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PREFACE

" In July 1981, the Education Policy Research Instn:ute (EPRI)7
of Educational Testing Service (ETS) began an elghteen-mom:h stu@_y of
how federal and state governments intefacted as they implemented major
.federal education programs and civil rights mandates. The project,
funded by the. Cbngressi%ally mandated School F1nance Project of the .
U.S. Department of Education, addressed a fundamental issue in the
distr 1b(.|f.1on of  federal .assisfance to state and local ‘governments: the
balance between fedéral objectiwes and the need for accountability on
the one hand, and recipients' need for flexibility and discretion on the
other. This volume cohtains eight comparative case studies used to
investigate federal and state administrative interactions across a
select sample of federal education pfograns. A separ ate volume,’ The
" Jfiteractions of Federal and Related State Education. Programs - Volume I,
d\1scusses the study's findings which were primarily derived frcm an
analysis of the state case studies contamed herein. .

4 ’

We present these state case Studies f r’ several reasons. Fu:st,

. they provide readers with documentation for our Volume I findings
r’ega:ding the curfent status of intergovernmental program administration
in éducation. Second, the state cases offer useful insights into the - |
diverse contexts, admmlstraf;we approaches and educatio concerns |,
that character:.zed the states in the 1981-82 school year®” The individual
case studies break down notions that all states arg alike or respond
uniformly to all forms of federal intervention. F1nally, these case
studies will allow future researchers to interpret state educational -
developments and responses to feder,al aid over time.- - We hope that
researchers will be able to Teassess the states we stud1ed at another
‘point in time to provide policymakers with a better understanding
of changing patterns in the statess . ,

. As noted, the indiv1dual case studies were developed to address
part:.cular questions related to state administrat;:.on of federal educa-
tion programs. Accordingly, a br ief review of the study of which
they are patt is necessary to explam the information descnbed .in
each case study.

g *

q .
Overview of the Interactions Study’ )
. . . \- ’ Y

The study focused on two major dimensions of the intergovernmen%
system: staté administration of a select set of major federal education
programs; and, federal and state interactions sur rounding special pupil
programs. ‘The federal programs and civil rights pravisions examined
included: Titles I, IV, V and VII of the Elementary and Secondary
- Education Act (ESEA); the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(P.L. 94-142); the Vocat1onal Education Act; Title VI of the Civil °
Rights Act of 1964; Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972; and
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The state programs
studied were thosé analogous in purpose to these federal programs.

: . . N . v, .
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- The federal programs examined predate the revisions made by the’

1981 Education Consolidation d Imprcovement Act (ECIA). That legisla— »
‘tion had just been enacted when the study bedan, making it impossible
“to assess the impact of ECIA in the field. ‘The following brief profiles-
describe the federal-programs we studied in each state.

o Title I of the Elementary and-Secondary Education Act, the largest
federal elementary and secondary education program, provides
funds to lecal school districts to meet the needs of educationally
disadvantaged chijgren residing in high-poverty areag?\\Qitle I
also contains sézfqﬁide ‘amounts for institutionalized handicapped .-
children, children who are neglected or delinquent, and children 0
of migratory workers. Funds are allocated tarlocal school
districts (and schools within districts) based ' on low-income
criteria. Once funds reach the school level, students are ] \,
seleeted for participation in the program by educational achieve-
ment criteria. ECIA revisions changed the name of this program
to Chapter 1 and reduced the administrative requirements on
states and local school districts. -

o Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act includes
Part B (grantsazor instructional materials) and pPart C (grants to
improve the quality of educational practices through locally initiated

. projects and activities). Federal grant allocations, based on each
state's share of the national student population, are made to each
state that has filed an approved.plan with the Department of Education.
Under Part B (instructional mater ials), SEAs allocate funds to LEAs
on the basis of public and pr ivate school enrollment, with adjustments
to reflect local tax effort, expenditure levels and percentages of
high-cost children. SEAs distribute Part C funds for innovative or
exemplary programs to LEAS on a competitive grant basis; 15% of a
state's allocdation is earmarked for projects for handicapped children.
ECIA has consolidated thlS program into the Chapter 2 education block

-grant.

Y

o Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was designed
to help SEAs develop the capacity to undertake the administra-
tive responsibiljties imposed by the various federal education
programs. Funds are intended to strengthen the educational leader-
ship in the SEA and to assist it in identifying and meeting critical
educational needs. Approvable activitieg incliude designing more
equitable school finance programs, assesBing educational progress,

* teacher assistance, dissemination, training, and curriculum develop-
ment., "Title V is now part of the ECIA Chapter 2 block grant.

o Title VII of the Elementary and,Secondary Education Act, the Bilingua{
Education Ac provides grants on a competitive basis directly to
local district®. SEAs are eligible to receive five percent of the
Title VII district grants in the state for coordination of state
technical,asgistanoe activities. Title VII legislation is very
specific about the definition of bilingual programs eligible to

J receive federal support. The statute defines a bilingual program as
.including "instruction given in, and study of, English and, to the
extent necessary to allow a child to achieve competence in the ‘
English language, the native language of the c¢hild."™ (20 USC 3223

(@) “(4)) . | .
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o P.L..94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, has _
three goals: 1) ensuring that all handicapped children_have available
to them a free appropr iate public education (FAPE); 2) ga:uring that
the rights of ndicapped children and their parents are rotected;
and 3) assisti states and localities in providing for -the education

.'of the handicapped; o t
+ P.L. 944&42 providee pupil-based formula grants-to SEAs that submit
acceptable state plans to Washington. while 25% of this federal aid
may be used for SEA administration and for services provided directly
by the SEA, the remainder is allogated by federal formula to LEAS
that submit acceptable applicationg“to the SEA. .
]

-

o The Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended, is the oldest
federal education program. Its purpose is to help states build
vocational -programs and ‘improve planning for vocational education and
manpower training. To accomplish its goal, the legislation includes
extensive state-level planning requirements, funding for special
-needs groups, and matching requirements to .ensure appropriate levels N\
of state financial participation. 1In allocating funds to local
school districts, states must give priority to economically depressed-
areas and areas with high unemployment levels, and recognize district
financial ability and low-income concentrations. while VEA aid is
fairly unrestricted in its use, the law coritains set-asides for the
handicapped, disadvantaged, limited English-speaking students, .and
for postsecondary and adult programs. . ' .

o Civil Rights Laws that pertain most directly to educational disctimi-
nation are Title VI of the €Civil .Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of the
Education Amendments of 1972, ar}d Section 504 of the Rehabiliéation

_Act of 1973., These laws forbid discrimination by recipients of

“ federal aid on the basis of race, color, or national .origin; sex; and
handicapping condition, respectively. These laws provide no federal
funds; rather, recipients who receive federal financial assistance must
abide by these requirements as a condition of receiving that assistance.
Feder aid recipients must -file A assurance of campliance with
these laws or be.implementing'aqp?zn.to achieve compliance.

After completing a thorough analysis of the requgremeﬁts contained in
these federal laws, in the spring of 1982 we visited eight states to ascer-
tain the administrative effects and program interactions associated with
these programs. The states included California, louisiana, Massachusetts,
Misspuri, New Mexico, New-York, virginia, and Wyoming. These states were
selected to represent a wide spectrum of political, economic, and institu-
tional envirorments relevant to the administration of education policy. We
emphasized six criteria in picking the sample: state support for education;
state fiscal stress; number and size of state programs for special pupil
populations; federal aid as a percentage of total revenue for education;
regional location; and state political culture. We enriched the state
sample with a second set of factors. These included efforts by states to




Co /. T iv . 5 <
.- . _ , ) .
coordinate federal and state special pupil prdgrams and particularly
interesting state policies such as pupil weighting finanece systems. and
tax and expenditure limitations. ’ . : S v :
L4 : o
For each state studied, we prepared a written case study. Each
case study relied on documentary material collected about that state
and. personal interviews with an average of 40 individuals at the state
and local levels. Within each state, we spoke with SEA officials and
staff, legislators and their staff, gubernatorial staff, interest
group representatives, local school administrators, and where possible,
journalists who covered education. The.wide spectrum of states and
- persons, coupled with the scope and intensity of our interviews, give us-
confidence that the states stydied were representative of the educat1onal
conditions and concerns exist ng across the 50 states.

»

Within the states we focused on, a broad range of topics relevant to
the state's administration of federal education programs:and the interac-
"tions between federal and state education programs. These focal topics
fell into four broad categories:. state management of. federal programs;
state management of state programs; sg?te education agencies as organiza-
tions; and state political environment. These.categories.allowed us not
only to describe the states' management of federal and related state ~
programs but also to interpret the reasons behind the administrative
patterns which emerged. . . P

. As Volume I discusses in detail, the results of our analyses of
federal program provisions and state responses to those provisions
indicated that both the federal government and the states are strong
actors in shaping education policy directions in the states. We also
observed that federal and state policy priorities for the educatioh of
special needs students, while convergent in some cases, more frequently
remain divergent. The state education agencies ‘'we studied exhibited
better organizational capacities relative. to those in existence 15 years
ago, but these capacities depend significantly on federal dollars.
Finally, our analyses revealed that while intergovernmental conflicts
characterize some areas of federal policy in the states, these conflicts
are neither massive nor common across all federal programs.

Presentation and Contents of the.Case Studies

The state case studies preé€sented in this volume follow a similar
¢ pattern designed to assist the reader in making compar isons among

them. Each case is introduced by a brief section whith identifies major
themes that shape education policy in the state. Subsequent sections
describe relevant comppnents of education policy in the state, the
organization of the state education agency and the political environment
surrounding educational policymaking. The last section of each case
explores the administration of state and federal programs for special
needs students in the state. This section contains analyses of state

1For a more: detailed description of the states sampled see Volume I,
pp. 45-50.

1u



influences on federal programs, federal .influencés on state programs,'
and federal-state compatibilities and conflicts with . regard to education

policy.

In developing these comparative case studies we had to make relative
assessments of state actions or phenomena. In a given state, for example,
policymakers may view their own monitoring or technical assistance’
activities ‘as quite intense. Compared to other states, however, these
efforts may appear modest. The-eight state case studies comprising this
volume assess state actions relative to other.states in the sample '
and to current literature about the states, These relative measures
do not negate assessments made.by. policymakers within a state who are
measur ing state'performance against a-different standard. .

Information conta1ned in the case studies was collected in the
spring of 1982. 1In several states, events and conditions have, changed
since our field visits. 1In some” instances elected officials have changed-
fiscal conditions and program plans are likely to have shifted as well.
Where obvious to us we'have footnoted some of these changes, but to
maintain comparability across the case studies, we present conditions and
policies as they existed in the spring of 1982. Readers should not '
assume that these conditions and policies remain the same today.

Prior to final presentation of the state case studies, we afforded

each chief state school officer (or his or her designated staff) an

opportunity to review and proyide comments to us about their contents.

We used these comments as a cross—check on our own description of the

state's educational policies and response to federal program provisions.
. Where it became clear we had made errors, we corrected them. Where - v

major differences of interpretation emerged, wq\inserted footnotes to

note discrepancies between our data and the perspective of the chief

state schgol officer. In no way, however, are state officials reviewing,

these case studies respongible for the interpretations and conclusions “\

presented. These.remain the sole responsibility of the authors.

‘.

1Milstein, Mike M. Impact and Response, New York: Teachers College
Press, 1976; Larson, M.A.,'Winslow, H.R. et al. Finding the Common
—Denominator: - The Capacity of State Agencies to Assist the HEW Office for
Civil Rights, HEW Contract OEC 300-76-0025, Menlo Park, CA: SRI Interna-
tional, September 1979; McUpnnell Lorraine M., & McLaughlin, Milbrey W.
Program Consolidation and the State Role in ESEA Title IV, Santa Monica,
CA: The Rand Croporation, April 1980; Orland, Martin E., & Goettel, .
Robert J. "States and the Imp{ementation of Federal Categorical Programs
in Bducation: A Heuristic Framework."” Education Evaluation and Policy -
Analysis, Vol. 4, No. 2, Summer 1982, pp. 141-155; and McDonnell, Lofraine,
& McLaughlih, Milbrey W. Education Policy and the Role of the States,

Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation, May 1982. €.




R dALIFORNIA STATE PROFILE

. ‘ - Jane L. David » :

. Introduction: The State Context

A5 L St
State Environment s AR LY ’
i ' -The state of California has traditionally been progressive in all . ‘%k‘

areas of social service, especially’ in education. Over-60% of the state
budget is for -educatjon with half of that directed to’ elementary and,
secondary public schools. Politically, the' state reflects a high degree
of sophistication and a remarkable absence of corruption. State politi-
~clans are highly visible; interest groups are active; and powerful
coalition politics are the order of the day.  FEconomically, the state
has been relatively well off until quite recently. Proposition 13 signalled:
the. beginning of the now nationwide tax ‘revolt and the end of a fat‘state
budget. Proposition 13 set_limits on property taxes which had scared as
" property values ‘soared. Because of a large state surplus, which was used.
“to bail out areas hard hit by lower revenues, the effects of Proposition
13 are really just now beginning to be felt for the first time. The
1982-83 budget represents the first reduction in state spending since
World War II. Nevertheless; in June®1982 the voters’approved several new
propOsitions all of which will result in lower revenues for the state
(including abolition of the inheritance tax). The traditional liberal

! north/conservative south split is .no”longer visible when it comes to .
.issues of taxation- nor. is it evident in the areas of crime and violence
and education. Th Super1ntendent of Publio Instruction during the -

conduct of Cali;ornia dite visits, Wilson Riles, Unsuccessfully ran for a
fourth term against a "back to basics"™ candidate who previously had
: little name recoghition. - o . '
The state is large and diverse. California has four of the 20
largest cities in the U.S. as well as vast agricultural areas that depend
on migrant labor. Thus the 1,043 school districts vary considerably in
their” physical and demographic characteristics. (Of these districts, 262 -.
‘are unified, 666 are elementary.and 115 are high school.) Between 1967
and 1979 the total public school population decreased by eight percent,
reflecting a decrease of-26% in the white studentm.population and an . ¥
increase of 45% in minority students. As of 1979, roughly 23% of the
student population was Hispanic, 10% Black, 7% other minorities (Asian,
Filipino and American Indian), and the remaining 60% white. - The total
student populatiop .in the state's 7,404 public schools is roughly 4.4
» million. Over ‘470,000 students attend 3,019 private schools, 1,589 of - -
which are church affiliated. As of 1979 {the year for which most of
these numbers pertain), the state average daily attendance (ADA) was
$1,790. Tbtal funding for ADA was $2 ,347. :

s

‘Y -

v e - R . . .
N . . ! )
.

Major Themes - L I

: At this point, money-is a, mpjor theme in education policy. This i8
the first yearéthatndistricts have facad declining resources. (if not in




absolute dollars, in the absence of cost-of-liihng increases). .In the
_past, there has been strong legislative support for education,’but with
fewer dollars., the attractiveness of education has waned for legislators.
Three factorsathat emerged in thé 1970s shbuld be kept in mind: (1).t
.introductioh of ‘an equalization’ formula as 4 result of Serrano (causi

a 10% increase:ﬁg;the state share), (2). the passage of Préposftion ..

13 (another 20%-increase in the stdte share), and (3) a doubling in total
‘funding~ (reflebting incrgases in the’ foundation progr am and the introdﬁc- .
tiodn of several new progtaﬂs). IR A SR \1 P

A
Y

. Education policy is also stroﬂgiy.affected by ‘the Supeqintendent of
'Public Instruction (SPI), elected every four years ins a. nonpartisan
beneral election. Thus theISPI has a base of political support as 'broad
as the governor's and is, cons1dered the second most powerful official. . »
Wilson Riles had held that position forsthefpast twelve years. Contras<
ting his leadership with that, of Rafferty, his immediate ,predecessor, i
is clear- that the strength of the ‘position depends upon the-person.

Riles8 provided stronq educational leadership, particularly in the early
seventies, ‘an§, with strong legislative: backing, set a reform agenda some
of which will persist beyond his tenure. -

Education policy is also affected by strong coalitions, sophisticated
bargaining among competing interest groups, and a number of extremely well—
informed and intelligent actors: in Sacramento.’ -Thus in spite of Riles'
str g personality, leadership and legislative support, many of his pro--

°§§a§2 reflect political compromises that-were necessary to assufe 'passage.

Although there is. a tipping of the hat to strong local control, the
state has always exercised considerable control in education, In the
.late sixties, the California Education Code exceeded 2,300 pages. Local
control seems to reflect (a) something wealthy districts thought they had
Ybefore, equalization and (b) the strong influence of the big cities in
education policy (both through lobbying and through their representatives
in the’ legislature).

- Education Policy

‘Structure

‘ History. Since the mid-1960s, the, strongest leadepship in the state
education agency (SEA) came from Wilson.Riles and his handpfcked staff.
Although Max Rafferty was then Superintendent of Public Instruction, he

"exercised little leadership.in issues of department organization (which
were largely ignored during the 1960s) and in issues of educational services
and -progr anis, particularly compensatory edycation. Riles and his staff always
viewed themselves as progressive and in the vanguard of educational reform
_nationwide. Riles brought to the SEA commitments to compensatory education,
to educational improvement through state action, to accountability, and later .
to the philosophy of school-based reform. Riles' ascent ‘was the result of
legislative sentiment against Rafferty and fear that compensatory educat ion
would be lost within the department. It marked the beginning of substantive
educational leadership in . the state.*'The legislature had already indicdted its
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support for compensatory eduycation through enacting the MacAteer Act in 1963,
two years before the Elementary and Setondary Education Act (ESEA) was
_enacted. At ‘this" t1me the legislature established an independent advisory
commission to supervise compensatory education which in turn appointed Riles
as director,. Thé commission was to report directly to the state board thus
bypassing fferty completely. - When ESEA Title I was passed Riles was in
"full. control af compensatory.education with the support of the advisory .
commisslon, the state board and the’ legislature. . S
‘ Riles ‘not onlf’believed in the concept o% ccmpensatory education; he

also believed in the necessity of strong regulation to¥ ensure. .that funds

were translated into services for .the. target students. 'When ESEA passed in:
Washlngton, the CGalifornia legislature dropped its efforts to fund compensatory
education. However, because of these. early efforts in,compensatory educat ion,
'Riles and others had a headstart in thinking about how such,a program might
be' administered. When ESEA began, there were few clear regulations and .
guidelines from the United States Office of Education (USOE). Riles, on the
‘'other hand, had some clear notionsfof how the ‘progr.am shoild be administered.
In 1965 he was ready to write Title I gu1delines for California and to

recruit talented staff. As a result the SEA guidelines for Title I were

more farreaching and stringent than the USOE quidelines. In fact, according
to.sgme, these p011c1es ‘served as models for USOE which subsequently adopted
many of the rules promulgated in California. These included Riles' insistence
on concentration, formal evaluatiom, and state priorities for program content,
.as well as the first mahdated parent advisory councils in the country. )

” Riles' leadershipwbecame more visible and pronounced followxng his

election in 1970 to the post of SPI. By the time he had settled into
this job, his own philosophy had been altered by his experiences with
ESEA Title I. His experiences called into question two basic assumptions
underlying categorical proggams. The first was that there was a strong
*definable base program which the categoricals were designed to supplement.
The early years of Title I &nd other categoricals suggested to Riles that
the base program was far more fragile than had been assumed and was thus
‘affected negatively in many cases by supplementary programs. The second
was that decisions concerning program.content ‘and structure, should be
made by authorities above the level of the schéol. Riles: believed that
the school should be the locus of décision-making. His philoBOphy was
reflected in the Early Childhood Education (ECE). progiam passed by the
legislature in 1972. Reflecting numerous politrcal‘compromises 1resulting
in less regulation than Riles would have liked); the ECE program differed
radically from the earlier ‘categorical approach 1n several ways. First, '
it was targeted to schools tather than particular students within the
schools. (A focus 6n disadvantaged students was maintained by requiring
‘that half the participating schools be -those scoring below their district's
test score median). Second,’ .the program shifted- the locus of decigion-.
making-.about: the -substance and structure of the program to the school
level. AThird, a new-concept of" monitoring was introduced which involved
visits to schools.by state staff to judge ‘the quality of the program, -
‘rather than only paper compliance. ECE was passed as- ‘part of SB90, the
first attempt to' equalize’ school finance in response to Serrano at a
level of $25 milllon.' ECE was included -in Reagan s proposed legislation’

{
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and the Senate's final version to ensure.the support of Riles and his
large constituency. Included also was the first large state compensatory
educatfon (SCE) program, Education for Disadvantaged Youth (EDY). This
was funded at a level of $85 million, ‘the largest program ever funded,
and was included as a vehicle for urban aid to ensure the support of the
Assembly. . .

* In the mid seventies, the SEA introduced the notion of a consolidated °
application primarily as a matter of administrative convenience for the
state. The Board had been'faced with approving district applications-
program by program, each on a different schedule.’ The consolidated
application allowed distriots to.submit one application for -several state
and federal~pr5grams (excLuding special education and vocational education).
Referred to by some as "staple-gun consolidation,” there are differences
of opinion over the extent to which this approach lessened the paperwork
burden oh districts. Its main effect was to simplify the approval
process for the Board and district compliance reviews by the SEA.

Because SB90 did not satlsfy the courts on equalization, a new bill
was. Created in 1976‘which ain revised.the funding formulas., This bill,
- AB65, included the Schoo Improvement Program (SIP), which was an extension
of ‘ECE and viewed as general school reform, no longer restricted to early
childhood. -SIP continued the school-based.philosophy .,of ECE and reflected
changes. that were partly a result of;Tesspns from the ECE experience and

tly the-result of political compromises. AB65 also converted EDY to
ic Impact Aid (EIA), which<comb1ned compensatory education and
education. In addition, AB65 extended the con&ept of the
congolidat programs. At the same time the legislature passed the
. Master Plan for Special Education which anticipated the Larry P. decision
and the passge of P.L. 94-142. Hence, by the .late 1970s California had
its own version of each of the major categorical programs.

The Major Programs and Funding Levels. The figures for each prdgram
re based on 1981-82 data from the Governor's budget.
. \ ‘ :

! . Table 1
Major Federal and State-Programs

~  Federal ProgramsyginfthousandS)

ESEA Title I -7 $257,483 .
Title I Migrant 66,666
Title II Basic Skills a g 637 .
Title IV-B 15,530 !
Title IV-C Handicapped . . 1,068
Title IV-C Innovation  * 18,693 .
Title V-B . 3,703 .
Title VII 1,012 -
‘Total'ESEA . 364,792
Vocat ional Education Act 72,062
P.L. 94-142 . 99,873 ,

‘_/' ‘ " . : . :
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Table 1 (cont.)

Other (Includes $300 million in o » “f
child nutrition and ‘many small S
programs) , -

Total Federal Dollars $858, 503

State Programs (selected, ‘in thousands)

~ - -
Special Education $677,080 B . .
» School Improvement Program " 162,695 . -’ .

. Economic’ Impact Aid (Includes
" compensatory and limited, English )
proficient (LEP) programs) 1M, 737

Lo Vocational Education - S 89,778 ’
‘ . . . -

There are a variet"y'of smaller programs not included. Of the apove '
programs, ESEA Title I, IV-B, IV-C,ASIlf, and EIA are included in the con-

-

solidated application. K .
) /- - C

.Funding Systems. California districts présently receive about 60%

of their support from state funds, 10% from federal, ahd abbut 26% from
local revenues. (These figures and every other are %ﬁﬁctent in every
source document.) Approximately -3.1‘% ($8.3 billion)y the state budget - {0
goes to elementary and secondary education. Three—quarters of the state
share is distributed'as‘r‘:evenue limit aid. ABB, the legislation to
implement Proposition 13 in school districts, established a new method of
computing revenue limits and apportionments to supplement local resources
for the Bagic.support of K-12 schools. Districts calculate a total
.revenue -limit that consists of a base revenue limit plus var ious revenue
limit adjustments. The base revenue limit is adjusted annually for N
inflation; a "“squeeze factor®™ gives smaller inflation adjustments to” -
‘high-revenue districts than to low ones. The revenue limit adjustments

are calculated annually and .are used to provide revenueg for special
needs or circumstances that change from year to year. :Each digtrict
subtracts the local income it receives under its share of Proposition

13's one percent maximum tax rate from its total revenue limit. The .
remainder is the amount of revenue limit aid, or general operating aid,
the district receives.. In addition, Urban Impact Aid to districts
provides general pducation aid to school districg:s that are large and’
have high concentratdons of minority and economically disadvantaged
youth. ‘ T . '

~

N

The temainintj' state aid is distributed through a serieg of categori-
cal aid programs and the School Improvement Program. Under California's
Master Plan for Special Education, special education aid is allocated
according to the actual number of instructional personnel'. service (IPS)
units -operated in a 'district, up to a limit of serving 10% of the pupil i
population. The entitlements, which also include an amount for services such
as administration, psycholbgists, nurges,. equipment, supplies, maintenance
and operations, are equal to the 1979-80 cost for each type of unit, increased
dnnually by an inflation factor, minus federal aid and local revenues.

.." / 16'
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Funding is also provided to regionalized"services, transportation, program
;specialists and for exceptional children in non-public, nqnsectarlan :

Schools._ . R ~

K]

Several programs, provide @dstricts with additional resources to .
educate disadvantaged students.. By far the most significant of thesey
is Economic Impact Aid which allocates state aid to districts on the*
basis of the number of children from low-income families, the . percent

.of_limited or non-English speaking students, and the amount of pupil , .
transciency. oo
N ) : . . . o )
b The School Improvement Program provides a fixed per student alloca-
tion: $30 per pupil for planning grants and for implementation grants,
$148 per pupil in grades K-3, $90 in grades 4-8, and §65 for high school
%tudents. All public elementary and secondary schools were eligible when
the program was still expanding, and part1c1pat10n ig'voluntary. The
onfy restriction is that within a given district, at least half of the
participating Schools must be among those with the highest concentrations
of educationally disadvantaged students (that is, with achievement scores
‘below the district median). )
. . .
yKey Actors ~and Events. The key actors in educ#tional 'policy in’
California are the SPI and the legxslature (particularly the Assembly -
with its four key education leaders and strong committee staff) whic
includes the Legislative Analyst's Office. Next are the various lobBying
groups, the ,strongest of which are representatives of the Dbig cities, the’
teachers unions, but foremost, threé lobbyists who represent various.
groups and are extremely knowledgeable about the formation of educational
policy and thé legislature. All have worked for’ years .in the SEA, on’ .
legislative staff and in representing big cities and hence are able to
exert tremendous influence through their knowledge of the issues and the
“gystem. The State' Board is fairly weak and usually beset with internal
conflict. The Governor is rarely involved:; occasionally the Department .

of Finance enters the picture.

The main events of the last decade include the Serrano decision, which
led to the various versions of finance equalization, and Proposition 13,°
which limited local ‘property tax .revwenues (and hence the local share of
education funding). Califbrfiia has ied the nation in ‘'several other . )
landmark events including the«Lay’ decision and the Larrx . case (dispro- .
portionate’ placements of minorities-in special education). In Title I,
the Richmond case (Alexander v. Califano) on distribution of state '
compensatory education,and Title I funds has had a maJor effect.

SEA Organizational Divisions and Style. The SEA is divided 1nto two ,
.major parts fach headed.by a deputy super intendent: Administration .
(which includes finance) and Programs. Programs_is further divided into
six main unit ‘Consolidated Programs, Special Education, Vocational
Education, Co ntinuing Education, 'State Special Schools, and Curriculum
and "Support Services. The Consolidated Programs Unit 1ncludes Titles 1
and- 1V, SIP, EIA (LEP and SCE), and several smaller, state programs. But
thé/organization chart doesn't reflect very much about actual SEA opera-

b}

\
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION MAJOR DIVISIONS
(AND SIZE OF STAFF)

-

4
4 , 4
) Superintendent of
.’ public .Instruction ; : »
: : v SRS . Executive .
L i . - office (200)2
. . . ) ) , . .
: i . . k 4 . . B .
Depnty Superintendent ai v ‘Deputy Superintendent .
for Administration - ] ' : .~ for Programs &
(82 : (18)\ .
. '&,,' .
- T . B 24 : 1 b
. , - . X ) _ )

Division of Division of ) L ' . Lt
shfl@ pevelop- Financial’ Continuing. Consolidated .Cufriculum &
ment & Nutri- Services‘ Education Programs Support Services:
tion‘Services . (245) ’ (77) ST (18N Y- (213)-

“(371) . « - . ] e _ -
L] . - AY ) . . ) . , ." )
- / N ' - T <
- . ~ state Specia¥ - ; Special Vocational
K . . . Schools . - *  Education Educdtion
- 7/ (1094) ' A (106) ’ (120) .

R N
o ' ' ’ e

1f‘rom the Auditor General's Report,.1981.:ﬁ'0verview of the
Organization, Roles, and Responsibilities of the State department of

,_Education.

This office includes a number of offices. Legai, Policy,‘Research -
and Evaluation, Intergroup Relations, Govérnmental Affairs, etc.
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tiorm. (See attached chart- the numbers reflect ‘-number of positions.)
Much of the power is concentrated, in a small cadre of pepple who came in

with Riles and thus have been there 10<to 12, years. There -are four key
people, two of whom are referred to as Riles' glteregos (very political e,k
and very influential~—- they've ryn all of Riles' campaigns) .and two ene- -
step remov (very knowledgeable and very skilled with the legislature).
These people essentially run the department; althbugh only two-have
siqnificant positions on the organization chart (the two deputy superin-
'tendents, one falling\in each of the: - two categories described above).
They, as well as,many of the 'younger, staff hired in the- seventies, speak

the school-based philosdphy with striking consistency - "party line”

spoken with eage and sincerity. The SEA has always been Gharacterized as
beinq top-heavy, bqg it's not clear whether this refers primarily to the
concentration of power or the number of staff. i

+
v

. ) - ! j i v :
- e TS . . , ' .
Operation of Federal &nd Statef;%pqrams‘ - O {

This section'briefly describes. Special"Education, the Consolidated: -

Programs (the main of which:are Compensatory Education, Bilingual Educa-
. tion and SIP),‘Vbcational Education, and: :Civil Rights. Thesé descriptions
ware followed by a few .comments about the current status of Chapters 1 and
2 of the Education ansolidation and Improvement Act-(ECIAy. - )
Special Education. Special education in CalIfornia operated under
Part 30 of the Education Code;which incorporates all the requirements of
P.L. 94-142 and the Master Plan. The revenues come from five sources
(federal entitlements, revenue limits per average daily attendance (ADA)
‘-fo; .special ciasses, general Fond contribution, property taxes assig Cos
== county only, and special education allewancés). The requirements of
the Mastér Blan querlap substantially with thoge of P. 1. 94-142. From .
~the local perspectiVe there "is one ‘pot of special education money that
must .be, spent according to state regulations (that subsume R.L. 94-142
requirements). In response to the $180 million deficit of 1980-81, a new
'law was§passed which in essence reduces the entitlements. (Hence,
another deficit is expected ) . . . )
- 1

I4 . N . .
A

N

4
e The Master Plan, the. phase-in of . which was begun prior to P(L 94-142, -

. was designed to integrate special education more with.the-regular program.
Although special education still operates fairly separately at the:state
and-local levels, general sentiment is that there is much more inteqration
with .the regular program than in the past (when special education was
essentially a separate empire). Anoth major intent of the Master Plan was
'«to abandon the classification by hahdii‘ppina condition in favor,of a

' service-based model. But because local staff are accustomed to the old -
.state categories and because data must be repbrted to Washington by
‘different cl ications, this intent has not been fully realized.

t The SEA udﬁt that adminigters special education has a staff of 100
pl&s and is headed by a new director who has just reorganized ‘the unit. -
The reorganization is intended to coordinate technical assistance (which

has to do with fiscal and management issues, not instruction); to increase
oversight and complilince; and to focus on the quality of special- educatign
and its integration with the regular program and with sIp. This ties in

. "
. ’
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~ with the . recent inclusion ‘of special education in the quality portlon of
the Ebnsolidated programs neview. The office .seems to reflect the’ qeneral
SEA view of distrusting- the districts ard believing that California is
more progressive ‘than the federal government. ("P.L. 94-142 Just brings
éveryone up to a base -— we are ahead of xhat.') In spite of complaints_
about P.L. 94-142, however, SEA staff think pulliny out of the federal -
law would "be a shame.” There is presently a legis tive mandate to’
study the impact of such action. - :
Oonsolidated PrdgramsAﬁonitorinq and Review. Program: consolidation '
insCalifornia is reflected{in ‘two main activities. First, districts
prepare one application fot receipt of funds under SIP, SCE, LEP, Title I
and other. smaller prodrams.. Second, schools receiving funds under. any of
_these. programs must prepare annually a consolidated pfbgram plan which
presents a school line-item budget for each of .the programs and a plan
for each of the programs that in¢ludes’' goals, objectives and evalua-
_ tion-plans. On a rotating schedulé.SEA staff (usually paid consultants)
or staff from neighboring districts trained by the SEA conduct a schcol=-
level review. A team visits a school for two or three days to (1)
evaluate the quality of /services provided under the programs and (2)
judge whether the schoo is in compliance with all the various program’
requlations. The SEA b 11s the reviews\as primarily focused on quality.
'Schools, however, perceive g:e reviews to be focused more on compliance:
(a) Are we doing what we sa in they plan? and (b) Have we broken any
rules? ‘This approach, refldctive of the SEA's school-based philosophy,
strongly influences the wa¥ in which all ‘the consolidated proqrams are
operated in the SEA. . RS " _ Yan .

