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ABSTRACT . e
. . ____ 'The Education Conselidation and Improvement Act
(EC1A) of 1981 is intended to provide opportunities for states and

local governments .to have more control of their educational programs

at a time when state funding and revenue systems are in flux and.

- severely depleted, it présents states with many upanswered questions.
ECIA funds are intended for working on school improvement programs,

but lowered funding means officials' attention will be directe

toward maintenance of existing programs; Decision-making

relationships are left unclear -by the ECIA;, and compliance standards
are uncertain. Chapter 1 of ‘the ECIA will reduce educational services
in nearly all school systems;.and. chapter 2 will do the same in at .
least the major cities. State education officidls are concerned about
the lack of direction provided by the United'.States Department of

Education with respect to acceptable practices'to be used in
administering the ECIA..The ‘amount of deregulation resulting from the
ECIA is minimal; in some cases centralized decision-making is. =
increased by the ECIA's policy of nonspecificity. State officials are

keenly aware of the ambiguities.'in chapter 3, which extends = -
responsibility to the States at the same time that it withholds ., =
controls. Further research on the effects of the ECIA"should focus on
- administrative and programmatic changes that occur .after
implementation. (MD) = . ° - -t P -
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'Consolxdatlon and Improvement Act of 1981

to know how changes in the law are 1nterp*eted and’ 1mp1emented
-'changes 1n‘?edera1_educatlon pollcy.

" may interest studerits of federal-state relatidns.
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This report analyzes the respoﬁses of nine states to changes in
£edera1 cducatlon law and policy that resulted from the Ediicat ion

The act consolrdated and

""" Jhe study

reviews the statutory prOV151ons, ex1st1ng condltlons in the nine
-4 i

sﬁates and” the responses of thess states to the new law It also

assesses the 11ke1y offécts of the act. The research was supported by
the U. S Department of Educatron under contract 300-79- 0522
The report is 1ntended for federal and state pollcymakers who want

The

-research a1so provides a bas*s for ant1c1pat1ng outcomes from future

The.descrlptlon andiassessment of
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SUMMARY
b TEE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT. ACT T

- This report ekamines early state—ievel preparations for adminis= .

terlng the newly consolidated and deregulated programs included in
the Educatlon Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) It is’ based
on on-site 1nterV1eWS thh education-officials in nine states. .
Congress enacted “he ECIA as part of the 0mn1bu= Reconcilia*Ion
JAct of 1981.11] ThIS act is part of the new federallsm--the Reagan
Admlnistratlon s effort to decrease federal 1nfervent10n in and.'

r_‘fInanclal support of domestic soc1a1 endeavors. is part of the budget

C. . 1eg151at1Ve h1story to gulde “its 1mp1ementatlon

| ) Chapter t of the ECIA is intended to streamline and remove some,
prescr1pt1veness from its anteredent program, Title I of the Elementary
‘and Secondary Education Act (ESDA), the largest elementary ‘and sec?hiary
federal educatlon\pfogram bhaptef 1- pr0V1deS compensatory echatlon,
most often reading and mathematics 1nstructlon, to children.from
dlsadvantaged backgrounds. Chapter 1 funds, amountlﬂg to "$3.034 billion
in FY, lééé are awarded on the basis of a tormula prlmarilv to local
educat10na1 agencles Eiﬁésj A state educational agency (SEA) recelxesé'h
a smail grant to-be used for administ cration. : - '

Chapter-2 of the ECIA,_consolidacing nearly 30 categorical programs

g Sintd a'single block grant. was funded-at $456 m11r10n i FY .1982: .
Awards are made to SEAs on the basis of their schonl= age populatisns
SEAs are requ1red to distribute at least 80 percent of these funds to "\
:‘ LEAs, the mechanism for dis tr1but10n s a state determined formula based :
o - on publlc and nonpubllc enrolimencs adJustea for "high-cost" students.

LEAs may expend Chapter 2 funds in three maJor areas: basic skills
de&elopment educat10na1 1mprovement and support serv1ces, and special
projécts In essence, LEAs are permitted_to use’ their awards to car[y 5

out the purposes of any program consolidated into Chapter 2 1nr1ud1n

-

desegregatlon, 11brarIes and 1nstructionafere°ources, innovative -
- L ‘ - R . ’ R '7 R ’
T [1] Public Law'97-35, August 13, 1981. . - °.
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" planuiing, &éVéiaﬁiﬁé, Impiementzng; and evaluating programs and progects

'a551stance, admlnlstratlon, monltorlng, and enforcement activ1t1es

vi.

"
- .

prOJectS. and Wetric, aaﬁgaméf, ard a££§-é3ﬁ¢a£i6&. SFAs may use

thBIL port1on {up to 20 peroent) for program related activities such

<

as traxnxngm materials development, dlssemlnatlon, plann1ng; technlcai /
’f Chapter 3 of the ECLA authorlzes the Secrefary of Ediication to

issue regulations in a few SPECIflc areas. At the same time, Chaptei 3.
proh1b1ts regulatLons 'in all other matters relatlng to the details of

L

by SEAs and LE&s.{2] .Instead, the secretary may consult with recipients

of ECIA funds afid provide "tachnical Assistance; information; and sug- .

e e

gested guidelines" upon request. Chapter 3 also empowers the secretary

‘to withhold funds from noncomplidnt: state &nd local;educational agencies.

.

-

AACONIEXT~;0R4A$SESSING THE _ECIA s .

s

" ECIA-funded activities: : N

.- The primary concern of state officials respon.ible for implémenting

the ECIA was Oncertainty. Because Congress had yet to. pass a budget;

.'.-

-states were deallng with variable approprlatlons plojectlons unde“

“continuing resolutions. Finegl rules, wﬂjrh wers not. issued unLll after

the act took_effect. were rescinded and tnen;reJSsueq months later.
Questiions of intexrgovernmental roles and fiscal, programmatic, and
planning requirements remained unanswered as the states planned their

. S
The cnndwtlon of educatlon in the ‘Stages compounded these federally

irduced qntertalntles. Educational poixry developmenf at the state
iévéi has taken o a new character aver *He—past decade 4s the state
pon51b111Ly for frnanC1ng schooTS has bro&m and as pressure~ for - A,
state- 1urt1ated school. accouqtabfllry measures have increased: R
The fiscal 11m1tatlon< confrontlng state governments confblct Wlth
this recent growth in state 'education activity. Changes have occurred
in state revenue systems soc1a1 service funding; pubilc employment

revers, and approaches to service pLOV151o1. The ECIA is ue11g intro=

and when SE As are conrractlng and reorganlzlng in response "to flSCPl

pressures and changed missions. "
'i?f [2] Tbid., Scc. 591, o .
: - y
.- o '
S . P
r _
- %



T STATE RESPONSES TO THE ECIA : '?&,

Three categories of state responses were analyzed (1) the -

' d1v151ons of resp0351b111ty among state government actors for ECIA ‘X\
plannlng and declslonmaf/ng, (2) plannlng and dec;51onmak;ng procosses A
for EdlA adminiStration; and (3) fundlng and program.deCL51ons related .

 to the ECIA. ]

Roles of §tate Government Actors - 7 . . y

- o ® State educatlonal agencies (typically the state department of

° educatlon)/,state boards cE. educatlon, the Chapter 2 adv1sory com-
. mittees, State legrslatures; and. governors have all been ;nvolved in*

ECIA pIannlng and decxslonmaklng Although the SEA is t% administer

A A e L LT T RS IS T SR T S-S '

than,the state departments of educatIon, and a number ‘of state legis- ,

latures have author1ty to reapproprlate federal funds. Many of our

-educatlonal dec151onmak1ng "

¢ -, ; Uncertalnty "about the d1v151on of respon51b111t1es among state
-
government actors and the approprla*e’lnternal approval process for
making: d€C1SIOHS about Chapter 2 administration delayed declslonmaklng
7

in some states. In others, it encouraged greater 1nformatlon sharing
among state governmental bodies.
. v .
e o a P . L
_ . Y - ] ) . R .\“

Dlannrng;andADecrseonmak;ng Processes - . o

‘process fell to bEAs The degree)of influence that they exerted and %r}
- the methods that they used varied from state to state. " Some éﬁAS‘o |
partlclpated actlvely in shaplng Chapter 2 programs and .fund allo-

cations; others played a supportlve role to the’ Chapter 2 adV1sory
/‘

™~ committee or state board of educatlon. o : .
All of the SEAs that we visited were making decisions about ECIA

\ - Lo - N

admInlstrablon in "the context of broader changes in organizational

. staffing and serv1ée-de11very. Officials making the decisions included

. . . N R .
v .
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///4//7/////;ore_high—level generalists, than had participated in decisionmaking for .

eariier federal programs. : , } S

nany state;departménts of educatlon that had re11ed on federal .

_ finangial éﬁﬁﬁéié"f&f ahéut 507 percent of the1r budgets face severe

vChapter 2, and the .Chapter 1 s%t -aside for SEAs  was reduced from Title

SEAs or LEAs. -

,,,,, /
fund1ng losses . _Ihe major sources of .their. funds were folded 1nto

4

lev/ls. Most SE&s are also faclng reductions in state- funded staff

positions These fund1ng ’eduCtlth; plqp add1t10naI state respon~

sibilities ‘under the EGIA (many of which are not c1ear1y deflned),

Tt

have foqged atates to examine their staff1ng patterns, actlyltles and

;}eaderéhlp funct}ons Many SEA functrons are. belng decategorlzed'and

some - serv1ces are be1ng reduced in scope as offxcrais adJust to the. new

programmatic and fund1ng situations poseqvhy the ECIA "
< ; . P
' ’ - j\ :: . . J

Fundlng and PIOgIamLQeG%SLGﬂS . A . 'ii '

The ECIA chéanged the d1str1but10n of federal funds to educatiofial

agencles Chapter 1 approprlatlons will reduce funds to all rec1p1ent
agencies; but the act uses the same basic-allocat®sn formula as Title I

Chapter 2 redistributes funds so that all districts réceive some award

(averaglng between $4 and $10 per student), but many state departments

W¥ll receive less under Chapter.2.> Urban districts that had received

grants from the Emergency School A12<nct (ESAA) for desegregatlon :

assistance will lose most: State o f1c1a1s expected that ECIA funding

cutbécks;wbuid not be of§Set by increases in state funds, far e1ther1

x

ar

Allocation formulas for dispensing Chapter 2{ funds; devised by
» B _ s & < . ] . . . N
the states themselves,; reflect differential effoxts to maintain. prior

N P O L T S
funding patterns and varying state commitments "to sgecial pupil pop~

. 4lations. The adjustment for high-cost pupils in our ééhﬁié states -

was between 12 and 60 percent of the flow- through funds oo
Both Chapters 1 and 2 of the ECIA aim to give state and local

§
'educatlonal agencles more fleX1b1I1ty in doc1d1ng how : to use federal aid

n~

' to advance federal purposes. In the most® formal exercise in prlorlty-

“setfing for the ECIA during thelplannlng“bhase, SEAs--together with
¢ : s [ Py * ~ -

-

A T i . . \ .
L Y ." ) . -
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thejs advigory committees, boards of education, and, sometimes, state N
legislatures--decided how they would use the State portion of the

Chapter;Q allocations .Most are devoting some funds to support state -

board priarities. A number of states have des1gnated a certain -

>

percentage to be used for compet1t1ve grants to LEAs.
- ’ The effects of Chapter 2 on-'state administrative and support
hg
activities are not yet knOWn ‘We know however, tha: the reductions in

. furlgs to SEAs will decrease their capacrty to provIde (1) leadersh1p, . -;'

- dissemfnatlon, and technlcal ass1stance to local districts. and (2) the -

I prograjﬁmanagement and regulatory functions formerly chducted for - .
federal "and state programp 7‘"7' . af _

o : The~ECiA is intended’-to reduce restr1ct10ns on the local use of ) )

federal fqads Desplte this 1ntentlﬁn, the ECIA may instead reduce *

»
: expend1tures, espec1ally for Chapter 1.

5 - Accordyng to the law 'LEAs are free to use Chapter 2 funds for any
N of the broad and numerous purposes spec1f1ed Many officials expect
* local d1str1cts to treat Chapter 2 funds as "soft mon1es,' u51ng them to

purchase books, gqulpmen- or m1crdtomputers rather than direct program
~ . t .
3 services. o - : :
. « N . ’ . - - _'-; ) ° N .

INTERGOVERNNENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE ECIA ,-& -

) 2;federal1sm--decentra112at10§; s1mp11f1cat10n, ‘and Increased flex1b111ty--
125
% in an ‘attempt to 1mprove4§he exfectlvenoss and eff§c1endy of educatronal

programs it the local Ievel How wqﬂl the ECIA will achleve these goals .
must be,assessod by dlStiﬁgUIShlng betWeen COﬂSOlldatICH and deregu-
ldtion instruments and the ECIA 1tself which represents consolidation
énd‘déregulation under a unique set of cIrcumstances : - _
Epv1ronmental factors that will affect the ECIA's 1mplementat10n
Includei (1) the lack”of deta11 speclficlty, and. legl:latlve history
of the act; (2) the Department of Education's delxberately unprescrlg-
tive approach to rulemaking; (3) uncerta1nt1es surround1ng the future
shape and fundjfg of federal educatlon programS, and (4) fiscal

‘ )

retrenchment at the state and local level, - Given these COHdlthnS, the

¥ - ECIA may‘fe/analyzed in terms of 1ts llkely cqnsequenCes in the areas of

ERIC
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impiementation effectiveness; eff1c1ency, accountability, and the

'

¥ 4
!

maintenance of »federal interests. ‘ _
.. In some ways the ECIA will miti‘gate‘;‘implementation problems by
reducing administrative burdens: applications will be shorter and
simpler,; and multiphg appiicatioﬁs and reporting systems haVerbeEn
cen éiininated' Yet, the ECIA may continue to cause, if not increase,
-admlnlstratlve Burdens for three reasons #1) ‘LEAs mISt now include
nonpublic schools 1g’a greater var1ety of planning activities and
e serV1res under,Chapter 2 (2) in the absencé of clear record Reeplng
_requ1rements, states and loca1 dlstr1cts must ant1c1pate the information
that W111 be requested by Department of Education officials and General

Accountlng Offlce audltors, and ?3) states and loca11t1es do not khow

¢

standards - R ’ . ii; -
‘The 'ECIA" presents both opportunﬁtles for and dangers to. program
effectlveness Chapter 2 may reduce the dysfunctlonal consequences of
_ 1ts antecedent categorloal programs because funds can be pooled rather 3
';mhan cogilned to discrete single- purpose activities. The small 51ze of-,

most dlsﬁtlct allocations, however, may be 1nadeouate to support

o

slgnlflcant— 1nnovat1ve:efforts Although Chapter 1 afforde LEAs
increased fleX1bliity,:It may also impede the1r operatlons by’ om1tt1ng
some T1t1e I prov151ons for LEA dlscretlon, prov1d1ng a grea‘er ) .
students,_and rédueing LEA funds Moreover, demonstratlng program
effectiveness may be more d1ff1cu1t because spec1f1c evaluation
requirements Eor-Chaptér 1 have been dropped from the law, .and the wide
range of disparate program purposes contained in!Chapter 2 makes-

effectlveness hard to define or measure. . . . .

i Block g nt% and the1r accompanying deregulatlon are supposed to_:
encourage efgg%lent service de11very The efficient uise of ‘ECIA
- resources will: ultlmately depend on how Well states and Ioca11t1es -can
- L develop 51mp1er ~1eSS 1ntrus;ve, andrmore educatlonally appropriate ,
. procedures fogﬂallocatlng and tragking funds'to pragiémstana Stifdents.
glo the extent thaFrcompiianée stan&ar&s'aré lacking, the E€IA is likely
to engourage conservatlve responses that retain most of the procedural
°

trapplngs of past categor1ca1 programs ..

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘e



s - . L : S,

.:'"

Accountablllty requlréslpolltlcal resﬁonsrveness and feedback about

L
~the fééﬁiﬁé of program efforts. The 1nc1u51on of state leglslators,

in Chapter 2 plapnlng act1v1t1es increases .the oart1C1pation of

generallsts and decreases the 1nflnence of education speC1a115ts and" .
interest ‘groups. At the local level, the repeal of‘the requirement for
localadvisory committees may lead bureaucracies to rely less on

. - s

The pqgsult of .federal interests is the final crlterlon against

constltuent op1n10n

! ’wbicﬁ'the ECIA may be assessed Two areas traditionally promoted.and “\
sponsored by the federal governmént are research and davelopment %nd
equbr educationai opportunity. Federal programs of the 1970s eXpiicitiy

'“' recognlzed the need to, develop the capab111ty of state and local

educatxonal agencxes to generate and use R&D f;pdlngs The ECiA 1éfgé1y;

Slmllarly, as a result of the inclusion of ESAA in €Chapter 2, the
federal govermment will no longer directly finance desegregatlon The
federal: government became 1nvolved in equity matters because states and

1oca11t1es were’ unable or unW1111ng to address them. Wlfhout the

loca11t1es W111 be unllkely to find suff1c1ent revenues to support these,

goals at previous levels. /_»/”' .
G

. e - -

a o R ' . 7 . .

° CONGLUSION . ,
- The ECIA represents/a small first step toward realrgnlng the

1ntergovernmenta1 aid ,System in educat1qn~‘ it is a small step both’

beeause the* consoildated programs represent ,a t1ny fraction of edpc

tion revenués and because the amount of real deregulatlon accompanylng

the new law is mlnlmal. Indeed, in some ways the ECIA increales the 7
importance of centralized decisionmaking because it is being admin-_ ;
istered throiigh 4 policy “6f nonreguiation, i.e., nonspecifioity,

rather than deregulatlon /N - 4 . ‘

.« o

Our data suggest that fuLure efforts at redef1n1ng the federa& roje
should include at- least the three following important features: ’

-

133

frs !
'Y

O : ’ - o
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: " 6 A mgre carefiul sort1ng of federal, state, and yocal functlons,
w1th explrcxt protection for federal purposes not fikely to be°

: : assumed by smaller 3urlsd1ct10ns ) .
. 7 ) . i

- o Clearly sﬁeC1f1ed rules to meet essentral federatl requiremeﬁfs
et ) EkpllClt delegatlon ‘to states and localities of authorlty over

|

P 3

’ : the\uses of other consolldated program funds
\ :
1

o
-

careful attentlon to these features mlght produce a new

- ‘ede ’Jlsm that addresses ‘the problems of the oid federallsm W1thout

)
n
’ ¢
.
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'BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The Omnlbus Reconcxllatlon Act of 1981[1] “proVidea the ﬁeagan'

Admlnlstratlon with a tool to put forth its economic: program as a

~-._ph11050phica1 package and to restructure basic soC1a1 1eg1s1at1on to

reflect that phllosophy "[2] In an attempt to e11minate many of the’
actﬂcreated nlne federat. block grant programs by’ consolldatlng 67 former
categor;\al programs and reduC1ng thelr appropr1at10ns In aIl it
;reshaped more than 250 federal programs tota11ng $36 bllllon

As. part of the recon61llat1on, the - Educatlon Consolidatlon and

educatlon Chapter 1 of the ECIA retalned as a’'separate categor1ca1

program the former Elementary and Secondary E&ncatxon Act (ESEA) Title

I3 [3] Ghapter 2 merged’ some 28 education programs [4] " The consolldatlon°‘

— - \

[1] Public Law 97-35; August 13 1981, Overviewsﬂof,thé act are

: found in Claude E: Barfleld Rethlnklng Federalidm: -Block Grants and

Fedengliistate, and Local Respons1b111t1es, Amerxcan Enterprise.
Institute, Washington; D.C.; 1981, and Jean Peters, Reconc111atlon
1982: What Happened?" 'PS S No 4, Fall 1981 '

[2] BPeters (1981), p. 732. : . ;

[3] Title I; now Chapter 1, prouldes flnancial assistance to meet .- -

the special educational needs f d1sadvantaged children:

f4] The number of Consolldated programs varies from 27 to 33;

dependlng on whether prev1ously unfunded programs or the Secretary s

discretionary fund categorles are irciuded in the count._ The program

authorizations consoiidated in Chapter 2 include those -contained in:ESEA
Titles 11, III, IV, V,; .Viy ViII and ;IX (except -Part C); the Alcohol and

Drug Abuse Act; Part 4 and Sectiom 532 of Title V of the Higher-’

g Abus =

Pducation Act of 1965; ‘the Follow Through ‘Act, Section 3(&) (1) of the

" National Science Fourdation Act of 1950; and the.Career Education

Incentive Act. These authorizations encompass a wide range of programs

intended to _strengthen state ‘and local educational agencies, proVIde

direct services to students" through programs and materials, encourage

" staff development, and support the conduct and dissemination of research

on speC1f1c educational topics. <
-” * i ’ "~

» PR - . . -
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T... - was accompan1ed by some deregulation in both sets of educatlon programs

and by 1ncreased administrative respon51b111t1es fOr state educat10na1

agencies. The new -act, however, left unresolved many questlons of

X

at

e A -
terIng the newly consolidated and deregulated programs included in -
both Chapters 1 and 2 ofAthe ECIA The-act became effectlve July 2—

" 1982 “the. study 1nvest1gated state p1ann1ng activities conducted prior

to June 1982
© The state- 1eve1 changes in structural d1V1s1ons of respons1b111ty,

dec1s1onmak1ng processes and p011c1es are cons1dered in the context of

’

several 1mportant factors other than the ECIA 1tse1f $tatexresponses 3

\

to the act are conditioned by the states having" tOrhandIe up to ‘eight
6ther new ‘block grant programs [5] the substantlal reductlon of federai

-

fﬁnds for educatlon and most other social serV1ces, and the dec11ne of ?

°

most state and 1oca1 government revenues as a result of economic

reces51on and flscal ®imitation measures.

system at a time when a varretvjof forces are canverging to reshape that
role, Where state- level responses are fa1r1y clear- ~cut_ afid cons1stent

2 we\attempt to attrlhute_ fhe response to one of these faCtors. Where

: 4r,muitipie factors seem td have produced a éiven institutional résponse;

’ we portray as accurately as p0551b1e the vector of contr1but1ng q

Var1ab1es in report1ng our. Qbservatlons In sum, we offer a pre11m1nary

' * of 1ntergovernmenta1 responsiblilties reflected in the ECIA
. A]though the appropr1at10ns for the block grant portlon of the

consolldatlon act represent 1eSS'than 1 percent of total e1ementary and

"secondary educatlon expendltures in mcst states, the consoiidation has
profound implicatlons for the state roae in educatlon First and -

v perhaps most 51gn1f1cant the' new block grants deS1gnate the state as
' -

: ’ ~

[S] States may choose not £87§5i£iai§5£é in' some of the block grant

programs.

5
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_— the primary rec1p1ent and decisionmaker({s] Although the education

passed FO° loca1 educational agenc1es, the state determ\nes the ultimate o

‘ —

allocation formula for thke 1oca11y directed funds. .

