentages (high state~low local) and had less popula-
tion density. The "no" group occupied a middle position on this continuum.

The Three-year Cycle: Further Support for an Active Managemént Style

‘Because the successful users of the three-year cycle are characterized
as having an active, problem~solving management style, the hypothesis was
advanced that this same man%gement style might also appear in their other
Title I management responsibilities. -

Further evidence that states that successfully used the three-year
cycle differ in management style from those that do not is found in the
ways they provide technical assistance to LEAS, in the ways they conduct
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parent involvement activities, and in the extent to which they exercised
their rulemaking authority. . !

- Use of statewide conferences to provide technical assistance is
inversely related to successful use of the three-year cycle. This rela-
tionship is displayed in Table 5. States that successfully used the
three-year cycle are less likely to use statewlide conferences, while
states that did not attempt to use the three-year cycle at all are much
more likely to report use of statewide conferences. The data shown in
Table 5 are consistent with the findings reported in the chapters on State
Rulemaking and Technical Assistance--namely, that the more "active" states
tend to rely more on personalized "face-to-face" modes of providing
assistance and less on the less personalized service delivery mechanisms..

Table 5 : /

Reports of Statewide Technical Assistance Conferences as a 4
Function of Three-year Cycle Usel ‘

/
Three-year Statewide Conferences Reported 7
Cycle Use No Yes K
No 5 11 J
Yes, No Paperwork . ‘ 5 6
Reduction
Yes, Papérwork 12 7
Reduction ‘
a Data are uo: Included for the three states that }eported that only the |

paperwork of their districts was reduced.

The greater involvement of the states reporting satisfaction with the
three-year cycle in these face-to-face workshop settings 1s exemplified in
the area of parent involvement. As shown in Table 6, states reporting
successful use of the three-year cycle are more likely to work with LEAs,
conduct workshops tor LEAs on parent involvement issues, develop and
‘disseminate parent involvement materials to LEAs, and work directly with a
state Parent Advisory Council (often consisting of district representa-
tives). y
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Table 6

Type of State-Level Parent Involvement Activities as a
Function of Three-Year Cycle Use

Develop/

‘ Work With Conduct Disseminate Work with
Three-year LEAs Workshops Information State PAC
Cycle Use No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
No y 6 10 8 8 11 5 8 2
Yes, No Paperwork
Reduction 7 4 6 5 10 1 6 4
Yes, Paperwork
Reduction - 8 11 3 16 8 11 5 7

As might be expected from these data, the successful users of the
three-year cycle were also more active when the total number of their
state-lev:l parent involvement activities were examined (range = 0 to 4).
This relationship is presented in Table 7.

f

Table 7

Number of State-level Parent Involvement Activities as a
' Function of Three-year Cycle Use?

’

State-level Parént

Three-year ' Involvement. Activities

Cycle Use : 0-1 2 or more

No ' 8 8

Yes, No Paperwork ' . o -
Reduction : 7 4

Yes, Paperwork
Reduction 4 15

a pata are not included for the three states that reported that only the
paperwork of their districts was reduced.
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This pattern of findings is consistent with the thesis that successful
users of the three year cycle are more active than unsuccessful users in
terms of the delivery of support services to LEAs. They are clearly much

‘more active in the delivery of more personalized services to LEAs. In

view of the fact that these groups do not differ on the amount of resour-
ces available to them /e.g.,. setaside funds) or number of LEAs to be
served, differences between the successful and unsuccessful three-year
cycle users cannot be explained by any such outside variables. Instead,
the data suggest that the successful states are simply more active and
creative managers, and this difference manifests itself in several differ-
ent areas. One difference was discussed in the previous chapter on
Rulemaking. Here, the active problem—solving stance of the successful |,
users was noted when it was observed that successful cycle users also
tended to use their rulemaking authority, actively, while the unsuccessful
cycle users did not. ‘

Use of Three-year Cycle and Development uf Exemplary Practices

The Title I coordinators were asked whether they had developed'any
successful practices or materials in the area of application approval with

_which they were particularly pleased and ‘that could be shared with other

states. Thirty states reported that they had developed exemplary prac-
tices or materials in the area of application approval. Of these, 22
states said they had developed exemplary materials, and 10 states said
that they had developed exemplary processes. The most frequent kinds of
materials mentioned were the application itself (9 states), the instruc-
tions for the application (7 states), and an application review instrument
or checklist (7 states). The most frequently reported process was the
develcopment of a management system (5 states). Other exemplary processes
mentioned were the use of a computerized processing system, the inclusion
of LEAs in the review process, and the use of more than one reviewer. for
each application. One particularly interesting process included reviews
by an advisory committee, which included local administrators, teachers,
and parents.

The development of exemplary practices is correlated witn success in
using the three-year cycle to reduce paperwork. This re%ationship is
displayed in Table 8.
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Table 8 !

Exemplary Application Approval Practices as a
Function of Three-year Cycle Use?

’

Three-year Presence of Exemplary Practices
Cycle Use _ No Yes

No 6 9

Yes, no Paperwork 4 , 6
Reduction

Yes, Paperwork 2 14
Reduction

4 pata are not included for the three states that reported that only the
paperwork of their districts was reduced.

Although most states reported having developed exemplary materials or
practices, this trend was more pronounced in the states that reported that
their paperwork was reduced by using the three-year cycle. These states
may have felt that it was their responsibilty to develop materials and
procedures, and clearly a higher proportion of them did so. The same
relationship was observed above with use of the three-year. cycle and
desire for standard formats. '

The development cf exemplary materials was predicted by the configura-
tion of percentage state and percentage local funds. States that had
developed exemplary practices were characterized by the high percentage
local-low percentage state configuration, while states that did not
develop exemplary materials showed the opposite configuration (high
state-low local). This is the same pattern that differentiated states
that wanted standard formats from those that did not, but it 1s not true
that the development of exemplary materials is related to attitudes toward
standard formats.

Use of the Three-year Cycle and an Examination of the Application Form

The discussion so far has argued that the successful users of the
three~year cycle may have a more active, and perhaps more effective,
management style than the non—satisfied users. This management style has
permitted them to adapt successfulily to use of the three-year cycle.
While this point of view is supported by states' responses that indicate
that states are using different kinds of update forms (e.g., one state
said that the update is the same as the application except for the.title
page, while some successful states said that the update is only a few
pages or a small fraction of the length of the application), further
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possibilities exist. One is that the states are serving different kinds
of LEAs; it may be easier to make the update simple if“almost all of the
districts are small and the relationship between the SEA and LEA is
close. Another point of view is that paperwork 1s reduced by not doing a
thorough job; that is, the states that say that the law doesn't permit a
“real” three-year cycle may be right. To be thorough and complete may be
inconsistent with the goal of paperwork reduction.

To examine these alternatives, it was important to review the applica-

tions and updates from all of the states. Each application was ‘reviewed

to determine the degree to which it requested information about district
legal requirements.- From an examination of the legal district require-
ments in Subpart 3 of P.L. 95-561, 21 requirements were selected for
examination. While~this list is not exhaustive, these points were
selected because they described specific actions to be taken, they were
commonly represented in district applications, and they were easily
identifiable. A list of the 21 points is included in Table 9. While the
Title I law did not require that each of these points be represented in
the application, states had the responsibility to ensure that these
relevant provisions were met. It was not unlikely that states would use
the application as a vehicle for collecting the information on these
points to facilitate making their necessary determinations. An example of
a’ legal requirement that may not be included in great detail on the
application is comparability, since districts are required to submit
comparability reports to the state at regularly scheduled times.

T

Table 9

.Legal District Requirements Reviewed in State Applications

Funds Allocation

e Maintenance of effort (Section 126(a))
e Excess costs (Section 126(b))
e Comparability (Section 126(e))

Targeting and Student Selection

e Using low-income measures for identifying school attendance areas
(Section 111(a)) ‘

s Serving high-ranked eligible schools (Section 122(a))
e Serving students in greatest need first (Section 123(3), 194(b))

e Private school participation (Section 130)
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Table 9 (continued)
Program Design
® Proéram description (Section 121, 124(b)(2)) .
e Design to meet'the special needs of educationally deprive& students
(Section 124(a)) ) "
e Determine childrens' needs for program design (Section 124(Db))
y v .
e Coordination with other programs (Section 124(f))“
e Teacher and school board participation (Section lé4(i))
' e Training aides with teachers (Section 124(1))
e Written complaint resolution precedures (Section 128))
Evaluation
e Evaluation oé effectiveness in meeting special needs ‘-g

(Section 124(g)) .
e Measure of sustained effects (Section 124Eg))

e Use of evaluation for program improvement (Section 124(g)(3))

Parent Involvement

e Parent participation (Section 124(j)) h ' ¥

. o District adﬁgsory council (Section 125(a)) -

4
I

e School advisory council (Section 125(a))

° Advisoryacouncil‘responsibilities (Section 125(b))

.

Because .it was known that states might collect irnformation on these 21
points using contractual documents other than the application, caution was
exercised in setting up the rating procedures. AIR staff did not want to
downgrade states for failure to collect a sufficient amount of information
on a particular requirement, since states may have used other methods or
documents for collecting the information that were not provided to the
study staff. AIR staff, however, finally decided to use the rating system
simply to assess the extent to which the applications°&ere used to coliect
information on these points. Thus, the observation that a requirement is
. missing from an application should not be overinterpreted to mean that a _
v state is negligent in its application approval responsibility. . -
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Each requirement received a rating of "absent,” "insufficient,” or
"sufficient,"” depending upon the amount of information states requested on
the application forms, updates, or instructions. The amount of informa-
tion that states needed to be able to make the determination that dis-
tricts were, in fact, in compliance was defined to be "sufficient." An
assurance or a lesser amount of information provided was defined to be
"insufficient.” A requirement was "absent” if no information was collec-
ted on the application. {For a complete discussion of how each require-
ment was reviewed and for examples of "sufficient” ratings taken from
existing state documents, see the management module on application
approval produced .3 part of the State Management Practices Study (Putman,
1982).] States were then categorized by their overall scores as being in
one of five categories:
. ;
e the application was primarily "absent" considering the 21
points,
e the application was primarily "insufficient” considering
the 21 points,

e the application was primarlly "sufficient"” considering
the 21 points,

.

‘o the application had equal numbers of the three ratings, or

e the application had equal numbers of the "insufficient”
and "sufficient” ratings. ‘

The correlations between states' classifications on the application
and state demographic variables were low; however, the direction was
consistent. The number of "absent"” ratings (no information requested)
correlated negatively with population and financial variables, such as
1980 population, number of SMSAs larger than 25,000, number £ SMSAs
greater than 100,000, state administration funds, and total revenues.
These correlations averaged about -.25. The number of "sufficient”
ratings was positively related to these variables, but the relationship
was even weaker; the average correlation was about .15. The number of

"insufficient” ratings did not correlate with this set of demographic
variables.

The cross classification of state ratings by use of the three-year
cycle is shown in Table 10.




Table 10
States' Application Ratings as a Function of Three-year Cycle Used

Appllcation Ratings

Three—year Primarily Primarily Primarily Insufficient/
Cycle Use Absent Insufficient Sufficient Equal = Sufficient
None ' 1 4 5 2 4

Yes, No Paper- 0 3 5 1 2

work Reduction

Yes, Paper-work 3 1 _ 9 0- - 4
Reduction

4 pata from five states are missing.

/

The relationship between these variables and success in using the
three-year' cycle is not clear cut. When the states are grouped according “
to ng use, use with no paperwork reduction, or use with paperwork reduc-

tion, no difference in the number of "absent” and "sufficient"” ratings
were found. However, states that reduced paperwork using the three-year
cyéle had significantly fewer "insufficient" ratings than those that did
ngt attempt the three year—cycle. The “"non-use"” group averaged 8.75
insufficient ratings, while the successful states averaged 6.8 insuffi-
¢ient ratings. The states that tried the three-year cycle but did not
‘realize a reduction in paperwork averaged 8 insufficient ratings, which
‘was not significantly different from either of the other two groups.

This set of results suggests that the successful states are doing as
thorough a job as the other states as far as collecting sufficient amounts
of information on the application. The successful states are doing a
quite thorough job, as they account for a large proportion of the primar-
ily sufficient ratings. However, the ratings did not differentiate
updates from original applicatioms, so it is difficult to determine other
ways in which the applications of states successful in reducing their
paperwork dif{ered from those of states unsuccessful in reducing their
paperwork. As we dicussed above, the crucial difference may be in the
way successful and unsuccessful states handled the annual updates. Since
the successful and unsuccessful states did not differ in the frequency
with which they made changes to these updates, the content.of the updates,
or perhaps their formats, may be important differentiating factors.
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Three-year Cycle Use and SEA-ED Relationships

Because successful use of the three-year cycle might have been en-—

" hanced by a positive relationship with the U.S. Department of Education
staff, state Title I coordinators were asked how the federal Department of
Education heiped them to carry out their application approval responsi-
bility. Five said that they felt ED had hindered their efforts, seven
found ED "somewhat” helpful, twenty-three said ED was helpful, and the
others expressed a neutral relationship or indicated that they did not
consult with ED on application approval issues. Of those that found ED
not helpful, many expressed difficulty in obtaining answers to their
queries (e.g., clarification of the law). Other states, hcwever, reported
that ED was helpful and responsive to exactly the same type of query. As
part of their response, many states commented that they functioned rela-
tively independently of ED; they qualified their answers by saying that
their contact was minimal anyway. ‘

. There is a relationsﬁip between helpfulness of ED and use of the
three—-year cycle as shown in Table 1ll.

Table 11
Helpfulness of ED as a Function of Three ;ear Cycle Use@

ED Helpfulness

Three~-year Somewhat Neither/
Cycle Use Hindered Helpful Helpful - Not Consulted
" No -3 b4 5 2

Yes, No Paper- 1 1 - -4 : 4

work reduction

Yes, Paperwork 1 2 13 1
Reduction '

2 pata from eight states are missing.

Y -
- As shown in Table 11, states using the three-year cycle are more likely to .
find ED helpful than those that are not. In addition, almost all states .
that felt the three-year cycle reduced their paperwork and that of their
districts found ED helpful.

It appears from the comments made during the interviews that states
not on the three-year cycle had difficulties communica2ting with ED. Their
problems typically dealt with getting clarification of the law or checking
the legality of practices with ED; their complaints were that the res-

* ponses were slow (i.e., in writing) or iqsufficient- States on the
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three-year cycle apparently enjoyed greater success in commuﬁicating with
ED on the same kinds of issues.

Summary

Taken together, these findings seem to suggest the following:
Although use of the three-year cycle is widespread, an appreciable propor-
tion of these states feel that it has falled to accomplish its primary
purpose and may even have created additional paperwork (e.g., by having to
review both the update and original application). The three-year cycle
only providez an opportunity to reduce paperwork; accomplishing this
objective is nontrivial. There is substantial variation in how states
implemented the three-year cycle, particularly how they handled the - "7~
problem of annual updates. Some states say that use of the cycle has
reduced the paperwork for them and their districts more successfully than
others. States that feel that they should take an active role in planning
and structuring their programs are more likely to be on the three-year
cycle, and states that would like to have guidance from outside in struc-
turing their application forms are more likely never to have attempted
it. States that reported that their paperwork had been reduced through
use of the three-year cycle were more likely to have developed exemplary
practices and to have enjoyed a more positive relationship with ED. It
may be that. an active, problem-solving stance is necessary to make the
three-year cycle.work, since several of the coordinators who said that the
papervork reduction was substantial were also especially clear in saying
that standard formats would be of no value to them (i.e., forms should be
tailored to meet each state's own needs; they say they already have in
place a system that works).

Application Approval Changes Unrelated to Use of the Three-year Cycle

States were asked to describe how they changed their practices in
response to the 1978 Title I law. Changes to the content of the applica-
tion forms, changes to the format of the forms, changes to the upda’es (or
annual form), and changes to the application approval process itself were
common respounses to this question.

Thirty-eight states reported that they had made changes to the content
of their application forms. Nine added new sections to meet the require-~
ments of the 1978 law; and ten specifically mentioned changing or adaing
sections in the area of parent involvement and parent advisory councils.

Twenty-nine states reported changes to the format of their forms. The
tendency was for these changes to be in the direction of simplifying or
shortening the forms. Four states said they now use checklists, and seven
said they did something to simplify the form. While several coordinators
mentioned shortening the application form to reduce paperwork, especially
for their districts, this variable did not correlate with any of the
variables mentioned in the previous section on paperwork reduction.

Twenty—ninevstates said bhat they changed the process by which they
reviewed applications. The types of changes mentioned were more diverse
than those from the previous questions. Changes in the number of staff
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used (both increases and decreases) were mentioned, as well as more or
less use of regional staff in the review process. Other areas of change
were in the areas of use of computers and word processors to keep track of
information. Curiously, this variable was related to several demographic
variables pertaining to the "size"” of the state in the sense of population
and finances. : ‘

Figure 1 shows the pattern of mean differences on several important
demographic variables for states that reported changes to their applica-
tion approval materials or processes as no changes. Because these vari-
ables are measured on different scales, they have been reexpressed to make
the differences between the two groups easier to see. For each variable,
the mean difference between the "change" and "no change"” groups is
graphed. If states that made changes have a higher mean than states that
did not, the arrow points upward. Conversely, if the states that did not.
make changes have the higher mean, the arrow points downward. Each unit
on the Y axis corresponds to one standard error. Thus, an arrow two units
in length represents a statistfcally significant difference between the
groups. C

Because the types of changes made by these states are so diverse, it
is surprising that any relationships exist. Although several of these
variables showed significant differences, a single test of the signifi-
cance of the entire group of variables showed that this set actually does
not predict whether a state made process changes (F=1.21, p = +31). Thus,
it may be that the results depicted in Figure 1 may be falsely conclu-
sive. This is plausible, both from a substantive and statistical view— )
point. Since the types of changes mentioned by the states are so diverse,
it is difficult to imagine a single mechanism that could account for the
pattern of differences shown. Also, the intercorrelations among these
measures are extremely high (correlations between population and financial
variables are in the .90's). Figure 1 seems to imply that there are 4
several independent dimensions-:on which the groups differ, but the inter-
correlations show that this is misleading. Very clearly, each variable 1s
not contributing independent information. The single overall test, in-
effect, says that the information in this set of variables is not suffi-
cient to differentiate the groups.
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Intetfelationship with Other State Resgonsib}};ties

One of the intentions of Congress was that the application process
would be a cornerstone for other Title I responsibilities, such as moni-
toring, auditing, evaluating programs, and providing technical assis-
tance. To help states do this, Congress required that, prior to approval
of an application, states were to review

® the results of federal and state audits,
) the results of federal and state monitoring reports,
® administrative complaints made'by parents or other individuals

concerning the district, and
° districts®’ evaluation reports.

The data collected during the interviews show that, for the meost part,
coordinators used problems encounterad during the application approval
process to focus their monitoring and technical assistance efforts for the
particular LEAs experiencing difficulties. If the same problems kept
emerging time after time, the coordinators would generally try to hold
regional workshops to discuss the requirements, disseminate written
information about the requirements, or take such steps as were needed to
correct the problems.

Problems with particular LEA requirewents were not generally passed
along to auditors, since the coordinators felt strongly that this would
violate the “"independence" of the auditors. In cases of a few recalci-
trant districts or in cases where the coordinators were in more frequent
communication with their auditors, problematic information on requirements
or districts was shared. : '

Most coordinators reported that they took the results of federal
program reviews into consideration prior to approving applications. For
those coordinators who had .experienced complaints, dll but four indicated
that the complaints were resolved or on their way to resolution prior to
approval. In the four cases where the coordinators dndicated the com-
plaints were not resolved prior to approval, most of these complaints were
felt to be irrelevant té Title I matters or holdovers from the pre-1978

era.

Less agreement was observed on taking LEA audits and evaluation
reports into consideration prior to approval. Eight coordinators indi-
cated they did not either review audit findings or. hold up the application
approval for a review of audit findings unless an audit exception was
noted. In one case, the coordinator indicated he has never seen the audit
findings from any of his districts—-even when exceptions occurred. In
another case, summaries of audit findings which were paid for and prepared
by auditors hired by local districts, were sent to the state audit ‘agency;
this agency never shared the information with the Title I unit.




Evaluation reports were not used by eight coordinators in the applica-
tion approval process due to a variety of reasons——the primary one being
the lateness of obtaining the information. In several of these cases,
however, the evaluation results from the year previous to the last school
year (1.e., data that were two years cld) were considered in the applica-
tion approval process. Several coordinators, however, were very active in
. taking the districts' evaluation results into consideration prior to
approval. If the evaluation data showed low achievement gains for one or
more buildings or for the distrfct as a whole, the local school district
was required to indicate on its application how it planned to modify its
program in light of these findings. In one case, state and local Title I
staff sat down together to identify factors that could possibly have
accounted for the low gains and to work out modifications to the program
that might improve it. ' '

Problems

State Title I coordinators were asked“;o what extent the application
approval provision created problems for them. The context of this ques-
tion was such that state coordinators focuse&\on problems other than
paperwork, which had been covered elsewhere in the interview. Twenty—one
states reported that they had problems. The most frequent types of
problems concerned lack of enough time to process applications (5 states),
problems with having LEAs complete applications (7 ‘states), and problems
with the language of the law (5 states). hN

Almost all of the coordinators (N = 44), however, reported that one or
more of the district requirements were problematic in the approval pro-
cess. Many of these coordinators indirated that the problems were ma jor
enough that they were forced to delay approval of the application until
the applications were changed to bring the districts into compliance.
Table 12 presents the number of problems reported for each district
requirement and the number of times states reported delaying or with-
holding approval of the application.
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Table 12

Reports of Application Approval Problems and Incidences of
Withholding of Approval by District Requirement '

' Number Delaying
: Number of or Withholding

Type of Problem Problemg Approval

Funds Allocation

e Maintenance of effort : 164 . 11

e Excess costs . 12a8,b 5 !
» Supplement not supplant 18a,b 10
e Comparability : 19a,b v 7.f

Targeting and Eligibility

e Designating school attendance areas 20a,b , 10
e Children to be served . 10a,b 4;
e Private school participation 17a 10‘
e Schoolwide projects 2 . i

Program Design

e Purpose of program 1 2
e Ass2ssment of educétional need .1za,b 10
e Planning : | -1 f 2
e Sufficient size, scope, & quality 11a - 6

e Expenditures related to ranking

of project areas and schools ; 152 8
e Coordination with other.programs 74 2
e Information dissemination 3 _ 1
e Teacher & school Board participation. ga | 3
e Training of education aides 6 3

Control of funds




Table 12 (continued)

. Conétruction 3 2
e Jointly operated programs 2 ' 1
e Accountability 2a,b 1
® Coﬁplaint resolution 3 1
e Individualized plans ' 3a 1
e Nouinstructional duties ga 1
Evaluation
° AEv;luation | 10a,b 4
e Sustaining gains - 8 4
Parent Involvement
e Parent partiéipation ' ga,b ' 3
e Parent Advisory Councils 183D 9
, .
a TheseAitems were mentioned as being a "major” probiem by at least one
state Title I coordinator.
b These items were mentioned as being a "major” problem by at least
one-half of the state Title I coordinators who reported it as a

problem.-

As evident from the table, the funds allocation and targeting and
eligibility provisions caused problems for the coordinators, and approval
of the application was often delayed until these problems were corrected.
0f the other provisions, needs assessment, expenditures related to ranking
of project areas and schools, and the parent involvement provisions were
felt to be major problems and ones for which approval of the application
was often withheld. The insufficient size, scope, and quality provision
occasioned many sarcastic comments by coordinators, who said they were not
sure what the provision meant in the first place, and they were even less
sure what they needed from the districts to ensure that this provision was

met. : 5
Many of the problems with the district requirements may have been
caused, in part, by the language of Section 164, which says that state
agencies "shall approve an application...if such...agency is satisfied
[emphasis added]...that such applicant agency will use the funds
received...in a manner which meets the requirements ¢ his title.”

<

Several state Title I -coordinators were unsure how mt &+ cmation they
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needed to collect from local districts before they would be satisfied that

their districts were in compliance. This uncertainty of how to“Tntaeyca{}*

the “"satisfied" clause coupled with the uncertainties of how to interpret ™

some of the program design requirements created much frustration for some'ﬁ\“~5
coordinators.

All of the coordinators took the application approval process ser-
iously: 1In fact, only five coordinators rated the provision as of “moder-"'
ate" importance in meeting the purposes of the law (and no one rated it as
having "no" importance). Because of the importance of the provision and,
perhaps, because of the legally binding nature of the application, coor-
dinators appeared to resent the vagueness of the law and the lack of help
from the Department of Education, as both factors made their job more
difficult. For example, delays in receiving waivers from ED of main-
tenance-of-effort for their districts or failure to require the "right”
kind of information from LEAs so that they could adequately address the
sufficient size, scope, and quality provision-could lead to serious
problems for the coordinators in terms of audit exceptions or citations
from the federal program monitoring reviews.

/

Because of the short timelines under which they had to approve the
applications, states were concerned that they were not able to do as
thorough a job as they would have liked. The notion of an application
having "substantially approvable” status was one way that states could buy
more time for processing the applications. Thus, for those sections of
the application that were approved, districts could receive a portion of
their funds and begin their programs on schedule, while negotiations
continued on the remaining items to bring them intq compliance. For these
states, the concept of "withholding" approval was totally foreign. Their
attitude was that all applications would be approved eventually, but some
may need a little more help and negotiation than others before final
approval could be given. :

An issue of concern to quite a few coordinators was the fact that
districts were to complete their applications. Two types of problems with
districts were noted. First, personnel were not perceived by thzir state
staff to be sophisticated enough to be able to complegte the anplication
directly. Consequently, state Title I staff often went to *ae districts
to help them write their project narratives and to provids them with
feedback on the submission prior to its official submiss.on. Second, some
district personnel were so extremely sophisticated in grant writing that
they could "make even a lousy project sound exemplary."” Thus, even though
the printed words were in compliance, the state office was not really sure
the words zccurately reflected project activities until the monitoring .

visit was conducted.

Avoidance of problems led, in some cases, to the creation of several
exemplazy application review processes. Because some coordinators felt
district personnel could improve their own submissions by seeing the
‘problems encountered during the review process, they included a few
district coordinators as outside reviewers. Other coordinators instituted
advisory panels, containing parents in addition to state and local admin-
istrators, for reviewing the applications. Not only did these processes
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cut down on the amount of time spent in application approval, but they
also faciljtate state-local-parent relationships.

Another approach to avoiding problems taken by some coordinatcrs was
the assignment of mulziple state reviewers to each application. The
reason given was that several reviewers would be less likely to miss
something on the application than if only one reviewer had complete
responsibility. . :

Other coordinators wanted to minimize the possibility that personal
relationships of state reviewers wiih their districts might result in
certain noncompliant items being "overlooked.” Thus, they rotated the
application reviewers frequently, and they made the application reviewers:
monitor different districts to prevent this problem from occurring.