-

‘a

) ;Compensatory Education. Title I arid SCE are operated out of the-
‘consolidated application. division, thus it is difficult to(éharacteriZe a
unique operating style for compensatory education. The state program is
part of EIA (Economic Impact Aid), which channels funds to districts
picordinq to a compléx pupil-we g ted formula that is based on family

verty, Asian and Spanish surnames (and Indian students), ‘and pupil
transiency. However, the amount actually spent on compensatory education
is that which is left after providing services to LEP students. (See
‘below) Within a district, the distribution gf funds can follow one of .
" five complicated alternatives designed to ensyre that Title I funds do °
not supplant SCE funds. The main cortroversy that surrounds the admini-
‘stration of Title I as one of several consolidated programs centers on
whether this approach results in more coordinated services at the school
level for disadvantged students or- whether Title I gets lost because it
is esBentially perceived as part of a larger pot of money for .several
types of services. Those concerned: with a clean audit trail within a AN
school tend to hold the latter view, while the SEA - leadership holds the
former. »

Bilingual Education. California 8 bilingual program is funded under’
EIA along with SCE. . The program is highly prescriptive including thé
specification of six types of proqtams to be offered. It requires th t
servicese be provided to all LEP pupils 'in the state. ‘Special programs-
must be established where 10 or more pupils within a grade at a school-
share a primary language other than English. Below this threkhhold,
services may be provided by.a.language development specialist and/or

20




through an ind1v1dualized'program (and all such pupils must have a \
written plan). Becduse' ‘of the seryice standard, the funds ‘come off the v

" top" of the EIA allocation. There are no figures that show the total ia
amouut.spent on bilingual (and compensatory education); there is just a

" figure for the total EIA expenditure. The office that administers the
program has about 15 professionals "suppdr ted primarily by Title VII
money. .We were. unable to interview anyone in this office but did learn
from others that it is highly politicized and reflective' of ‘the various
bilingual factions (and competitive w1th compensatory education)

School Improvement Program. Although not targeted to special needs
‘populations directly, SIP is relbkvant because it refletts the SEA philo— o
sophy that drives the administr '1on of ‘all the consolidated progrtams,~—
and. it .is designed to unprOVe " services to special needs pogulations
through improving the whole school program. Schools volunteek for
participation, with the cr1ter1a ﬁor acceptance being (1) that a school’
site council has been formed' and desires to participate and (2) that-
within a district -half the schools in SIP are those with the highest p
'concentratlons\of)educationally disadvantaged students. SIP was intended \/

.to serve as general educational reform and before fundinYy increases
ceased, it was implemented (and is presentlyy/&n 60% of the elementary . ~ .
schools "in e state and about 15% of the secondary schools.‘ T

. ¥

) SIP-yas a response to (a) weaknesses perceived in the base program,

(b) a‘multiplicity of uncoordinated categorical programs, and (c) a

belief that. school staff should beiformally involved in dchool site .
decision-making. Under ‘SIP. participating schools must create a school

site counES& with parity between staff and commun ity representatives. : .
The council must write a plan and ‘oversee, its implementation. Schools :
are funded for a planning year followed y a three-year implementation :
grant (which is then renewed). s
At the school level SIP is similar ‘to the other consolidated programs

(SCE, LEP and Title I) insofar -as it (a).is another: source of revenue’
(though with many fewer restrictions) and - (b) must be described in one

~gectioni of the consolidated programs_plan,

Vocational Education. The state vocational education program operates
primarily through a Regional Occupational Program (ROP) structure admini-
gstered by a county or one or more districts. The ROPs are designed to
provide .courses in regular high schools rather than sSeparate voc-tech -
schools. (The state also operates- e Regional Occupational Centers |
(ROCs) which are like voc-tech schools}) The idea is that the ROPs and

' ROCs will provide more updated courses!ithan districts can typically ‘
- provide and that they are available to all students. Q

The federal match ($1 federal to $10 state and local) .is viewed by
‘the. state .as a big help in maintaining local offerings that might otherwise
.be.dropped, especially with shrinking local budgets. The set-asides are
not viewed as a booming success.’ Districts have just recently taken’ money
under the disadvantaged set-asides -- money prgviously avoided because
districts feared the excess cost provision and didn't know‘how,to mount .
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programs (but now they'll take what is available). Just this year the.
state provided a match from special education funds, but this money will ;
likely be grabbed back by special education as this year's deficit mounts.
-Questions about sex equity were met by silence. -

Civil Rights Activities. Most c1vil rights activities operate out
of the Office of Intergroup Relations. Prior to 1975, issues gelated to ’
sex equity were also handled by this office. In 1975, a separate Title
IX office was set up. The Office of Intergroup Relations aurrently has
six of its nine staff supported by federal dollars -+ three by Title IV
‘of the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) and. three from the Emergency School
aﬁE Act (ESAA). They primarily provide technical assistance upon request

conduét racial and ethnic surveys. Theéy are committed to civil 9
r ights activ1ties,but feel that their role is minimal and decreas1ng as
the federal ‘dollars g; and ‘as desegregation has less public and depart-
mental support. ., . .

Regular Education. Describing the regular education program is far -
beyond the scope of this study. In brief, the main feature of regular
_education’ in California is the amount of regulation -- the sheer number
of laws and .regulations that govern education from credentialing to staff
development. The SEA administers general education through the develop-
ment of curriculum freameworks which are the basis for textbook approvals.
The SEA also oversees the functioning of the. system parfly through SIP

(now in 60% of the elementary schools); through the California Assessment
vProgram "(CAP) "~- which presumably influences the curriculum frameworks,
. among other things; and through the requ1rements that districts develop
-and administer prof1c1ency tests. - . _ ;

ECIA Chapter 1, State respondents had little to say about ECIA
Chapter 1,. formerly ESEA Title I, There'was seﬂtiment expr essed that
Title I had been overregulated, and with California s school- -based: -
philosophy, one would _pr esume Chapter 1 would be Welcomed. (The head ' of
one SEA program division indicated that this was the case). At the
district level, there.was a consistent story -- namely, that no one. wants
" to loosen up on Title I administration until it is certain that Chapter
1's flexibility'wifrﬁshag.. Most respondents expected to continue®to
operate Chapter 1 pretty much as they had Title I. They expressed
concern that if they loosened_up the- program, auditors might appear in a
year and say they had done wrong. An abserice of regulation appears more
. threatening than many highly specific:requirements. (Of course,. magy of
those citing.this view are funded by Title I and have some stake in
preserv1ng the program in ‘its present form.)

ECIA Chapter 2, ECIA Chapter*Z& the new federal block grant, is-
governed by -a large Advisory Committee (32 members including four 1egis-
lators). - The first battle was over how much the cities would lose and,
.how much the SEA would get. The Committee decided to develop a formila’
that would give an additional weight for the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) and LEP counts and would reflect .a two-year partial
hold-harmless provision for districts and. counties with ESAA programs. ..
This was reputedly the eompromise reached between the big city pressure

v - ' P
. . . ‘ -
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to allocate 100% of the funds locallyvand the SEA pressure to retain as
much of the 20% as it could. The ESAA hold-harmlesd provision has the
effect, of giving most of the mofiey to the largest cities. (They are to
get 65% of their current allocation next year and 35%, the following
year.) The SEA ended up with slightly more than 17%. After considerable
negotiation and some changes in language, .the plan finally was accepted
by the.U.S. Department of Education. _ .

-

; ' ‘The SEA as an Organization

, .
This section looks at how and why-the SEA has changed over the last
two decades in terms of (a) its size and structure, (b) its functions and
- capacities, and (c) its relationship with locals.
p‘;' A ‘
Size and Structurek h ~ g
. v . ]

. The size of the SEA has increased substantially, due_in large ‘part
to federal dollars. In,1962 the SEA had 575 state-funded positions
and 93 federally supported onesy in 1968 thé corresponding numbers were
669 amtl . 454.  Clearly, the bulk of the near doubling in SEA staff size
consists of federally funded positions. In spite of the vast increase,
the department is still considered small in .size as well as in share of
state budget relative to other California departments. Because of the

. SEA's cost-pooling arrangement .(e.g., those involved in mondtoring
schools with consolidated application programs have some fraction of
their time paid by each program reviewedY, estimating the number of SEA
positions now supported by federal dollars is difficult. Currently, it

- .is estimated that roughly 50% of SEA staff are supported by federal
funds. In the early years of Title'V, the funds supported a large
number of varied positions from a nutritional expert to a.senior nurse.
One respondent- characterized the federal influence in these terms:
rFederal programs have created the massive bureaucracy that exists today
in the department.

. " The organxzational structure of the SEA has gone through several
‘changes -since 1965, but there is little evidence that the  federal programs
had much influence. - The major influences include: the lack of attention
By Raffegty; Riles'. election, his philosophy, and the evolution of the

_ consolidated program approach and school-based monitoring and review;
‘reports critical of the department's organization.with recommendations
‘for change ‘from an- independent management consulting firm and the legis~
lative analyst's office; the large increase in the state. share of ‘educa~-

.. tion funding; and finally the functional organization which one respondent

- suggests evolved from the organization within compensatory education.

The federal dollare and programs (partigmlarly Title V) certainly gave

I o

._1§erke, Joel S.,'&'Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education:  Who
fBenefits? who Governs? ﬁexington,'Mass,: ~Lexingt0n Books, p. 96.

This figure was obtained from the Officé of the Legislative Analyst. .
It is extremely difficult to obtain, comparable figures across Lime. Some ‘
figures include special state .s¢hool staff; others do not. Some include

‘ consultants; others do not. Cost-pooling further compounds the problems.

.
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RlleS added flex1bility and resources to accomplish his goals. Title V
also paid for the management éonsulting study cited abgve. . Moreover, the
Title I experience introduced new functions which in.turn were reflected |
in departmental organization (namely, organization by function). Overall,.
however, the federal programs must be viewed as only one of the several

. major influences on the organizational structure of the SEA.
. |

Functions and Capacities

e

Resp0ndents characterized the SEA in the fifties afd early sixties
as a “county office roducxng chericulum and handling apportionment L
Since then, there has certainly been a shift. away from curriculum:
Howevkr, it's important to-note that most of what existed.in the way of
“curriculum in the early sixties was supported by federal National
Defense Education Act (NDEA) funds. A ‘curricular base still exists
because ‘the SEA has to handle curriculum frameworks for textbook adoptions.
But the former emphasis on curriculum specialists isn't there. “Without
the ederal programs the department would look like it uj/ed to with
frag ented efforts taking their lead fram the field and otganized around
subjeéct matter specialists; for example, the math speci ists‘would relate
to math people at-the local level."” - T . B

a
- “

There has also been a shift’ away from substantive t chnical -assistance,
but there- is some’ débate about the value of, the early ef ortsT "Ten years .
_ago the department was more curriculum oriented -- consultants prepared
guides that were sent to the LEAs.  That was consxdered technical assis-
tance. Now [SEA] staff spend more time in the field." |The school-based
approach and its associated school-level monitoring and [review supports-
this view. But it still reflects-a move away from substantive assistance.
The school-based approach is-a process approach, free o curricular
#content. This' is not to say that all substantive assistance has vanished,
although what remains is threatened with each round of budget cuts. A’
district respondent noted, "The department used to hav \workshops which
were valuable to mediocre but their real benefit was the networking
function they served » .
There has cleprly been- a shift towards procedures and compliance.
Certa1nly some of this shift would have -occurred anyway as a natural
"manifestation of strong state céntrol and Riles' views on accountability.
Perhaps:what the federal progr.ams did was to speed up the process by o
prov1d1ng the first areas in which ;the SEA could exe cise such a role.
Prior to Title I there wasn't much -for the. state to onitor. In the late
sixties the SEA monitored districts much as they were monitored by the
federal auditors - conversations among and paper inspections by administra-
tors. The SEA views itself as having outgrown this paper compliance/ ‘
accountabi;ity approach; hence its shift to school=-level monitoring and
~ireview. _while SEA staff ‘characterize tHeir review as more technical
assistange than compliance’ monitpring, schools rarely share this percep-.
tion. After initiating school~-level reviews, ‘SEA sta;f reviaed their ']
.approach to rely more upon trgining local staff to conduct the reviews.
The . explanations for this vary with eVéryone wanting to take credit for ?
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* good idea, but the most compelling reason is that—the\state staff were\,
‘"too heavy" handed and not . well-received, and consequentf§5'the legrslature
began hearing complaints. L : ot o , v
~ District staff are unanimous in v1ew1ng the state department as E
having become more .of a policing agency than it used to be. The ,Director’
of Federal Projects in a small district said, "The department has gotten
b1gger, and its-orientation has changed from .one of service agency to
policimg agency." There was. also consensus concerning one,main reason
for this'change. “The above respondent stated; "The department is constantly
trying: to protect itself from attagk by the feds."™ Similarly, the Bﬁdget s
" pilrector in-a large city stated, "Our annual audit is more compliance”“~\
oriented than it used. to be--this comes from the state's paranoia.
District staff are by and large fairly critical of the department (with R
the exceptions being within program areas) . Several LEA respondents ',
expressed the sentiment that SEA staff interpret federal requirements_. )
more restrictively than federal staff do. . These perceptiohs may stem in -
part from tensions resulting from the SEA emphasis on schools rather than

* districts.

’

’

" Finally, there has clearly been an increase in SEA capacity to
perform certain functions, some of which are attributable to federal
influences. Although the Title V funds may have been spent-poorly in
the early years, the federal -dollars in the seventies’ allowed more hiring
which tended to bring the "best and the bright@st" into the department: .
-SEA staff expressed concern that, under civil service, 'these will be the *

‘first to-go.

-

One SEA respondent noted that "The 1mpetus for 'evaluation, research
and testing has certainly come from the feds." Another' stated that "OPER
‘[the Office of Program Evaluation and Research] probably wouldn't be e
here without Title I; but something similar would have grown up because *
there was a desire for accountability, and that requires data." As’ 1t
stards, however, OPER is one of the most sophissticated research - and
evaluation’ units in the nation, from its state assessment with matrix ‘
sampling (paid for with fedetal funds) to lid and creative research ﬂ"
studies (such as studying the relationship between the amount of TV vt
watching and achievement as well as an early. appreciation for- the need to
study program implementation). Without the federal impetus, OPER probably
would have been much slower to develop and would have gone in much less
interesting directions.. The unit was built around California's inventive
-approach to evaluation in 1965 when the federal government required
evaluations of Title I, and no one knew How.to do-them. "Unfortunately,”
‘stated one SEA respondent, "while we have moved beyond those limited
‘outcome against expectation® models of evaluation, the feds haven't."
So OPER remains at the 1eading edge, ‘having been launched by Title I.

-

Federal resources have. also helped develop the SEA capacity to lobby
federal policyq;kers. As one respondent pointed out, Title I directors in
other states,r% er to the 1978 Education Amendments as the "Relief for

California Act." Thefe are two full-tlme federal liaisons in the SEa,.

>
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"necessaryr . To take full advantage of"’ lobbying opportunities also

. ), ’ * LY . R .
s N ’ )

oth extremely knoWledgeable about Washington actors. and federtal policy.

. and Riles himself ' g a strong presence in Washington. 50 California is-
very successful invits’ lobbying éfforts hnd/considers itself a major. = ., -~

\ force. This:isn’ t. dolely the result.of federal resources,. dlthqugh

w1thout them this gole would not likely have octurred (nor- have been '

/

requires- politieal soph1stication and ' know-how,’ without which’ the finanoial
resources don't, mean much.. It s’ also helpfhl to be speaking £6. a 1arge
and powerful state. This can. backflré however’; some ‘conflicts.
federal agencies have the earmarks of a.power struggIe, rather th n. a,,
genuine disagreement over. pollcles or actions. R . ST

5

Some of- these new ‘functions have become institutionalized--that is,
they would likely remain without federal suppOrt. As one seniorqlevel
respondent put it, "The. functional kind of orientation (program develop—
ment, evaluation, and so on) developed. 1n1t1ally within the Title I
program has become: institutionalized. Ebr example, although the. state

.-assessment has been supported by~federal dollars, the legislature would

likely take over. its funding. ‘i f the federal dollars were removed. imilarly,
evaluation requirements ,are now typically included in ‘program legislation.
The retention: of.other functions ig more: problemat1c. For example, the . -
functions of monltoring and reviewing schools seem more dependent upon

~ the present leadershlp. Two genjor SEA officials expressed the view that

Riles® philosophj\could be dismantled quickly at the state .level whkth the -
removal ‘of Riles and his, key staff (but they believe that these pract1ces
have become 1nstitutionalized locally). e . o

If there were no federal money, respondents suggested that . there
would. be. Jess accountablllty (because there would be fewer staff to
¢onduct monitoring, etc.) The SEA would rely more .on local staff to
perform these functions than on paid consultants" as they 'do now. But:

" school reviews reputedly ‘would.have been the -last thing to go if Riles -

. had remained in office. The- civil rights office was. in 3eopardy which :is

ﬁ'why it ‘i now trying to bill itself as a school violen#e office. Staff.

'developme ag some sypport.in the legislature and thus would: likely -
. remain’ ‘th6u gh less ambitious. 'In essence, -if federal dollars vanished,

respondents felt that the department would lose its best staff (the most
recent hires), and "the SEA would revert ta its former boring role, which
would make local superintendents happy." It seems unlikely, however,

_that.the SEA would completely revert to its former role, even with

' drastic reductions-in funding. Functions such as planning, monitoring,

and evaluation are not likely.to disappear completely, although such
activities might be severely curtalled. : _ ‘ ' v e

s

C — . 3 . . , ) . ) \',
Relationships w1th Locals i o s\ o . o T .

This section considers ways in which relationships have changed
between ‘the SEA. anleocal districts,, and the extent to which federal L
programs have influenced these relationships. . .

. . H .
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. Federal programs have influenced the relationship between the SEA
and local districts by providing new areas and mechanisms that increased

the‘authority of the SEA. Although Riles and the legislature were
already believers in strong state regdiation and’didn't trust the locals,
the federal programs gave Riles a vehicle for exercising qontrol. One -
'sehior SEA official noted that, while the SEA would have had compensatory
education without Title I, "Federal involvement can and does give us
~ leverage in thé ‘areas other than comp. ed.. such as ESAA, IV-B, IV-C and
. voc. ed. " fThese are areas in which the’ state‘essentially had little
.regulatory involvement prior to the federal programs. "I'hus, the rolge
bestowed upon the SEA by 4he federal government gave it an entree. In/
vocational education; the SEA had had no involvement at all, and the
" federal presence gave it its- first leverage over local vocatiOnal ‘activi-
ties. The SEA believes that,®In voc. ed., the legislature wasawary of
involvement. Now if the feds dropped voc. ed., the state, is likely to
pick up some funding. .

Title I, however, had rhaps the strongest influence on the relationf
ship between the .SEA and locals because it was{ihe first area in which :
detailed regulations and compliance monitoring were implemented. Even'if
the state had developed its own compensatory education program, it's
doubt ful that it would have had the same success in controlling local
behavior. One legislative respondent stated, “"The federal programs gave
' the department leverage to gd® into districts andsiequire plans; they would
have had ‘trouble doing. this without the federal out behind them.™ At
this point, the state seems to -have overplayed its hand, however, in
terms of both regulation and enforcement. When the SEA staff began
school-level monitoring and review, they were not particularly well
received. Their response was to turn much of the reviewing over to
locals whom they. train. But even with this- approach criticisms of
overregulation have -résulted in a ‘new law, AB777, which allows schools
and districts to request waivers of the State Board from any or all state
regulation. ‘There have always been waivers, but. thls law turns the
tables by placing the burden of proof on the Board to show why the waiver
should not be granted. The legislation specifies' the criteria that the
" Board must use in making its judgment. Of course the same legislature
that <passed AB777 also passed the laws which authorized the enormous
. numher of regulations under which the locals must operate.

State’Political Environment

~

This section looks at the state political environment in which the
SEA operates -- especially the extent to which federal goals and activities
are supported. The political environment was studied in two ways. The
first was to assess the influence on education policy of the major ‘state
actors: -the legislature, special interest groups, the governor, and the
SEA itself. The second was to consider specifically the role of federal
provisions for special needs pupils in preventing reduction of resources
to- these pupils duriné perinds of fiscal stress. »

/
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‘The, Legislature' . B L/~i \
‘There is strong support among legislators: for all of the special
needs groups because they represent Hispanic communities or big.cities,

"~ and compensatory education gets . more money to these areas. The“legisla-
ture has always shown. strong,support for Riles and ‘his positions, par-
ticularly in the Assembly. (This attitude, however, does not hold for
the SEA, which .the legislature views with some distaste.) Legislative
support can be seen not only in_the existence of programs such as Master
Plan (MP), SIP, and EIA, but also in the fact that legislators play an
active role in designing the programs. This legislative support may be
weakening as funding decreases. Education committee assignments which
were sought after while there was money to spend now have far less appeal..f

' 2

s

Speéial Interest Groups . ;g;zggj) -

R W% * lr"

The number and involvement of special intérest groups concerned with

state allocation and programmatic decisions have certainly ihcteased,
“ primarily due to the same forces that stﬁnulated federal programs rather
than as a result of the federal programs. In the past as well as today
the big cities and the teacher organizations are. the most influential
groups. OtHer organizations (e.g., the school. boards, school administra-
tors, etc.) also have representatives in Sacramento,- These groups are
vpolitically sophisticated and in recent years have formed strong coali-
tions to accomplish their goals. For example, a variety of “Hispanjic e
groups were..successful in creating the state's bilingual law (too success-’.
-ful, many say, because- the complex law includes something for everyone).
RilEs built a significant’ compensatory education constituency in the
.sixties, but, as described in the introduction, its strength lies in its
compatibility with big city interests.

’ Spec1al education groups are strong (e.g, the Center for Independent
Living in Berkeley¥): but seem to exert more influence on the federal
government than on- se state. The Master Plan may have anticipated the
growing influence of; special education groups. The SEA presently v1ews
the, role of. spec1al education advocates as negative (both in the state
and‘in Washington) on the grounds that they have made the special education
program unbearably legalistic. and interfere in'the provision of services
by delaying plan approvals and initiating numerous court actions for

* individual placements. O T Y

v

. The one group wh1ch is perhaps most ‘directly traceable to federal
programs represents the teachers' aides. The role was introduced with
Title I and greatly. eﬁpanded under SIP. .(It's not unusual in California
for an elementary school to have an aide in every rclassroom. ) Although )
they don't often influénce state-level ‘decision-making, they have received
. their power -- collective bargaining == from the state, and they exercise

it locally. 4 .
' \ / ‘ ‘ e [

) .. . ' 7 B . . Y )
In general, there has been little interest-and involvement on the . -:

part of the governor's office in educational issues, particularlythose

1 . )
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- . b

. . : :2E§, >. < - .-u

The Governor




-18-

concerning‘special needs pupils. When the’ politics surrounding the’
overall budget are at issue, or when there is a perceived political gain,
the governor's office takes a stand.~ This does not necessarily imply a

- lack of support for federal goals and activities; but it seems*to reflect .
a general lack of interest in providing strong educational leadership.

~

Th'eQEA'/.'.-'" Co

The SEA has become a stronger actor in educational policy since the
mid-sixties, .but how much of this is a direct result *of federal progr ams
is difficult to say. As described above, the relationship between the
SEA and ﬂEAs has changed significantly. But at _the state level, the
legislature remains quite powerful ‘and the State Board relatively weak.
The SEA's increased strength is due to several factors including Riles'
leadership,'its increased size and vastly increased areas of activity,
and the increase in state share of funding. The federal programs are-
therefore indirectly’ responsible for the increase in power of the SEA by
virtue of increasing the. staff and increasing the areas in which the SEA

. exercises authority. Moreover, the federal programs provided the SEA
with models for exercising its authority (for éxample, monitoring and
enforcement under -Title I). - At the same time, the legislature has
exerted“more author ity in. educational policy by.greatly increasing- its

' staff in the area of education. One SEA staffer claimed that "It's .

' easier to deal with the legislature if there's a federal role,ﬂ suggest-
ing that ‘dhe federal programs have given the SEA ‘more leverage vis=a-vis
the legislature just as they have vis-a-vis the LEAs.

Overall, the relationships amongnRiles, the State Board, the leg1sla-~
.ture, and the governor's office are not markedIy different from times '
~past. The legislature still respects Riles and doesn't think much of the
' SEA. ‘The Board is still relatively weak and the governor's office is £

peripheral. . _ ot

Resources for Special Needs Pupils: ’ .
The Role of Federal Provisions B Yoo >

Féé;ral targeting provisions exert the most influence in protecting

economically disadvantaged students from pressures to reduce resources.
Although there is.support in the legislature, for .compensatory - education,
with scarce resources the. only pressure 'to maintain such services comes -
‘from the big cities who receive most of the funds. But there are always
alternatives for urban aid -- alternatives which don’t carty the ‘kinds of

" strings that compensatory education'aoes. State compensatory education
has alre been reduced in. practice since it was folded in with,bilingual
education.\ Under EIA,udistrrcts are obliged first to determine the ‘cost - .
of serV1ces for LEP students - what's left then. goes to compensatory '
education. L co ) R L

b 4 . . . s

. Responses from district and school staff. also support this f1ndind
With the general pot shrinking, pressure-.comes from the teachers’ union
to increase salaries and from the wealth1er neighborhoods to ma1nta1n ’

29
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athletics, electives, etc. In some schools. where resources-.are tight,

' supplanting is already occurring from pressures to fund general aid
activities that have béen cut by the distd}ct (e.ge., counselors th serve

all students).

RY
¢

e

One state respondent argued that caEggorical programs have been °
successful if they have kept some things out of collegtive. bargalning,
suggesting that anything that is included in collective bargaining will go "
to salaries. A recently publicized study from the Department of Finance
also supports this finding indirectly. While the report appears to p
support compensatory education* strongly, the authors aren't even aware
that Title I is targeted to economically disadvantaged areas -- they
. presume Title I is designed for low achievers. One senior SEA official
stated, "A superintendent other than Riles might need to use federal
support in comp. ed. to argue for a continued state effort, but under
Riles comp. ed., would continue without Title I.® This statement may
have been :true a few years ‘ago but remainS‘untested,under the currently
strong fiscal pressure to reduce spending. Federal service: standards
certainly protect: handicapped and LEP students from pressures to reduce
resources, perhaps at the expense .of some other groups. The size of the
special education deficit attests to the protections:. afforded handicapped
students, and-the leverage that IEP funds have over compensatqry education
funds attests to the protections for LEP students. However, in both
. cases, the state has service mandates'as well. In’ the case of LEP
provisions, the state law outdoes Lau. In special education,, the Master
Plan fequires. that all handicapped students receive appropriate services., -
In the case of 'special education, the 'backlash is growing. Over 80
districts have filed a suit against the state demanding that they be
.relieved of mandates rhich aren't fully funded. This suit raises several
interesting issues including the influence of the courts over the legis-.
lature and the relationship between federal and state requlrements.‘

Distr icts say in general that there is.no way to elimlnate sPécial
education deficits. They argue that if Title. I funds are cut, they can .
reduce the number of schools served or the number of students within a
school. But with special educatlon, if they tighten eligibilitx require-
ments, they generate fewer dollar's. If they cut back on.services to '
those ident}fied they aren 't meeting the mandate of a Free Appropriate
Publlc Education (FAPE). ‘ .

\ LY

The existence of AB777 suggests that the fedéral protections may be.
growing in importance as lofals gain the right to waive any or all ‘state =~
trequirements. We sought but did not find evidence that federal leveraging
'provisions (matching, maintenance of effort, excess cost)y while increasing
state spendlng for federal efforts, have imposed political and fiscal
rigidities on state and local spending. ;

. . .
J \
‘ i

Administration of State and Federal Programs -

«

This 'section considers the ways in which the state and the federal
governmént influence each other in the area of ‘program administration.
The first of" three sections describes the influence of state priorlties

",
bR
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ard policies on the administration of federal programs. The second lqoks
at the influence of federal requ1rements on state practices and policies.
The third part discusses the compatibilities and conflicts that result
.from these two sets of influences that operate in tandem.

{
State In¥luences on Federal. Programs

There are three important features of education administration at
the state level in California that strongly influence how federal
programs are administered- . _

~1) a regulatory/accountability stance towa distr icts~and schools;:

2) the adoption of a school—based philosophy, consolidated
application, and an associated monitoring and rev1ew process;
and :

-

3) the commitment of the state to those areas in which there is
_ federal involvement, evidenced by the existence of state
0" programs in yittually all the areas in which there are
federal programs.

The influence of state priorities on federal program adm1n1strat1on
" is seen %ore easily in the early years of Title I than in present '
compensatory education or the other program areas in which state-and
federal effports merge. In the early’years,of Title I, Riles' account-
" ability stance anducommitment to compensatory education heavily influenced”
his administration of Title I. In fact, Riles' prescriptive approach to
Title I was viewed as a model for federal gu1deline¢wr1ters. The SEA
sent out its own gu1delines for Title E"in increasing detail including
requirements for the components to be included in each local program, an
.explicit priority for elementary programs, specific components for staff
development, and prohibitions against certa1n types. of classroom groupings
‘to minimizé segregation. Moreover, California was the first state to :
‘mandate parent advisory coﬁncils. In-Title:I, as the federal guidelines
_be¢ame more detailed, .they. began to look. more: like Callfornia 's guide-

lines. .In recent years, the California guidelines have shifted ‘in - T
emphasis, e.g., more emphasis on multicultuial less on. elementary

schools. , . C el
The . school-baséd philosophy, the conSolidated‘appiiéation process,
and the associated monitoring and review process all affect. strongly
the administration of ‘Title I, Iv-B and" IV-C (the federal programs
included in the school plans ‘and the review).. The main  effect is to
shift most of the action from the. district level to the school.level.
In addition to reduiring a district program description as required by
Washington, -the schobl is required to design and. describe each program.
Monitoring and enforcement.: -gimilarly are - elaborated with a three-day -
visit to a school to judg ‘compliance and quality. The SEA justifies’
this approach on the grounds that it is more “{mportant to measure what
services the students are receiving and whether they are appropriate,
than to track dollars which is what the federag government emphasizes.”

“
[N e . : . *
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.To determine service quality, SEA staff argue, classroom visits are
needed. SEA leadership would like to include special education and
vocational education in the school plan and review, Because these

areas have. traditiona}ly operated somewhat independently--both adminr—
stratively and at the service delivery level--including them in the '
school plan has posed logistical as well as political problems. .They:
have just succeeded in.introducing special education into thd quality
portion of the review (but not the compliance portion yet). ;

The exis(;-ce of fairly. elaborate state programs- in compensatory,
special, vocational, and bilingual education also .influences the adminf-
stration of: federal programs. The ‘state compensatory education program
caused a major ¢court battle over the allocation of state and federal
compensatory-dolldrs. As a result, districts are given a list of compli-
cated alternaéives for allocating their compensatory funds in ways which
are legal. In addition, the. state 8 Master Plan in special -education
infldences the way in which P.L. 94-142 is administered. For example,
all districts follow the two-stage assessment and” placement process
initiated under Master Plan prior to PiL. 94-142. ,

[

Federal Influences on State Practices : . ‘. ‘q$7.

-

There have been somé strong influences of federal, programs and
regulations on state practices, in California but not in.the sense of
direct, yisible impact, e.g., imitating a federal program.” Instead, -

.the federal influence has been more diffuse. Perhaps| the strongest .
influence has been the expefience of . administering the federal programs.
Many SEA staff acknowledgéd that lessons.learned from administerdng the
federal programs strongly fluenced- the development of their own programs.
One senior staff person stdted, "A big impact of federal programs was 'to
give the department a base of experience 'to build on and. gd‘beyond. ECE
and- SIP are generally described as evolv1ng from problems the SEA experi-
enced in administering ‘the ‘categorical’ programs, especially ritle I. &As
one. SEA 1eadef said, "I'm convinced we couldn't have arrived at SIP
without ‘our early Title I experiences” In particular, the school site !
council concept was derived directly from the experience with parent )
advisory councils (PACs) ‘in Title 1"~ "The.PACs helped get the idea of
school site councils going and accepted. After initiating some of the
early rules; state leaders feel that they learned of the limitations of
the categorical -approach- and moved on to a mRew approach —- a school-based
approach. State staff are critical of ‘the federai government for being
,unable to change direction and learn from experience, A

" Some SEA leaders feel- that California invented ~all programs for
special needs populations, others point out that the special programs
in California are the result of the same broad social phenomena that
resulted  in the federal programs; still-others credit the federal ,
government with inventing:the mission of improvement., Some’ combination
of these positions is prfobably the best characterization of the source
‘of California's initiatives. .In compensatory education, California's
first.program (the MacAteer Act in. 1963), got started at roughly the‘

ES
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,same, time th‘t ESEA was being deliberated in Washington and presumably
for the same reasons -- a growing awareness of the special needs of '
-disadvantaged children. @pile some cite MacAteer as evidence that
California predated federal involvement in compensatory education,

others noted that it wasia very small program and primarily focused on
teacher training, not service delivery to target students. In 1972, .
Kirst arqgued that federal programs :decelerated state efforts with similar

- foci and cited compensatory education as the ‘example. - Although that
_characterization was true in the late sixties, by 1974 the state had a
large compensatory education program (EDY)-as well as a Master Plan for -

' ‘'special education, a bilinguél program ‘and ECE. EDY is attributed v
primarily to Riles, who was, a great Believer in compensatory education

~and took great ‘pride in California 8 accomplishments with Title I, and
secondarily to“the general finance reform .in which compensatory education.
was a convenientway to get money to the cities (at a)time when San
Francisco controll the finance committees).' ’ '

B

" - Both the7Master Plan and. bilingual program seemed to result from
the same set Of causes that stimulated the federal initiatives. Cali*
fornia certainly felt' the effects of both constituencies; and was also "
the state in which Larry P. and Lau were file Moreover, Riles and his
staff were noted in the seventies for their ability to anticipate national-
trends and predict the outcomes of major. court Eases. :

There is some evidence that- the state role in vocational education
would not have begun without federal involvement. Now, however, the
state role would likely be continued by the legiglature -as a result of
"federal participation.; Federal efforts also stimulated state initiatives
in staff development through ‘the’ federally funded teacher centers, which
served as a model for the state. : .

. In general, while no: single state initiative for special needs
was stimulated primarily by federal programs, the existence of a -
federal, role in thede areas may ‘well have lent a legitimacy to the”
state's role in these areas thereby facilitating the continuation of
« vstate efforts 9s well as raising expectations: for what could be accom-'
plished. As ohe senior SEA respondent noted,. "Without the. ‘federal . )
‘programs, Ehere wouldn't have been a mission of improvement. Title T..-
changed the view in: the department and in the legislature about what,
could ‘be ‘done.” R : Lo o _ - .
_ Within particular programs, there is also evidence of federal
influence. For example, many of the monitoring reguirements of  the
. congdlidated application programs are quite similar- to’ ‘those of Title:
"I, 'Of course, some of these requirements originated in California in
the sixties. More striking perhaps is' the. fact.that the ‘concept. of .
non-supplanting, usually .referred to as "over and above,' ‘has permeated
all layers of the educational system, Most state programs now reflect _
a non-supplanting requirement as well as evaluation requirements which '
_were unheard of prior to Title I. The state bilingual program reflects
.a number of elements of Lau and Title VII (and virtually every other

program). . ' S . Y

v?Berke,~Joel S., & Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education:
' Who Benefits? Who Governs? ‘Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1972.
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It is ironic, in fact, that some of the”main criticismB that the
SEA has of the federal government are repeated by the state. TO the .,
federal ‘government, California says, "We're not Mississippi -- dOn't
\make-gules for us based on the worst case- ‘and on. lack of trust.” This
.same criticisﬁ ig,, levelled by districts againgt the state —- detailed

regulation based on worst cases and lack of trust.

In ‘the area.of civil. ri&hts, the state has developed few policies
-and activities primarily beca eral civil rights requirements
place the:onus om the district., ("Few" ig”relative -- California has
far“more civil srights -activity than most states.) Some of these *

. polities are the result of federal’ requirements,,and some have been
pursued independently by the state. One SEA respondent felt that it

. was "A mistake to have-a separate federal civil rights office that =
‘doesn't deal yith the states.™ The State Administrative Code has a
"number of civil,rights requirements, and these are reflected in. the .
form used by state reviewers to monitor the schools (e.g., prohibitiOns
against discrimination by race, ethnicity, sex,. religion, or socio-
economic status and against tracking educationally disadvantaged students
or scheduling physical isolation 81 a regular basis). . :

s

£

; . In addition, the State Board has a desegregation-policy that gives .
‘them the power to fix racial imbalance, but it's.up to the districts to.
define -when.a problem exists. " Consequently, the Board rarely heats about
such problems. But the policy, ineffective as it is, still gfives a’lever
to the SEA civil rights people for getting into- a district, d . it has
been used on occasion for that purpose. . For example, when A& nevw superin-
tendent 'uninvited' SEA .staff, théy asked a local community group~o
invite OCR, an action which prampted the district to invite them; back
California also had.a sex equity coordinator before it was required

by federal law. However, a large city director of desegregation noted .