. Furthermore, the expectation that this 1s only the first of a
.series of future block grants--to be accompan1ed by further federal
funding reductions--means that many" states wiil consider ECIA dec151ons
+in light ‘of- both the1r precedent1a1 value and their 1mp11catlons for
program and system maimtefiance when federal support is reduced or.

. W1thdrawn. Finally, the shift in at least nominal respon51b111ty for

-decisionmaking to the state 1eve1 means;; that state policymakersf ‘who up

. .to now have encouritered a far different ;et of conCerns, will henceforth

-. - "deal W1th issues %nd interests formerly encountered at the federal

1eve1

PURPOSES AND METHODS OF THE STUDY
. - ) . i [ JE e S S
The study sought to identify the states' responses to the new ,

. policymaking respon51b111t1es contained in the ECIA in three areas:

-

. e ,Structural and 1nst1tutiona1 d1v151ons of responsibility at the

- state level and among federal state, and - local levels of

e

in those processes 7} : ..

o Policy preferences of various state actors for the uses and
¢ allocations of federal funds, 1nc1ud1ng education program
v priorit;@s and preferred influence strategies for state
‘ e --agenC1es _' <
These areas of investigation indicate the major questions that
motivate the research: ' How will the ECIA affect state roles in -

. R CoThTr mm Tenn e e e o 7”;» iih

education policymaking? and How will the ECIA affect the nature.and. )

-1mp1ementation of federal and state educatxonai policies? Becaﬁseithis

study was conducted dur1ng the plannlng stage for the administration of

. - r A 't
(6] AdV1sory Comm1551on on Intergovernmental Relations, "Feferal
Bilock Grants: The States Early Responses,' Information Bulletin 81-3,
, September 1981 ]
) FE . . L
: . 3 : ,
,/7‘ . " ’ - <o T bl 1d : . . ’
@ * : : , . . ) _ .
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the act; however, the research cannot answer these questions
- = T

f : ”he invest 1gatlon of state plannlng processes*nevertheless prov1des

their decisiéns regardxng ECiA adm;nlstratlon, fund uses, and

i
allocat*ons, and (2) the roles and values of VaLlOuS state actors 1n

that dec151onmak1ng process and their relative capag;t}es’fbr

1nfluenc1ng pollcy outromes ;,,«f”

‘The ‘study is based on/;nterV1eWS conducted on-site with off1C1als

of nine states. We sought to interview those offIC1als whe ‘knew about

in the ECIA planning efforts. We found such respondents through
pre11m1nary telephone 1nterv§eWS wlth officials in each bganch »f the
state government who 1dent1f1ed key actors sin the ECIA plannlng proces;
and described the governance of aducat1on in that,state. All potential

respondents,contacted agreed to part1C1pat in the tudy'

educatlon off1C1als respons1ble for instruction, finance, and federal -

. ’

and/or the Chapter 2’ AdV1sory Committee:

The n1ne states--Alabama Callfornla, Colorado, Georgia, Kansas,

Hassachusetrs, Mlnnesota Missouri, and Pennsylvania--were selected to.

represent d1ver51ty within each of the following variables expected to

influence admlnistratlve approaches, fund uses, and allocations of

federal and state;educatlon monies:

o) Political environment; €.g., the degree of historlcal

'state educatlon pollc1es and fiscal conditions as well &s those anolved

L

-commitment. to educatior and ial programs of various kinds,

the extent of local control - education and’ other social

services; the existenée of Stl lobbylng gronps for education

and'Special needs,populatlons v : s
R " 5
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o FinénCiéi héaith of the state and of state and local

governmental units

o Types and propontlons of populations wrth specxal edue&51ona1

777777 . : . 3 °

neeos in the stafe , : = .
. . .
o . School fundlng structure, =, g the level aﬁa’brbbartian of

state Support for local publlc schools, the ex1stence of

o~ -8ize-and caﬁicity-of the state department of education,

including its staff and funding levels, range of activities;
and degree of autonomy réiétivéhto the iegisiature, governor,
and state board of education. ' o
¢ ' ! . ' Z

The interviews with state officials and examination of state

" ediication pollcy statements, dec151on memoranda, and program and budget

documents were de51gned to 111um1nate,dec151ons and deC1sionmak1ng

p011C1es and other factors affectlng the educatlonal system Inter-

views, 1ast1ng from one to three hours each, followed a semistructured

~

interview gulde. Every opportunrty was taken to probe for more under-

"standing of ti:e state context, to cross-check the information, and

perceptlons of other respondents; and to 1nvest1gate the - mrtlvatlons

and ratlonales for specific admInIstrative or policy- dec151ons made.

.

In ana1y21ng the data, we soughp ‘to determine

o What pollcy c0151deratlons and state characterlstlcs ios t

strongly 1nf1uence ECIA fund uses and allocations . and how thc

state exercises its leadership role -

~

6 How the content and federal administration of the ECIA affect
_state decisions concerning ECIA fund uses, allocatlons, and -

administrative strategies

o



<6 -

- et

o How state ECIA related dec1slons are 11ke1y to. aifect federa1

and state pOllCY 80815 o o

< o . . . .

: _ LlMlIAIlONSuOE THE STUDY  ° C | .

Several factors limit tbe scope and concluslons of this study

FIrst we conducted site visits and foliow- -up telephone calls dur1ng -

" the six months Before.ths ECIA was turned over, to the states for .’
"adm1n1stratIon  Our observatIons, therefore, ‘are limited to state plans
for admin1ster1ng the act ratqer than its actual 1mp1ementatlon
o .' Second we systematically 1nvestlgated 6n1y state-level actiV1t1es
Thus,'our observatlons about the potentiai effects of the act do not

extend-to" the local level. F1na11y, the ECIA is only one of many-

factors that affect state.educatlon programs, f1nances, and governance.
Other federa1 state, and local changes in revenues for educatlon and
Schal services also influence states responses to the ECIA. '

. The responses to education program consolidation and deregulation

'Mﬁ undoubtedly differ in the context of retfeﬁChment from What they. would

. “be under other econom1c and p011t1ca1 c1rcumstances Thﬁs; our'éin&iggs
~ about the;effects of the ECIA are context-bound and not necessarily '
suggestive of the effects of federal program consolidation more

generally.

4

.OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT | . .
To gu1de our anaiys1s of §tate resp6nses to the ECIA; ge compared

the new legislatlon w1th the programs it replaces This ;omparison is (%

T -

contéxt in wh1ch state piannIng for ECIA administration has .taken place.

We deseribe thé polltlcal and econom1c *factors fhat affect the responses

in Ghapter V we dlscuss the implications" of states responses to-

the ECIA for the1r roles in the 1ntergovernmenta1 educatIona}—system as

Welh as for educatlonal pollcymaking at the state level. Ghapter v a1so

summarizes our f1nd1ngs and concluslons and suggests future research ’

' .
. - . . -

O
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' II. THE EDUCATTd& CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT
y . o . Cwm : . N : \, )
- & - s ’ . . . . .'::‘.

‘This section places the Education Comsolidation and Imprbvement Act
. in. the context of the Reagan Administration's overall program to reduce
4 K
the size and complex1ty of the entrre federh%fgrant in= a1d system ,It

then describes the purposes and prOVéslons of the new*act -u'é

, ¢ e

THE NEW FEDERALISM S R . ' D, &
The size and compleXIty of the Intergovernmental aid system as it

has developed’over the past two deoades,umany'belleve;,has exceeded-the
ability of all levels of government to admiﬁisﬁer programs efficiently
and effectlvely : The U S. Adv1sory Commé§51on on Intergovernmental

. ; o
! Relatlons (ACIR) 1dent1f1ed the fOIIOW1ng four maJor shortComlngs in the
federal aid programs: |1l R ;’zr F . '
: i ' ‘ (: B :
5 N

-
S~ 'beﬁween levels of government , _ S '

o 'Effectlveness--programmatlc 1nadequaC1es, poor performance; and

vt e

. 1nadequate measurable resuits
. a o . - }
: - ‘o Eff1c1ency--flscal management problems, excessive costs, and
o : e R ST o
o waste : —

.* o Accountability--political shqrtcomings, lack of adequate
] . - . - - - -, - - - - o . : _ o .
control and responsiveness through the political process.a :

2

: . These problems are generally attributed to the complex1ty of the

federal categor1ca1 a1d system and to the 1nab111ty of a dlstant federal

program failures. Others belleye that_expectat1ons have been

-

unrealistic. ' ; : .
\ . M B

] . [1] Advisory Conm1551on on Intergovernmental Relations, The Federal
‘: . Role in the Federal System: The Dynamics of Growth, Washlngpon D.C.
July 1980 p. 5. - . - ) i

- ) . | . . 2; . | | l.;—

&
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. An 1ncrea51ng number of policy analysts and pollcymakers see the

* o3

SO fundamental problem as a,jallure to adhere to what they 61ew as sound

. principles. of federalism.. Former Sefiator James Budkley said in 1978:
' . N PRy
- 'The ‘'major complaints about government that we hear these days--

complaints about the size and complexity and cost of the
federal establishment; the arrogagpe and 1neff1C1ency of e

7 runaway bureaucrac1es, the growing .apathy of the American ;
public--are all in significant degree manlfestatlons of a
single phenomenon: the withering away of a system of . -
federalism in which a hiérarchy of governmental - i
respon51b111t1es .i's clearly recognlzed and respected [2]

- -

v ) :

. The Reagan Adninistration offered the Omnibus Reconciliation Act as

a.golution to the problems of implementation, effectiveness, efficiency,
' aeeountability; aﬁa a clear diViéioﬁ of 1nteigaverﬁméﬁtai responsi-
bilities. The nine, block grants of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act,

part of the ''new federallsm, [3] are de51gned to counteract the

.,fOIIOWlng spec1f1c shortcomings cf the federal grant -in-aid system: (l)

ﬁederal program prescriptlveness that limits the ability of locald
. governments to reSpond to local problems; (2) the obfuscation of

ttradltlonal lelSlons of responslblllty among federal, state; and local

'governments, and (3) the proliferation of overlapplng categorlcal

programs that lead to dupllcatron of effort, burdensome paperWork and

‘lack of con51stency in programs.
The AdV1sory Comm1551on on Intergovernmental Relatlons listed five'
characterlstlcs *that dIstInguxsh block grants from other forms of

1ntergovernmental)ald.[4] - e

RE

[2] James L. Buckley, lTﬁe Trouble with Federalism: It lsn't Being

Tried," Commonsense, Vol. 1, Sutmer 1978. _ _
[3] The Omnibus Reconciliation Act actudlly représents .the "new"

new federalism. The new federalism of the 1970s, ecpecially revenue
- ’ sharing,; is described in_Michael D. Reagan, Thé New Federalism, Oxford
University Press,-New Yofk, 1972.
[4] Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relatlons, Biock

Grants: A Comparative AnalyS1s, A-60, Washington, b.C., October 1977.

\ .

)
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1. Federal aid is authorlzed for a wide rangs of act%V1ties within
a broadly deflned funct10na1 area.
2. Recipients have substantial dmscretlon in 1dent1fy1ng problems

and de51gn1ng programs and a110cat1n§ resources to deal with
them. - 7 | . |

'~ 3. Administrative, flsc;} reporting, piénniﬁg,“&h& other federal .
requireménts are kept to the minimum needed to enéufe that 2.

nat10na1 goals are be1ng met . : . ;

that narrOWS federal admxnistrators discretion with regard to

fund allocations and glves the rec1p1ents a sense_of fiscal

certainty. ' ' . <
5. Eligibility prov151ons, speclfleg by statute, favor general
purposepgovernmental units as rec1p1ents and elected off1c1als

and administrative generalists as.decisionmakers. - :
- . B el . . . ‘
. L . S

?deregulate a range of education programs. ﬁowever,‘Bétanée it &béé’not
affect most 1arge categorical education programs for special purposes or ‘
special pOpulations, it only partially achieves the functional breadth

described by ACIR as a block grit characteristic. We may, ﬁoﬁethéiéss,‘

"examxne the ECIA in 11ght of its block grant features to assess. 1ts
probable effect on thé education programs that it includes.
. . - B <

PURPOSES AND PROVISIONS OF THE ECIA[5] o

The Eaucation'éonsoiidatiOn and improvement Act is intendéd to’

provide greater flex1bllity for state and local prOV1ders of education - ,

/

services in their pses of federal funds. Chapters 1 and 2 of the act !

will retain the .basic purposes of the programs that they 1ncorporated.'

[5] A detailed description of the ECIA is found in Robert

-Sitverstein and Sandra McMuiian, The Education Consolidation and e

Improvement Act of 1981: Its Meanxng for State and Tocal Policymakers
and Admxnlstrators, National Association of State Boards of Educatxon,

Washlngton, D.C., 1981.

.
v
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‘students (see Table 1) : .

LT ) N
Chapter 1 will "continue to provide financial assistancé to state

‘and loéal educatronal agencies to meet the special needs of educa-
tlonally deprlved ch11dren."[6] Chapter 2 will advance the purposes
of the antecedent programs ior improving school programs, but will’
be used "in accordance with the educational needs and priorities of

state and local.educational agencies as determlned by such agenties."[7]

Both chapters are intended to elimimate "burdensome, unnecessary, and .

unﬁrodﬁctiﬁe ﬁaperwo;k;' reduce prescriptive regulations and adminis-
trative purdens that do not contribute to fiscal accountability

or instructional improvement, and place increased responsibility for

-superV1s'on, dlrectlon, and control at the state and local levels.

The next two subsect;ons‘descrrbe how- Ehapters 1 .and 2 of the ECIA

| their respective antecedent programs. A third subsection

differ fro

discﬁ%sés how Chapter 3 changes federal and state administration of .the ,

-

programs. . , - , '
F : L \ - ;
Chapter 1 : SR ' = '
_ Under Title I of the superseded Elementary and Secongkry Educatlon

2

Act, federal compensatory education aid was dlstrlbuted to states and

local districts according to<a formula based on a low-income index; -
inéludihg the'OrShath§ poVérty iévci ‘a cotnt of pupils covered by the
Aid to Families with Dependent Chrldren (AFDC) Program; and ‘a count, of

hllcly supported children living in foster homes or 1nst1tut10ns [8]

The formula includes additional 8110cat10n§ for m1gratory ch11dren, o

funds will be disbursed accordlng to the Same basic

Chapter 1%\
. formiula as Title~I funds. Current appropriations for Ghapter 1,

however; will be suhstantiaiiy'iowér'than those underyTltle I.j

[6] Public Law 95 35, Sec. 552; 20 USC Sec. 3801. |
(7] Ibid:, Sec. (a) 20 USC Sec. 2601. _ - -
(8] Natlonal Instltute of Education, Title I Fuﬁds Allocation: The
Current Formula, U.S. Department of Health Educatlon, ‘and Welfare,
. Washington, D.C., September 30; 1977. e

L]
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Table 1 .. L

. 1981 TITLE I AND 1982-1983 CHAPTER 1 APPROPRIANIDNS

s - - \ . "

- L Gﬁaﬁter 1
S ) T'tlgii. : Cbaptef-l' FY 1983

~ :Programs forr -+ FY 1981 - Fr°1982 - President's
Bxsadvantaged Students Appropriations Apﬁrqpriationgs Request
~ Basic grants C 2,512,614 2,412,756 . 1,726,526
' State agency programs , I I o ”W;
~ Migrants . - 266;400 . 255,7447 . 167,012
< “Handicapped , 152,625 146,520 el
) Neglected & dellnquen - 33,975 . 32,616 . 21,886
étate administration é35,§36 - 32,573 ) 22,100
Evaluation and Stud%es~ . 6,000 ﬁr EAN 5,560' 4;7@6

W . _;.5 U . o .'- o
Concentration grants * 98,773 . . === Co _—-

R ' ¢ . DU

Tqﬂal . : 3,104,317 2,885,969 1,942,000

) i o o b : - s
SOURCE: Education Daily, April 2; 1982, p. 5.

A Cﬁaptér 1 dlffers from f%tle I 1n several other ways . T1t1e I was

. -4 -
-+ aimed prImarlly at a551st1ng educatlonaliy depr1ved students in -

incomé famlllqs E11g1b1e benef1C1ar1es were 1dent1ﬁ}ed accordlng to

all attendance areas hav1ng_a unlformly hlgh concentration of such

- «_,_,.,,.__-—-————- - , ‘D

- ' . . , G ~

g [9} Pablic Law 95-35, Séc. 556(b)(2); 20 USC Sec..3805 (emphasis
added). . - - : = _

& . e - N

»geographlc areas with the h;ghest concentratxons of students from low-

R
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children, or (3) for services that promise to proV1de sigﬁifioéht héip
. for "all such children™ served' by a local educatlonal agency (LEA).[10] -

The %t&tﬁte”faiis to define "all such ch11dren

oS

Thé}prOV1s1ons allowing services to' ‘all such ch11dren' and
permlttlng, rather than requlrlng, services to the most educationally
needy students appear to enlarge LEA flexibility in deternlnlng student
ellglbr}lty for Chapter 1 services. However, Chapter 1 fails to include
the following exceptions to targeting. rules specifically sanctioned by
‘Title It ' |

- . .

e o oo - . - T
o The authorlzatlon of school d1str1cts to d1rect the1r

M

compensatory educatlon programs to geographic areds w:th high
concentratlons of educatlonally deprlved ohlldren rather than
ch11dren from low- income famiTies )
o The QroV1s1on aIIOW1ng LEAs to target schools as well as
geog 1ph1c attendance areas for services
o The prg;ision ehabiing férméfiy Eéigé{éa areas that are no
longer e11g1b1e in a current year to contlnue their programs
o The provision author121ng the contlnued serV1ce to cHildren who
'had $hown academlc improvement or who had transferred to
'nontarget schools ' o )
o The authorlzatIon of school districts to upgrade an °nt1re t
school by sponsorlng school-wide projects. : .

’
Y

Although Section 554(b) of the law states that.Title I authorized
expenditures in effect on Séptember 30, 1982, may be covered by Chapter

followin sectlon Accordlng to Section 554(c), ''the provisions of

1)

1 funds;;his provision appears to be contradictéd in the immediately .

Title.I. ... ..which are.not. specrflcally made_applicable by _ thxs uhapter_u_

shall not be app11cab1e to programs under this Chapter " The regu-
lations for Chapter 1 do not clarify the appilcablllty of previously
,allowed exceptlons for targetlng, nior do they glve guldance as to how to
apply the "all such chxidren provision other than def1n1ng the ch11dren

asf"educat;onaiiy déprivéd low income ch11dren."[11j

- [ie] Ibid.; Sec. 556(b)(1) . ’ o
- [:1] 34 CFR Sec. 200. 49(c), 47 FR 32863, July 29 1982

. - X gd . : - S
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Chapter 1 includes other changes in program planning and allocation
rules. School districts are no longer required to have district and
school parent advisory councils, they may develop their own methods for
consu1t1ng with parents. States~havesbroader discrétion in allow1ng the
use of Chapter 1 funds for such activities'as the training of edu-
cational aides; construction ..of-faciiiti'es; planning; health,. social,
and nutritional services; and program svaluation. ' ;

Chapter 1 drops the Title I requirement that spec1f1c evaluation
fodels must bg used, although evaluations must still be conducted. The
requirement tﬁat LEA funds must be equi'tabl distributed~to partici-
pating project areas has also been dropped Y\}inallf, the Title I

state aid to LEAs is omitted from Chapter 1. °

Chapter 1 also changes fiscal -and accountability requirements It
retains the Title I supplement-not-supplant (SNS) requirement for_LEAs
but allows state and local funds for Chapter 1 purposes to be excluded
from the SNS determination. Proof of maintenhnce of effort is lowered
to 90 percént of the ﬁiéééaiﬁg year's expenditures for free public
educatlon, and one- year waivers are allowed Noncompliance results in a
_reductlon of funds rather than total W1thholding . ‘

Chapter 1 requires an assurance from LEAs to the state educational
agency (bEA) thatJPIOjeCt dreas receive serV1ces from state and local

funds comparable to those of ‘non- prOject\areas The comparability

—_—

reportlng requirement, however, has been dropped: fhe\ﬁasis for an
assurance of comparability is aISo changed LEAs must, state that they

have a district wide salary schedule anc policies to ensure that

allocatlons of personnel and materials among schools are- equivalent;
State educational agencies are to oversee LEA fund allocations and
o.uses, but _state_ reporting requirements to the U S. Department of.
Educatior are left anspeclfled . For f1sca1 accountability purposes,
SEAs are requlred only to "keep such records and prov:de Stieh
informatlon to the Secretary [of Educationl as may be regquired for

. fiscal ‘audit and program evaluation.'"[12] . I
B : . o "

{i2] Public Law 97-35, Sec. 555(d); 20 USC Sec. 3804.

AN
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The: law glves only part1a1 gu1dance on the responsibillgzes,

~ ]

ob11gatlons, and limits of state educatlonal agencies under Chapter 1.
States are to approve LEA applicatlons and may deny or withhold funds to
'LEAs not in comp11ance with .the law. To receive funds SEAs must file
assurances with the U.S. Department of Education regarding flSC&l

control and fund account i: g procedures
S S -
Chapter 1 omits guidance on such issues as state issuance of

regulatlons, spe01f1cs for anprOV1ng LEA applicatlons, monitoring, S

aud:txng, and comp1a1nt resolutlon HoWever, the statute reduces state - .

' Chapter 1 award . ’

*

The Chapter 1 regulations do not speC1fy the standards that states
should use in apprOV1ng, regulatlng, monitoring, or audItIng an LEA s

,Chapter 1 act1v1t1es They state only that SEAs are respons1b1e for

end as long as these do ‘not conflict with federal law or regulatlons [13]

The states, wh1ch played an important role in adm1n1ster1ng the

Title I program, have slgnlficant new respons1b111t1es under Chapter 1i
The states will continue to approve LEA applications; in addltlon,_Lhey
will Have wide latitude to determine what is satisfactory. Maintenance-
of-sffort determinations; 1nc1ud1ng the author1ty to 1ssue waivers and
pro rata reductlons in funds, are now the respons1b111ty of the SEAs,
rather’ than;of the secretary. Def1n1tlon and enforcement of other

provisions of the 1aw4:suéh“as the nénsuppiancing’ana comparabiiity

_of federal gu1de11nes and report1ng requlrements .
Chapter 2 D L SR

~Unlike Chapter 1, which retains many of the emphases and provisions’

e of .a slngle antecedent program (Title I), Chapter 2 is an amaigamatlon T
of many former categorlcal programs It contains both new and old
administrative directions and programmatlc elements. Its purpose is to

consolidate céertain programs

‘ ' [13].34 CFR Sec. 200.59; 47 FR 32864, July 29, 1982.
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of state and loca1 educational agencles . . . to financially
assist state and local edpcatlonal agencies to improve ’
elementary and secondary educadtion . . . and to do So in a
manner designed to greatly reduce the enormous administrmdtive
and paperwork burden 1mposed on schools at the expense offq
their abillty to educate ch11dren [14] _ ' ok

.