Having problems with the application approval process was noteworthy
in that it did not correiate with a single other demographic or interview
variable. Thus, apart from itentifying the specific problems mentioned by
the states, it is difficult to say very much more about these states.

Continuation

At the end of the application approval section of the interview,
states were asked whether they would include applications in their program
management 1f there were no or minimal legal requirements for them to do
so. Since the provisions of Chapter 1 were not in existence at the time
of the early interviews, the answers to this question were purely specula-—
tive. As part of the interviews conducted onsite to a representative
sample of 20 states, state-level personnel were queried specifically about
their continuation plans under Chapter 1. By this tlme, the Chapter 1
_requirements were a little better understood, and state coordinators were
beginning to make plans as to what aspects of their Title 1 practices
would or would not be included as part of Chapter 1 management.

The discussion on continuation plans is presented in two parts. The
speculative answers provided by the 49 Title 1 coordinators during the
telephone interviews will be summarized and interpreted first. The
information obtained from the 20 state Title I coordinators in response to
specific probes about their Chapter 1 application approval plans will be
presented next.

Application Approval Plans: ‘A Speculation

The answers of the ccordinators to the theoretical question, whether
they would continue to include appiication approval if it were not ex-
pressly required by law, or summarized in Table 13.
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"~ Request fiscal informatien

Modified practices 15

'~ — Make\general aid
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Table 13 J
Application Approval Continuation Plans
-
Plan : . ’ Number of States
Don't ‘know f) . 2
Not continue ,/ ) 1 /f
‘JJ FiR
Continuation (plans unspecified) 3
’ v
Similar to current %ractice . ' 24 ~

- Request the same lamount of information 5
as is currently ing requested

- Request more thary assurances

- Request informatipn on targeting

- Request jinformatipn to ensure
suppleﬁgital;natu of program

H
o £ O

- Request information on program design

- Request information on needs assessment
- Request information on evaluation plans
- Requ}re maintanance of effort

NN

. Rely more on assurances ‘ (
Relax rules to add more flexibility
Include nonpoverty children
Balance accountability and paperwork

| I |
H N

{

Different practices a . . 4
- Delete comparability )

- Delete PACs : -
- Delete all parent involvement ' /
- Delete paintenance of effort '
- IncludesLEAs in decision prdcess
- No application per se——only a

list{cf asgurances
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From the table it is apparent that all but three coordinators defin-
itely would plan to continue application approval. Continuation fer 24 of
the states is expected to taks the same form as at present, while 19

indicated they would -change some feature of their current practice.

\
\

The two coovdinators who indicated that they were uncertain of their
continuation plans also indicated that whatever continuation plans were
made would depend upon the wishes of their Chief State School Officers on*
other state-level policymakers. Curiously, these two coordinators.also
reported no use of the three-year cycle and spending two of the highest
percentages of staff time on the application approval process.

The four states that would change their current practices, in general,
favored involving LEAs more directly. With reSpect to state demographlcs,
these states differed from the remaining two groups in the configuration
of percent state and percent local funds. The states that would do '
application approval differently had significantly low percentage state
funds than each of the other two groups and a significantly higher per-
centage local funds than the two remaining groups. o

- a0

States' continuation plans as a function of some of the variables
d.scussed 'in this chapter™are summarized in Table 1l4. While the presence
of problems may tend to be associated with changes to current practices,
these states were still active in the area “of application approval—-they
tended to develop exemplary practlces, they made annual changes to. their
application forms, and- those that ‘used the three-year cycle tended to be
satisfied with it. States planning to do similar practicss tended to use
the three-year cycle, and many were satisfied with it; they enjoyed a
supportive relationship with ED; they develcped exemplary practices.

v
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Table 14 g

Application Approval Continuation Plans:
- Comparison of States

Continuaticna Plan

‘ Not Continue/ Yes/ .
— - Variable ' Don't Know Similar Modified Different
R ® 'Ihree—Year :
T cycle use .
- No -2 X‘ 5 1
- Yes, no ’ : . . . ,
A © reduction ST ‘ 7 ‘ 2 1
- Yes, reduction : o T11 .6 Lj/ 2
. . e _ Annual changes to '
“ application form . .
- No 1 14 6 3 i
- Yes . 2 12 9 ' 1
- Q . C
e Presence of appli- '
tcation approval
problems - .
- Yo 3 16 8 1
. - Yes 0 10 7 3
N
® Presence of exem-— .
plary application
approval practices
! _
- No 1 ‘ 7 4 2
-Yes ) 2 17 7 2
® Desire for standard
formats
- No 1 15 311 3
- .Yes 0 9 1 1
- Maybe , 2 3 3 0
e ED helpfulness
~ Hindered 0 2 3 9
. - Somewhat helpful 0 3 2 2
. - Helpful 2 14 6 1
3 - Neithér/Noc :
consulted 1 . < o6 4 ’ 1
. .
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It had been expected that states that expressed satisfaction with the
three-year cycle might be more likely to report continuation using similar
practices, while the remaining states might want to change. The data,
however, do not support this hypothesis.

Application Approval Plans: Preliminary Views cof Chapter 1 Impact

During subsequently conducted onsite interviews to a sample of 20
states, the Title I coordinators were probed about their plans for approv-
ing applications under Chapter 1. Since application approval is a re-
quired activity, the questions probed what changes to’ their management
they might anticipate making, and what problems they might anticipate in
carrying owt their application approval activities. So that the comments
of these coordinators can be placed in perspective, a summary of their
past application approval activities is included in Table 15. '

Table 15 N

National Sample of 20 States: Description of Past
Application Approval Activities

Variable ' Number of States Variable Number of States
o Three-year e Desire for
cycle use standard
formats
-None X 6 -No 15
-Yes, no re- ' ,
duction 1 -Yesy, 4
-Yes, reduc-
tion v 11 ~ -Maybe 1
° Annual changes ¢ Initial con-
to application tinuation
form ) _plansa
-No - 11 -Similar/Yes 13
Yes, 9 -Modified ' 5
' A " ~Different 2
] Presence of ‘ e Presence of‘
problems exemplary
practices:
No < . 13 . ' . . "NO . ’ 6
.iYes 7 ~ —Yes 12

a Data collected during initial telephone interviews
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It is of interest that the sample contains such a high proportion of
states that found that the three-year cycle was successful in reducing
their paperwork. ‘

While six of the seven states wishing to change their practices said
they wanted to rely more on assurances, it is not clear that their wishes
came to pass. An examination of several of their Chapter 1 applications
showed little changes in the way the information was collected.

Assurances, while certainly easier for states to process, generated
much discussion from the coordinators. One point of view was that the
states would receive pressure from their districts, or possibly other
state decisionmakers, -to collect assurances. The other point of view,
expressed vehemently by one coordinator, was "I need more than a bunch of
checklists. How can I be assured that my locals are really in compliance
if all I get are lots of "yeses” and "noes?"” ‘

Most states in the sample indicated they wanted to simplify their
application forms or the approval process in some way to reduce their
paperwork and to make it easier for their districts to completa the
application. Other than relying on assurances, shortening the application
form to include collection of hard data on only  the few items required by
law was frequently mentioned. One creative solution, propoted by one
Title I coordinator early in the planning process, consisted of staggering
the submission times for various portions of the application.h In this
way, both districts and states (with limited btdgets and staff) could
spread out the processing and the paperwork more evenly over a longer time
period. e -

. B "

Several states in the sample with state compeusatory education pro-
grams planned to continue a joiat application with Chapter 1 and their *
state compensatory program. -Previously the state mandates for their state
cormensatory education program matched those for Title I, whi¢h facilita-
ted a joint application effort. One problem that was expressed by one of
these states concerned the fact that the lesser Chapter 1 requirements
were now at odds with their state mandates (e.g., parent councils)--a
problem that was not resolved at the time of the interview. ‘

In addition to the problems noted above, two other major application
approval problems were anticipated. First, extremely active (and gener-—
ally large) LEAs may apply pressure on states not to include any items not
required by law in their applications. Without. the perceived enforcement
sanctions discussed in the last chapter, coorainators expressed uncer-—
tainty in their rights to continue with an application identical in size
and detail to the one used for Title I. Secund, with fewer staff to
approve applicaticns, state coordinators may be forced to consider ways of
shortening their. applications, through use of assurances for example, even
though they do not feel they are valid indications of compliance. !




Application Approval: A District Perspective

To obtain some indepth information about the details of the applica-
tion approval process at the district level, a sample of the-districts (N
= 6$2) included in this study were queried about their local activities in
this area. All of the 98 districts, however, were asked about key aspects
of the process that they liked or did not like.

O0f the 62 districts iaterviewed to ascertain a picture of the local
application approval process, 80 percent of them indicated that the person
responsible for completing the applications was most often the local "
Title I coordinator acting alone (N = 29, 46.8 percent) or with input from
his or her staff (N = 24, 38.7 percent). The remaining districts reported
that their applications were completed by the person in charge of all
federal and state programs (N = 6, 9.7 percent) or by some other configu-
ration of personnel (N = 3, 4.8 percent).

All but four-of these sixty-two districts indicated that they received
assistance from somecone at the state level to help them complete their
applications. The most likely response was pre-submfssion conferences.

In some cases, state staff would either go to the district to work over
the details of the application in a "mini" review prior to submission or
appear regionally to help a number of districts both collectively and
individually. As indicated earlier in this chapter, some states even

" admitted actually writing the narratives required in the applications for

their districts.

The applications were submitted directly to the central state Title I
office, or in a few cases, they were submitted to the regional office
first for a preliminary review. In one state, the bulk of the application
approval process took place at the regional offices, although the narra-
tives or program content were sent to the relevant content specialists
located in the central state office for review. s

Forty districts indicated that they had never had approval of their
applications delayed for any reason. Eight LEAs reported delays of one
mouth, five LEAs reported delays of two or thrée_months, three LEAs »
reported delays of from four to six months, and znother group of six LEAs
reported slight delays but were unsure of how long they were. '

A number of districts felt that some of the delays were expected,
since they were not experienced in making budgets and, as a-result, tended
to make "lots of nitty gritty errors” that caused them to resubmit their
application a number of times. Others, espeqially those with only a ‘few
years of experience, expected to make mistakes, simply due to lack of
experience in completing the forms. Generally, most of the districts
interviewed indicated thar the delays were not substantial, and that the
errors tended to be trivial. ‘

The use of the "substantially approvable” applicatioa was prcbably a
help to these districts. The fact that the project was substantially in
approvable form meant that funds could be spent for the activities that
were approved; thus, .the project could most 1likely begin on time.

@
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In cases where project approval took longer, there tended to be more
serious problems that had to be negotidted. .In one case, the state and
district disagreed as to whether the nuauber of hours an aide spent in the
regular classroom disqualified her from being paid for out of Title I
funds. In another case, supplement not supplant was at issue.

One coordinator indicated that, as long as he got his money in time to
begin Title I programs in the Fall on schedule, he was not concerned how
long he had to "haggle over getting his numbers to add up correctly.”

Generally speaking, however, digtricts tended to receive formal
approval of their applications within one month after fcrmal submission
(N = 34, 65.3 percent), two months (N = 14, 26.9 percent), or three months
(N =4, 7.6 percent).

Twelve districts indicated that they submitted an application
arinually, while forty-three districts indicated that they submitted an
application on a three-year cycle., The districts indicating use of the
three-year cycle were queried, as were their states, as to whether use of
the three-~year cycle reduced paperwork and administrative burdens for
them. The cross tabulation of the responses made by states and districts
to this quesdtion are presented in Table 16.

Table 16

Use of Three-year Application Cycle and
. Reduction of State and District Burden

State Three-year Cycle Use

‘District Yes, No Yes, Paperwork " Yes, but Paperwork
Three-year Paperwork Reduction for - Reduction only
Cycle Use No - Reduction Both SEA and LEAs for LEAs

No . 12 0 0 0

Yes, No Paper- :

work Reduction 1 2 7 3

Yes, Paﬁér— . .

work Reduction O ) 2 25 3

Yes, Uncertain .D

Paperwork ’

Reduction 1 0 2 0
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Several findings of interest are noted from this table. First, it is
apparent that districts tended to agree with their states as to whether-a .
three~year applicatiorn cycle was used. It seems that the two districts
that believed that use of the three-year cycle had not reducey their
burden or were not certain whether it had were actually on an annual
"application cycle, which may account for some of their misperceptions.
There is also fairly close agreement between the districts that both
reported using the tliree-year cycle and reported that it had reduced their
paperwork and the corresponding beliefs held by their states to this
effect. However, in ten cases, the districts felt that the cycle had not
reduced their paperwork, although their states felt, that it had. A likely
explanation for this difference of opinion may be that, since some of
these districts were large, they had to complete essentially the bulk of
the application every year due to program, staffing, and budget changes.
Thus, while the majori of districts, pa.cicularly smaller ones, in those
states may have been h;%hed by allowing use of the three-year cycle, the.
large districts may not have seen much relief. ‘ '

Forty-three districts reported completing annual updates to supplement
the three-year application; ome did not. Eleven of those that completed
updates indicated that they encountered problems in completing them. For
five of these districts, the two major problems were the amount of time
involved and the perceived annual reporting requirement for large LEAs. A
sampling of their comments is:

.

The updates are so lengthy.

We have to provide as much information as we did for an
annual cycle, since we are a large LEA.

The paperwork reduction is a farce for large districts,
since we have to do the same amount of work every year.

For two other districts, the problems were specific to particular LEA
requirements (e-g., targeting, selection of schools). The remaining fecur
LEAs reported problems with the application/updaté itself or the timelines

imposed by the state. Some comments made by these coordinators are:

The update format is too complex. Items are scattered, since we
don't have to fill out the form from start to fialsh. '

The indexing system to,fin& ydur way around the update is so
corplex. 3 .

We have to make out our budgets months before we know the salar-
jes of our teachers. Then.we have tic make lots of modifications
to the application, which take time. The state is really good
about allowing us to amend our appljication, but the whole process
gets too lengthy and “ime consumingl.




o~

. All 98 districts were queried about what they 'iked best about the
application approval process. Only two districis felt that there was
nothing particularly good about the process. Their answers reflected both
quality as well as compliance orientations. The responses of the dis-—
tricts can be catagorized as shown in Table 17.

Table 17

‘What LEAs Liked Best about the Application
Preparation and Approval Process

Response ' Numver of Districts

e Positive Feelings about the
Application Approval Procéss 38

- étreamlined and not so time consuming

- The help given to complete the
application prior to submission

-~ Likes the 3-year cycle

- Application does not change much frOm
year to year

- Application is easier to use

- LEA can make input into the form

. before it is made final.

» The Process Leads to Improvements in
Program Quality/Better Mamagement - : 35

- Process forces LEA to plan, including -
involving regular classroom teachers,
TitIe I teachers, parents, PACs, admin-
istrators, and School Board in the process

- LEA must refocus pericdically

" on its intent and impact

- Forces LEAs to spgll out the program in
detail--a good management tool

e Better SEA/LEA Interactions ‘ 14

- Good rapport ane working relatiouship
with SEA
- .oEA responsiveness to LEA problems and needs
- LEA likes -the consultants assigned
to work with his/her district
- Creates an advocacy role for SEA
- ©LEA likes that the ‘same person who wonitors
her LEA also appr:ves her application
- Personal attentibn is given to LEAs

i
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Table 17 (continued)

Number of Districts -,
-

e Attainment of Compliance ’ 7
- Keeps LEAs legal ]
- Helps prevent auditing and monitoring

exceptions

e The Process Leads to Both Improvemeits in Program
Quality as well as Attainment of AcJountability 3

- ‘Analyzing need§ and setting priorities
helps kids and ensures best use of funds.

e Nothing ' 2

It is apparent from Table 17 that a large number of the districts
believed that the process was important in improving theilr programs.

DistrictsJWere also queried about what they liked least about the
application preparation and approval process. Their responses can be
categorized as shown in Table 18.
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Table 18

What LEAs Liked Least about the Application
Preparation and Approval Process

" Response ' , Numbefr of Districts
sesponse .

o Nothing f 10

e Process is too Time Consuming/Burdensome/ )
Involves too much Paperwork o 26

3 Negative Feelings about

the Application Approval Process 30

- Too much uncertainty in completing budgets

- Too much narrative required

~ ZXeroxing so many copiles is too expensive

- Some parts of the application are
redundant, not necessary

- Late forms and too little time to
complete them .

~ .Submission date is too early

-~ Timelines do not allow real coordination
among staff, since completion takes place
over the summer

e Problems with the SEA . b
~ Team assigned to LEA cannot agree on
whether or not LEA is in compliance |
- SEA is way of approving anything "futurisgtic”
- .SEA overgteps bounds when approving
items on application :
‘- SEA gives conflicting answers due to ,
frequent turncver in personnel !
~ Lack of communication among regional anﬁ
central office staff results in approva} delays )

e Coordination with PACs - f 8
~ Timelines do not permit meaningful J
involvement or PAC sign—off ° g
'~ PACs aren't geared to provide any help

e Coordination with Private Schools 5

e Probilems with Particular LEA Requirements 4
~ Targeting and eligibility
~ Maintenance of effort
. ~ Some requirements don't fit small programs

\
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One of the major criticisms LEAs had of their state departments
concerned the timelines for preparation of the application. Since most of
the LEAs felt the application preparation process was a good planning/
management tool, they felt that having to complete it over the summer
detracted from this benefit. In fact, when districts were queried about
how their SEA could be more helpful to them in the application approval
process, a frequent response was modification to the timelines.

Fifty~two districts provided suggestions for how their states could
be more helpful to them in the application preparation and approvel
process. The most frequently mentioned suggestions are summarized in
Table 19. '

Table 19

Ways in Which SEAs can.be More Helpful to LEAs in the
Application Preparation and Approval Process

Response Number of Districts

No suggestions—-SEA is doing a good job 18
Simplify the process to include

reduction of paper burden . 14
Shorten time for approval : 6 \S\v
Provide more aseistance to LEAs to complete h

the application (in person or in writing) 7
Provide allocation information sooner | 4
Allow more lead time for preparation 3

Allow more LEA discretion (e g., use
of innovations) 2

Other suggestions, which are quite varied and don't lend themselves
well to categorization, include:

e having less staff turnover at the SEA,
e having more competent SEA staff,
e having SEA be more sensitive to the needs of LEAs, and

e having different applications for large and small LEAs.
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Oue district made a particularly unusual suggestion. Bein; a new
local Title I cocrdinator, she was unsure of what her Title I program
looked like in previous years. Her consultant at the state level, who was
also new, could not help her in this area. Thus, she suggested that her
state Title I office could computerize both its application approval and
monitoring processes so that an historical trail of both what worked and
what did not work (in terms of monitoring citations) coquld be kept. That
way, she could review the past program and learn from the mistakes/
successes made by these earlier managers.

This probfgm of LEAs not knowing what happened in the past was men-
tioned by several coordinators in the form of inconsistent comments made
to them by the SEA. Some state consultants who apparently were not aware
of the past goings on of a particular project might make suggestions for
change, which another consultant knew had been tried and found to be
unsuccessful or not tried for some other reason. Thus, a much unnecessary
“reinventing of the wheel” was perceived to occur by some districts.
Better records of project activities at the state level (not at the
district level due to frequent changes of staff) were believed by the
districts to correct some of these problems. R

Districts also recognized that thelr state offices were often at a
disadvantage in not knowing who they (the local Title I coordinators) were
due to frequent turnover of staff. f. Some problems cited earlier with
receipt of late forms were not due, as it turned out, to state negli~
gence. In LEAs where the Title I coordinator changed often, states tended
to send the application to a designated “contact personm,” often the local
aistrict superintendent or some other district administrator. In one
instance, a superintendent unintentionally delayed several weeks before
passing the application along to the person.who was to complete it. Since

. the person who was to complete the application had never received any

notification in advance as to when the application materials package was
to be mailed, this particular individual blamed the SEA for completlon of
the form in an impossible time perio:..

Generally,'LEAs perceived their state Title I units to be extremely
helpful (N = 82, 85.4 percent) to them in preparing their applications.
Twelve LEAs (2.5 percent) felt that. their states were only slightly
helpful to them, and two LEAs (2.1 percent) were neutral.

A sample of 59 LEAs were asked, if there were ne requirement 1n the

law for their states to require an application, do you think it would be a

good idea for the state to do this? Fifty-five LEAs (93.2 pr.rcent)
indicated affirmatively; two were unsure (3.4 percent); and only two
indicated there was no need for the application. In fact, one of these
coordirators strongly resented the fact that Congress and his state office
shared the attitude that LEAs needed to complete an application to ensure
that,the project was legal. He felt many districts would design legal and
quality programs without an-application.

As the Chapter 1 requirements became better known by LEAs, LEAs wete
able to speculate about a Chapter 1 application. Districts, as did their
states, had mixed reactions to the idea of greater use of assurances.
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Some of'ihé district coordinators for whom the preparation exercise was a
good management tool indicated that they would feel cheated if they could
not go through the process of writing project narratives. Others, for
whom the process was primarily to ensure compliance with the law, felt
that assurances were sufficient. For other coordinators, such as the ones
described above, an application was unnecessary; assurances in this case
would definitely relieve the administrative burdens of completing numerous
forms.

In summary, states might be able to improve their application approval
process under Chapter 1 by being concerned about timelines for the prepar-
ation and about how to streamline their forms. Since several LEAs com-
mented on the fragmentation of the form used in a three-year cycle,
perhaps clearer instructions or a better indexing system to the various
sections in the application might alleviate these problems.

o
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MONTITORING

Chapter Highlights

An important indicator of how each state views its relations to dis-
tricts is the degree to which it uses its monitoring responsibility to
help LEAs improve program quality in addition to using monitoring to en~
sure fidelity to the application and compliance with the law. The State
Management Practices Study began collecting data from state Title I coor-
dinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the monitoring (including
Monitoring and Enforcement Plan) provisions included in the 1978 Title I
law (and the 1981 regulations):

e To what extent did the new monitoring provisions affect-
states' administrative practices? '

e What problems did states encounter in implementing the
provisions? o

® Did the monitoring provisions stimulate states to
develop exemplary practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to
monitor if this activity were not expressly required?

While all states said they used monitoring to ensure compliance, only
39 said that program quality was also monitored. Monitoring in compliance-
oriented states was, in general, linked more closely with auditing than in
the quality-oriented states. Quality-oriented states, on the other hand,
generally tied technical assistance to monitoring; they used monitoring
visits to identify areas in which technical assistance would be helpful to
their districts. Compliance~oriented states are not especially active--
even when they monitor for compliance, while quality-oriented states are
active.

The study's major findings show that:

e While the cdmpliance—oriented'states tended to rely pri-
marily on the application or monitoring checklists as the
basis for monitoring, quality—oriented states developed
more complex monitoring procedures.

e States focusing on monitoring to improve program quality
tended to use content specialists in other units of the
state agency or staff located in their regional offices
to assist them in the review of program content in the
monitoring process.

e During the monitoring process, the quality oriented
states tended to visit Title T classrgeys, interview
teachers and students, and interview pdfrents or Parent
Advisory Council members.
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The quality-oriented states were also successful users of the three-
year cycle, and they tended to make rules to help districts design quality
pragrams——all.of which are characteristics of quality Title I administra-
tion. Thus, these quality-oriented states were active problem solvers and
they tended to go beyond what is required by law.to help achieve program
quality.

All but three states indicated a desire to continue monitoring if
there were no or lesser legal requirements for them to do so. The quality-
_oriented states planned to continue practices similiar to those conducted
at present, while the compliance—oriented states ‘planned to do less moni-
" toring in the future.

~

Specific continuatlon plans under Chapter I will be affected by fewer
dollar resources and fewer administrative staff. States may not be able
to monitor as frequently or as intensely as they have in the past- New
ways to monitor more effectively at low cost are sought. "Paper” moni-
toring is not viewed as a particularly viable option, 8ince states felt
they could not make the necessary determinations to assess program com-
pliance. While the threat of monitoring, proposed by some, may be suf-
ficient in the short term to maintain compliance and high program quality,
some follow-through is needed to ensure future success and identity of the
program.

' States with quality-oriented attitudes were viewed by their dis-
tricts as beng extremely helpful to them, whilé states with ccmpliance
attitudes were felt by thelr districts to be less helpful. Districts
generally tended to be supportive of their states' monitoring efforts;
almost all wanted their states to continue to monitor even if they were
not required to do so by law. '
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Introduction 4 ' .

While the Title I statute prior to 1978 did not explicitly specify a
monitoring role for state agencies, the importance of monitoring has been
recognized by Congress for more than a decade. For example, stronger
enforcement of Title I requirements through states' monitoring efforts was - o
advocated in 196% by the Senate Labor and Public V .fare Committee. 4

What 1s striking about the early legislative history on monitoring,
as described by Gaffney, Thomas, and Silverstein (1977), is the dual role
assigned to monitoring from its outset. That is, monitoring is not a pro-
cess limited solely to determinations of program legality or compliance to
program regulations. Rather, monitoring is also a vehicle by which states
can render technical assistance to their applicant agencies, identify
exemplary prcgrams, and determine the quality of services provided to the

program's beneficiaries. A review of Congressional records and other fed-
eral Title I doquments led to the conclusion that monitoring for quality
of service as  well as monitoring for compliance was important. Gaffrney
and his colleagues summarized this dual role through an identification of
three essential components of states' monitoring efforts. Specifically,
states were to make determinations of:

¢ The legality of the programs.and projects——Are programs
and projects in compliance with the LEA program
requirements?

® The fidelity of the Title I program with the project
application--Is the LEA's program being implemented
- according to the design indicated in the application?

e The quality of the services provided to participating
children--Do the services being provided appear to be
meeting the needs of the children in the program?

Broadly interpreted, monitoring includes a number of activities in .
addition to formal onsite monitoring visits. For example, reviews of an
LEA's application to determine whether Title I projects are designed in
line with the designated program requirements is a form of monitoring. 1In
fact, reviews of any reports submitted by an LEA or communications with
LEAs can be considered monitoring, because the SEA is both assisting the
LEA and at the same time discovering problem areas, which is monitoring.

Districts, on the other. hand, tend to view the formal visits as the only
monitoring activities cbnducted by states.
'\

Monitoring standards and guidance on monitoring procedures were
provided to states prior to 1978 primarily through the GEPA statute and
regulations and a handbook and Program Support Package prepared and dis-
seminated by ED (the U.S. Office of Education). Other various ED program
directives, guidelines, and memoranda indirectly related to monitoring were
also available, but they did not expressly use the term monitoring. The
clarity of the legal monitoring framework for state administration of the
Title I program as it existed prior to 1978 was examined in depth by NIE ,
(Gaffney, Thomas, & Silverstein, 1977). The NIE study generally noted

-

195




~

that the federal legal framework was unclear concerning the proper and
efficient monitoring of Title I programs. Specifically, a lack of minimum
standards in GEPA or the Title I regulations for states' monitoring ef-
forts and outdated and noncomprehensive federal publications may have led,
in part, to the insufficient monitoring instruments prepared by states to
satisfy the vague federal requirements noted by the study staff.