- that "Having a Title IX coordinator at the state ‘level doean't neces-
sarily mean more action -— a lot of d&stricts aren't open to having

~them around. : . S ; o

In spite of support for civil rights at the state level, the

~office in the SEA seems to struggle for survival. ‘It is calle’ the
‘Office of Intergroup Relations and has six of its nine staff. supported
by federal funds (three bt;Title IV and three by ESAA). ' It is located
in rental space four bldcks frgm the rest ‘of the SEA. The office was
started in 1959 ‘to deal with.issues of" discrimination in teacher. employ-
ment. In 1953 Riles’ ‘expanded its dutiés to. provid assistanCe to dis- -
tricts coping with de facto segregation. In 1964 the State’Board..
expanded the office and since then, with ESAA and Title IV moheY: the
*office has provided. “technical assistance to districts in the areas of’
desegregation, conflict  and violence, affirmative action, "and multicul-
tural education. ..The office also conducts its own racial and. ethnic
syrvey in addition to the OCR.101/102. _They are worried about their
future: pattly because- of Ppublic sentiment ("they're tired of desegrega— v
tion") and because it's not politicAdlly viable.for Riles to. take a strong
stand-in desegregation. They. might go out of business completely or -
"be merged with staff develdpment. -They  are trydng to bill themgelves

1
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as an office ‘déaling ‘with- school v1olence and conflict to protéct R
their existence- sinCe these, terms have broader appeal. In sum, perhaps .-
the most telling response is reflected in the fol}owlng quote: "Although )

" California is progressive and Riles a supporter‘of civil. rights, thef
federal government has. been’ and continues to be critical in getting

California moving in the area of desegregation. - »
Compatibilities and. Conflicts . _:-: ' ; . S . e
e ’3 The prev1ous dlscussion has shown that the path between the federal

and the state governments has strong influences running in both.directions.
.In such a situation, one would expect some of- the influences to. reinforce
-each other, and some to clash. Most of the compatibilities between .
— federal and state influences have been noted ‘in the pneceding sections.

:These include: S _ . RO R w;fuﬁ"
the federal presence reinforcing and lending legitimacy to. 5?2' ./r
serv1ng special needs populatlons, ) CU T : Ve

the federal programs providing poznte of 1everage for the'. state C
N to 1nvolve itself m Local pract:.ces, rand | :

e s Lok

o

‘o’ ithe federal requirements providing models for the state to. L ‘<.
regulate and exerclse authority over local behavior. . o

: at the broadest level there are V1rtually no conflicts between Ly
* federal 'and state intent. Both the federal government and California
_believe in targeting- services to special ‘needs populatlons, regulating .
"local prattice,-and-ensuring that civ1l rights are not jeopardized. . ~
.In fact, it is this very compatibility of" ig\ent, evidenced by. California s°
_.own 1n1t1at1ves, that causes a majority of the conflicts that do agise. - '

California perceives ‘a 1ot of conflicts because.. they have their:
own strong agenda. The!largest number. of. present’ couflicts stem from R
the school-based philosophy reflected in SIP, the consolidated applica-' :
tion/planning process, and the monitoring and review process. The .
. SEA finds itself in conflict with any requirements that- (1) place
. programmatic reSpOnSLblllty on the district (exg.s- Title I design) and
(2) track dollars rather than quality of service to kids (inside schools) .
‘Thus, the SEA views the requirement for distr'icts to develop a Title
I plan as a waste of time -~ program planning only makes. sense .at. the
school level. The SEA"'claims that ‘it views accountability in terms ,¢[£:f‘
of serviceg to students rather than dollars and that the 8chool site .~ .
council setvés 'as an-on-site accountability mechanism.” This viey lS ‘
- reflected in.the way it monitors ‘the consoiidated programs (which:
1nclude Title I). "'SEA staff oomplain that féderal staff don't like
"their approach of monitoring: several programs together (and- funding L
- parts of people from different pots of‘money). For example., the Uhlted ~"ﬂ;
- States Office of Education wanted a review.that ‘looked only. at Title d and -
. tracked dollar expenditures down to the kid. The SEA wanted to 1look” at ;

!
L »
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» the tetal progyam the Title I kids were getting. The federal auditors p
ask,"Is the Title I aide working only. withﬁTitle I kids?“' If yes, the
*auditors say OK. The SEA says it may be worse.ﬁor the" kids because-z

“ they'ré’ not getting the regular teacher--rso “they say yop “need to” ‘look
“at the content of the program the kids are getting in the regular clasa
_and in the Title I program. . L e

o
4

. " SEA staff were clear about wanting a.federal role, howevét - They .
want the’ federal auditors to. ensure. that child countg are right and that .
the money does to the right schools. ‘ They Just Want them to xelax fiscal
controls within the school.: A T PO : :
SEA staff also fipd problems with the Title I PACs. . Even:. though
they were in the vanguard of instituting parent involve nt, they - fael -7y
they have moved beyond)an approach that .(1) assumes an adversarial stance
between parents and school staff, (2) doesn't include school staff and

(3) is merely advisory.f. -
All of these complaints, however; must - pe taken with a grain<of salt

because they apply to many of the ‘State's-own programs, ag, well as to, thé

federal: programs. For example, the state bilingual lat” requires its own .

‘ advisory PAC. The Kind of prescription that interferes with ‘program ‘
quality is also evident in the bilingual: law. Moreover, one 'SEA leader, .
while complaining that the Title I distiict application process was |, ;58
unnecessarily burdensome, admitted ‘that without’ the-federal requirements

. 'the state would: require virtu ly the same process. Pt 37 d,j

5 . . ,5 . . .
The most ublicized conflict between California and thé federal
. government was reflected in the Richmond case/iAlexander Ve Califano)
which ' found- -against the- SEA's’ ‘method of allocating.Title I and ‘SCE |
. funds. The" state used SEE Eunds to expand, in effectffthe Title I | .
program to schools that. were in need but to which the.Title I dollars = -
~didn't stretch. The- judgment even acknowledged that the state's approach
made educational sSense and-fit the intent’ of the Title I legislation, but‘
' technically it violated the non-supplanting proViSion by not spread- :
ing the state compensatory money first. Districts now operate under a
complicateq set of guidelines that provide various methods "for allocating .
" SCE and Title I dollars. SCE is allocated first, but it's not clear’ that -
" the, result is any different than it would have been without the Richmond .

~case. T VRS . R
W o . A ,
. S . -
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7'f7f The SEA also cites problems with bilingual and special education.
Lau: ‘and. fitle VIf\use different trigger numbers and °require different”
numbers of LEP kids (again, however, they ‘have many problems with their

own. law.as’ well).ﬁ Jn special education, there has been an ongoing ‘power

Astruggle between the SEA and the federal special’education office. The
SEA criticizes P.L. 94-142 for causing fiscal strains’ (with the related
services provision and the due process hearing). They :claim that Master
Plah has all the benefits of the federpl law without the problems. . For.
example, P.L. 94- 142 doesn‘t ‘allow for the fact that. another agency (eege,
a health servides agency) might use a sliding f¥£ scale. "You can't make A
one agency. responsible for another agency 8 delivery system,"" said one

36
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‘respondent. The SEA must also collect differeht data for’ their law and -

the federal one because the Master Plan is service-based ‘funding. Given
the detailed requirements of the Master Plan, however, it's not clear that

all the SEA's problenis would;be solved if the federal law didn't exist.

' Apart from the details of conflicts, 'SEA staff are unanimous in. =~ -

several general complaints about the federal government. " "We're not

. Mississippi' echoes .through the halls. - Rules based on worst cases aren' t
appropriate to California: staff feel that some of the. provisions were
important earlier but that they are no longer necessary, and- the federal
_government is slow to chande. "We.'re essentially'penalized for our.

~ strong commitment to comp. ed. States without.their own prqgrams don't
have to agonize over‘the problems of supplanting, mingking, ranking,
etc.” They also criticize Washington for lack of clear guidance and
consistericy. "They say they ‘are/ allowinq discretion, and then they catch
you for using it. _We get caught in,the«crossfire between the program
people and.the auditors. And they complained ‘about neve getting any -

- upfront advice, anything in ‘writing, and having to wait f¢rever to get a
_decision. (Hence they do- what “they want and it to see the federal
reaction.); ‘As one respondent said, "We can’ 1ive with detailed instruc-
tions, but we can't. 1ive with fuzziness or retroactive penalties.

I3

R

"Thus it is ironic that many .of the problems stem from the fact that:-
‘there isfstrona compatibility. between the federal intentand California s
intent.’ Finally, one does hear more bad stories. than good.-’ As ‘one

- SEA staffer said, "We' took for granted the good that came out of the
-federal role. We paid attention to what annoyed us.”
A . . <
_ In addition to the conflicts described above, we investigated other
" sources commonlyvthought to. cause problems.

s 7

va

o federal requirements place substantial administrative and - ;;
' ‘paperwork burdens on the state- - :
o' federal programs create offices or,"franchises' within SEAs
that bypass normal channels of authority and go directly to N
washington; and . o

“o  federal reéquirements. detract from the regular education
‘ program. . k

With the exception of the story of encroachment' in the case of special
education described below, these anticipated problems were not evident. —

We heard relatively few complaints about administrative burden. - -

There were complaints ‘about the’ amount of requlation and the feeling that

alifornia was kept.on a tiaht leash by Washington to serve as an example
to keep the other states in line., But there were few gripes about burden
“and paperwork, ‘There were. a.couple of references to the time that
auditors -consume lwhich is, a frequent occurrence “in the SEA) ‘and to the
lack of value of certain required documents, like the vocational educa- . -
tion fiVe-year plan. But overall there is (a). strong support for federal
programs among SEA staff and (b) an acceptance of regulation ‘and paperwork

- Y
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as necessary evils associated with qovernments ‘and fundina."rThere_are
too many regqulations, but I'll live with‘them for the dollars."™ Moreover,
- with over 50% of the SEA staff supported by federal dollars, there is
little doubt that whatever burden exists is fuIly subsidized. We did
find complaints- about paperwork at the district level which tended to be
directed at.'the state rather than .the federal government: (The legisla-
. ture recently did a study of the paperwork burden on gchools and found
. that most of the requirements were district imposed, next state imposed,,
and the. fewest were. of federal oriqin ) : .

~ In California,vfederal programs ,have not created 'franchises in
which staff bypass the state hierarchy and -gnjoy authority rouah
- communicating directly with Washington. . Many SEA”federal rogr am staff
do identify with the federal office and their national organizations, and
mav act-in defense of federal decisions, but there is no evidence that
these actions in any way influence state policies. This.may result
partly -from the con&olidated prodrams organizagion which’ makes individual
program offices . less identifiable. Also, there are several top staff who
deal .directly with Washinaton on. a frequent basis includina Riles himgel f
and .two full-time federal liaisons. In this way, SEA staff have exerted
substantial influence over Washington but hgve hot been plagued by
problems of federal 'frahchises. S .
‘There is .a problem concerninq the relationship between special
. programs and the reqular prodram as "a result of service mandates. The.
. problem is most severe in special. education which is now characterized by
: manymas a "bottomless pit." The 1980-81 deficit was $117 million, $87
million of which’ was passed on to the districts to cover out of their '
general funds. -The estimated 1981-82 deficit is $41 million. In
fact, the term ™encroachment”. is now a household word in Sacramento,
denoting specifically the dent ‘made in the general fund by the special
education® budqet. How much of this is attributable to P. L. 94-142 is
- hard to say. Some state officials claim that the overruns are: the fault
of the broader related services mandate of P.L.  94- -142.and. the due
process hearings that result in private placements. One district budaety
-director noted, however, that their overruns began with the Master Plan
rior to P.L. 94-142 4 4 :

There is an: analaqous within-state problem reqarding bilinaual

.education. ' This issue is one of "encroachment" resulting from the

bilingual service mandate on the state compensatory education funds.
LEP and SCE come from the same pot of money (EIA) with LEP coming’ off ‘
~'the top. - After services are ensured for all LEP students, the rest of .
the monem goes to SCE, but:the rest:can be quite small. The special
educatipn and LEP full-service ‘mandates have recently: regulted in a law
“‘guit filed against the state by 85 districts which claim that they
should either be fully funded- for any mandates placed on.them, or the
mandates .should be withdrawn.

[N
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. State priorities have . had a profound effect on the ways in which
federal programs are administered in Califorhia. Conversely, .federal
requirements have had a signific&nt influence on: state practices. The |
state priorities ‘which exert‘the strongest influence on program admini- ’
stration are. . . :

o the strong regulatory stance the state takes t0wards d@stricts J
N and schools- g . :

s ' - ’ . : e
o".the commitment of the state to edueational reform in general and
" . to serving special needs populations, evidenced by the multipli- o

city of state initiatives, and )

+0 v.the SEA's school—based philosophy. '.’ e o

3 * 2

These influences are readily .apparent in the SEA's administration of thelﬂ
Title I program during the early years; the interactions between state. ©
and federal categorical programs; and, more recently, the school-based‘

‘ planning for the cohsolidated programs. . . . N

/
) In the other direction, the federal influences on state practices
‘are more diffuse but equally significant. Federal programs and mandates
" have: . . . . .
-0 | reinforced‘and lent legitimacy to .the state's role in serving
special needs populations‘and in civil rights activities,

':Q - provided leverage for state involvement in local practices, and

, -

o provided models for ‘the state in’ regulating and exercising
authority over local behavior.
. +
¢ At the broad level of intent ‘and commitment, federal and state
policies are compatible, ' Both the. federar and’ state g0vernments demon- .
strate support for targeting services tQ/épecial needs populations, for
regulating local behavior, and for ensuripg that civil~ rights are not
- jeopardized. Not surprisingly, with two strong political bodies- exercis-
"ing .influende in the same domain, there are also conflicts. The primary
conflicts, however, are not those usually attributed to the federal role
“in education., Respondeénts' complaints did not focus - on administrative
- and paperwork burdens .imposed by ‘federal requirements. MNor did they “]ﬁm
COmplain about federal programs establishing mfranchises" within the SEA
-that’ bypass normal channels of authority 'within the department. With the
\exception of financial encroachment on the regular budget: by special
.education costs, there were“also few complaints that federal programs R
detract from the regular program. . . '

. The. vast majority of cqnflicts encountered steém from different
approaches for - teaching the same goal. The SEA's .school=-based approach,
which enphasiZes'programmatic responsibility at the school level and -
accountability in terms of’ service quality rather than tracking dollars,.
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‘results in conflicts,-particularly with Title I, which focuses on fiScal
controls and' districdt plans. Becguse_Californla has sibstantial programs
in compensatory,’ bilingual, and special education' -=- which- are regulated
.at least as much-as’ the corresponding federal programs, conflicts ‘also. v e
"arise within program ‘areas (as exemplified by the Richmond case‘on . :
allOcatioﬁ of Title I &nd state compensatory funds) .
R In conclusiony the inteifaction of federal and state education
wpolicies in california_.reveals a paradox of .sorts., . California's educa~
“tional leadership has developed a strong, prOgressive educational agenda.
‘The implementation of that agenda would not have been possible without
the federal prog ams. which gave the SEA leverage, mechanisms, and models
for tegulation. Federal ‘funds also provided resources and staff needed
to implement state policies. At the same time, the federal . programs have
been a source: of interference in the implementat ion of the state's. often
more‘progressive agenda.- Examples are rate of instances in which: Cadifornia
and Washington’ had‘different intents. : ‘They. have shared a commitment to
speéial needs populations and a desire for accountability. Yet the last
15. years are replete. with examples of conflicts. Some may be characterized
as power struggles. But most seem to stem from .the differential responsive-
ness of the*tﬂo leVelB of government in terms’ of learning from experience
and revising their agenﬂas to meet problems encountered aléng the way.
The fact that the . federal government .changes its" policiesfmore sloqu'_
‘than the*state acc0unts for many conflicts. The fact that the federal ° o
Agovernment mist consider 50 states and often bases policies on the worst o
cases also accounts for conflicts. i

‘ : v Looe T
e In spite of. conflicts, it seems clear - that California and Washington
have influenced each other in profound ways, most of which have ultimately
benefitted special needs.populations. ' These ‘benefits are the product -of
" federal commitment and resources, SEA leadership, a legislature sympathet
to- education, and- afhealthy state budget. Since" most of these elements
" have already changed, the future of special needs programs and interactions

‘between California- and “the federal government are also likely to change .,
. significantly. . : R
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LOUISIANA STATE PROFILE

Jane Sjogren ‘
renda J. Turnbull .

‘ Introduction

»
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Although Louisiana.is a relatively established state, admitted to the
.Union in 1812 as the 18th state, it has remained largely rural in character.
Its traditions are largely French and Spanish and are reflected in a sub-state
) governmental structure which is based on parishes (cquntiés) and in a legal *
'system based .on the Napoleonic Code. Culturally, the French Roman Catholic
inflqence remains strong. L L
) Thetstate ) economy reflects its gural dhatacter; it is relatfvely
unindustrialized, and .its major , economid’ ‘activities are associated with
natural resources extraction and related activities,- transportation:,.f
agriculture, and government. Current politica priorities are focused...
-on.economic development.. In recqnt years, the state experienced substantial
economic growth as mineral extraction and processing industries developed.
This economic growth is reflected in the strong fiscal sition of the
state government, a situation which is p;?ticularly notable in.light of
the state's traditionally low levels of tax effort and public expenditures.
relative to other states. At this time,- however, the state is anticipating

a revennershogtfall.' o
L ' . Co ' .
. The Social, Political, and‘Economic Environment of the State . ’ é

[

e Louisiana is-a rural Southern state. A former.slave -state, Louisiana
has a sizable Black population (approximately 30% of. the totalyF which has
traditionally had little economic or political power. Despite several . .
high-wealth -areas; primarily around the state's largest urban area, New' . |
Orleans, per capita incomss in Louisiana are low, approximately 89% of the
national average in 1981.° - Until the recent spurt of economic growth,

“th pre was substantial outmigration from the state. However, this trend was

?Ieversed in the }ast decade, changing from -26% -between 1960-70 to +25%

- een 1970 80.

~ .

¥ aw’Socially and politically the state has a history of balancing fiscal
.conservatism with a Populist ph sophy. As Landry and Parker observed:

Since the 1930s, Louisiana government has provided extensive public
services to its people. The people expect these seryices to be
"“continued and new- programs to be added. However, the tolerance of
governmental inefficiency undercuts efforts to improve services
- without raising taxes. Thus, we have the contradiction of high

'1U S. Statistical'Abstract, 1981, Table 1416; County Business Patterns
. 1980, Louisiana, CBP-8020, U.S« Department of Commerce; Information Please

Almanac, 1980. . . - : /

5

'?U.S. Department of‘Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. -"Survey of
Current Business.”™ Washington, D.C.: The Bureau, August 1982,
_ S . )

3Information Please Almanac, 1980. 4
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expectations.for setvices but not for performance. .It is a state ‘of
affairs permitted by gne of the lowest rates of individual taxation
in the United States. :

Thus, in Iouisiana we find the situation where elementary and_secondary
education is the largest publicly supported service in theé state, but

state and local average per pupil expenditures in Fiscal Year ( 1980
were. only $1407 = T0% of the national average. N

The state's political system.rs highly developed and has had a’
-color ful history over the last. 50 years.. Political interest is
focused at the.state level (rather than ﬁn parishes or municipalities)._
‘Political activities are characterized by the eractions of many -
political factions. Political ‘patronage is frequent and generally
accepted. (To some extent, it appears that jobs.patronage is considered
to be a form of social welfare.) Representation of private séctor interest
groups is substantial, reflecting the priority the state currently gives
. to economic developmerit,. Public interest groups are neither numerous nor
influential, an ndi®ator of the level. of the state,q,interest in providing
public services. ' Although the state is traditionally Democratic (as is
the current legislature), the curréent Govérnor is Repubﬁican.

During the last decade, the economic environment af the state has -
-improved a great deal. Louisiana' has substantial petroleum-related )
natural resources, and high petroleum prices fueled an expansion in the
~gtate's mineral extraction fndustry. This in"turn led to industrial
expansion in the aréas of chemical production and processing. In addition
to improving the economic base of‘the state, this growth led to a large
increase in state revenues from mineral severance taxes. For many years
Louisiana had both a low tax base (in ‘terms of property wealth and personal
income) and aglow level of tak effort. It is notable that as the state's
economy has fhproved the overall level of tax effort has decreased. As a
result, other forms of tax revenues, such as those from income, sales, and
property taxes, while never high by national standards, ‘are less important
sources of revgpue, as indicated in the state s budget in recent years.

(Statew1de, prﬁperty taxes have actually decreased ) '

P
. "

The large increases in state Fevenues have gr&sulted’ in large increases
in state spending. Very recently, however, deregulation of natural
gas and oil prices has caused some public officials to express concern not
only about the economic health of the minerals-related industry but also - -
about madntaining cur t levels of state government spending,

. Scat&on and the State Environment

23"
E

The public edncation system 'in Louisiana is the single largest
publicly supported endeavor in the' stat Because ‘it~ ‘représents such a
large share the state budget (approximately 35%), education receives a
considerable dmount of political attention. fn addition, political
attention to"education'is increased because the state superintendency and’

-

1Landry, David M., & Parker, Jbseph P. "The Louisiana Political Culture."
In Bolner, J. (ed.). Louisiana Politics, Baton Rouge: Iouisiana State
University Press, 1982, p. 13. © .

Upon review1ng a draft of this case study, the State Department of
Education disagreed with this analysis of interest groups.

’
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eight of the .11 positions on the State Board of Elementary and Secondary
Education are elected Posttions. The political priority given to education‘

‘in the media and the state legislature may have increased recently because

thé current Republican Governor, who has'stated that he considers education
an important current issue, and the .elected. Democractic Superintendent do .
not enjoy congenial relations. However, officials from the State Department
of Education have substant ial interaction with the state legislature, both

formally and infdtmally.

Although education receives notable political attention’ in Louisiana,”

.it is important to uriderstand the context in which -this occurs. &as a

source of political and budget Y influence,. education is important.
However, perhaps because of the| state's rural character and because of its
history, the provision of quality educational services, . especially to
rural; low-income, and minority (predominantly Black) citizens has not =\
been a major political or social priority. Indeed, the state’s high -
illiteracy rates reflect this. In addition, segregation, particularly in
education, had a long history in Iouisiana, and desegregation:is not o
socially or politically popular. In part because non-public education has -
been available for wealthier non—minority~citizens, most of whom- live in
more urban areas, public education in Iouisiana, especially for rural,
low-income residents has historically been of low quality. .

The increasés in state revenues and in the level of state spending
have been directly. reflected in state - spending for elementary and secondary
education. Despite the increase in the state*s population, elementary and
secondary enrollments decreased from approximately 825,000 to 786,000 (five
percent) between 1970 and 1980, During the same period, expenditures per
student average daily attendance (ADA) rose dramatically, increasing fram -
$716 to $1972 (according.to the National Education Association), an increase

of 175%.

At the same time, there appears to be increased interest in some of

the more substantive issues related to elementary and secondary education.

Although the state constitution guarantees local school boards local

control of their schools and systems, the state has become more involved

with pedagogical substance through the introduction of competency-based

student evaluation and a complementary remediation program under authoriza- -

tion from the state.legislature._ In additiornf, teacher competency require-

ments have also been introduced. Both of these topics are championed by

the current Superintendent, Relly Nix, and have received considerable press.
A, .

As in many other states, there is little initiative on the part of

the department toward school desegregation. The department. tends to

disavow desegregation efforts, regarding them as’ fedeqal, not state-

sponsored, activities. .

4 : - '
There are several other features of interest regarding the context in
which Iouisiana's public. elementary and secondary education system operates.
Non-public school attendance is sizable and accounts. for 18% of the
student age population. (Twenty-three percent of the elementary and

P Y o

1A Bureau of Technical Assistance, described more fully in the next
section, has had. some state funding for assis ce with local problems
related to desegregation. .

L. 43
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secondary schools are non-public.) Most of the non-public schools are

.Roman Catholic and are locatéd in or near major urban areas; New Orleans

in par'ticular. Non-public schools enjoy substantial political influence -~
in the state. Perhaps as a result, they receive sizable amounts of state
aid primarily for transportation and purchage of materials.  Also currently

.a shortage of teachers exists in the: state, a situation which some attribute

to low teacher ' salaries (which averaged $14,020 in 1980) relative to the
expanding private sector. While there are .two teacher unionsg 'in’ the. .
state, our interview data indicate they are less active in. shaping legisla- :
tive policy thapn those in other states. Other educational interest groups'
are also few and not evident at the state 1evel. SEE

In sum, it appears that the state s recent edepomic growth, by
increasing "the state treasury,: has spurred’ increa eg 1n state spending 1

for education, wWhile education ‘enjoys political wWisibility, the primary
interest of tﬁe state is in its priivate sector economic situation. ,
Although many aspects of the state' 's gducational system have not changed
in the last decade and a half, the ii provements in the state's economic
status clearly have contr ibuted “to increasing the scope of public
elementary and secondary education as a public activity in Louisiana.

{ ./@fsducation Policy within the State

Strcture ofiaucation Policy .;’: L R .

Historical Review. The recent history of education policy in Iouisiana,
has been somewhat erratic, ‘due in part to the'eléction of state superinten-

" dents with divergent educational philosophies. Turnover at ‘the top of the

department has a significant effect on personnel and priorities because the
department staff are not civil servants but instead sefve at the pleasur

of the Superintendent (and refer to themselves as political appointees) .
The former Superintendent,: ‘elected in. 1972, was a successful businessman
who reportedly was inexperienced in the realm of education but sought. to
make his mark on the system by introducing. career education. He was
defeated in 1976 by Kelly Nix, ‘the current Superintendent. .

Nix campaigned on a platform ofi 'back tg basics™ and upgrading
standards in education. One interviewee in & ‘school d’istrict pointed out -
that the politics. of a campaign for the superintendency means that any
challenger tries to blame the incumbent for dismal co'nditions in Touisiana
education. Nix's challenge echoed the legislature' B perennial complaints
about the education system, and it evidently struck a responsive _chord

‘with the voters. MNow, positioning himself for a second re-election, Nix

wants to demonstrate that he has led the department toward- educational
improvement. .

Federally sponsored school desegregation efforts have had an important
effect on the state's perception Of federal education policies. When
people in Louisiana (inside and outside the department) think of fe'der.él
involvement in education, they tend to think of the federal courts, the
Office for Civil Rights (OCR), and desegregation. The people in positions
of au&ority generally view this federal involvement with resentment. Few

1In August 1982, after this case study was prepared,. department em-
ployees were placed under the civil service ‘system. R
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programmatic efforts in the department further civil rights: protections.
"It seem& likely that the state's painful history of- desegregation has left
pOlicymakers skeptical of most federal initiatives in education policy.
One high official. in the department, for example, concluded his remarks

" about desegregation with the sweeping comment, "The federal government
doesnlt care about education. - .

.-l‘-‘.
Bh

4 Another important aspect of Iouisiana s .dealings’ with federal educa-
tion policy has been its history of Title I audits. Thi istory was

. noted frequently.in i\nterviews, often in response to ve y general questions
about federal programs. According to officials we. interviewed the .story-
begins in ‘the early years of Title I, when "there were no written guide-

" lines, and we would get a phone call in January or February to say millions .
of dollars ‘were going to be thrown into -the state, and we had to spend them
. ‘by June. " ° Many of the dollars were spent.on swimming pools, band uniforms,
and the Yike. A few years later, audits resulted in a $14 million liability .
for the state. Title I subsequently has been managed with a tight’ ‘hand in
Louisiana, with special scrutiny of any expenditures for equipment.
(Incidentally, the state has never repaid the $14 million; it has fought
the audit exceptions on varjous grounds, and a high official of the
. department said, "Th; last I heard, a couple of 'years ago, {the liability]
was down to $50. thousand ") . , :

The department has experienced peri.odic scandals, one of which
occurred early in.1982. ‘In this episode, the depu;y_’sgperintendent
(the department's number two’ official) and ‘the assistant superintendent in
charge of special education were convicted of kickbacks and left their
jobs. . One interviéWee said -of corruption in state government, "I wouldn't
want to say it's a way ‘of life, but people.don't get all up in the air
about it." . R . . .

.‘\A" ) Lt . [ * r,.

‘Major Programs. While the great bulk of state aid to education goes
out under the. Minimum Foungation Program (MFP), the state-also has several
small. initiatives that receive categorical funding. These include vocational

.education, a reading program modeled on Right to Read, and a program of

professional development for teachers, called PIPs, in which the state.
offers financial incentives for teachers to take“courses (see Table 1).

Included in the Minimum Foundation Funding (by means of a formula
weighting factor) is the state's support for special. education, whi
governed by a law that closely.resembles P.L. 94-142, ‘One differenc

s between the two laws is that Iouisiana's Act 754 provides support for

- programs for ‘the gifted and talented, a ‘group that enjoys substantial .
political support. ,’)\
Funding Systems and Levels. " The MFP provides funding uate to

support teachers at a base salary level determined by the legislature, with
teacher~pupil ratios that are also set by statute. Virtually all parishes, :
however, supplement this state support with their own funds, with the

result that actual salaries and teacher=pupil ratios are higher than the
minimums set by law. Statewide, the parishes pay for 33% of elementary-
secondary expenditures. )
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A large proportion of MFP funds e nearly $100 mill on out: of the total-
of about $755 million--goes into transportation. Any parent whose child
attends public or- pr ivate school more than a mile fram home is entitled to
either bus ‘service -or a cash payment fo cover transportation. (The state
disburses about $6 mil( ion in these cash payments, which reportedly go to
parents of parochial sc ool students for the most part.) State officials
cite two reasons for the high cost of transportatiOn—-court—ordered busing
for desegregation and- the generous. salary schedule that the legislature

" has set.for bus drivers (who are apparéntly a potent lobbying g_roup). o
" Another obvious reason ‘is that the state is largely rural. '

l’.ouisiana supports pr ivate education to an ur}usua]. degree. ‘-'l-'br-
ekample- ; . : .

Q Children in private schools are entitled to the transportation
‘ prov:,ded by the state. |

o Private schools receive textbooks'frcm* the s'tate. o

o Private schools are reimbursed for the administrative costs
'-associated with filling out ' forms for the state.

. In 1980 81, the state provided $892, 018 126 to support elementar&—
secondary-education... This represented . 53% of total. expenditures, compared
with 33% from local sourées and 14% froam the federal government. ‘New -
figures ftam the Education Commission of the States indicate that the State
share rosé .in this past year as the federal share fell; the percentages for
1981-82 were 56% state, 33% local, and 11% federal. " Because the state pays:
more than half of ‘the cost of education, department officials quote a
"Golden Rule"-' "He who has the, gold makes the rules." :

Kl

'

Key Actors. and Events. Most of the key actors in Iouisiana education-
are politically active. Their political activities are an important -

‘characteristic. of the state s education policymaking process.,

The Superintendent, Kelly Nix, is a Democrat who was elected to

office in 1976. He reportedly decided to run for the superintendency while
" serving as the federal liaison representative for then-Governor Edwards.

In that position, he found that many corporate decision-makers were unwilling
to set up sizable operations in Iouisiana because of the poor’ reputation

‘of -its education system. (This stony underscores the state 8 interest in L
private sector' econom ic development ) ’ ; - J : .

Although the Superintendent and the current Republican Governor,

- pafid Treen, have had political differences, Nix and his staff have good

relationships with-much of the legislature. This has enabled him to win

: the egislative enactment of several initiatives/setting. educational

dards, notably the law on competency testing.

SO N v
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Table 1 state School nid for Selecb;d Prograns,‘\1980-81
: R . - Dvolla‘r-» P Pércent -of
“Program ‘ ’ ™~ ot ‘Amount .+ . Total
'$ 754,628,587° - SR VI [N
Pupil-'rargeted Instructional
Prﬂrams
Special Education s - (110,343,505)% (12. 4)
Vocational Education S . 5,579,075 oL 0.6
Compensatory Education - 4,263,449 0.5
Bilingual/Bicultural Education U S .
Adult Education = - . 6,361,955 * v h o AT T 0.7
Other‘ , RN . - “ B ’ B 2’ 156’ 013 T - ' o . 0. 2
Pupil Support Services . . R R R S
‘rransportation .- .- (100,732, 658) C(11.3)
Textbooks, Materials, etc. - 19,061,132 ) 2.1
,Food Service S . 15,382,180 1.7 .
Lo, ] ' . e )
»Staff
Exnplorée"Benefiﬁs L - 58,404,381 6.6
_Adjustment for District '- o _
" Characteristics - - e
. Poverty. _Incidence ST S ‘ - : | ] .
. sparsity-Small Schools s .
_capital Grants S ) - ‘
Total | oo T s e9z,0,126 . 1000 e

®ncludes $88.1 million in special education funds and $96.7 million in
'transportation aia allocated through the equalization aid formula. .

. . R R N

Right to Read. progran |

, Teacher units aided through the equalization aid formula include

'certified second language specialists as: alloted.
[

So_urce; Categor ies are drawn from Tron, Esther 0. (ed.) .. Public School
Finance Programs, 1978-79, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing .
Of fice, 1980. Data were updated by Byron Benton, Deputy Supermtendent,»
Iouisiana State Department of qucation. :




Tr‘ state's Board of Elementary and Secondary Education. is a mostly -
elective body, with eight elected -members (one from each congressional g \
district) and three members appointed by the GoVernor with Senate approval<

_ People inside and outside the department £o1d. us. that the members of this
béard would like to be more involved in aaministrative ma'tters. However,
with only about, 10 staffmembers, the board approves most of the documents
drawn up by the department, including the plans for spending federa,l
money. ) o

Governor Treen is said to take an interest in education; like most .
_politicians in the state, he has canpaigned on the issue ‘of improvingr the. .
schools. ‘However, as a Republican, he is unwilli'ng to launch initiatives
that might increase Nix's staff or enhance his clout.

_ - With respect to the department's relations with the legislature, o

: Superintendent Nix's. legislative liaison operation includes finding o NI T
_appropr iate legislators to introduce bills that are ‘drafted in .the depart- J’

. menty - Be is given credit for his astuteness- in choosing sponsors; for s
example ;" the competency-testing legislation ‘was introduced by a Black "~

%islawr, thus deflecting some of the d‘rfticism that Black. leaders would
‘otherwise have” ‘directed at this idea.