Programs consolidated into Chapter 2 are, with two exceptlons

relg t1ve1y small ones; as .«can be seen from Table 2 wh1ch also compares

FY 1981 and FY 1982 approprlatlons Total funding for these programs
was cut srgnlflcantly FY 1982 approprlatlons are about.'10 percent less:
than those for FY 1981, and the PreSldent s’ FY 1983 budget réduést is
about 10 percent less than the FY 1982 approprlations ' Compounded by
the effects of 1nf1atlon, Chapter 2 means far less in purchas1ng power

for states and localities desplte the reduced costs promIsed by a

o 'deregulated and ¢onsolidated approach

.

) atlon, and arts educatlon ‘These funds were awarded pr1mar11y to"“

LEAs through a competltlve grant process with. 11tt1e or no state
1nvolVement - Funds for the 1mprovement of teaching through programs
‘such as teacher centers and teacher éarpé'wéfé also awarded ccm-
pet1c1ve1y, typlcally to LEAs and hlgher educatlon_lnstltutlons The.p
largest share of program funds 1ncorporated -into Ch pter 2 comes from
three programs that differ in important ways from ‘the other programs
- .cgnsolldated in the ECIA. . )
‘ Thé Emérgéncy School Aid ﬁct (ESAA), awardéd funds through a

court -ordered desegregatlon i ESAA funds “could be used for several PR
act1v1t1es including remedial. serv1ces, staff deVeiopment and- inseIV1ce ‘

* teacher tra1n1ng, and curr1cu1um development.[lS] ‘Because of the nature

147 Public Gaw 97-35, .Sec. 561(a); 2 USC Sec. 2601. ‘ /
{15] James” Douglas Slack "Policy Implementatlon and -
. T

Intergovernmental Relations: The Case of the Emergency School Aid Act,
“ unpublished Ph.D. diisértation, Miami University, 1981.
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Table 2
e 1981 ANTECEDENT PROGRAM AND 1982 1983 EC¥A CHAPTER 2 APPROPRIATIONS
. ($ thousand) e . -

v
-

Antece@gnt . _ Chapter 2 -
Programs - Chapter 2 _ FY 1983
L B FY 1981 FY 1982 ‘President's
ECIA Chepter 2 S Appropriatians Appropriations Requést
Emergency schéél aid (ESAA) 149,209

- — P — — . N

. School libranies and instruc-

tional resources (Title IV-B)+ 161,000

Improving local educational

practice (Title IV-C) . 66,130 . ~
Strengthening stategagency S - X
management (Title. V) 42,075 \ ;

Teacher corps ' : 22,500 R ¢
Teacher centers * . ° o 9,100 . R
Precollege science teacher )
_ training . 1,875

. Basic skills 1mprovement . 4 25,560,
Metric education . o . . 1,380
Cities in schools = - © 2,745
PUSH for excellence - a 825

' Consumer educatiori T 15356 o .
Lawsrelated education .. ° 1,000 . 960(a)
Biomedical sciences education 3,000 2,880(a) .
Ethnic heritage studie$ . 2,250 : : '
Community schools : ~3,138 _ o ,
Career education - 10,000 "9,600(a) ?
Intercultural ung_;standlng 2,000 _
Arts education. ° - 1,125 ae B ' .
Gifted and talented educatIon + 5,652 : :

Total , 512,010 455,616 406,000

SOURCE: Education Daily, April 2, 1982, p.'s.

into ‘the block grant .

of the program and its ellgiblllty requlrements ESAA fundé'héré

“directed toand used by 1arge metropolltan school districts with 7

significant minority enrollments ) oo .



ESAA grants differed from the other consolidated categorical'
programs in two ways. - First _the grants were designed to promote a
federal equity goal--desegregation--rather than a general school
improvement purpose. A1though their beneflts Were w1de1y felt, they
were generally used to upgrade services to low-ancome and minority

studen1s, and the award process was used to enforce a number of c1v11

rights provisions [16] S - L

few in number. ‘In 1982, for example) approx1mate1y 250. LEAs received
grants réﬁging in S1ze~from $30,000 to nearly §7 m11110n Seventeen
N large cities received grants of a&e; s Eiiiion [17] . These funds were a
s1gnificant source of federal support for an 1ﬂportant federal Jpurpose
for many urban school districts. : - .
The:second large program 1nc1udedri; the Chapter 2 consolidatic;)\}i

combines two previously consolidated programs ESEA Title IV-B; whic

‘strengthening 1eadd‘sh1p in state and localveducational agencxes
Title IV-B acted'as an ent1t1ement-program for LEAs, w1th each

»state developing a formula for fund allocation The formula included
“enrollment, high tax effort and "high cost children measures: The
d1str1butyon of Title IV-B funds to states and loca1it1es was similar to
that specrfied in Chapter 2. The statute granted local districts
limited discretion over how IV-B funds were used‘and gave SEAs the
responsibility for flscal overS1ght

' The quite different funding mechanlsm for T1t1e IV C 1nvolved

- .grants competition to award funds ,to LEAs. 0ne recent evalnation showed .

. '~ marked variations in allocatlon patterns among_states; with some trying ?/

\

and Local Gpvernment The Case of Nondiscriminafion in Educatiqg, The

Rand fCorporation, R- -2868-NIE, December .1982. o~
[17] "1982 Emergency School Aid Basic Grangs to«School D1str1cts,

Education Times, February 1, 1982, p 6.

£

~

i




- 19 -

to dispense funds as-ﬁldely as po§§ihle throughout school districts and
others concentratlng funds for a few exemplary proJects [18]

The faIrly s1mp1e allocatlon of funds under Chapter 2 involves
basis of school -age population. States, in turn, are to develop a
formula to.disburse at ‘least. 80 percent of these funds to their LEAs.

. State formulas are to be based on publlc and. nbnpublic school i
enrollments with an adJustment_for hlghjcost children. _The legrslatlon
.;suggestsqthat high=cost factors.may includerchildréﬁ from low-income ’

families; children living in economically dépresséd urhan and. rural
-greas; and children 11v1ng in sparsely populated areas [19] The staté

LEAs may expend Chapter 2 funds in three maJor areas:

1. Baslc skllls development (Subchapter A}--to develop and L
reading, mathematlcs, and written and oral communlcatxon
skflls: T :

2. Educational improvement and Support services (Subchapter By--to

-

acquire textbooks and 1nstructlonal materlals, provide programs
for special needs students (including glfted and talented and
educationally deprived), address problems caused by isolation
/ or concertration of m1nor1ty students, prov1de guldance . .
counselors, offer 1nservice training, and the like.
3. Speewal projects (Subchapter C)--to carry out the purposgs of
the remaining programs consolidated in Chapter 2 such‘as

T metrlc, arts, and consumer education.{20]
> A o :

b -

[18] Lorralne M. McDonnell and Milbrey W. McLaughlin, Program

‘Consolidation and the State Role in ESEA Title IV, The Rand Corporation,
R-2531-HEW, April 1980.

{19] Public Law 97-35, Sec 565(a). - (- N e
~ [20] Ibid., Sec: 571-582. : ?
‘ -

w‘,
.
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categorles of program purposes. To receive funds, an LEA must submlt an
appllcatlon to the SEA outlining its 1ntended use of funds, assur1ng
that it- will provide fof nonpubllc school participation and parental
\consultatloh and agreelng to keep records and 1nformatlon for fiscal
audits and proéram evaluations. 4n application may' be for a three4
year period. [21] - . é

Chapter 2 makes no spec1f1c prOV151on for the SEA s approval of LEA-
applications. The law states only that an LEA becomes eligible for
funding whén it submits an applicatlon to the SEA. .

To rece1ve\funds,\a state must submit an applxcatron'to the uU.s:

.public and private elementary and secondary school children, teachers, -
parents, local boards of educatlon, local and reglonal s¢hool”
The state adv1sory committée is to have a say in the formula.for-LEA >
fund dlstrlbutlon, the use of the state set- &Slde funds, and theA
planning, development, support 1mp1eme2tatlon, and evaluatxon of state
programs assisted by Chapter 2. [22]

The state apflication mist also contain a budget for the ‘allocation

of state use funds, an assurance that the SEA W111 proV1de‘pub11c notlce B

activities such as tra1n1ng, materials development, dissemifiation,
plannlng, and technical &SSlSt&nCe as Well as ‘administration,

mon1tor1ng, and enforcement a5t1v1t1es

. . )
. L , ] .
- . { ' | . | o
Eéii=ibid., Sec.. 556.. o N
[22] Ibid., Sec. 564(a)(2). : , ,
[23] IBid., Sec. 564(a). ) . ,
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fiscal year. Both SEAs and LEAs must, satisfy the supplement-not-
supplant requirement of earlier programs; that is, they must not:

use Chapter 2 awards to supplant funds from nonfederal sources.
F1nally, Chapter 2- conta1ns speclﬁnc provisions for the equltable
participation of students enrolled in prlvate, nonprof1t schooes [2&’

The state role in adminlsterlng Chapter 2 d1ffers from its role in

- administéring most- of the antecedent programs. Nearly all of the

esarlier categorical grants were awarded by the U S. Department of-

Edication d1rectly to local institutions on the basis of a competitive

. process in wh;ch the SEA played little or fio formal role.

The closest analogy to the fundrng and governance for Chapter 2 is

educational agencies wh1ch then made formila-based awards to LEAs.
SEAs administered these funds in consultation with their statewide Title
IV advisory’ committees, develdoping entitlement formulas based on

enirollment and high-cost pupil faetors;'approéing LEA appllcations, and

monitoring LEA compliance with the law.

Title IV-B funds differed from Chapter 2 funds in that thP former

pr1mar11y). Furthermore, the state over51ght funotlon was more c1early °

spelled out under Title IV-B (e.8. ; states had "to approve ppllcatlons

and enforce spec1f1c fiscal requlrements) The stﬁte set 51de under

.Chapter 2 may be seen as 51m11ar to state fund: ng under the former

1

Titles iv- C and V, which granted funds for SEA activities and for state-

;1n1t1ated awards to local 1nst1tutIons

.,admlnlstered programs in the block grant In another-sense, though,

states appear to have less control over how LEAs spend the 80 percent of
the funds that flow through by formula than they had over the sarlier
state- adminlstered programs e. g, Titles IV-B and IV-C), since the law

emphasrzes that LEAs are to have complete dlscretlon OVer the uses of

[24] Ib1d Sec. 585-586.

Ty,
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purposes specified in t;e'iaw and in their éﬁpiiééﬁiéﬁs.

A timely report for the National Association of State Boards of
Education identified several areas of uncertainty and concern arising
from Chapter 2.[25] "Governance questions involvz ‘the responsibilxtxes
of and restrictions on federal state; ‘and local governments. Whlle the

- state educational agencies are respop51b1e for admlnlstering'tﬁe law and
énsiiring LEA compliance, they lack both, express authority to withhold
funds from LEAs at the applicatioh stage and specific enforcement
optlons [26] - 7

_ The state's re1at10nsh1p to federal audltors and enforcers with

Department of Educdation. The secr;tarv s approval is expressly requ1red

only for the criteria chosen for interdlstrlct allocatlons of Chapter 2

funds

The language of the law suggests that LEAs are considered
accountable pr1mar11y.to their constituents, and secondarllyvto the
state. Chapter 3 of the ECIA, however; gives the Secretary of Ediuication
authority to withhold funds from both SEAs and LEAs on a finding of
hdﬁtompllance fhe absence of;federai COmpiianCe standards from most
responsibilities, 1eaves unresolved many questions about what states
must do to ensure compllance. ‘ '

Other Chapter 2 governance issues concern the roles of the various
statellevel actors. The new law places the respcnsibility for ' -
administering the consolidated programs on- state educational “agencies,
‘leaving unsettled in some states the iaestiép of whether the state board

or the state department f education is the body'pitimateiy responsibile
for administration. //’p

[25] Silverstein and McMullan (1981) -/
[26] The Chapter .2 regulations allow states to requlre LEAs to

répay misused funds folldwlng a state fimarcial and compiiance audit;

but they do not” add&ess the issue of whether SEAs may d1sapprove LEA

app11cat10ns for . funds (34 CFR at 298 17; 47 FR 32890, July 29, 1982).

4

o
G .




-

o

¢ :
3 . A 55 -
- Chapter 2 also requires that the’governor of each’ state appoint an
advisory committee“to advise the SEA on the uses 6f state funds and the
allocation formiila for local funds. Mééﬁﬁhiié, a number of state ,
legislatures have given themselves the authorlty to reapproprlate all
federal funds that come ‘into the1r states: One SEA off1c1a1 described
the; situation in his state as fOllOWS "The Consolidation Act has

become a polltlcal football. The governor th1nks he has the power

wants .to reappropriate all federal money."[27] o

The distribution of funds By a state-developed formula;involves
further uncertainty. Chapter 2 fails to specify the amount of emphasis
thHat.4 state can or must place or 'the adjustment factor for high-cost

students. The ECIA suggests three factors to be considered for high-

cost adjustment, but does not 1nd1cate whether they may or must be used.

Slmllarly, the law says noth1ng abour the weight that should be accorded
to the var1ab1es (e:g., whether states should' 51gn1f1cantly favor the
énrollment variable or high-cost,varlables). Nor does it indicate the
process by which the formula is to be approved, either at the state or
the federal level:. . | '

The equltable prOV151on of ECIA benefIts to pr1vate school students
aiso presents problems. The law does not make clear whether LEAs must
serve only re51dent péﬁvate scﬁool students or those who attend.schools
within the LEA s boundar1es but reS1de in another d1str1ct or state
The law doe: not 1nd1cate what should be done for prlvate school

bypa551ng the nonpart1c1pat1ng LEA to serve pr1vate school students

"would be inequitabie to the public school childrén'inythé LEA who are

i

-‘not served - : S - . Wl;llfllmf,_f, ' .

TR AT p‘—
Private school representatlvcs aré to be involved' in plannlng

Chapter 2 programs, but neither the mechanism for 1nvolvement nor the

,requlred degree of 1nvolvement is spec1f1ed Services and materIals are

tg be pcblxcly owned and prOV1ded but 1f serV1ces offered to publlc

v -

[27] TBlock Grants Create Political Furor, Say Administrators,"

Educat;on Dally, November 3, 1981, p. 4. . , . .
™ ' ) . ’ N
s o F
\ " 335 \
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equitabie part1c1pat10n mean equal dollars: per pupll, equal access, or
shared décisionmaklng'ahout services? Furthermore the ECIA_makes no
provisions for an SEA to determine LEA compllance Aspec1f1ca11y it ‘does.
A not 1nd1cate whether monitoring and data collection are warranted (or
, ‘ allowed)’ . - ’
' Finally, the permitted uses of funds and?reébrdkeeplng requ1rementi
are not fully spec1f1ed. The law requires SEAs and LEAs to keep "such
records and provide such information' as may be necessary for audits and .
evaluations; but gives no guidance on what these records and informgtion
3 should contain. No standards are given for the review of program N
applications by either the SEA or the U.S. Department of Education for
the review of program applicatious. The categories of aliéwable program

ffffff

@
purposes are so—broadly stated as to raise the questlon of whether any

actlvlty could be excluded: Yet the fact that some progects were

treated as genera1 a1d ' > . .

Furthermore, states,\localltles, and private schools are to use
funds to Supplement (nbt to éupplant) other, nOnfedarally funded
activities, but no criteria are offered. Given the range of program
purposés allowable and the noncategorical nature of:the grant, .
supplanting may be difficult to determine. .

If an LEA wants to use Chapter 2 funds for activities previously,’
but not curréntlY; opérated from state or lbpal reveniies, woﬁld this be

conszﬁered suppiant::ng‘7 Some activities undertaken in the p&st with

staté and local funds- may have been recently under funded because of

fiscal constralnts, doe= rhe supplement not- supplant prOV151on preclude

dlrecting Chapter 2 funds to these programs'7 How are LEAs suppoaed to

ensure that funds for prlvate schools are used in a ‘supplementary

fashion?

ERIC
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could’ be resolved by regulation at the federal or state_ level The law,

F
however, also leaves many questions,unanSWered regarding intergovern-

mental responsibilities i Chapter 3 oftthe ECIA sxmultaneously takes

two nearly ant1thet1cal ag roaches to the question of centralization L -

.of authority for ECIA decisionmaking, ‘Section 591 .authorizes the

' secretary to 1ssue regulﬁtions in a. few specific areas and- then states-

in 811 other matters relatIng to the details of- planning, oL

developing, 1mp1ement1ng, and evaluwating programs and projects

by State and local educational-agencies the Secretary sha}l = °

. not_issue regulations; but -may consult with appropriate State,

local and private educational agencies, and upon request, °- 7

guidelines deS1gned to promote the development -and I v
implementation of effective instructional programs. .-.5. ~ .
Regulations issued pursuant to this subtitle shall not. have .
the standing of a Federal statute for the  purposes of Jud1 1al -

‘review. [28] Lt w . 4&1

ro . 1

.
K

- Glearly, th1s section is Intended to.reduce regu&ato:v control by
the féderal government It has been 1nterpreted by the Department of
591(a) gives the secretary aathority to issue regulations 'retating to .
proper f1scal account1ng .o and the method of making payments

authorized under this subtxtle as well as those "deemed necessary to

W1thout guidance for how they are to; be met lhe secretary s refusal to
. -

- promulgate clarifying regulations leaveStquestions as to what

constitutes acceptable practice undér the new programs
Y-

. -
s ¢ - s o

LA

- a8 : N ’ .... : N ’ t ’
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authorlty to W1thhold funds from noncompllan+ state and local . -
educatlonal agenc1es ~ Section 592 authorlzes the withholdlng of all
State funds if a state or local agency*fails t& compﬁy W1th any

requxrement of the law One LEA s fallure to comptly could then, résdlt

~

'(,/ in the ent1re state”’ allocat1on«being withheld 'although the secretary,

at hIS dlscretxon, may limit the W1thhold1ng to.the spec1f1c agenc1es

~

affected by the fallure B N .' : Lo L

~The- regulatlons for the ECIA[29] "do not; in. general,\speclfy

7compl1ance standards om1tted by the law SerV1ces to- chlldren in’

_o

" private schools are treated in mqre detall in the regulatlon although

many questlons about their equitable part1c1pation rema1n [30]
. | . i iy . T

e

oL - [29] Chapfer 1 regulatlons are 1n 34 CFR 74 76,. 78,. 200, '201 47 -

' FR 32856° July 29, 1982. " Chapter 2 regulations are in 3& CFR 2987 47 FR

'32884 July 29, 1987 Our dlSCUSSlOH of ECIA regulatlons refers to the;
firmmal rules publashed in the Federal Register on-July 29, 1982 (as cited

above); however, at the time of- this writing, .a dispute remaIns betWeen

the Congress and the Education'ﬁepartment regarding congressxonal

7 agthqgltyito review and possrbly change regulations issued by the.
* departmentiiiémendments to the July ‘1982 regulations; announced in the
;" Federal Régister, November 19, 1982, are currently before the Corngress.

E30] Both Chapter r and Chapter 2 rules,,for example, def1ne

school students, based cn. enrollment numbe s adjusted for spec1al
educatlonal needs . How ‘he needs and de erent1al costs of serV1ng )

question In prOV1ding serV1ces, LEAs are to determine. what is T N

equ1table by comparing services to children ‘in pr1vate and in public’

schools. emen

and not suppla t
to chiildren in private school, meeting the needs of the .children in _
the school but mot benefiting the school itself. If ECIA services to be
provided: to publlc school students _are not ,supplementary foriprlvate
school students .or are not ‘tailored to- thefr special’needs, it is
unclear what_ criteria will be uséd for determining equitable serV1ce
provision. The only addltlonal gu1dance offered.ln the. Chapter 2 rules
is that "if the needs of children enrclled in private schools are »
differgnt from the needs of children enrolled in public schools; an LEA .
 snall provide Chapter. 2 services for the private schooi cnlldren that
. address their needs ¢on an equitable basis" (34 CFR L

298. 2&(b)(2)(B)(111)) C e 5;."

wever, LEAs must use Ghapters 1 and 2 funds to supplement

the level of Services that would otherwxse be available

7
»
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law, the Secretary has chosen to issue minimal regulatxons supplemented
by nonregulatory guidelines that are blnding on’ all Department of
Education officials but not on SEAs.or LEAs. A substantiai proportion 5
of the.regilatory guidaﬁgé;issuéésconcérns a highly developed appeais.
procedure for cases of adverse audit determinations or decisions to
withhold funds.[31] ; : . o
Although the more ‘detailed nonregulatory guidance is: to be blndlng

on all Department of Education officials; it is not binding on officlals

autho:xzed to conduct audIts of ECIA programs ~ Thus, the requirements

can flnally be clarified only 1n,the appeals process after an adverse:

audit determination has been issued.

. SUMMARY -

In theory at least, the Education and Consolidation Improvement Act-
provides opportunities for states and localities to exercise their own
pféféféncés for education progréms and operating procedures to a. far .

gredter extent than have previous’ federal programs. It a1so;introduces

new possibilities for federal, state, and local intergovernmental:

- «

relationships and for redefinitions of ‘ne respective roles of state
government actors in directing the course of the educationai enterprise:,

At the same time, the ECIA-presents states and localities with many

"unanswered questipns about the extent ¢f their authority at a time when

~ many are also faced with substantial funding cuts. B « -

] - Y
B 2

N
[31] The appeals process enta11s a deta11ed procedure for hearlngs,
arguments, interventions by third part1es, public comment arnd
recommendationis by the Educatlon Appeal Board over the course of at
least 415 days before the secretary redches a decision.
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iiirw,A,CONTEXT,FOR ASSESSING STATE RESPONSES TO THE ECIA

. This chapter describes the political and sconomic factors that
influence state a&ministratine pianning for the ECIA. ?lanning
.decisions are a function of what an agency (and its const1tuents) would
11ke to do in the context of what dec1s10nmakers think they cén do.

. Policy preferences must be tempered by po11cy,‘program, and fundlng

constraints ] -

In many respects, state planning ﬂn:ECfﬁ/égministfétion illus-
trates the way in which planning decisionis are made'inian.extremeiy
uncertain envirenment. At the federal level; information about ECIAs
funding and implementation has ‘been tentative: and. subJect to aﬁéﬁgé' At
‘the state 1eve1 f1nance and program p&rameters for social services
generally, and for- edutation particuiarly, are undergolng substantial

change. .- ) L

UNCERTAINTIES REGARDING FEDERAL INTENT

Important policy issues remained unresolved diring the months

. following the passage of “the ECIA; when states were preparing to éssume'
their riew responsibiiities" Questions concerning appropriations &i& ~

N _The ECIA was enacted as part of the omnibus Reconczl atlon Act’ of
1981 Because of the size of the reconcL11at1on package, the speed with
wh1ch it was enacted, and the fact that substantial program changes were
madesthrough the, budgetary process, the ECIA's 1egIslative history does u,
not include the kind of deta11ed, recorded pol;cy debate that usually
accompanies iegisiative program reforms. -Hence, one .of the context
variables that shapes .initial 1mpiementation of the ECIA is the
uncertainty caused by a relative 1ack of clar1ty and spec1f1city

regarding congressional intent.

h‘. T e ' . sz A ’ S S \\/ ’



In the absence of detalled statutory guldance,'regulat1ons become

an 1mportant source of 1nformat10n for agenc;es 1mplement1ng new

programs. But pollcy and program guldance did not come qulckly from tﬁb
_Department of Educatlon The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for ECIA was
””t issued until February 12 1982, and f1na1 rules- Were.not pghllshnd

until July 29, 1982.