The NIE study also observed that states differed widely in how they
carried out their administrative responsibilities in the area of moni-
toring. Some states, for example, conducted monitoring visits to all LEAs
on an annual basis, while others visited only their large LEAs annually
~and the remaining ones less often. Some states required LEA self-assess—
ments, while others did not, nor did they share copies of their SEA ‘moni-
toring checklists with their districts prior to the visit.

A need for improved state monitoring systems was noted in a report to
Congress prepared by the Comptroller General in 1975. The Comptroller
General found that about 35 percent of the states visited as part of the
-study had no formal monitoring systems. The report also suggested that
the SEA monitoring visits in the observed states were generally too brief,
and the brevity of the visits was felt tno undermine an important component
of the SEA monitoring function--the process of making judgment as to pro-
gram quality. The report concluded that the states reviewed needed to
establish comprehensive monitoring procedures, formalize existing proce-
dures, or conduct more indepth reviews during monitoring visits if these
visits were to be useful in evaluating districts' performance (House
Committee on Education and Labor, 1978).

The House Committee on Education and Labor concluded in its report on
the Education Amendments of 1978:

Monitoring is an important part of State .administration
of Title I. The ‘0ffice of Education should, in the
course of conducting its own program reviews of State
administration, insure that such State procedures have
been developed and that they are consistent with minimum-
standards for State educational agency monitoring estab- -
lished by the Commissioner in Title I regulations.

(p. 45)

A review of state management practices of Title I from 1965-1976,
conducted by SRI International (1979), analyzed the findings of audits and
Department of Education (then U.S. Office of Education) program reviews
from 1965 to 1976. This study concluded that inadequate scope and fre-
quency of monitoring were consistent problems over the years. While the
most recent period (1974-1976) showed an improvement in checks for com-—
pliance, problems continued to be observed in the areas of monitoring for
program quality and the adequacy of specific program design features.




The recommendations of these various studies, the NIE study on state
administration in particular, were influential in contributing to the
passage of the 1978 Title I legislation, which contained specific moni-
toring provisions. , N .

The new legislation expressly provided that each state must "estab-
1lish standards for monitoring programs, consistent with minimum standards
established by the Commissioner, including the frequency of onsite visits
and the methods for reporting, responding to and correcting problems
uncovered during the monitoring visits"” (Committee on Education and Labor,
1978, p. 159). :

The 1978 Amendments also included a provision requiring each SEA to
submit to the U.S. Commissioner of Education a monitoring and enforcement
plan (MEP) once every three years. This plan was to describe a program of

regular visits by SEAs to local projects and procedures for verifying

information, conducting audits, resolving complaints, and monitoring the
compliance of LEAs in providing equitable services to children enrolled in
private schools. Along with the submission of the MEPs, states were also
required to report on their monitoring and enforcement activities over the
previous reporting period. - While, the extensive specifications provided on
monitoring in the 1978 law resulted in an increase in its length, detail,

* and prescriptive nature, the intent of Congress was to provide SEAs with
clearer, more precise guidance to address areas of program need absent from
previous legislation, and in many cases to increase flexibility in program
management.

The proposed regulations for ‘the operation and administration of
Title I programs were published in 1979. The dual compliance-quality role
of monitoring was expressly noted in Section 116.151(a), which outlined
the scope of monitoring. An SEA shall

(1) determine whether the Title I projects comply with
‘ applicable Title I requirements;

(2) determine whether the Title I projects are being
implemented in accordance with approved project appli- .. _.
cations; and

(3) evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the Title I .
services being provided.

Comments received in response to these proposed rules, however, indicated

that some commenters objected to the requirement that SEAs monitor for

. both compliance and program effectiveness (Section 116.151(a)(3)). Other

commenters recommended that the regulations recognize the technical assis-~
tance aspect of monitoring, which has historically been an important part

of the monitoring for quality process conducted by many states.

The final Title I regulations, which were issued in January 1981,
incorporated many of the recommendations made by the commenters. In
_.particular,. changes were made to the section noted previously
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e A new item, (a)(4), was added to the purpose and scope
of monitoring: An SEA shall provide technical assis-—
tance 1f appropriate (Section 200.151(a)(4)).

e Item (a)(3) was modified slightly to lessen its moni-
toring for quality thrust: SEAs are to evaluate appli-
cant agencies for their efforts to assess and improve
the quality and effectiveness of the Title I services
being provided (Section 200.151(a)(3). : ’

The final regulations provided extensive guidance to state agencies
for implementing the monitoring provision. Section 200.150 réstated the

obligation of SEAs to adopt standards for monitoring the effectiveness of

their projects in accordance with the MEP. Section 200.151 outlined the
purpose ‘and scope of monitoring, specified the frequency of onsite moni-
toring visits, and specified the issuance of monitoriag reports (including
responses by the applicant agency to these reports, frllow-up on recommen-—
dations or corrective actions, and making monitoring reports available to
auditors, LEAs, and district advisory rouncils). Guidance to the states

~regarding the contents of the MEP was provided in Section 200.21.

The effect of these legislative changes on state administration was

‘twofold. First, the 1978 Title I law required periodic monitoring. Prior
" to 1978, the federal legal framework required that each state agency

“constantly monitor” its districts, and it wds not clear whether or not
this phrase meant that each LEA had to be monitored on an annual basis
(Gaffney, Thomas, & Silverstein, 1977}. The regulations allow the largest
LEAs (or those with a history of noncompliance) to be monitored at least
once every two years, while the remaining districts are to be monitored at
least once every three years. This change was to allow states to spread
their monitoring efforts over a period of three years, which might help to
reduce their administrative burden. Second, specificatiomn of increased
monitoring activities (e.g., onsite visits, reports, dissemination of
reports) meant that some states would have to increase their monitoring
efforts substantially in order to meet these new requirements. Because
funds for state administration were believed to be insufficient to accom-
modate. these new compliance-activities, Congress increased the amounts
available for state administration to a maximum of one-and-one-half. per—
cent (from one percent).

The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state

- Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the monitor-

ing (including Monitoring and Enforcement Plan) provisions included in the
1978 law (and the 1981 regulations): 3

o To what extent did the new monitoring provisions affect
states' administrative practices?

'Y What problems did states encounter in implementing the
provisions’
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e Did the monitoring provisions stimulate states to
develop exemplary practices or materials in this area?

o To what extent would states anticipate continuing to
monitor if this activity were not expressly required?

Title I projects operated under the 1978 Title T statute and 1981 )
regulations for only a brief time when, as a result of a change in federal
administration and administrative priorities, the Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act was passed. ECIA revised Title I, and although the
policy is to continue to provide financial assistance to SEAs and LEAs to
meet the special needs of educationally deprived.children on the basis of
entitlements calculated. under ESEA, Title I of 1965, the intent behind the
legislation is to:

e eliminate burdensome, unnecessary, and unproductive
paperwork;

® free the schools of unnecessary federal supervision,
direction, and control; and

e free education officials,. principals, teachers, and sup-
porting personnel from overly prescriptive regulations
and administrative burdens that are not necessary for
fiscal accountability and make no contribution to the
instructional .,rogram.

The amount of space and em hasis given to monitoring in ECIA Chapter 1
is a marked contrast from the ! 1§>§ legislation it replaced. 1In fact, it
has totally eliminated the monitoring and MEP provision included in the
earlier law. It has also reduced the percent allowed for state adminis-
tration of Chapter 1 programs from 1.5 percent to 1. 0 percent.

SEA monitoring of Title I programs has thus evolved from a period in
1965 when there were no requirements, to a period in 1978 when very speci- .
fic stipulations were in force, to 1982 when, once again, monitoring is no
longer mandated. Thus, the last section of ‘the monitoring section of the
interview, namely the theoretical question of states' monitoring intentions

under a less prescriptive law, took on added significance.

This chapter summarizes the’ findings of the S*ate Management Prac-—
tices Study to the questions listed above. Also included in this discus-
sion are states' preliminary views of the impact of Chapter 1 on their
future monitoring activities. The chapter concludes with opinions of a
sample of districts to their states' monitoring efforts.

Implementation

Monitoring is a very time consuming, yet important part of states'’
Title I management activities. All but one coordinator rated monitoring
as being of “moderate™ or “"substantial” importance in preserving the intent
of the Title I legislation. A large percentage of staff time was devoted
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by the coordinators and their staffs to conducting monito¥ring ac;ivitieé.
as shown on Table 1, which presents the percentage of time reported as a
function of the perceived importance of monitoring.

Table 1

Percentage of Time Spent on Monitoring as a Function of its Importance?

Median Percent

Rating ' of Time Spent Low High N

Little or no importance 25.0 . ' ' 1

Moderate importance 30.0 30.0b 35.0 6

Substantial importance 27.0 00.0 50.5 41
Group Median 30.0

a Data from one state are missing.

b Time for monitoringlgould not be differentiated from time fof
technical assistancé. See text below.

' It was hypothesized initially that states giving low importance
ratings to monitpring would tend to spend less time on the monitorirg
responsibility. While it is true that all of the states reporting the
greatest amounts of time tended to rate monitoring as "moderate” or "sub-
stantial” in importance, it is significant to note that a low importance
rating is still associated with a fairly high percentage of time spent on
monitoring activities. This state indicated that, on the average, one-
quarter of all staff time was devoted to carrying out its monitoring
responsibilities.

At fiist glance, it may appear inconsistent to have states rate moni-
toring as having substantial importance, yet indicate no staff time was
spent in monitoring activities. Several of these states that reported
spending almost no time on monitoring indicated that monitoring was so
intertwined with technical assistance that they were unable to tease apart
the contribution made by monitoring from that made by technical assis-
tance. Hence, for these states, larger amounts of time were reported for
technical assistance-activities.

One reason for the relatively large amounts of time spent on moni-
toring may be that this amount of time was needed for the states to meet
the monitoring requirements of the 1978 Title I law. Answering two very
important questions appeared to consume the major portion of staff time.
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These are:
o How is fidelity to the application monitored?
e How is quality of sefvice monitored?
A discussion of states’ activities tc answer these qﬁestions is the pri—

mary focus of the remainder of this section.

How are Fidelity to the Application and Quality of Service Monitored?

An important indicator of how each state views its relations to dis-
tricts i1s the degree to which it uses its monitoring responsibllity to
help LEAs improve program quality in addition to using monitoring ensure
fidelity to the application and compliance with the law. All of the
states said they used monitoring to ensure compliance but only 39 said
that program quality was also monitored. Attitudes toward the purposes of
monitoring vary widely. .

At one extreme, some states believe that the main or sole purpose of
monitoring is compliance. One such state remarked that the purpose of
monitoring ‘was to check LEA practices with those presented on its applica—
tion; that is, their monitors only check to see whether the district is

. doing what it said it was going to do in the application. Another such

state said that "the Title I office considers the whole monitoring effort
to be an issue of compliance.” - To them, fiscal crgdibility and accounta-
bility is the major or sole objective of monitoring. :

At the other extreme, some states engage in several "extra” activi-
ties to help their districts improve program quality. Such quality-
oriented activities incglude but are not limited to (a) using outside
subject area specialists to review the program narratives in the applica-
tion, (b) visits by the monitors to Title T classrooms and interviews with
teachers and students, and (c¢) interviewing parents or Parent Advisory
Council members during the monitoring visits. o

While all states monitor to ensure compliance, some go beyond this
and use monitoring for other purposes. The ways in which states monitor
for compliance appear to be limited, as will be discussed later, and
states tend to use these same methods regardless of whether they supple-
ment monitoring with more quality-oriented activities.

Monitoring in compliance—-oriented states is, in general, linked more
closely with auditing than in the more quality-oriented states. For
example, communication with the auditors is better, and monitoring is used
explicitly to uncover problem areas for auditors. On the other hand,
quality-oriented states generally tie technical assistance to monitoring,
and relationships with auditors are more distant but nonetheless exist and
are functional. Quality-oriented states use monitoring visits to identify
areas in which tecbnical assistance would be helpful to their districts.
There appears to be greater psychological distance between monitoring and
auditing in these states and less psychological distance between technical
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‘assistance and monitoring. For example, one quality-oriented state, when
asked if findings from the monitoring process are used as a basis for
technical assistance, said: :

That's a "chicken and egg" question. The monitoring
visit is also a technical assistance visit. They aren't
separable.
When the 'same state coordinator was asked about using the findings °
from monitoring as a basis for audit checks, he said:

Occasionally they tell the auditors that they should"
look at a district. But I don't know if they did...

Responses to this question from compliance-oriented states were much
more definite. They suggest that an established and formalized relation-
ship between the two responsibilities exists. For example, a compliance-
oriented state said that "monitoring reports are on file and available to
the auditor;” another said that "monitoring reports are sent to external
(fiscal) and internal (program) auditors.” Another Title I coordinator
said that: )

An accountant and the Title I staff work together. We
check for our area of expertise and if we find something

wrong we may visit the LEA together. °

Monitoring for Compliance and Quality

Practically all states reporEed using either the application or
monitoring checklists to monitor for compliance, as shown in Table 2.

——— A

Table 2.

Use of the Application and Checklists to Monitor Ear.Conpliance

Use of - "~ Use of Appiicacion

Checklists No Yes

No ‘ s 12

Yes 8 26 .
. - :

Two other methods of monitoring for compliance werg also used by a sub-
stantial proportion of the statesg: 21 states used observation of project
activities and 23 states reported using source data (e.g., evaluation
data, comparability reports) to monitor for compliance. All of these
methods of monitoring for compliance have one theme in common: They are
amenable to standardization and quantification. Items on a checklist as
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on an application can simply be "necked off if certain criteria (e.a.,
presence or absence of an item) are met.

States that emphasized monitoring for purposes of program quality, on
the other hand, tended to develop more complex and elaborated monitoring
methods., Greater effort may be required here, perhaps, because monitoring
for program quality is harder in the 'sense that it relies more heavily on
professional judgments and on personal contacts with LEA staff, parents,
or even students. In fact, six coordinators admitted that, while they
tried to monitor for quality of service, they were unsure how successful
they were, because program quality was a very difficult concept to capture
in a brief monitoring visit. Table 3 shows the ways ‘u which quality is

.monitored by SEAs.

Table 3

Ways in which Quality of Service 1s Monitored

_Method Number of States
Classroom observation i 21
Interviewe with teachers ' . 19
Interviews with parents and/or students 8

Look at instructional variables (e.g.,

class size, materials, space for project) 18
Lock at teacher/aide credentials ' 6
Look at evaluation findings 19
Using checklists/monitoring istruments = 19
Very informal measures—-no n -
official guidelines 10

A quality-oriented state may, for example, talk to parents, visit
classrooms, examine achievement scores, and have subject area specialists
review programs in order to make determinations of program quality. For
example, one quality—oriented state sald that:

Prior to going onsite, the monitors meet with a member
of the Parent Advisory Council always, privately, with-
out LEA administrators, to get confidential private
views; the team then addresses any issues raised by the
PAC during the site visit:
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Another quality—oriented state sald that its staff:

P
.

N Spend one hour with each teaclier and go over the list of . .
children, types of services, etc., ‘and answer thelr ~
questionms. We see their. ‘materials and how effective
they are. They tell us what is effective. We suggest
that they try other things... §

Qualiry-oriented monitoring tends to be assoclated with use of mul—
tiple monitoring methods. This manifests itgelf in two ways. First,
several qualitatively distinct methods ‘of monitoring for quality are
employed simultaneously, and, sgcond, monitors with ‘4 wider range of
backgrounds participate in the process. One quality—oriented state said
.that:

[y

Monitoring is always comprehensive but can vary in

emphasis from district to district. We pay gpecial

attention to past weaknesses, routinely review records,

tatk to staff, visit classrooms, amd have subject~area ‘
¢ experts review programs. - .

~ . v

In tefms of staffing, this Title I coordinator said that:

-0 Site visits to the 1argeSt LEAs will use a team approach ' .

° in which program content experts from other SEA depart- ‘
ments (e.g., reading specialists, math specialists) will
accompany the Title I'staff. These people advise thé
Title I staff on program quality, not compliance, issues.

It is not surprising that quality-oriented ‘states believe that this
extra work does, in fact, lead to improvements in program quality. How-
ever, compliance~qriented states also reported that their activities led
£ to improvements Ia‘prooram quality (all but four states sald monitoring
' led to improvements in prégram quality). But because these two types of
states are actually referring to different types of .monitoring activities, >

thelr responses have different feanings. For example, a compliance- . - *
oriented state said that monitoring leads to improvements in program
quality: .

To the extent that the reés and the law make sense
(i.e., they serve an educational intent) Then to achieve
~ compliance can result in better preogram quality.

2 Another'compliance-oriented state admitted that:

to ~ To a degree, maybe it does, but monitoring ‘probably
' leads more to operatimg programs within the scope of the
.law. ‘ :

Another such Title I coordinator felt that program quality was improved,
) because, without monitoring, the idea of a supplemental compensatory
education program would die; the funds would be just used for general aid.
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Pérhaps the difference in attitudes between compliance-oriented and
quality-oriented states is best expressed by one of the four states that
saia that monitoring did not lead to improvements iq*Program quality.
This coordinator said:

No. You have to monitor for compliance with legalistic
things. That doesn't always lead to quality. You can
have a very.éood program that is illegal and a. bad one
that is legal.

Quality-oriented states seem to recognize this either implicitly or ex-
plicitly and therefore supplement their compliance~oriented monitoring
with other activities that address the issue of quality more directly.

To obtain overall measures of the degree to which states actively
monitor for quality and compliance, variab}es were constructed that are
simply counts of the numbers of quality and compliance activities reported

.-~ by each state. A subset of the items in Table 3 were selected to con-
; struct a measure of quality:

e observation in the classroonm,

e Iinterviews with teachers,

e interviews with parents or students,

e examination of teacher/aide credentials, and

e examination of instructional variables.
These were selected over the others, because it was hypothesized that
these items reflected more effort in trying to monitor for quality of
serice than reviews of source data or uses of monitoring instruments or
checklists. The activities selected to construct a measure of compliance
are: - '

e use of the application,

e use bg a checklist or monitoring instrument,

e observation of project activities, and

IS

e reviews of source data.

>

v -

The joint distribution of these variables is given in Table 4,
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Table 4

' Distribution of Compliance and Quality Monitoring Activities

Number of Quality Monitoring

Number of Complianceyﬁonitoring Activities Reported -
Activities Reported o 1 2 3 4
1 7 1 1 0" o
2 | 9 5 5 4 0
3 1 5 4 2 1 .
4 1 0 .0 5 vl

From Table 4 it is very obvious that these two types of activities are
related. States that are active on one dimension are likely to be active
on the other. What is striking is that states that are very active on the
"quality" dimension (three or more activities) are also very active on the

compliance" dimension. Of the thirteen most active "quality” states,
\\M;ﬁgrly four engaged in less than three compliance activities, and these four
tates monitored for compliance using the two obvious compliance activi-
ties, the application and a monitoring checklist. Thus, it is clear that
the quality-oriented states do not neglect compliance activities in their
monitoring visit; rather, these activities are supplemented with addi-~
tional activities designed expressly to improve program quality.

What is not apparent from Tabie 4 is that states with very strong .
"compliance"” philosophies do not necessarily manifest .this attitude by :
engaging in many different compliance activities. " That is, the archetype
“compliance” state is less active generally than the archetype "quality"”
state. Several of the states that reported only one or two compliance
activities nonetheless said that compliance or fidelity to the application
was the major or only function of monitoring. Thus, a simple count of the
number of. activities does not necessarily capture the attitudes or
philosophy of these coordinators. ‘

This problen led to the creation of a second type of variable that
was designed to reflect states' attitudes or philosophies about the pur-—

pose of monitoring. States were classified into three categories——quality,
compliance, and both quality and compliance--based on their coordinators'
answers to the entire monitoring interview. The compliance-attitude

states believed that compliance was the only or sole objective of moni-
toring, and a close psychological distance between monitoring and auditing
was often observed. Sample comments of these states include:




Monitoring ensures that the dollars are spent on the
right kids--without it, Title I funds might just become
general aid.

Monitoring prevents audit exceptions.

The threat thaﬁ‘locals will be monitored periodically
keeps them in compliance. ,

We monitor primarily to ensure compliance.

‘The only reason we do monitoring is because the law says

we have to.
The qualiry-oriented states‘!ended to tie technical assistance more closely
to monitoring, and, in general, engaged in some of the “extra” activities
that characterize quality-oriented states. Sample comments of these
states include:

Identification of district needs for technical
assistance is the key function for monitoring. _ i

It is impossible to separate technical assistance from :
monitoring—-they go hand in hand.

Monitoring is essential for improving programs and

ensuring program quality. .

Monitoring is extremely important for locals--they can
use our results to accomplish program changes that WOuld
not be acceptable to their districts at their own
suggestions.

States that gave attention to both compliance and quality issues comprised
the third group. Sample comments from these state coordinators include:

The only important functions monitoring serves are
keeping LEAs legal and helping encourage program quality.

I don't like monitorino-—it is too time consuming—-but
you need it for accountability to the locals, the states,
and the feds; but I feel the importance of monitoring
rests with improving. program quality.

- Monitoring serves two purposes——it provides recognition
to the‘*locals that the program is working and is impor-
tant to state and federal personnel and knowledge that
the program is within legal guidelines.

As Table 4 implies, this last focus is actually the most common.




Relations between Attitudes and Activities

To indicate a state's level of quality and compliance monitoring °

~activities, the variables were dichotomized as displayed in Table 5. - A
state way.classified as "high"” on quality monitoring adctivities 1f it
reported two or more quality activities; it was classified as high on
compliance monitoring activities if it reported three or more compliance
activities. The rationale for the higher cut—off point for the compliance
measure is that, since almost all the states reported using either a check-
1ist or the application, the higher cut-off point would differentiate those
states that engaged in more than the two obvious ways'of monitoring for
compliance. '

Tables 5 and 6 show the relationships between states' attitudes
toward monitoring and each of the activity measures of quality and

compliance.
Table 5 ’
‘f;Relationship between Monitoring Attitude and
Number of Compliance Monitoring Activities?®

Monitoring s Number of Compliahce Monitoring Activities Reported
Attitude ’ 1or 2 3 or more
Quality : 4 2
Both 13 14 )
Compliance 9 o 5
a Data.froh two states are missing.

As suggested earlier, the archetypé compliance-oriented state 1s not
especially active; this observation is consistent with the notion that
such a state may simply be "doing what it is supposed to do.”
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‘Table 6

Relationship between Monitoring Attitude and
Number of Quality Monitoring Activities?

Monitoring Number of Quality Monitoring Activities Reported

“Attitude : Oor 1l 2 or more
Quality - 3 . 3
Both 12 15

~ Compliance - 9 5
a Data from five states are missing.

As is implied by Table 4, a substantial number of active quality
states would be classified as emphasizing both compliance and quality.
Because quality—oriented states tend to be more.,active than compliance-
oriented states, particularly with regard to more costly, personalized
kinds of activities, it is reasonable to suppose that these states have
more resources to draw upon than others. However, this turns out not to
be correct. States that used two or more quality monitoring activities
'did not differ from the others on amount of funds for state administration
~and the amount of setaside per LEA nor did they differ on the number of
LEAs, population, population density, or time spent in monitoring. The
variable on whigh they differed, however, was years of experience held by
the Title I coordinators.

Years of Title I experience appear to differentiate states that
report any quality monitoring activities from those that do not and to
differentiate those that report no quality monitoring activities from
those that report four quality activities. Trying to assess the effects
of this experience is most difficult. For whatever reasons, the more
seasoned coordinators tend to view monitoring for program quality as being
extremely important, often difficult, but they tried to do it anyway.:

Demographic characteristics of states were alsc not related to moni-
toring attitude. However, the number of quality monitoring activities was
related to the type of Title I unit as shown in Table 7.

-
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Table 7

Relationship between Number of Quality Monitoring Activities Reported
: and Type of Title I Unit

Number of Quality
Monitoring Activities
Type of Title I Unit 0-1 2 or more

e . Independent
-No regional offices 15 8
-Regional Offices 8 5
) Degentralized
-No regional offices 3 5

-Regional offices 1 4

As evident from this table, Title I units that are decentralized, that is,
units that have some administrative fumctions (other than auditing, which
is required to be independent from Title I) housed in other units in the
state agzency tend to engage in two or more quality monitoring activities.
This finding may be die, in part, to the fact that content specialists
used by some states to review program narrative, decide on quality activi-
ties to monitor, and to provide special technical assistance to their
districts to help them improve the content of their programs are often
located in other divisions of the state agency--for example, in reading
bureaus or in curriculum units. As described in Part Two of this report,
some states use their Title I funds to pay staff in other units of the
state agency (e.g., curriculum unit) or external consultants to assist
them with their monitoring responsibilities. States that do not have-
access to such specialized curriculum personnel tend not to engage in many
quality monitoring activities.

It is of particular interest that the four decentralized states
reporting two or more quality activities use both content specialists
located in other units of the state agency and their regional office staff
to help them conduct their monitoring activities. : .

The fact that this relationship does not hold fJr the number of
compliance activities tends to reinforce the hypothesis that, since com—
pliance activities are fairly easy to quantify, no additional expertise
from the state agency would be necessary to help states conduct these .
activities.

2iy
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Other Functions Served by Monitoring

After discussing the major purposes of monitoring with the Title I
coordinators, they were asked what other functions monitoring serves.
These responses are classified and displayed in Table 8.

-

Table 8

s Reports of.Other Monitoring Uses
" Function Number of States
SEA keeps abreast of LEA activities | | ’ -9 J
- 'Establishes better SEA-LEA rommunications . 8 & )
Serves as a lead-in to technical assistance 34

Tightens up program--leads to lmprovements

in quality : 25
Provides formative feedback f : 24
identifies exemplary practices ' R v 4
Accéuntability ' 13
Encourages valid programs < 16
Compliance only | . J - 10

The interrelations among these variables are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9

Tetrachoric Correlations among Measures of Uses of Monitori

ngd

- Compliance

B'¢ D E E G H

A. LEA Activities .60 .43 -.49 .30 -.13 -.36 .22
B. SEA-LEA Communication .38 .02 .22 .17 .21 -.14
C. Leads to Technical Assistance 24 .20 .32 =.49 -.32
D. Leads to Improve Prog. Quality , | -.16 -.01 .21 -uf4
E. Formative Feedback ' ' _ .55 =.21 -.12
F. Identifies Exemplary Programs -.03 .24
G. AccountaBtiity : i . A4
H. Encourages Valid Programs

a

Only
.09
-.40
-.53
-.37
=34
-.17
-.41

-.24

Correlations of approximately .4 are statistically significant at the
p=.05 level.