” /J%ederal judges have been important actors frcm ‘the’ perspective of
local school districts thr ough cour t-ordered desegregation of public
schools. Indeed, desegregation orders continue to alter attendance . N
patterns. Some critics claim that desegregation and the federal -rfole in

- .education are linked- in the minds of legislators, . depart.ment officials and

" the public. . '

A legal actién dealing with handicapped children was reflected in Act'
754, which was passed to provide a mechanism for implementing P.L. 94-142. "
Act 754, which. formalized and extended the staté's policies-for handicapped .
studentg, included.the establishment of Special School District #1 to
oversee Iouisiana institutions for the severely handicapped. Before the
legal action,.these children had been sen¥fout of state. This case was - '~
; {eopened recently and is being overseen currently by a ourt-appointed
master. A more recent case found that students wereg being evaluated
as .fast as ‘the law required; as a result the department asked for and -
received ‘an additional $2 million over and above the MFP for appr aisal

personnel in the parishes.

' N

i ucation-related interest groups do not appear to be highly influen-
tial, although we were told that.the National Educa ion Association
'(NEA) affiliate is among the more active lobbying graefs in the state.
However, thg NEA affiliate exhibits a rather low-visibility approach in
this highly political state. Several interviewees told us that advocates
for handicapped children are effective, especially with the legislature's
" appropr iating committees, but no specific groups wege mentioned as. signi—
ficant. . " o

. A IS . v - R . . ) P

' Upon Se i.ewing a draft of this(case study, the State Department of .
Education disagreed with this anale. . . . -
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N SEA Organizatfonal Divisions and Operating Style. The department, S
which occupies one of the most imposing buildings in Baton Rouge, is. =
clearly a force in state politics. The department is large,, in comparison '
with those of other states, given that the state has 66 local districts and
786,000 students. _ In 1980- -81, its staff included 850 full-time equiv nt o
(FTE) employees and .an additional 720 special or temporary project pe nnel,
for a total qf 1, 570 employees. .

P

AR One interviewee olunteered that about 50% of the employees are -
, politipal appointees. The deparf:ment until recently was not part of the
~.staté's civil service system, a fact that probably made hiring easier and
certainly made salaries high. An interviewee gave us a hypothetical _
example of a teacher who leaves a job paying $14,000 two or:three years
-before retirement, then joins. the ﬁl\ at a salary of $28,000. Another .
interviewee said that bringing the department under civil service could
reduce the annual salary for some jobs fram $20,000 to $12,000. A move
is under way in the legislature to do this.

The department's politicized outlook is un_mistakable. “Two topics - )
that receive a great deal of attention are the department's relationship
th state legislators and the Superintendent s re-election efforts. We
eard from someone in a district that local educators are always "pushed" | -
by department staff to espouse the Superintendent's philosophy. '

The department is orgarrized into seven major offices, shown on
Figure 1. . AN ,

o The Office of Management and: Finance is the most important of the ™
, offices.” Tt is responsible for: financial control -and budgeting,
— yaccounting, auditing, purchasing, operational support, and personnel
" ‘services. . This office oversees the distribution of the Minimum
.. Foundation Program funds to local districts, a process that ‘
‘" involves checking local applications for regular. education and
" " gpecial education funds. The head of this office has been with _
the department for-nearly 50 years, ‘

( o The Office of Academic Programs houses all the bureaus that deal
"primarily with services related to student and teacher performance
in the classroom. It is responsible for -implementing the account-
ability and competency-based legislation, and it will handle the
new program of remediation if funds are appropriated. Smaller
programs in the purview of this office include foreign language
and bilingual education and a special reading program. This
(1 office works closely with Management and Finance and with the
state legislature; it is headed by the department's legislative
* liaison, .

-0 The Division of Special Educat ion is responsible for P.L. 94-1 42, '
: the ‘closely related state law, Act 754, and Section 504.

- S— . \
' - N y . A

-1Employees of the department joined the state s civil service system in
_August 1982 _ - \

9
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.0 ‘The Office of Auxiliary Programs implements the provisions of the
' Comprehensive Training and Employment Act (CETA), the Veterans'
Mministration Education and Training Programs, and the ¢hild:

Nutr ition Program.

‘o The 0ffice of Research and Development has responsibilities that
include developing tests for the competency-based program,
providing evaluation assistance, setting up a dissemination

--system, and drafting legislation. .It also houses the department's |
Management Information System, Established by Su,perintendent Nix,
this office has grown substantially dur ing his tenure. '

© The D1v18ion of Vocational Education deals with vocational and
technical programs in the local school systems, in the 52 vo—tech
schools, and in colleges and universities. This division operates
independently from most of the other offices. - .

o The office ‘'of Educational Support Programs houses the Elementary1
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) programs -= Titles I, II, IV..
State funds administered through this office Nde those spent on

'_-f o -tr ansportation and textbooks.: This office was r ently formed by .
‘Lo o taking these prograns out of other offices. S ) :,5‘,‘.;’,

R

Operation of Federal and State Programs
for . Special Needs Students

t

General Education. As a rule, generdl education absorbs most of the .-
- state's interest, and it is the area least affected by federal involvement.
The: centerpieces of Superintendent. Nix's administration, are a competency- '
based education program, in which students will have to pass a state test
- to advance to the next grade level (with rare exceptions) , and a canpanion
" .remediak progr-am in which it is proposed that the state fund remédial help
for students who' fail. The legislature enacted the two programs in
1979 and 1980; this year the department has asked the legislature to
appropriate funds for the remedial services. A test was administered
to *second graders this spring.. Officials plan to phase one more'grade
into the plan each year. This seems likely to lead to considerable
statewide standardization of the curriculum, especially if some ob-
‘servers were right in telling us that second grade teachers taught to
the test this year.

Nix's campaign for higher standards in education (a campaign that
is partly spurred on by intense legislative interest) also extends to
teachers. Beginning teachers are now required to attain a cut-off score-on
"the National Teacher Examination, and it is a source of embarrassment to ,
thelstate's. colleges and universities that-large numbers of candidates are
failing to make the appropr iate score.' Half of the would-be-teathers

1It will also house' the ECIA programs, Chapters 1 and 2.
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failed in the first test administration in 1978. The state’ ‘s current )
teaching force is being given in-service courses through-the Professional
Improvement Program (PIPs), which offers higher p<ay ‘for thOBe who have
taken these courses. ,

v : S .

, . While the state is trying to improve "the qualifications of its
teachers, it is also trying ito recruit ‘more teachers. Particularly in
math and science, Louisiana schools (like those in other states) are -

: having trouble competing with industry for job entrants. The shortage
i§ exacerbated by dow teacher salaries. l >

Education of the “Handicapped. Special qducation is unique because of
the congruence between federal policy and Iouisiana's policy. %he. state
law, Act 754, was based -closely on P.L. 94-142, and the two can 'be -
administered in concert. One difference between the laws is that Act 754 |
requires a period of screening: for a student who has been’ referred for '
evaluation. This procedure is said to screen out students whose chief .
problem is that they are performing well below grade level, although the
law provides for service to "slow learners.”™ Anothef difference is that
the state law applies to gifted and talented students, for whom the E
state and the parishes have set up fairly extensive programs. o

Special education in .-Ilouisiana is suffering fran some backlash.
Spokesmen for "the regular student" are canplaining that expenditures
for the handicapped are out of handa» . . ‘

* Vocational Education.- Federal dollars: provided 78% of the support for
elementary and secondary vocational education in Iouisiana in 1980-8%1.

~ Most of the federal funds go to parish and city school. systems, while state
funds go to both the local systems ‘and. the regional vocational-technical
schools and postsecondary institutions. This means that federal cutbacks
'in vocational education are primarily hitting the parishes. The state
informally has advised local vocational departments to stock up on supplies
and equipment in anticipation of los1ng :some of their federal funds.‘

’

The record of the federal set-asides is. mixed.

S

o The ‘set-aside for the disadvantaged is welcomed and, according
to vocational education administrators, is put to good use.,

o Officials reported that the set-aside for the handicapped is
sugerfluous .and that enough earmarked funds already go to
these students from other sources. The state follows federal
guidelines by requiring parishes to apply these set-aside ,
dollars only to the excess costs of programs for the handi-
capped. The state further requires that the funds be matched
with local funds. This set of requirements had led one of
the parishes we visited to refuse the money. - The state, too,
has returned some of this set-aside to Washington. L

X . . N
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c o The $50 000 provided for gex equity is said to be of dubious
: _value. It supports a: coordinator and a secretary -in addition
, to supplying both in-state and-out-of-state travel resources..’
Reportedly, the coordinator has fulfilled her state responsy~e
bilities by conducting several workshops to make loCal
: educators aware of Title Ix. K :
3 Compensatory Education. Louisiana received $78 4 million in‘ritle
1 funds in this school year, .and the program is viewed as an essential
‘part of education. Since the early 19708, .when fedéral auditors
cracked down on unsanctioned uses of fundsa (for swimming pools;. band
-uniforms, .and the like), the program has been fairly tightly admini-
stered. In the” mid-1970s, the state was especially Scrupulous about, _
‘ adherence to the program's fiscal controls. State’ officials now say .
‘that.this led to some neglect of th program 8 educational purpose and
,fostered an undesirable separation tween Title I and regular school , |
instrudtion. ("We went' for years getting everybody ‘legal. ..Everyone
" thought it had to be separate——a teacher and an aide. out. there in.an
air-conditioned building with everything.”) Thus .the cdrient state
hemphasis is on coordination with the regular program. e

, Title 1 is popular politically, lalgely because it is a good
‘source of jobs. What detracts- from:its popularity i3 the fact that it
has gone largely into Black: schools. . , S
RS v
At the time of our visit in March 82, 1982 plans had not .been developed’
for ‘coordinat ing Title I instructional services with the new state remedial
-program for students who fail the competency tests (which was to start ‘
‘up in the fall). Different offices are in charge of the two programs.
‘Department officials had ‘made inquiries about whether Title I furids could
be used to support: the new program, but the. answers had been equivocal.
.One»possibility 'is that Title I services will simply be withdrawn from the
] seconngrade,when state remedial services begin in that grade; this is
especially. likely if Title I funds diminish. But in general, Title .
I--Like other federal programs--is isolated from other state initiatives. "
: Desegregation. The state initiat1ves in this area involved technical »
.‘agsistance to districts. that had begun desegregatiOn. A Bureau of Technical
Assistance used federal and some state funds to provide help to school
syste and communities undergoing desegregation. Its efforts were ° _
focuszgxpn discipline problems and” intergroup relations. At :the peak of
" its operations,.in 1977-78," it had 17 staff members supported by $567,428
tin fedlral funds and $41, 833 in state funds. - In 1980-81. its ‘entire funding
of $283 604. came. from federal sources. C o

7

Bilingual Education. The most salient. bilingual program in Louisiana’
-is a program that teaches French .as a second language to students. who “elect
to learn it. ' The state has funded this program, recruiting teachers from
France to staff it.* In addition, the Title.I Migrant. program.provides )
funding. and some technical assistance for local bilingual ‘or, ESL programs.

atibe in sex equity is the -
ers' Centers in cities around
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: Sex, ggity._ A current state-level 1ni
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- State plans for ECIA ’ , .

Act 754, _ . )
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the state. The Superintendent also gives release time to 19 women in
leadership positions in the- department so that they can participate in
networks of woman leadets in the .state and the region (with funding
from the Ford ‘Foundation).  In .addition, department staff work with the
Women s Advocacy Bur eau established in-the Governor g office in 1977.

. o . R
i . . . o

Qperational.Style

v Special education and Title I are unlike other programs in their
administrative style: in both programs, there has been rigorous monitoring
of local compliance, with a legalistic orientation. ,In special education,
for example, state administrators have often invoked the law to persuade/
local districts to comply.. In Title I, the history of federal audits has
left vigorous state’ enforcement of the law in its wake. The attachment '
this office feels to the law is demonstrated in the four-inch-thick loose
leaf 'Title I Handbook,™ commissioned by the office and containing exegeses

of all the federal provisions.

The style of these offices may be chaﬁging, however . Special' ’
education in particular has been a. bone of contention with the parishes,
and the office :now seems eager to cultivate aamore moderate style. The .
assistant superintendent hopes his ‘office will soon be perceived prhnafily
as a source of technical assistance. The Title I director, too, spoke of.
technical assistance as the most important part -of what his staff does.’
The other offices seem to work much more gffably -with® the parishes.

Chagter 1. When we first sat down to talk with the Title I director,
he said, "We love‘[Title I]. The only problem is, they're taking our
regulations and guidelines away.™ Asked what he was going to do, he

“sa1d, "We're writing our own.- We know the auditors will come around....

Thank Gd we've got the authority to make rules.” Fearing that fraud,
waste, and abuse ‘would result from a loose law and regulations, he
hoped that the state plans would keep in force as many of. the Title I
regulations as ‘possible; . .

. a , ‘
Chapter,z. The committee has decided to distribute.the local portion

'_of the funds (which will be 80%.of the total) by a formula that gives an
85% weight to average daily membership and 15% to high-cost factors. Of

the high-cost factors, 10% will be economic deprivation according to the
Title I formula, and five percent will be exceptmonal children according to

[

Crhls 85-15 split has a history. We heard that in developing a
formula for Title IV-B allocation some years ago, the state was under
pressure fram the federal program office to give ‘high-cost children a
weighting of more than 50%. Therefore the formula submitted was 60%
high-cost, 40% enrollment. - Later, state officials found out that big
states had_succeeded in gaining approval for formulas that were as much as

'85% based on enrollment--the figure -that Iouisiana then used in subsequent

years of Title IV-B. The formula developed. for the Chapter 2 committee
clearly reflects ‘this experience.) .

“. ' o 4 v ) “~. . . | 55
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We were told that local uses of the Chapter 2 money will probab
center on retaining staff who have been funded by other federal progr
With a declining Title I allocation statewide, we heard that parishes will
probably pick up many of their Title I staff with Chapter 2 money. The
parishes that.have had Emergency School Aid Act (ESAn) grants are_ thought
likely to do the same for their ESAA staff. .

~ _ The Interactions of Federal and State Policies and Progragms
The preceding secti.ghs reviewed the context in which education \
policymaking occurs in Louisiana, the State Department of Education, and
the. major characteristics of education policy in the state.  This section
looks at' these characteristics in relation to- the federal education
programs. The first part describes the major organizational features of
“education programs. The second analyzes the role of federal education’
programs within the context of the political enviromment. The third:
re\:iews the impacts of federal progr_ans on state policies and programs.

-

, The ﬁﬁ as an Organization

Size and Structure. ' The range and intensity of the department's
activities have clearly ex}'_)anded over the last 10 to 15 years as federal
funding. for the department .mcreasecl. At the same time, the department’'s
focus "has-also. changed altbough not to. the extent that capacities and

' activiities have. The effects of federal programs and federal funds' on
these changes are compounded by changes in state laws, finances, and
educatlonal priorltles. L v

-

s

Federal funds have enlarged Iouisiana's State Department of Biucation.

- Of 1,105 department employees (extluding those employed by state institu-

. tions for the handicapped), 45% were supported with federal funds in
1980-81. These'fum':}s have been especially important in some areas.’
, For example, in special education in 1980-81, 94 staff members were
federally funded, while 36 were state funded. Indeed, one interviewee said
&that this division had grown from six employees 10 years ago to its
present size. be(:ause of federal funds and program requirements.

Title V funds have been absorbed into more or less routine department
activities, probably in part because they come under legislatlve scrutiny.
The funds are all used for’ staff salaries and benefits, and they are largely
concentr ated in the Office of Academic Programs, which administers most of
the Superintendent's initiatives. : . , .

’ Federal funds do not seem to have affected the department's basic
organizational structure. Federal programs generally opera:* self-
contained program, offices that are appendages to the struct disbursing
funds and.momtoring local programs. Similar federal and state programs
often operate in parallel. For example' 0 .

)
-
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o As of March 1982, wg were told there had been no joint
planning sessions between state Title I administﬁators and
planners of the proposed state remedial progran.

o For special education, the Office of Management and Finance
reviews the local applications for MFP aid, while the Division
of Special Education monitors the local programs.

o As of March 1982, there had been no collaboration between
administrators of Title I and inistrators of the SPUR
program (a program modeled.on Right to Read), although there
was Cteportedly gome cooperat ion between the programs at the

Adistrict level.
Federal programs do not appear to have had any influence on the

- development and growth of intermediate units, perhaps because with

" only 66 districts, the state does not need them. In special education
and Title I, some interactions with the parishes are handled by "regional
representatives”; each program has eight of these representatives, one for
each of the state's Congressional districts. They are based in Baton
Rouge, however. .

‘ '

’ Functions and Capacity. . Both the functions and capacities of
Iouisiana's State, Department of Education clearly have expanded in the
last 10 to 15 years as the amount of federal funding received by the

. depar tment has increased. These increases have resulted in expanded
capacities in the areas of monitoring and enforcement, procedures, research,
and evaluation. In addition, technical assistance and departmental ' '
involvement in curriculum matters have also increased.

Monitoring and Enforcement. Capacity has increased with the growth .
of the state education agency (SEA). Activity has increased, most notably -
in the Division of Special Education and the Title I office." In recent

" years, monitoring® by the Special Education Division has led to a backlash
from the local level . (characterized by a district interviewee as "a few

" hundred phone calls" to the Superintendent's office). Because of this
growing resistance, the degree of monitoring will probably diminish soon --
but special education officials note that this is: appropriate since com=*
pliance with the law largely has been achieved. = & ..

‘:'

The Title I monitor1ng and-‘enforcement initially was stimulatﬁé '
the state's experience with federal auditors. Although several int
viewees said the office's legalistic orientation has eased in recent

1Upon reviewing a draft of this case study, the State Department of
Education disagreed with these statements. .The department noted that a
Committee on Compensatory Education composed of staff- frcm the Offddewof,
Education Support Programs and the Bureau of Title I together with® sta?f
from the Office of Academic Programs planned the design of the state: _
remedial education program. o . , i Lo
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years, we still found it very much in evidence. For example, the Title I
office prepares and distributes to districts a large volumF which lists
“and defines program requirements. ’

el

Procedutes (Planning, Needs Assessments). Federal program planning
occurs at the state level when it is required, as in vocational education '
-and ESEA Title II. (Both of these planning exercises were criticized as
burdensome.) The state does not seem to impose planning requirements on.
the districts, but the state Title I office does impose a fairly elaborate
needs assessment procedure.

Evaluation and Reggparch. Both capacity *and activity have increased
dramatically. In 1978 Ehe Office of Reseaﬁch and Development (which
includes evaluation) had a staff of 17 and'a budget of $600,000; this year
it has 121 staff members and a $10.5 million budget. Federal seed money
has helped to launch many of this office's activities which now receive
state support. At present, though, the office only receives $600,000 in
federal support, of which half is a grant from the Department of Agriculture
to improve the flow of commodities into and out of state warehouses. In
other words, little of its current capacity is dependent on the federal
government, although federal support has been used in the .past. Research
and evaluation seem. firmly entrenched as staté-supported functions.

This office has been extensively involved in the competency-based
program. ILawyers fram the office helped to draft the legislatjon, then
test.developers in another part of the office composed student|examjina-
tions. At this point, clearly, eval,gation is.a function well /integrated
into  the department's regular operatfons. This integration reflects the
state priority given to regular progran evaluatlon. -

Technical Assistance. The level- of technical assistance provided
by -the department to districts, while not’ extensive, does not appear to
have altered in the -recent st. Indeed, the only mention we heard of
past technical assistance was fram a local director of special education,
"who -said the depar_t:ment had helped di%r icts with the early stages of
implementing P.L. 94-142, Apparently, state technical assistance has not
been displaced by federal initiatives which added more intensive monitoring
responsibilities, - . _

- Curriculum. The department's capacity and activities related to
curriculum appear to have increased over the ears. The competency testing
"and remediation initiatives provide the most. signiflcant examples of this
"development. Because pramot ion of students.from grade to grade will be -
tied very closely 'to the students' performance on- tests developed by the
department, the department is gaining increased au‘thority over curriculum
statewide. Federal projrams did not have anything to do with this change.

_ To a limited extent, cvertain functions developed as a.result of ;
‘federal programs, such as monitoring, have become institutionalized and
are now used for other state purposes. The Special Education Division
provides one illustration of this: people hired under P.L. 94-142 now N
monitor compliance with both the federal and state special education laws
(although the state 's old approach to monltoring special education -- " .
reviewing data on "local applications for aid -- still exists in’ the Office
of Management and Finance, wh ich approves these applicatlons) . -
e . .58 o
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In general, little crossover occurs between federally supported and
state-supported functions. Where this does happen, strong pressures.
operate to bring the federal operations more into line with the state's
traditional way of doing things. An example is unfolding -in the develop-

" ment of a new accreditation process for the parishes which calls for

staff members from all parts of the department to visit a parish and .
monitor all its programs as part of granting the parish continued accredi-

. tation. 1In the pilat stages of this process, friction developed because

staff managing the federal programs -intended to do a much more rigorous -
'kind of monitoring than staff with responsibility for state programs or

" activities. Since this clash coincides with a statewide backlash against -

intensive monitoring of special education, strong pressure is exerted in
behalf of reducing the monitoring. ) -

Changed Intergovernmental Relationships.1 -Federal programs appear
to have increased the state's authority over LEAs, as evidenced by the
regulations and monitoring that have grown under federal sponsorship.. A
local director of a federal program, for example, commented that the
department has "bectme much more of a police type of organization; they're
very much . into monitoring, compliance, regimentation, regulations.”

» S~

One reason for this growth in state authority is s:mely the 1ncreased
size of fhe department, and federal funds have been important in the
growth in staff. Another reason is the state's experience with federal-
Title I audits. Although the state has not reimbursed any federal funds,
®he audits left state officials eager to~ avoxd repeating the experience.

Slmultaneously, though, state initiatives are also increasing the
-department's authority over the parishes. The most striking example is
the statewide adoption of standards for pupil progression fram one grade

- to the next--a policy change that is undoubtedly increasing the state's

authority in curriculum matters. In general, too, the state is gaining -
agthority over LEAS by paying an increasing share of education costs

(56% in 1980 <81).

Federal programs also appear to have altered relations between the
Department of Education and..the federal government. The state's federal
program offices seem quite active. in communicating with U.S. Department of
Education (ED) officials,. although they did not have examples' of policy
changes they had brought about through these channels. They often seek
clarification of requirements, and they offer comments on ‘pending regula-
tions. The federal liaison representative stays in touch with the Congres-
sional delegation, but no one offered examples of federal legislative
changes that Louisiana had initiated.

1

After reviewing this section 6f the case study, the. department ccmmented-
"For the record, tHe state (meaning State Department of Education) has the
authority vested in it by the State Constitution ‘to carry out the wishes
of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, which has its limited
administrative and supervisory powers over local school boards - (Loulsiana
State Cbnstltution, Article 13a). ‘

¢ -
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It struck us that Iouisiana may ne;otiate less with the federal
govermment than other states do because Iouisiana and the federal. govern-
ment have so little common ground. The federal government -is often an
adversary, as in the whole area of civil rights. Some of the aims of
federal programs seem basically alien to the state, with the result that

. state officials see little point in negotiating minor adjustments in these

4 Programs. Lo

-
-

‘Contact with. their coun'terpa‘rts in other states seems to be a lively
and welcome activity for federal program managers in the SEA. Money and
invitations fram the federal government enable’ these managers to travel
out of state to acquire valuable information about” the.programs. One :
respbndent noted that these trips provided ideas about how he might change
his program's' requirements or reporting formats, using ideas from other
states. - He remarked, "That's invaluable. You can't put a price tag on
it."” ~ ,

.

In sum, the size of the louisiana State Department of Education has -
grown, and its functions and capacities have expanded. Part of this,
growth and expansion can be attributed ‘directly to federal program funds.
Bowever, it is striking that’ department offfcxals attribute little influence’
to the federal government's role in the department's development over the
past decade. Wwhile they acknowledge that they réceive and use significant .
--amounts of federal fundmg, the effects of those funds are not generally
thought of as a benefit of federal involvement.J For example, while they
. acknowledge Title V.funding, they seem sure that the Superintendent would
.have been able to accomplish the same changes with state money. Several
pieces of evidence suggest that they may well be correct in this-judgment.
One is that the divisions of Special Education and of Research and Devel op-
‘ment are. apparently succeeding in moving their federally funded staff into
state-~funded positions, a. few at 4 time. Similarly, department magagers
seem fairly confident that if Title V were to disappear, department‘employees
supported by those funds would be picked up by the state; this seems
reasonable because the legislature has already approved Title V expenditures.
An interviewee assocxated with the legislature. confirms that the legislature
®*largely” would continue to support ivhat the Superintendent has done in
the department.

Decreases in categorically funded programs such as Title I will result
in cutbacks in the staff of those programs. However, given the peripheral
'posltion of. these programs in the department's structure, it does not
appear that the decreases will have a significant effect on the department
structure or operat:.ons. :

The Political Environment

Several types of political actors at the state level have the ability
to both affect and be affgcted by federal education programs. These
inc_:lude"t'he state legislature, special interest groups, the State Board of
Education, and the Governor. In addition, the extent to which the SEA
commands a leadership ‘position in the political environment is also important.
All of these factors directly affect whether,, or the extent to which, the
- state has institutionallzed or. w111 institutxonalize federal program

purposes. ‘ ‘ ’ ' ~

. 6uU
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State Legislature. In general, the louisiana state legislature .
~evidences little support for the'goals anq aCtivities funded and” prcmoted

- by the federal programs. This was particularly striking because - education
;7sues are generally a prominent part of the state'’s political scene.
upport’ for federal civil rights activities is largely non-existent among
most of those who hold political power, both in the legislature and out.
The legislature shows little interest ip federal programs (with the
except ifon of vocational education and gpecial education, which are
generally considered to be state ‘rather than federal programs) ., While .
the federal-programs are a welcome source of jobs and funds, the legisla- -
ture would almost surely reorient the federal progranms’ emphases if it
had the authority to do so.

-

' Special Interest Groups. With resPect to the development and
influence of special interest groups, we found little evidence that
fedéral programs had increased either thelr . number or involvement,
JAlthough some education interest groups, 8uch as teacher organizations ‘do
exist, they are lgss active and influential than their cdunterparts in
‘other states. In addition, with the possible exception of special
education students, we heard of po visiple interest groups: representing
.special needs students. The growth of the gtate'y special education
prograi was attr ibuted by many interviewees to the lobbying.efforts of
advocacy groups; however, no specific group was ever mentioned by name.
Similarly, although Titl® I does not now Seem to be backed by an interest
group at the state level, Title I staff hembers were mentioned as a -
-fairly strong constituency for the program, One interviewee familiad =
with the legislature opined that federal cutbacks in the Title I program
‘'would be compensated for in part by the State because of this group. of
supporters. In sus, however, although there was s.ome evidence of special-
interest groups supporting the federal progr ams at *the district level,.
there was little evidence of their influehce at the State level. -

The State Board -of Education and the Governor. The State Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education must fQrmally approve the plans
submitted by the department for federal Programs. Relative to other
state policy issues, however, these federdl programs are not of central
interest to the board. For example, one federal prodram adm*nistrator
commented that his program‘is "not a big deal to the board." S

The current Governor has evinced int®rest in education. Bowever,
‘ neither the goals nor the content of the federal prodrams are among his .
 priorities. ' ‘ \ : .
‘ SEA Leadership in the Political Sygggg. The state Department of
Education gets along well with the state legislature and has been able to
draft most of the key legislation affectihg educatiofl in recent years.
This appears to be due, in large part, tO the Superintendent's political
strength in the state. However, to undefStand the operation of federal
education programs within the state( it is impbrtant to understand that

° L o

)

Upon review:.ng a draft of this case 'study, the Iouisiana State Department
of Education disagreed-with this analysis pointing to the ‘state board's
role in appointing the ESEA Title IV AdviSory Committee and in determining
'vocational education policies.

N
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support for the ‘goals and activities of federal programs (éxc‘ept for
vocational education and special education) is not extensive within the
department and - is minimal outside it, For, example:

o Several department staff members indicated lack of agreement
. with the Title I program's.focus on high-poverty attendance
5 areas and on students with greatest need."” B
o  One department official indicated that on a statewide basis,
Titlg I is perceived as "a kind of giveaway to the poor®™ and is
thefefore not as politically 'attractive as a program like
special education.

0. Another department official noted a general impression that
" Title I is “a welfare program.” He also noted that he felt the
{ real intention of the program should be to serve students who
. could get up to grade level hot those Kin the lowest percentiles.

"o One interviewee characterized. Title I as a source of job patronage
for Black people, especially for teaching aide positions. Be
also said he ' personally disagrees with the program's philosophy
because it rfesults in a "watered-down-educational' program.".

Finally, as has been discussed earlier, there is little support fran the
SEA for civil right§ activities.

InstitutionalizatiOn of Services. With the exception of special
education, we found little institutionalization of federal program goals
or operations for special needs students into education operations at the
state level in Louisiana. In general, the federal programs are not .
politically visible, nor are they in the mainstream of SEA operations.
Although it is difficult to judge the extent to whi®h federal provisions
for special needs students would prevent cutbacks in their services
should overall funding for education be reduced, it does seem unlikely
that most federally sponsored services would be continued. For ° .
example, Louisiana. is unlikely to develop a remedial program with Title -
I's tangeting provisions everx) though it is currently considering the
establishment of an extensivel state remedial program. MNo one was willing
to speculate on the future of the state special education progran if P.L.
94-142 went away or were substantially altered.

- P [aY

Effects on Policies and Programs
. A

We now turn to an examination Qf the way the Louisiana State Depart-
ment of Education.manages federal programs, and how federal programs and

Upon reviewing a. draft of this case study, the State Department of
Education disagreed with’this analysis.

S
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state priorities have influenced each other in this state. The most
str iking general finding- hete 'is that federal ard state educational ..

" activities are kept essentially gseparate fram each other. This is evident
in the’ limited influence that state priorities and federal program manage--
ment at the state level had on each other, and .in the minimal interactions
between federal and state programs.

The Influence of State Priorities on Federal Programs. Overall,

the state policy priorities pertaining to elementary and secondary h
education in Iouisiana are substantially different fram those of federal

- programs. State prigrities in both the legislature and the State’
Department of Education are currently focused on the "regular™ program
tas opposed/to serving special needs or target student populations) .
Efforts to upgrade the skills of all students and teachers are. the
‘prioritiffs in the state. The competency—based education (CBE) program
for stugents involves the incremental introduction of standardiZed
testing’in each grade. Plans call for remedial programs, many of which
will be provided after regular school hours and during the summer, to
accompany the tests. v

4

The role of federal programs is both substantively and operationally
separate fram these efforts. For example/we were told of virtually no
efforts to integrate Title I activities with the remediation aspects of
the CBE program. The administration of federal programs within the SEA _
is quite separate fram other SEA activities. Because the equal opportunity
forces of most ‘federal programs are notably different fram state educational
priorities, feu efforts to guide or coordinate the federal programs are
made by top man}gers in the department. Department:-officials do\appear to
recognize, however, that the federal programs provide a source of staff
.support for the SEA as well as a source of funds for outside contracting.

‘The most notaBle exception to the separation of federal and state.
¢ programs is special education: a state-sponsored counterpart exists to -
P.L. 94-142, Act 754, which provides services for handicapped and ‘other
cial needs students. These two programs are operated as one prOgran by
e office in the department. Vocational education enjoys political - and
cial support fram the state but is run independently of the other
ular” education programs. ,

.

v‘ In. general the department, i'nterprets federal progr am regula ions in
za conser ative manner. This conservatism is partxcularly clear iff the:

Tltl? ¥ program, which, for exaﬁble, limits local Title I programs “to

5bffe instruction in only reading and math.

. -° :rhere%little evidence at either the state or the local level of
"notable paper k requirements originating from the department's admini-
_stration of federal programs. The only exception’to this appears.to be in
the Title I program. The state office has compiled a lengthy elaboration
and interpretation of Title I regulations and guidelines, which sets out
\yacal reporting requirepents in detail and requires sqme limited supple-

mentary reporting. ,

o
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v The department does not appear to elabor ate federal tardgeting and
enforcement provisions. There appeared to be a general tendency to "stay
out of trouble,® as one administrator 3aid, by keeping within federal
rules, but no interest in tightening. or supplementing federal program
prcvxsions. In sum, the department tends to isolate federal programs
administratively and to do little to elaborate on ‘federal program require-’
ments. . PO

The Influence of Federal Program Signals on State Policies and
Practices. State policymaking has not been much influenced by federal
programs. Only one state initiative for a special needs population was
stimulated by a federal program: P.L. 94-142 was -evidently a major
stimulus for the passage of the state's special ‘education law, Act 754.
(A court decision mandating that children be returned fram out-of-state
institutions also contributed to this state: legislation )

® Otherwise, Louisiana has a striking absence of equity’ efforts, new
programs, or. leadership agendas. ‘to benefit those special needs populations
defined by federal programs. The new remedial program associated with the
state's competency testing will be aimed at shcial educational needs
(those students who fail the tests), but there is no evidence that this
initiative was in any way stimulated by federal involvement. ’

Few of the regulations or administrative practices introduced by'
federal programs have been adopted .in Iouisiana's state" iniﬁ\atives. -
Only the -ideas of evaluation and needs assessment seem to. have been
adopted fram federal programs for regular state programs to any notable
extent; even there disentangling the effects of the ‘accountability
movement is dlfficult. The fiscal accounting requirements from the
federal level have not been used in state programs,s«and most state
program offices do much less in the way of monitoring and enforcement
than do the federal program offices.

The notable e}ception to this is the state's special education
program, Act 754, which resembles P.L. 94-142 in most ways and has comple-
mentary objectives. Like P.L. 94~ ~142, it is a service mandate under which-
services are funded by state and local funds.- It is alkso .notable that :
the state s politically popular Gifted and Talented program is part of
Act 754 and that these students are covered by the umbrella of state
mandates modelled after federal ones. Finally, there is also a modest
state program for ,reading improvement, called SPUR, which was modelled
.after Right to Re )

: uisiana has developed few policies for civil rights the area of
eit desegregation or sex equity. Desegregation in the state has
happe .largely at the instigation of federal court orders and ‘'has been
veéry unﬂgpular. In general, department officials gave the 1mpression
that - afihough many of these civil rights activities were focused on
schools, @ﬁhey did not consider them an "educational" issue nor did they
wish to ‘Peyidentified with them. The more general outcome of federal
desegregat 'n efforts - appeags ‘to be a general dislike and distrust of any

’form;of,! al participation in education. Likewise sex equity is given
very littl support by the state, and several 1nterviewees questioned its

'relevance’ to educ ation .
K 4
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v federal and state pgograms’ came up in special education., Iouisiana's

‘ _'io>n) , and’ the s’ervices wi
“Yrather than during reg

The Consequences of Federal 3-nd State Program Interactions.

' Because federal programs tend to operate separately  fram department
priorities and other activities, Louisiana experiences few of the
difficulties that sometimes come fraom the interactions of closely

related programs. Nor do the federal prograns interfere much with other
local or state priorities or” activities. ' Interactions and coordinat1on .

"across programs are,\.in general, minimal.