Congress challenged the final rules, largely because the riles
stated that the administrative provisions of the éénerai Edﬁcation; '
‘Provislons Act (GEPA) did not apply to ECIA. a The Department of K

‘*Eﬁucatlon eventually submitted to congressxonal pressure and- reV1sed the

- regulatlons on November 19, 1982, at this wr1t1ng, the ru1es are.before

‘Congress for review.

In addltlonr the rules give only minimal guldance on state and

local comp11ance with the ECIA s new proV1slons and on the respect1ve

authorities of federal; state, and local agenC1es A1though the rules

gave no cr1ter1a by wh1ch state. app11catlons Would be Judged thé

- . . -

_d1sagreements W1th the Department of Educatlon

The Department of Education refused to approve the Chapter 2

-

ailocatIon formulas of New gprk Connecticut, and Ca11forn1a Nebraska

students as provrded in the law. When school opened in Septemberviééé;
the Chapter 2 plans of California, Missouri, and Nebraska had still not

been approved.[1]

Uncertainty over ECIA fundxng 1eve1s also contlnued well into the

.

planning year. At the_t1me of our si vVlSltS, Congress tiad not passed
a budget; only continuing resoliitions. Morsover, .President Reagan had
proposed sbudget recissions to his initial budget As Alabama State
Department of Ediucation officials. told us with regard to their Chapter 2

fundIng "All we khow is that we will get 1.75 percent of the total

Educatijn Daily, Septembgr 21, 1982, p. 3.

)

[}] "GallfornIa Gets Go-Ahead on Chapter 2 After Long Delay,"

-

N
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Chapter 1 funding levels were even less certain because, in

.addition to the lack 6f a final approprIations bill; the Department of

Education was locked in a lawsuit with 11 states that challenged the use
of 1970 rather than 1980 censuﬂ'data for counting eligible students. .

This issue was not resolved until September 1982 when Congress overrode

President Reagan s .veto of the FY’1982 supplemental fund1ng bill. The

bill added $148 mlllion to the $2.8 billlon appropriation for Chapter.1 ~

and allowed the department to use either the 1970 or 1980 count of low-
o

income children to award the higher allocatlon for each state [2]

STATE FINANCING AND ADMINISTRATION OF EDUCATION oL
In addition to the federally induced uncertaingzes that:ex1sted .

’ when states were planning to assume their new adminisfiative respon-

place at time when the sxze, shape, ans pnblIc serv1ce fnnctions of

state governments have completed a cycle of. growth and are entering a

’ghperiod of r%Efggphment, or at least redefinltion .

'Education Dgi , September 13 1982, p. 1.
[3] Authony-H Pascal et al:; Fiscal Containment of Local and State’

outstripped those of federal and local,governments. Government‘growth

. has been supported only partially by increasing own-source revenues;

intergoVéfnmehtal transfers to statés and localitiés have grown éveén

faster than ‘their own revenues.
‘The more: centralized financing that’ resulted: from the increases in

these transfer payments allowed state and local governments to expand
programs and Work forces faster than they 1ncreased their own téxes [3]
In 1978 federal a1d to states amounted to over 38 percent :of states'

own-source’ revenues; federal and state transfers to local governments

amounted to 76 percent of local “own- source revenues. [4]

[}

2] Congress ReJects Veto of Funding Bill with Education Money,

Government) Theigand Corporation, R 2494-RC, September 1979.

" [4]+Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Significant

Features of -Fiscal Federalism, 1978-79 ed., Washington, D.C., May 1979.

- 46
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The growth in state goVernment during the past decade has been

accompan1ed by an expanded state role in the provislon of social

services, including education services. Educatlon policy development at

the state 1eve1 'while not an entirely new- phenomenon, has taKen on a°
new character as state f@gponsibxlrty—for f1nanc1ng schools has grown

and pressures for state- 1n1t1ated school accountab111ty measures have

nlnereased o ' . o - . o _—

Durlng the 1970s, more than 30 states reformed thexr school finance
k2
local property ‘taxes: Ndtinnwide, tfe state share of e1ementary and %

secondary school expendltures 1ncreased from 39 percent in 1969sto 47 b
percent in 1979, becoming for the first time the largest 51ng1e source
:of school support [5] Forty six’ states ‘initiated mlnrmum competency
‘. testing measures,; [6] in most cases as part of broader accountab111ty or g
educatlonal quality Improvement efforts , '
New federal and state programs - for dlsadvantaged students and for

educatlonal Improvement havé?added to the responslbllities of state

educat1ona1 agenc1es,~chang1ng them “from once mostly innocuous and o
1nV1srb1e agéncles to much more pOWerFul forces in the education

poiicymaking arena-[7] Much of this transformation has been supported .

-

by federal funds for administering fedePal programs and for strength-
ening state educational agencies; nearly half of the cost of operating
SEAs has Been federally supported}[S]

) [5} Natlonal Educgtlon Assoc1&tion, Financial Status of the Public
Sehools, 1979, Washington, D.C.; 1979. S .

[6] Natlonal Center for Education Statistics, The Condltlon of ;
Education, 1980 ed.; U:S. GoVernment Printing O(;dce, Washington, “D.C.
1980.

. [7]. Jerome T. Murphy, The State Role in Educatlon' Past Research 7

and Future Directions;" Educational Evaluation and Rpli v' Analysis, Volzig
2, No..&; July-August 19803 and Joan C. Baratz et al:, 'Changing the 92
Federal State Partnership: The Effects of Consolldatlon~f in C. P. *

Kearney. and E. A. Vanderputj (eds.), ,Grants Consolidation: A New

Balance in Federal Aid to Schools?, <?f'stltute for Educational

,Leadershlp, Washlngton, D.C., c., 1979.
[8] Murphy (1980).

. .
’
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" more influential in shaplng finance-related policies. [10]

TR T T ’
Other state government. actors have also become more preminent in

desxgning and shaplng educatlonal pollcles State leglslatured have

educational’ xmprovement act1V1t1es at the state and local 1eve1 and

shaplng the tax. qnd expendlture pollcles that affect school systems [9];;

Interest, 1nc1ud1ng school {inance reform, early chlldhogd educatlon,- s
and teacher tra1n1ng and cert1f1cation Other state execut1ve agencles-—
e Y Y v 5 N

. state plannxng—offlces, post- -audit, committees, accounting agencres, and

: executlve budget offices--have become. larger, moré'proféssional, and -

Although the level and nature of educatlon pollcymaklng vary . ¢
51gn1f1cantly from state to state, the state role in educatlon hqs

expanded, and the 1nterre1atlonsh1ps among state government actors have

become more compllcated than they were a decade ago Furthermore, the-

becoming more 1nterdependent with respect to both finances and programs
than was the case when the maJor federal categorlcal programs encom-

passed in the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act Were xnitxated

1ntergovernmental respon51b111t1es Government growth and{flscal

centrallzatron have been cited as spurring the passage of tax and S

spend1ng limits in some 23" states by 1979 [11] ln“fhe short"run these

measures ‘have ‘tended to 1ncrease the promlnenceﬂgg state government in,

local fiscal affa1rs, as states have glven more money to locatl govern-

ments that lost much of the1r revenue- ralslng éapaclty as a result

'of property_tax cutbacks. | N - _ . -

[9] Arthur E. Wise, Legislated Learning: The Bureaucratization of

w3

"the American €iassrodom; University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979

*Eilis Katz, Educational Decisionmaking 1977- 78 A anpshot from the
States, Institute for Educational Leadershlp,rWashxngton D.C. November
1978; and R. T'. Campbell and T. L. Mazzoni, Jr . State Policymaklng for
the Publlc Schools; :McCutchan, Berkeley, 1976. , B

-[1C] Murphy (1980). . ° e

[11] Pascal et al. (1979)
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The alarmlng effocts of severe ‘fiscal limfts in states like

oy

V_California and Massachusetts haue.also triggered efforts iin other states',

m.-...,...

sources. In states where fiscal lim1ts have been 1mposed new sources:
of revenue have been sought In t972_and 1980 for example, ten §tates
either lowered personal 1npome tax rates or 1ndexed the rates to offset
Infiation while property tax eXemptions ‘or cred1ts were passed in
numerous others Gasoline*~cigarette, sales, and severance taXes were ,

instituted or 1ncreased in more than half the states to offset other

"declining sources of revenue. :

The efforts to reshape state tax systems have not yet proved-
sufficient tg\establish a firm f1scal footing in most states. The-
‘combination of dwindling federal grant payients; slow revenue growth’
because of recession,'and selective tax paring in response- to grass
roots tax reform efforts left m: re than half the -states with revenue
shortfalls .in EI 1980.[12} States that had surpluses found them
awiﬁaiiﬁg*iapia1y>" By FY 1981, the flﬂ&ﬂCl&l 51tuation in most states
had worsened. .The Education Commission of the States noted in December

1981:

&
"

>

: The states are 1n financ1ai trouble Revenues for most Nates

did not grow as ‘fast as infiatron in the last fiscal year. -.

One indicator of arstate s fiscal health is'its unobligated

balance at’ the year's end as a percent of. general fund

expenditures. In fiscal 1980 this indicator ,averaged 9

percent for all states. In fiscal 1981 the average was only
3.3 percent.[13]

AN

During regular 1581 legislative sgssions, 30 state legislatures

in a decade One th1rd of the state legislatures had to reconvene in

extended or special sessions to deal with fiscal changes that had .

occurred s1nce "they ended the1r sessions earlier “in the year [14]

[12] Kenneth E. Quindry, "State and Local Tax Performance,
of Education Finance; Vol: 7; No: 1, Summer 1981. N

[13] Education Gommission of the States; Finance F&cts, Vol. 6, No.
4, Washingeon, D:.C., Decgmber 1981, p. 1.

[14] "States Raised Taxes This Year, Even Before Reagan Budget

Cuts," Educatlon Times, October 3, 1981, p. 3.

"- a4 .
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Wide-ranglng tax increases and budget cuts continued in most states
'during the early months of 1982 {15] 1eaV1ng many with budgets on1y
precarxously balanced and most with reduced Ieveis of state serv1Ces
The ten or $o states that are exceptions to this trend 1nc1ude energy-°
rich states in the southWest and a few growing southern states.

These tax 1ncreases and budget cuts have affected educat1on Most
states are funding educatlon at stat1c or eVen dec11n1ng levels vIn
some-" states,’ "the trend.away from reliance on local, diSequallgrng
sources of revenue has- been reversed Categorlcal education ﬁrograms
have been hardest hit in many States; other states have reduced )
régulatory requirements along with funding.[16]

Many of the potential results of fis~al’ containment--changes in
"révénue gygééag;'géieiaé Gutbacks, reduct s in public empioyment'
COHSOlld&thn of serv1ces, and deregulatronTr7]--were occurr1ng in. the

states we visited for .this study in spring 198z. 'Six of the nine states’
faced budget def1c1ts, and thr'e had dwindling surpluses. State fundlng .

,for sducation had remained V1r[ua11y static durlng the past few years in

" the states fac1ng deficits, and all SEAs {even those in fInancialiy
stable states) had reduced their staffs. .

The state share of educatlon fund1ng, wh1ch "had been 1ncreaS1ng in
most states p prIor to 1980, had begun to decline Ain three ‘of our. sample
states. Two other states were contemplatlng measures to replace some
state education fund1ng by 1ncreas1ng local revenue (i e., by increaS1ng
the - alloWable local tax .rate for education) Five had 1nit1ated effort§
to. Féduce. state education regulatlon»or program mandates

Most of the states in our sample had instituted or were in the
process of undertaklng tax reform. These reforms--and budgetary

concerns generally--have contr1buted to the groW1ng importance of-

. [15] "States Struggle to Balance Budgets; Revenues Are Down Taxes,
Are Up;" Education Times, May 17, 1982.
~_ [16] "Budget Problems CauS1ng Some States to Cut Regs,” Education
Daily; eMarch 9; 1981; PP. 3-5. s ] L
[17] Mark David Menchik_ and . Anthony H Pascal The gultz Effccts
of Restraints on Taxlqg and Spendrng, The Rand Corporat1on, P-6469;, May
1980. . ]
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leglslat1Ve budget and approprlaQ3ons committees -and executive branch
budget offices in the policymaking process. Legislat1Ve overs;ght of

SEA spendlng and operations has become a significant factor in

‘educatronal dec1sionmak1ng in at least five states that we v151ted,

espeC1ally in those where the legislature reappropriates all federal
. ; . . —T ) .
funds.

'reflexive responses to. changlng government roles have 1mpeded dlsquss1on

of program directions; allowing oudgétary and gurisd1Ctiohal'considerf
ations to drlve pollcy and uncertainty to nearly immobilize the planning
{ ’ ' :

process

The Education Consolidation and Improvement Act is being introduced
at a time when state funding and revenue systems are changing. State"
educatlonal agenC1es are contractlng and reorganlzing in response %o

fxscal pressures and changlng missions, and the programs that they

governmental bodles than. in the past TheSe factors affect the states'

responses to the ECIA just as ‘the act itself--as part of the ifw
”

federallsqfraffects both tgﬁ broader context for response and the
1ts proV151ons : ~

z B ]
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1v. STATE RESPONSES TO THE ECIA

This sectlon describes the d1v1sion of responslblllty among state
N government actors for ECIA plann1ng and deCIslonmaklng It also
discusses plannlng and decisionmaking processes for ECIA adminlstratlon,

'and fundlng and program decisions related to the ECIA. i ' A

. ROLES OF STATE GOVERNMENT ACTORS
' " The ECIA. givés the state educatianal agé'ﬁe’y-’:a department of tt’iéy

O

.« o all programs act1V1t1es under the act.' The ECIA also requlres thﬁ
| governor . to appoint a stateﬁidé-adﬁisory committee to consult with the
SEA ofi the use of the state's Chapter 2 allocétlon, the«development aéd
'rmplementatlon of state programs fInanced by Chapter 2, and the formula
- for allocat1ng Chapter 2 funds to local educational ageqcies.. Although
§L play a cend;al'

the SEA (usually the state. department of education) is
- role in: admInIsterIng the ECIA, we found that the act provides state
legls atiures and state boardsjpt/educatlon new opportun1t1es for

increased 1nvolvement h

While most states (including alk in our sample)fhave desxgnated the |

state department of educatlon (SDE) as the official SEA for purposes of N
ECIA adm1nIstratxon, the respectlve deCIsronmaklng roles of a state's
department of eoucatlon, board of educatlon, and Chapter 2 ad01sory
committee are not q}early defined. Furthermore, many state leglslatures

- " play an 1mportant part 1n this process. A variety of formal and

informal relatlonshlps among these actors has emerged in different

staff capability, and its pOWer to. 1n1tIate or stalemate governmental

actlon"' - ' , c
- State depanzments of education do not always have 1ndependent
ﬂstatus or unamblguous authorlty re1at14§\to the state. board of educatlon
or state reglslature State const1tut10ns vary W1de1y as to whether

state superintendents and state board of education members are elected

or appoi ted and as to how the responslbllrtles of each are defined.

A -




: commlttee reports its recommendations d1rectly
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_Even where state departments of education are expected to adm1n15ter the

ECIA, they may not- have full deC151onmak1ng author1ty

dec151onmakers.

board andj; in Séveral cases) through the board to the state legislature;

In the other two\gtates (California and Pennsylvanla), the adv1ﬁory
\7 to: the state 1eglslature

which decides final allocatlons as part of the approprlatlon prooess.

In six of the sample states, the leglslatl"‘c has the authorlty to

reapproprlate all federal funds:_ This means that federal ailocations

for both SEAs and LEAs "are ultimately decided in the legislative
approprlatlons committees. In the remaining three states, only the

SEA's portion of the ECIA funds is subject to legistative approval:. In

most states, reapproprlatlon of federal funds is a fairly recefit

phenomenon, and only in the past few years have legislatures 1nten51f1ed

their over51ght of SDE operatlons )
Legislative attempts to control executlve agenC1es typlcally affect

elatlonshlps with the governor and/or state board ‘as well.’ The

-

character of these interactions is Just emerglng and is somewhat
unstable as Jurlsdlctronal battles are won and lost and new_ strategles

for coritrol and compromlse are tr1ed .

. The grow1ng prom1nence of state boards and legislatures in,
education dec151onmak1ng has led to.predlctable struggles as state’
boards witH regilatory authority try to make policies without legis-
lation and leglslatures try to control the regulatory direction of

their po’ic1es. In three of our sample states, the 1egls]ature had

recently tried to abolish or assume.control over the state board of

h ¥

education. St - - ) _ﬂm,
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In most of the states we visited, the ECIA was seen as an .
opportunity for the state board of educatlon and/or the iégisiature to

;galn more control over educational deci51onmak1ng Even 1n states where
' the leglslacure had not' been heaV11y involved -in federal fundlng issues

in the past, most observers (espeC1a11y SDE officials) felt,that the ‘

ECIA, along with the, other federal block grants; would prOV1de a means

state execut1ve agency actlvltles. In states where the board of -
education has substantial 1égéi authorlty; the devolution of reseon-
sibiiityofor ECIA decisionmaking to the states seems likely to allow

\for more direct 1nvolvement with federal program - .decisions than the -

boards have typlcally exercised in the past. h
.o S '\\n e 7 pw v
Chapter 2. Adv'is'o'ry' Committees . ' ‘ .

7 The V1ews of pOWerful actors in the pollcymaklng systems or many -
states have been represented on the ChaPter 2 advrsory commItteeq In

several states, the commlttee 1nc1udes a member of the state board/of

*<>j : educatlon, in others,. the interests of the\board -are heavily o B

Two states with strong traditions of ﬁvcal control and powerful
) iotal ””bllc school administrators.have many school administrators on

their committees. Colorado's commlttee includes four members of the
state accountability committee, reflectlng its commitment to o

réprésentatlon of those concerns in the Chap'ter zvaéaigiaﬁaékiﬁg

process. ;

As required by the law, state legislators are represented on aii“
advisory committees, sometimes in substantial numbers. The Missouri
committee 1nc1udes elght leglslators (out of 21 committeg members), the
Massachusetts committee has five; aud the Pennsylvanla and Cailfornla

committees each have four. In all of these states the 1egis1ature

-

“reappropriates federal funds. - \

The degree of 1ndependence of the statewide advIsory committee -
from other state agencies varies substantlally In some states, SEA
rnominations for the. committee were qulcklywagproVed by the governor with.
few changes. Typically, these nominees‘reoresented‘"edﬁéation network”

LN T
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representat1ves who had worked with SEA offlcxals on other comm1ttees in

. s

the past . . .

In other states, partxcularly those where the governor ‘'was runnlng

se1ect1ng comm1ttee members There, committee. representatlon tends to

1nc1ude more’ spec1a1 1nterest groups and polltxcal offlqeholders and

.. fewer representatlves of educatlon assoc1lt10ns

Tradrtionaily large and\1ndependent-SEAs in urbanized, “progreSSive"

states took ‘much _greater 1n1t1at1ve in the1r adV1sory committees than
' those in states trad1tlona11y orlented toward local control.’ Act1V1st

SEAs tended ‘to conduct intensive. 1nterna1 plannlng operatlons, ;éék

package of dec1sxon optxons tfo. the committees with Just1f1catlon for

P VU -t el Lo :
.choosing a particular Tourse of action. The .committees, not surpris-

‘ingly,; adopted allocation formulas qu1te s1m11ar to those advocated

-

5

by SEA off1c1a1s . .

In states favoring local controir the étAs piayed afpureiy‘ ’
fac111tat1ve role, giving the ¢ommittees data as requested but B
prOV1d1ng e1ther no SpeC1flC pollcy optlons—or a rauge of dissimilar
thlOlS W1th no argument for choos1ng one over the others . Somet1mes,
this role was chosen to- av01d confrontamon with a state board of -
educatlon that must approve 'SEA and;adv1sory comm1ttee decisions. In
fost .of these states, the formulas selected by the committees were
siibstantially different from the preferences expressed by SEA affiéiéié
when we conducted our 1nterV1eWS The committees in these states a1so
specierd that the SEA set- as1de funds were to be used to advance-'

Nearly all SEAs actively argued for and jLStlfled the1r retentlon

~of the full 20 percent set-asider. One department '"lobbied" the adV1sory

L comm1ttee by br1ng1ng 1n-loca1 school officials to testify to the value‘

of the former Titte IV- C program and the usefulness of the department s
technrcal ass1stance activities. Several departments argued that their
budget process was too far advanced to- allow them to absorb the staff

cuts‘that a set-aside reduction would entaitl: Accord1ng to one SEA

\ official, "We told the committee that if they advised the state board

that we should get less than 20 percent, they might'as well tell -the
" i

'board whom we should fire.

zJ
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! "In‘all but two of our sample states, the committee voted toe
\iécommeﬁd the maximum set-aside, although in some clses. the recou-
mendation also called ‘for & 53}£i55 of it to be directed by the SEA
to local districts in some - fashlon in'several states the recom- .
_ mendatlon for a 20 percent set-aside was clearly fox only the f1rsti
year of ECIA operations to allow an orderly transitlon' thereafter,
SEA allocations wduld be reduced ' . ) -
; Decisionmaking about fund uses and ailocatlons has been comgllcated
in some states by Uncertainties about (1) the respective rolés of the
'State department, board; and advisory compittee and (2) current and

H]

future levels of federal education fund1ng Ornie adV1sory committee
member; echoing the teellngs of many of her counterparts and SEA
officials in other states, said that‘lt was~hard to develop,the formula
becaise people Rept iooking ahead to other programs that mlght be cut
and because 11nes of authorlty were not clear. In her 'state. as in
others, con51derat10ns ‘of the precedentlal ‘value of ECIA dec1s10ns

' played a part in the deC1s%onmak1ng process., - . S

State Leglslatures : T .

Legisiative 1nvolvement in block-grant dec151onmak1ng has ailso
‘proved to be important in some ‘states. . In Californla, the legislature
acted early to involve it§21f in thé decisionmaking process for block
giahfé .with the passage of AB 2185 in October 1981. Yhis bill created a
brock grant advisofi task forcr ‘to monitor state mmblocal agency

comp11ance with the provisions of the b111 gather spec1f1ed 1nformation

and ‘hold public, hearlngs thereon, prepare recommendatigns fér 1e§is4
- lative pollcy dellberatlons, and report to the Governor and the
Legrslature ' The b111 includes guidelines for block grant allocatlons

that safeguard the interests of. antecedent program target populatlons N

- e
°©

dnd service prov1ders

In Mlssourl, several bills were. introduced to create leglslatlve‘
bvérsight of all the block grants. prlmarlly to ‘efisure fa1r1y even

Pass: - ot uch\a bill seemed quite 11ke1y, but

distribution of funds."

the education block grant w: . .. - -uded. ) .

o
|
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Servlces Block Grant funds to prtor year recipients to ensure service

cont1nu1ty v~’il the legislature could obtain more data about
allocatlons and uses of those funds. The. legislature also set aside
funds under the Community SerV1aes Block Grant for Headstart programs .
The Alabama legislature, though not yet involved in ECIA
deliberations, has taken an active intefest in other block grants,
including the sponsorship of public hearings across the state on the
Uses and allocations of those funds. The Massachusetts ~ié§’i§,‘iature;
discussed assuming d;rect odéréight of EélA adminiStration,.hut at the
time of our site visit; such a move seemed unlikely. Instead; as in
other states; the legislature is . expected to become 1nvolved when

allocatlon recommendatlons reach the appropriations committees.