A\ ] .
From these data, several conclusions can be reached:

Most states use monitoring for more than to ensure
compliance with federal law. One~half of the states
said that monitoring is used to help improve the quality
of Title I programs, and over 60 percent use monitoring
as a lead-in to technical assistance.

States that used monitoring for compliance only tended
not to use it as a lead in to technical assistance or to
improve SEA-LEA communications. However, states that
used monitoring for accountability tended not to use

‘monitoring only for compliance. That is, they also used

monitoring for other purposes.

States that used monitoring to ensure that the program
was valid (i.e. complied with the law) tended not to use
monitoring to help develop program-quality. This find-.
ing is shown in Table 10.
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Table 10
Relationship betweén Two Measures of Program Improvement

Tightens up érogram——Leads to Improvements
in Program Quality

Encourage Valid Programs No Yes
No ‘ 13 20
Yes 11 5

The states that report using monitoring to encourage valid programs are,
essentially, the low activity, high compliance-oriented states discussed
earlier. Table 1l displays the relationship between monitoring attitudes
and both of these measures.

S
Table 11
Relationship between Monitoring Attitudes and
Two Measures of Program. Improvement
Monitoring Encourages Valid Programs Tightens Up Programs
Attitude No i Yes No Yes
Quality 6 o 1 5
Both ‘ 17 10 10 17
Compliance 8 6 11 3

It is apparent that a quality-orientation or a both quality and compliance
orientation is associated with the report that monitoring tightens up pro-
grams and leads to improvements in program quality, while a compliance
orientation is associated with reports that monitoring encourages valid
programs (i.e., legal).

The difference in emphasis on quality/technical assistance and audit-
ing/accountability between the quality- and compliance-oreinted states is
further illustrated in the Table 12.




Table 12

Relationship between Monitoring Acttitude and
Technical Assistance and Accountability Measures

Monitoring Serves Monitoring Important
) as Lead-in to T.A. for Accountability
Monitoring Attitude - . No - Yes No Yes
Quality. 0 6 "6 o
Both 6 21 18 9

Compliance 9 5 10 4

Again, the quality or both quality and compliance attitude is associated
with providing technical assistance to districts to help them improve
their programs. Reports of monitoring for accountability purposes were
never mentioned by the quality-focus states.

Interrelationships with Other SEA and LEA Responsiblities

Part of Congressional intent regarding the monitoring responsibility
was that the findings obtained from the monitoring process were to be used
by states to provide greater attention to other related state administra-
tive activities, such as application approval, technical assistance,
auditing, and so on. In other words, if states uncovered particular
implementation problems during the monitoring process, they were to use
~ this information to tighten up the application approval process in these

areas or to provide more technical assistance to districts in these areas.-

Virtually all the state coordinators reported that monitoring findings
were used as a basis for providing technical assistance (N=47) and for
paylng more attention to the application approval process (N=45). Only 37
states said that monitoring findings were used as a basis for audit checks;
most of those that did not make such a report tended to cite the indepen-
dent nature of the audit unit as the primary reason.

Most of the states indicated, however, that the increased attention

pald to these areas by the state was on an individual district basis.

Only in those few situations where lots of LEAs encountered similar prob-—
lems would state-level activities be planned. Management strategies
varied: When large-scale workshops were needed, some states reported use
of regional office staff to conduct regional workshops for LEAs having
similar problems; others reported use of mass mailings or additions to
state handbooks to highlight problem areas; still others reported handling
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3ll of the problem areas as part of a regularly scheduled state-level
wcrkshops. States indicating that findings from the monitoring process
served other functions mentioned a variety of activities, such as reduc-
tion of audits, identification of greatest number of problems areas for
purposes of focusing the monitgring emphasis and use of monitoring find-
ings for notifying other SEA ui{ts of state (non-Title I) standards that
were violated.

While monitoring 1is used as a basis for all of these activities,
states differ widely in their monitoring emphasis. "Quality” oriented
states do not neglect their compliance responsibilities, yet it is clear
that technical assistance is more closely tied to monitoring than any
other responsibility. Conversely, "compliance” oriented states do use
monitoring as a basis for providing technical assistance, but this re-
sponsiblity occupies a more secondary role. '

Thirty-five states said that monitoring findings were used as a basis
for making changes to their state—level management practices. When changes
to state-level management are made on the basls of monitoring findings,
these changes may be implemented to help correct compliance problems.
Typical answers to this question include:

If a common problem is observed, SEA uses this informa- -
tion to tighten up its application review procedures to
ensure that LEAs keep implementing legal projects.

When we found that LEAs were not developing sufiicient
complaint resolution procedures, we changed our policies
so that LEAs would have to include additional pieces of
information in their procedures.

If state Title I personnel found that a specific recom~
mendation has become superfluous over the years, they
would change their monitoring form accordingly.

Monitoring problems pointed out the need to docunent all
failures in writing and to randomly assign monitcors to
districts to ensure more compliance.

While a few states responded to this question with less compliance-
orient.d comments, they were in the minority. ~For example, one respondent
indicated ’

Monitoring pointed out the need to increase out technical
assistance efforts in the area of parent involvement. We
then hired a parent involvement coordinator to handle re-
quests for information in this area. '

States were more likely (N=45) to report that findings from the moni-
toring process were used to ilnstitute changes to district management
practices. The majority of these states, however, also hastened to add
that they never "forced" LEAs to adopt changes to their management pro-
cedures, even if serious problems were encountered during the monitoring
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process. Instead, the states tended to report trying to . tighten up the
state application approval process, for example, to effect changes in
district procedures or to provide lots of technical assistance to these
districts so .hat districts might learn about alternative management )
strategies th .t might be helpful to them. In one case, a state indicated
that poor district management was often associated with low achlevement
gains; thus, forcing the district to focus on identifying reasons for the
low gains usually led to positive changes in district management proce- ~
dures. The interview data seem clear in suggesting that states tried to

“ work with their districts to effect whatever management changes were needed

N at the district level without resorting to an adversarial relationship

' between state and districts.

-

How is Monitoring Conducted?

Nineteen states said that they monitored every district at least once
a year, ten sald that they monitored every district at least once every
three y2ars, sixteen states said that monitoring frequency depended upon
the size of the LEA, and only three states said that they monitored every
district at least once every two years. Not surprisingly, states that
are able to monitor every year tend to have fewer LEAs than the other
groups, but there were no differences in number of LEAs among these three
remaining groups. The states reporting annual monitoring have an average
of 100 LEAs with a high of nearly 400. While the other groups have more
LEAs (as many as 1,000), they appear to monitor about the same number of
LEAs per year as the annual group. ‘Thus, it appears that states, regard-
less of size, tend to gravitate toward monitoring approximately 100 LEAs
per year. ‘

The relationship between frequency of monitoring and a quality- or
‘compliance orientation is complex, because it is confounded by financial
and practical considerations. A reasonable hypothesis 1s that the more
quality-oriented states would monitor more frequently. But since a quality
orientation is not generally associated with greater resources, this is
somecimes impossible to achieve. For example, one quality—~oriented state
said that it switched from annual monitoring to monitorim3 every three
years because it could no longer afford to spend enough time per LEA to
make annual monitoring work. On the other hand, the four decentralized
states reporting high levels of quality monitoring shown in Table 7
indicated that they were able to monitor all districts annually, since
their regional offices played a major role in the conducting of monitoring
visits..

There is a tendency for a compliance orientation to be associated with
monitoring every three years as shown in Table 13. This may be due to the
fact that the law does not require more frequert monitoring, and thece )
states are doing what is necessary to be in compliance. On the other
hand, a substantial proportion of these states monitor annually as well.

iy
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Tab+e 13

Relationship of Monitoring Frequency to’
Number of Compliance Monitoriag Activities Reported?

: Number of Compliance Monitoring
Monitoring Activities Reported .

Frequency 1l or 2 3 or more
Annual - 13 6
Two years 1 2
Three years 2 . 8.
Depends on Size h 12 -4

a Data from one state are missing.

N

(S

Who Cunducts Monitoring

The majority of state Title I coordinators (N=31) reported that moni-
toring 1s conducted entirely: by their Title I staffs. A sizable group
reported that their staffs were assisted in the monitoring process by
other content spzcialists (e.g., curriculum personnel) within the SEA
(N=9) or by external consultants hired expressly for the job of conducting
monitoring visits (N=2). The content specialists involved in the monitor-
ing process performed a variety of functions—-for example, serving as part
of a monitoring team that visited LEAs or serving as advisors to the
Title I staff in the development of monitoring instruments to assess
program quality in specific subject matter areas. While the number of
content specialists involved in any one state was rather small, (a range
of O to 4), some states using external consultants tended to employ as
many as 500 of these personnel to assist in onsite monitoring. In four
states, regional offices had primary respounsibility for the monitoring of
district programs. Eight states reported that the monitoring responsi-
bility for Title I was coordinated with the monitoring for a state com~
pensatory education program or with some other federal program.

Seventeen states reported that they used teams to conduct the onsite
monitoring visits, while eleven other states said that they used either
individuals ov teams depending on the size of the district. The remaining
seventeen states reported using individuals only. The states using teams -
had greater resources available to them than the other groups—-more pro-
fessional staff available for monitoring, more administrative funds, and
more total state educational revenue. However, these variables did not
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T i differentiate the stazes using individuals from the states using both

individuals and teams., _ .
e. ' : o - .
) . While greater resources appear to be available to states using teams,
5 Andicators of qualityroriented monitoring are associated with the use of
both individuals and teams. As is shown in Table 14, the number of quality

. l doni&oring activities is strongly related to this mode of operation.

: 2 N .
4

-

: Table 14

Re}ationship between Number of Quality Monitoring Activities
L and Monitoring Staffing? R °
; S v
v Number of Quality Monitoring
N : Activities Reported

Monitoring Staff Oor 1l , 2 or more
Individuals 11 6
o Teams : . 11 6
Both | 2 -9
“\3 a Data from four states are mlssing.

Y .

The use of elither teams or both individuals and teams is stroﬁgly
associated with the use of monitoring as a lead-in to technical assistance
as shown in Table 15. ' -




Table 15

Relationship between the Use of Monitoring and Monitoriﬁé Staffd

N .
Serves as a Lead-in to Technical Assistance

.Moni.toring Staff No Yes
Individuals . 8 ) ' 9 .
Teams : 4 . 13
Both 1 - 10
a Al

Data from four states are missing.

From the interviews it 1s apparéhx that the use of additional personnel
associated with quality activities by these groups accounts for these
relationships. Content experts or external consultants are obviously more
likely to be found in the latter two groups, and their presence is related
to the close psychological distance between monitoring and technical
assistance that characterizes a quality orientation. '

The use of either teams or both individuals or teams is also related
to the type of Title I unit. All of the decentralized states use either
teams or both individuals and teams as shown on Table 16.
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Table 16
Relationship between Type of Title I Unit and Monitoring Staffd

’ : Monitoring Staff ‘
Type of Title I Unit Individuals Teams Both

o Independent

-No regional offices 12 ’ 4 7
-Regional offices 5 7 0
o

. Decentralized

-No regional office 0 5 2
-Regional offices 0 1 2
a Data from four states are missing.

In this sense, the states using individuals for monitoring are "smaller”
than the remaining states, despite the fact that they do not differ on
demographic variables. Thus, their "smallness” refers to the type of
Title I office they have rather than financial .or numan resources.

Eight of the states reported that monitoring is coordinated as part
of monitoring for a state compensatory education program or other federal

. programs. Seven of these states reported using teams, and the remaining

gtate reported using both individuals and teams. Thus, these two variables
are highly related, and both are correlated with demographic variables
measuring size and amount of resources. The states reporting that Title I
monitoring is coordinated with monitoring for other programs have more
administrative funds, more Title I and total educational revenues, and
more monitoring staff. They are also larger and more urban states (higher
population ‘and more medium size and large towns and cities). They did not
differ on proportion of time spent on monitoring, years of experience of
the Title I coordinator, population density, or number of LEAs. They also
did not show any clear relatiouship between any. of the indicators of
quality/compliance emphasis. These eight states evidently represent &
mixture of attitudes toward monitoring.

L]

Use of LEA Self Assessments

Eleven of the state Title I coordinators volunteered that they shared
copies of their state monitoring instruments or agenda with districts in
advance of state onsite monitorlng(/;sits so that districts could conduct

<
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self-assessment checks of their own before the offifTal monitoring visits
took place. Four other Title I coordinators indicated that their LEAs
were required to conduct their own self-assessments using either an in-
strument developed by the district or the official monitorirg instrument
developed by the state. Together, 17 of the states indizated the import-
ance of LEA self assessments. : ’

Although the idea behind having districts monitor themselves may have
been to encourage program quality, the data collected here suggest that
the use of LEA self-assessments is actually related to a compliance
orientation. This variable was not related to the measure of monitoring
attitudes, but it was related to the number of compliance monitoring’ '
activities as shown in Table 17.

Table 17 *

Relationship between Use of LEA Self Assessments and
Number of Compliance Monitoring Activities Reported

Number of Compliance Monitoring

Use of LEA . ) ' Activities Reported
Self Assessments 0-2 3 or more
No ¢ 24 8
Yes . 4 13

v J

I

It appears -that LEA self-assessments are being used as a method of achiev-—
ing compliance as opposed to a method for improving program quality.

N
s

Involvement of Parents in the Monitoring Process . k

Fifteen states indicated some involvement of parents or members of
Parent Advisory Councils in the monitoring process——either as part of the
state monitoring team or as interviewees at the local district. These
states appear to be the large and less highly populated western states:
Their population is smalier than those states that do not report involve-
ment of parents, their populatior density is smaller, and they have grown.
more from 1970 to 1980, They received smaller Title I allocations, had
smaller total revenues, fewer LEAs, smaller Title I staffs, and smaller
staffs available for monitoring. However, the involvement of parents 1is

.not related to the qua;ity and compliance measures discussed above.

On the other hand, attitudes toward parent involvement, as assessed
by the summary measure described in the chapter on Parent Involvement, are
strongly related to a quality orientation. States that are positive about
parent involvement tend to engage in more quality monitoring activities,
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have a quality orientation as measured by the attitude variable, and use

monitoring as a lead-in to technical assistance.

In addition, states with

a negative attitude toward parent participation are more likely to use
both monitoring for compliance and monitoring to ensure program quality as
shown in Table 18. ’ ’ '

Table 18

Relationship between Parent Involvement Attitudes and
Quality and Compliance Monitoring Activities

Attitude toward
Parent Involvement

Positive toward parent
participation and
pro-PACs

Positive toward parent
participation and

" less pro-PACs .

Positive toward ﬁ rent
participation and
anti-PACs

Negative toward parent
involvement and
anti-PACS

‘Monitoring Activities

Number' of Quality
" Activities Reported

Number of Compliance
Activities Reported

0-1 2 or more 1-2 3 or more
1 3 2 2
}0 14 v‘ 13- 11
11 6 9 8
2 o / 2 0

Taken together, this set of findings suggests that merely involwving ,parents
in. the monitoring process is not an indicator of a quality orientation;
however, a positive attitude toward parent participation in the Title T |

program is an excellent predictor of a quality mounitoring o:ientation.

Relationship of Quality Monitoring to Use of Other Responsibiiities

chapter).

In the chapter on Rulemaking, it waé noted that active makers of
quality rules were also active in monitoring for program quality as ex-
pected, while less active rulemakers were not (see Table 14 of that:

of that chapter).

182

DS
D&
TS

This relationship did not hold when rulemaking activities were
 examined as a function of compliance monitoring activities (see Table 20




In the chapter on Application Approval it was argued that successful
use of the three-year cycle is associated with an active, problem-solving
stance. Since quality moni:oring appears to require more innovation and
resourcefulness than compliance monitoring, it is reasonable to hypothe-
size that successful users of the three-year cycle would tend to have a
‘quality orientation. This, in fact, turms out to be the case as shown in
Table 19. ' '

Table 19

Relationship between Monitoring Attitude and
Use of the Three-~year Application Cycled

Three—~year Cycle Use

. Yes, No Yes,
.Monitoring . : Paperwork Papertork
Attitude " No - : Reduction Reduction
Quality ~ . 1 ) 1 4
Both 9 5 11
Compliance 5 ' 4 ‘ 4

'8  Data from five states are missing.

As Table 19 shows, the relationship between success in the use of the
three-year cycls and monitoring attitudes is monotonic. Furthermore, the
relationship 1s in the expected direction for both the compliance and
quality activity measures as shown in Table 20. ‘
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Tabie 20

Rels ship between Three-year Cycle Use and Number
of yuality and Compliance Monitoring Activities

~
.

Monitoring Activities

Number of Quality Number of Compliance
Activities Reported Activities Reported
Three-~year
Cycle Use : 0-1 2 or more 1-2 ‘3 or more

" No , '8 8 9 7

Yes, No Paperwork
Reduction 8 3 5 6

Yes, Paperwork
Reduction 10 9 13

40\

Thus, activities in three different areas are related: As 1s dis-
cussed in the chapter on application approval, successful users of the
three-year cycle tend to be much more active in the area of parent involve-—
ment; states with a quality monitoring orientation have a more positive
attitude toward parent involvement; and states with a quality monitoring.
orientation also tend to be the successful users of the three—year appli-
cation approval cycle.

This configuration of attitudes and activities is characterized by an
active, problem~solving stance and a tendency to engage in several diverse
activities, beyond that which is required by law to help achieve program
quality. It is noteworthy that this configuration is not correlated with
any major demographic or resource variables. Such an association would
have suggested that higher levels of activities are a function of greater
staff or financial resources. Instead, this configuration is due more to
a philosophy or approach to the management task and is more clearly re-
lated to differences in values and orientation than to resources or state
‘demographic characteristcics.

Chaéges

When asked what changes they had made to their monitoring practices to
implement the provisions of the 1978 Title I law, 35 of the Title I coor-
dinators indicated some management changes. Increases in staffing (N=8),
increases in frequency of monitoring (N=9), and changes in moni- toring
content to reflect the content changes of the 1978 Title I law (N=9)
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were cited moderately often. Other types of changes reported include
changes to coordinate the monitoring of Title I with the state's compen-—
satory education program, a shifting in emphases to more monitoring of.
schools, closer monitoring of lowest achieving schools, and a shift to
monitoring whatever decisions are made by locals (a school~based manage-
ment approach).

A sizable number of coordinators (N=23) indicated that they changed
their monitoring process to be more comprehensive, structured, or for-
malized after the introduction of the 1978 law. While population, alloca-
 tion, and staffing of these states did not differ as a function of whether
such process changes were reported, there was a slight trend to suggest
that these states reported spending a larger proportion of their time on
monitoring than those states that did not report similar structured
changes. A larger proportion of these states also had state compensatory
educatlon programs (43% vs 31%), but they were not likely to report thac
Title I monitoring was coordinated with monitoring for these state com-—
_pensatory education programs. This finding suggests that the states
‘reporting coordination of monitoring with other state or federal programs
formalized their procedures at the time of the coordination and not as a
" result of the 1978 Title I law. In fact, of the eight states that re—-
ported coordinating Title I monitoring with monitoring of other programs,
only one reported initiating coordination of monitoring with its state
compensatory education program after 1978.

The states reporting more structured chaﬁges tended to report greater
use of teams to conduct monitoring, while those states not reporting such
changes tended to rely on individuals to conduct monitoring as shown in
Table 21.

Table 21

Relationship between Reports of Changes to
Monitoring Process and Monitoring Staffa

Monitoring Staff

Process Changes ' Individuals Teams Both

Mo | 11 7 .6
Yes ‘ 6 10 5
a Data from four states are missing.

Despite the fact that the use of teams seems to e associated with a more
quality focus, reports of changes made by states to make their monitoring
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process more structured were not related to the quality-compliance orien-
tation discussed earlier.

Prior to the intg;vieWS,.informal discussions with a few gtate Title
I coordinators suggested"that the increased monitoring requirements may be
too time.consuming, that ‘states may have less time now to spend providing
technical assistance to districts or on helping districts to improve their
programs. To our great surprise, only oune Title I coordinator volunteered
this response when asked what changes were made as a result of the imple-
mentation of the wmonitoring provision. While some of the coordinators
spoke out strongly against the greater emphasis placed on monitoring in
the 1978 Title I law, it appears that almost all developed ways to ensure
that technical.assistance or attention to quality issues did not suffer.

Desire for Monitoring Models

Almost one-half of Title I coordinmators (N=22), when asked whether
monitoring models would be helpful to them, indicated affirmatively.
Common answers to this question were a desire for monitoring instruments,
desire for monitoring examples as long as they were not mandates, and
models for quality as well as for compliance. These states could not be
differentiated from the others by any of the population, allocation, Or
staffing variables. The only descriptive variable that appeared to differ
ay a function,of preference for models was the percentage of time spent in
monitoring: Coordinators who indicated a preference for medels also
indicated that more time was spent in monitoring. Three coordinators who
were unsure of whether models would be helpful reported that they spent
approximately 50 percent of staff time conducting monitoring activities.
It may be that models, or examples, are desired by these coordinators to
help them reduce the amounts of time they spend in this area.

Preference for monitoring models, however, was not related to any of
the quality/compliance orientation variables. No overall trends were
apparent; however, several small features in the data merit comment.

Some states (N=13) were very adamant about' wanting monitoring models
or examples and that the monitoring models not be mandated. These states
tended to be characterized as having large monitoring staffs, and signifi-
cant influxes of population over the last 20 years. Ten of these states
were categorized as having a compliance or both compliance and quality
orientation; and eight of them reporting conducting 0 or 1 quality moni-
toring activities. :

Five states indicated they were satisfied with the models they were
currently using. Four of these states were characterized as having a
quality (or both compliance and quality) orientation.

Thus, while no overall trends were observed with preferences of
states toward models, some weak evidence (based on the small number of
responées) suggests that compliance-oriented states are more likely to
want models, while the quality-oriented states are likely to be satisfied
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with the processes and materials they are currently using. This trend is
in the expected direction similar to that noted in thé application approval
chapter--quality states are less likely to want models, since they tend to
feel more responsible for taking charge of their management activities.

Problems
When asked whethér the monitoring provisions in Section 167 caused

problems for them, 38 of the state Title I coordinators responded affirma-
tively. Table 22 lists the problems mentioned.

Table 22

Reports of Monitoring Problems

Problem Numﬁer of States

Problems caused by language of Section 167 .' 4
Problemé,cause by LEA requiremeuts ’ 33
Insufficient funds to implement provision -4
Staffing (quality, training) pr;bieﬁs 4
Too much effort fequired - ' 6

Increased effort means.less time spent on
quality or technical assistance

]

SEA does not like to be heavy arm of law 6

Analyses examining the presence of problems as a function of state charac-
teristics shows that none of the population, allocation, or staffing
variables are statistically significant. This finding is not too sur-
prising, considering the diverse nature of the problems reported.

Difficulties caused by the language of Section 167 or the regulationms.
were reported by four coordipators. These difficulties reflect the diverse
nature of the problems reported overall: problems caused in the districts
by the sending of a copy of the state's monyﬁoring report to the PAC
chairperson; such frequent monitoring is unjeccessary in small states
where the state Title I staff knows all of the LEAs very well; too much
time is spent monitoring the small LEAs with small allocations--with-
holding funds in these places results in the collection of "nickels and
dimes” and is not worth the time and money it takes to collect 1it.

187

RR'{




A sizable number of the coq;d&natﬁ?s (N=33) reported that one or more
of the district requirements were problematic in the monitoring process.
Table 23 presents the number of problems reported for each district
requirement.

Table 23

Reports of Monitoring Problems by District Rquirement

Type of Problem

Funds-Allocatioﬁ

Maintenance of effort
Excess costs

. Supplement, not supplant

Comparability

Targeting and Eligibility

Desigﬁating school attendance areas
Children to be served

‘Private school participation

Schoolwide projects

Program Design

Purpose of program
Assessment of educational need
Planning”
Sufficient size, scope, and quality
Expenditures related to ranking

of project areas and schools
Coordination with other programs
Information dissemination

Teacher and school board participation

Training of education aides
Control of funds
Construction

Jointly operated programs
Accountability

Complaint resolution
Individualized plans
Noninstructional duties

Evaluation

Evaluation
Sustaining gains
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3a,bv
83

13a,b
93

74
78
5a
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. Table 23 (continued)

Type of Problem Number of States

Parent Involvement

e Parent participation 53,b
e Pareat Advisory Councils . 16a,b
- a These items were mentioned as being a "major"” problem by at least one

state Title I coordinator.

b These items were mentioned as being a "major" problem by at least
one~half of the state Title I coordinators who reported it as a
problem.

As evident from the table, the funds allocation, targeting and eligi-
bility, and parent involvement requirements caused major problems for the
coordinators as they tried to conduct monitoring of local projects. A
comparison of “his table with Table 12 in the Application Approval chapter
shows that. these same requirements were problematic during the application
approval process as well. This observation is not unexpected. Uncertainty
first. about how to interpret a requirement and second how much information
to collect on the application to be satisfied that local projects are in
compliance with the requirement are undoubtedly related to the ability (or
inability) to monitor this information.

All of the six states reporting use of external contractors and use
of regional offices to conduct monitoring reported problems, but, in only
one-half of these cases were the reported problems related to the staffing.
Some of their comments include:

Keeping the'regional office staff coordinated with our
own {(central office) staff is a problem.

Training for the many hundreds of people hired to conduct
the monitoring is insufficient.

An examination of the six states reporting that the monitoring pro-
visions took too much effort also shows that these states were also very
active monitors: all reported using two or more ways to monitor quality
of service, and four of these also reported using three or more ways to
monitor compliance areas. While one of these coordinators reported spend-
ing more than one-half of all staff time on monitoring (which was the
highest percentage reported overall by any of the coordinators), the
percentages of time reported by the other five do not reflect inordinately
high percentages of time spent on this activity.

4

It was hypothesized that a less supportive and helpful stance by the
Department of Education as perceived by states might be associated with re-
ports of monitoring problems. This relationskip is presented in Table 24,
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Table 24

_ Reports of Monitoring Problems as-a
Function of Perceived Helpfulness from ED2

: ‘ Helpfulness of ED :
Presence of ) Sowewhat Neither/

Problems : Hindered Helpful Helpful Not Consulted
No 0 3 : 4 4

Yes : 2 7 13 11

‘a Data from five states are missing.

From this table it is apparentvthat a less helpful or neutral relationship
with ED is associated with reports of monitoring problems. :

0f the 13 states indicating that “monitoring for quality of service
is difficult to do, but we try,” 1l reported problems, some of which
related to not having enough time to devote to quality issues. Since the
establishment of quality monitoring activities was felt to be particularly
difficult for some states, and perhaps an area that could have been facili-
tated by the development of a Policy Manual, the states' attitudes toward
monitoring were hypothesized to be affected by the help they received from
ED. This relationship is shown in Table 25. ' - ~ '

o

Table 25

Relationship between Perceived Helpfulness of ED
and a Quality-Compliance Orientation?