.One of the few examples of conflict between prbvisions of related

law provides for setvice to slow leaxners," while the federal law
does not, A-district,that’ was being s¢rutinized by federal officials

- fram .OCR was chided fox using ‘its handicapped program to serve slow -
. learners;.the distri‘.ot's progr am {nanager had to convince them that the
""local program® was in compliance with state law. .-

With relatively l1t;t;Le, state pranotion of programs for special
needs students, there. is gen ally little competition between regular
ST ‘local level. The exception is "in the area

al level dissatisfaction with funding for
that progr » ’
. . : : S . - ) 1)
The T -;p' posed in conjunction witd the state's
CBE priggré ; él tg qompete in terms of either funding or

; ither, because the department is seeking

2 f ogran, (ahd will require no local contr ibut~
- be offered in the summer and after school

¥ school hours), it appears that this will not

conflict with regular()dcal operations. The remedial program is expected

services wi’t
full s‘tate f

to operate autonomousYy from Title I, although it may provide funds with

which dlstricts can-hjre former Title I teachers if that program loses

funds. . Coe

: We looked for ev1dence that federal prograns constitute a burden to
the~SEA or that they conf11ct with other department activities. Instead,
we found considerable federal contr ibutions to the department. The

-federal cdntr ibut ion to .the department's size and capacities was discussed
eaplier. 1In 1980-81, 36% of the department's administrative sup t came

from federal funds. Thus, slightly over one~third of the departm nt'

\activ1t1es and staff are federally supported. ' N

At the state level, we heard. very few ccmplaints about the adminl-

-strative burden of the federal .presence with respect. to e1ther federal

programs specif1cally or state operations in general. For example, one
program director said he felt that the federal program- pays for its .
paperwork. . i

Diverse federal and state programs are characterized by l:united

: coordination at the state. level. For example, although all the ESEA
Jprograms were consolidated ipto one division of the department two years
ago, little programmatic interactiogccurs among their staffs. ‘The *

recent efforts td monitor all feder and state programs jointly has
underscored the traditional separatign among' programs since there has
been so much difficulty in pooling efforts for this undertaking.

. -~
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virtually the only- example of coordination we found was that sp;‘ ial
education staff members have helped in the administration of Title IV
funds for the handicapped. The general state of affairs was exemplifi
by a program director who said that he would "like to" coordinate with

other programs "at some time." . A -
L. wb
% . . Summary - ‘ o i
State Context « .
: : e

o Iouisiana ig socially conservative. The state's current prioritjes
ceénter on economiq development and growth, not on the provision of
social services. , . ~

J . 4 .

o " The state has enjoyed an econamic hoom as mineral extraction
and processing industries have developed. Recently, though, a°
revenue shortfall has been projected. ’

o There is a lively and contentious political tradition. In
~ _education, this is reflected in the relationships between the
- . Superintendent and other politicians such as the Governor and
members of the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education.
Patronage plays an important role 1n state politics.

o The state pays a large share of the costs of elementary and
secondary education -- 56%, canpared with 33% from the local
level and 11% from the federal.

o The federal presence in education is especially noted for two .
‘things in. Louistana: y

R
i3

~— school deségregation, wh ich has been a highly _unpopular
process; and .

- == the Title I audits of the early 1§708, wh ich turned up substan—
tial abuses.

‘© The Super‘iatendent,-'Kelly Nix, has concentrated his efforts on

) upgrading the standards of the regular education program (e.g.,
through competency testing and remediation). Be has not sought to .
put a distinctive impr mt on the state adm1n1stration of federal

programs. -

The SEA as an Organization

o Federal funds clearly have contr ibuted to the growth of the
- department, although department officials believe that the state
legislature would have been willing 'to finance much of the
growth."' . ] T
) Such functions as monitoring and evaluation have increased, as "‘
have state activities in curriculum and technical ‘assistance.

-
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State Pol itical Environment

-] Iouisiana displays little support for federal equal opportun ity
*  'goals in education,-although education is a political issue
in the state. ‘rhis is true inside the department as well as
outside. . . A = L r
o Relatively speaking, special interest groups in. education are less
< active in Louisiana than in other states.

J
=T ¢
- s

a
o

State Management of Federal Programs

o Programs are administered cautiously and conservatively S0 as not
to run into audit problems.

o Speci.al education and Title I have been characterized by active
monitoring for ccmpliance.

2

o The state does not take initiative on r:ivil rights, -although a few:
s " ' past efforts were made to respond to problems associated-with

school deseg;egation.

"

State and Federal Program Interactions

.

‘0 Most federal and state prograns do not. interact. much because
most state init1at1ves fall in the area of general education. _—

o The exception is in. special education, where there is gugood 'it/ .»‘;
between“fﬁe federal and state laws. B A T
R
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.. MASSACHUSETTS STATE PROFILE A
3 _ Jane Sjogrenf . < .
L - . Brenda J. Turnbull A .
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Intsoduction.

b ’ . . ' ~ &‘ ‘ ’%
‘ The first of, the original ‘thirteen coIOnies to establish a locally
funded system of public education, Massachusetts has longstanding tradi-
tions of providing social and public services for its citizens and of - ﬁ{’
strong local control in their provision. Public responsibility for the

. social welfare of its citizens continues to bé an important characteristic
of the state.. In recent years, however, this social and political
priority has been ‘both highlighted and undermined by unstable economic -

¢ conditions and by increasing public conservatism at state and national
levels. : . : -

« i * -

Massachusetts is also characterized by a sophisticated and deeply .
“entrenched political system, which functions largely wjthin-the Democratic
party. Political influence and political considerations tend to be
critical aspects of public policy decision-making at both state and local

- levels.

‘The Social, Political, and Economic Environment of the State B

AS a port of entry for many immigrant groups, ‘the. State developed a
*very heterogenous gopula&ion. In part bggause of the diversity of needs
+ among its population and. because of its t?aditional stance favoring .
. .public responsibility for. social welfare, the state offers a wide range
" of publicly sponsored social services which have substantial financial
wnsupport from the public sector. Social welfale -services ‘such as family ~
. Welfare, unemployment compensation, and 9ld age assistance are funded at
high levels relative to most other states. Other’ non-welfbre services,.
such as public libraries and other facilities, are well supported too.
. Massathusetts also has a tradition. of private and philanthropical suﬁport
3for many public and welfare-rélated services.

N

The political environment of the state is characterized by a high .
level of political\activity. Local and state politicians are very
visible. Interest groups of all ‘types are ‘numerdus,.active, arid often .
‘influential; at both state and local levels. Although bipartisan_ political
activity is limited in this heavily Democratic state, primary elections
have high voter turnout. Public offices are widely sought, and. competi-=
tion for them is often fierce. At the same time, perhaps becaupse of the
importance of the state's political 1{fe, political connections are -
powerful ones, Indeed, misuse of std}e public office or of public fund
has occurred with some frequency. F example, several members of the’
state legislature and 3f the State Department of Educatiof were copvicted

'“and ultimately imprisoned several years ago in a widely publicized case
, {Uhcovered by the Department itself)'in¥olving' bribery a?almisuse of -
public funds for vocational education.\_ s A .




¥

In additlon to having an activﬁ state - political syatem, Massachusetts :
has made substantial political contributions at the federal level. Both
historically and currently, many important elected positions at the
federal level have beern held by "Bay Staters." As a result, Massachusetts
has benefitted from its. federal connections, particularly dur ing Democratic

administratimia. ‘ N

<

- Governor Edward King's administration is generally considered to be

A :

Another factor tppt contributes to the influence. of the political
system in the state ‘is the fact that a large portion of éhe state's labor
force, approximately 158, is represented by state,amd local public .
employees. Most groups of public employees, especially m\ﬁicipal employees

"(including- public elementary and secondary schqgl teachers‘é, are unionized.

Many of these unions enjoy strong political suppOrt and: infwence, and

~until recently: benefitted fr?n statewide binding arbitratiom

Economic conditions in the state dur ing the last s&veral decaées
have had a large impact on the social and political climate. Although
Massachusetts has been cons1dered a high-wealth state and has a very
high levelffof tax effort), the state's economy has been subject to a
number of severe economic fluctuations since World wWar 1I. oOver the last

decade.'and a half, economic conditions have gradually impr oved, although
.somewhat unevenly. Several national economic problems, however, such ds

the increase"‘in prices of petroleum-related products, havg.ahad adverse
impacts. on the state's economy. State economic circumstaqges, as well as -

13

.national ttrends, have contributed to the recent movement toward both

fiscal and social conservatism in this tradltionally liberal State.

flscally and socially conservative as well as "pro business,' despite its '
Democratic party ties. For example, it has pursued -a  "no growth" policy. '
toward'state spending. Nonetheles¥) taxatdon levels in Massachusetts
continue to be among the highest in the nation. -_-l‘;, ‘ . g o

. {" - - - ety
Perhaps the most J.mportant outcane of the ‘Btate’'s trend to socxal

and fiscal conservatism was the passage, two yéars ago, of ‘a restr ictive

[ 4

Ty

-'propert tax limitation law, popularly known as Propositionﬂ—vz, which

1imits ocal property taxes to 2- -1/2% of assessed valuation, - M.m:.c:.pali-
ties currerf®ly levying taxes in excess of. ,this are requlred by state law .
to reduce property taxes by 1%5 per year until the limit i8 reached. ,‘

From a political perspective; /the passage of this law was'generaily s <
interpreted as an indication of voter dissatisfaction not only with .the -  »
property tax and its inequities, but more generally with the high level *
of taxation in ‘the state and with inefficiencies in. theé operation of" the
public sector. 1Indeed, the taxpayer groups which were instrumental in the ‘
initiation of the legislation promoted thedcampaign by focusing on the :

'problems of poorly administeredpublic services.’ Although it was P

clear that in most caseg Proposition 2-1/2 wogﬁid initial],y decrease local .

_'spending levels, especially in urban areds. \am% demand for public.
‘services is high, the long-term consequences of the law on the level of

support for ‘public gervices are not clea Many municipalities have
begun to freeze or reduce municipal emﬁ"ls‘Yment and, ‘ultimately, services.
(State anployment is also frozen at current 1 ‘i However, munici-
palities are currently under state: cburt ordeg revalue all property at

e
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full market value. (Most are substantially and unevenly undervalued.) =

This is expected to significantly alter both the size and the distribu~
tion of the property tax base throughout the state. In addition, the
state has promised increased local aid. Given the state~level effort
to limit its spending, it is not clear what ch%nges in"state aid to _—
municipalities will occur. Overall, the state-wide effects of Propositdon W
2-1/2 are not yet clear. ’ : .

wre At the same time, localities generally resent the state's imposition;.'
of certain state-mandated costs and services, espécially in the. area of .
public education., Although the Governor's office promised compensation to -

. localities for the effects of Proposition 2-1/2, many municipalities are’ ‘"~
especially unhéppy about the effect§ of the property tax limitation at a
time of, émited state ,spending and increasing costs for public sector
activit suchzas eduqatign. oo .

, -l ¢)" L .
Edug,a%ﬂ‘mﬂ;fh:&;tate Environment % o
e
Iic elementary and secondary education in Massachusetts: has a
vpdition ofﬁlocal control.’ Given the size of enrollments in’
elbmentary and_secondary schools in the state, 1,035,000 in
.19 0 81, Maséichusetts has.a large number of . distyi&ts, 436, many of
which have small numbers of students. (Most -school districts are
'gdbéraphically coterminous with and operated as part of municipalities.)
;Thgfstrength of local control is reflected in the .large (by national .
wétandards) share of local funding for elementary and secondary education, .. .
. 54% of the total. The stateshare is .39%, and federal funds account for
the remaining ‘seven percept.” While there is an explicit, effort to
increase the state share of funding for education, there has been a slight
decline in the share of the state budget going to public elementary and
secondary education in recent years. . - =

The level of expenditures per student in Massachusetts is ‘high by
national standards, at $2,629 (in 1978-79). This high expenditure level
is attributable both.to relatively high educational costs and to the
priority g!ven to education; however, estimating the relative impacts of
these factors is difficult. For example, teacher salaries in Mgssachusetts
are approximately 138% of ‘the national average for 1980. Some attribute

o

1All expenditure f1gurea in this report are for 1980-81 unless otherwise
specified. 6

P
'.‘e

These figures are based on a naé§0nal comparison prepared by the

National Q%nter for Education Statistics -~ Digest of Educatdion Statistics,
1981, Figures compiled and used by the Massachusetts State Déepartment
of Education,%however, indicate that the local share is 628, the state’
share 35%,-;@3 the federal share five percent. (The figures do nqt{add to

1008 because of rounding.)
‘ R SN
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the high level of spending per student to the increase in-services
(particularly mandatéd services) per student. In addition, enrollments
have declined substanually in Massachpsetts over the last decade, by
nearly 12%, = R
Education is not considered to be a major pol1t1ca1 concern at thg
state level: State legislators do not consider.it an important political .
issue, .and the current governor abolished the cabinet-level position in
‘education. FHowever, increasing costs, declining enrol].rnents, state-

mandated Services, and” the effects of Proposition 2-1/2 hav; caksed
- eriticalligsues and in many ways have’ exacerbated locdl ! agbfithent of the
state role in education and made education. an important"", t the

local level.

The state has ‘a wide range of educatl.on interest gt 'p "y fnany of .
which are politxcally active. These include the parents of hand1capped
'students, teacher unions, minority groups, and citizen- groups such as
those representing school committee members. Mag ‘of  these groups, have,,%

t

* been very active at various times in the recen st+ in developing,
support for Current state’ educatmn laws and servxce mandates, espetu

"tHose for sp601al needs students, - : v . T .4’;\:..‘
The 1nfluence of intereést groyps on service;: requiranents and - educa-« "
tional costs is partlcularly important within the context of Propos1tion
2-1/2, The passage of this law is likely to have *profound long-term
effects on the operation of public educatién in Magsachuketts fog-t
‘reasons. - First, the imposition of a local property tax limit in a. sy tem‘
whichﬂ%lles heavily on local revenues as a source of Sup&t for edn
tion ¥t strongly and immediately felt in "local school systems. Seconﬂ",
an important aspect of Proposition 2-1/2 was that it ended the“fiscak -
autonomy:of Local school comnuttees. .Previously, budget# *ppssed by
school committee had to be financed by the municipality wlth its revenues:
from local and state sources. ' This arrangement gave school comnuttees
extens1ve power over municipal budgets and spending. Many people attr i-
buted the increase in educational costs and’ in munzcipal fiscal difficul-
ties to this system. Under the new law, munic1pa11t1es now have full
_budgetary and, spend ing authorﬁy’% local public educatmn.
N My
Massachusetts has an: exten8ive and pollticallg 1nfluent1al non-publlc
scbool ‘'segment which. accounted for app‘gaq;maﬁw.y g% of all schools and
12% of elementary and secondary school: ehrollments” in 1980-81. .Although
there are a number of sécular non-publ .schools, many of which are
~Well-established and. nationally recognized, Roman Catholic schools = .
‘account for most (76%) of the non-public elementary and secondary schools.
Non-public school attendance has increased sharply over the last decade,
part1cularly in rurbanhareas. .

S
ey,
L“‘o.j-';‘
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Education Policy Within the State . e

oo _ . . S
Structure of Education Policy ‘ '
[N .

Historical Review. In the early years of ESEA, the Massachusetts
Department of Education was a notoriously weak adengy, devoted to "the
religion of localism"™ to the point of being reluctant to award funds :

s selectively or .to monitor and enforce federal requirements. This
changed in the early 1970s, apparently because of factors within the

~ state. First, interest groups representing special needs students won
the enactment of state legislation for these students -- racial minorities,
-language minorities, girls, and the, hapdicapped. Most of these laws
antedated their federal counterparts. A second reason for the change in
the department was the appointment of Commissioner Gregory ‘Anrig, who
diqa not hesitate to enforce the stat? laws aggressively. 3 .

~

Civil rights issues have been-4he major focal points for the depart-
‘ment over the’ past decade. “This ‘has’ been the case at' a ‘time when. sqhool
desegregation has caused great socials ard political turmoil in “the” state,
especially in Boston.: Consequently, within-a few: year'*after the enact-
ment of the state's progressive education legislatiom, fﬁéie was scan
support in”the'ﬁegislature For enforcement of civil right’ Feder
funds have;. therefore, been important in suppor ting am&f,_;;”'
department's activism. - N .

;unlikely to be changed in major ways soon, larqgely because théﬁv
groups that originally advocated them are stilk strong, #ha numét,
cases have upheld the laws. The local financial strain occasioned by
Proposition 2-1/2 has not yet altered the state's education laws, although
a bill introduced in 1982 would have earmarked for education some state
aid provided to cities and towng.

. "’* -

One recent change is the appointment at th beginning of 1982 of a
new Commissioner, John Lawson. He said in an in iew that he believes
the department cotild now lessen its emphasis bn 1ftoring local districts

..and sghould turn its attention to curriculum. ' : ' -

Major Programs. The great bulk of state aid to education'is distri-
buted in a weighted formula; categorical programs are .few in number and
small in size. Stite mandates protect the rights of most major categories
of special needs students. The mandates include:

~

. T Coe ,

4{ o Chapter 71A, the Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) law
enacted in 1971, outlines the components of bilingual programs
that must be provided to students of limited English-speaking
ability.. ' ) -

.

i \n

1Berke, Joel? S., & Kirst, Michael ‘W. Federal Aid to Education: Who.
Benefits? Who Governs? Lexingtof, Masi.: Lexington Books, 1972; Murphy,
Jerome T. State Education Agencies and Discretionary Funds, Lexington,
Mass,: Lexington Books, 1974, , - 3

(, b . ) b v ‘ ’

{
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o Chapter 622, also dating from 1971, requires the provision of w B
equal educational oppor tunity regardless of race, color, sex,
religion, or nat'ional origin. This law, which antedated
federal Title IX, has beén the major spur to sex equity
Massachusetts.

o Chapter 766, passed in 1972 for implementation two years later,
addresses the education of the handicapped. It contains several

- provisions that were.to. reappear in P.L. 94-142 -- least restric-
tive environment, individualized education programs (IEPs),

" parent involvement . pzoceduzes, and others. The state regulations

" for the handicapped are bath broader and- mor e stringent than the

“federal ones« iy e T S AR B

b
Funding Systems and Levels. Before 1978, groups such

educators would lobby for increases in their program funds =-- at the v
expense of other groups, if necessary. In an effort to reduce this kind
of struggle and to increase the equalization of. resources among districts,
the department of education won the amendment of Chapter 70, the law
distributing state support to local districts. The .new Chapter 70~ formula
includes pupil weightingaﬁﬁﬁr“the handicapped, students in vocational ~
programs, students in-TBE, and low-income students. The formula,glso
includes a factor that increases the funding for districts with low
equalized property wealth. Proponents of Chapter 70 planned that as
state support increased over the years, the formula would have a more and

" more equalizing effect since the original "save-harmless™ guarantees f%
would lose their force. However, funding has.not increased much, with f%
the result that the save-harmless provision still assures many wealthier

districts their original levels of support. v »)ﬁ?

Although a district s Chapter 70 aid is partly determined‘by the\
gize‘of its’ spec1al needs populations, the concept of local control )
.+ precludes any effective state role ip ensuring that funds are spent on

these ‘students. . The local allocation arrives as a lump sum payment’ to
jamunicipal authorities, with no itemization of how many dollar ere
generated by each group of students.

- .

. Indeed, there is no way to ‘be sure: that Chapter 70 agg is spent on
education at all. The funds go to the city or town, riot! to the. school

board or -district office. This fact made little difference.in the past’
‘when logcal school boards had "fiscal autonomy" --"that is, they set the
local education budget, and the town was obliged to come up with the ,
funds.' But; propos1tion 2-1/2, by ending fiscal autonomy, has made the o
"schools just one of “the many contenders for a community's local and state-
funds.

In ‘dition t6 Chaptér 70 aid, the state provides small sums in
- categorical aid. Most notably, $17.6 million goes to dist ts for
mprojects related to desegregation. -

1580-81, state schoo aid amounted to $967 5 million and accounted
joximately 35- 39% of tpbtal expend1tures for elementary and secondary
¥ (See Footnote 2 on Page 5) Chapter 70-aid has

73
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y Actors. Key government figures elected in Massachuaétts reported-
ly aréfnot very interested in educaggon, perhaps viewing ‘4t~ as a local

matter.

Governor Edward King, recently defeated by Michael Dukakis,

launched no initiatives for element&ry”aﬁd secondary education, although

* the governor's office of Administration and Finance plays an important
role in deciding on funding for education,and staffing for the department.
According to legislators, legislative staff, and others, ‘leaders in -the
legislature show a similar lack of interest in the public schools... Hgo. .

‘ Thus newly appointedipommissioner ‘Lawsonr is the most visible state

f{government official on the elementary-secondary education scene. Another
’?important figuse :is the Executive Deputy Commissioner, Michael Daly, who
in his former capacity as a state legislator co-authored much of the
state's education legislation.

<

Groups representing special needs students, especially the handi-k'

capped,

are influential in education matters. The teachers' unions also

carry weight, the Massachu8etts Teachers' Association in particular.
Increasingly,- taxpayers' groups are influential in all areas of policy-
‘making at the state level. The key actors also include a few members of .
the legislature (but not its ledders) and some local superiﬁﬁendents.

‘Formally, the State Board of Education is”’respongible for a great
deal of policymaking. In- the past, Hhe board has been amenable to most.
recommendations from the department, but recently it has overruled
the department on one ‘or two matters. The 12 board members are appGinted
by the Governor for up to two five-year terms. There has been speculatidn
among some observers that the board has ‘become more conservative recently
and less likely to take the strong stances in favor of equal opportynity

- that characterized it in the past.' Evidence to date, however, is- not

clear.

The courts have been important actors in desedregation.' Federal
Judge W. Arthur Garrity, Jr. has in Rny ways controlled the Boston
schools since 1974. The Department ducation often involves the
courts in educational mat%ers when itbtakes school districtsqp% ‘court for
alleged inequities. (Federal funds support the general counsel g ‘office

. . .A'-_.

in these actions.) j - .d:'F'-'gti g

~ s . Pt

Organizationhl Divisions and Operating Style. The department has*

five divisions (see Figure 1), each operating,yith algood deal of autonomy. *

They ares

[¢]

‘
36 L

School Facilities and’ Related Services - admin1sters the school

- food services program' provides funds for assistance in building

schools; and carries out other management services.

Occupational Education -- allocates vocational education funds .__.g%&

. o local high schools, area vocational-technical schools, and )
'-postsecondary ‘institutions. This division has a variety of other
‘responsibilities such as oversight of proprietary schools, training
“for firefighters, etc.: -

¢ 4)"
YV ‘a 4y .‘ y
b *
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o Admmistration and Personnel -- calculates local allocations under

Chapter 70 (the gener operating aid formula); develops the
.department's budget; es most of the data collection, processing,
and reporting; and handles internal personnel matters such as
collective bargaining. s
o Special Education -- oversees the implementation of P.L. 94-142 and
Chapter 766; it has responsibility for grants management, the appeals
process, and the bureaubf institut ional schools% .
¢ ' P
o Curriculum and Instruction -- housgs the federal programs other
than vocational education, special education, and school lunch.
This includes the Elementary and Secondary Education. Att (ESEA)
Titles I, II, angd IV; the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA);
bilingual education (federal and state); adult. education; and
teacher-tr aining funds provided under various categoricals, which
e are pooled to support the Commonwealth Inservice Institute
e .program of small grants for local projects. ’

The Equal Education Opportunity Bureau, loc¢ated org_an1zatmonally 1n
the Commissioner's office, has a staff of 22 professionals, who monitor
and assist'local districts ‘in complying with state and feaeral laws
pertaining to equal opportunity.

On ‘most day-to-day matters, the d1V1S1ons work . 1nd'ependently from one
another. This has led some obser¥ers within the department to characterize
them as "fiefdams." They suggest that.the divisions of Special Education
and Occupational Education, which have difect channels to federal funds and
regulations, are part1cular;y likely to Operate independently from the other
divisions. The former Qommissioner was not displeased with the indepen-
dence of the d1V1s1gns\, he spys that he delegated many decisions to them,
and that on importan® matters they followed his lead. Emphasizing the
need for the .department to speak pubYicly with one voice, he forbade
depar tment staff to work independently with members of the legislature.

The new Commissioner does not se satisfied with the extent of coordina-
tion among d1v1s:.ons, however. indicated he plans to engage the

associate comnussmners in more -group decision-making. i

"We noticed that the strongest horizontal t1es within the department
seem to be at the middle and lower levels. - Many of these ties result
from personal fr iendships between long-time staff’ members, many of -
whom have worked in seVeral programs.

=,

1}
A significant feature of the depart:nent's organization is the amount

‘of responsibility given- tol the six regional offices. These offices house

a total of nearly 200 professionals. Regional office staff are the )
. primary contact people for local district administrators. The.department's
central headquarters houses the program managers and staff offices. Thus
policy id\ made centrally, but most program oper&tons take place in the
. regional offices. :

.

The department's operating style has been assertive, eve.n pugnacious,
in dealings with local districts and with washington. = State’ laws ‘have
- given the department considerable authority to monitor, aud1t, and ’
d,’

hY
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R atellegal action when services for special needs students are in
~Ajs ion. Although fhe department also prov1des assistance, most of

enacted some of its laws for special needs students more r"&ntly than
Massachusetts, can benefit from 1earning how the state does things.

- The depargqfnt has a strong sense of professionalism, but the
profession is no necessarily education. For example, two key members of -
the Commissioner's staff said in interviews, 'I'm not an educator®™ and

, went on to describe other professional identities. Legal, analytic, and
‘political know-how -are valued in the department's \upper echelons. This .
reflects the department's emphasis on monitoring legal compllance as a !
means to,providing educational leadership. Educators are more. in evidence
at lower levels of the department, where the interactions with districts
generally take place. | . R

We ‘heard mixed reports, on thqacaliber of the department's staff.
Despite a substantial-increase in 1981, salaries are low. -One superinten-
dent commented that a senior educational specialist in the debartment who
eafns $22,000 per year is not likely to be very knowledgeable when compared

" with*a school principal who earns $33,000. On the-other hand, a program

»manager in another district said the department attracts some highly
skilled young people who spend a year or two in a regional office while -
1ooking around for good management pos1tions in districts. | o

* -
L -

Operation of Federal and State Programs . o }A‘”r Cou

Ty

Prggrams for Special Needs Students.; Education policy in,Massachusetts
is dominated by programs and mandates for special needs students. In fact, '
there is talk of a backlash among supporters of the regular education. "*0'
programs { members of the State Board of Education and the legislature are v‘h
among . th e ;aying that “the regular kid¥ needs spokesmen too, Advocates;?ﬁ,
of programs ﬁob the gifted and talented have also shown .8igns of a ) T
backlash agatn3§ he other special programs. . Still, none of. this has )

produced leq Ldtion, and both the laws on the books and the department ‘s -*
adm;nlstrativb.ﬁ'rfa nce reéeflect the strong influence of special needs
interest grohps, jh\general, people in the department report that there

is an excellqnt £it between state and federal programs for special needs
_students. oA . :

General Educatjon. Little of the department's .energy goes into

_programs in general education, reflecting both, the state education laws

and ttaditions.. However, the new Commissioner has stated that he intends
to increase the department' s technicalaassistance in curriculum -- C)
an increase that, he recognizes, will have to come at the expense of some.
compliance monitoring of é&e special needs laws. State administrative
activities under Chapter of . the Education Consolidation and Improvement
‘Act (ECIA) will include such technical assistance.

hY
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.upgr ade ali stuients basi ”skills. ‘Title IEX of ESEA; although very

limited in its Xunding _($140,000 in 1981-82), provided some help in.
implementing this policy. “The Massachusetts policy on basic skills

differs from those of other states in"two ways: the tests are not to

used for promotion or, ‘graduation of students; and the choice of what material -
to test is left largely in local hands (until high' school, on the ration-
ale that graduating students should have a core set of skills).

~ N

Education of the Handicapped. Chapter 766 closely resembles P.L.
'94-142-.and contains more detailed prescriptions than the federal law.
Local special education administrators seem to follow the .réquirements of
Chapter 766, knowi that this will keep them in compliance with the
federal law as well. X ’

Chapter 766-has always been a- contvquer24a1 law at the local level.
Proposition 2-1/2 has heightened the resentment over the steady or
increasing, costs of special education that must be paid out of shrinklng

local budgets.

At the\state level two issues in the relationship between Chapter
4§§6 and P.L. 94-142 have.been irksome to the department: "

o The federal -law requlres that data be collected and reported on
the number, of students identified: who. have: each type ‘__handicapv
ping condition. Massachusetts, however, forbxds thj

’ stud nts in. this way, classifying them instead by.-t A
# '- whidl} they.receive :services. After fommer Commigs OR#L/ An:
threatened to sue the U.S. Office of Education over 5[

Massachusetts was permitted to work out its own reporting system, "

o Theoretlcally, the supplement-not~supplant requirement in P.L.
.94-142 results in the use of federal dollars for nonessent ial
*support services in distr icts--and, according™to SEA staff, this
‘breeds resentment at a time when district programs in regular
. education are being- cut back. The department applied for a
o ' waiver of the supplement-not-supplant requirement in 1978,
. primarily in order to forc@ the federal gwernment to define the
' "dcceptable flexibility in this requirement. We found no aware- .
! negs in d1str1cts, however, that /this is or was an issue, nor
' d1d it appear to be a source of active concern to the depar tment.

' Vocatlonal Education. State aid for vocational education, provided
through a weighting in the Chapter 70 formula, reimburses d1stricts for

their .expenditures, but federal aid.is proyided up front for local -
projects. Thus the five percent share of vocational education expenditures

borne by the federal govermment is viewed as a vital source of leverage.
on local programs. L

The deparﬁment endorses the set-asides for special needs students
in vocational education. In fact, the only set-aside with which state
officials disagree is the one for Consumer and Homemaking education. The

“ N 70

o ‘ -




68— ;

.§50, 000 fund for sex-equity activities is seen as unnecessary since the |
state was aiready spending several hundred thousand dollars in this

‘area--in effect, then, this pool of federal money supplanted a portion of
the state spending. . :

»

N R

There is an issue in Maséachusetts*about the amount of support and
. attention given to the 27 area ‘vocat ional-technical schools. These
schools, which are mainly located outside the cities, have had strong
support fPqQm.the Massachusetts Association of Vocational Administrators
(MAVA). In the 1970s, the department decided to use 85% of
federal vocational funds in the cities and towns, where more minority and
'female students were served. At about.the same time, the department ’
vigan working to increase the enrollments of girls, the handicapped, and
minerities in the area schools. These decisions (which, incidentally, fit
welYl with the priorities indicated in the 1976 vocational amendments at
the federal level) drew a‘hostile reaction from MAVA,‘Qgich attempted
unsuccessfully to pull vocational education out of the Qggisggifi>.

: |

Compensatory Education. There is no state compensatory education -
program. Although low-income students rece1ve a weighting Yf 1.2 in the
€hapter 70 formula, this works:as a way to get more monéy into high—poverty
districts rather than as a way to target fiunds directly on such students.
Neither is there a special state program for low-achieving students,
although those who 'fail to meet locally defined competency standards are
" supposed to receive remedial‘help.

Title I provides Massachusetts with $68.« million and is, in general,
a congen1al program for state officials. There are a few state-level
complaints about the complexitg and reported inflexibility of the regula-
tions, chiefly CS “ability. Local administrators report that the state
interprets the lau.s tequirements very strictly. They are unable to adop€
‘exemplary programs that are legal in other states because Massachusetts
interprets the federal law iff a restrictive manner. They say -that the
state is especially intent ory preventing any  overlap with special educa-
tion or bilingual services. ‘

Y

Desegregation. Chapter 622 closely matches the federal civil rights
guarantees. In the area of civil tights, state officials especially
appreciate the funding they receive under Title IV of thzgptvii\gights
Act (a total of $895,522), which supports their ‘complYancé  and assistance .
activities. Without this federal funding, they believe they would have
to curtail this work considerably since the state legislature would be
reluctant or unable to fund it. : .

The department has been out front on desegregation—-in ‘contrast to
leaders in the state legislature. This has caused loeal resentment in
some communities undergoing desegregation.

The resentment has been softened by the state's provision of nine
million dollars in targeted financial aid under Chapter 636, a state
program that resembles ESAA in design. This money cannot be used to
prevent racial tensions from developing (a restr1ction that disturbed one

™
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local official we interviewed). Instead, six million dollars (Sectio'ﬁ
of Chapter 636) goes to communities that have started to desegregate {h;
entitlement formula. There is very wide latitude for local decision
about how to use the money; schools may use it for compensatory reading'
and math, programs for the gifted, art, and music. The remainiib three
million dollars (Section 8) are allocated to desegregat ng.districts at
the department's discretion. .It is referred to as l'levveraging funds and
includes funding for "magnet school"” programs. \the state level, the
administration of Chapter 636 is supported by f@derdl money. Massachusetts
also received $1.8 million under ESAA in this school year. State officials
fear that with the disappearance of ‘these federall funding sources, the
department's role as a leader in desegregation wjll become even more )
politically risky as well as financially difficult. Chapter 636 is
supplemented by the METCO program, which supports inter-district desegrega-
tion efforts. This program was funded at e1ght million dollars.

Bilingual Education. The state's Transitional Bilingual Education
"law contains requirements that fit well with the Office of Civil Rights'
(OCR's) Lau requirements and with the provisions of ESEA Title VII.
Again,‘federal funding under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act has been ¢
instrumental in enabling the department to monitor and help local dis-
tricts in complying with the state and federal mandates. State staff
administer TEE, %itle VII, the Title I Migrant program, and Lau compliance
more or less as one big program.' They the@gllves are supported by Title
IV funds and Title VII technical-assistance -funds, as well as state

funds. o /- ~

Sex Equity. .bhapter 622, enacted a year before the federal Title
IX, ensures equal access to coursesg, programs, and extracurricular
act1vities regardless of sex. The state has been especially active in
enforcing this law in -vocational schools, athletics, and courses. 1In
general, though we were told. that racial Gesegregation ‘has been a higher
priority for“the department than the more subtle kinds of d1scriminat10n

proscribed by Chapter 622, .

dperational'stz;e

N

The department d1splays a striking s1mi1ar1ty in operational style
from program to program. Across the board, it is oriented to enforcing
the rights of all groups of special needs students. Its arsenal of
techniques for doing this include on-site program reviews, the collection
and analysis of statistics on the:representation of different groups in
specific parts of local progrags (e.g., the proportion of Hispanic -
students in special education resource rooms) and legal action against
districts.n Unlike other SEAs, this department does not contain notable
differences in culture between federal and state program offices. g

’
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more education*oriented dealings with school districte appears to be
reflected in thia plan. _ . . .