Reapproprlatlons of federal funds have typically been pro forma

: operatlons ir states that have had such a requrremcn* 1n the past. Our

riow takes place were somewhat d1vided about the consequences of this

process for executive ‘branch deClSlonS concernlng ECIA é
Somezstate education department off1c1als ma1nta1ned that the

reappropriatlon would 51mply rubberstamp the state board’ or department

RS DR

recommendatIons Others acknowledged that the fact of reapproprlatlon--

1f not the actual process 1tself--would affect their dec1sronmak1ng

procedures. the in ut sought, and the con51deratlons°taken into account

" Most leglslators expected to (particlpate act1vely in exam1n1ng

allocatlon and fund use recédmmendations during the reappropriation

process ) : ~

approprlatlons Stems from the convergence of state fiscal d1ff1cu1t1es

and federal flnd cutbacks 0ffic1als in at least three states ‘that we_

V151ted eXpressed reluctance to comm1t state funds to federal programs

with match1ng or ma1ntenance of effort requ1rements These off1c1als

feared the+ federal funds would be reduced and the state would be left
w1th the fiscal respon51b111ty for a program that had developed its own

constituency. O state’ educatlon department official who shared this
6 . . _ Co- :
-/ : .
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implying that he and his department would préfer doing without federal
funds' to suffering withdrawal symptoms later: In at 1east two states,
the 1egis1ature had acted to prevent state participation in ear11er
categorical prograins on these grounds.

Most legislative interest to this point has focused‘on appro-
priations and distributions of federal funds rather than on Substantive
iscues of program aaaiﬁigéfaeiaﬁ— BEarly’indications are that the ECIA
will attract more attentlon in the latter category through scrut1ny
.of the uses of the state education department set-asides.. .

Most 1egnslatures have until now g1ven the education block grant
lower prlorlty than other block grants because of both its 1ater effec=
tIVe date and its re1atxve1y small size: Other block grant deliberaf-
t*ons and the chang1ng role of federal funds in sociai_service~
provislon, hOWever, have already created subtle_shifts'in state
edu ation policymaking. The changes in federal aid levels and
Structures have meant that special 1nterest groups tha//once d1rected
their attention to federal policymakers are now lobbylng state legis-
lators. One of our legislative respondents remarked, "The legislature
is interested in the ECIA because it is a new process that is political."

This new process and the attendant responsibilities of state
iegisiators have increased their needs for information about both

federal and state educatlon programs, a need wh1ch they faal qu1te -
keenly. Several legislators commented that, until recently, their.
1eg1s1atures had been 1gnorant of federal educatlon programs, but that
as 10bby1StS have switched their attention to the scate 1eve1 the

legislatutes have acquired dec151onmak1ng responsibilities that exceed

~their knowledge and expertlse
The percered vulnerability of state 1egislatures is' reflected in

the allegations made 1n a few states that the state departments of

1nformatlon. Some\legislators expressed fears that the executive branch
wotild deiay making recommendations to the regislature until’ the budget
process was So far advanced that no substan ive changes could be made.

A few state'department off1c1a1s were consC1ous1y maintaining a low

o - °
“ . T <
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v

i
Il
7

1



- 43 -

prof11e for ECIA decisionmaking to. avoid 1eg1slative involvement at

least for the time being"‘

In most states, however, the ECIA has spurred an educat1ve process .

_for ‘both—~legistatures ahd state agencies as efforts at information -

exchange are made to fac1l1tate the reQuired joint decisionmaklng' For
thelr part; many state departments have initiated new dlalogues W1th
their ieéislatures, mending fences and sharing policy options in a
spirit of cooperation and cooptatlon As o1 state:department .official

put it; "To the extent that there (is department inaction; there will be
legiSIatiVé action." : ' - -

. alternatlves One effect of th1s 1ncreased commun1catlon is that the

departments must meet.’ 1ncreased demands for information. The capaclty~

- -

this section: o B -

PIANNING AND DECISIONMAKEING PROCESSES
- Despite the interests in the ECIA of various state government

. _ N S . " o N . _ e
actors, the primary responsibility for organizing the decisionmaking
process falls, quité logically; to state departments of ediucation.

2

The degree of influence exerted over that process by the departments,"

however, has var1ed—£rom state to state. The methods used for
B F
organizing deCISIonmaklng and for developing pollcy optlons have = -

v

gl
also varied substant1a11y
Redefinition of the role of state departments of educatlon has -

-

been part of the planning process_for ECIA adm1n1stratJon The LFIA

however, has not been the sole 1mpetus for this redefint%&on In sum,
®

we found that: ‘ . s
:i ‘ o ¥ internai éﬁﬁ pianning for ECIA administration often led to the
' creation of interdivisional planning groups and to the
inclusion of more generalist SDE staff.
o Planning for ECIA administration also inciuded deliberations

about SDE staffing 1eve1s and staffing patterns affect1ng N

ﬁpture admlnlstrat1Ve-emphases and capabll;tles.

353 . .
. y - . Rl
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" o Local input was sought on administrative and program issies
‘related to the ECIA but such input had only modest influence ‘on

SDE decisionmaking _
o Considerations about the future role of the SDE in providing .

leadership and services to local districts were" part of the
ECIA planning process. R ' A
] , I

. Internal PlanningaéroupsA -

Every state that we visited formed an 1nterna1 organization to
learn about and plan for the transition to the block grant. Some groups
were more fbrmaiizea than othéré. Mémbérg typiéaiiy fﬁciuded a member
liaison staff former categorical program directors (e g:> " Titles IV-B.

and IV- C), and a repreéentatlve of the budget office. -

With who had received what funds in the past. With the exception of :
Title IV-B and IV-C monies, most states Were'ﬁnaWare of which LEAs had
successfully. attracted awards. The information collected by SDEs on
Chapter 2 antecedent programs was incomplete and scattered among
categorical offices within the depaftmeﬁté; This information was’
considered essential for“the deveiopment of the allocation formula In

particular, the distribution of Emergency School Aid: Act funds 'was seen

in many states as an 1mportant factor 1n shaping Chapter 2 allocations
because these, 1< ~ge awards were extremely.important to a small number of
(usually urban) school districts. |

At the same time that the internal planning groups WEre studying
would affect their own departments and staff. §DEs depend heavrly on
federailfunds; which in some cases have paid for more. than half their
staff salaries. .A significant proportion of these funds came from Title

v (for strengthenxng state educational management), one of the programs )

folded into Chapter 2. :
In add1*10n ;chutbacks in mani'étateé' share of Chapter 2 funds

ks in general state suppdrt for SDEs and Chapter 1

for SDE use, cutb

administrative funds made staffing 1ssues 1mportant in the pdanning

6
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process. Not surprisingly, discussions about which staff members were
. llkely to lose their positlons were restricted to top-level management

While these groups may have been formed to reassure the staff whose

those who were not consulted A high level staff member in one SDE

_complained, "We formed this group so we could plan and develop our own

"departmental priorities Now, however, I've been excluded~from- -

discuss1ons on haw Chapter 2 will affect us because it has degenerated

into a battle ovefr turf." S < _ .
Despite the expectdble anxieties tlidt caused the formation of new

planning groups, we found that program administrators excluded ifi the

early stages of plannlng were usually brought into the decis1onmak1ng

process after the Chapter 2 adv1sory committees were formed 7Then4thef;f/“

‘ committees.
initiatl planning for ECIA adm1n1stration is completed, ‘thé consolidation
may have served as a catalyst in some state departments of education_to

r’ovelc‘p coordlnating mechanisms for future federal and state program

planning.

.Stafflng Levels and Staffing Patterns . :

Even states with available funds are cutting back slipport to state .

agencles for the kinds of adnlnlstratlve and technical assistance ; .

‘unctrons that federal funds have helped to support All of the state

both federal and‘state cutbacks, some SEAs had already lost up to a
third of their total staff capability from state and fedetral fund
treductions As one state legislator remarked,; '"The real loser_in all
this is the state department of education." # ‘ .
Federal funds have been a s1gn1f1cant source.pf support for SEAS.
In our sample, 30 to 70 percent of SEA funding came from federal
programs; most were about 50 percent federally supported. Former Title

I staff positions in magi states wéfé éipected to'be neg;iy.haivéa by

o
-
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to affect management styles. Most states are. tooking for ways to
"combine SDE actlvit1es once performed in separate categor1ca1 program

offices so that’ they can serve several program functions simultaneously B
_at reduced staff1ng levels. In some states, formal reorganizatlon is

planned or has occurred in the state department of education. In these |
3 . states, and in others where less formal. changes are being made, the

In Minnesota, the division of spec1a1 and compensatory educatlon
that oversaw °PL 55-142 (special education) and Title I was ifitorporated
into the DIVISlonrof Instructlon, 1arge1y in response to a legislative
directive that ordered the SDE to become less top heavy In the fdce of -

losing between 50 and 60 posltlons 1ast yeer (out of some 500), W1th

more expected to be lost this year,; the department was forced to
L "Stfeamiiné somé of its activities. E '

Kansas has been underg01ng minor reorganlzatlon for the past two
years The planning, research, and evaluation unit was eliminated, and
last year the education improvement section was disbanded and its
functions diffused throughout the department. . _

s Part1a11y as a resilt of the enactment of Chaptex 2, three of the
Colorado SDE's units were eliminated as of July 1982: Titles IV-B and

- 1V-C, the ESAA portion of the equal educational opportunity unit, and
basic skiiis. ' ' ’ i '

decategorlzatlon by 1nc1ud1ng more program functions’ under the d1rectlon

K

of a slngle senlo# division head. Management or pollcy -level staff are

found heading up the Chapter72 effort in Massachusetts, Hlnnesota and”

Pennsylvania; all states that are‘dealing with harsh f1sca1 problems.

Federal program coordinators are responslble for taklng the lead in

Alabama, Kansas, and Missouri. In Colorado and Georgla former Title v
adm1nlstrators now have responslblllty for- a11 Chapter 2 programs.
California's arrangement“dlffers somewhat Accordlng to one

California off1C1ai,d/ff is difficult to point to any particular per- -
A ;

son or unit héading ifp the block grant becatise. a11 our programs are

integrated into everything else," but most ECIA- related work is expected

to be located in program branches rather than adminlstratlve branches.
’ _ IR - . - Ny
) s —~ .
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» Chapter 1 admlnlstration is still baslcally separate from other
,programs No state has- planned to e11m1nate its former Tltle I office.
In many states, however,; the Chapter 1 office now sits-under the same

d1V1slonal umbrella as Chapter 2 and ‘'some of the functions handled by

: haridled by SDE off1ces for those functlons, rather than by categor1cal
”’program staff.

Local Part1c1patlon .

R '
in the course of decIdlng administrative structures for the EGIA

SDE off1c1als have ‘also had”to consider how they will prov1de services
and gurdance to local school dlStrlctS with reduced staffs . and changing .
responslbllltles for federal program management Most have sought local

opinion in these deliberations and have tried to flgure dut the d1rec-

=—~—“~tlon, if not the exact”content, of the changing SDE role:

-

Nearly all of the.state departments in our sample had communicated
with local educatlonal agencies concernlng both Chapters 1 and 2 of the
ECIA. Commun1catlon usually took the form of workshops, neWSletters, or
and, ]sometImes, to find out’ about oreferred roles for the SEA or funding .

. prior1t1es Title I d1rectors took serlously the1r respon51b111ty to

“

in their planning: ) : ' ' - o
- Most of our state respondents felt that'local officials did not
' Urban school officials, however, realized that funds w0u1d be
drast1cally reducéawwﬁén"ESﬁA“and”TItle IV C dollars were 1o longer
available. 'Urban d15tr1cts lobbied legislatures, state departments,
and/or state boards,ln many states; the1r differentially successful
efforts are described in a later sectlon of this chapter
' 6nly two states appeared to have systematic procedures for
: ohtalnlng local part1c1patlon in Chapter 2 decisions. In PennsylVania;
4000 schooJ practitioners; state leglslators, and other relevant groups
were polled’ about fund aliocations and uses for Chapter 2.  The
irespondentS' preferences were closely followed for the allocation
. T : - .S

-
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formula, but their rankings concerning uses of the state set-aside were
“not- as closely followed in the final SDE recommendations to the advisory
committee: . : - N o o
Colorado iised an existing procedure that polled LEAs about their
preferences for biennial state board of education priorities. (In this.
state, board nriorities are to be the bas1s for SEA set-aside uses.)
‘Here, too, the LEA ranklngs Were nearly the inverse of the board s final
list of prlor1t1es. In both Colorado and Pennsylvania, the state
quality improvement program was the top- ranked state prior1ty but fe11
'4 near the bottom of the local constituents' lists.
In several states, local school district officials had requested

regulations. Some Colorado LEAs had appealed to the state to issue

regulations for the1r p1anning endeavors,; including goais and
oBJeCtlves, populatigns to be served, which act1V1t;es are %egai; and
how to evaluate -programs. TIh other states, LEAs requested formal
guidarnice on such questions as Chapter 1 targeting rules and nonpublic
school student part1c1patlon under CPaDter 2. As one Massachusetts
official remarked, "Our locals don't want to be left hanging having been
told .to do éamétﬁiﬁg biit not krowing how. When both staff and
regulations sre cut back, the education program gets subverted."

. SEA of’i -.sls are deeply concerned about the uﬁéertainties of the

; new state-lr :z. . atlonohlps augured by the ECIA One official voiced
gkv the opinion ' é iﬂﬂru ifn other states, that the, presumed returi of..
-f author1ty to €'+ S§uates vas "ironic," since LEAs:have decisionmaking
‘ poﬁer under Cher v 2. "iha state is asked to audit and evaluate LEA

programs withons inyrfcntrol over them:"
o /While this .onw3ia was dot universai, most state departments were
VVgiviﬁg‘éﬁBQEAHEiéi t.me and at.ention to the question of tﬁe propexr
, ' boundaries for tocal versus stata dec151onmak1ng under both Cuapters 1

v " and 2. Ii no stéte was this question entirely settled by the time our

,study concludnd, and it seems likely thac this, like other questions of

., decisionmakifi, will be answered more in the process of ‘the-law's
S . ’ - B o .

o implementatlon than in its planning. T B
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State Department of Education Roles

The ECIA is forcing state departments of education to reexamrne
their roles in d1recting and de11vering serV1ces through LEAS. . State
regulation and oversight are expected fo be minimal under the ECIA,
because of both the law and funding cutbacks. The operations of the
state departments will certainiy change more fuhdaméniaiiy in response
to staff reductions and decategorization, though new directions will
become clear oniy after the disruption cf immediate adjustments has

’

passed. £ .

A

spec:fled and criteria for: assessing compliance are generally absent
from both Chapters 1 and 2 of the act. Few states are eaget\to\assume
authorlty for decisions that mlght later be the subject of federal audit

exceptions or findings :of noncompixance

SDE overslght respons1b111t1es are most often manlfested in the1r

monltorlng currently concern state actors; second only to the focus on
staff cutbacks. As one Title I manager said: "If any of our LEAs are
found ou: of compliance then I have not done my job." Yet; state
officials are in a quandary. The EGIA loosens LEA. reportIng requIre-
ments aid contains na exp11C1t sanctions for an SDE to 1evy against
«n offencing LEA. Taken together with reduced staff for comp11ance
~&views and the déregulatory emphasls found throughout the country,‘
\kis creates a difficult situation. )
étaff ir. most of the <:ne states we visited predicted less detailed

mon .t orrng or less frequent Audltlng ?ennsyivania formeriy audited at

thrz~ stages . : proJect impi-wa tatlon, but now .they expect to conduct
¢ gt hoe =.dits. 1In Colorado, Title I monitoring visits; now to be
#a0 st progreai: reviews;" will 5r optional; that is, the.state w;11 come
i+ =+ & 1 LF: s request. Tie ulk of Georgia's Title I staff
Leaantt e %i). involve those en“’ged in mon1toring and enforcement; the
DRLMITY o DV b111ty tool will be assurances signed and submitted by

¢

3
4
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LEAs' Massachusetts forégeég thé pogsibiiity of scheduling'monitéring

Mest states in our sample do not plan to 1ssue reguiatlons, except‘
for those . that might be required by federal law or regulathn Instead,
the nearly unlversal solutlon is to obtain signed assurances from LEAs
that proper and sufficient recqrds will be kept parents consultedh
nonpublic school students allowed to participate eguitably, and the
like.

L -

 Most states will issue guidelines to encourage some ﬁnlformlty of
practice. For Chapter.1, Massachusetts and Georgla intend to adapt
Conpyecticut’s handbook . Callfornia, Minnesota, and Alabama are’ )
beginning to develop Chapter 1 handbook-
end of 1§8é.iij hewéver, as one officlg wx will not bestaw a
lot of rulez on our districts, given the .‘tuation ané intent
of Chapter 1."

: All states in our sample will prov ide ier tinical as tstance when,
réquested.bt LEAs, and all but one will issue policy guidance. The

exceptlon is MlSSOUrl, where an off1C1al stated that "Chapter 1 w1ll

opepate the same as Title.I unless or until the fedc prOV1de gu1dance to

" Many Title I managers regretted the absence of regula-”

~

tions; -including the one who said: "It_was easy to point to the regs

do otherwise.

and say, 'This is what you must ao ' Now others--including some of
your own people--W1ll challenge yoar 1nterpretat10n " N

-State,responses to the need for gu1dance far Chapter 2 are

remarkably similar, but the terminology used ref ts 1nterest1ng

differences: . s \ ‘

o' Alabama will a{s;éaiﬁaﬁe;pfogfam and operations guidelines,
along With a list of eligible expenditdre areas. .

o California will deliver guidance in attachments or directions
'in the LEA applicatlén. ’ ) ' v

u

.

[l] Several attrlbuted the delay to the tardiness of the U. S.

Department of Ediication in issuing the 'nonbinding guidelines"” it had
" promised months earlier. ' . . .

R o .

id be completed by the

]
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o \\Kansas Will folloﬁ' :nondirective coursg, saying in effect
‘ ' HWQ\W111 keep our hands off the 80 peréent. We-will also sav

<

here are some suggestions, but you don't have to use: fhem.'

Massachusetts and Minnesota Will respond to LEA requests for
e 7 .
aSSi ‘tance. - , : \

o Missouri will" prOVide minimal guidance

o Pennsylvania will issue a technical assistance parkage and

imp1ementation guides that will closely follow the TE@

As the ECIA is implemented plans to avoid regulation may be

* somewhat tempered by particular problems that arise. Certainivr new

approaches and structures will emerge as state departments coanont

their new functions and responSibilities. Our Site Vis1ts revealed that

many departments once structured tg,deliVer services alongqcategorical

 program lines are now restruéﬁﬁgqgg their staff responsibilities,;

- ’"i—*>emphases, and directions. Some départmEnts had begin the shift from
speCialist to generalist functions before the passage of the ECIA. The
new law will speed up the process of as one respondent described it,

-"departments changing from grant-making organizations to brokers;

- " "v
" L4 .o

linkers, and expert adVice givers." .
" SDEs seem to be responding to their new roles in one. of three ways.

Some see. adJusting to the ECIA as more of an administrative than a

substantive issue. This point of view was expressed by an. official who

remarked: "The blogk grant Will have a very~small effect on programs,

‘but a very 1mportant effect on state administration."  Other state
- officials View thé ECIA as offering an eXCiting potential to focus on

~new roles (which are largely nndefined as. yet) 1 Third— and most fre-

changes because the decrease in funds is too disruptive, affecting

staff positions: Until that gets settled, we can 't develop our

- philosophies s . . : . .

Even where deliberate reassessment of state department roles is
being postponed phrameters for SDE actIVIties and functions are being
" set as more press1ng fnnding deC1510nS are made These decisions and’

concomitant moves to establish jprogram and seIVice priorities are

described in the next section. .- . Z
v o - {
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FUNBING AND PROGRAM BECISEONS
' The ECIA changes the dlstrlbutlon of federal funds to educatlonal
agenC1es It also affects the services prOV1ded by SDEs to LEAs and by
LEAs to program benq£1c1ar1es The funding and program-changes 1ncLude,
the following: c L : . -
;;o' Some educat10na1 agenC1es--1nc1ud1ng departments of educatlon,
schooY d1str1cts that had f6rmer1y recexved\s1gn1ficant ESAA
Tltle V- C -and other competltlve grants, and 1nst1tutlons ‘of -
hlgher education and reglonal,serv1ce centexs --W111 experlence
federai funding reductions. ¢ i
o Serv1ces prOV1ded by state departments Of educatlon--lncludlng
auditing, monitoring, - eyaiqation, research and informatlon
Services, and technical assistance relatéd to curriculum and .
program design--will llkely be CUL back. B o
o Most federally funded activities that are being cut will not
- reqerve increased state fundlng, but many states are maklng
at least modest efforts to'cffset "the redistributional .
‘ : consequences of the law by targeting fundslto,estaBiisﬁeé
program areas and to federaiiy Hependent school diStriCts.
Distributionzl Effects of ECIA ‘ - - .

The degree of adjustmént required of states and localities to new

federal formulas and funding levels varies- dramat1ca11y Un&er €hapter )
1, the states im our sample expected to lose from 4 to. 24 percent of
their prior year's fundlng if, Congressional continuing resolution levels
were maintained. Districts with large concentrations of low-income
children éna‘with iittie or no carry4over_funding will experiénce the
g;éafégf service reductions ;5 '

Undér éﬁapter‘i the contlnulng resolutlon would have 1esurted in

thelr antecedent program funds from the prlor year; 13 statesegaInIng x
. more than 5 percent; ang 12 states rece1V1ng approx1mate1y the same

amount: {2]- Northeastern and ‘midwestern states with dedtining
P i .

[2] States Gains and Losses Under B’ock Grants, '‘wducation Week,
March 24&, 1982 p. 15. :

“ ’ P
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the past w1ll sufferdthe_deepest cuts. In most states, the. maJorlty of
School‘diStricts will gain from the block grant; while large, urban
dlstrlcts wiil-lose substant1al/amounts

Urban dlStIlCtS in many states w1ll lose half or more of ‘their

k‘f“

antecedent program funds under Chapter 2 as well as substant1al fand1ng

‘federal educatlon programs One estimate places the potent1al losses in

j)- federal educatlon aid to 28 of .the largest urban school dlstrlcts at
' nearly 5300 million, with- five" cities exper1enc1ng over’ half of the
.estimated reduction. [3] In several of our sample states, the largest

cities had received nearly as much aId under Chapter 2 anteredent

programs as. the entire state allocation expected for this year: This

'

51tuat10u 1nduced one SEA olﬁnclal to declare, "Thi§ is not new

federallsm; it's no federalism. . . . Block grants qre just a way ‘to cut

. federal funds." 4 |
: " The redist: bution of .federal educatlon funds, both within and

among states, coupled with SubSt“ﬂtl&l (but as yet undeter:.ned)

reductions, has affected state fundin deClSlonS 1n several wa s. In a
A & y

' few states with” sufflclent revenues, state educatlon a1d has been

1ncreased slightly to help offset federal cuts. In others, where bcth

state and federal educatlon reVOnues are dec11n1ng, propcsals for state-"

level de"egulatlcn arid ’ unmandatIng have been offered in an attempt to

;

" relieve fisczl _pressures on Adocal school dlstrlcts At the same time,
<ome :iates have begun to shift portions of the1r fund1ng -

raspousibkilit’es £ov spenific education services to locallties.