Helpfulness of ED

Somewhat Neither/
"Monitoring Attitude Hindered Helpful Helpfui Not Consulted
Quality 0 1 3 2 |
Both 1 3 11 9
Comﬁliance 1 .6 2 3
a Data from seven states are missing.




From this table it is apparent that the states characterized as having a
compliance or both compliance and quality orieatation perceived ED as
being less helpful.

Presence of monitoring problems, however, is not related to any of
the measures of -quality-compliance discussed in this chapter.

Exemplary Practices

When asked whether the state Title I coordinators had developed any
monitoring practices that.could be considered exemplary and that could be
shared with other states, 37 answered in the affirmative. Sixteen states
reported development of exemplary processes, while twenty-—seven reported
development of materials. Table 26 presents a listing of the exemplary
processes and materials developed by these coordinators.

Table 26
Reports of Exemﬁlary Monitoring Practices

Practice Number of States

& FExemplary Processes Developed

~Team approach . 4
~Onsite review process 12
~Coordinated monitoring approach. © 3
~Feedback from monitoring to LEAs - 2

e Exemplary Materials Developed

-Monitoring checklist 11
-Monitoring instruments, handbook,

MEP 14
-Monitoring feedback reports 4
~Program review guldes 1

The states that reported developing exemplary processes are characterized
by larger central office staffs and greater numbers of staff available for
monitoring, but by no other state demographic characteristics. Interest-

ingly, the 22 states producing either exemplary materials or processes did

not differ from those states that did not report such production in terms
of the percentage of time spent on monitoring or in terms of years of
experience of the coordinators. Since relationships with both these vari-
ables were observed in earlier discussions, especially regarding implemen-
tation of monitoring for quality of service, it was 2xpected that they
might be significantly related to production of exeinplary practices
discussed here. '
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One initial hypothesis held prior to data collection was that de-
velopment of exemplary practices might be associated with reports of
monitoring problems--that processes or materials might be developed to
overcome problems. An examination of the data shows that this hypothesis B (:~
was not supported.. : .
States' relationships with ED were also believed to play a key role
in the development of exemplary practices or materials. It had been
thought initially that, had the policy manual being drafted by ED been
completed as scheduled, helpful monitoring materials would have been
distributed to states, which would have obviated the development of thelr
own materials. The fact that the policy manual was never completed implied
that gaps in such assistance might exist (e.g., in the area of monitoring
checklists), and these gaps might have stimulated states to develop their
own materials. Table 27 presents the production of exemplary monitoring
practices as a function of the perceived helpfulness of ED.

Table 27

Production of Exemplary Monitoring Practices as a
Function of Perceived Helpfulness from EDZ

Helpfulness cf ED

Development of Exemplary Somewhat Neither/
%1Monitoring Practices Hindered Helpful Helpful Not Consulted

No ' ’ 1 2 2 3

Yes 1 8 15 _ 12

a Data from five states are missing.

This table shows that the states reporting development of exemplary
monitoring materials or processes tended to perceive ED as being more help-
ful than those states that reported no development of exemplary materials.
Some of the comments made by states to this question include:

ED was supportive of our efforts to develop our monitor-
ing system.

ED encoyraged us to develop a monitoring checklist.

. ED shared monitoring materials from other states with us.

&

ED sent monitoring—reléted materials to us for dissemina-
tion to our LEAs.
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ED encouraged us to do as much as we could in the area of
monitoring depending on the funds available. h
While the help given by ED was often in the form of encouragement or
reviews of materials or sharing of materials from other states to stimu-
_late development of materials by a state, nevertheless it does not ceem to
be- the case that states developed materials to overcome a "hindering”
relationship with ED. o ‘ .

To identify more clearly what kinds of states developed exemplary
monitoring practices,‘iroduction was examined as a function of monitoring
attitudes as shown in Table 28. From this table it is apparent that
production of exemplary practices is associated more with a quality or
both quality and compliance orientation. {

h

N
Table 28

Production of Exemplary Practices as a
Function of Monitoring Attitude?

Production of Monitoring Attitude -
Exemplary Practices Quality : Both Compliance
No 1 4 ' 4

Yes 5 21 9

a Data from five states are missing.

Since monitoring checklists and instruments were hypothesized to be
items more likely produced by compliance-oriented states, while use of
special consultants was known to be associated with quality monitoring as
described earlier, further examinations of materials development were made
as a function of the quality-compliance attitudes held by states as shown

~in Table 29.




Table 29

Development of Exemplary Processes and Materials as a
Function, of Monitoring Attitude?

Develgpment of Develbpmen;_of
Exemplary Processes Exemplary Materials

Monitoring Attitude 2 No ' Yes No Yes
Quality SR T 3 3. 3

Both 16 9 8 17

Compliance . 11 2 6 7

a Data from five states are missing.

From this table it 1s apparent that more quality-oriented states report
production of exemplary processes; while compliance-oriented states do not
tend to report developing exemplary processes. Of the two compliance-
oriented coordinators who did, both reported an exemplary progess for the
actual conduct of onsite monitoring reviews, which is not inconsistent
with the earlier discussions of states holding a compliance orientations.
The states having both a compliance and quality orientation tend to be
very active producers of practices, especially in developing exemplary.
materials.

Different kinds of materials tended to be associated with the quality-
compliance orientations held by states. All but one of the five states
reporting development of a monitoring feedback process or monitoring
feedback reports were states reporting at least one quality monitoring
activity, and rone of these states was labeled as a compliance-oriented
state. On the other hand, of the eleven states reporting development of a -
monitoring checklist, only one was labeled as a quality-oriented state.

Continuation

At the end of the mohitoring
asked whether they would continue
legal requirements for them to do
were not in existence at the time
this question were purely specula

- onsite to a representative sample

section of the interview, states were

to mordtor if there were no or minimal
so. Since the provisions of Chapter 1

of the early interviews, the answers to
tive. As part of the interviews conducted
of 20 states, state-level personnel were

queried specifically about their continuation plans under Chapter 1. By

this time, Chapter 1 requirements
state coordinators were beginning

were a little better understood, and
to make plans as to what aspects of their
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Title I practices would or would not be included as part of Chapter 1
management.

The discussion on continuation plans is presented in two parts. . The
speculative answers provided by the 49 Title T coordinators during the
telephone interviews will be summarized and interpreted first. The infor-
mation obtained from the 20 state Title I coordinators in response to
specific probes about their plans to monitor under Chapter 1 will be
presented next. '

Monitorfﬁg Plans: A Speculation

The answers of the coordinators to the theoretical question, whether

" they would continue to monitor 1f it were not expressly required by law,

are summarized in Table 30.

Table 30

Monitoring Continuation Plans

Plan . _ Number of States

e Don't know 3
e Yes (plans unspecified) ' : 2
e Similar to current practice ’ ' 23

- Monitor for fiscal accountability 11

- Monitor for program quality , 11

- 1Insure integrity to application . 1
K Modified practices 12

- Monitor all districts but less frequently ' ‘ 6

- Monitor fewer requirements 4

- Simplify examinations of source data
(e.g., comparability reports or maintenance

~ of effort) ' 3
-« Other modified practices (e.g., monitor
smaller districts less frequently ) 3
' Differentvpractices 9

- Monitor less for program compliance and more
for program quality even if adherence to

compliance suffers : 4
- TInvolve LEAs on decisions about what items

should be monitored 4
-~ Include as part of state law or as part of

state requirements for other educational

programs 3
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" From the table it is apparent that all but three coordinators de-
finitely plan to continue some sort of monitoring activities. Continua-
tion for 23 of the states is expected to take a form similar to that being
done at -present, while 21 indicated they would like to change some fea-
ture(s) of their current practice. Of the coordinators wishing to change
their monitoring activities, 12 wanted to expend less effort in monitoring
generally either by monitoring less often or by monioring fewer require-
ments.

Stateg' continuation plans could not be differentiated on the basis
of any population, allocation, or staffing variables.

A sizable number of the state Title I coordinators. (N=20) indicated
‘that implementation of their continuation proposals depended upon the
wishes of their chief state school officer or other state-level policy
makers. These states were characterized by an influx of population from
1970 to 1980. The coordinators of these states also tended to have fewer
years of experience with the Title I program than those coordinators who
did not similarly qualify their continuation proposals. 0f these ten
states, only one state proposed different monitoring practices, five
states proposed similar practices, and the remaining states were either
unsure of continuation or did not specify what kinds of activities they
would include. It was surprising that more of the states proposing dif-
ferent-practices did not also report a greater degree of dependency on
their state decisionmakers.

It was originally hypothesized that continuation of a particular
state management responsibility might be a function of the importance
placed on it| by the Title I coordinators. Since almost all coordinators
indicated t;%q they would want to continue monitoring, continuation was
~ defined for the remaining discussions in terms of the similar, modified,
or differentjproposals made by the respondents. Of those proposing similar
practices, 95 percent rated monitoring as having substantial importance;
88 percent of those proposing different practices rated it as having sub-
stantial importance; only 63 percent of those with modified practices
rated it as having substantial importance. The modified group tended to
 {nclude a number of states that wanted to'do less monitoring than is
currently required. Thus, it may be that these states are generally less
satisfied with monitoring than either the "similar” and "different”
groups, which appears to be reflected in these importance ratings. -

It was also hypothesized that another indicator of importance as far
as continuation is concerned may be the development of exemplary materials.

It had been thought that states that invested time and effort in the devel-

opment of exemplary materials might be more likely to. continue monitoring
than those with less investment. . In fact, 90 percent of the states pro-
posing similar plans states reported development of exemplary practices, .
81 percent of the states proposing modified plans reported exemplary prac-
tices, while only 66 percent of the states proposing different plans
reported exemplary practices. This finding was somewhat surprising in
light of the high ratings given to monitoring by the "different” group.

An examination of these continuation plans as‘a function of the
quality-compliance orientation held by states is shown in Table 31.
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Table 31°
Initial Continuation Plans as & Function of Monitoring Attitude?

Monitoring Attitude

Continuation Plans ' o Quality Both. Compliance
Similar to Current Practice v

(including unspecified plans)’ : 4 14 5
Modified Practices 1 7 4
Different Practices ' | 0 4 ‘ 5

a Data from five states are missing.

Only one of the quality-oriented states reported wanting to change moni-
toring activities, while most of the compliance-oriented states wanted to
change their monitoring practices. Since some of the compliance-oriented
states indicated that they did monitoring only because it was required by
law, 1t is not surprising that these states might want to do less in the
future or consider different alternmatives to monitoring. Some of these
attitudes will be explained in more detail in the next section of this
chapter.

, Although the "different” states were less likely to report develop-
ment of exemplary practices, two-thirds of them indicated they wanted
monitoring models, while the other two groups of states tended to be
equally -divided in their preferences for models. It is reasonable per-
haps, that the states proposing to implement different management strate-
gles would be most interested in receiving helpful ideas or examples.

One indicator that had been expected initially to differ as a func-
tion of continuation is frequency of monitoring. It was held that states
doing annual monitoring might feel that monitoring was more important than
states that conducted monitoring less frequently. Thus, states choosing
to monitor more frequently were expected to be more likely to continue
monitoring if it were not required. Approximately one-half of the states
proposing similar and modified monitoring plans did, in fact, report
monitoring every year, whi%e none of the states proposing different plans

'reported monitoring every year. More than one-half of the "different”

states reported that monitoring frequency depended upon the size of the
LEAs. These data suggest that more frequent monitoring may be more condu-
cive to continuation proposals that are more similar to current practices.
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One other indicator of effort expended, which was felt might“algo be
related to continuation, was the percentage of time spent on mpnitoring.

" While the amount of time Spent could be viewed as "too much effort re-

quired” rather than as an indicator of the amount of timelexpénded_by
choice, analyses were conducted to examine the continuation responses of
states as a function of time reported spent on monitoring. A weak rela-
tionship was observed in that states reporting different proposals also
reported spending more time than those states reporting similar or modi-

* fied proposals. L '

All of these findings taken together raise. an interesting question.
If the states proposing different monitoring activities do not tend to
monitor more frequently or develop exemplary materials, in what activities
do they engage that could result in so much more time spent? One possible
reason for the additional time spent way be that all of the states
reporting different plans also tended to report monitoring problems as

~shown in Table 32.

Table 372
Initial Continuation Plans as a Function of Problems Reported?d

Problems Reported
Continuation Plans No Yes

Similar to Current Practices

(and unspecified) ; 10 15
Modified Practices . 2 11

Different Practices 0 9

a Data from two statess are missing.

4

{fhile problems with LEA requirements were reported by all but one of the
different states, other frequent problems reported were too much effort
required (N=2), insufficient funding to implement (N=2), and different
problems caused by the language of Section 167 (N=2). While problems
apparently did not cause these states with different continuation plans to
rate monitoring as having a low importance, the presence of problems may
have led these states to more serious consideration of alternative moni-
toring strategies. . ’

Table 32 also shows that the states with modified continuation plans
also tended to report problems. Problems reported by the modified states
include problems with specific LEA requirements (N=3), problems with the
state not wanting to be the heavy arm of the law (N=3), and different
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problems -caused by the language of Section 167 (N=2). Whether the loss of
face as reported by some of the states that they encountered in having to
be the heavy arm of the law led to lower importance.ratings is not certain.
These problems did apparently lead states to feel that less frequent
monitoring or less active monitoring in the future would be better than
frequent and intense monitoring currently reported.

| . Thus, while amount of effort expended on monitoring (e.g., frequency,

: exemplary materials) may be one indicator of continuation of similar
practices, the presence of numerous problems may cause states to consider
alternative continuation proposals.

Monitoring Plans: Preliminary Views of Chapter 1 Impact

During subsequertly conducted onsite interviews to a sample of 20
states, the Title I coordinators were probed specifically about their
plans to include some kind of monitoring activities in their Chapter 1
program management and about what problems they mig anticipate in carry-
ing out these monitoring activities. So that the comments of these coor-
dinators can be placed in perspective, a summary of their past monitoring
activities is included in Table 33. :

Table 33

National Sample of 20 States: :
Description of Past Monitoring Activities

Variable Number of States Variable Number of States
e Monitor e Desire for models
-Title I unit ’ 12 -No 10
-Title I & , -Yes "’ 8
content ~Don't know 1
specialists © 3 _
~Title I & - e Presence of exem-
external plary practices _
consultants ' 1 -No 4
-Regional ' -Yes 16
office 4 .
_ e Number of ways
e Types of quality is
monitors monitored '
-Individuals 8 -0Oor 1l , 8
~Teams 5 -2 or more 12
-Both 5 '




Table 33 (continued)

Variable ‘ Number of States " Variable
e Number of ways
e LEA involvement " compliance 1s
' -LEA self monitored ’
' assessments -0 to 2
or sharing -3 or more
of SEA in-
strument . e Monitoring orientation
with LEAs 8 -Quality
: -Both quality
e Parent involve- & compliance
ment ~Compliance
-As monitors
or as in- e Presence of
terviewers 7 problems
P _No
e Monitoring ~Yes '
frequency .
~Annual 8 e Initial continua-
~-Every 3 yrs 6 1 tion plans?
-Depends ~Similar
upen size 6 -Modified
~Different
-Don't Know
a Data collected during initial telephone interviews

Number of States

W S

As evident from the table, the states in the national sample tended

to be very active in the area of monitoring.

Thus, it is of particular

{interest to determine whether these state coordinators specifically plan
to continue monitoring under Chapter 1, since monitoring is not a required

activity.«

Of the 20 coordinators,

o 3 indicated con;inuatién of monitoring similar to what 1is

being done at present,

e 8 indicated plans to do less monitoring in the future, and

e 9 indicated monitoring plans that differed from those being

done at present.

Only one coordinator indicated that he was not planning to continue
This coordinator, however, indicated that he would

monitoring actitivies.
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continue to make an annual “evaluation” visit to LEAs, which, for all
intents and purposes, is a monitoring-like activity that includes a heavy
focus on technical assistance.

An examination of these continuation responses with those summarized
in the previous table shows that only two of the nine coordinators who had
initially wanted to continue similar monitoring activities reported similar
continuation plans during the later interviews. " The coordinators who
originally proposed to do less monitoring or to do different monitoring

. activities tended not to deviate from these plans in the later interviews.

Table 34 presents the later continuation plans for monitoring as a func-
tion of the earlier response given during the telephone interview.

Table 34

National Sample: Changes to Monitoring Continuation Plans
as a Function of Prior Expectation .

Current Emphasis ‘ . NumberIOf States
Same emphasis as preQiously expected ’ 7
Less emphasis than previously expected 6
Diffgfent emphasis than previously expected ’ 7

Comments of the states reporting that less emphasis will be placed on
monitoring in the future than they had anticipated cited fewer dollar ;
resources under Chapter 1 and fewer administrative staff as the primary
reasons. Their plans generally included less frequent monitoring visits

~ to all districts or monitoring in fewer areas. Sample comments include:

We will concentrate our limited resources to protect
LEAs in compliance matters. We will cut back in tech-
nical assistances

We may have to monitor districts every four or five
years instead of every three years.

With fewer staff, we will monitor less often.

With fewer staff, we will invest less effort in moni-
toring, and we will monitor less often.

We will do monitoring less often and to fewer LEAs—--

mainly those needing the most assistance. We will also
reduce the number of areas covered.

1.
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We will monitor to a lesser deggxe. We'll have fewer ‘ ‘
staff, conduct fewer visits, and 'review fewer program
activities.

We will concentrate on the large districts and pay less
attention to the many smaller ones around the state.
Monitoring or auditing the extremely tiny districts is
akin to going after the nickels and dimes--the real
compliance problems are not there.

We may not have the resources to monitor for quite as
much, but we will definitely monitor.

One might expect from the discussions early in this chapter that the
compliance-oriented states would tend to want to do less monitoring in the
future. In this sample of 20 states, 5 were labeled as having a compliance
orientation. Only one of these, however, had a low activity, compliance
orientation, the remaining four tended to view monitoring as important for
accountability and, as such, tended to be more active monitors generally.
Sample comments from these state coordinators are: !

We cannot afford to give up monitoring. We cannot rely
on "paper"” monitoring, since LEAs will make up anything
to satisfy us regardless of the truth.

While we will be forced to do less monitoring than
before because of shrinking dollars, the threat of
monitoring will keep people honest. '

Because of monetary and staff limitations, we will do
monitoring in a limited, mickey mouse way. We will have
- a much reduced effort--we won't be able to do as much.

The comments made by some of the compliance-oriented states shows a
relatively heavy emphasis on providing technical assistance. In fact, one : :
of these state coordinators indicated that, since the threat of monitoring “
and audits was generally felt to be sufficient to keep districts legal,
they felt they could reduce their monitoring effort slightly without
affecting the legality of their programs. The savings in time gained from
moni- toring less frequently could be applied to providing more technical
assis- tance to their districts.

In fact, a number of states—-regardless of their quality or com-—
pliance orientattion--appeared -to make plans to continue monitoring under
the guise of providing technical assistance. A further look at a few of
these states showed that they fit the "local control” picture described in
the Rulemaking chapter--these states were active in making informal rules
to help districts improve quality programs, but they were very careful not
to project a directive image to their districts. Since a decision to
monitor actively under Chapter 1 might be interpreted as an inappropriate
activity for a nondirective state, this may account for the large number
of future monitoring plans that contain a heavy focus on technical
assistance. Sample comments of some of these coordinators are:
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I don't know how much monitoring the department will let
me do. We may set uyp a monitoring group that monitors
across many programs. '

-Monitoriné is a necessary evil. Wé have to do some. We
do it to get to the technical assistance part of things.
The emphasis in monitoring will be different—--we will
focus more on achievement and less on how the dollars
are spent.

The bottom line lies with the auditor. The SEA is
willing to help LEAs become legal. However, we will not
call it monitoring, but voluntary program review by
request of districts. This program review will be like
monitoring, and probably all LEAs will want 1it.

We will not do monitoring. Instead we will visit dis-
tricts annually for an annual "evaluation” visit, where
we will include technical assistance.

We will do a "program review” instead of a monitoring
visit. This review will be a technical assistance
activity that will help districts solve any problems of
compliance.

We will not call it monitoring—~that implies checking up

on LEAs. We will only check the minimum areas that are- L
required by law. In other areas, we will assist dis-—

tricts to develop more effective programs by providing

more help on "sufficient size, scope, and quality” and

on needs assessments than in the past.

More than one-half of the sample of states was strongly committed to
the idea of monitoring under Chapter 1. These states tended to report
past effort in developing monitoring processes that work, they may have
expended efforts to involve parents in the process, or they may have
utilized other state or local resources to conduct monitoring. Some of
those coordinators——-especially those who were able to report continuation
plans that were consistent with (even if not identical to) their past
efforts—--spoke out strongly in favor of an important role for monitoring.
Sample comments of these coordinators include:

The SEA is responsible for monitoring. State regula-
tions even rvquire it. We have invested a lot of dollars
in our review process and have refined it, and we plan

to continue using it. -

Monitoring is an important role of the state.

We want to help districts solve any problems of com-
pliance.
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We will monitor districts to help protect them in case
of audits. )

Monitoring is part of the state leadership role; the
districts will expect 1it.

~ We have always monitored; it has great value for program
quality and compliance. We will continue to monitor as
before. ’ ’

"Monitoring is important for complianee and assisting
LEAs to develop more effective programs.

Monitoring is a state responsibility to ensure that
funds are spent¢ within the intent of the law. It also
leads to program lmprovement.

Monitoring is necessary to ensure compliance with
federal rules and the approved project application. It
is also the main vehicle for providing technical assis-
tance. ’

In some case~, however, states that had been extremely active in
monitoring under Title I were forced--by fewer dollars and fewer staff——to
plan to do less ronitoring in the future. While they were all very upset
about this turn of events, they tended to deal with their frustration in
different ways. Four states, for example, reported plans to do less
monitoring to all districts. One planned to require that all of its
districts utilize self assessments on an annual basis in lieu of annual
monitoring by the state. In three cases, states planned to focus their
monitoring on a subset of their districts--whether selected by allocations
or by a history of noncompliance or on the basis of poor achievement.

It had been hypothe..ized that states that really wanted to do more
monitoring might discover more creative monitoring procedures other: than
onsite visits to help them monitor under Chapter 1 to the extent that they
would like. One such alternative, which was in fact mentioned, involved
more self assessments by districts. Even though seven states in the
sample had districts monitor themselves in the past, Tnone of these men-
tioned relying on this alternative more in the future Greater reliance
on "paper"” monitoring was considered by one state but rejected, because it
was not felt to be a valid indicator of compliance.‘ Thus, states at this
early stage of planning had not considered any différeat alternatives to
monitoring onsite. Hence, they were forced to consider compromises of
fewer activities or fewer districts.

It is significant that the coordinators who reported changes to their
monitoring continuation plans also tended to report problems. Lack of
staff and fewer dollar resources were the only problems mentioned. One
coordinator commented:

Carrying out the actual monitoring activities will not be
a problem; what will be frustrating is that we won't be
able to do as much as in the past since we will have
fewer staff available for conducting monitoring visits.”
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The states in this sample tended to believe that monitoring was an
important function, despite the desires by some to include monitoring
activities as part of evaluation or technical assistance. The major
challenge for these states under Chapter 1 will be conducting monitoring-
like activities with fewer staff and fewer administrative resources.

Monitoring and Enforcement Plan

P . The monitoring and enforcement plan (MEP) was intended by Congress to
: help states focus on their monitoring and enforcement activities.. The
9 plan'was to include a program of regular visits and a description of
"+ ° states' monitoring procedures that was to cover a span of three years.
Also to be includedfgere procedures for resolving audits and resolving
complaints and spec*¥ication of plans for ensuring equitable services to
children enrolled in private schools. According to the final regulations
published in_l981, states ’ :

...shall submit to the Secretary amendments to an MEP
whenever the SEA has substantially changed a policy or
. procgdure that is described in that MEP.

Copies of the MEP were also to be available, free of charge upon request,
to any district or Title I advisory council.

§,
Implementation R \\\ (:::

At the time ‘when gtates were preparing their MEPs, much confusion
existed as to the purpose of the document and its use by ED. It was not
until the FY 1980 Title I allocations were delayed during Summer 1979 for
some states until their MEPs were submitted to and approved by ED that

_state Title I coordinators fully realized the significance of this docu~-
ment--that it was considered to be the state application. Because of this
finding, some states apparently submitted their documents in a much hur-
ried manner without devoting much time to detailed considerations of its
content. '

-

Because many states were not certaln about how to interpret the
requirements to be included in the MEP, ED disseminated a memorandum
outlining the major sections of the MEP, .including seven statements that
were to appear in the different sections. This memo apparently reached
some states too late--after ‘they had already struggled with the prepara-
tion of the MEP, but, for others, it was applauded. It is not surprising
that many of the MEPs produced looked exactly alike-~they tended to follow
the outline provided by ED.

Given the knowledge that.some of the MEPs were developed under less
than ideal circumstances, state Title I coordinators were asked during the
v interviews conducted by this study about the procedures included in the
MEP and how their actual monitoring practices might differ from them.
Almost all (N=40) of the state Title I coordinators indicated that the
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procedures outlined in their MEPs are the ones used for monitoring and
enforcement. Only seven coordinators indicated that procedures other than
in the state MEP were being used in monitoring. Usually the discrepancies
between practices reported on the MEP and actual ones were due to using a

newly developed or modified instrument (N=3), to monitoring less frequently -

than originally planned (N=3),:or to not expanding into program compliance

‘auditing as was planned (N=3). :

Almost all of the coordinators (N=40) also indicated tﬁét’they are

following the program of regular visits outlined in their MEP. However,

these are not necessarily the same ones who indicated that all procedures
outlined in the MEP are being used for monitoring and enforcement. Only
35 coordinators consistently said that they are following the procedures
outlined and that they are adhering to their plan of regular monitoring
visits. S ‘

While a sizable’ number of the coordinators (N=25) said that’ their
state office had used an MEP or a similar plan prior to 1978, and most
were following the procedures outlined in their MEPs, wore states inter-
viewed said the, MEP has not reduced audit exceptions (N=21) than said the

" MEP has reduced audit exceptions (N=13).

Twenty-seven Title I coordinators answered the question "Does the MEP
ser¥e any other important functions (i.e., than reducing audit excep-
tions)?" in the affirmative. Positive comments regarding important func-
tions of-the MEP included such things as the MEP "forces the SEA to forma-
lize their monitoring plan,” and it is “good for reaching closure with ED
on their expectations.” Most of the eight negative comments about the MEP
were general and to the effect that the MEP just does not serve any impor-
tant function. < i

.