State Plans fof’ﬁcr ‘
A}

) Chapter 1. Consistent with its record of interpreting Title s
requirements conservatively, the Title I office seems inclined to retain
these requirements under Chapter 1., .For example, districts were told
that they should continue to ¢ollect data on comparability using the
procedure prescribed under Title I. (A local program manager. told us; -

-that, in his opinion this was unwise since it would provide ammunition for.

future audits; he would ptefer not to have any information on the extent
of adherence to comparability in his district ) . A

Chapter 2. 'The chairman of the legislature s Joint Educat:iorn

‘Committee showed some early interest in distributing 100% of the Chapter

2 funds to local districts, leaving the department without any share.
This idea did not last long, however, and the department 1s now ‘slated to
receive 20% of the funds. . ’

The committee appointed to oversee Chapter 2 has aiso decided on a
formula. for funds allocation to the districts. There has been a sense-
all along? QMat the potential losers undex the block grant.would be the -
urban districts that are reducing their spending because of the Proposi-
tign 2-14; property~tax. limitation. For the most part,,these are’ the same
districts which had grants under the’ programs that have .NOW been folded
into the block grant, Some of .these districts were. represented on
the committee and made their views well known. The upshot has been
a formula’ that allocates 40% of the local funds on the .basis Of enroll-
ment and 60% on the basis of the Aid to Families with Dependgnt Children |
(AFDCY counts. (The deparfment went into the committee meeting advoca-
ting this *formula, il"'ai':d it quickly won agreement ) FOoF the most part, the
AFDC factor taigets funds to the districts that are suffering under ‘
Proposition 2-1/2. 1t also provides funds ‘to make YR, the loss of ESAA
moneys ‘in most of the ESAA districts.  (Ap exceptionaia "the #ity of
Cambridge, which has won substantigl ESAA help for: volu tary desegrega-
tion; however, because it does not have an especially~h gh level of
poverty,\it will lose federal funds.) e

Y . K ?

The state ﬁkan f;t spending the 20% share of fundsaretained in the
department emphagizes leadership and assistance for improvement in
the quality of education. Commissioner Lawson's interest in friendlier,

LY
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The Interactions. of Federal and.

j é§“ T o State Policies and. Pﬁqd?amszm ﬁ&“
", R BT SEar * A@,
Effects on the SEA as an Organization - ';.' L

. : ¥ .,.‘,d&vk

"‘ The préceding section reviewed theﬁﬁigor'characteristics of the .
Massachusetts Pepartment of EduCQtion. This section analyzes the relation-
ship between federal programs and; the department s organizational charac-‘

tenistics. 235
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. Size ‘and Structure.” The department has clearly grown with the
4 receipt -of fedéral ‘funds, and 42% of the staff is now federally supquted.
(This- translates into 308 positions out of 726, excluding from the tagal -*
.the- 147 state employees who -work in state institutions.) The percentage
of federally éupported staff in each program is shown in Table 1.

I Table1 4

Al K

Percentage of Federall_v Supported SEA Staff L .

s : " ""—ft—: - ,f’ . ° ;‘;‘ . L
Office of the CommissiSner T 46y PO
muty Commiss,ioner for Progran L B e
-~ Operations (includes regional - F e TN
%ﬁfice staff) L 2 o
-, Mninistration afd Personnel . 26%
Curriculum and Instruction : 423
Pecupat ional Bducatipn'. - - 44
School Facilities and Related
Serv1ces o ) - ELL I ST
Syecial Education ? A 58% .
We were told that federal fgnds - have enabled thet department to hire .
people to ¢arry out functions that the state legile > would not have )
o funded. Department managers view the s1tu£:ion }n way. : f s n
g - s 8 g EREE

) They assume that the «department’s civil rights activ1t1es would be .
a much more contro?ersial in the leg‘lslature than its educational '
. activities.. Therefore, state funds are used, to hire "educational
o special'istsWe federal - funds’ support civil rights ,specialxsts."

o Simllarly, in the\%elief t‘hat the legislature would not support a

’ general co 1's.office that frequently sues school: didtricts, .
‘depar tment managers gﬁe chosen to suppor*t this office with Title
v money . . «‘r o ) . '

Oon the 9\;561' hand, there are-s‘om‘e contrary opinions and evidence:
s e
o An observer outside the d?partment said that state ‘policies both
ST within and outside the department p ayed. a large part in its
.growth. "Federal money fue the'growth," "this observer Baid,
' "but the dynamic was there. The initiative has been there at the
state level." Much of this initiative has come from the interest
groups, which'are still strong, and from-department leadership.

'
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o Thg 1983 state budget picks up ma‘!’of the employees whose jobs
were th®eatened by the prospect of reduced federal funds.. Among :
these is the general counsel,-whose efforts are largely é»reoted
at civil rights. The state's commitment¥¥o the civil ‘rights
spécialists has not been tested since the state was able to win
‘funding under Title IV of”the Civil Rights Act-that is only five
percent below last year's. level; thus these employees can still be
suppgrted by federal money - s “ B

R ue
K

. The organizational structure corresponds to fede;al program lines
“in sq‘e respects, notably fa the separation af Occupational Education ‘and -«
B¥eéoial Education frdm other program divisions. Special Education, however,
S AYE separate'ﬁivision in l97l,ubefore P.L. 94- 142 was. eﬁacted

-
'The divisions are pérceived td be relatively autonomous, partly ,
" becafise -of their access to.,earmarked federal money. - But the history of .
_ the department does not show .that a former;y ‘unified’ agency was fragmented
by the arrival’ ‘of federal.categorical funas. Instead, an’ inchoate group
Egof offices, acquired’ a structure because of federal’ funding s -and. the v
divisions then. took on administrative responsibilities that were, created -
by state legislatiomyfor special needs students. Before 1978, the - 3
‘state's finance systeh contributed substantially ‘t6 the rivatry among.
digicidns;” Vocational educat had its own funding, whdle special - and
' bilingual education were suppor ed’t f the,top ‘of siate locations to.
istricts.” These'arrangements mad e ﬁifférea areas "of education
competitors for funds. . Many feel tﬂﬁt the—cerre atate aigd. formula .
(Chapter 70) Bas been effectiye in disi;patinggthis rivalry and, ultimately,
in un-ifying the gepartment@efforts. . «4..@L R : _ - w -
Finalfy, the departmenEﬂhas oparated through regional centers since &
- the Bi70s, concentrating m0st of its progggmyspeciq;ists in the regions
and:leaving at the central headquartbrs a staff mostly composed of managers
and staff offices. To  local administrators, edpecially those in the
. federal programs, the %%gi&hal denters are the department. - Federal
programs seem to have had - th ing to do > with the decision to adopt this
structHre, except perhaps ' ;;v{ectly by helping tpéhake sthe department
lTarge enough to make deceht? E_ation feasible.- ‘Some‘department staff
members feared the depaQ;m: )iuld have to change or abandon this struc- -
cuts in 'féderal funds. For 1983, however, .

ture if there were substapti
the department is;losing on»'sthree positions, and the regiondl centers

- may even grow.

Mon\ {tori and Enforcement“ The presence of federal funds and

federal pregfam réquirements has affected the department's focus, capaci-
ties, and activities, but often in peripheral or secondary ways. For
example, department staff now do a: tremendous amount of monitoring,. but
federal programs were not directly or primarily responsible for this.
Each program -- state ‘or federal -- contains numerous pPBcedures for
‘checking up on local compliance. ‘Administrators in local schodl dis-
tricts agree that the . state pays close attention to oﬁﬁpliance, especially

1 | ' - e ~
'Berke, 'Joel S., & Kirst, Michael W, Federal Aid to Education: Who -
‘Benefits? Who Governs?  Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1972.
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_;-where givil rights are concerned. <« A disproportionate number of students
. of ‘@it r‘ sex or any racial or national origin group in a- program ‘is
almost ure to draw state scrutiny. ; :
LR :

ey

: . & res (Plans, Needs Assessments) o d '1‘he department's emphasis. on
_prd&gdtﬁe' has inéreased over the yeau:s; it,s whole administrative apparat-
us has. become more complex and formal singe'the early days of ESEA aid. f
Y Still, we did. -pot fi-nd a great «rel ce on procedurelg or plans as a gk

management teﬁhn ique .

'

) Evalua%:n and Research. Evaluation has not bee@ Hmajor concern of
the state. The "basic 8Rills policy" initiated by the department and the
board, tequires ‘distr icts to do competency testing, but found ‘little
ac iv»ity,at the’. state level Jrelated to this., Similarly he stafe takes a

. fa Tly low-key approach to local program evfalx?uation. - In general, this

_;'-reflects the staiﬂ@'s low. level of activity in instrud‘tional matters.

ESEA BPitle V'hasﬁelpéd;‘ depart.ment build 1ts number-crunchmg
'capagity g& A, it pays foé“’  department's:computer and some of the
_people's. tii‘g ‘needed to use £ e.ccahputer). ,This enables the department to °

keep’ tr&)t'bf the effects o{“'. i8.7 '4; Yo, g formula on “the cities and .
towns, and to monitor comp /MM rEe. civil rights laws. Thefe.is "©
one recent exa!nple.’of resei ¥ _ty being partially supported by ‘the -

. fedaral gova?nment. the dopattient just finished a report.on the
implementation gf. Chapter 766, a stu ¥ launched ‘with syprt fre cthe .

former Bureau of. Education for. the 1’H.'J.lmhcap@d in. t'he ited: St o

0ff,¢e of’ Educdtion (us% o o - 2
B Tec&ﬁﬁ& Assisbance. Technical askigtance seems’ "to .be in favor

s as a’,way the ‘department €o work g}h distr icts. - Chearly, though, the
"line between technical aBsistance .and mo itoring is SomMewhat  fuzzy. Some
say that technical assistance is a good ro ecause "you get more  done by
being Pos tive;” others reportedly say monitoring is a first step - °', :
__that can be fqilowed up with assistance. In short, iE is’ assmed that

the department's goal will acontinue to be ensur ingg oompliancewx the
mandates. - : Aot

v /

. Curriculum. Curriculum j > avery visible concern of the depart-
ment, although the new Commiss ' has begun to talk about carving out a _
role .ip curriculum assistance, and there is, other scattered talk of . &

he@&g distr icts wj&h educational matters such as the use of canpu‘ters. o

« SN
The dwisxons oriented to. special needs students do not do much in ;“-?'
curriculum. The Division of Curriculum and Instruction may use ‘Chapter 2
funds to launch gome general-purpose curriculum activities.” ”
A

Overall, federal aollars have helped to build some kinds of capacity
_in the department, but the functions ‘the state now uses in its programs
‘were generally started -at state, not federal, tnitlative. For example, ko
monitoring has been an integral part of the department's« admingtr tion
‘of state laws (which, in general, predated the corresponding fede‘r‘al
laws) . It is true that monitoring efforts have been partially supported
with federal funds and that the-state legislature reportedly would be

unwilling to supporf-so much monitoring. However, the federal government

: | , . 85
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did not introduce monitor mg,. Instead, .1t helped . finance .th epartmen‘t's
m0nitof1ng of the state's mandated programs -=--which; e notWYnly congruent
wi h, but often more explicit than, federal program.sl’gr ' ‘
Q.l
There are a

L Bban

w examples of federal funds having provided seed

monay for ac iviti s that grew ux vgece eventually picked up by the: state.
One is the rogram of vol a;g,metropolitan desegregation, which
started as a project under the o0ld ESEA Title III and now . receives a state
appropr iation of $8.7 millig chér is the state's -decision to fund '
the. salary of the legal ol se salary untidknow has been paid

from Title V funds. I Ly

. <
- N

THe state makes considerable use of its information-proce881ng
Syst\:em, which is supported int rlarge part by ‘Title V funds. K This system
is used  not only for state. adm'inistrative functions but also for compilmg-
Er ima facie. eyidence on district compliance with civil rights' requirements ’
tand. for advising the Legislature on state aid matters. ’
In sum, federal progr ams contr ibuted to mcreasmg the capacity of
the Massachusetts Department of Education but were not a prim - fore
for change. Rather; concurrent changes in the. statenpolitical “env iron-
ment as well as in" intergovernmental relationshigs (described below) wg’re
more :unportant factors.,- .

P RN

i

- ’ i
v; - Changed Intergovernmentgl Relationships. Relations between the '%ﬁf"
‘Massachusetts state educatidn’; dg (SEA) and thé fedegal goverruneég~_. -
gare best character iggd as- a- two-yra. street. TFor. example. the fact “that

" federal programs exist clearly. ‘has’. incfeased the departm& g indentive
.« to. lobby federal policymakerﬁ‘, but the capacity and the ihclinatiop were
_ probably there all-along. AS noted earlier, politics; is import :
Massachusetts. State..ahd federal political €ies are Strong, and q\the .
department is in freq&ent commun ication with the state's Congressional
deled#dtion. Officials describe their influence on P.L. 94+142 through
" Speaker O'Neill and on the Bilingual Education Act through Senator ‘

Kennedy s staff. . . .
5 .

¥

The preceding Commissioner, Gt~égory Anrig, encouraged the associate
commissioners to stay in touch with Waslryington. . Ong purpose was to )
gather information; another was to negotiate the details of program
management -- something that Anrig felt was best handled at thefprogran
level, ..He commented that the program offices could be flexible in a way
that the U.S. Secretary of Education could not, singe "the Secretary has
to worry about the effect on 50.sgates.” Commun ication between &ivision
direc s and their federal counterparts, in other words, was a way of
obtaining differential treatment for ssachusetts. ,

-

"State program directors are also 'active i.n national organizations of
their counterparts in other states. \One of them said, however, that state
travel restrictions in the last few years have made it more difficult to
keep up these ties. ) N e |
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A‘ vthe same time, the SEA has increased its author ity over school
distr ict’% There is no reason to attribute this change to the existence
of federal programs. Title I is the only major federal special needs
program that has no state’ counterpart in Massachusetts, and it is -

not. administered more authoritatively than the other programs. School .
district staff definitely perceive that the department's operating style
is oriented to comgliance, but. this applies to state prograns and mandates

at least as much ‘as to federal programs.

Iocal control is far from dead in Massachusetts. Although the ..l"":
state .now has —— and uses -- far more authority than it did 10 or 20
years ago, it is often challenged by the districts, and there is a great '
* deal of s’ate-local negotiation. For example, state. auditors recently
said' that’mine districts owed the state $1 million because they had
failed to follow the right procedures in recordkeeping for special
education.._ The distriqg:s sued the. State on: the grounds that they had not
%ﬁeen told. about the required proc‘eﬁnms, and won a decision wiping out
i 'alf ‘their debt to the state. s o

. State-local relations seem to vapy,with the personal relation-,
ships involved. One superintendent ajd he has very different vie‘@ .
the various individuals in his regignal center and that he pays atten--
tion to only some of them. Superin endents, too, have their individual
ways of dealigg with the state. Do '

H . :‘w

To a limited extent federal programs contributed to these changes in
intergovernment relations. It is important to recognize, hoyever,A
‘that-this o red at a _til’llev ‘when. the“deparunent was headed by a chief
‘wh e goals egaolgarf’i?a;tion were explicit, who strongly pr omo ted
access-or iented ucati‘é pr»j.oxities similar to those in federal 8
nfeds prograns, and” who & ective at achieving those goaIs.-' L

. Stéﬁe support for federal%bais &d activities was l;igh Bt
1970s, when the state 'legislatyre was: passing ‘laws for special; ne
' students, but has diminished in recent yeansp ‘Changes in the SEA l‘eader-
’ ship may contr jbute to a shift in priorities in the department.and herald‘
a differenurole for . fedéral ptograns wiﬁ!i’mthe SEA's organizatmf/ S

K . . ” -

State Political Environpent‘ . . '
- -l - ‘ [ PR s
The social,, economic, and political environment in which the- Massa-
chusetts SEA operates was discussed earlier. This section focuses on
the interaction between federal education 53 rams and state“education
policymaki The influences of the state 121sl ture, interest groups,
governor, sta board ‘and SEA leadership are di ssed as td how they
affected the institutionalization of the federal prograns.

-

The State Legislature. mr “the past 15 years, there has been
considerable support in the state legislature for many of the goals of
federal programs although the federal programs themselves have not been
“Earticularly VlSlbl ‘This is evidenced by the passage of many state -
RS ""r'i&' ﬁ-i. e : .
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programs that correspond to federal ones. As the department became
_stronger ‘organizationally.and politicall dur ing the 1970s, its relations
wj.th the legislature were congenial. ch of this change is attributed
to the former state commissioner. Of education. .
.~x .
However, state support for f‘ederal goals and activities, whichwas
. high in the 19708 when the state.legisldture was passing-laws for special
. needs students, has clearly diminished in recent years. Desegregation has"
been painful in- the state, especia.'!.l;y in Boston, the capital, with the
result that: legislators are reluctant: to ally themselves with initiatives
for social cha through the schools. 'A legislative staffer says- dryly;l»
that desegregat{®h is "not a very poyglar thing to get invo}ved in."-.
Declining enroilments have also been a contributing fact , d
legislature's decreasing interest in education.

s

Legjslators are also ware.o% the agk],as againstwboth'.the A .
.extent the cost of mandated service\\progr gcially special - .
education. Last year theré were attempts to a’ne the special educatiorid. .Y
+and bilingual education mandates, but’these were ‘beaten back by interest
. groups. v Fbr example, 1the .new: chairm’an of ' House Ways and Means propaaed a
'10% cap on .special eduéation placements, but the idea. was Yone of the ot
first things to go -- even beere the conference comm::’ttee,"’according Yoo

to miptewiewee. ;. e g&.,«, DR

et L3

4

- ‘The Governor and the State Boa.rd of Education. Governor King .
. took no visible intekgst in elementary and secondary education, Indeed,ﬁ
‘He abolished the position of State- Secretary of Education., (He did take. -

‘an active role, . however, in™he " reorgtt:anization of higher education in

A

©1980. ) _ i
- ﬁ N I L . ..
The Stute Q'rd of Educati‘ : which in. the past had been a strong )
supporter of equality in edugapiq ‘rfmay ‘be changing its position. This
winter the héard rejected a n'-

r@ent ‘recommendation ‘that federal vocational
‘education fuhds be concentrated more heavily in poor cammunities by
withholding the funds fram 35 affluent commgrrities.. It is ndg yetwclear
whether this signals a change in the' board or was merely an instance of
' assertiveness with a new COmmissioner. v ‘
.U . ‘ N ‘ . ‘
Interest Groups. Special interest groups were strong forces m
- state education policymaking before the federal programs came along. It 2y
is generally agreed that these groups played the dcminant;,role in winning -
enactment of the state laws for special needs students. Ohe observer, of
~ the itical scene said that the process of getting the state special
*gd&c on law passed fielped to strengthen the groups involved. Federal
prograns appgar to. haveé had little direct effect on the number or influence

"

‘of special interest groups at: the state Tevel. -

%SEA Leadership. Little change in the position of SEA leadership in
‘the.political environment cgn be direpfly attributed td federal programs.” .
The department became much stronger politically in the 1970s, but this
- was due to thé actdons of the Oommissione_r Some examples ‘that were

,mentioned to us include. v o
.:&rx\,wf, , T ' Ce b @"& SR ey . , S v .
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major groups in his office every six weeks or sO.. They did not .
' necessarily come up with a. united front, but they were able to’
" negotiate some of their differefices pr 1vately. £ The department '
thus gained}a key gole in pullmg the groups together.

/&rm.

o Be hired as executive deputy commissioner, the former chairm‘an

: of the House Education (bmmmittee, a legislatar who had gained

the trust of many of the state's important politicians. This
.enhanced the department's political credibility. - = - ' N

.o In response to Agoposition 2+1/2, he ‘developed a number of
: - cost;p;cutting measures while some other state agencies were
- refusing to show any flexibility.. JAn interviewee calls this a
: art, strategic approach that wan points with the legislature.

We were f‘.old that %mlators feel the federal funds have inflated
" the state bureaucracy u‘nngcessarily.a . An~ lngerviewee in the department
. said, "The legislatune“would love to have a greater say in how the
"' federal funds are spent.®. Still, our legisla®ive interviews gave us: the
impression that there is 'not mych interest in oVersight.
_.1:...‘ 2 : @ - ‘a
fff ~ ;. While" the political relationship ot the SEA and other" actors chgnged
‘-’in’~ ti‘!e 1970s, this-was because of the ﬂepattment"s expansxon in size and
capacxty under the administration of an activist andopolitically as
- Commissidnet. As’ a result, the department now has a more gcohere % oadh
Jin dealing with other‘ State. political actors. However, this ‘alter atién
@énnot be clearly attr1byted, to the!.'content ‘or composltion of- federal o
JProgramse Yo : )
NI "':"~'a'» BT o
Institutionalization of Services. The J.nstitutionalijation of ea*
services sponsored by federal programs for- special needs students is*not
an issue m Massachusetts Jbecausde most of those sétvices were provided by
dtate laws wnlcah* Qred te. federal programs. However, given the changing
'political climate in,.. ssacgusetts, -federal programs may -play a more
mportant rog.e than previod’sly in the maintenance of those services.

To some- extent, i€ abpears that federal targetmg 'provisions protect -
economically\ disadvantaged students fram pre@vres to Tted ug@resources,
*There is no state program correspondmg\tp Title I. Althepfh-‘the extra
weighting for.poverty in the state aid iormula targets ex@ra tnoney to poor
cities apd towns, there are no requirements that earmark the aid for poor

schools. or- for any particular students. When the President's 1983 budget
lproposecf large reductions in ®itle I, there was some talk about starting
up a state Title I-like program, but most observers dismiss such proposals
+ as extremely unlikely. The state money ‘would not be forthcoming to
‘"replace the federal funding of over $60 million in Title I, especially
since such. a program would benefit only a few legislative distr icts.

.

- Pederal standards for sQrvices to handicapped and.LEP students may be
i.mprtant in maintaining current service levels for these groups as
well. Although historically Massachusetts was ahead of the federal govern-
ment in legislating these service standards, department officials say that
in recent years they have used the existence of the federal standards to

. S
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J deflect legislative effortsrto weaken the .state laws.' If the eral

standards were abolished, they say, the ghate laws would probably\ .
'vq;nerable to amendments. i s .
L CC . % %‘,Lb}y
;J. PR . "y R & ¥ :
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Effects on Policies and Programs ' ] ' "_%?#
- ' - 3

State pgiicies have influenced the way federal programs are run in
. Massachusqttﬂbuand federal policies have had some effects'on state programs.
We discuss here the consequenoap of thqée intergovernmental 1nfluences for,
program administration. - v o Vo fj;
- ’ X - ) ) 3) )

The Influence of State Priorit .on Federdl Programs. State policy
priorities drive Ehe administration of federal programs if Massachusetts,
but chiefly in thé sense that the state's own priorities are very much
geared to serving special needs students and providing special services. ¥
The state's service priorities are focused on students it considers , .
~mis--served or under_served "2One high official in the state ‘départment of.
education put it this way. "The state's role in public education is a O
moral one, which me?ﬁs getting kids .accegs to the- services they need...f 5
The icing on the ;akg‘is what happens in the classroom once the kid is -
there.® Thus, the #tate sees its role as one of providing students with
access to appropriate services, especially when students have special
needs. It does not, on the other hand, see itself as responsible for

" producing and delivering those services, a reflection perhaps of the

_ 8tate's emphasis on local control.: In this sense, then, the:state takes..

" a role with respect: to its districts that is like the current federal role
in education. Ié#ﬁ; also important’to bear in mind that Massach igetts
had "federal”.pk dties and implemented programs to deal with ﬁﬁbm -

before the fedHly ’.:mzl did." 3

“

'We were intere ed to note a general sentiment from d1str1ct officials
"that they considered: themselves better off dealing directly with federal e
"pgram staff ‘in the- administration, structure, and operatjion of their ‘5,

M feder®l programs tpan ‘With state program staff. It appeared that local . %
program people felt that federal programs were better and more competeh;ly -

.gonstrued than state ones and.that dealing with federal program staff was

- often less difficult than dealing with state steff for. federal programs.

It. was not clear“ﬁhether this was caused by l'f:'z-mtiliarrty..breedi g contempt”

‘for state staff ot“by a more objective appraisal T

. -
For Title I,~the state does. .impose. certain ‘of its own eyaboratio

on the program 8 design and opédgfidn. "This psually‘takes the form o

a rather strict interprefation of Title I° guidelines by Eﬁe state. Modt

of this interpretation is™ conveyéd to LEAs by the regiod!l off&ces who

review thei®itle I plans. For example, people in -one district we visiteg

sﬁ;gishey had winted to try “a program design variation.in Title I,

invelving in-class instruction, in.a middle school,’ whiich s they .had read‘
about in-a nationally distributed Title I newsYetter -,state would

not allow them to try it, however, insisting Tathep’t. i

p 3

dbelementary level. A Tocal administrgtor dracteﬁ
ment as *one of the tightest-run ships n th 7l-¢
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Another examéle of state elaboration of Title I ‘operational require-
ments occurredﬁén 1972 when the state board imposed®strict requirement®
for the participation of parent advisory councils. These requirements are
still in effect. Title I requirements are "strictly interpreted” by the
state Title I office. .One district Title I administrator.indicated that-
he thought the state's response to Chapter 1 ECIA would be to become even
more stringent in program operation’ requirements in order to protect
the SEA (and the LEAs) against the possibility of audits under less
clearly defined federal provisions. . e

The department expands ‘federal paperwork requirements for local

" districts and imposes many- in its own programs as well.” One administrator
- stated that his part.of the department does so, noting that this is 'in
part becauge he feels there is a "lack of federal direction' in paperwork
requirements and that ‘the federpl, level "can't tell you what auditors are

going to audit." He also noted’ that thds was an important reason for -
sticking to standard operational practices in programs like Title I

rather than trying out "poorly-defined" alternatives. Another official )
noted the value of leaving "audit trails.” i =,

The state often imposes its own targeting and enforcement prc‘géions
on top of those appearing in federal programs. For example, Chapter 766
has targeting provisions that are more elaborate and cover a wider group
of students than P.L. 94-142. Enforcement of these rdquirements and
others is strictly maintained because of the impljicit threat of legal
action,. according to one program ddministrator. - (He did not specify
, whether he meant state or iederally initiated legal action.) Vocational
‘ education more than meets £hg special targeting provisions although they -
are not enthusiastic about éﬁe Consumér and Homemaking set-aside require-
ments. . . - ‘e o -
" One interesting anecdote about enfor cement %Es mentionéd in several
interviews.. At one point, when the departmgnt had an indication that
vocationali%ducation funds were being misspent, ‘he department asked for
- a federal audit. When told by federal vocational education officials
- that this could not be done " for—at least a year, the ‘department, on its
own initiative, hired a private accounting firm to do -the audit.

[}

. The Influence of Federal Program Signals on State Programs and
. Practices. There is no evidence that federal programs stimulated state
initiatives for.special needs populations in Massachusetts. When the
state legislative initiatjives we:e'developed the corresponding federal
mandates did not exist. An_iﬁtervi ee who was a member of the state
legislature at that time- réballs the federal government was of no
help in the process.. - .

, However, in the cu‘\t polit18al and %iscal environment, the
- fedéral programs are impoftant for maintaining state activities .both
legally a}d financially., One department administrator noted that “federal

backslidi } will- cause Ofher (statt®) legislatures to follow suit.”

N

There is a : PoE Massaohusetts that state prégram
pocedure® i th more $ ' han federalf ones (which in"many cades
. tHey are)\X & R .3:‘3 Two examples illustrate the origins
of thigsngitdm e .:t, the .state department took action \\
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against a district in a civil rights case concerning the vocational

services provided to minority students, The regional OCR office had

approved the distr ict s program; however, the state department- "told OCR
' ggk-controt of the case. In the .

for counting and labeling

their program type; while the

itype of handicap. The Commis-

ocedures~ he won his case, and

federal provisions fequired labeli 2
sioner insisted on using MassachuseYj®
state proceduros cont1nue to prevaII

In sum, many state policies and procedures predate and sometimes
outdo federal ones. This is evident in the area of civil rights. For
example, Chapter 622, which.was passed before the federal Title IX,
requires the provisions of equal educational® opportunity regardless of
race, color, sex, religdon, or national or 1gin./ )

In the area/of desegregation, there has been considerable federal .
court activity Bowever, rather than- having the effect of leaving the
state department of education to play a secondary role, federal court
activities appear to have provided a spur to the depar’tment to mvolv&
itself actively in desegregation efforts. The state- takes an active - -
adversarial posjition against districts which it feels are.tactual oL, even
potential violators of the state law.,  In addition, the.sthte has-

.programs to aid desegregation efforts at the local level. \Chapter 636, -
funded at approximately nine million dollars in 1980-81, is allocated to
school districts for assistance in “equal education® efforts: (It is

used‘imilarly to ESAA.) ‘It is supplemented\by the slightly smaller

METCO ‘program which supports inter-district desegregation efforts. B4
Although desegregatio 8 polltically_uﬁpopular among many in ‘the- state,
the department'has cd regatlon actiwities., . -

v . g < w
The sex eguity P b e ; en substantially less financial

and: active support: by 3 e, f “Indeed. Bne local admindstrator

stated that he felt tha t department gave much too. little attention to -

this area, especially s: n“Ce (he felt) desegregation was not&longer as

~pressing an issue as it had once been. -

e, -
-

Students of 1ntengovernmental relations sometimes say that federal
‘programs.can influence state policy from the middle levels of state bureau-
- cracy. They say that, fed/erally unded SEA staff can alter state poliéy or
enjoy substantial autorfomy by goi directly to their federal counterpa&ts.
However, in Mass¥chusetts. this is very clearly discouraged by the depart-
ment, whoseuygeneral policy is to sw wi one voice" to the worfa in
general, 'iﬁere is a strong norm of E‘h@ ithin the department rather
than of professional identification with- federal counterparts. (The fo b
Commissioner not;d that he made a véry conscious-effort to keep federal -
programs under his control rather than letting them become independent
*fr anchises,.") In any case,.especially with refpect to federal program
goals, there is little reason for state program administrators to
- look to the federal level fofr support because of the extent to which ’

Massagh.usett actively endo ses many of these goals. ‘
7 . '-'

x

o Nonethdgess, there are circumstances in ’which state offi:cialsi are '
encouraged tb go to the federal level., For exampl‘e, the former.. Oommissioner

3“¢ . . .
‘1-~~. . a ™ _' ) \ﬁb;
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- suggested on varmus occasmns that stam program officers, such as the

direg!:drs “‘8f Wocatibnal education and ‘special education, lobby for certain

ol rn changes which Massachusetts sipported. The Commissioner reserved
Huwn participat’ion for the most mpor@'antwoccasions. In addition,

$ral program staff were encouraged to be éctive in inter-state proﬁgs-

siqnal organizations. A ‘ 5

<

'«'

¢

The Consequences of mderal and State Program Interactions. We to
looked for evidence of problems in admjinistering multiple. federal . '
and state programs together:’ con'fficting provisions; pramotion of some
programs at the expense of others; or the build-up of administrat_;ive.\ N
burden. We also looked into state efforts to coordinate among programs.
] . 3
There appears to be some, but not extensive, conflict betwpen
fedegal program provisions and sgstate ones. (Examples already d scussed
include the manner of counting students in ‘special education and the
state . standards .on civil rights that excéed those of OCR.)" The lack'of
major conflict is probably a function of. the congruence between-, st,g,te and
 federal objectives. Moreover, what’ conf‘ ict exists does not. _seem 'in any :
. way ,to affect program operation or pu:actices at the local level. Seweral
'department officials noted a potential supplement/‘ supplant issue between
Chapter 8 66 and P.L.. 94-142% however, local stafﬁ Jwere ‘not even “‘aware of

its existence. . _ ] IO

i

»
\gme of the very 1mited evidence of g ot we “found at the state
=level eflected differences with federal obfég?ves uhrelated to, special
neéds students.. For example, vocational edaucat ion staff members complained
that the Consumter and’ Bomemaking set—aside:"f K inappropr ia and did not
f£it into the state 8 progrhm& L {%" » u‘g : .

While there was littlé conflict between
programs, we'did find isgles. in-the relationsh o N
regular programs in Massac"husetts. -We found a very' clear pricture at both"
he . gtate and local’ 1evels of special programs, state programs in particu-
'iar, o[@rating at the -expense of regqular programs s _and regular services.

We were¥given two ‘basic reasons for this. The - fil?st, and perhaps most
profound, is the impact of. the property tax limitatioWoposition 2- N
1/2, on local ability to pay for both mandated servic®#¥,d@nd regular - \ﬁ»
services. ’At a time of increased service maﬁates fram the state (particw=
larly in the area of special education), inc asing costs, constant state
aid, threat of costly legal actions, and decreasing non-state revenues,
many districts are figancially hard-pressed and are responding by cutting
back on regular serv es. For example, one urban district with a relatively
large special needs population has closed - itg“‘school librar ies. Interest
groups, legislators and other government officials, and evéen members of

the state .department of education expressed strong opinions ‘that. special
programs were. being operated at the expense of regular ones. Most of =
these complaints were .focused on special education. Indeed, one prominent
state govermment staff member told us that ‘the use of the word "special"

]

was a segious "nokno.* . 8 .
R _ . : oo
‘The second reason was offered by a state leg 1slator and echoed by
others, He stated that there is "no lobby for the regular child." As’ i
noted earlier, special interest lobbies are influential in the state.
e
s e

v A '0:93 I
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However, groups which might fall ‘under the rubric of "regular, h as
i e and

‘the state Parents-'reachers*Assoe:.ation (PTA) , have decreased
influengse over the last decade. : '

At the same time, we saw little evidence of state and federal v
programs competing with one another. Rather, their common objectives/—o
often seemed to make them-almost indistinguishable. If anything, it
appeared-.that federal funds were used to support more ambitious state=,
sponsored endéavprs. Oneé state department staff member commented that‘;’ie
decade ago, when state programs were initiated, funding for education was
expanding, and so there did not seem to be an issue of competition among
programs. In the current period of contraction, another department
administrator observed. that the state is aware of the fiscal problems and:
is trying/"to bEat an Brderly, retreat.” ’ U

N (4

“ In general, paperwork and *administXative burden" fram federal _
. programs appears to be a non-issue at the state level, even when st’hte Ty
officials are asked directly about it, One state adminigtrator: told us - .
that he felt the state was more of a culprit thah:the federal levely |, . -
‘Several others said that the federal government helps, pay for state
‘functions. The former- Commissioner referred, to federal programs as
being invaluable for "doing what we ‘wanted to do." Be. also directly
controlled- the ‘use of Title V funds. Thus, rathér than facing a federally
imposed burden, Massachusetts actively uses its federal ~funds to subsidize
the  operation’ (including paperwork and adm.im.stgation) of parallel )
special eds programs sponsored by the) state§ For example, there was -
- spme corfcern expr essed about "how Massachusetts would continue td"operate -
its desggregation assistance Qrogran, Chapter 636, after cuts were madé
in FSAA and the funding prograxr't;f tly\; civ:i,l Rights Act. :

- »

2 Theére .was some gvidence at the 1oca1 1eve1 that while paperwork" may
"not be a stgnificant burden, neither was {t a non—issue., ‘Much of the )
,paperwork burden’ placed on districts appears “#o come itcm state programs, .
Chapter 766 in particulax.x. In addition,. districts facé’ tgwsubsta tial . .
amount of paperwork imposed by the state for certain activ;k'ti ~such as
hir ing consultants, related to both state and federal programs, ‘
Althqugh we asked about interprogran c@ordination, we found that
interactions- across federal programs at tHe gtate level are quite
" limited. Earlier we described the state department of education's.
operating style as one in which the six major departmental divisions have
substantial autondwy. This carr:l.es over to thé operation of fe;ie‘ral N
progra&ms as well, and the- system is made more complex because all the *‘7 .
federal programs exoept Title I have state counterpi‘;ts. Howev%fv‘the ’
context in which this system operates is important:™the operation 08 =
special needs programs (federal and state) is central to the operat‘ipn‘_
the degartment because the state places priority on serving special, neeg,s’ )
students. As a result, state and federal efforts, sich as those for
serving handicapped students, ‘are ciosely coordinated with one another but

 do not have substantial interaction with other department activities. Ebr
J

LN
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1example, Title I, civﬂ ri’ghts, and vocational education all operate

‘within their own divisions and generally have little to do with one

: another in terms of either proé¢edures or. content, (At one time, somé
effort was made to coordinate Title I testing with the activities of the’
Bureau for Assessment and Evaluation; however, this effort resulted in
"confusion® and was. dropped ) -

-

Under the former: Comm""ioner 8. administration, all.of these activi-
ties reported individuql@y.F. his office. (In many:cases, they reported
directly to him.) His operating style, which was to delegate responsi=
bility to his 'lieutenants,' cértainly contributed to autonomy among
department divisions and to his ‘control of departmental operations. On
occasion, he would make an active effort to coordinate across programs.’
For 'example, he made a ‘Special. effort to coordinate vocational education '

- activities for the handicapped’in 'high schools.. But ‘in general,tthese
¥ross-program coordinat ion activities seemed limited to specific ohjectfves
or octagions. The extent to which the new Commissioner will confinue
this operating style is not clear, but he has 1ndicated his interest

in qroup decision-dnaking. i L -
p i - %
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A
Massachusetts hasqla%-standing traditions otsi‘ providing publlc .
social services for its citizens, with strong Jokaly control :
""in-‘the provision of these services. L X R
v & PR &’ - s ’
o Economic congiderations such as the increase in oil prmes, ’
: .? as well as national political trends, have contributed to the _
recent trend toward fiscal- ‘and social conservatfsm in this ‘.