[
E

Chapces 2 Altoceticn’

nllocatlon cnymalas for Chapter 2 flow-through funds reflect

dlrr,rentla‘ tf .rts to malntaln ricor fundin atterns and varyin
o g P Y g

m

state ccmmi.menté to special pup11 populations. Of the states in our
samplé,.fJVh steod riv lose from 12 to 49 percent of their antécedent

i . N . R L. .
,program frnds umier Lhapter 2 continuing resoclution levels-of funding,

‘
¢

v .
N 3

P S e

: [3 irban Schools to Lose’®$300 Million Under Reagan s 1982 Plan,
Edu(atrol Dallz, March 1, 1982, p. %: _ e (

s ~6:j
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one_{(Minnesota) would gain more than 15 percent, and the remaining thrée

~would receive nearly the same aaaaﬁf The’ big losers are states with -

districts rece1V1ng 51g11f1cant amounts of ESAA funds: Alabama, -
California, Georglah Missouri, and Pennsylvania.[&] ‘States' that had L
received primarily only Title IV-B formula allocations in the past will
experience the least change in overall allocation and the least ]
intrastate redistribution of those funds. ‘ _ ‘

~ As Table 3 indicatés, high-cost pupil adjustments to the enrolimert-
based allocations range from 12 to 60 percent of the flow-through furds
in our sample states. The.Missouri and - California formulas use pupil
weightings; and Céiifornia originally planned to apply the formula only

after "hold-harmiess” allocations to ESAA districts were made. These
woild guarantée a cértain amoiint of fund§ to prior year ESAA.-

- recipients.[5] y : s _
: All of the formulag make Some aujustment for low-1ncome children,

- ranging from 5 percent of allocatlons i Minnesota to 60 percent in
Massachusetts: Five states with 1arge numbers of riaral districts adjust

for spar51ty or small attendance areas to offset the diseconomies of

scale . such districts presumably experlence )
Two states take low district wealth Into account Minnesota by

adjustlng for low property wealth end Alabama by adJustlng for h1gh tak

effort in conjunction with low expenditures. Kansas 1nc1udes a sma11

'adJustment for handicapped and g1fted students, while Alabama has a
substant1a1 adjustment for superlor academic.achievement. Of the states
1n our samplc only Ca11forn1a adjusts for students of 11m1ted

Engllsh speaklng proficiency ..

in thelr formulas. They chose formulas, in part, to "target the c;tles§

.~ - v

[4] Yen nsylvanla wxll actually receive a 3 percent increase under
Chante: 2 for FY 1983, but it had lost a substantial proportion of its
antecodent program funds between FY 1981 and FY 1982. :
[S] Tne Department of Education did not approve Californla s
originai plan because of the hold-harmless provision.
. L}
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< R ‘Table 3 ;

-'STATE FORMULAS FOR LOCAL CHAPTER 2 ALLOCATIONS

: % or
State te Formula Factors and Measures Weight
£ l:ibama(a) - : : . ' a
Enrollment: No: qQf school-age children 80%
Low.ircome: No:. of Title I ellgxbles 8%
Tax 2:fort: High local tax rat®, low per pup11 expenditure 2%"
dcade~ic achlevement No. of students scoring above 85th o
BE rtentlle on Callfornla Achievement Tast 110% -
Clli{oruia(a) ) F ] . B ) ) S )
Eurollment: Weightirg for no: .:f school-age children 01
Low income: Weighcing for no. of AFDC students .
. .(unduplicated count? Lo ] ’ B 2(b)
Limited taglish preficiencyv: Weighting for no. of students
(unduplicated count) '+ 2(b)
Colorado ,
Enrollmant: No;.of school-age children , 83% .
low income: No: of Title I.eligibles if at least 15% 16% -
.Small attendance areas: No. of students in district if B
less than 175 1%
Georgia(d) . : a .
Enrollment: Nb, of school age chlldren ] 50%
Low incume: No. of free or reduced school lunch rec1p1ents .
or no. of AFDC StUdiSEE// - 50%
'Kamsas -~ - . -
Enrollment: No. of s:hool-age children , 88.1%
Low income: No: of Title'1l eligibles ° s 9..3% .
‘Spacial "education: No. of handicapped and glfted students . 2.1%
Sﬁéréxty Population per square mile , “0.4%
Massachuﬁettsfﬁj ' . . o
Ehrgﬂlment: No. Qf school age ch;ldren . i - . 40%
Low .income: No. oF AFDC students , 60%
. . ' .
Minnesota - T ' :
Errollmert: No:." of school-age children 85%
Low_income: No. of Title I e115;b1es . 5%
Econgmically depressed areas: .er pup11 property yalue in
i lowest quartile . 5%
Sparsity: No more than-5 students per sgiare m11° 5%
. ‘ .
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_»7%or the number. of students in an LEA is 1 if there are fewer than 250

-

L3

56 - o di R

. : ‘
Table 3 (continped) . ' ’
Missouri(ad "~ = o e
Enrollment: Weighting for no. of school age ch11dren ) 1
Low .income: Weighting for no. of AFDC studénts (added to
student coiitit) : ' . 1(c)
Small attendance areasf Welghtlng for no. of students in . ) )
LEA if 1ess thans 250 (added to student count) " ) 1(c) ¢
Pennsyivanxa@a) T - . - ' -
Enroilment: No:.of sch001 age ch11dren - . 60% .
Low income: :No. of- AFDC studenfs . . ~ . - 35% '
_ Sparsity: Population per square m11e e . . 5%
~N

(a) Subject to_legls}atlve approval. - : .

(b) The formula for weighting special-need students is 2(no. of =~ .
AFDC students + no. of LEP students)/statewlde average of (no. of AFDC
students + no. of LEP students) The formula.is to be applied after.
ESAA dlstrlcts -are held hdarmless at 65 of FY 1982 funding for FY 1983
and 51 35% of Fy 1982 fund1ng for FY 1984. The m1n1mum grant to any

LEA “is $2500. S

N

,,,,,

(c)—The welghtlng for AFDC students is 1 if they are more tnan 20% .
‘of the student populatlon and 0.5 if they are-10% to. 20% " The weight

tudents and 0.5if there are 250 to 350 students. The maximum’ total

EA weighting is 2.0:
,_" - - 7' .6 \,‘

which were considered to have the greatest.needs; while ensuring all

.

éommﬁnitiéégan‘é&equate awAfa—"[s} ¥ : T <
Other states chose formulas that can perhaps be best explalned by

pollt1ca1 values or mores. On the one hand M%nnesota Kansas, and
Cororado share a strong local control . ethos that 1ncorp01arns a view
that all students and dlstrlcts ar'e equally deserv1ng of s.ate and
federal support for fhe kinds- of qua11ty improvement programs 1nc1uded
in Chapter 2. ' v S : ', : : ~

) On the other hand Georg;a and Alabama, though neivhbors and-
similar demographicailly and in other wayq .Includlng the1r current year

ESAA allocatlona, haveadramatlcally dlfferent formulas. Georg1a

allocated half of the funds on the basis of poverty and half on i
enrollments. In Alabama, the adJustment for high academic achievement.. : .
exceeds that for poverty beeauso the commltt e felt that low-inicome )] l.
children are already served by Chapter 1 and that Chapter 2 funds should .
be direct 'd toward curr1cu1um n'rlchment . . .';

[61 "Report of Education Block Grant Advisory Committee to the_‘
Massachusetts Board of Education,' mimeograph Aprl} 1982, p. 3.

.} 7£ o.',v}
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the achievement of federal equity goals A Massachusetts SEA off1C1a1
expressed this view when he stated that it was "criminal to include ESAA
in éhaptér 2. It goes totally against the targeting principle:’

A California official voiced a similar concern about local

depends on a higher level of government; rather than the 1mp1ementing
level, taking the ﬁéiiﬁi&&i respoansibility for directing the flow of
funds. A Colorado official who favors the block grant concept relt,
_monetheless, that block grants should be used for more generalized

. purposes, such as staff development vhile programs serving speC1a1
Student populations shou1d st111 be targeted to those students

Chapter 2 funds co d1str1cts that- formerly received large federal awards.
by u51ng hold harmless prOV151ons 1n their formulas. The départment

1 refused to apprOVe "the Chapter 2 applications of California; New York

- and Conneoticut which had planned to guarantee some proportxon of -
Ultimately,‘fh””e states found ways to define ch11dren in E§A§ distr :us
as high cost ard thus to dncorporate them 1nto the formula in
Célifornia's.case, the negotiations W1th the department delayed approval .-
of the state Chapter 2 app11cat10n unuul m1d~Sepfember 1982 after the
school year- h&d begun : ' ' ’ e o
- ' R - o \ p,
State;Funding of - EClAfRelated Programs D . ;N/
At the time of our - v191t, most state officials’ expected that the

'r

" ECIA funding cutbacks would not be offset by 1ncreases in state funds
directed at similar programs or purposes. The states Could not. provk?e
,such funding primarily because of the current lack of étate .
discretionary money. . In some cases, however, states preferred to use.' '

availahle funds for state, rather than federal, priorities.. o




. - - In states where bu’cig"et deficits z:ompounci the probiems created by

mult1ple federal program cutbacks, leglslatures seemed to support

programs At least four of .our sample states were 11miting state

fundlng of spe01a1 educatIOn&program . Three others were cutting back

baslc educatlon a1d to LEAsS. — _ ' »

L E The exceptlons to this general trend are the states with small
surpluses and those with newly created squrces. . Georgia increased the
state compensatory educatlon program appropr1atloh_from $lé.5 million to
$16 million. This increase will extend remedial programs for low-
achieviﬁg studenté to the tenth gradp leze}/ Another $5.5 million
will ?roGide "high technology .training" in vocational- -technical schools,»

s and $50 million in new money will increase -teachérs' salaries and '

‘fundlng for school operatioﬁs . .
- - ‘

. The Alabama leglslature had also increased general state aid o
schools at the t1me of our site V1s1t but it was forced to rescind much o

. of the pLanned'lncrease 1n‘September 1982 because'of unexpected revenue-'

shortfalls The Colorado 1egislature was expected to increase basxc

educatlon aid and state support for special educatlon, any additlonal

I
state board of educatlou priorities. R : .

States are unllkely ‘0 'support SDE activities that had prev1ously

?eéeiie& federdl funds. Even states that are not exper1encing serious

revenué problems are funding SDE budgets at static or declining levels.

v Other educatlon organizations that “had rece1ved funds under the Chapter

"2 antecedent programs--such as’ Institutionsnof higher education and

- régional service units-“will loSe their direct federal support in most
: states s1nce they have no cla1m to the 80 percent flow through monies

and lack .a constituency to argue for a portlon of the state set~ a51de

- _”- ' The reg1onal units were creat-d to prOV1de fmore %fficient special

» ‘services (such as sctatf development; Curriculum a551stance, and
cooperative serv.ci- nPovision for special programs) to }EAs than many
< . small districts could themselves prOV1de We do not krow the fate of

these service pro»xdnrs urtder Chapter 2. In most states; their federal

funding will be diverted e1ther to locil or state educatlonal agencies

£ N -

N
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and thsir services will be provided on a subscription or fee-forrservice

basis. e

On the one hand, local districts that are pressed for funds may
findhlt difficult to pay for the a551stance the regional centers have
provided in the past.  On the other hand, particularly in states with
many small dist: icts receiving increases but small total allocetions
" from block grants, the desirability gt cooperative units for providing
staff development and other technica assistance services_may.heighten

In -fiscally conservative states; the effects on state and local
services of EClA allocatlon declslons and fundlng cutbacks will not be
apparent for another year or two because of the ava11ab111ty of - N
'carryover funds in FY 1983: After those are spent, states and o
localities with dec11n1ng populatlons will have to adjust to what a
Missouri official called the "double whammy effects of the loss of
federal funds and the lower ent1tléments of the 1980 Gensus But* the
’ older, federally dependent cities in states that have been flscallj .
stressed for several years haVe begun to retrench and the glready
V151b1y reducnd service levels will only contract further in the years.

<>

immediately ahead ST L : I

PROGRAMMATIC PRIORITIES AND DECISIONS -
Both Chapters 1 and 2 of the ECIA aim to give state aud local

c

educational agencies more flexibility in deciding how to use federal aid

monies to advance federal purposes 'Ihe rénge“cf purposes éncompasséd

decide to focis on any of the broad federal obJectlves that match the1r

own priorities. 0 ) : : )
Program management/dec1sions for both parts of the ECIA are’ also'

The ECIA puts fewer constraints on how and how much SEAs‘and LEAs should

plan, monitor, aud1t, and ovaluate the1r programs Tﬁié?éééiiaﬁ

the1r ECIA- funded act4v1t1es and the program management deClSIOnS that

the SEAs havé made. ) - o ] R

fyij" -, ) ;_1“ .f ,.k/U

-
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USes of the State Chapter 2 Set—Aside

_plap
Vlegislature does not reapproprlate federal funds:- Table 4-summarlzes s

The most formal eXercise in pr10r1ty sett1ng for the ECIA dur1ng

.”the planning phase occurred as SEAs<-in conJunctlon ‘with their advisory

comm1ttees, boards of educatlon, and somet1mes, state leg1slatures--r;

board for approvalf In nearly all of our sample states, the recommended

mus tbe approved by the state leglslature, even where the

the plans for SEA uses of Lhelr Chapter 2 set -asides as of thlvarltlng

Most states are devot1ng some portion of the set- -aside funds to: SEA

act1V1t1es rn support of state board of education priorities: These

priorities usually center on local school 1mprovement programs empha- g

51zing bas1c skills and staff development' Funds are also des1gnated

early chlldhood education in Missouri: Callfornza and Massachusetts”

have s1ngled oit teacher cehters for Chapter 2 sﬂpport while Missouri
has set aside funds for the preparation and letra1n1ng of teachers for

mathemat1cs and sc1ence 1nstruct10n
<

© Missouri's use of Chapter 2 funds to address a newly recognlzed and

'pres51ng state need represents perhaps the’ best example to date of a

state's taklng advantage of the opportun1t1es offered by Chapter 2. A

‘.number of LEAs  in MlSoourl engaged in annial personnel decisions had

reported serious shortages of quallfled mayhematlcs and science
teachers The state responded to th1s problem by earmarklng a portion
skills in mathematics| and science. The program was to begln during the

summer wﬁén Chapter é'allocations were réceived "In a f1scally strapped

such a program to be bffered qulckly without waiting for a categorxcal

program to be created spec1f1cally for this purpose.

’



Tabie 4

. STATE PLANS FOR THE USE OF CHAPTER 2 SET-ASIDE FUNDS

, , % of
State Use Set-Aside
f .

Alabama . o .

Administration and management S 100
Comment: State adV1sory commlttee was to con51der in
detall at upcoming meetirng: @

Callfornla 7777777
SEA- support for 7 areagﬁgfigged

- Academic curriculum and instruction » ' I

Youth empioyment

School climate
Parent involvement in education - ;
Community education: - ) ’ Co
" Assessment, reseﬁrch, and evaluation
Managemg nt assistance to LEAS )
€mall grdnts to LEAs in 7 areas of need
S .Teacher/centers -
T , State board act1V1t1es and meet1ngs V4

SEA a?mlnlstratlon

I
O

N .
OV N W 00~ =) Iy \m“ ;

|
|

wn

\

[y

. Coloradb . * I
Technical assistance to LEAs on high-priérity. needs .+ 25-30

. SEA support for state board priorities not being met by )
federal or state categorical programs 25 .
SEA administration e o ] 15-25
Dissemination of resources, curricula, and research . 5-10

Comment : ngh pr10r1ty needs are basic skrlis, account-

9b111ty,71mprovement of local practice, Improvement of

school climate, and coordination of staff development.

Georgla

SEA staff and ongoing activities; e.g.; Tltle V programs,'
technical assistance to LEAs; state profess;onal prac-
tices program (based on state board priorities), and, 7
p0551b1y, support for b111ngual compensatory education 100

-
N o

Comment ' State board pr10r1t1es are school 1mprovement

(curr;culum and 1nstruct10n assistance, remedial pro=~

grams), equal opportunity (school finance afid capital

improvement), professional competence (certlficdtlon
and salaries), school-community relations, evaluation.




Table 4 (contimued) *

Kansas °
SEA support for state board priorities; strengthening . o
T1t1e IV -C programs N 100
Comment: State board priorities are teacher training,
équitable finance, and planning and evaluation (a&sess=- --
ment” of needs and establishment of goals).
Massachusetts , i
Instructional 1mprovement programs and support to local o
schools and LEAs in & priorlty areas . - 31.
SEA leadership and support for planning, management and
program implementation . 60

Speciat progects : basxc skilis and civii rIghEs . 9

Comment: Priority areas are teacher education and in-

service tralning, 1nstruct10na1 improvement programs;

student support services; and desegregation.
Mlnnesota A ' _ ‘ o
Admlnlstraflon and management ' ’ . 75
Competitive grants to LEAs - ’ 10
~L SEA support for TitleaV activities, e.g., curriculum N
\ " planning and 1nstructlonal support services S . 15

Missouri v

o s .

biscretionary grants to localyagencies for:teacher. and

principal training, early .childhood education; and o

°

teacher preparation for science and math instruction 74
SEA support for Title V act1V1t1es and other state board OO

priorities . p - 13.5 .
SEA administration ‘ A // : " 12.5

. Comment- btate board prlorltles are teacher salééles,

basic skills, early childhood education, aqg ~vocational

educ?tion ya oo ) /S
- :
Pennsylvania ‘ . T
Grants to LEAs foxr school improveméﬁt programs A . 20.4
SE/A support for ‘technology and innovation projects - 10.3
SEA field serV1ces to LEAs for planning; curriculum devel- e
' opement, and other technlcal_gggigggpceﬁf77W S 47.2

7

of the ear11er Title IV-C demonstration projects. These funds W111 be

. used in some casés to ,Support ex1st1ng prOJects that have been federally

ERIC
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3
finded; in other cases, tha funds will initiate new projects designed to

fﬁftﬁéi thé deSignated-state peiorities. The substantial pressiire on

,1aea1 agenciet e retlected in the- plans for additional flow through .
"monies in the form of»demonstration grants; In other states,; however,
SEA staff expected that all of the "promising practices" activities ¥

—————— °

funded by IV-€ would end nnder Chapter 2.
Most states do not yet know the effects of Chapter 2 on state

ve

administrative and support activities. Because-SEAs depended heavily on
federal fuuds,'reductlons in their Chapter 2 support wxll s1gn1f1cant1y
affect on their, capacity to prOV1de (1) 1eadersh1p, dissemination, ‘and
technlral assistance serVIces to local districts &pd (2) the - program
management and regulatory functions th8y have conducted for federal and

state categorical programs in the past. .
" The more prescriptlve state set-aside plans may cause shifts 1n
categories of act1V1t1es or constcain the management of the requ1red
staff reductionsa Staff cutbacks will necessitate trade offs among .
program management strategies, based partily on state values and partly ’
on constraints. Many SEA officﬂdls told us that monitoring, auditing,
and evaluation activities would be reduced; a few said they would .
sécrificédtechnical.assistance activities’ in order to-conduct compliance -
checks 5fapér1y o c _ . |
states; only California earmarkedra,suhstantial portion of its set- -
aside funds for assessment, researéh; And évaluation activities. in

to LEAs requesting their sérvices. In other scates, evaluation services
are being reduced or even eliminated ws are variois kinds of information
serV1ces, 1ncluding statistical publlcations'and data management
activities. A few SEAS hope to offset staff reductions for data
services h; upgrading and enlargIng their compute systems. Curriculum
and other technical assistanqe functions also appear vnlnerable. As
one SEA official put it; "The kinds of dollars available d1¢tate what

services will remain--and regulatory programs must come first."

Q .. ‘ . _ | ;:?;j .-
EMC ’ ' [ N . .
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Local Uses of ECIA Funds \
Chapter 1. Under Chapter 1 of the iCIA, local uses of funds are :

more flexible Ghan in the past; but states still have some authority to
guide local activities. The extentiofﬂthat.auﬁhorit§ is somewhat - -
uncertain, however, and many state Title I directors feel that they are
walking a th1n l1ine between be1ng ‘too prescr;ptlve and too flexible in
their guldance to LEAs. 7 :

While most states have not d1rect1y restricted local uses of funds,

Pennsylvanla s guidelines suggest that Chapter 1 instruction be limited
toa{ééding, mathematics, English; English as a second ‘language, and

preschooi Several states have reta1ned requirements for serving low-

ach1ev1ng students at the school level and some have ?lso kept

'requ1rements/for deta11ed needs assessment procedures to -ensure. that

whatever serV1ces are prOV1ded are- carefully Justlfled )

Ca11forn1a and M1nnesota requ1re that LEAs demonstrate—parent
involvement “in decisiﬁns about fund uses. California's consolldatZd
app11catlon requlres that dlstr1ct and school adV1sory comm1ttees review
identified for serVIces., in M1nnesota a parent representative from the
district or school advisory committee (or "other! parent group) must
sign the LEA applicatisn before it is submitted to the state.

Most states. are fairly unpresériptive about fi;ééi accounting for
the use of funds, biit they empha51ze that supplantlno is prohlblted

Pennsyivanla s app11 ation ‘consists almost entirely of assurances that

the law will be foll wed, but requires that a distinct audit’ traii be

maintained and state fiscal procedures be used. -The use of formerly

applicable Title I prov151ons for administrative. and fiscal procedures'

is explicitly encoﬁraged ' o

The nervousness that is felt in many states aboiit the role of the

-state in def1n1ng and enforc1ng proper uses of Chapter i funds is

reflected in a Section of Pennsylvanla s Chapter 1 contract that
requ1res “the LEA to hold the SEA faultless if the SEA finds non-
compliarnce or does not audit and the LEA is found to be nondompllant
by the 'U.S. Department-of Educatlon. If the SEA has audited and found
é6m§1iéﬁéé, it will défend the EEA against federal audit exceptions.