Problems '

. Over one-half of the Title I coordinators interviewed stated that the
requirement for an MEP has created problems for them (N=24). The problems
reported centered on the time-consuming aspects of preparing, negotiating,
resubmitting, and amending the original MEP (N=9). ~ Some coordinators felt

eparing the MEP was busy work or an unnecessary burden or that there

ere inadequate resources at the state level to meet the requirements
(N=7). - Several Title I coordinators reported problems specific to the
area of program compliance audits (§f5).

- One theme that underscored many of the discussion problem# was the
lack' of information about the MEP available at the time when“ft was being
prepared. Lalck of knowledge about the fact that Title I funds would be
withheld until the MEP was approved to lack of knowledge about just how
"independent” an auditor had to be created much frustration on the part of
coordinators who were trying their best to develop these monitoring and -
enforcement documents. Sarcastic comments made by the coordinators sug-
gested that different answers to the questions dealing with compliance
audits and independence of auditors were given simultaneously by different
ED Title I personnel.
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Resentment was expressed by several coordinators as they believed
that the MEP requirement was introduced in the legislation to force a
small number of very influential states to conduct regular monitoring
visits to their districts. These respondents felt that "most" states were
already monitoring their districts, and these states were not the ones
that needed an MEP-like plan. Thus, the majority of states s had to "suffer
for the sins of a few."

One problem encountered by states with the MEP was a long time in
coming. Apparently, during the year following its submission, the Title I
Program Review Teams began their monitoring visits to states during which
they compared actual procedures with the plans and procedures outlined in
the MEP. As a result of these visits, a number of states were told to
submit an amendment to their MEPs since their actual practices differed
from those outlined in the MEP. A frequent reason for submission of an
amendment is that states were unable to meet the frequency of their moni-
toring visits as specified in their MEP.

These citations served to provide a second jolt tc gtates concerning
the importanece of the MEPs. Since several coordinators had felt initially
that the MEP was submitted to ED primarily as simply something they had to
do to obtain their Title I dollars, they were surprised to discover that
ED Title I personnel took the MEP so seriously. Thus, additional time and
effort was spent amendlng the MEP, which several coordinatars felt was
problematic.

While the Title T regulations contained a provision that required
states to amend their MEPs if their actual practices differed from those
included in the MEP, these regulations were not made final until 198l--long
after the first amendments were requested.

Preference for Models

A maJorlty of those interviewed (N=23) said it would not be useful to
have a standardized or model.MEP format. Those who did not feel a stan-
dardized or model MEP form would be helpful simply said it is not neces-—
sary (N=7) or it would not allow for individual differences or flexibility
(N=8). Q\: .

Of those who felt some kind of model might be useful if the MEP were
renegotiated in three years, they suggested having some type of guideline
(¥=8), a checklist (N=1), or an outline of the format (N=1). *

However, as the data collection continued; and when it became apparent

that monitoriong may no longer be required, this question was felt to be
irrelevant by many of the respondents.

Continuation Plans

Many of the Title I coordinators (N=31) said they would include an
MEP-1like plan as part of their program management, even if it were not
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required by law. However, few indicated they would continue to develop an
MEP exactly as in the past. Instead, the coordinators said they would use
a less formalized system to ensure compliance and to provide technical
assistance, which may or may not exist as a formally written plan.

Since so many negative feelings were tied to the MEP, it was not
surprising that so few coordinators indicated a desire to continue using
the document that they had initially developed. However, the negative
feelings observed were not directed toward monitoring or enforcement in
general, only toward the MEP itself. (

‘\

Summary

While the idea of an MEP may have appeared conceptually sound to its
initiators, implementation of the idea appears to have been a failure.
The differing importance placed on the document by ED and states and the
lack of timely and consistent assistance to states on how to develop the
. MEPs appeared to negate much positive benefit derived from the MEP. The
states that reported using a monitoring plan similar to the MEP prior to
the MEP mandate tended to report that they will continue to use a similar
plan in the future. These states seemed to feel that they suffered through
a lot of unneeded paperwork, effort, and difficulties without feeling that
much good came of it.

Monitoring: A District Perspective

4

A sample of 60 districts was queried about their states' monitoring
activities to provide an indepth look at this process from a district
viewpoint. All 98 districts were asked about key features of the process
that they liked or did not like.

The local Title I coordinators indicated that the person(s) who come
to conduct monitoring visits were primarily individual Title I consultants
from either a regional office or from the central office staff (N=34, 59.6
percent). Twenty coordinators (35.1 percent) indicated that they were
monitored by teams, and three (5.3 percent) mentioned some other
arrangement.

The frequency with which LEAs were monitored was compared with that
reported by their states. This relationship is shown in Table 35.




Table 35
Reports of Monitaring Frequency by Districts and their States

Monitoring Frequency Reported by States

Monitoring Frequency ¢ ‘ Every Every Depends on
Reported by Districts Annual 2 Years 3 Years LEA Size
Annual _ | o 19 0 11 8
Twice per year 0 0 1 T4
Three times per year ; .1 0 0 1
Every 2 years 1 0 0 ' 2
Every 3 years 0 -0 3 4

5]
o
=
N

Other/Don't Know

As apparent from the table, there is relatively close agreement between
district perceptions of how often they are monitored and reports of -
monitoring frequency made by their states.. The largest difference was
between the 11 LEAs that reported annual monitoring visits and their
states that reported less frequent monitoring. No particular reasons for
‘this discrepancy were observed.

The majority of districts believed that monitoring led to improve-
ments .in program quality (N=46, 80.7 percent); a lesser number felt that
monitoring led to changes in their program management (N=38, 66.7 percent).
The districts reporting that monitoring led to changes in their program
management tended to come from states that were active in the area of
monitorjing for quality of service. Surprisingly, the same relationship
did not hold strongly for districts reporting that monitoring led to
improvements in program quality as shown on Table 36.
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Table 36

Relationship between District Monitoring Attitudes
: and State Monitoring Activities

Mohitoring Leads to
Management Changes

Number of Quality
Monitoring Activities

District Attitudes

Monitoring Leads to
Program Improvement

Reported by States No No Yes
Low 10 2 22
High 9 8 > 25

All districts were asked what they liked best about the monitoring
process, and their responses are categorized as shown in Table 37.

Table 37

What LEAs Liked Best About the Monitoring Process

Response

® Constructive Criticism, Suggestions,
Reinforcement of Practices by SEA--
A Good Management Tool

- SEA goes over problems on the spot
and helps LEA make necessary changes

- LEA staff included on state monitoring
staff offers helpful suggestions

- SEA offers worthwhile suggestions to
improve programs

- SEA can put pressure on LEA adminis-
trators to make needed changes

- Comments made by SEA staff lead to

" improvements in program quality

- Having an outsider review the program
allows LEAs to review their programs
objectively '

23y

210

Number of Districts

40




\\
\
N

\
AN

Table 37 (continued)

. Re
\ sponse

\ , :
Monitaring Keeps LEAs Honest/On Their Toes/
Legal and in Compliance

Knowledge that LEAs will be monitored

keeps ‘them on their toes and in compliance

Monitoring ‘Allows LEAs to Show Off
Program to Qutsiders

Opportunity to show off the good
things LEA is doing

LEA can "strut its stuff"

SEA can increase knowledge of the LEA
Monitoring leads to improved SEA/LEA
relations

<

Monitoring Enables Provision of
Technical Assistance

Ma jor means of getting ideas of what
other LEAs are doing

Good way for LEAs to find out "what

is going on in Washington"” and "what

_may come done the pike from Washington”

Opportunites to “pick the brains” of SEA
consultants, especially if content
specialists are used

General Positive Attitudes toward SEA/
Monitoring Process

SEA consultants are fair, thorough,
good monitors

" SEA monitors are very persomnal, advo-

cates not adversaries, humans not
tyrants ' )

Use of teams is valued

Provision of a checklist in.advance of

the visit is helpful

Nothing

Number of Districts

28 -

18
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It is apparent that LEAs also have a mixture of attitudes about monitor—
ing~-whether monitoring is to help improve their programs or primarily to
help them become in compliance with the law.
mirrored by their states as well.

These same attitides are




_ This mixture of district attibudes is further illustrated by their
comments as to what they liked least about the monitoring process. These
answers are categorized as shown in Tqble 38.

Table 38

What LEAs Liked Least About the Monitoring Process

Response - Number of Districts
e “Nothing . 17
e Monitoring is a 3Burden/Too Time Consuming - 23

- Timing of visits is always bad
- Too much time is needed to prepare for
the visits, and often the information
compiled is never reviewed by the
monitors
} - Scheduling of many monitors into schools
is difficult
- The process is too time ccnsuming, : ' ‘
' contains too much busy work'

e Monitoring Causes High Levels of Anxiety
on Part of LEAs 12

- Title I teachers get so nervous and
uptight about the visit

- Title I coordinators feel the pregsure--
if violations are found, they don't
want the rest of the district to suffer
from their mistakes

- Monitoring makes all LEA staff nervous

- Some SEA monitors deliberately intimidate
Title I teachers

- Creates too much uncertalnty-—LEAs do not
know what to expect

AN
e Problems With Monitoring Process/SEA Staff ‘ 20

- Not enough technical assistance provided

- One day is too short to be of help to LEA

- Some SEA staff have preconceived notions
about what they will find

- Some SEA monitors ask-irrelevant questions

- - A team of 15 SEA consultants is overkill '

- Not following an SEA “recommendation”
toda; will mean a “citation"” tomorrow

- Monitoring ‘is not frequent enough

- Monitoring is too frequent
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"Table 38 (continued

Response . Number of Districts

- Reglonal office monitors only do "paper”
monitoring since they have no special-
ized content backgrounds

- Some SEA monitors not well trained,
competent, inexperienced

e Monitoring as Implementéd May Not Lead
to Improved Program Quality - 10

~ SEA does not make helpful/constructive
comments,

- Not enough focus on the whole project--
only on whether particular requirements
are met

- Follow through by SEA is minimal--

- friendships get in the way of making con-
structive suggestions to improve program

- Monitoring does not benefit the students

- SEA forces LEAs to change program
practices, even if evaluation data show
no problems

- SEA monitors only lcok for noncompliance——
they do not help LEAs to improve their
programs

e General Negative Réactions Toward Process ' 3

One reaction shared by districts that might surprise their state
Title I offices is that monitoring led to high levels of anxiety on the
part of 12 LEAs, in which incidentally six were located in three states.
Much of the anxiety stemmed from the unpredictability caused by having
inexperienced or less competent SEA staff serve as monitors. 1In other
cases, however, experienced monitors apparently deliberately intimidated
some districts to make themselves appear to have more oversight authority.
than they did. Because these monitors appeared to have such complete
control over whether districts received positive or negative reports of
the visit, it is not surprising that some LEA staff were anxious about the
process. In a few cases, more vocal LEA staff requested that the state
Title I coordinator change their monitor(s), because they believed that
the monitors assigned to them were not fair or not doing a good job.

Despite some of these problems, most districts tended to rate their
states as being extremely helpful (N=61, 66.3 percent) or slightly helpful
(N=21, 22.8 percent) to them during the monitoring process. Eight dis-
tricts (8.7 percent) were neutral, and two districts (2.2 percent) felt
that their states had actually been a hindrance in this process.
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Districts' views of how helpful their states were in the area of
‘monitoring are highly correlated with their states’' monitoring orientation
as shown in Table 39:

Table 39

-

Helpfulness of States as a Functiorn of their Monitoring Attitudes

District Perceptions of _ - State Monitoring Attitude
Helpfulness of State Quality Both Egmpliance
Hindered v 0 0 2
SlightlyFHelpful ' ‘ 1 .14 i 6
Helpf:.l 16 32 13

Neither ' 1 A 3

It is readily apparent from this table that the quality-oriented states,
or states with both a quality and compliance orientation, appear to be
viewed by their districts as much more helpful than those states with a
more compliance orientation. -

The presence of state regional offices was also associated with more
helpful responses by their districts as shown in Table 40.

Table 40

Helpfulness of States as a Function of Regional Offices

District Perception- of Presence of State Regional Offices
Helpfulness of State No : Yes
Hindered ' /6 , 0
Slightly Helpful ' 15 , 6
Helpful | 34 27
Neither 6 2

oo
;&
biom
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Districts were asked how their states could improve their monitoring

process.

While 20. coordinators had no suggestions, 72 coordinators did.

The most frequent suggestions are:

more frequent or 1onger visits (N=18),
fewer visits (N=6),
concentrate more on program quality (N-6),

provide information in advance of ‘the visit as to con-
tent to be covered (N=2), and

eliminate monitoring altogether (N=1).

Forty coordinators made numerous other comments that spanned many areas,
primarily involving SEA activities and staffing, such as .

increase competence of monitors;

tie evaluatioh,.monitoring, and application approval
together to make a more integrated program;

use the statewide computer to keep a permanent record of
monitoring activities for each LEA;

have SEA monitors be more consistent in their criti-
cisms; and :

have SEA monitoring reports appear in a more timely
manner so as to be useful to LEAs.’

At the end of the monitoring section of the interview, districts were
asked, if there were no requirement in the law for the state to monitor
your Title I program, do you think it would be a good idea for the state
to do so? Only 3 of the 63 coordinators (4.8 percent) answered nega-
tively--all of the remaining LEAs felt strongly that monitoring should
continue. Since the monitoring items generated quite a few strong nega-
tive comments on the part of some LEA coordinators, it is interesting to
note that some of these coordinators were particularly vocal advocates for
continuation of the monitoring process.
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
AND DISSEMINATION

Chapter Highlights

Prior to 1978, the Title I statute only obligated states to provide
technical assistance to LEAs for evaluation purposes. The U.S. Department
of Education also funded ten Title I Evaluation Technical Assistance
Centers (TACs) in 197 to help states implement the evaluation pro- °
visions. The 1978 Title I statute clarified and expanded the state role
in providing technical assistance and disseminating information. The
State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state Title I
coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the technical assis-
tance and dissemination provisions included in the 1976 law and 1981
regulations (and the impact of the Technical Assistance Centers):

e To what extent did these provisions affect states'
administrative practices?

e To what extent did states change their practices as a
result of the Title I law?

e What problems did states encounter in carrying cut their
te~hnical assistance and dissemination efforts?

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area? !

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to
provide technical assistance if this activity were not
expressly required by law?

Technical assistance has a strong dual quality and compliance com-
ponent: States used technical assistance to help their districts imple-
ment legal programs, and they also engaged in activities to help thelr
districts improve their programs. Technical assistance was also highly
interrelated with all of the other management responsibilities states
have. For example, technical assistance was combined as part of the
monitoring onsite visit; Title I staff provide assistance to their dis-
tricts to complete applications, conduct evaluations, and involve parents.

' The study's major findings are:

o The personalized methods of assistance--meetings with
LEAs, conducting small-group workshops——consistently
correlate with a "quality" management orientation; while
use of less personalized services--statewide conferences,
for example--correlate with more of a "compliance™ orien- ,
tation.

e A gr:ater emphasis placed on providing technical assis-
tance in the areas of evaluation and parent involvement as

25
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a result of the 1978 Title I law was associated with
compliance attitudes. These states had not been active in
these areas prior to 1978; hence their recent activities
in these areas were conducted, in part, to become in
compliance with the law.

e States that reported using their Technical Assistance
Centers to help them integrate evaluation with program
design were very active in evaluation, had a quality
orientation that was expressed in monitoring and evalua-
tion, and relied on personalized technical assistance
methods——the profile of a "quality"” management.

e Almost 21l states felt their Technical Assistance Centers
were extremely helpful. However, they were divided as to
whether they wanted the Technical Assistance Centers to
retain their evaluation focus or to broaden to include
curriculum or other areas. A few states felt that their
Technical Assistance Centers had outlived their useful-
ness and should be terminated, since their TACs were
associated only with implementation of the evaluation
models. ‘

Almost all states planned to continue providing technical assistance
and dissemination under Chapter 1. However, fewer administrative funds
and lack of a legal mandate may curtail a high level of activity in this
area. While some states planned to scale down their present efforts or to
rely more on the use of large-scale workshops, others were looking for
effective——but low cost——methods of providing assistance. Since the
personalized services are consistently associated with quality management
activities, states may look to the U.S. Department of Education, their
Technical Assistance Centers, or elsewhere for assistance in this area.

Districts tended to corroborate their states' reports of technical
assistance provided. The more active providers of assistance apparently
utilized more personalized services, while the less active states relied
more on large—scale more 1mpersonalized, assistance methods.

Generally, districts were quite satisfied with the help they received

from their states, and they wanted the assistance to continue even if
states were not required by law to provide any.

Introduction

Prior to 1978, the Title I statute only obligated states to provide
technical assistance tc LEAs for evaluation purposes. The reference to
the provision was contained in Section 143(b) of Public Law 93-380, under
payments for state administration: "The Commissioner is authorized to pay
to each State amounts equal to the amounts expended by it for the proper
and efficient performance of its duties under this title (including
techhical assistance for the measurements and evaluations required” by
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law. A similar statement was also included in the 1976 Regulations
(Section 116.4). '

According to Gaffney, Thomas, and Silverstein (1977), who did a
thorough review for NIE of the legislative history of the technical
assistance responsibility given to states prior to passage of the 1978
law, Congress apparently did not intend that technical assistance should
be limited to the area of evaluation. From a review of Congressional
reports and informal USOE (now ED) memoranda and handbooks, these authors
found evidence for a broader interpretation of technical assistance:
States were to help districts plan, develop, and evaluate theilr programs;
to previde assistance to districts during the monitoring onsite visits; to
provide assistance to parent advisory council members to improve council
operations; and to provide case studies of exemplary projects to districts
to help them design Title I projects (which USOE disseminated to states).

While districts were charged by law (Section 141(a)(10) of P.L. 93-380)
with adopting effective procedures for disseminating significant informa-
tion derived from educational research, demonstration, and similar pro-
jects, no comparable provision existed to require states to act similarly.
The only authority was implied from GEPA in which states were required to
provide whatever methods of administration as may be necessary for proper
and efficient administration (Gaffney, Thomas, & Silverstein, 1977).

The NIE study concluded that states' technical assistance and dissemi-
nation efforts varied widely in quality and comprehensiveness. Despite '
the apparent emphasis of the law and regulations on providing technlcal
assistance in the area of evaluation, some states concentrated much of
their assistance in other areas, parent involvement for example. '

One point that was mentioned briefly by these authors was the emerging
dual purpose for technical assistance--the provision of assistance to
districts to help them come into compliance with the law vs. the provision
of assistance to districts to help them improve the quallty of their
programs. As noted by Goettel, Kaplan, and Orland (1977), "all states
feel comfortable in rendering assistance to address funds allocation
questions. Some states are decidedly less comfortable, however, in giving
technical assistance in program developmesit areas” (p. 78).

Where states should place their staff and dollar resources——on com—
pliance or quality assistance--was an issue addressed by Congress during
the 1978 Title I reauthorization hearings. The House Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor in its report on the Education Amendments of 1978 coa-
cluded:

Different needs may dictate different forms of and
approaches to technical assistance provided by State
educational agencies. The Committee's intent is that
State educational agencies provide a program of compre-
hensive technical assistance. The Committee believes
that a broader, more balanced approach to technical
assistance will help improve program quality and com-
pliance with the applicable provisions of this title and
the regulations. (p. 44)
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Section 166 of the Education Amendments of 1978 clarified and expa%ded
the state role in providing technical assistance and disseminating infor-
mation. The recommendations of the NIE study were closely followed in
drafting this piece of legislation. The 1978 Title I law broadened the
interpretation of technical assistance. States were specifically required
to provide assistance to these districts in the following areas:

e management pro edures, including preparation of applica-
tions;

e planning;

e development;

e project implementation;
e evaluation; and

e any other assistance as needed by LEAs. and other state
-agencies administering Title I programs.

" Srates were also required to adopt effective procedurés for dissemina-
ting information to their districts in the following areas:

e relevant research findings;

:
e information about successful compensatory education
pro jects;

o information about federal and state programs that. provide
health, social, and nutrition services to Title Ieligible
students} and-

e any other infoymation that will help districts with.®
planning, devegzping, implementing, or evaluating their
Title I programs. ‘ '

" The final 1981 Title I regulations included similar statements in Sections
200.170 and 200.171.

Ten regional Technical Assistance Centers (TACs) were funded in 1976
by ED in response to a mandate in Section 151 in P.L. 93-380.to assist
states with their provision of technical assistance, as well as to imple-
ment the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS) and to build
state and local cdpacity in the area of evaluation. The early years of
TAC operation focused primarily on implementing the evaluation system;
once the system was in place, TACs began to assist states with how to use
evaluation data to improve programs. Since a prime focus of the TACs is
to build evaluation capacity, ED specified in the TAC contracts that TACs
were to serve only in a supportive capacity to states; they were not to
take over any tasks from states that they were specifically requlred by
law to do (e.g., collect and analyze evaluation data).
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The State Management Practices Study began collecting data from state
Title I coordinators in Summer 1981 to examine the impact of the technical’
assistance and dissemination provisions included in the 1978 law and 1981
regulations (and the impact of the Technical Assistance Centers):

e To what extent did these provisions affect states'
administrative practices?

e To what extent did states change their practices as a
result of the Title L law’

e What problems did states-encounter in gcarrying out their
technical assistance and dissemination efforts?

e Did the provisions stimulate states to develop exemplary
practices or materials in this area?

e To what extent would states anticipate continuing to
provide *echnical assistance if this activity were not
expressly required by law?

' . »

’

- Title I pr.jects operated under the 1978 Title I statute and 1981
regulations for only a short time, when the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act was passed (August 1981). Chapter 1 of ECIA retained the
intent of the Title I program, but lessened many of the requirements.

One of the requirements that is not included in Chapter 1l is the
requirement for states to provide technical assistance. Thus, the last
part of the technical assistance and dissemination section of the inter-
view, namely the theoretical question of states' interactions to provide
such assistance under a less prescriptive law, took on added significance.

This chapter summarizes the findings of the State Management Practices
Study to the five questions listed above. Also included in this dis-
cussion are states' preliminary views of the impact of Chapter 1 on their
. future technical assistance and dissemination activities. The chapter
concludes with opinions of a sample of districts to their states' techni-
cal assistance and dissemination efforts.

©
# . ~

Implementation

The technical assistance ‘and dissemination provision was viewed as
being of substantial importance, in meeting the intent of the Title I law
by most Wf the Title I coordinators (N .= 37). Only one coordinator felt
the provision was of little or no importance. This coordinator felt that
a techpical assistance provision was not needed, because these activities
were conducted as part of monitoring——to which he gave a substantial
importance rating. P

Considerable staff time, approximately 20 percent, was spent on
providing technical assistance and disseminating information, to dis-
tricts. The median amounts of time spent by states coanducting these
activities as a function of importance states placed on this provision is
shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
Percentage of Time Spent on Technical Assistance and
Dissemination as a Function of Their Importanced

Median Percent
Ratin of Time Spent Low
sating 20w

Littlé or no importance 10.0
Moderate importance 16.5
Substantial importance ' 21.0

T

Group Median C 20.0

2 Data from three states are missing.

- . L4

A

As apparent from this table, the amount of time spent did not differ
significantly as a function of its importance rating. It is also evident
that several states indicated spending almost one-half of all staff time
in-the provision of technical assistance. As noted in the chapter on
monitoring, separation of time spent monitoring from time spent in provid-
ing assistance to districts was difficult. While some states attributed
no staff time to monitoring, they were the ones that reported much larger

-amounts of time spent in technical assistance.

The technical assistance activities undertaken by states will be
discussed in the first section of this chapter. The discyssio~ will
center around the following questions: <

e How do states provide technical assistance?

e To what extent is technical assistance related to activi-
ties provided in other areas of responsibility? -

e To what extent is technical assistance coordinated across
units in the state agency?
!

e To what extent is technical assistance coordinated with
monitoring?

How do States Provide Technical Assistance?

All of the ways state Title I coordinators said that they provide
technical assistance to their districts are shown in Table 2.




Table 2

Ways in which Technical Assistance is Provided

Method B Number of States
Meetings with LEAs (at LEA or SEA) 35
. Telephone consultations 23
Wofkshops 35
Correspondence/mailings/memos . 22
Newsletteds 7
b TAC | . | 11
o

Monitoring onsite visits 15
S;étewide regional meetings : o 20
Statewide.conferences * 16
Use of a state parent group o v 1
Use df a contractor to train PACs ) 3
Resﬁonses to LEAs for‘specificlhelp -6
. é#éange visits tQ)exemplary programs ‘ 1
étate Title I handbook/policy manual > 9
/Use of regional offices to provide TA A( ' 5

_ v
"
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The interrelationships among these methods are shown in Table 3. From the
pattern of interrelationships shown, several trends are zvident:

e Certain pairings of activities correlate highly, particu-
larly use of correspondence and newsletters, and use of:.
telephone conversations and meetings with the LEAs. The
former pairing consists of two ways of providing written
technical assistance, while the latter is oral or face-
to-face. The pairs of variables are not correlated with
each other, however.

e There is a high nAgatlve relationship between use of
telephone conversations and statewide meetings. Use of

‘ statewide regional meetings ‘also correlates negatively

. with responses to LEAs for specific help. This contrasts
relatively "distant” and impersonal methods (statewide
meetings) with more personalized and direct methods.

o

1t was recognized in the introduction to this chapter that states
historically have been less comfortable with their role of providing
assistance to districts to help them improve programs than with their role
of helping districts implement legal programs. Despite this fact, almost
all states provided technical assistance to their districts on the great
majority of LEA requirements as shown in Table 4.

[y
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Table 3

Tetrachoric Correlations awmong Kinds of Technical Assistance Activities @

/

Activity
Meetings with LEAs

L7t

Telephone Conversations
Workshops
Correspondence/Mailings/Memos

Newsletters

Work with Technical
Assistance Center

’ Monitoring Cnsite Visits
Statewide Regional Meetings
Statewide Meetings

' Responses to LEAs for Help

a . . . o
Correlations of approximately .4 or greater are statistically sign. ficant at the p = .05 level.
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Table &4

LEA Requirements on which Technical Assistance is Provided

LEA Requirement

.