8
LI

‘k. .
P

" traditionally liberal state.
o A law -popularly known as Propesition 2-1/2, passed two years

ag®, limits local propérty taxes to 2-1/2% of assessed,
.valuation. Thig has resulted in some sharp Peductions in local -
spending, but - the long-term effects for the state are not. clear.
.
R - Prooosition 2-1/2 has two major effects on education. First, the
hv " . 7. local property tax limjt has had a strong, immediate impact - on-
‘district spendinq\_lp/jsystem that relies heavily on local tax
e ravenues "tQ. support education.: Second, the law ended the "fiscal
autonomy .of -Iocal school boards —~ that is; their powe¥f to set
" .diptrict b@ﬁget levels unilaterally. L ‘

A .

’ ‘oIicLWithin the State . , , . '
. - . S -
e the early - 19703, Massachusetts has had a set of strong

-Q e 1w pr iding for the. education of special needs students
(Fac fa) ninofi , landguage minorities, girls, the handi-
capped)‘ I'he @ rtment of education has 'not hesitated to enforce

_ . thlese law 'aggressively 4~ in contrast to its ear ier, deferential

: bebav or oward local districts. - "

LT 90/_, o N
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‘o The great bulk of state aid to education is distributed by a - - v

. ‘ formula that includes pupil weightings for the -han®icapped, o
Mo students in vocational education, limited-Bnglish speaking students,
and low-income students. The formula also includes a factor that N v
increases the funding for districts ‘with low equalized property” "
‘wealth; however, a save-harmless guarantee weakens the equalizing
effect of this provision. . . .

.o
o The upper echelons éf tﬁ; department of education includeagany
professionals from fields other than education -- lawyers; !
T analysts, politicians, etc. ‘The six regjonal offices, which
.handle most of the day-to-day interactions with districts, contain
- gpecialists in education and civil rights. In general, .the _
_ department's staffing reflects 'its commitment to monitoring .
' compliance with the laws apd its lower levbl of involvement in o

'*i.~ strictly curriculum matters. ‘¢ %7 S

-

S .o Education policy in Massachusetts is doﬁinated by progtams

' . .. mandates fdk special needs students. ,This reflects the con nuing

E " strength of ,public interest groups and the coﬂﬁitment of the State’
Board of Education,vdespite scme backlash from the citizenry and:

legislators (especially on the' issue of desegregation).

5
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The SEA as an Otrganization

‘ e .
o Fe 1 funds have ﬁade'an rtant contribution to the department's
'H“ic ity to monitor and enforce requirements. ThR department's
itment to these activities has stemmed from state-level policy,
: but much of the wherewithal has .come from Washington.

N,

W

.
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o The department has vastly increased its authority over distr1ct§ in
the past 15 years, but local control remains an 1mportant concept

35 in the state. : . . .
h;s & 5 ., ,'_Q : > L ~
State Political Environment . : B | O'j L '
v s < i s
- v
i o The interest groups that oéiginally won the passage of the;l,ws for
special needs students are still a powerful force. °f .

o the legislature, reflecting local resentment over costly mandated *
: servicés and over desegregation in some cities, has shown some

!interegst in weakening the state laws. Lobbying by’ interest groups

D i'-.,has generalIy protected the. ’laws, howeVer.f- . , T

: *erw : R _ g ‘ ¢ Cee L .

>

State Management of Pederal and State Programs

"..(. ,4.."

' 0. There is an excellent fit betwaen federal and state .programs
; for special needs students. Thus the. federal programs have beén. .
administered in conjunction with state policy priorities. Fedéral
- fundi sources, notably Title IV of the Civil Rights Act, ‘have.
underwtitten the- administration of state laws as ‘well as’

ones. . . Co c s

-v. &‘_ o . . . .#" ,‘— -

1
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o The state has developed many polic ies and procedures to pursue

o

federal civil rights requirementg (and the corresponding state
requirements) . )

-

‘The 'reguldr program” has received relatively little atfention

from the :state department of education, although the recent "basic,

) skills policy” and, the more recent arrival of a new Commissioner

may change th is .

i
L}
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MISSOURI STATE PROFILE

" " Richard J. Coley ~ ‘! e
Margaret  E. Goertz

Introduction .
. \ . X ,. § . . _/

Missouri is ‘a soéially, politically and fiscally conservative state.
A now forgotten Congressman, William Vandiver, declared in 1889: "Frothy
elogquence neither convinces nor satisfies me. I am from Missouri. You
have to show me."™ ,(Today the Random Honse dictionary even includes a :
definition of the phrase "from Missouri;' it means: "Unwilling to
accept without proof, skeptical.” Although the state has two major
metropolises within its borders, the:state capitol and governor's mansion
in Jefferson City have generally been controlled by rural and small-city
legislators and by governors who fall somewhere between moderate and
conservative-on an ideological scale. As a result, Missouri has tradi-

tionally had a low-tax, low-service state government. 1
The.Setting ' ‘ SR ' . L
. . v o l;’- \ .

Missouri has a diverse social and economic composition. 1Its two
largest cities, St. Louis and Kansas City, have the usual -litany of 'urban
ills: declining tax bases, large minority populations (minority enrollments
in the St. Louis and Ransas City public schools'exceed 70%), and the higher
-cogts of maintaining an aging infrastructure and of supporting an aging and
‘impoverished populatiop. A large gulf exists between these two metropolitan
areas and the rest of Missouri that is characterized by small cities and

rural areas.
[4

Missouri's economic basé is supported primarily by manufacturing,
agriculture and tourism. Manufacturing is dominated by the aerospace '
and automobile industry; growth in transportation employment has offset
losses in such industries as shoe manufacturing, food processing (such as
beer) .and apparel manufacturing. Agriculture is the state's second .
largest income producer and close to three-quarters of-Missouti's land

area is farms.

-

Missouri is currently governed by a Republican, .second-term Governor,
Kib Bond, and a Democratically-controlled legislature. Bond has taken "a
strong anti-tax increase stance, preferring to "tighten the State's belt"
and collect unpaid taxes due ‘the inefficient Department ‘of Revenue. The
Governor's stand will run into little opposition on either 'side of the
aisle in the General Assembly. .The Senate, historically much more
conservative than the conservative Houge of Representatives, can be
counted oh to stop ‘any taxes that (a) would hurt business, {b) would hurt
banks or- farmers or (c) would be used to create nev programs and services.

Most political battles in Jefferson City are fought along rural/urban
lines. The recent dispute over the disttibution of new state education

revenues is an example. - The House favored the chlusion of two factors
{

1Peirce, Neal R. The Great Plains States of America, New York:
W.W.. Norton & Co., 1973, p. 34. , N P . i /,
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in the formula that would direct more aid to the cities and their suburbs:
a cost-of-education index and an adjustment for declining enrollment.
The rurally—dominated Sepnate, however, was strongly opposed to these
changes. This deadlock almost doomed chances for ap increase in the
cigarette tax which was earmarked for education; a'similar "Btandoff"
killed a pronpsed half-cent.sales.tax'for education last year.
K N
The social and politica conservatism of Missouri is reflected in
its fiscal policies. Among‘the S50 states, Missouri ranks 46th in state
tax_effort, 47th”in per capita state ,expenditures for education and 50th..
in per capita ‘'staté *expenditures on all functions. In Nogember 1990,
the .state's electorate approved the, Hancock Amendment.which locks in this
conservative fiscal policy. This' tax limitation initiative amended. the '
state constitution to restrict the amount of taxes (general and special
revenues, ‘licenses .and fees) which the state may receive to the current
- level, increased annually by the percentage increase of personal‘incomé
in Missouri plus ofie percent. = In ‘addition, the state cannot reduce its
current share of funding for 1local activities nor . mandate any new
programs without full state funding. .
; - o L4
o . The Hancock Amendment has not: been triggered yet-since the Missouri
economy has'been severely affected by the recession .and state t revenues
for fiscal year 1982 ran several million dollars behind projected revenues.
Facing the double whammy of federal cutbacks -and a Btagnant economy,
state legislators passed a fiscal year 1983 budget which increased state
expenditures by.a mere 2.5%. Féw new programs were funded and state
employees received only token pay raises. Proposals by the House
Speaker to increase a variety of tax rates to bail out the state from
‘ its fiscal problems and. to make* the state tax system more equitable
“ ‘ failed due to opposition from the Governor and the Senate President.
Only two tax.increases were passed: a four-cents increase in the state
cigarette tax dedicated to education, and a four-cents increase in the
state gasoline tax. The Hancock Amendment required that this latter
increase be placed on the ballot, and it was defeated by the Missouri
voters. Public education and highways,‘considered‘two critically needy
areas which consumed much of the last two years' legislative debate,
received little relief. ) . . . » N :

s

Major Themes that Shape Education Policy s

Four themes appear to shape education policy in Missouri: local
control, limited support for programs for ecohbmically disadvantaged
students, an influential but conservative Comisgsioner of Educatiom, and
money. . . e g

\

Local control. Missouri is a strong local control state. It has a
large ‘number (547) of relatively small school districts: 1In 1980-81 .
districts ranged in size from 30 to 75,000 students: 24% .enrolled

1National Education Association., Rankings of the States, Washington,
D.C.: NEA, 1981: ‘

R
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fewe than 250 students and only 14 had mo>/ than 10,000. students. .
\gt, uis and - Kansas City are outliers withr 5,000 and 41,000 students,
espectively. Enrollments have been declining in Missouri statewide at
a rate of about{-three percent a year, down from 850,000 average daily
attendapce (ADA) in 1976-77; to 754 OOO ADA in 1980 81.
) The State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education -— DESE -
‘(hereafter referred to as the state education agenc} -- SBA) "gqQes out of
its way to maintain. local autonomy" in this’ system. The. SEA li%?ts its
own mandates on local districts, preferring to go the route of "friendly
'persuasion.” As one respondent noted, "We doh't mandate, but try to
encourage and influence LEAs." : . ’
: - R .
Limited Support for Edhcationally DisadVantaéed Students. About
10% of the’state's students come .from famjliesr,receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) . .- These students are concentrated in the.
State's two largest cit,es, however, with over 25% of»Kansas'City's
students classified as poor. The same patterns can be-seen with regard
to minority enrollments. .Black students const1tute 14% of the statewide-
public school population, but- nearly one-half of the state's minority.
students attend the inner-city schools of St. Louis and Kansag City.

: Thus, the problems of economically and educationally disadvantaged
students are viewed as the problems of. St. Louis and Kansas-City. The

low level of legislative gsupport for these problems is:evident in the: ,
lack of any major statewide compensatory education, bilingual education

or desegregation program. The ongoing desegregation litigation in St.
Louis has aggravated" this situation. The federal cqurt recently ordered
Missouri to pay one-half the cost of intra-city integration programs in
St. Louis with the check to be drawn directly from the state treasury.
Several members of the legislature responded to this action by introducing
ant1-busing amendments to school aid legislation in the 1982 session.

Commissioner of Education. The Commissioner of Education, Arthur
Mallory, is viewed both inside and outside the SEA as one of the most
influential actors 'in Missouri education politics. He was characterized
as being low-key, conservative, and a superb politician. His.consensus-

‘building orientation reflects the low-pressure political style of the
state and has kept his department from becoming involved in controversial
issues that would upset rural educators and'legislators, ' y

Money. As noted ear}ier, Missouri is in the midst of a fiscal

crisis. State support of elementary and secondary education is stagnant,
and most local schodl districts are in financial trouble as well. The

state is therefore unable to consider. replacing lost federal’ funds in any
social service categories, in¢luding education, and. local districts are
hard-pressed to meet federal matching and maintenance of effort requirements
Average teacher salaries are low in Missouri, with a rank of 37th nationally
and the current expenditure per. pupil ’'(ADA) of $2101"in 1980-81 is 32nd

in the nation: These facts have become the focus of efforts by education
interest groups and, most recently, the State Boar8 of Education to )
generate more state tax- revenues in support of the Foundation Aid program.

[
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' Education Policy in Missouri .

.
)

How the Schools are Financed _ .

In 1980- -81, ‘Missouri's school d}stricts derived 10 18 of their
support from the federal government, 36.9% from state funds, and the .
remaining 53.0% from local revenues. The local share has decreased by

‘five percentage points since. the mid-1970s, in part the result of a

reform formula which .was implémented in 1977-78 and in part due to growth
in federal aid. | . . . v
. \ L]

Nearly three-quarters of Missouri's education aid is allocated
througgpa Basic Grant Program. ' (See Table 1) -The Basic Grant Program
consists of two formulas: the Minimum Guarantee Progxam and the Guaran-
teed Tax Base Add-on Program. At least 75% of the Basic Grant Program
must-be spent for teachers' salaries. . _

. 1 L.t . > - . . ) q
The Foundation level is set- at 75% of the state average current
expenditure per pupil for the. second preceding year. Pupils are given an

additional 0.25 weighting if theéy are orphans or live in families
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). The- reﬁﬁired
tax rate, 57% of the state pupil-weighted levy ‘for the second preceding
year, is applied to equalized property valuation. This adjusted tax
rate is adjusted further by each district's income factor. Thus,

a district with below average income will have a lower adjusted tax

‘rate than a district with average or above average income.

The Guaranteed Tax Base Add-on Program (GTB) applies to all dis- ‘
tricts which levy adjusted school tax rates above the required rate
(pupil-weighted levy), and that have a property valuation per ‘pupil at or
above the 88th percentile wealth. This finance formula has never been

1fully—funded, however. ' .

Exceptional Pupil Aid (special education) represents 8.8% of

‘total state aid. These funds are allocated on the basis of approved

special education classroom units, ranging from $7,425 to $9,900. The
reimbursement rate is adjusted annually to reflect changes in the legisla-
tive appropriation. This aid must be spent on staff salaries. - The
appropriation process lumps Basic Grant, special education and

' transportation aid togéther. Special education and transportation aid

are taken "off the top" of each year's allocation; the remaining Basic:
Grant funds are then apportioned.

fable 2 shows the allocations for these three programs over the last ‘
seven years. Three trends emerge. First, while total appropriations ‘
grew at a rate of 12% a year between 1976-77 and 1980-81, in the last two .
years, the fiscal crisis has limited this growth to 3.5% a year. Second,

transportation funding has been drawing off money from other programs .
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) Table 1
Staté School Aid for Selected. Proggpams, 1980-81

- - Percent

Program : ) pollar Amount of Total
Basic Support Programs ' . ' $ 551,032,168%  74.7%
Pupil Targeted Instructional .

Programs - ’
Special Education o 64,677, 777" : 8.8 .
Vocational Education -~ ' - 20, 386, 550 b 2.8
Compensatory Education ‘ (8,184,573) (1. 1)
Bilingual/Bicultural Education — L e——

Adult Educa{tldn —_—— —_—
’ ’ ’

Pupil Support Services

Tr ansportation ‘ © 65,181,910. 8.8

Textbooks, Materials, etc. 30,319,207 4.1

Food Service. 7 . 5,188,747 0.7

Staff . - —_— o
4

Employee Benefits

Adjustment for District

Characteristics

Poverty Incidence _ -2 ‘ . —-—

Sparcity-Small Schools _— ' —

.Capital Grants ' - 1,077,611 0.1

“ ~
Total 737,863,970 100.0

%count of pupils in Basic Support Program includes add-on weight of
0.25 for each AFDC pupil and orphan enrolled in the school district.’ Funds
generated by this weighting are not earmarked for compensatory education

programs. .

bRemedj.al reading aid is included in-the special education appropria~-
tion.

Source: . Categories are drawn from Tron, Esther 0. (ed.) ~ Publie School
Finance Programs, 1978-79, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1980. Data were supplied by John W. Alberty,

w Director, School Finance, Missouri State Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education. '
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over the last six years/ with its share of the Foundation progr appro-
priation growing from 6.6 to 10.5%. Special education's share 6f the .
fund has grown slightly from 8.4 to 10%.. Third, as a result, the Basic
Grant Program currently garners 80% of the Foundation Program down from
85% -in the mid-1970s. Coupled with the slowed increase in total appro-
priations, growth in Basic Grant funds has been m}niséulé. <L

" ‘ . L < .
. . .‘- N . -

J o

AppropriSEions'Tor Eoundation Program
(in millions) and Percent of Total

“

Table 2 K

. ‘ Total Special . _ Transportation Basic
Year Approp. Education aid Grant
1976-77 $ 428.8 ( 36.2 (8.4%) 28.4‘ (6.6%) . 3642 (85.0%)
1977-78 {23338 _ 42.0 (8.?%) 41.1 (8.5%) "397.7’(52.7%)
1978-79 526.8 50.2 (9.5%) S I 1(h;8%)- 430.5 (61,7%)
1979-80 593.6 - " 57.2 (3,6%) 53.7 (9.0%) 482.7 (81.3%)
1980-81 ;83.6 66.6 }9.7%) , | 66.0 - 19.7%). 551'0.(80'6%)
1981-82 . 702.6 Y70.2.(9.9%) 74:5 (10.5%) 562.9 (79.6%)
1982-83 733,72 o o "
-

aGovérnor ceduced aid to school districts by $34.1 million.

Source: Data were supplied‘by John W. Alberty, Direcsor, School Finance,
Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. .
\ * i

!
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- Major Programs for ‘Special Needs Students
. ) e ! T Tl .
The major state education programs for special needs students are
special education and vocational educatibn: The state has.a small
~ remedial reading program and no bilingﬁal education or desegregation
programs. .The primary programs which tdrget .resources on economically
disadvantaged students are federally funded ones: Title I, vocational
education set-asides and the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA).- No local
;districtg.qurréntly receive Title VII funds. ,The state also receives
federal funding for special qﬁucation,‘vocational educat and Titles
IV and ¥. Table 3 shows the relative ‘levels of state sand federal funding,
for these programs fo:'1980p8]. e ' .

“\"
Table 3 .
State and Federal Funding~fgrﬂspécial Needs Progfhms
~— _ -7 : . ) f'
' . State Federal

L
¥

o " - T 'y
Compensatory.. Education § 8,184,000 ¢ 54,200,000~

. v

. . . special Education . 58,679,000 21,634,600
' “Vocational Education 20,386,500 47,507,000
‘Titles IV and V - - 7,600,000

4 t 4
Sources: State data were supplied by John W. Alberty, Director, School
® Finance, Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education; federal datd were supplied by U.S:Department of
Education and by state program administrators of the Miss?uri
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.

i

The Missouri Constitution®prohibits the allocation of public aid
for religious purposes or ;o religiouss institutions. The stake is one -
of two in the country that pave *by-pass” arrang?ments for providing
federally funded services to non-public schoqis.~ )

.Cbmgensaéory Educatign. The Title I prograﬁ and the state remedial .
aid'brogyam are administered by the Division of Instruction. Title I

S A

T — - 1]

1Federa; law requires states and LEAS to extend 'the benefits of federal
‘programs to non-public schools. Where stete law prohibits state involvement
in non-public.schoo 8, by-pass provisions in federal law allow the federal
government to contract for services to ndn-public schools without state or,
LEA involvement. The SEA does not have a by-pass arrangement for federal
special education funds, however, a LEAs are required to extend ;he
benefits of P.L. 94-142 to non-public school gtudents.

v , o
- . 1u4
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staff consist of 11 professionals and six secretaries, all totally
supported by federal funds. _Title I funds are the- primary source ‘of

" support for compensatory education in Missouri. 1In 1980-81, 380 sc¢hool
districts received $55. 2.million to provide compensatory services to.
95,487 children. . Title I fynds also. supported nine state-operated .
schools for neglected or delinquent children, 36 school districts which -
serve migrant children, and 78. educational ‘facilities under. the: supervi- " -
sion of two state agencies providing services for handicapped children.

Missouri‘s small remedial reading program is fnnded as a-part of the
special education aid. Districts are reimbursed $5, 776 for the support
of teacher salaries” for each approved remedial reading class. In 1987
this program provided about $8 milliof %o serve 69,342 children with’
reading deficiencies. The progrpm has two parts. One follows the Title’
I program and pays for part of the salaries of Title I teachers,, freeing
up Title I funds for other purposes. The “othet part funds teachers to
provide remedial reading to non-Title I»eligibles who " are deficient in
reading. The program dates back to_around 1968 and evolved from a
program developed by the superintendent of an urban school district. .It
-has been part of the special education portion of the state's Foundation
Plan since 1974.' ' . v
A Missouri's state aid formula also provides -an additional weight .
of .25 for each AFDC and orphan child. In 1979-80 this-we!ght generated
$22, millﬁon in operating aid on behalf of about 75,000 children. This
aid is not earmarked for any specific program, however, and was adopted

. to provide aid to urban school districts.
¢ } . . -

Bilingual Education. Missouri does not have ahy state bilingual
" education programs and neither the SEA nor any LEAs currently receive Title
VII funds. - s E {

. Civil Rights. Missouri does not have state laws’ prohibiting
discyimination in the provision of educational services based on race or
Sex. A number of school districts are ‘currently under OCR or federal
court-ordered decrees to desegregate. e latest court action involved
St. Louis wheye the federal court ordered\ the St. Louis .Public Schools to
implement deBSegregation measures within the city and the state to pay
one-half of these implementation costs (ar und $11 miIlion the first
year). In additid6n, the State Board of EA4 cation, SEA and'other defendants

~ must develop plans for Eoluntary, cooperative de8egregation measures that
include the ‘St. ‘Louis School District and 39 LEAs in three surrounding
counties. ‘ v

A small Technical Assistance unit in the\Division of Urban and
Teacher Education, which was created in late 1973 in response to court
suits in Kansas City, St. Louis and Rinlock, holds workshops, follows up
Qpn each OCR complaint with offers of technical?assistance, and conducts
statewide needs assessments. This unit is funded totally under Title IV
of the Civil Rights Act. ! o : \ -
) . T

e

1The Missouri State Constitution prohibits raciaA discrimination in
the use of state aid)for teacher salaries. .
105
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~.  Special Education. Most of Missouri's’ spec1al education law redates
_ P.L. 94- 142. In 1969 the State Board of Education eﬁtablished stat
schools for trainable mentally retarded persons. Dir ing the next seVeral
years Missouri began to develop new special, education legislation, >
examining federal models and adapting them to Missouri's philosophies,
practices, and laws. ‘HB '474 was passed in 1973, mandating services for
handicapped children for the fizst time in Missouri and replacing permis-
sive language in state statutes that had led to large variations in the
scope and 4ua1ity of programs.

\

. While conaistent with the spirit of P.L. 94-142, HB 474.is not as
prescriptive as federal law. It ddes not address the issues of personnel
development, related services, monitoring, program audits, accountability,
and parental involvement in the early stages of the screening. procesg. ”
Also,,;lthough Missouri law requires the development of an individualized
education program (IEP)," the product is not as elaborate as its federal -
-counterpart. Due process requireménts were included .in Missouri's legisla-
,tion and later amended to match more closely‘federal requir.enents, ~State
law stipulates -class sizes, which vary by ©ategory of handicap.
/
The Division of Special Education is responsible for the administra-
' ti oh of both state and feéderal ‘special éducation funds for Missouri
public schools. Staff consig€ts of an assistant commissioner, a director,
an assistant director, 12 consultants, two program specialists, and
several secretaries. ederal support of their salaries is about 75-80%,
with the consultants and program specfalists totally supported by federal
funds. The SEA monitore for compliance with state and federal law and’
provides technigal .assistance to local school, districts.‘ Iocal districts
are required to develop fheir own three-year compliahce plan; ‘addressing
each of the federal assurances, and subject to review at public hearings
‘before the -local board of education and finally by the SEA. These plans
must be updated annually.

'. Table 4 shows funding levels for handicapped children from state and
. federal sources since 1970.. The state's financial commitment to special’
eduycation was large before the passage of P.L. 94-142 and HB 474, but has
increased considerably since 1974. . In 1981 the federal funds represented
seven percent of\total special education funding, state aid, was 50%,“ and
the local share was 43%. : N




- Table 4 ~*. . .. _ﬁ-' -
"Souxces of Funding for.” ., -
Handicapped Children . "'

[y

S . 3 Federal s

Year ° State Reimbursement .- © (Part B) Funding

1970 $ 9,267,154 ., $ 641,800 .

1971 ) . 9,798,002 : . 721,700 - b
£1972 E ".- 13,941,555 e " 803,303 .. - -
£ 1973 16,164,873 coa - 789,238 ' -
1974 ) 18,418,958 . ' . 1,016,772

1975 Ty 28,121,392y - . 7 - 2,145,536

1976 _ . 33,146,176 ' o~ 2,148,964 . ’

1977 . 35,720,188 - . . 4,267,874, - .

1978 "t 42,097,156 s 6,770,520 D
.1979 - " 50,322,491 .. 13,544,797 '

1980 _ -, 57,084,007. - - 20,561,284

1981 7 64,677,777 iy . 21,077,304

Source:: ,Missouri'Départmeht of Elementary énd‘SeconaaEnyducéélon.
"Selected Education Statistics for Missouri, Fall 1981.%
Jefferson City, MO: DESE, 1981. : o
. _ ‘ S
. / ,
. State aid for special education is part of Missouri's Foundation Plan.

Since this aid must be'spent on staff salaries (teaghers,'teaCher ai@gg, .,
and ancillary staff), federal funds may be usged to .purchase instructional
-and therapy equipment; to -purchase related services; to suppart the balance
of teacher and ancillary staff salaries after state aid is applied; to-
fund-additionai\épecial education administrators for better .management of . }
services to the handicapped; and in some cases, to allow for minor '
modifications of classrooms to accommodate the handicapped. These monies

" may also §iovidg.inf86rviCe training for special education teachers and
financial assistance.to special education teachers working toward full
certification.. The SEA keeps.10% of the federal allocation to fund LEA
discretionary'programé for the deaf/blind, the severely handicapped, the
preschool handicapped, and special educat;oﬁ personnel development needs N'

which are state prioritids. .

Vocational Education. Missouri serves 273,000 students through’
secondary, postsecondary, adult, and special needs vocational education
programs, services and activities. The number of students receiving
vocational education services in Missouri grew rapidly in the 1970s, but
‘the growth lines_have -flattened. - . .

In 1981-82; 14.6% of vocational education revenues came from /.
the federdl government, 21.9% from the state,.and the remainder from
'local governments. These percentages represent a recent decline in
the federal and state governmeht's share of vocational education funding.
, AR
. : ) s

“
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Ih 1976’77 the federal government “share. was %, and the state share was’
23,5%, ,The SEA received.a $2.7 million (or' 18%)" cut in federal aid in
. the last Year, and has suffered reductions in state vqcational education
aid Of Myr1y $2 millioﬂ between 1979-80 "and 1981-82.  Total spending
on vocat QOnal education in Missouri has, iemained constaﬁt”at around $100
- mizlion dhzing the last three ygars, With 1local- school distriﬁts ‘taking
~on a8 latgetrshare of the costs. v . N R
. . ‘~» N m‘m\

o The Qtate has an extensive system of Area Vocational Centers (AVESY .
~Prjot to \he 1963 Vocational Education Ac¢t (VEA), the State ‘had six . _
vq¢atio ay education’centers in the cities., 'Funds from the 1963 legisla-
tion Eﬂa &d the  gtate to expand this system to 58 centets, Most are in

puplic &legentary and secondary school districts and servé secondary;
pogtsec dafy and special needs adult populations scattered throughout
"the Sta®®. Mogt of the State funds flow directly :to l'host:" centers, but
the Sta“e supplies incentive funds to feeder districts as an offset
agaihst he Ayc's tuition charges. Districts .are not requireq‘to contract

LV wigh the hogt district for services. .

edetal set-aside monies for vocational disadvantaged ard handicapped

groqram5 Are administered by the Section of Vovational Special Needs ’

. ogramé' in FY 1982 offdcials projected that federal/non-federal

- spendind “ould equal nearly $8 million, or eight percent of total
vpcatioﬂ A\ education expenditures. The Department's -'s emphasis is placed

~on maingt Yeaming. special needs students in regular vocational programs,

© Uusyng sUCh gtrategies as vocational resourde educators, aides, vocational v

evaluati n, remeﬁiation and counseling. - . s
. . . Y
) - » N / - ) : l * N
~ §£3QE;§ﬁL$£Eglrﬁmprovement and-CapaCitQ-Building Programs

Ti”lﬁe IV-B .and IV-C. Titles IV-B and 1V~C-are administered by* the
Of giCe of Learning Resources and Exemplary Programs. The staff of
‘ten is £°311y federally funded. Ninety-five percent of the state's IV-B
engitle®®Ny ($3,3 million in Fy 1982) is distributed to 507 LEAs and 13
-8tate sﬁthls ‘through a formula based on enrollment (84%), high tax
efgoft”’ (%) and high cost factors, concentration'of AFDC students, and
small s$2Q [93%), No state priorities are impoged on the use of these
fupde; che program has_funded a variety of activities including computer
(5¢ Aist'lces), video equipment,-improving ‘career awareness and working
witn ge¥" atereotyping problems, instructional television, and books ¢ ; o~

Ti&lQ 1V~c funds have been used for three types of projects." ee~ ~'
year demons;ration projects, one-year -adoption projects with a $6,00
gundihg id) and one-year staff development projects. The latter grant
‘progfam "y specified state priority areas: {mplementing an instructional

- -
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A9950pri§tion3 for the 1982~ 83 sshool year will reinstate these 1ost .
fuhdac - . ) = ( ] , T s é'
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Mi’aOUIi state Board of Education.‘ 1979-80, Report of the Public
Schaols, Thble 38, p.- 46,|Mi5souri State Board of Education.j 1980-#1
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manﬁgemeht system in one of the basic skills areas, training instructional
'staff in the administration and utilizawion of external . tests; in-service
traihing for.serving the needs of majnstreamed handicapped ‘and gifted -
children, &nd improving. instructional methods in elementary Bcience. =
The $1 3 mi“llion funding for F! 1982 supports 100 projects. ' :

\

Chapter‘-ﬁu uissouri .and . its 1ocal school distr icts Jiave been: :
- receiving, around $20 million- under’ the programs included.. in the. Chaﬁter 2
.block grant. It. is proiected that this allocation will be reduced to
58 8 million. & »\le y N .o
- The components/of the Chapter 2 formula parallel those of the 'i'itle
IV-B distribution: enrollment, with additional weightings, for districts
with- concentrations of AFDC children'and for small, rural’ schools.. The .
23-person ‘Advisory Council " approved granting the SEA its’ full 20% : .
share, although representatives £ran somé school. distr icts and education
interest groups argued that due, to the financia]. erisis local districts
should recelve more than 80% of ‘the block grant funds. Most distticts
will reced.ve more funds under the new farmula, while those that received
ESAA grants will be cut back severely. Kansas City's aid, for example,
will be réduced fram $3.7million ($3.2 million in ESAA funds) to $400, 000.
Yet they a{rexe';nmitted to spend $1 million a year to support their
desegrega’tion lan., St. Louis' funding will drop from $9.4 million to ‘
$700 000; that district's ESAA grant had exceeded $5 million. ca

'i'he Title IV staff will administer the block grant, but will experi-
ence a 50% reduction’ in staff. They view their role as revie&ing ’
applications from districts, making periodic visits to schools and
.reviewing audit reports on block grant funds. Staff felt. that many local
jurisdictions will spend funds in ‘similar fashion to Title IV-B since
this is the only program in the block grant that most districts used.
The Department's stated intent is to minimize paperwork on block grant
funds as much as possible while giving increased flexibility to local
school districts. It is possible, however, that local districts will be
encour aged to use block grant dollars for some of the S§A's priority
areas, such as staff development and instructional management materials.

~ »

Title V. Missouri received about $1.1 i’nillion in Title V funds in
1981-82, - These monies have been used to develop state department capaci-
ties in the areas of management information systems, financial program °
management and reporting, and data processing; to provide technical
‘assistance to local districts in financial management, cur,riculum develop-
ment, and school management practicesj; ‘and to support some state services,
such as- ‘the statewlde testing program, and SEA acoounting and personnel
activities. The gtate's four-year plan for FY 1980-FY 1983 shows about
353 of the Title V funds earmarked for technical assistance to school
districts, 22% for data processing, and the remainder for other SEA
activities. Some Title V funds were used by the Department as ‘seed money
for new projec¢ts, such as nutrition readers.,

' $a
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The State Education Agency as an Organization
T

.{ . . Lo N R
'rhe M¥ssouri State’ Department of Blanentary and Secondary Education

has six major divisions that are structured along federal program lines: -

 Administration, Instruction, Special' Education, Career and Adult Education,
Urban and Teacher Education, and Vocational Rehabilitation. FPigure 1 shows
the organization of the SEA that pertains to the administration of state and’
federal special needs programs. Table 5 shows the .number of fyll-time equiva-
lent employees in each of these divisions and the size and’ source of. th(ir

funds. - .. ” . - . . *% . EE \ 5

]

The Division of Administration consists of the school finance,
school .management, data processing, school food and building services,
school’data sections and departmehtal budgetd.ng, personnel and accounting
sections. The Assistant Commissioner has the responsibility for implement-
ing Title V.programs. The Division of Instruction provides consultative
services -to administrators and teachers in the areas of instruction and.
curriculum development. Staff in the Division administer federal programs
under Titles I and.IV of ESEA; classify and accreditgpublic school
districts; and assist school districts in expanding or improving their
curriculum and {‘nstructional programs. - ‘ .