8y
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Since Chapter 1 audits are g%néraiiy condicted locally in Pennsylvanla
‘the state is ﬁiiiﬁiiiné chances of being held accountab{e forvlocal
.misuse of funds. -
_The 1ack of guidance from the federal government and many state

governments about what constitutes acceptable pract1ce for t.ing Chapter
feel they have less flexibility than in the past with respect ‘té such
matters as attendance area selection and conduct_of school-wide

* projects. One state official has identified at least ten former Title I
provisions: designed to allow ,more service flexibility that .are no longer
considered app1icasié to Chapter 1.[7] | )

Although a few states have speclfxed that some of the fleXIbllltY
proV151ons of Title I can be used for Chapter 1, the- threat of audit
exceptions has persuaded many state and local off1c1a1s that they should.
not attempt any methods;of service delivery not specifically authgrized
by the new law. ﬁéﬁ?, hoWéVér, have retained other state-level Titie I
requ1rements regarding student e11g1b111ty, evaluatlon, and service
comparab111ty

Chapter 2 The law spec1f1es that loca1 sdiicational agencles are
to have compiete d1scretlon in u51ng th“ll Chapter 2 funds within the
stated purposes as long as they supplement and do not supplant state and
locally funded services. The SEA off1c1a1s iihom we interV1ewed p1anned
to take a hands off approach to the formail adm1n1stratlon of Chapter ?

- but their w1111ngness to use.informal influence strategies varied from
state to state. Adm1n1strat1ve ‘perspectives on the state role ranged
from one official's saying "I tell LEAs to tell me what they want to do

" to another's remark that the SEA

and 1'11 find a way forhthem to do it,
would "try jawboning" the LEAs to use their, funds for staff development
rather than purchasing equipment. '

| Many SEA officials pred1ct that local d1str1ct' will treat Chapter
2 funds as ''soft" money, to be used to purchase books, equ1pment or
m1crocomputera rather than d1rect program services:. Their predxction.i§7
based on the smallness of the fundlng (ranglng from $4 to ‘$10 per pupil)

“and the expectation that 1t will decrease further in the years ahead.

' . . ‘ . »

mrmeograph Department of Education, State of California, Sacramento,
1981.

[7] Char1es M ICooke" Deregﬂlation Through Consoixdatxon, .

-
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the hope that cooperatlve arrangements will enable them to -offer more

.

substantlal serv1ces. SEA officials are also concerned about the

planning-capaclty of small districts that frequently have np central

- offlce personnel to handle' the plannlng, evaluatlon, and reportxng

nrequirements of federal programs" Most such districts. have part1c1pated
only in the Title IV-B program in .the past, which, becausé of its

discrete purposes (the purchase of instructional materials and
'equlpment) was adm1n1strat1vely s1mpler than Chapter 2.

State and local administrators cons1der “two aspects of Chapter 2 N
fund usagé'potentlally troublesome: First, they may have difficulty »
detefmlnlng that funds have been used.to supplement rather than
supplant, locally" prOV1deu services. The d1ff1culty stemS'from the fact
that (I) a wide range of- serv1ces can be funded by Chapter % and (25 R

’

state apd local revenue shortfalls are causang service cutbacks in many e

. . .

dlstrlcts.A

¢

A determination of nonsupplantatlon requlres ‘a show1ng that federal
funds have not beencused to proV1de services that’ Would otherW1se have -
been prov1ded with state and local monies in the absence of the federal |
program. As on- °wA official remarRed the nonsupplant determination .
poses an “nﬁsava ~ situation' in times-of fiscal retrenchment because_
‘unambiguous compllance would require thut programs -once e11m1nated >

cann-:t be reinstated W1th federal funds,'even if- they could not have

been offered without the federal money
’ Most SEAs have dealt with the n””supplant issue only by requlrxng
assurances in the local appllcatlon and in some cases, adV1s1ng LEAs to
_use Chapter 2 funds for new,programs or service categor1es that have not
been cut.; Th*s may mean that- Chapter 2' purposes already sacriflced In
‘budget reductlons cannot’ be rescued with the block grant monies. State
administratdrs generally be1ieve that nomsuppiant determinatlonS'W1ll
have t. bé made on a case- by case basis dur1ng mon1tor1ng or auditlng
‘As one commented we will know it when we see it.". -
The seccnd potentially troublesome element of. Lhapter 2
adm1n1stratlon involves the targetlng of funds to publlc and nonpubllc

school students Qtate and local adm1n1strators are concerned that

H]
,_

~ - .
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while high-cost children will help to generate pAJ;2 grant funds for.

local districts,; the districts are not required to spend the funds on

services for these chiiliron once the money reaches the local level.
Adminjstrhtors dre +lso cohterhed abOUt whether the eqpitab?e
. iy :

parttcxpatxon' of nonp% ic school students means that thosé students

must receive a per pupll share of all the block grant funds, -a pro-

portion of onl) the nonadjusted allocatlon or a share based on their
eligibility for the diSCrict-selécted services. Althragh thls provision
is simiiar to oné under Title iV-ﬁ, the access of nonpubllc school
students to the wider range of services that may be provided under
éﬂnpter 2 poses hew guestions. Some local officials fear that Chépter'é
allocatidns based on high-cost students must be giQen to private schools
that have no high-cost children: i

‘None of our sémpié states seemed iikeiy~to require any kind of
intradistrict targeting of block grant funds based on hi gh-cost
students, nor did any expect tc provide much guidance on how--cr how
muph--block grant money should be spent on nonpubllr school students [8]
Most appllcatlons will requirt LEA offictals to consult nonﬁﬁBllc
schools about their desire to participate and to give assurance that.
equitable sarticipation will be provided. -

Colorado LEAs designate the targeted student population for each
Chapter 2 éctivity. One official there sﬁggestéd'that manﬁ,districts
might submit a two-part Chapter 2 application, with one paft similar to

the Title IV-B application providing for nonpublic school. participation

.and the other a public school ‘services application. LEAs in most states

will be fairly free to determine how they will 1nclude nonpublic schools
and théir students. Missouri LEAs will avoid this questibn entirely if

the state is graited its request for a. bypass of nonpublic school funds

on state constitutional grounds of church-state separation.{9]

visits,; contain an equal . spendlwg provision for nonpubglc school

students\ tempered by allowable adJustments for their individual needs.
{9] iy September 1982, Missouri's appllcatlon had still not been

approved pending resolution of questlons as to how the bypass would be

administéred by the U.S. Department of Education:
- S

z . . E;;}
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_than undertaking new initiatives.

1
N
o

[N

Lovu:: decisions about the usés of Chaptér 2 fund$ must be made in

-consnitdtxon with parents and othez interested partxes In many states,

oxlstlng adV1sory committees are nxpected to be used for this- ‘purpose.

in the states with mandated planglng{ evaluatlon; and reporting systems
o1 schooi improvement-type programs, state oﬁficiais‘hope that LEAs will
Use existing decisionmaking stfuctures to assess service needs and to
obtaxn publlc oplﬁlon on Chaptér 2 plans. ‘In this fégéf&, the ECIA may
Serve as a Cdtalyst for the formation of consolldated umbrella-type
coimittees for striacturing citizen participation. It may also
stréngthen the pianning and assessment proceSSes that aiready exisr in
many school systems--often Iy state mandate--bv providing the scho-.

systems a source of discretlonary ‘unds

r M .

' SUMMARY

fhé EéiA preSehﬁs numerous probiems-"as Weii as opportunities--

to state and local educational agenc1és-' The OppdrtUnitiés are best
. {
characterized by the prospect of SEAs and LEAs having greater .:rage ,

to do what they want to do. Missouri, for ,ﬁample, intends t- use

Chapter 2 fdﬁds to retrain and, upgrade teachers' skills in matu . ics

and scienice. Other states are using Chapter 2 funds to meet new demauds

for upgrading technology tralnlng and to 1ntroduce new technologles intc

schools: ‘ : ~ ,L)
‘Many state und local officials recognize that EC14 funds enable

them to address a number of other schoo: ixprovement concerns. The
: .

paucity of finds, however, means that in the mearitefm most attention
will be dirccted toward maintaining pre "ously funded programs rather

N

The problems posed by the ECIA concern the fundlng reduct1 is it
brings at a time when other federal and state funds are also belhg

reduced, and the: uncertalntles it presecnts for dec151onmakers and

admlnlstlators While the ECIA is 1ntended to reduce admsnistratlve .

.

burdens and eliminate unnecessary requlrementSi-whlchr in. turn, is

supposed to free admlnlstraﬁlve funcs for serv:ces--lt leaves

At the same tlme, the drast:c cutbacks experlenced by some sLates ‘and



3

mcst cities could not, be offset by,any -administrative savings,; no matter
. . ’ -

* +

how o i S )
o . o(rwxces w:ll Certalnly be reduced under Chapter 1 in nearly a11 e
. school systems .and under Q\apter 2 in at least the major éiéiéé We do’ '1

, not know whether these districts Wll also have fewer admi nlstratrve

headaches or more discretion in the use of ~-deral funds. q§/reta1n1ng' .

most of the major fiscal. oY .irsments of the former categorlcal prcgrams

and deregulating only by nids «pecifying compllance standards, the .
fodora] gov:;1menf hus left states and loca11t1e< in the. unLnVIable '
N

povitlon of all,'atlng 1ess money without know1ng what f1ex1b111ty they

’

redlly have. - . : : ‘ .

\ Ih'additioh; former'rrtle I pxov151ons &110W1ng partlcular

pract1ces have been e11m1nated while new comparablllty requirements
have been added to Chaptcr 1. F1na11y; Chapter é requ=“ﬁs a new, ,more

1mpose significant admlni-tratlve costs on dIStIlCtS with large numb'rq .

.

of nonpubllc school .studefits. e e

The most freauentlJ v01ced conceras of state ed: ation officia's

abouL ECIA admlnlstratron are the lack of direction proyvided by the U.s,

Department of Edueatlon 'with réspect.te acceptable practices and tke

-

- . lack ,of c rity about)the,SEAs authority. State off1c1als,who would. '
4

“like to eneourage irincvative practices are worried chat, futire audits

ma" not fcilow the nonbinding gu? delines of the Depa“'foht of*Educatloy:

The extent to which SEA rules may overstep federal bo.= s is unknoun ' _ f .

The changrng nature.of'author;tyrrelatlonsh:pe among stdte )
governmental actors complicates the SEAs' administrative task still = .
further. The increasing prominence of state-legislatures cnd state

boards of education; and heir’ c01nc1dent Jurlsdlctlongl battles, leave
“ many state department of

icials unsure of what courae they should pursue -

*in ad@}nlsterlng federal funds.

° c. ’ ;. . .

: ) . . ’ . |
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o V. INFERGOVERMMENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE ECIA :

In this, the final éeCtion of this report, we exém{ne the potentiél
effects of the ECIA on édﬁéatibn'iuhding deéiéidhs and its imﬁliéétiBhs

fOr 1ntergovernmenta1 relatlons We also look more closely at Hoéw the

-

support Innovatzon and lmorovement efforts and to provide leadership for‘

.the achievement of state educational prioritiés We concludé with -
suggestions for future research on the fécts of the ECIA on std@e ‘and
local administration and on educatlon pregrams .

THE ECIA AS A RESPONSE TO INTF R“@VERNMENTAL "AID TTLOBLENS

v

The new féderalism, aé.reprégéﬁtéa by the .'sck - #ni of the J
. !’

g

Omnibus Reconciliaticn Act; is hased on the p int.oivs of decen=

0

tralization of decisicnmaking, derequlation, simplification; -and N
increased flexibility. The ECIA incorporates all of these.elements

or the new fédaralism in an attempt to improve t..e effectiveness and-
efficiénC} of euec“tioAai Pro;, ;ms:aﬁ the }otai 1eve1. These reforms
are based on the pheory that. as federal domands and constraints ’
decrease; lncal administrators wil: be.better able to direct rederal -
funds toward activities that support and -augrient, rather than conflict
with, local programs. In sum, more dollars will be used to support

appropriats services to students, and fewer will be spent on

administrative costé. . .
. The extont to which rhe ECIA w:ll achieve these goals may, be j‘;
’ asses ed, ‘ihilxrge part, i termseof the deoree to whic the law
mlnlmlaé§ the‘eXtefhal requirements or uncertalntles ﬁﬂ&g lead to the

disfractic.: of administrative attentinsn and goal displacement within  _

74/’ . the local system.[l] It assessing'how well ;he ECIA may be;eXpected »

: ' ~ [1} Goal displacement occurs when increases -in the vatiety of
funding and authority arrangements in amorganization's ‘environment

3 create &4 svstem-of fragmented . centrali??}ﬁoh « This systém, based on,

central funding and controls in diverse spec1allzed areas--without -

policy 1ntegrat10n or centrallzatlon of general authority--generates -

" lowrer-level bureaucracies that are organized around environmental

:demands and are 1ncreaslngly decoupled from - actual educatlonal work. P

The- eFfects of this decoupllng on educatlonal programs have been

Q - ;. ’
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’ toauctomolr‘h thesa tasks however, one shbuld distinguish between - T
LOHSOL]d tifon and deregnlatlon as pol*cy goals and the E\TA 1tse1f . »
which represgnts,consolldatlon and:deregulation®under unique /o

, trrcum‘rances : : 4. ' o >

|  Amoi.; the environmental ractors that will affect EG1A imple-
mengatlon is its passage thr.dgh a huzr;ed‘éndgef re~ 7l tation ;\ N
process. . As &,result ke ict lacks detall dnd spec St AS'wéii as F

t
- n e - A . . A ';’
- £

legislative history to itate 1ts 1nterpretat10n It é&&itiéﬁ _the

. neba;tménc of £ducatien .3 tiker'a dellberately unprescrlptlve approarn

- \ - .

t.  to rulemaknngd clarifying’ a feu questlons in regulaticns and 1eav1ng
- - most issués tosbe addressed in 1nterpret1ve mEmoranda and nonbinding - 4/;>»
. guxdelincs © o . ; ' C e .

ARSI :
CLhor uncertalltles aL che fede a1 1eve1 1nc1ude the future shape -

W v

ytpnrtment of’ Lducatlon 1tse1t In addition to the proposed e11m1nat10n

of the“ﬂ°paerent, the d1v1510ﬂ-ot respon51b111t1es among 1t uhe CFflce

of Qendéement and Budget {OMB), and the General Accountrng Cfflce (GAO)

-

Lo 'croaYEs new admlnrstratlve uncertainties. The (40 w1-l derelep the = - -
-audrt gulde for the ECI4; OW will outline the complla'ee rcqu&rements

and o Dx partmont~of qucatlon will’ aamlnrster the 1aw in & manrer thdtw

o~

- . - .

‘has 1. L vet been filly. ciarrrled [2] :

Frnaliy.,rlscal retrenchment at the state and 10ca1 1evels w111 .

aflort IA 1mp1eA;~ta ion along,with that of other education programs. .-

Woreover, Ll “ECTA represents a reduced 1eve1 of fed-ral su port fer the
T P

" . , , . .
N < : .

dosvrlbrd by Joan W. Meyer, The mpact of the Cent ©it on of - e

Eduratlduli iunding and Control on State and Local nat%enalx

Gouennanre Stanford Un1Verslty,7Instltute\for Resea: . on Educatlonal
‘Finance~jnd Governance; Program- Report 79-B20, August 1979 Jdne N
. Hannaway, The -Problem of Fhﬁprmataen and Regulation: '—The Case of
Categorical 1 Education Programs, éachers CollegeP Columbia Un;versrty,
Now. York, September 1980; Paul Ti Hill et @l:., The Effects of Federa: . v

fducation Programs o:. School Pr atic

o: cipals; Thé73§nd nd Corporation, . - :
N-1467-HEW, February‘1980 Jagkie Kimbrough ‘and Paul T. Hill, Th€

“ Agiregat te Effects of Federal Program§, The!Rand-Coxporatlon, R-2638- ED

February 1981;-'and Edgar Klugman et al: ‘Too'IahX Pieces: ArStudy-o -

Teacher Fragmentatlon in the: Elementary Schodl,LWheelock/Malden Teache* BT
Corps Cellaboratlve, Bostonﬂ July 1979, : v < v

n [9] 'States_ ,Prepare for New Block Gran- Respon51b111t1es
T Education Dariy. Aprll 1, 1982, p. 4.

X
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Eﬂc - i R = -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



L 7?-

programs it includes, and Chapter is Such a small proportion of
federal education funaing and inte ,vernmental aid generally that 1t
‘may attract little attention to the .dmirable program goals listed
abové. i N
Given these contextual influences-and the particuldr elements of
the law itself, what can the ECIA accomplish in addressirg the problems--
implementation, effectiveness, efficiéncy, and accountability--of
intergovernmental aid programs? In the perceptioms of most of our
‘_ ’ respondénts, thé géié will heip to»Sojve sobme impienéntation probiems
while creating somé new ones. . . . T - -
The ECIA ‘has tre potent1a1 to increase ogram effecriveness and
efficiency by provi:i'::ig more flex1b111ty ?ﬁz 11ke1y atrophy of some-
- federal pufposes under the ECIA, lhowever, may have negative long-range
effecti on local ediicational practices. The new act may increase
aaaaahfésiiify at thé state level by involving statewide adVisofy
°, comm1ttees and state leglslatpres, but because ;t does not realjy

decentralize authorlty, 1? may leave most problems of p011t1ca1

2 . e e
respafisix - = vnsolved:

impleﬁentation ~ N .

The 1mp1ementat13n problems that have plaguei federal education
v . programs -are baslcal‘y characterlzed as adm1n1strat1ve concerns
excessive paperwork~ cumbersome procedures, 1ack of clarlty; dxfficuit§
of coordlnatlon, prescr1pt1Ve regulatlons, and unwcrkabie dIV s ions’ of
authority. . These problems 1mpede the smooth functlonlng of programs by
d1verting admInlstratxve attentiopn from substant;ve program goaIs to

. v" admlﬂlstratlve matters that then begln to take precedence over, efforts

to 1mprove ‘educatiional sdrV1ces . : ST -

© In some ways the ECIA w111 reduce admlnlsr acive’ burdens State

_) . and local app11cat10ns for Pnap\ers 1 and 2 ﬁundlng are shorter than
| trose for earlier pnograms and appear to be 51mp1er in most states. t'Tha
limlnatlon of mu1t1p1e applacatlons and repcrtlng systems under Chapter

1caoated in past programs’

T2 wild help states and localities that paj
Dictricts W1th large nuymbers of nonpubllc;school students, though, will

- , assume -more sibstantial administrative rasks for Jn”1J&1ng those schools

in planning and services than was previously the case.
. . . R4 N . - .

. - = -
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The admlnlstratlve paperwork burden for”LEAs will vary sub-

stantlally from state to state; "depending on state appllcataon and

:rcportlng requlLements.' For example, Chapter 1 applicatlons range

\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

in size from. One page 'in’ ‘Kansas to AO pages in Geofgia Simpiified ,
application procedur s may be mlsleadxng, however: As a Massachusetts
official told us,; "'Local districts will .still have to maintain the same
records as they have in the past, so deregnlation won't really be felt
at the local lavel:" :

The goal of reduced reéérq,keeplng requ1rements under the ECIA is
unlikely to be widely = -alized’ because of the taw's failure to address
two other admlnlstratlve concerns ment:oned above: " clarity of
requirements and divisions of aut&erlty. States and localities do not
know how thew Wlll bée expected to demonstrate compliance witk the new

law or what degree of authorlty they havo toiset the1r own po]1C1es and

srandards

Tronlrally, the lack of regu’ Jtory presa 1pt]VenPSS (amOng other

diSCrétion in admlnlster:ng the law: -This perception stems not from a
desire on the part of state officials for federal regulation tut from a
recognition of the fact that tE} ECIA d¢ es not truly dicentralize
decisionmaking authority. o '

kltﬁdﬁgh Chepters 1 and 2 df tﬁ& ict give more respbnsibiiity
“authority to deliver sanctions without prOV1d1ng claxlflcatlon-as to
the limits %f federal, state, or local powers . Whilé the act reqﬁires'
decentralized dec1qlonmak1ng--1n the sense that many decisions are
denied to the Secretary of’Educat10n—-Lhe sh.ftlﬁg of other dec151ons

‘from rule- based to dIscretlonary in fact helghtens the tmportance of

the central deC1slonmaker]

Taken togethier, the various provisions of the ECIA significantly

centralize deciéfbnmékiﬁé. Earklng clear guidelines; states and local
-districts must base the1r decisions on, uhat they ‘think wili be
acceptable to the Department of Educatlon and uitimately, the GAO

auditors. constrazntb of uncertaxnty can prove more 11m1t1n0nthan

objectiv: ‘traints that; oace satisfied, would defise a sohere of

~ allowable aiscféEEaﬁutsj

’ 7[3] Ex cellent analyses of organ;zatlonal resoonses to uncertalnty

.are found-in Paul R Lawrence and J&§ W Eorsch Organization and

-
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guidance does not.

_Districts that lose substantial “unds under the new Chaptnr 2 formula

74 - . ’

By retaining important fiscal requirements and granting broad’
enforcement powers to the secretary while failing to define compliance .
standards; the Administration 1s pursulng a course of nonreguratron
Ffather than deregulation. This course creates a kind o federal control
that is less prédictabie because authorlty remains cencraiiqu but‘ -
Uitimateiy} the potentiai'of the ECiA for i-~roving'education

of Education reduces the admlnistratlve uncertainties that constrarn
state and local decisionmaking and create administrative burdens.
- - ,, ..

Effectiveness ‘ . BN

The FCIA presents hoth opportunities for and dangers to program

cffectiveness. The dysiunctional consequences of former éafééoriéai .

‘programs may be rediuccd undsr Chaptor 2 beczuse funds may be pooled for

kigli priority services and programs rather than conflﬂed in spec1f1ed
amounts te single- purpose act1v1t*es too small to effect reai
change . the meagerness of wost district a;locatlons,.though,

ever pe’ inds ‘'may be inacequate to support significant 1nnovat10n

will have a still more difficult time reqls*lng local po]1t1ca1
pressures to apportion funds among all of the previous federally
supporfed actiVitiéé Even thése that retain oriv high-priorityh
programs will be faced with managing service reductions rather than
growth opportuultleq in those programs ' .

Although pparent opportunltles inder Chapter 1 for more flexihle
uses of funds in conjnnctioh with local programs and priorities suggest A
thé possibility of gre¢ ter pr- 1 effectiviness,; ut least three
featurcs of Chapter 1 iy work .t this outcomé. First, omission

from Chapter 1 of a nn r of Title f provisions allowing greater LEA

"flexibility and discre..on with regard to targeting creates urcertainty.

Many state officials believe that this omission will reduce local.

Environment, Rlchard D: Irwin, Inc.,, Homewood, iéé?, and James D.
Thomp .on, Organizations in Action, -McGraw-Hiii, New York, 1967.