Tunds Allocation

Number of States Reporting

a. Maintenance of effort-126(a} 39
b. Excess costs-12b(b) - 40
<. Supplement not supplant-126(c)&(d) 45
d. Comparabilitv-l26(e) 46
e. Exclusions from excess costs .and -
comparability-131 32
f. Limited exemption to supplement
not supplant=-132 /29
Targeting and Eligibility
a. Designacting school attendance '
areas-122 43
b. Children to be served-123 ) 45
&. Private school participation-130 43
d. Schoolwide projects-133 20
Proeram Design and Planning-124,125,134
a. Requirements for design-and imple-
mentation of programs-124
1. Purpose of program=124(ad 40
2. Assessment of educ. need-124(b) 45
3. Planning-124(c) ‘ 472
4. Sufficient, size, scope, and
quality-124(d) o 41
5. Expenditures related to ranking:
of project areas & schools-124(e) 37
&. Coordination with other
programs—124 (f) 42
7. Information dissemination-124(h) - 37
§. Teacher & school board
participation=124(4) 38
9. Training of educatigw aidesl24(3) E
10.Control of tunds-lZ4(m) Tt
il.Construction=124(n) 28
12.Jointlv operated programs-124 (o) 36
13.Accountability-127 38
14.Complaint resolution-128 42
15.Individuslized plans=-120 42
16.Noninstructional duties-134 41
Evaluation )
a. Evaluation-124(g) A 46 )
b. Sustaining gains=-124(k) 40
Parert Involvement
a. Parent involvement-124(j) 47
. 44

6 Paren: Advisory Councils-125




It does not appear from these data that states as a rule provided less
assistance to their districts on program areas than on the funds alloca-
tion or targeting areas. The more significant variable in deciding which
areas to emphasize was perceived to be district needs. States often did
not provide assistance in areas that they felt were of little or no
concern to districts, such as cqnstrubtion, the exclusions from excess
costs and comparability, or the limited exemption to supplement not
supplant.

One area that was treated with care by states was schoolwide projects.
States that had schoolwide projects tended to provide assistance to their
districts on issues related to their implementation. States with no
schoolwide projects had mixed reactions when they were asked if they
provided technical assistance to districts in thils area. Some states
indicated that they covered schoolwide projects in their technical assis-
tance workshops or written materials as simply another program option
available to districts if districts wanted to select it. Other states,
however, especially ones that felt they had districts that were eligible
to have schoolwide projects, had spent considerable time studying the
legal provision for schoolwide projects only to conclude that their
districts could not meet all of the necessary requirements for implementa-
tion.] Because these states knew that their districts would want to
attempt implementation and would therefore be frustrated to discover they
were unable to implement schoclwide projects, they made the comscious
decision not to inform their districts generally of the option.

If districts learned of the option by reading the law on their own and
requested information from their states on schoolwide projects, the states
indicgted that they supplied whatever assistance was needed in this
area.-

1 The requirement in Section 133 on schoolwide projects that apparently
gave the districts most trouble was (b)(7)(B), which specified that LEAs
were to make “"special supplementary State and local funds available for,
the children” in the schoolwide projects "in amounts which, per child
served who is not educationally deprived, equal or exceed the amount of
Federal funds provided ... which, per educationally deprived child
served, are made available for children in such schools.” Districts,
many of which were already strapped for funds, were unable to come up
with the additional funds to pay the per—pupil costs for as many as 25
percent of a school's children. '

One Title I coordinator related a story about providing technical
assistance to a school district interested in implementing schoolwide
projects. Although the state Zelt that the district was unable to
provide the necessary supplementary funds, and hence the district should
not consider implementation further, the district insisted on trying
schoolwide projects anyway. After many months of intensive state help,
including hours on the telephone and onsite, the project folded because
the district was, in fact, unable to come up with the amount of supple~-
mentary funds needed for implementation. State and district both felt
embittered over this episode. The state coordinator regretted that a
provision such as this one was included in the law. He felt that all
districts did not have an equal chance to implement the law, and that it
was expected that states were to provideassistance to districts on it.

: by ‘
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Since the togics on which states provided assistance did not appear to
reflect avoidance of "program” areas in favor of "compliance"” areas, the
question was raised as to whether the ways in which states provided
assistance to their districts (as shown in Table 2) might differ depending
on their attitudes toward program quality and compliance.

The following.section examines thése relationships between technical
assistance methods and attitudeé\and activities in other areas of respon-
sibility. : N '

. ' . \

“‘Interrelationship of Technical Assistance with Attitudes and Activities in

Other Areas

In the chapter on Momnitoring, it was noted that quality-oriented states
tended to see monitoring as more closely related to technical assistance
and associated efforts to improve program quality than other states. They
tended to engzage in "extra"” monitoring activities to monitor for quality
of service. This extra effort was clearly\Qifficult to do and sometimes
involved the use of outside consultants and content experts from other
units with the state agency. Thus, it is reasonable to inquire as to
whether the methods of providing technical asslstance listed in Table 2
correlate with these activities. R

Table 5 presents the association of monitoring attitudes with the major
technical assistance variables. This table indicates‘that three of the
methods—-meeting with LEAs, telephone conversations, and correspondence--
consistently correlates with quality-oriented attitudes; and one method in
particular--use of statewide «conferences—-correlates negatively with these
variables.

o

Table 5

Relationship of Monitoring Attitude to
Technical Assistance Activities

Technical Assistance Activity

Meet with Telephone Corres- Statewide
Monitoring LEAs Conversations pondence Conferences
Attitude No Yes No Yes - No Yes No Yes
Qualit; 0 6 2 4 3 3 5 1
Both 7 20 15 12 13 14 18 9
Compliance 6 8 7 7 10 . 4 9 5

Of all the methods of providing téchnical assistance presented in
Table 2, meeting with LEAs is,.eerhaps, the "purest"” so-called "quality-
related” way of providing technical assistance. As seen in Table 5, all




six quality—-oriented states said they do this, while the compliance-
oriented states are split nearly equally. In addition, this method of
providing technical assistance is also related to the number of quality
monitoring activities as shown in Table 6. >

Table 6

Relationship between Number of Quality Monitoring
Activities and a Technical Assistance Activity

: ' Technical Assistance:
Number of Quality Meet with LEAs

Monitoring Activities ‘ No | Yes
) : I

0-1 : 10 - .16

2 -4 ' | 4 C19

i

i

Statas that meet with LEAs are much more likely to have said that monitor-
ing serves as a lead-in to technical assistance and that monitoring leads
to improvemen:s in program quality as shown in Table 7.

1

!
Table 7 |
!

Relationships between several Technical Assistance Vafiables

" Lead-in to Technical . Improves Program
Assistance Quality
Meet with LEAs No Yes No . Yes
No 7 -7 10 4
!
Yes 8 27 14 21

Since the close psychological distance between monitoring and technical
assistance is characteristic of the archetype quality-oriented state, the
relationships shown in Table 7 are key features of this configuration of
activities and attitudes.

With respect to so-called "compliance" oriented attitudes and activi-
ties, relationships between two monitoring variables are of interest.
First, states that meet with LEAs are clearly not those that said the
purpose of monitoring was “compliance only” (seé Table 8).
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Table 8

Relationship between a Technical Assistance Activity
and a Monitoring Attitude

Monitoring is for

Technical Assistance: Compliance Only
Meet with LEAs No ) Yes

No 8 6

Yes ‘ i 31 4

Second, almost all of the states that said that monitoring is used for

accountability also engaged in this technical assistance activity as shown
in Table 9. .

Table 9
Relationship between a Technical Assistance Activity
and a Monitoring Attitude

Monitoring for Accountability

Meet with LEAs No Yes
No 13 1
Yes 23 12

Those states reporting use of meeting with LEAs as a method of techni-
cal assistance clearly tends to be the quality-oriented monitoring states
as measured by both attitude and activity measures. They view monitoring
and technical assistance as being closely related, they do not monitor for
compliance only, but nearly all the states that use monitoring for accoun-
tability report use of this method of providing technical assistance.

Two other technical assistance activities, telephone conversations and
written correspondence, also correlate with. indicators of quality monitor-
ing attitudes, but the relationships are not as strong. As shown in Table

10, both variables are associated with the use of monitoring to improve
program quality.
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Table 10
Relationship between Monitoring and Technical Assistance Activities '
Monitoring Leads to
, Improvements in , Telephone Conversations Written Correspondence
| Program Quality No Yes No Yes '
| No 17 7 16 11

Yes 9 16 11 14

It was also observed in the chapter on Monitoring that attitudes
tovard parent involvement, and not simply whether parents were involved in
monitoring, differentiated quality-oriented states from the others. Thus,

‘ it is reasonable to inquire as to whether the methods of providing techni-
cal assistance correlate with these attitudes and activities.

Table 11 presents the association of the parent involvement attitude
varizble with five technical assistance activities. As is indicated by
Table 11, the technical assistance activities of telephone conversations
and written correspondence are also associated with positive attitudes
toward parent involvement. Thus, the states that have a quality monitor-
ing orientation and positive attitudes toward parent involvement tend to
report using these three methods of providing technical assistance--—
meeting with LEAs, telephone conversations, and written correspondence.
This group of technical assistance activities emphasizes individualized
contact between the SEA and LEA and face-to-face interaction.
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Parent .
Involvement
Attitudes

Positive toward
parent participation
and pro-PACs

Positive toward
parent participation
and less pro-PACs

Positive toward
parent participation
and anti-PACs

Negative toward
parent involvement
and anti-PACs

Meet with LEAs

Table 11

Relationship of Parent Involvement Attitudes to

No

Yes

20

13

Technical As

sistance Activities

Activity
Telephone
Conversations Correspondence
No  Yes No  Yes
0 4 0 4
13 11 15 9
10 7 07
2 0 2 0

Statewide
Regional Meetings
No Yas |
2 2
18 6
6 N
1 1
p
4

Statewide
Conferences
No Yes
4 0
19 5
b}
6 11
\
2 0
0\
\ .
2 t ;1' /,! ‘\\‘




The opposite end of this continuum is represented by use of statewide
meetings and conferences. As is indicated by Tables 5 and 11, the use of
statewide meetings is actually negatively related to a quality orientation
in monitoring and attitudes in parent involvement. This negative relation—-
ship is also observed with activities in other areas, as shown in Tabler 12.

Table 12 .

Relationship of Impersonalized Technical Assistance Activity
with Activities in Other Areas

State-level - ' Three-year Cycle Use
Use of Parent Involve- Yes, No - Yes,
Statewide ment Activities Rule Use Paperwork  Paperwork
Ccnferences _0-2 34 . None Minimal Active No Reduction . Reduction
Yo . 12 10 3 6 13 5 .5 12
Yes 22 5 7 11 9 11 6 7

" As shown in Table 12, use of statewide conferences is alsS inversely
related to the number of parenf involvement activities and the extent o?
rule use. The use of statewide conferences is also negatively related to
success in use of the three—year application approval cycle.

) }

A comparison of both the “"personalized” and “impersonalized" types of
technical assistance as measured by the use of meetings with LEAs and the
use of statewide conferences with evaluation attitudes highlights the .
differences implied here. These rzlationships are presented in Table'13.

.

Table 13 '

_ . Relationship of Evaluation Attitude to _ .
Personalized and Impersonalized Technical Assistance Activities

Meeting with LEAs Statewide Conferences

-+ Ewvaluation Attitudé.- . . No - Yes No .Yes .
Progran Improvehent . ' 7 9 v 7 T 9 .~ -
I3 y‘ . . nJ -

Both ’ 4 19 11 12

) ,Accountability/pompliancé ’ 1 6 2 5
X — LY » . x 1)
= -
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As is discussed in the chapter on Evaluation, the states with both
program improvement and accountability attitudes are the most active
states in the area of evaluation; they are also active monitors for
program quality and successful users of the three~year application cycle.
Thus, they resemble the “"quality"-oriented states referred to here, which -
rely more on personalized face-to—face technical ass'istance and less on
the. more impersonalized services as measured by 'the use of statewide
.conferences. " The program improvement states are generally less active in
both evaluation and monitoring activities and they hold less positive
parent involvement attitudes—--their profile on the two technical assis—
tance activities is consistent with this inactive pattern. t

As is apparent from Tables 12 and 13, users of statewide conferences
tend to be less active generally than other states. A quality orientation
in monitoring, evaluation, and parent involvement is characterized by
higher than average levels of activity, particularly the so~called "extra”
activities designed to go beyond compliance or accountability. In the
chapter on Application Approval, success in.using the three year-cycle was
related to a more active, problem~solving management style; here it can be
seen that successful users of the three-year cycle states tend not to rely
on statewide conferences tp provide technical assistance. Users of,
statewide conierences appear to be less active on several related dimen-~

- sions.

To summarize, it appears that states that have a quality monitoring -
orientation, positive attitudes toward parent involvement, and attitudes
that evaluation serves both program improvement and accountgbility pur-
poses, tend to use face-to-face or individualized methods of providing
technical assistance. Less active states that have less postive attitudes
-about parent involvement and do not have a guality monitoring orientation
-tend to use statewide meetings instead.

t

Frequent personalized face-to-face interactions with LEAs, however,
are likely to be expensive and may require both more staff and resources
to implement than would the conduct of infrequent, large statewide confer-
ences. Thus, an alternative explanation for the differentiation of
cctivity levels mentioned previously may be possible. Perhaps the only
way states with more limited resources can carry out their technical
assistance activities required by law is to rely on large statewide
conferences. States with access to larger staffs or more.dollars or
regional offices may have the resources needed to be able to provide more
personalized services to their LEAs. An examination of the use of these
two types of technical assistance activities as a function of state
characteristics shows the following: : v

. e |States wnat reported use of meeting with LEAs could not
be differentiated from those that did not, using any of
the allocation, population, or staffing variables. They
did, however, report spending more time on technical
assistance activities than those states that did not use
meeting with LEAs.

e States that used statewide workshops can be differentia-
ted from those that did not: they had larger amounts ¢
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of funds for state administration, more LEAs, more
population at each of the last three census counts, and
more SMSAs over 25,000. They did not, however, have .
larger central office staffs, nor did they differ on the
amounts of time spent on technical assistance.

-The role played by the regional offices was further investigatéd. It had

been expected that regional offices might facilitate face-to-face meetings.

"The data show, however, that approximately the same proportion of states
reporting use and nonuse of meetings with LEAs had regional offices.

Thus, it 1s not the case that states using more personalized technical
assistance have a greater amount of resources, or even smaller numbers of

LEAs, than those that do not. In fact, the greater resources are associa-

ted with statewide conferences, which have been'shown to correlate with
lesser amounts of agtivities. Therefore, the differences in activity
levels noted here cannot be explained on the basis of differing state
characteristics.

Coordination of Technical Assistance Across Units in the State Agency

Forty-three states said that other units within the state agency were
also involved in providing technical assistance to Title I projects. - The

. types of units mentioned by the coordinators are given in Table 1l4.

. ~Table 14
Types of SEA Units in State Agenciles

Involved in Providing Technijal Assistance to Title I Projects

Type of Unit : Nrimber of States
Instruction or'cﬁrriculum unit ' : 28
Testing or evaluation unit 15
“Fiscal unit - auditing ‘ . N v 11
Special Education Unit ' . '_ : 10
Ad@inistration/Record Keeping/Accounting . 10
Other federal program gnifs (Vocational Educafion) 5
Another unit involved in Title IV or NDN programs 3
éomputer center for data processing | . ;‘ : 5
Personnel services (Certification, etc.) ' : 3
State Comp;nsatory Education ' 3
Earl& childhood unit. _ | _ 2
NIE dissemination projéct grant ‘ 1
4
237

oy .




Staff from these other units provided a number of different types o:
services to Title I project staff. Staff from instruction or curriculum
units (including specialized subject matter.units—--reading or math, for
example) often reviewed project applications to ensure quality programs
and accompanied state Title I staff on their monitoring visits to LEAs to
examine the actual program content and to offer suggestions on what
instructional methods or practices might improve the quality of the
programs. In other cases, the staff from Title I and the state's
compensatory education program overlapped to 4 great degree 'so that new
ideas learned in one program would benefit the other.

Tt was therefure expected that some of these types of coordination
would be correlated .with the quality and compliance attitude variables
‘discussed in this chapter. The only activity that exhibits some consis~-
tent relationships is coordination with a Special Education unit. This
type of coordination is associated with quality monitoring activities and
negatively related to a compliance monitoring attitude. All of the other
relationships with coordination types are weak or nonexistent.

Coordination of Technica’ Assistance with Other State Responsibilities.

Moaitoring

As noted in the discussion on monitoring, the final 1981 Title I
regulations were changed to permit, rather than require, states to include
technical assistance as part of the onsite monitoring visits. While 43
states reported that they combined their technical assistance activities
with monitoring, 33 of tlhiem reported actually providing technical assis-—
tance as part of the onsite visits. A group of four. states indicating
that monitoring and technical assistance were kept "separate in their
states reported that the twe functions were actually conducted by separate
units in the state agency. : '

Because a close relationship between monitoring and technical assis-
tance was hypothesized to be due more to a "quality"” than a “compliance”
orientation, the coordination between the two responsibilities was exam-
ined as a function of monitoring activities and a:titudes. The results
show that none of the four states reporting that different state units
conducted monitoring and technical assistance were characterized as having
a quality monitoring orientation as was expected. '

What was unexpected is the observation that equal proportions of the
states labeled as having quality, compliance, or both quality and com—
pliaice attitudes indicated that they combined technical assistance with
their monitoring onsite visits. A closer look at the individual responses,
however, shows very different interpretations of what was meant by this
_ coordination. Consider, as an example, the following comments:

Technical assistance is the purpose of monitoring. .
When onsite, we first do our monitoring for compliance,

then we follow it up by providing technical -assistance in
the areas of weakness. v -
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One of the most effective ways of monitoring is to correct
problems as soon as they are identified--i.e., onsite.

We have monitoring teams visit districts, which include
content specialists from other state units whose primary
purpose is to provide technical assistance.

A less active point of view was expressed by the following coordina-
tors:

We provide technical assistance as needed.

If we find a district in violation, we elp them while
onsite. :

Our consultants always write up findings and offer
suggestions for corrective action in monitoring reports,
which are later sent to the districts. :

We handle technical assistance informally before or after
the visit.
Thus, while states with differing monitoring attitudes all reported
coordination of technical assistance with monitoring onsite visits, it
appears that some states were more active in this area than others.

"Application Approval and Program Implementation

According to Section 166 of P.L. 95-561, states were required to
provide assistance to their local school districts to help them prepare
. their project applications and provide whatever assistance was needed td
help districts plan, implement, evaluate, and manage their programs.

Forty-four states reported that they use technical assistance to help
LEAs prepare their applications. This assistance was provided primarily
in the form of presubmission conferences or workshops (N = 32) or some
other form of individual contact (N = 12) is used. Only one state said
that they try to go beyond compliance to help the LEA design a quality
program, and two states said that they would help the LEA write the
application, if needed.

The use of presubmission conferences to help the LEA prepare the
application is, in fact, associated with a compliance-orientation in
monitof;ng. States with compliance attitudes and states that engage in
many compliance monitoring activities are more likely to hold pre-
submission conferences as shown in Table 1S5.
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Table 15

Use of Application Approval Presubmission Conferences as a
' Function of Monitoring Attitudes and Activities

Use of »Number of Compliance
Presubmission - Monitoring Attitude Monitoring Activities
Conferences Quality Both Compliance : 1 -+2 3 -4
No 2 12 3 ©13 4

: \
Yes 4 15 11 15 17

These relationships are probably due to the fact that the technical
assistance being provided is of a legalistic nature. Reports from several
of the coordinators tend to/support this view. In the. words of one:

We hold many county/regional meetings around the state to

help districts work through their applicationms. By.

‘working throuéh the problems prior to submission, we save

a lot of time later on when we receive them to approve. /

Helping LEAs with the application is seen as qualitatively different
from helping LEAs implement the program itself. Forty-two states said
that they use technical assistance to help districts plan, implement, and
evaluate their programs. Ways in which this assistance is provided are
listed in Table 156.

' Table 16

Technical Assistance Methods to Help Districts
Plan, Implement, and Evaluate Programs

Method : Number of States
Workshops or Face-to-face conferences 27
Other indivi.ual coutacts ' : ' 11

Planning is a major area; not as much TA \\

in implementation, management areas : ' 4 5
Use of computer to flag evaluation problems / E 2
Lots of technical assistance -in evaluation 4
Emphasize use of individualized educational plans 1
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Thirty-nine states reported that they use technical assistance to help
their districts manage Title I programs. Ways ip which this assistance is
provided are listed in Table 17. :

Table 17

Technical Assistance Methods to Help Manage Programs

Method- V Number of States
Workshops or other face~to—-face conferences _ - 19
Othef individual contact ‘ - _ 6
Through monitoring visits . 10

Through management checklist LEAs

administer themselves . : 2
Emphasis on evaluation as a management tool ' o2
Workshops on time accounting, fiscal accounting 1

Indirectly-—timelines imposed by SEA require LEAs
to manage programs to produce these results 1

Emphasis on individualized educational plans 1

'

From the discussions earlier in this chapter, it was expected that a
strong positive relationship would exist between use of face-to-face
contacts--whether it be to help districts plan, implement, or evaluate

. their programs or to help them better manage their programs——and other
“quality" measures in the other responsibility area, such as rulemaking,
evaluation, monitoring, or parent involvement. Thus, two variables were
created to reflect the personalized services provided in the planning,
implementation, '
and evaluation area and similar services provided in the management area.
The first two items in each of Tables 16 and 17 were combined to obtain an
unduplicated count of rtates. In this way, 29 states reported the use of
workstiops or other individual contacts in helping districts plan, imple-
ment, and evaluate their programs; and 21 states reported the use of
workshops on other individual contacts to help districts manage their
programs. '

The relationship of these variables to levels of monitorlng activ1ty
and levels of evaluation data utilization" are shown in Table 18.




Table 18 a

Relationship betweén Two Personalized Technical Assistance
Mea'sures and Levels of Monitoring and Evaluation Activities

Personalized Technical Assistance Activities

Plan Face~ Manage Face-
' to-face to-face

Activity Levels No Yes No Yes
Quality Monitoring ‘ \

Low | ' - 13 114 16 .ll

High 7 15 12 10
Compliance Monitoring

Low , ' 3 15 8 10

High 7 ‘14 10 11
Evaluation Data
Utilization .

Low 14 " 16 21 9

High 6 13 7 12

*

What is interesting about the relationships (and lack thereof) shown in
Table 18 is the relationship between planning face-to-face and the higher
levels of both quality and compliance monitoring, while no such relation-—
ships existed between manage face-to-face and the two indicators of
monitoring activity. As previously noted, high levels of monitoring for
quality have been associated with a "quality” orientation in other areas
of responsibility. These data suggest that use of technical assistance to
help districts plan, implement, and evaluate their programs may be associ-
ated with.a quality orientation, while use of. technical assistance to help
districts better manage their programs may be more related to a compliance
orientation. That is, better management procedures may be viewed as a
tool for achieving legal, more accountable, programs and not as a tool
oriented toward achieving program improvement. '

Both measures, however, are related to some extent to accountability
attitudes expressed in evaluation as measured by the data utilization
activity level also shown in Table 18. While the managing face-to-face
was very strongly related to the level of data utilization activities
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(which was shown in the evaluation chapter to be positively related with
accountability attitudes in evaluation), the relationship with planning
face-to-face was less strong.

This relationship is further illustrated by Table 19 in which these

" two measures of personalized services are examined as a function of

numbers of activities conducted to ensure good data quality in evaluation.

'

‘Table 19

Relationship between Personalized Technical Assistance Activities and
Attention to Quality Control in Evaluation

Technical Assistance Activities

Plan Manage
Evaluation: Face~to-face Face-to—-face
Level of Quality Control No Yes No Yes
Low ' 7 : 17 , 14 10
High 12 12 13 11

T

This table suggests that assistance in the area of management ic somewhat
more likely to be associated with activities to ensure good data than is
attention to planning, implementing, and evaluating programs.

Two additional items frorm Table 18 were selected to examine further
the characteristics of states reporting planning activities: "lots of
technical assistance in evaluation” and "planning is a major area.”

The four states reporting "lots of technical assistance in evaluation"
did not monitor actively for quality qr complﬂance and they reported few
activities to help districts use evaluation dgta to improve their programs.
They were, however, heavy users of TAC services. This finding suggests
that, while these states having attitudesthat can not be categorized as a
"quality“ orientation were inactive, they/did tend to rely heavily on
their TACs to provide evaluation assistanbe.{

: { .

Four states reported that "planning was é major area” in technical
assistance, rather than management. It was surprising to observe that,
while these states did not monitor actively for quality of service, they
did monitor actively to ensure compliance. They also tended to be in-
active in helping their districts with data utilization, and they did not
rely heavily on TACs. '

Thus, the states reporting personalized help in planning are a mixture
of both a "quality" and “compliance"” orientation.




In comparison, the states listed in Table 17 that use the monitoring
process to help districts manage their programs are generally active in
monitoring for compliance and can be characterized as having a compliance
(or both quality and compliance) monitoring orientation.

Thus, both of these personalized methods of providing technical
assistance do have strong relationships with accountability attitudes and
attitudes that are less of a "quality" orientation. However, there
appears to be a tendency on the part of states to use personalized 1elp
with project management for purposes of ensuring legality of programs, or
at least programs that are accountable, while this attitude was less
evident when personalized help was given to help districts plan, imple-
ment, and evaluate their programs.

Initiation of Technical Assistance

The Title I coordinators were asked to indicate what percentage of
their technical assistance activities to districts were conducted at their
own initiation, provided in response to questions from districts, or
provided at the suggestion of federal personnel. The results are shown in

Tablz 20.

Table 20

Reasons for Initiating Technical Assistance

Median
Technical Assistance Percentage of ‘
Activities Conducted Total Effort Low High N
At SEA initiation 49.0 10.0  100.0 45
In response to questions ‘
from LEAs 42.5 0.0 90.0 45
At suggestion of
federal personnel 1.0 0.0 30.0 45

%ost of the states indicated that their assistance was provided either
pfimarily at their initiation (N = 14) cr almost equally as a function of
their initiation and percéived responses to their districts (N = 19). In
ten states, the assistance was provided primarily in response to requests
from districts; in two other states, the coordinators felt that assistance
was initiated equally as often by them, requests from districts, and
suggestions from federal personnel.

The question was raised as to whether these influences might relate to

other factors, such as the reasons why states made rules. It was expected
that states taking the initiative to make rules would also be likely to
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take the Initiative in providing technical assistance, while those states
making rules in response to perceived outside requests would not.

While approximstely one~half (N = 25) of the states exhibited similar
patterns of influeaces in both areas, the remaining did not. One group of
states with apparent inconsistencies in terms of influence is worthy of
noteyaggeven states with a district or federal role influence were charac-
terized as having a state or both state and district influence in techni-
cal assistance.’ Thus, the same “take charge" attitudes exhibited in
rulemaking : '
are not necessarily followed through in technical assistance. A look at
states' responses to the rulemaking and technical assistance questions
sheds some 1light on this observation.