P ' (L . f _ .
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disuretion in tailering sevvices and prograns to meet school and student
needs. Orooiol. Lhe change in targeting requirements may 1ncrease

pOS‘le‘lthb f¢r apportioning funds and services among more schools and

students. Most states,; however, are n11nta1n1ng e11g1b111ty and

evaluation requirements that tend to ¢ courage the concentratxon of

servlcéé Third, a substantial fundlng réduCtlon, whlcn most states
either will not or cannot address; accompanies Chapter 1.

bemonstrating program effectlveness under the ECIA may ko more‘

dlffxcult than under the antecedent programs Spec1f1c evaluation

rcqulrements have been drOpped from the ]aw and many states are

can 1mpose on 1oca1 dIStrIC.S. Some are norictheless Laklng a falrly

dirsctive approach to the questlon of evaluatlon, fearlng; on the one
hand, that failure to do so will result in inadequate statewide ..
evaluation reports to the Department of Education and, on the other
hand, that failure to demonstrate program effectiveness will uhdermine
political support for the programs and lead to their eventual
elimination at thé federal ievei'

Even states that recognize. the nesl :or aystemﬁilc program

evaluation- feel hampered in at 1east tw. r. '»cis. First, the success

of Chapter 2 programs will be difficult To evaluate because of the Wlde

range of disparate program purposés allowed and the smail,amount of
money"devoted to them. 3eTcnd; the effects of these éipenditdres across
an entire state;iparticuiariy where the funds are treated as "soft" !
‘money, will be difficult to determine. -
‘State officials who view the consolidarion as undercutting support
. for research and deveiopmént at the state level foresee a more far-
reaching problcm Béééh;é'T%tie V support for‘strengtESWing-staté

educatronal management and Title IV-C support for demonstratxon pIOJects
and dlssem1natlon of promising practices are folded 1nto the blo-k

.ot N . E S T . R
grant'“funds are no lenger = marked for SEA research, evaluation, and

<

1nformatlon services. T .
)

As we noted ear11er, respondents in many of our sample states

reported that research and development act1v1tles were belng reducec to
maintain 'otlier; more V1S1b1e and 1mmed1ate functions. Fu rthermore,

nstitutions of higher education-~and regional rescurce centers, which

- 4 -
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ha also supported significant research and development wWith antecedent
program funds, are omitted from the formuia allocations under €hapter Z2..
Rﬁgse changes have long-range implicatiorns not oniy for the evaluation

of education programs but ailso for the future of educatlonal improvement

efforts.
The national goal of continued improvement and renewal of the
eduéationai system requires that state'and 1a¢éi ednéétiénai aéenéies

promising practlces as well .as feedback or system performance. [4]

Hlstorlcally, school systems have underinvested in R&D act1v1t1es.

Local educatlonal agenC1es tend to neglect research and development

on such 1nvestments, they must respond to p01It1ca1 pressures to maxi-
mize services andﬁminimize "superflucus' activities; and thdy have
lacked expertise at the local level. Until the last decade; states aiso

under1nves'ed in research and development because the state role ‘in

. educational 1mprovement ‘was considered limited aril because little

investricnt and human capital was available in state educaticnal.

agencies. -
Cvei the past decade, federal education programs have strergthened

the capaflvv of state and iocal =ducational agencies to generate and use

ianovative strategles. This has been acc0mpllshed largely by earmarking

finds to SCAs for these specific purposes. The primary sources of these

* friids are now consolidated in Cliapter 2./ As we noted; the state "legis-

Ll A L S C e .
latur2s in all of our sample states--even those that increased aid to
. i u
locat dis;riéts--ﬁaﬁe cut back SEA support. Althbugh 2 few states;
including Califorria and hassachuse*ts, have eazmar”'d a significant
represent a reduced ievel of R&D support:
The useé cf new edQCational ta chnologles supported oy Chapter 2 nxll

likely fe?iéct the potential d.sequilibrium beiween = supply of &nd

demand for kneéwledge of educat.onal 1mprovement stra.u'1g§~ A number of

v _ B L . . . Nt
_ -l4) Thomas K. Glen..an, Jr., Rerswal hri Imp -vemenit of Lrementar>
and S2condary Eduzation: Som» Joriitorioas fLoenmcetfiing the Impact 34
Fedzrc! Felscy,' oomarke at o - @ .- haic 7 Uhe Urban InstItu_e,

r 508 . ]
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states have decided to Pursue "technology initiatives" with their
Chapter 2 funds and supplemental state monies. In addition, the small

amount of Chapter 2 funds going to local ii.i-ricts and their .. .ectation’
e :

‘that the program . ! disappear have isd some LEAs to designa - the

funds for equ . mi ¢ ourchases--often microcomputers~--rather -~ - <

persormnel. .
—.

- The purchases of mlcrocomputers and Jther new educatxonal tech-
tools for educational change but r1m1ted knowledge of how to use these
tools with ex1st1ng staff resoiircés and habits of program management.
Wﬁéfﬁéf states and localities can overcome the disincentives to invest
in the productlon and dissemination of this knowledge without the
presence of a clear federal role remains to be seen. ¢

Before the ECIA can increase program effectiveness,; the federal
government must (1) prOV1de relatlvely stable funding, (2) set program
parameters, and (3) define the limits of SEA discretionary authorlty and
the states must understand the federal gu1de11nes. Educational improve-
ment strategies and resources, especially, require federal funds to
ensure their development, dissemination, and utilizatiod. Althoigh
the states can take the lead on. funds, guidel] :es, and di- ‘etionary
antﬁéfitf are established, the federal governmer® iwi-t take . e
responsibilicy for stimulating research and develcomcat. As of this

writing, thé federal government has not indicated its intentions.

Efficiency \
S Block grants and the deregulatlon accompanylng them’ are Supposed to
encourage more efficient service delivery by reduC1ng admlni;§¥iﬂivé
burdens and costs and improving the targeting of resources. The f
elimination or weduction of fiscal constraints should, theorvtical’y,
redace accountin g ar” record-keeping and resources for service: so that

directed to areas end popuiations of greateéi nee&' . .

s

they may b

greater concentration of resources on identified areas of need,

primarily because of the Chapte. 2 consolidation. Few believed,

héﬁébéf, ﬁﬁaﬁ it would fednce edministrative rurdens éantantialiy--
k;

- . 5 - .
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the FCIA reta1ns the major fiscal requlrements of the antecedent
programs add partly becaric state educational ageiicies must assume
increased rdmi.isiculize responsibilities. Furthermore, the ECIA
increases state and i+ .1 obligations by requiring SEAs and LEAs to
irclude nonpublic schools in the planning, design, and delivery of
Chupter 2 services. ' :

L

The consolidation may improve the targeting of resources if state

“and local educatipnal agencies can resist political pressures to

allocate funds to all spec1a1 interests represented by constituent

groups. Contrals-had to be placed on previdus block grants becaiise
concessions to these political forces tend to undermine federal purp

when the funds are treated as general aid. The ICIA provides little

speclLlc guidance for targeting under Chapter :1: the law scems to allow°;
F

foi gréater diffusion of funds (through the-"all such children! pro-

vision) while leaving unresolved such questions as local discretien

_in targeting f'qu to prev1ously served schools and students as well as

The efficient use of'ECIA resources will u1t1mate1y depenu .~ how

- well states and localities can deveiop'simpier, less intrusiv:. aud more

educationally app- oprlatn procedures for allocatlng and tracklr'_ﬂrnﬁw N
to programs and students. The chances that they will modlfy or ar et
pre"1ous1y usedvveumbersome, or inefficient methods of service de11»crg
will 1ncrease if they know whatf;aﬁpllance standards will apply to such

E.. “rers as the selectron of eligible attendance areas and students under
Chapter 1; the equ1tab1e partlclpatlon of nonpnbllc school students

ander Chapter 2, and the demonstration of nonsuppiantét%on“under both
chapters. To the extent that SEAs--in the face of questions abc 1t their
own authority:-éggressivéiy confront theSe-matters, localities will be
more Iiﬁeiy to depart from past practices. To the extent that guldgﬁce

is 1ark1ng, the ECIA w111 likely encourage conservatlve responscs that

retain most of the procedural trapp1ngs of past détegoricai programs.

-3
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Accountability

Accountability in service provision requires political respon-
siveness and feedback about program ‘resilts. The responSEVeness of
a polltlcal system is a mcasure of the degree to which it can convert
1ncoherent and dlffuse publlc preferences or goals into spec1f1c
responslve public decisions and institutional.actions. [;] In theory,
the invalvement of grnerallst clected officials in programmatic
decisionmaking 1rcreases accountablllty because elected officials have a
better sense of popular wants than appointed officials and because they
are held,accountable for programuresults through ~ile eleactoral process.
Atlthough Biock grants typically provide for the involvement of
eler LPd off1c1a1s the ECIA fOIIOWS the pattern of most categorlcal
pre.orams in spec1fy1ng the state executive agency as the body
<ponsih1e for submitting plans and evaluating programs.[6]. The
\pter 2 requirement for a statewide advisory committee somewhat,
‘fsets the bureaucratic orientation of the law; but the committee is
1pp01nted by the governor and is.intended only to advise the SEA:
Vonethefess, we found in our sample states that 1n.f1a11y, at leds:.
state Iegisiatures and elected boards of ‘education are likely to play a
51gn1f1cant role ia overseelng the uses and allocations of ECIA funds.
_Cﬂrdlng to recent stuﬂles this 1nvolvement of State 1eg1s1atures
is iikeiy to 1mprove state agency accountability and to enhance the,
prospacts for full state supporc of grant prOJeCtS [7] State agency
officials reported that legislative oversight ' ‘led to a clearer
statement of state prlorltles ‘and 2 stronger commitment by the state,

not just an agency, to partlcular programs. [8] ‘Furthermore, the

[5] AdVISory GOmuz)Slon on Intergovernmental Relations (1980) .

[6] General Accounting Office; Federal Assistance System Should ﬁg
Changed to Permit; Greater Involvement Ly State Legislatures, Washington,
p.C.; U. S, Government Printing Office; 1980. ) .

{7] Ibid. and Report on the Prevalence and Effect of State Laws
Requiring. Leglslatlve Reapproprlatlon of Federal Funds. Intended for Use

by Public_ Agencies and> Institutiois of the State," Office of the General

*Counsel, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D:€.,

February 1979. . “ B ]
" [8] General Accountlng Offlte 1980, p. 45:



legdsiatlve reapproprlatlons process apparently caused no excessive
delay ficr did it increase 1neff1C1ency State leglslatlve 1nvolvement
) cystem by balanC1ng 1ntergovernmentar and inte:branch authorltles [9]
. )
/ ' Whlle some state officials in our samplc eVpressed conicerii over the

- uncertainties created by legrsiative oversisut, others Clted'SUCh

P
and their purposes. Although this legislative interest is not attribut-

able to the ECTA; the act ma& benefit from its e:nstence;

SEAs with reduced staffs may, However; “have aifficﬁity“résponaing
ro the information demands that increased Ieglslatrve 1nvolVemen1 will:
impose. ~As we fnoted earrler, information -and evaluation services have
thus far been cut sﬁbstantiaily in many SEAs i :h declining resources.
Furthermore, evaluatlon--an nspecf of accourtablllty--may suffer because'
of both the leGTS“ nature o‘ the . consolidated un@pter 2 programs and
thie uncertdinty among SEA officials ahéﬁt what svaluation requirements
they can impose v local districts. Even if ev 1uat1on requ1remenfs
were-more care. 'ly defiped, tradltlonal evaluation nav fiot be appro-
priate for a program distributlng soﬂllttle money so W1de1y for so
many program purpcses. o . S S - y

At the local level; :uts in evaluation resources, as well as
dirficulties in evaluat’ g the'diffuse' Chapter 2 program without state
assistance or guldellnes, may erodis accountablllty Moreover, the
repeal of advisory ~ommittee r:juirements *hneatens to cut lopal N
bireaucracies off ‘rom constitient oplnlon. Respondents in %ﬁt of our
sample states expected to see parent adV1sory counC1ls dlsaﬁbear in some

. i

LEA- " 0 gkt they would be 1eta1ned in some form in the majority of

ST

i st states that requlre LEAs to systemat1ca11y consult

Slieq  een -apresentatives enccurage the LEAs to retain parent

aisnry councils to satisfy that requirement. Many state|offitials
view the prospect of simpisrc, more ratlonally struttured’adv1sory
N committees emerglng in distri *=s that had prrvlou51" hid many small

‘ overlapplng unlts .as a- potenxr-l benefiti of th- aew ruwp

[9] Carol §. Weissert, "State Legisiacurés?anq Federal Fudds: An. °
Issue of the 1980s," Publius, Voi. 1i, Sunmer 1981, pn. 67-83. ’

’ : . ¢
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Maintaining Federal Interests .. , ¢
. T . v LAr .
~ Federal grants give states and localities the financial wherewithal
‘effects Sf the ECIA onv

-

to pursue federal goals Below; we -asses

[0
t
o
ol

two areas traditronally promotéd and  sponiored by the Eéaéfai govern-
¥

ment: research aqd development and equal educatlonal opportunlty

Support for educational research and 1mprovement is qne -of the
longest standing federal roles in. educatlon and was ome of the primary
purposes of the origlnal Department of Educatlon, formed in 1976. Th1s
goal figured promrnently in the National Defense and: EducatIon Act the

Cooperat1ve Reséarch Act .and the.Elementary and Secondary Education Act

,5? i955 Federal programs of the 1970s exp11c1tly recognized the need

competency testIng, plannlng and assessment requ1rements, and the

'1ntroductlon of new. technologles--have created a demand for change

and for 1nformation about prom1s1ng pract1ces

- The EE€IA, hOWever,rlargely elxmxnates federal protectron of the

state and local R&D function. As demands for educatlonal 1mprovement -

knowledge increase with concurrent needs to adapt to dec11n1ng resources
? -

in the face of Hilghtened expectations; the supply side of the
educatlonal 1mprovement market may, collapse because it has not been

treated as a federal functlon worthy of protectlon The use of

‘educational 1mprovement knoWledge ‘may also atrophy if states and

localities cannot afford to support ex1st1ng dlssem1natlon networks .

SImIlarly, the Emergency School Aid Act prOV1ded funds to districts
undertaklng desegregatlon * The federal role in promotlng equity has
gone beyond nondlscrlminatlon enforcement to the pqpvis1on of 1neent1ves
for affirmatively redressrng the effects of past dIscrlminatlon, as

B . 2 °

under ESAA. L . ﬂ . - s . g

.
;
.
w
.
-
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-
:
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The 1nc1u51on of ESAA in Chapter 2 largely ellmlnates federai

f1nanc1a1 support of desegregatlonﬁ Moreover, ESAA's demlse has a

further consequence for ﬁaﬁaxééiiaiﬁééisﬁ . The Educatxon Department s

Office fog Civil R1ghts (OCR), charged with enforc1ng nond;fcrlmlnatlon,

had sign- -off respon515111ty on ESAA grant applicatlons THis authority

gave OCR enormous leverage 1nareV1eW1ng school d;strlct treatment of
‘protected groups. LEAs complied with OCR dictates rather than lose ESAA
funds: [10] . . : o ) '

At léast 1n terms of R&D and equlty, the Eé}é wiii.iikéiy iessen
the pursu1t and . 1mp1ementatlon of federal purposes. The'réasons are ‘_ .-
p011t1ca1 The federal government became invoiﬁed in these matters ‘
becadse states and loca11t1es were unable or unwiiiiﬁg to addréss them.

Federal 1nterventxon in the form of - dIrectxon, oversight; or financial
backlng was needed because the goals were polrtlcally unpa1atab1e or -
lacked prom1s1ng (and 1mmed1ate) returns on 15\Kstments Moreover; a

certain amount of regulatlon was necessary to prevent funds from beIng

treated as general a1d i

~ State and local offIcIais are unlikely to support functions -that

are not highly V151b1e or that do not have substantial popular backlng '
for reasons of constituency satlsfactlon, 1nterest group pressure, 1ack
of inﬁestment'capitai,‘or disinterest: They must be offered some
:incéntijé'to énVéstlin theSe efforts. Heretofore, the faderal govern-
: ment has often provided that incentive by absorb1ng p011t1ca1'and/or¢

flnanclal costs: °

Wlth no clear 1ncent1ve te do so, many states and loca11t1es W111

not support these Federal goals Slgnlflcant-R&D 1nvestment for
example, is un11ke1y in the face of demands for higher teacher safarIes

Given the present dec11ne in overa11 educatlonal resources, only the few e

expected to pursue thesé goa1s. 2 o

o -
.

[10] Paul T. Hill-‘and Ellen L. Marks, Eederai lnﬁiuence Over ‘State
afid Lotal Governiment: -The Case of Nondiscrimination . in Education’,” The
Rand quporatlon, ‘R- 2,§3 -NIE, December 1982:
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS , |
" The ECIA repreSents a small first step toward realigning the

federal 1ntergovernmenta1 aid. system it is a Smaii step Both Because‘

new - law is: mlnlmal fndeed 1n some ways thr ‘ECIA increases the

1mportance of centralized deC1slonmak1ng because it is beigg admin-

Istered through ‘a pollcy of nonregulatlon, i.e nonspeC1f1C1ty,

rather than deregulation: ' ; -

A1though marglnal the changes in 1ntergove—nmenta1 education a1d
intgoduced by the ECIA will have important effects on federal and state
educatlonal p011C1eS and pollcymaklng ‘As the f{rst of the Reagan
Administration' s proposed educatlon block-grants ‘it has 51gn1f1cant
precedent1a1 value for dec1sionmakers ‘at all levels of government. In .
addition; its redustrlbut_cnal conisequences for some jurisdIctlons are

1mportant and 1ts 1mp11catlons for ;frtaln federally supported purposes

and act1V1t1es are profound Much of the u1t1mate effect ‘of the ECIA on

,,,,,, ]

pub11c séhool stuééﬁts The geperql direction of these redlstrlbutlons
from more to less dlsadvantaged populatlons led one cﬁlef state school

officer to characteraZe the, 1%? as a precursor of the "new feudalism [11}
At

Some states have sought to offset these red15tr1but10na1 effects by

prevlously served by the antecedeﬂt programs eIther through hold-harmless

SR LI
provisions or substantlgl poverty adjustments. Few states have been ; \\

S

W1111ng or ab1e to compgnsate for federal fund1ng losses~by augmentlng

51m11ar purpose state categorlcal programs . The substant1a1 reductlons

in Chapter 1 funds' espeC1a1Iy, seem unlfiely to be offset by state .

fund 1ncreases. » - ; .
: DA e T - K . .

. [11] "Chlef ‘State School Offlcers Waht a Word with’ Federal - L
Policymakers," Education Daily, Apr11 1; 1§82, p. 6. -
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Programmatic effects;Will vary substantially from sfate5to,state. (
Nearly all districts will reduce Chapter 1-funded compensatpry education:
‘4 services; but the‘degree of local fleX1b111ty*1n using those funds Wlll‘
depend largely on the WIlllngness of SEAs and LEAS to rigk exer¢1sing
'd1scretlon fhat they are not sure; they have. Chapter 2 programs at the
;state level W111 reflect state priorities probably better than-previous

'federally supported act1V1t1es but they %111 serve some federal B
e -

equlpment purchases (espec1a11y those" supportxng new technoiogxes)'and
. where resources are suff1c1ept basic SklllS programs. Some state

: agenc1es~W1ll encourage staff development act1V1t¢e but these WLll

Polltlcally, the ECIA along with the other new blocR grants, W1ﬂl'
place more pressure on state-ievel actors’ from constltuent groups that
preV1ously addréssed themselves to the federal government On the one

'hand th1s process is - llkely to_encourage the 1nvolvement of elected :

off1c1als in decxsxopmakxng and may'thereby hexghten accountabIlIty On

the other hand it may aL§o lead to the diffusion of funds if off1C1als

°accedd to special’ 1nterests in fund allocdtion declsions 'J '
.The potent1al for 1mproved,accountab111ty may also ‘be undermlned"

by the reduced capaclty of state and local‘educatrbnal agenc1es to~

effectlveiy‘eva&uate therr new programs, espec1a11y 1f polltlcal

pressures to eliminate nonessentlal act1V1t1es cont1nue ' Decllnkng
federal and state revenues 1mply less evaiuatlon and hence, less

‘accountabllxty

State off1c1als in our sample be11eve that the adm1n1strat1ve
aspects of the ECIA--those most--likely to affect its 1mplementataon and

those, most 1mportant for 1ntergOVernmental relatlons--present the t_

greatest problems. They are Reenly aware of the amb1gu1t1es in Chapter

3, which effectively extends responsibilities to stites with one hand

while withholding controls with thé other.
~ [ .
; A
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Sta*e offlclals ton51dér the retentlon of ultlmate authorlty at theq

spec1f1c regulatlons Many would prefer the expllc1t delegatlon of
authority to the states in therform of-a prov151on that the staridards
adopted by state agenc1es and approved by deeral agencres ‘witt proVIde the

crIterIa for dompllance reviews and audlts Wl*hout this prov151on,'most

The numerous ambigultles created by the passage of the ECIA and: its

cn ey

admlnlstration by the Deparfment of Educatlon were pointed out to us

again and again by scate administrators: The department's uniésﬁoni
siﬁéne;s to questlons of clarification was §éen as an admlnlstratlv&
hlndrance by most and as a potent1a1 threat by many Unpredlctablllty
is one of the most 51gn1f1cant obstacles to effective program imple-
nentagion, and the ﬁfé;ﬁéaé of unantjicipated audit exceptions._seemed . %
to- trouble stateiievei program planners as much as the ﬁaééisiiity of .
further reductlons in federal funds 7 . L ' ot f't'f
In sum, whlle most state officrais agreed with the intent-® of the -’
ECIA and thought that it created opportun1t1es for more effeotive and
EffICIent service delivery, they also p01nted out 51gn1f1cant short-

comldgs in the act that tend to subvert the purposes of consolldat1on .

and . deregulatlon ‘Their comments and pollcy responses suggest that

. -
future efforts at redefining the-federal role should 1nc1ude at least

* . A
.- a

the three follow;ng important features: _ . -

o A more oarefui sortIng of federal,.state, and locar funetlons,
. <
g aSsumed by smaller Jurlsdlctlons .
“o ,Clearly spec1f1ed rules to meet essent1a1 federal requlrements
© Exp11C1t delegatlon,to states and localitres of authorIty over

~ .

the uses of other consolldated program funds: T~ ¢

More caraful attention to these Eéaturés might produce a new
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Most important;

plsnnlng_and prellmlnary decisionmaklng prccesses and tne expectatlcns

of state fonclals regard1ng the ECIA s effects. Further research on

its effects ihould focus dn the admInistratIve and programmatic changes

that actually occiir after it is 1mplemented Speclflcally, future

v

'studies should® examine:

burdens, mInImizes rec0rd keepIng and reportxng,~and provxdes
5>
more fleX1b111Ly for state and local program declsldas

?

o The degree to wh1ch the ECIA results in. the d1str1but10n of

federal 1nterest

<«

-

o The extent to whxch the ECIA encourages more coordxnated

ent strateg1es,

for the demand and°supply of educatlon 1 1mprove
e T~ -
o: The ways in which the LCIA e1ther 1ncreases or decreaSes state

and local control over-educatlonal pollcy dec1s1ons )

-0 The cffects on program decisions of the increaged 1nvolvement

Department of Educatlon, the Office of- Management and Budget .

federalism shdhld take into acccunt the 1ntended and unintended

they must understand the federat grant in-aid strategles

that can preserVe federal 1nterests whlle promotlng state and local .

control over dec1slon” best madeag'those leyels of government.
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