These states having a strong district or federal influence in rule-
making indicated that they only made rules in response to outside requests.
In some cases, these states feared to make many new rules without a
request saying that, since the Title I law was so prescriptive, they did
not need to make additiomal rules and that they did not want to be per-
ceived by their districts as being overly directive. However, although
these states indicated that they took more of the initiative in providing
technical assistance, their assistance tended to be weak: they provided
less intense technical assistance during the monitoring visit, they tended
not to use monitoring for quality of service as a way of helping districts
improve programs, and they tended not to be activg in providing assistance
to their districts in helping them use evaluation data to improve programs.
In fact, these states were characterized as the compliance monitoring
states and as program improvement states in evaluation-—-ones that had -
strong feelings about the importance of evaluation and monitoring but did
not follow through with activities in either area. Thus, their attitudes
in both technical assistance and other areas do not really appear to be
inconsistent with each other.

Influence of technical assistance was expected to play a part in
selection of particular technical assistance activities. Two different
types of technical assistance activities were examined as a function of
technical assistance influence: the use of statewide workshops and
meetings with LEAs. While states reporting use of s:atewid= workshops did
not differ as to reasons for initiating the assistance, those states
reporting use of meeting with LFAs showed marked differences. Meeting
with LEAs was characterized by a strong district influence, a less strong
state influence, and an extremely low federal influence. It 1is not
surprising that use of more personalized services is highly related to the
needs of districts. ‘

Changes

The Title I coordinators were asked how their technical assistance
activities changed as a result of the provision on technical assistance
that was included in Public Law 95-561. Thirty-five states indicated that
their activities had changed since passage of the law. Table 21 presents
a list of the changés mentioned by the coordinators. :
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Table 21

N
Changes to Technical Assistance Activities o
Change ' Number of States
More emphasis oé evalua;}on 12 |
More emphasis on pafént involveﬁent -~ 8

More emphasis on program matters,
not just compliance 7

Content changed to reflect all of the

specifics of-P.L. 95-561 and the regs 5
More emphasis on the application approval process 2
More emphasis on excess costs 1
More emphasis on compla%n resolution ' 1

The two most frequently reported changes—-evaluation and parent
involvement——-were examined with respect to states' attitudes in these
areas.

As shown in Table 22, the states reporting more emphasis in evalua-
tion, as part of their technical assistance activities can be character-
ized as compliance-oriented states. They are inactive in monitoring, both
for guality of service and for compliance, and inactive in helping their
districts use data to E\Ip\improve programs. They also did not as a group
_ tend to conduct many activities\;o improve the quality of their evaluation
- data nor did they tend to be’ heavy users of TAC services. They tended to
have more negative attitudes toward parent involvement. While they were
active in conducting state-level sustaining gains activities, these '
activities were associated with & more compliance orientation in evalua-
tion. -
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Table 22

More Emphasis in Evaluation as a
Function of States' Attitudes and Activities

Monitoring
More Em— Quality Compliance
phasis on .Monitoring Attitude Monitoring Monitoring
Evaluation Quality Both Compliance Low High Low High
No 5 21 10 19 18 10 17
Yes 1 6 4 8 4 8 4

Parent Involvement

More Em- Parent Invclvement Attitude
phasis on Pro Less Antji Anti Parent
Evaluation PAC Pro-PAC PAC Involvement

4 20 11 1
Yes 0 4 6 1

Evaluation
Evaluation Attitude ‘
Program Compar- Data Quality Sustaining

More Em- Imple- ability/ Utili- Control Gains __TAC
phasis on menta- Accounta- zation Activities Activities Use
Evaluation - tion Both ability Low High Low High 0 1 2 Low High
No 1 17 7 21 16 19 18 4 17 16 18 19
Yes 5 5

6 0o - 8 4 6 6 3 3 6 7

States that reported more emphasis on parent involvement dctually had
more negative attitudes toward parent involvement and conducted fewer

parent involvement activities as shown in Table 23.

Increased emphasis on

parent involvement is also related to a compliance orientation and to the

number of quality monitoring activities as shown in the table.

The

' greater emphasis on program improvement activities in evaluation, which is
also associated with a profile of less activity, is consistent with a more
compliance orientation observed here.
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Table 23

More Emphasis on Parent Involvement as a Function of
States' Attitudes and Activities

‘ " Parent Involvement
Parent Involvement Attitude Number of Parent Involve-

More Emphasis Less ment Activities
on_Parent v Pro- Pro-. Anti- Anti-
Involvement ; PAC PAC PAC P.I. Low High
No 3 22 14 0 17 28
Yes 1 2 3 2 2 2
. Monitoring

More Emphasis

on Parent Monitoring Attitude Quality Monitoring
Involvement Quality Both Compliance Low ~  High

No 6 23 ° 20 - 19 22

Yes ) 0 4 4 7 1 -

= Evaluation
Evaluation Attitude :

More Emphasis . Program ’ Compliance/
on Parent Imple- Accounta-
Involvement mentation Both » bility

No 11 20 7

Yes ' 5 3 0

While these sets of relationships may seem to be counterintuitive, one
explanation is that states that had more positive attitudes were already
providing technical assistance in these areas and have been doing so for a
longer time. States that said that they were making changes tended to be
less active generally. They are, in effect, "catching up" with the more
active states. )

One interesting observation is that all of the seven states reporting
that they emphasized program content more, not just compliance, tended ‘to
hold both quality and compliance attitudes in monitoring. and both program.. ... ... ..es
improvement and accountability attitudes in evaluation. Thus, these states
seemed to be conscious of the amounts of time spent in helping districts
implement legal projects vs. helping them improve the quality of theilr
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projects. These states tended to be active in monitoring for quality of
service (but not active in monitoring for compliance purposes) -and active
in helping districts use data (including TIERS data) to improve their
programs. They also conducted numerous activities to improve the quality
of their TIERS data. These relationships are shown in Table 24.

Table 24

More Emphasis on Program, NOT Compliance as a
Function of States' Attitudes and Activities

Monitoring
More : _ .
Emphasis : Quality Compliance
on Monitoring Attitude Monitoring Monitoring
Program Quality - Both Compliance Low High Low High

o . . 24 18
' 2 5

Evaluation

Evaluation Attitude
More Program. Com

Emphasis Imple- _ pliance/ Quality Control Data Uses Use of TIERS

on menta- Account— Activities Activities to Improve
Program tion Both ability Low High Low High No Yes

No
- Yes

The states reporting emphasis on program activities, not just com-
pliance, are more active than those states reporting greater emphasis on
evaluation or parent involvement. Perhaps because of their recognition
that both accountability and program improvement are important to the
success of the program, they were able to target even their activities
that may be considered accountability (such as actively monitoring for
quality of service and working to improve the quality of their data) to
help districts improve their programs.

Relationship with the Departmeant of Education

When asked how helpful ED had been in the area of technical assistance,
ten states said that ED had been helpful, four states said ED Wad been
_"somewhat helpful,” and only one state said ED had hindered them. The
comments made by the coordinator who felt ED had hindered his efforts were

quite strong.
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ED has not met our needs in a tirely manner, whether the
need was for policy, assistance, written guidelines,
program review letters, or answers to letters.

Twenty-two states, however, said that ED had been neither helpful nor
hindering, and an additional ten states reported that they did not consult
ED on any matters relating to technical assistance. . In other words, well
over one—~half of the states did not report any definite opinions about
relationships with ED. ‘Clearly, ED was portrayed as rather "out of the
picture” in terms of technical assistance; the focus is on the SEA and LEA
level.

Relationships with the Title I~
Technical Assistance Centers

As indicated in the Introduction to this chapter, the Department of
Education funded 10 regional Technical Assistance Centers, beginning in
1976, to help states increase their capacity in the area of evaluation as
well as to help states carry out their technical assistance .activities in
the area of evaluation. Over the years since their inception, states
developed close working relationships with their TACs and have relied on
them to provide numerous technical and support services in the area of
evaluation.

Particularly in states with small Title I staffs or with large numbers
of LEAs, greater reliance on the TAC to provide evaluation services was ex-—
pected. In fact, the measure of the extent to which TAC services were
used shows no significant differences between low users and high users in
terms of the numbers of staff in the state Title I office or in the numbers
of staff available to the state from any regional offices or other evalua-
tion consultants. Furthermore, use could not be described by amounts of
funds available for state administration or by numbers of LEAs. TAC use
was also equally distributed among the states with independent and decen-
tralized'organizatiOnal'strﬁctureé‘éh&'equally'acfoss states with some
regional offices and those with none. Reliance on TACs, then, is not to
compensate for small numbers of staff or resources. As incicated in ‘the
chapter on Evaluation, TACs were also not used to provide assistance in
evaluation areas of low perceived importance, such as sustaining gains,
simply so that the states could report being in compliance with the law.
Thus, it appears that use of the TACs 1s, perhaps, a more personal matter
between the states and their TACs rather than use being dictated by lack
of resources. ' ' B

When states were asked, how helpful their TACs were, forty—-six states
said that the TACs were heflpful. One said that the TAC had once been
helpful but had outlived iks usefulness. Only one state coordinator said

that his TAC was not helpf§l to him but perhaps was nelpful to his

evaluator. This distribution of responses, however, still does not

fcépture~the»ﬁull~ex€ent4of~theastateslwenthusiasm about ‘the TACs. The. - - - -~ — o o e

TACs were described as being essential to the SEA (e.g., "couldn't do it
without them"), and their performance was typically characterized as
exemplary (e.g., "they have been routinely fantastic,” "[creating the TACs
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is] the best thing the feds have ever done”). When the coordinators were
asked about particularly helpful TAC services, they gave the responses
presented in Table 25.

Table 25

Particularly Helpful TAC Services

Service ‘ Number of States

Workshops . | - 22

Preparation of information and materials
on evaluation issues, tests, student selection, etc. 22

Helped to integrate evaluation with needs assessment

"and program 9
Responsiveness to LEA reqoests ' ‘ ' 12
ReSponsiveness to SEA requests - 8
A/V materials on evaluation issues 2
Developmept of evaluation materials for parents ' 1
Helped make state evaluation more valid 1
Assistance wiih long-range evaluation planning 1
Provision of technically competent people 4

R - Provision of capable people who are also "practical”

orieoted 1
TAC not imposing iﬁself on stote _ : B 1
Forms design 4
Computer programs : _ 1

With very few exceptions, the states reported that their TACs provided
valuable, if not essential, services and that a close and positive working
relationship between the SEA and TAC exists. .
The following example is presented to illustrate why it is not sur-
prising that no demographics were able to differentiate states on the
basis of TAC usage. Four states indicated that one of the positive _
strengths of the TAC was their extremely technically capable staffs. 1In
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two of these states, however, "technically competent™ meant TAC staff who
could talk to their research and evaluation units about the complexities
of test-retest reliabilities, regression analyses, advantages and dis-
advantazes of using a correction factor to enable schools to select
program participants using the pretest, computer programs that could be
used to conduct both error checks on the data and do sophisticated anal-
yses of their data, and so on. For the other two states, which were small
to medium in size and which had a staff person assigned as evaluator who
was not trained in evaluation or measurement, "technically competent”
meant TAC staff who knew more about the TIERS evaluation models and
research design than the state staffs did. Thus, when categories are made
up of such different states, no apparent trends can be expected.

As shown in Table 25, nine coordinators indicated that TAC staff had
helped them better tie evaluation into the program. As might be expected,
these states had both program improvement and accountability attitudes in
evaluation and both quality and compliance attitudes in monitoring. They
reported meetings with LEAs and.conducting workshops as technical assis-—
tance methods, but they did not rely much on statewide conferences. While
they helped districts plan, implement, and evaluate their programs, they
were not as likely to help them better manage their programs. They tended
to have a higher level of activity to improve the quality of their data,
and they tended to be active in helping their districts use data to
improve the quality of their programs. They were split on TAC usage——some
relied heavily on their TACs, while others did not. This profile unlike
that described for the two change items ‘discussed earlier (greater empha-
sis on parent involvement aud evaluation) is very much a profile of
"quality" states. The fact that they were active monitors in the area of
compliance and not for program quality is somewhat out of character for
this "quality"” group, however. These relationships are shown in Table 26.
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Table 26

Characteristics of States Integrating Evzluation
with Program Design

Yes 2 7 2 7 . 4 5 2 .7 4

Monitoring _
Integrate . Quality Compliance
Evaluation Monitoring Attitude Monitoring Monitoring
and Program v Quality Both Compliance Low High Low High
No 4 22 12 20 20 - 11 19
Yes 2 5 2 6 3 7 2
Evaluation
Quality ~ Evaluation
Integrate Evaluation Attitude . Control Data TAC
Evaluation Program Im-~ ‘Account—  Activities Utilization Use
and Program provement Both ability Low High Low High Low High
No . 15 16 6 22 18 25 14 - 19 19
Yes : 1 7 1 - 3 6 3 6 5 4
Technical Assistance
.Integrate Meet with  Conduct Statewide Plan Face- Manage Face-
Evaluaticn o LEAs Workshops  Conferences to-Face to—~Face
and Program’ No Yes No Yes No Yes No ° Yes No . Yes
No 12 28 12 28 18 22 18 22 24 © 16
5

As noted earlier, states with both quality/program improvement and
compliance/accountability orientations may be better able to attempt to
integrate the two. They have an awareness that certain compliance actiyities
must be conducted, and this group tended to monitor quite actively in this
area, but they also, perhaps, are better able to see how some of the accoun-:
tability activities can be used to work positively toward program improve-
ment. These states do not just report working in this area, but their

attitudes and activities across several responsibilities consistently support

their follow through.

When coordinators were asked about TAC services that they thought were
not very helpful, only 13 states were able to identify problem areas. As
evident from Table 27, no one problem with the TACs was mentioned by more

than a few coordinators.
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Table 27
Not Very Helpful 'TAC Services

Service : : Number of States

Some TAC staff not competent 3

TAC too technical--initial adjustments

needed to work with SEA and LEAs p 2
Weak on data utilization for program improvement 1
Weak on early childhood education . ‘ 1
TAC role too limited~-cannot do SEA evaluation 1
TAC branching into afeas of questionﬁble expertise 1

TAC staff interact primarily with evaluators

'and exclude program staff : ' » 1

One problem area tha  was noted both by the coordinators and alsoc by
a sample of 20 evaluators interviewed subsequently onsite {the answers of
the evaluators are not reflected in this table) was TAC staff competence.
Highly qualified staff were admired and respected. However, both large
states with experienced and technical evaluators and smaller states with
less experienced staff tended to underscore the importance of having these
extremely qualified people be facile enough to converse with a non-
technical audience. Tthile less technically experienced staff may have
felt the knowledge gap more, the same feelings were also strongly echoed
by the states with research units or evaluators. While this type of
problem was encountered less frequently now than in the early days of the -
TAC effort, experiences with staff who were unable to communicate using '
non-technical language made lasting negative impressions on some state
coordinators. : ‘

When asked wbat théy would like to see as a future role for TACs, 18
coordinators indicated that they would like TACs to continue as is, and
another 14 wanted the TACs to continue but ‘broaden to include other areas,
such as curriculum. Only five states felt that the TACs should terminate,
and one other felt the TACs should terminate if the cost of their opera-
tion would result in less funding for states. .

The continue as is vs. broaden issue for TACs generated some strong
feelings from some of the coordinators. While some felt that TACs should
move into program areas, such as curriculum, others felt just as strongly

‘that the TACs should maintain evaluation as their primary--focus.

-~
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A further look at the six states that wanted to seé the TACs termin-
ated shows that they were the ones who had problems\ with their TACs. Some
of their reasons are: The TAC was not helpful to program staff, the TAC
was helpful in the past but has no role in Chapter 1, the lesser role
given to evaluation in the future means that the Title I unit can handle
all of the demands for evaluation assistance on its own, now that the
state has implemented the models théré is no need for TACs, and the TAC
has outlived its usefulness-by branching into questionable areas, such as -
curriculum. These coordinators tended to be a mixture of quality and
compliance orientation, they weve equallyPdivided among their use of TACs

and whether they began implemen.ing TIERS before or after it was mandated
in 1978. ‘ . .

Problems

When Title I coordinators were asked what problems they had -encoun-
tered in carrying out their technical assistance activities under
P.L. 95-561, only three coordinators indicated having any problems carry-
ing out Section 166. They tended to be minor; in fact, one state indica-
ted that the problems were "insignificant and nothing we can't solve.”
One state reported, with a loss in funds, the state had lost access to its
computerized network through ERIC; this meant they might lose access to
the research on exemplary programs. Several states indicated that they
encountered no problems with technical assistance, "because we were always
supposed to be doing this.”

Twenty-six coord{hators, however, indicated problems in providing

assistance to their districts on some of the LEA requirement:z. A listing
of the problem areas is shown in Table 28. : ,

R 255. N ' .




“f)

Table 28 .

Reports of Technical Assistance Problems by -
District Requirement

Type of Problem ' Number of States Reporting
Funds Allocation 32 ‘ \;

e Maintenance of effort ' 2

e Excess costs ' 10a,b

¢ Supplement not supplant 6a,b

e Comparability 122

e Exclusions from excess costs and comparability 2
Targeting and Eligibility _ 13

e Designating school attendance areas , 74

¢ Ghildren to be served ' 1 §

e Private school participation A 5a
Program Design ' 22

e Purpose of program ' 1

e Assessment of educational need 6a,b

e Planning o 1

e Sufficient size, scope, and quality 3a

e Expenditures related to ranking of

' project areas and schools 2

e Coordinmation with other programs 1

e Teacher and school board participation 3a

e Training of education aides 1

o Control of funds 1

e Complaint resolution 1

e Individualized plans 1 v

e Noninstructional duties 1
Evaluation 4

e Evaluation 3

e Sustaining gains 1
" Parent Involvement - 10

e Parent participation 2

e Parent Advisory Councils ‘ ga

a8 These items were mentioned as being a "major” problem by at least one
state Title I coordinator.

b These items were mentioned as being a "major" problem by at least
oné-half of the state Title I coordinators who reported it as a problem.




As evident from the table, major ptoblems were encountered by the
coordinators when they assisted districts with the funds allocation
provisions and some of the targeting provisions. The "equitably provided”
clause of Section 130 relating to expenditures for private schools was
difficult for many states, simply because they were unsure of what the
provision meant. The sufficient size, -scope, and quality provision
appeared again as a problem in technical assistance; lack of understanding
of what the provision meant was one of two most frequent problems cited
--the other' being how to provide assistance to districts on "what works”
so that ‘districts can improve their programs. The last major problem
related to the Parent Advisory Councils. Since councils were extremely
difficult for some districts to implement (e.g., electionms, membership
requirements, failure .of parents to participate), states tried to work
with districts to arrive at "creative" but legal ways of meeting these
requirements.

Exemplary Practices

When asked whether the state Title I coordinators had developed any
practices or materials in the area of technical assistance with which they
were particularly pleased and that could be shared with other states, 30
state Title I coordinators answered affirmatively. Six coordinators ?
indicated that they had developed various technical assistance practices
that they felt worked successfully for them, such as methods for providing
technical assistance; nineteen coordinators reported developing materials
that they felt were exemplary, such as handbooks, management/monitoring
materials, materials for. particular LEA requirements, materials on program
design, and audio-visual materials; and five coordinators reported devel-
oping both practices and materials.

The states reporting the development of exemplary practices are quite
different from those reporting the-development of exemplary materials.
While those reporting practices tended to spend a greater prsportion of
staff time on parent involvement now and wanted to spend more ytaff time
on parent involvement in the future, those reporting exvasolary wuverlals
did not-—-this group wanted to spend considerable less sta ¢ time Ly parent
involvement in the future. On the other hand, the states veporii\,
exemplary materials were. currently spending more staff tiwme in psngram
design requirements and wanted to spend even more time Fx Lk Lucure on
program’design issues, while those reporting practices did not. The
states reporting exemplary materials also wanted “o spend more staff time
in evaluation in the future, while ‘those reporting exemplary practices
were’more satisfied with the curxgﬂt amount of time, spent in evaluation.

One unexpected finding was that states reporting eicher practices or
materials tended to report spending less time on their technical assis-
tance activities than the remaining states. It had been expected that
states investing time and effort to produce exemplary practices or mater—
jals would tend to report spending more time in this area. The data,
however, suggest otherwise. )

States that reported taking the initiative to provide technical
assistance were expected to have been more likely to develop technical
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' assistance practices or materials. The opposite relationship was actually
observed-—both groups did not differ from the remaining states. on the
percentages of their technical assis.ance effort initiated either by them
or by their districts. They did, however, tend to report that a higher
percentage of their effort was initiated at tlie suggestion of federal
personnel.

The states reporting development of exemplary materials have a much
greater compliance orientation than those states reporting exemplary
processes. For example, the states reporting exemplary materials do not
monitor actively in the area of program quality, they tend to have more
compliance orientation in monitoring and a greater percentage of program
improvement attitudes in evaluation, they tend to have more negative
attitudes towards parent involvement, they are less like. to be active in
helping their districts use data to- improve programs, they are not active
users of their TACs, and they reported changing their technical assistance
activities to focus more attention on evaluation and parent involvement.
They were also fairly equally split among their use of statewide confer-

‘ ences, helping districts via face-to-face interactions, and helping
districts better manage their programs viz face-to~face interactions.

This lesser level of activity and greater émphasis on compliance attitudes
are typical of the "compliance” states described earlier im this chapter
and in the other chapters of this report. The states reporting develop-
ment of processes, . on the other hand, are generally more active, have more
positive attitudes toward parent involvement, and have less of 2 com—
pliance orientation in both monitoring and evaluation. A comparison of
the attitudes and activities of the states producing exemplary materials
or practices is presented in Table 29.
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To understand more clearly why the states reporting development of
exemplary practices were different from the states reporting develapment
of exemplary materials, the content of the items developed was examined.

It appears that much of the focus of the technical assistance effort by '
the "materials" states was on achieving compliance: - handbooks on the

Title I program requirements, papers on ‘particular LEA requirements, and
Management/monitoring'materials were particularly focused toward com-
pliance, and these items comprised more than two-thirds of all materials
produced. The seven states reporting the development of management/-
monitoring materials, for example, were equally divided among levels of
quality and,compliance monitoring activities, they tended to have rather
strong compliance monitoring attitudes, and all but one reported conducting
technical assistance as part of the monitoring onsite visit to their
districts. )

The "practices"” states, on the other hand, reported development of
exemplary practices that appear to be more oriented toward program im-
provement. Examples are: development of a training program for parents;
development’ of a weekend training program for teachers, aides, and parents; °
financial support given to teachers during the summer: to develgp new _ ' s,
practices and ideas that were-to be used in the Title I program; use of
exemplary teachers sent to districts to demonstrate teaching techniques :
while the local district's teachers observed; the inclusion of LEA per-
sonnel on state monitoring visits to other districts so that they can
learn how other districts administer Title T programs; the successful
consolidation:nf technical assistance-efforts across Title T and other -
state federal programs: ' the development of a-long-range planning pro-
gram. Thus, all of these efforts appear to be more focused on improving
programs and -less oriented toward achieving compliance.

Use of.Méterials Produced by Other Sources

It was hypothesized that states might be more likely to use materials
produced by ED, contractors, or other states if they had not developed
exemplary materials of their own or if they did not rely on many methods
of providing technical assistance. That is, states might tend to compen-
sate for their own inactivity or lack of staff by relying more on other
sourcess

A variable was created that reflected the extent of states' use of E N
materials produced by other sources. The kinds of materials states '
reported using, are listed in Table 30. :




i
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Table 30

States' Use of Resource Materials

Material . Number of States

ED Handbook —”quiewing Project Applications 12
) ED Curriculum Guides 5

e Minimum competsncy Guides
e State/local curriculum Guides
e Program Guides 44, 45A

Materials Produced by National Diffusion Network ; 35 ,
Materials obtained from National or State Conferences 28
Project Information Package (PIP) materials ' ,28‘
ERIC Documents and Materials 6

e Reading programs
e Skills programs
o Needs assessment

Materials produced by Other States : ‘ 9

Handbooks :

States' district applications
Monitoring fcrms

"A Report Card for Parents”
Kindergarten materials
Compilations of Audit procedures
Standards for reading programs

Other Materials Produced by ED- : 9

Learning Strategies and Evaluation for Teachers

"Winners All" ‘ '
Draft Title I law and regulations :

"Title I-~How it Works"”

"Title I--Basic Skills for Secondary Schools”

States with fewer staff did not tend to rely more on use of other
resource materials. It was also not the case that states that did not
produce exemplary materials or practices were particularly likely to rely
more heavily on these other materials as shown in Table 31.
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Table 31

States' Use of Other Resources as a Function of
Development of Exemplary Practices

Development of Exemplary ' Use of Other Resou}cés
Practices or Materials Low (0-3) High (4-7)
No v 14 5
) Yes - 17 13
'

There was, however, an inverse relationship between use of materféls from
other sources and the number of methods reported by states to provide
assistance to their LEAs—--the fewer the methods used to provide technical’
assistance, the greater tendency ‘to report use of more materials produced
by other resources. ‘

A a—

N

Tt was learned during the interviews that, while almost all states |
reported using materials developed by ED, some states were extremely
sensitive about using materials produced by other states. Their reactions
were varied--some could not bring themselves to use materials developed by
particular states; others indicated they shared materials only within a .
small group of states like themselves; a few indicated that, if any
materials were used in their states, they themselves would develop them.

On the other hand, a large number of states reported freely using mater-—
ials from other sources. The following is a typical comment from one of
these coordinators: ’

We use anything we can get our hands on--as long as it is
of good quality. We need all the help we can get!

In the area of parent involvement, especially, states were often
uncertain about whether some of the materials they used had been developed
by them or by another state. In fact, the same parent involvement booklet:
was submitted to AIR as part of its document review effort by at least
three states as their own—-the original authorship was lost.

Thirty states indicated that they used materials produced by other ~—

states. While us2 of other state materials was not related to the devel-
opment of exemplary processes oOr materials, these 30 states were, in fact,
quite Jifferent from the remaining states. They were significantly
.smaller in terms of total Title I allocations and funds for state adminis-
tration; they had fewer SMSAs over 25,000 and 100,000, fewer LEAs, and’
less population; they had smaller total state revenues. Interestingly,
they were also more likely to spend significantly more time in the,area of
audits and audit resolution, and more time in program design. While they
did not differ significantly from the remaining states in terms of the

. proportion of technical assistance they initiated alone or in response to

-
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requests from districts, they reported initiating a greater proportion of
‘their effort at the suggestion of federal personnel than did these other

states. They also had very positive attitudes toward parent involvement

and a mixture of quality and compliance attitudes in monitoring and both

program improvement and accountability attitudes in evaluation.

Thus, for these states, the data suggest that greater relilance on-
materjals produced by other states may, in fact, be compensating for fewer
dollar resources. ‘

Dissemination .

States are required by law (Section 166) to disseminate information to
their districts in the following areas:

e relevant research findings;

e information about successful comg&nsatory education
projects; .

-

e information about federal and state programs that provide
health, social, and nutrition services to Title I-

eligible students; and

e any other information that will help districts with
plannimg, developing, implementing, or evaluating their
Title I pr