The Division of Special Education is responsible for’ state and
‘federal special education funds for Missouri public schools. ‘The Division
.also administers :.the progrims and the budgets appropriated for the. §3
state schools for severely handicapped persons, the School for the °1'seaf,
and the School for the 'Blind. Staff in the Division monitor. local school
‘district programs and’ other state agencies providing direct services to
handicapped school-age children for compliance’with state and federal
"laws , provide technical assistance, and distgibute state funds to the
extended employment sheltered workshops. i ..

. 'rbe .Division of Career and Adult Education administers programs in
vocational education and adult education. The staff is responsible for
developing the state plans for vocational -and adult basic education that
form the basis for distributing federal and state funds to LEAs; reviewing.
and approving vocational education programs Sperated by;local schools;
administering the Adult Basic Education program; and providing skill
trainipg programs for unemployed or underemployed adults. &

.
at

" The Division of Urban and Teacher Education contains the Teachex
Certification; Technical Assistande and Urban Education sections. The.
Division issues teaching certificates, works -with districts involved in -
deségregation: and‘conduéts annual workshops ofi crime, violence and
vandalism preventiom in public schools and provides management and staff
development for urban educators. : . .

'rhe Division of Vocational Rehabilitation provides 8services to dis-
abled persons to help them overcome handicaps to’ employment. OCounseling,
training, and -medical services are provided based on the specific needs

of each client.

N | ~ 11u
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2 - ) " Table 5

' " State Expenditureés for Education, by Category -
' and Source (in thousands of dollars) ’,
2 _ ' Number of State FederaJ.

. General Administration FTE Employees Funds Funds - Total
Personnel . _ ] 102 | .. 916 - 854 : 1,770 .
Operations o . 243 320 . 563
Grants : S ' ' .

. Foundation Program-. . 683,617 ° —- , 683,617
School Food Services : 5,114 .62,908 68,097 .
Other 211 160 . 37V -
‘Miscellaneous’ ., 4,000 =y 4,000«
Instruction S e ' , :
Personnel - 62 ' 274 1,008 1,282
Operat ions S 77 347 424
Grants B '
Compensatory Education ' — 55,230 55,230
Learning Resources : fe—- 7,499 -, © 7,499
Instructional TV o 90 -— . 90°
Urban and Teacher Education ~ * 16 206 - 119 . 425
Career and Adult Education i
Personnel . . 106 590 1,347 1,931
Operations R 163 . 465 628
Grants o . ) :
. Vocational Education :
to Schools v .. 20,387 23,690 44,077
Area‘Vocational Schools . ‘ .
(Oonstructj.on) - 1,078 - === 1,078
' — 12,000 12,000

CETA | : . R
Other L . (:::\\;\ﬂ 1,285 2,680 3,965

- Special- Education :

Personnel . 23 72 355 427

Operations . 17 ~147 164

Grants . - . a 33000 '33,000°

. - Bphetal Education S _— - A
paten . . ‘

Vocational Rehabilitation * % ~ - . R
Personnel and .Operations k‘ 536 ' -—= 11,371 11,371
Grants e 4,959 22,461 . 27,420

Special Schools for . =~ - .

Handicapped . 1,059 23,963 2,354 26,317

"TOTAL S . 1,914 . -747,267 238,309 985,576 -

b4 -

8564 mill n in state aid fo: special education is dist;ibuted through

the Ebundation Progran. . ‘ -

9

Source: State of Missour i. Executive Budget, Fiscal Year 1982, Jefferson
City, MO:. Executive Office, January 1981.




< . Pederal programs have /had a'major impact on the size of the Missouri
SEA. The number and type (of personnel' d resources grew ‘rapidly between
11964 and 1970 due largely to the implementation of the  Vocational Educatioh
Act of ,1963 and the Elementyry.and Secondary Education Act of 1965.. One
respondent noted that by 1972 two-thirds of SEA staff were: paid w¥ith ’
federal funds, including nearly- all of those employed in the vocational
‘education. office. . .

\
\.

The Department has made a concerted fort to reduce its dependence
on .federal funds over ‘the last ten years,egng recent figures show that)
only 508 of the total SEA staff (including those employed at state _
schools for handicapped clients in vocational rehabilitation programs)
are (unded by federal programs. Budget figures for 1980-81 showed \
the follawing level of federal support for personnel by division:
Administration, 45%; Instruction, 75%; Special Education Administration,
'80%; Vbcational and Adult Education, 68%; Urban and Teacher Education,
30%; and Vbcational Rehabilitation, 100%. '

SEA Functions and Capacity

-4

1)

. . The role of the SEA has expanded and changed since the mid-1960s.
Fifteen years ago the primary function of the Department was ‘service to
local school districts. With the rapid growth in federal programs and
the changing needs of Missouri students and school districts, the SEA ot
has undertaken compliance monitoring, extended its technical aséistance '
activities beyond. curricular areas, and increased its internal\capacities a
in the ‘areas of data processing, management information systems\(MIS), and
program evaluation. A review of the State Board of Education's priorities '
over the last several years undergcores the expanded interests of the .
Department- basic skills, accountability (minimum competeng testing and
local district management programs), teacher preparation, edrly chiidhood
and gifted education, equal access and vocational education.

~

14

Federal funds have supported many ' of these new activities. - A number
of Department staff stated that Title V funds had increased the SEA's .
capacities in the areas of data processing, MIS, and plahning,k;esearch and

ion. 'The Department does not have a separate division of research, '

plannin®, and evaluation. Each federal program unit evaluates - its own programs,
while mos of®'the data collection apd reporting activities are housed in the
Divisions O€ Admini ion mnd Instruction. Planning activities are tied
to an annuallgoal getting process that results in the establishment of
the State Boary-6f Education's priorities.  Federal Title V dollars have
also been used*o provide-technical assistance in non-federal program
areas by funding consultants who work with local school districts in’
developing financial management syatems and stronger curriculum.

The SEA is staffed by education professipnals, many of whom come to
"Jefferson City from poaitions in small city,- suburban or rural Missouri
school districts. Some staff move on to positions in metropolitan school
districts which generally pay higher administrative salaries. For
example, the former.Director, K of Special Education: is now superintendent
of the St. Louis County Sgecial Services District, and several admini-
strators, inEitle I and vocational egucation programs in one of the '
state -] largest citfes had spent some. years working in Jefferson City.

L33
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Intergoverpmental Relationships . ’ _ . b

c

, The state {mposes few requirements of.its own on local. school
districts. While the state requires that all eighth-grade students take
a statewide basic skills test, BEST, it is the districts that determine .. s

' whether this test is used as a graduation requirement. The Department

has had classification ’standards for school districts since 1950, but

. these are voluntary standards that describe the range of programs and

services which should\Qe available to students in the public schools..
The Department's approach to working with local districts is to develop
model curriculum and management programs and then "sell® them to local
distticts rather than mandate their. implementation.

~

" while the:SEA's.primary orientation with regard to state programs

\ remains service and programmatic technical assistance, its orientation with

regard to-federal programs is monitoring and procedural technical assistance.
The .major. concern of federal program staff.is to protect the SEA and local
districts from federal audits by.insuring that procedural processes are in
order. Technical assistance is designed to "assist local" ‘districts in
interpreting and meeting federal regulations. ‘Programmatic assistance

appears to be limited to .the newer federal programs, such as vocational
education set-asides and special education.‘ .

~ R L
' Y. . M . ®

SEA Mission\and.Management

. : BRI
~ The Sgate -Board of_gducation's priorities and the adminiétrative style

of the SEA reflect the political culture.of Missouri and educational issues
identified by the legislature (e.g., basic skills and competency testing),

by ‘statewide study commissions (school finance, vocational education) and/or’
‘by external mandates (equal access, VEDS revisions, etc.). The Commissioner's

* personal. interests are reflected in curriculum areas (citizen education,

elementary math and science programs, elementary reading programs) which
have beén the traditional province of the Department. The next section
describes the political environment within which the state education
edtablishment ‘operates. .

4

The Political Environment of Education Policymaking

Until the early 1970s, the politics of public education in issouri
revolved around one group -- the Missouri State Teachers Associatiion (MSTA).
MSTA, which included administrators as well as teachers, defined Missouri's
school needs and presented them to the state legislature while the .SEA played
a relatively minor role. The MSTA's proposals were adjusted to meet the
state's political tradition: that each group seeks a“narrowly defined.
program calli marginal adjustments in policy with as little fuss. as
possible. No ational, issues emerged that challenged the predominant
yalues or vest nterests wiﬂhﬁn ghe state's political system.

L

1Masters, Nicholas A.*et al. State\Politics ahd the Public'Schools)_-
New York: Alfred A. Knoph, Inc., 1964. _ ) L.
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The Leg islature
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The MSTA's monopoly began to. break up in 1972 when it lost its ' .

‘ National Education Association (NEA) affiliation. A new NEA' affiliate,,
. the Missouri National Education Association (MNEA) was formed, ‘and the
. two compete actively with each other, and with a small Pmerican Fedération

of Teachers (AFT) affiliate, for members. The d‘rganisational rivalry

-which followed the split damaged the MSTA's reputation as representing the '
" consensus of the state's education community on issues. The resulting .

vacuum has been filled by Commissioner Mallory, who came to: the job:just
at the time of the breakup of the education monopoly. S

.

. -

DR .

'i‘he legislature does not get substantivelyt“involved with federal

" education programs. Although the. legislature must reapproptiate federal -

aid, it complies with the recommendations of the-8EA. As federal aid in.
non-education areas has been consolidated into block grants, the'legisla-
ture has started to. reconsider its role in monitoring federal programs.

For example, the Chairman of the House Fiscal Affairs Committee is forming
an oversight committee to look at federal block grant legislation in general,
and ‘legislation has been introduced that would.create a commun ity . services
blopk grant fund allocation formula and administrative structure-for the ’
disposition of federal: cqnmunity services block grant monies. .

, In the last five years the legislature 8 involvement in education
policy has focused om school finance. A significant school finance

.reform bill was passed in 1977, and the legislature has been concerned

dur ing the last two sessions with bills that would increase state sales
and cigarette taxes in support of education. ILeadership on these issues
comes fram the House -- principally the Chairman of the House Education
Committee. The legislators have no staff assigned specifically to
education issues and rely heavily on the SEA for information. The
Department has fostered this reliance by making a’ conscientious effort
over the last 12 years to develqp an open, working relationship with the -
legislature. The SEA has apparently replaced-the MSTA as the pr incipal
source of legislative information. _ .

A

Interest Groups ' o

Education interest groups are vi’ewed as moderately influential in

education politics in Missouri. The MNEA is becoming more influential as_s v
its membership grows: its greatest influence is in the suburbs while the

MSTA derives power from rural superintendents and .the AFT fram the
cities. Special education interests are represented by the traditional
groups -- Missouri Association for Retarded Citizens (MARC), Miseouri
Association for Communication and. Learning Disabilities. (MACLD) , etc. —-

and by about 25 parents' groups, including. those representing state

schools. These groups appear to be fragmented, however. Voca onal
education interests use the.Missouri Vocational Education Assoclation, a
parents' association with ‘a ‘full-time director, -as one vehicle for :

lobbying the: leg islature. (L

S s
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¢ The Missouri State Board of,Education is cqnposed of eight lay

" members appointed by the Governor with'thé consent of the Senate, They
serve for eight-year terms, and no more than four may be of the same ’
political party. The Commissionet of Education is appointed by the State .
Board of Education and serves at the pleasure of the .Board. Missouri has .
had only two commissioners since 1947: Commissioner Wheeler who served
fram 1947 to. 1972 and Commissioner Mallory who has been in this position
since 1972. '

- The SEA does not directly develop an annual legislative package.
"Rather it pushes the annual pr iorities. set by the State Board of Educa-
tion, a relatively conservative body that looks to the Commissioner for
leadership. The Board has tended to rely on statewide commissions to.
study critical and controyersial problems, such as schodl finance,
special education’ and vocational education, and to develop a consensus on
proposed legislative remedies, - .

——
)

Local Autonomy T t ’ Y

Missouri has a strong tradition of local control. B2s noted earlier,
the state imposes few mandates on local sdhool districts. Although the
Department has.become more assertive in helping school districts identify
educational problems and working with them to solve these problems, their
management style remains one of "friendly persuasion. i .

~ -

State Priorities and Institutionalization of Service to 'l"a‘rgetv Populations

Missouri's tradition of political and social conservatism has
resulted in limited support for "social" prggrams such as civil. rights, -
education of the economically disadvantaged, and bilingual education
outside of the state's largest cities and the state education department.
The only visible support for -Title I programs is among state and local
Title I staff and some ‘Parent Avisory Councils. Wwhile the impact of
‘federal cuts in the Title I program will be cushioned . in the short run by
the rolling.over of 1981-82 funds, by 1983-84 it is projected that - ~
services to compensatory education students will have to be cut.

'+ State program managere felt that some waste can be. eliminated by
increasing class sizes, doing without new materials every year, and
cutting out some teacher aides. iocal district staff felt: that cuts '
would force them to be more ‘efficient and to apply innovation to instruc-
tional programs. All agreed, however, that fewer disadvantaged children-
‘would be remediated. Most also felt that without the influence of Title.
I, compensatory education would wither away in Missouri. In response to
the question: Will Missouri make up for cuts in'Title I aid?" the answer
was uniformly "No." :One respondent summarized the lack of support' in
Missouri for this program. with the statement: ‘“phere have never been -
initiatives in this area before. . vhy should we believe there will be in
the future?" . : o _ e
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A similar story can be told concerning civil rights. Court~-ordered
desegregation in St. Louis has™angered. the legislature &nd there is
, little interest in replacing the millions of dollars of ESAA funds lost
by the Kansas City and St. Louis school districts. Although.an urban’
“ factor wag included in the formula for distributing -Chapter 2 funds to
local school districts, no attempt was made to target additional funds to -
_ those districts bearing the costs of desegregation. A

There is strong statewide support, however, for special education
ong interest groups and the legislature. State aid for special ‘educa-
tion is "protected" to some extent from the competition for state aid !
,funds within education as its funding comes "off the top®” of the annual
state education aid appropriation. 'Aid can grow only at the same rate as’
the Foundat ion Aiqg, Program, however, and in recent years .this has meant
less than a four percent increase annually. Another example of the
support for special -education is reflected in the creatich of a committee’
of -attorneys, educators.and parents in November 1981 to study how the
. potential deregulation of P.,L. 94-142 might impact on Missouri special
'education statutes and the provision of services. The report notes areas
where state law is weak. or ‘mute and, .where appropriate, recommends
changes to Missouri's state plan to £ill gaps caused by potential £ederal
' deregulation. .

In gpite of moderate support statewide,'éngational education faces '

gsevere funding problems in Missouri. Federal funding was cut by 18%

this year, and the SEA anticipates. cuts of 20 and 21%, respectively,

over the next two years. At the same time, state support of vocational
education is stagnant. If 1981-82, an increase of $1.5 million was
authorized by the legislature, but .only $500,000 was appropriated..

The SEA requested a $9 million increase for FY 1982, but their pleas are
"falling on deaf ears.” Vocational -education competes directly with the
Foundation Program (which includes general aid, epecial education aid and
transportation aid), and-vocational education interests are not optimistic
"about significant gains in funding until the economy turns around.

P ’

The Adhinistration of FPederal and State Programs'
for Speéial Needs Students -

, This section examines the influences that the federal and state
governments exert on each other in ‘the admi stration.of special. needs
programs. First, we describe how state policies and priorities shape the
administration of federal programs.. Second, we look at the effects that
federal requirements have on gtate program administration. Finally,
these ‘two streams of influence converge, we. describe the compatibilities‘

. and conflicts that result. .

a

14 . s

State Influences on Federal Programs ; Ce R :
* - ’ 9 v A ¢ s
There are two. factors that. appear to shape education poiicy in ~
Missouri and ‘affect the administration of federal education’ pro?rams.
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- First, there is a ‘tension between the tr: ition of local school distfict
autonomy on the one hand, and the prescri iveness ‘of federal \education
law on.the other. Second, the state does not share the federa government's
level of commitment to target populations. :

. Because Missgouri is made up of many small, rural school districts,
the SEA goes out of its way to preserve local.control. The Department i
ldmits its mandates on LEAs, preferring to go the route of "friendly .
persuasion.” The administration of federal and state programs. for special
needs students reflects a continuing tension between the strong attonomy
of LEAs and the prescriptiveness of federal law. LEAs are given |as much
discretion as SEA managers deem permissible, with guidance from the SEA
" coming primarily in the form of advisements and technical assistance.
The major exception ig the Title I program, where the federal government
has sought tight compiiance with the federal law through audits at state
and local levels. : \

-

This exception can be explained by the experiences that Misso ri, as
well as other states, had with federal auditors during the early d ys of
- Title I.. Reflecting the strong tradition of local control in the state,.
the SEA allowed broad use of T'itle I funds by local school districté
with a minimum of regulation. Audits of the program by ‘the U.S. Office
of Education and Genéral Accounting Office (GAO) in the late 1960s were
critical of this: approach, however, and admonished the Department to
monitor local programs for compliance with federal regulations. Th
state's response has been to develop a Title I program that closely
mirrors federal. legislation and regulations. \

The SEA's primary focus is on monitoring LEAs for compliance with
federal regulations and keeping continuity in rules and regulations._ The
state's "Manual of Operational Policies and Guidelines® interprets ;
federa‘”policy narrowly, giving local school districts little flexibility
in program design and operation. - Title I programs are similar acrosssthe
state: reading and language Sérvices provided through a ‘pull-out model.
One of the few areas of discretion allowed LEAs is the determination of
whlch grade ‘levels will be -served by the program. Other state-impoSed
limitations include: . & L - e

Mo 'Annual applications are’ required although the federal law would

permit a three-year plan.’ .

o Title I teacher aides are required by the state to have 60 ”.}
- credit hours of college. . ¥
\

- -
o Direct costs for support services in a.Title ‘I project are 4

v

limited to eight percent of the direct costs of instruction. !
This tight administration of" the Title I program ‘has KkKept . Missouri from
-having ‘an audit exception and has provided urban’ school districts with the
‘support that they need to implement "some of Title I's more controversial
requirements, such as elected Parent Advisory Councils. On the other
‘hand, Missouri 8 conservative and uniform interpretation of federal

(8
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program requirements is seen by some local school districts as a barrier -
to innovative program design.” Thé SEA's concern with limiting abuses’ in
¢he Title- I program-has also caused Title I staff to spend much mdre of

. their time ‘on implementing changes in federal regulations.than on provid-
ing programmatic and instructional support to LEAs. The technical

- assiBtance they provide is usually in interpreting the regulations,
‘chodsing' attendance areas, and administering the pull-out model. They-.

. hold workshops for local district ‘staff which explain regulatory changes,
offer' guidance on computing comparability, and provide some program -
development advice. i . _ L

Because of the constraints and restrictions put on LEAs by the SEA,
Title I has not had much effect’ on the delivery of regular education. .
Title I has, however, become an important and smooth-running pesogram for . -
disadvantaged. ciildren in Missoyri and has had some desirable spin-offs. ‘

 The introduction of Chapter 1 has.required Title I staff to rewr ite
their "Manual of Operational Policies and Guidelines.” ~ Concerried about
the unpredictable actions of federal auditors, the SEA treated Chapter 1
‘as Title I with some adj ustments.based on the non-binding Chapter 1 .
requlations. For example, the new policy book omits the 25% attendance .
area eligibility rule, but the Title I staff have potified LEAs that the
' rule still seems permissible. New language on supplanting and excess '
cost requirements is being developed which would be reasonable alterna<

‘tives to prévious language. .

In administering its Title IV-C program, the SEA is similarly _
~conservative and restrictive in defining approvable activities. Regulations
are applied uniformly to all LEAs, giving them little flexibility in*
-program design, regardless of district needs. This approach works well -
with. rural school districts but creates problems for larger suburban -and
metropolitan districts that want to be more innovatjve in their programs.

Thé “state's concern with local autonomy can be geen in the admini-
stration of special educati®n. Missouri does not add any special education
requirements heyond those embodied in federal law. Monitoring for
compliance w‘it,h" federal and state regu_lat';ions is conducted "off-site,”:
using LEA aid applications, local compliance plans, school censuses, and -

" the required child counts. . Staff check for children not served, inappro- .
priately identified children, inadequate staffing of programs, and
possible supplanting of federal funds. _LEAs are notified of problems,
and the Division works on site with local districts to resolve.-them.  «
When the LEA"is not responsive, the state will withhold state aid as’ "N
- leberage for gaining LEA compliance. The Division feels that this
approach has lessened.the LEA's fear. of monitoring and led to a positive
‘working relationship between the state and local districts., Formal - - .
on-site monitoring is oonducted upon request and when non-compliance is N
‘not resolved thr,ough.técjmical assistance. -Off-site-reviews are conducted »'g_«.
.'dur ing. the .first half of the "school year; the remaining six months are
. devoted to technical assistance.  One of the Division's major activities
is;;pelping _small-school districts of 60 to 80 students identify ways of
serving their small number of special education studehts. Other monjitor-’
ing activities 1nc1u¢3é: avaluation of IEPs by an independent agency, LEA
biepnial audits, and fnvestigation and resolution of all child services -
,cﬁ:_fﬁlaints. - ' .. - 1”_ . . o o oos I e
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o » D 5 o | ‘. o




” The second factot, that helps to’ exp;ain Misaour i' administration of

federal programs is a lack of go'il congruence: between the state and .- <

federal government concerning the problems ©of the - educationally and ¥

‘economically’ disadvantaged. . In Missouri thesd are viewed'as prOblems of
- the. state's two large cities, St. Iouis and Kansas City. ‘Because of the

- state. pblitical ‘balance, St..louis and Kansas City are pitted against the :

more powerful rural interests and therefore exercise little power in
the legislature.

-

A )

" As ¥ result,. Missouri has no bilingual education program and plays a -

. minimal role in civil rights and desegregation activities. A number of
LEAS are, or- have been, undér OCR or ‘federal cour t~ordered desegregation
decrees.. Thé State Board of Education is committed 1:o voluntary programs

for desegregation and has developed policies, requirenents, and -guidelines

.gor 1EAs and SEA staff. A small technical assistance unit, funded under ,
Title IV of the Civil Rights Act, assists IEAs in the preparation, -
adoption, and implementation of plans, assurances, or programs for the
desegregation af public schools. This office is also responsible for
Title IX, Section 504, and Lau-regulations.

Federal Influences on State.Pr'ogran;s o -

-

The effect of the federal education role in Missouri can be seen in
increases in services to special needs students and in changes in the
function and capacity of.the SEA. -First, federal programs expanded '
special and vocational éducation in Missouri. While the state had a
special education law prior to P.L. 94-142, the state law was based on a
model which was being developed in Washington. Due process requirements

were added to.the state's legislation as a result of P.L. 94-142, and all-’

.special education prograns in the state are now required to meet federal
‘regulations. Staff in the SEA feel that because of the federal law,

Missouri is serving considerably moré studeénts than it would have served
otherwise and that the protections given these students are greatly :

expanded.

The" federal Vocational Eduxcation Act and its amendments have had a.
considerable impact on the provision of vocational education programs to
students in Missouri.. Funds fram the 1963 legislation enabled the state
to expand its system of vocational edutation centers from five to 58,
serving about 30% of the state's students. Since state_vocational
aid must be spent on staff salaries, federal dollars give LEAs some
flexibility in the use of vocational education resources. 'I'eacher
education and development programs, research and curriculum are totally-

federally funded. The set-aside funds are particularly,important in light N

of the reluctance of many IEAs to provide these programs on their own.
The Section of Vocational Special Needs Programs within the SEA has
educated LEAs aver the last six to seven years on the importance of -

special needs programs and-has develoPed model prograns that local boards -

of education may adopt.

.
—

-



issue81 they are eimply not - state priorities. S L Lo R
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Tn ccmpensatory education, the federal influence is not. as. strong,
Missouri provides only a. small remedial . reading program, a part. of - '
special educauion fUnding “ The program dates back "to around 1968 and .
eévolved from a program devedoped by: the superintendent ‘of -an urban_pchOol

' district. ' Although the Title projram is. not perceived as an influenhck

on this prdgram, some funds ar ded to pay ‘for part of the .salariés of °
.Pitle F teachers, freeing- up'ritle I funds:.for other purpcses. The other -
" part of ‘the program’ funds teachers to prOvide remedialﬁeeading to. non-
Title I eéligibles. who areigefioient ‘in ‘reading. :Similarly, the extra
_weighting in ‘the state s~schodi finanqe formula fék children\ from im= '~ -*
poverished families was enacc as .part of a 1974 3chdol finance reform,
law, and was designed- t,o dr'te. mage generai operating aid 'intb urban 7%
school districts. The measpre “of .poverty used -- _the number of children '
from families receiving AFDC funds = is. also~the variable used for the
sub-county allocation 'of Title I«yfunds in Missouri. R SR S

Federal influences .on. the SEA-and the way it administe:sxits I
'progtams are more clear. ‘Title V dollars increased -the SEAYS "8hpacity ’
in data processing; management inﬁormation systems; and planning. research,.
“"and evaluation. Administrative dollars from federal education programs -
provided the . resouLCes and the “need-to ‘Become involved in more nnnitoring
and regulation. The strong. local control ethic in the state, howeVerﬂSI
limits monitoring, and regulation to federal. programs ‘While the gtate*

" has been more involved in'LEA business, e.g., tésting.programs, informa~ .,
‘tion management- systems, *and school accreditation, that invol¥ement ‘has.
retained the SEA's traditidhal 'hands-off'-Service orientation. Thus, .fry
the SEA has a dual persona}itv.. With federal programs it is: hard-nosed '
and preScriptive. ‘With stati?prdgrams, it doesn't mandate, but tries to.f

encourage and influence localffschool dis?rict practices.ﬁ

__.?7'. . ) - N ) b.' ‘-“ l._.-_-“... .v
Co;patibilities and Conflicts ‘ - ;f; - : Lo .-, BN

¥

At the broadest level, Missouri and the federal government have .
different priorities. Missouri dqes not share ‘the federal government 8 «
priority on civil.-rights issues or.on programs .fo# the economically and
educ?xtdnally disgdvantaged. The~Title I program is therefore isolated. -
and tightly administered and ‘concern ‘over civil rights and bilingual
education issues are not‘evidenced by gstate education laws or. programs.,'
This is not to say that Missouri .is in any way antagonistic towards these.”

»”

-

In vocational education, where both the federal and state govern-..5 .
ment are active, . conflicts arise from philosophical differenoes betwe _
‘Missouri and the federal goveinment, differences that have beén exacer= . .,
bated by the state's fiscal crisis... Many of Missouri's vocational .
education administrators feel that’ federal policy has shifted from a e
manpower to a social policy, ‘setting up tensions between the goals of ‘
state and federal vocational education programs in the state. - The state
goal is reflected in the method of distributing state vocatiOnal educatygr'

. aids "a prediétable [and" uniformI apount of money for specified purposes, .

with those purposes being appropriate vocational education programs.: The
state formula-does.not recognize variations in either district wealth or -

‘ need, as ‘is required in the distribution o£ federal funds. R O A~ K

/; . . '., .
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'l'his tension is alao reflected in considerable criticism of the
federal "set-asides" requirements. It is’ argued that the federal govern-
ment has too many purposes and too few resoutces to serve these purposes,
leading to a “dissipation of funds.* ' Also; since Missouri does not’ have
a gtate compensatory education aid program, local.districts have had to
match the set-aside.for disadvantaged students with local funds since.

" the implementation of the 1976 VEA Amendments. ' Although the intent of

this provision was to. serve -more student(, the fiscal crisis in Missouri's
school .districts: has created some reluctance on the part of .school boards

.to. fnitiate. or to continue suppott for these programs, especially in
) light of little support for programs generally for the economically

disadvantaged. State vocational education administtators noted that the
state was more successful -in persuading reluctant loqal school ‘districts
to undertake special needs progr ams when the state could provide 100%

of the funds. . . i . s /

/

.y -

: In special education, problem's result from federal program require-
ments which the state views as excessive, and from conflicts with exist-
ing state law. For example, Missouri due process laws require the '
involvement of a three-person team which drives up the cdst of due
process hearings:in special education. School districts also find. the
related services requirements "burdensome and unclear.® Most LEAs are
not equipped to provide non—educational servicesQ) handicapped students
so they must e@ontract with outside agencies and usually find 1imited
support - fron other state agencies. One respoudent noted that special
education case law has taken education out of the public arena and put it
into the arena of private education. 'That is, the movement .is away fram
a free and appropriate public education .to a "luxur ious®™: education.

ot
Other problems with federal programs reflect thé nebulous and
frequently changing nature of ;ederal regulations. Such a concern is
very important in a state like Missouri which strictly interprets and
adheres to federal requirements. It was reported that because so much
effort. is required to understand and keep track of changing regulations,
staff time that could be devoted to program development and technical -

- assistance activities i8 severely limited. Again, however, it is Missouri's

priority of "keeping it clean" that limits other progranmatic activities.
""f*w T
In addition to tlﬁse conflicts, other problems cammonly associated
with federal education programs were investigated.‘ .

o0 Federal requirements place substantial administrative and
paperwork burdens on the state; .

0. Federal programs create. offices or "franchises® within SEAsh
. that bypass normal channels of authority and go directly to
wWashington; and )

-

- 0 Federal requirements detract from the regular education prograns.

.Evidence to support these assertions was not found. 'i'he first
potential problem appeared to be.discounted at the SEA level because
federal programs financially support papecwork and administrative work at

‘that level. Some complaints were heard, however, at the LEA level about

paperwork burden in gpecial educa‘tion. Second, there were no federal‘

° . . T e
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'franchises"operating in the ?’A. Vhile federal prograu administrators N
may enjoy autonomy and power o information bec ause. they have studied

~ and learned the regulations well, they are constrained by the philosophy
of the SEA i.n how they can interpret and apply the reguIations. “

/Finally, no strong evidence was found that federal requirements

detracted from the regular’ education program. It is important to remember,
however, that Missouri has' experienced financial troubles and that there
- i8 competition within education for funding.' Because vocational. education’
- must compete with other servicés that are protected within the state's -
‘Poundation férmula (e.g., Bpecial: ‘education) and because of a decline in
federal aid, vocational educ tion currently faces severe funding cuts.
While federal leveraging provisions do not appear to have significantly
increased state dollars for federal purposes, these leveraging provisions
have increased LEA spending on vocational education set—aside and Title I .
programs. These ptcvisions, ‘especially maintenance of effort, have .

~ imposed fiscal and pdlitical rigidities on LEAs facing huddet constraints

and have, at least p)tentially, an effect on the regular education : v
pr@raﬂ. .‘ - . . . ) ._.‘ _:. W . '\‘k. .'- N ,v . Ct
_ +Swmmary o S Lo, T

s K
.

The' administration of ‘federal programs. in Missour i, and ‘their
interaction with state education programs, takes place within an environ-
ment of political, econamic and social conservatism. Three factors i
appear to expldin the findings presented in this case study: P

.0 a tension between a strong concern for local ‘aistrict autonomy
and . the prescriptiveness of federal education laws;

o an "audit mentality oin ‘the administration of ESEA prograns that
' was derived from early ‘federal program audits; and

"o a 1ack £ support within Missouri for prograns in’ bil_ingual
eduéat n, compensatory education and civil rights. .

A strong local control state with many small rural school districts,
Missouri extended its traditional "hands-off* service orientation to the .
administration of new federal programs. Progran audits resulted in the
state's str ict -and- nALroOw interpretation of federal regulations. Because.

of these audits .and the bften vagué‘ and changing nature of federal
regulations,. the state's administrative role under ESEA has, ‘been genérally

limited to helping local .school districts interpret federal regulations
to run compli&ntgograns. The SEA takes a modified approach in admini-
stering programs in special and. vocational education, one which reflects
the strong local control ethos and .the way in which the state administers
its own programs, while still ensuring compliance with federal regulations,
staff are more apt to conduct "off-gite” monitoring, offer model programs
‘for adoption by local districts, and to give technical assistance ’
rather than demand inunedi/te compliance..

§ s 4 .

A
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The federal role in education has been instrumental in helping
+ Missouri to meet the needs of its special students. P.L. 94-142 and the
Vocational Education Act and its amendments augmented existing state
. efforts in those areas and increased the provision of services to target
students. Title I, while not integrated well with the regular program,
is a smooth-running, stable program for the educationally disadvantaged.
SEA capacity building and administrative money from the federal programs
have strengthened the infrastructure of the SEA and have lowed the
" department to becane selectively more aggressive in program administration.

A lack of interest within the state in bilingual education, campensa-
.tory education and civil rights programs, however, ha left these student
'groups vulnerable to reductions in- services should, the federal government
reduce its role in these areas.” The ‘state has no service mandates, only
a small remedial education program, and little interest in initiating
activities to benefit these target populations. . .

.
. - ) . .
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NEW MEXICO STATE PRQEILE
Harold Winslow

lntroductign:\~The State Context' -y

New Mexico is a Sunbelt state, separated from its néighbors by
history, tradition and culture. The s¥ate has a high "proportion- ofA,
Hispanic citizens whose cultural identity reflects the area's isolation
during its 250 years as a Spanish colony. Little cultural identity exists
with Mexico, except in the southern parts of the state. Relatively large
Indian‘populations in the state retain traditional ways," although they are .
increasingly becoming involved in the mainstream New Mexico economy. The
arrival ‘'of the Anglos brought the area railroads, mineral extraction, new
cities and, ultimately, a center for atomic energy research ‘and testing.\

As the importance of subsistence agriculture and stock raising
declines, those from the rural areas are increasingly deserting their -
rural homes to seek jobs in Albugquerque, Santa Fe or urban centers outside .
the state. Development of uranium mining since the 1950s, expansion of
the oil industry, continuing atomic research at Los Alamos and Albuquerque,'
and the growth of small manufacturing firms have served to diversify th
,state 8 economy and provide new jobs for all sectors of the population.

New Mexico 8 economy usually outperforms that of the - nation as a
whole during national recessions. Reasons include the' lack of reliance on::
manufacturing (7.4% of non-agricultural employment vg. 22% dationally) and -
the oil and gas industry, which. is fairly resistant to recession. ring
Figscal Year (FY) 1982, employment 4ncreased by 2.0%;: ‘personal - income by
12,5%, . However, the state has also.experienced periods of *bust" following
mineral bodms,' such as that now occurring in the uranium- industry.

Thus, New Mexicans take a fiscally conservative path in order to. provide
cash reserves for future emerdencies.

New Mexico has 89 local education agencies (LEAS) , with a public
" school population of 262,038. This figure does not include Indian
. students served by the Bureati of Indian Affairs schools: The state Am
presently experiencing a moderate decline in school enrollment (down g
1.86% between School Year (SY) 1981 and SY 1982). 'Private schools enrollfﬁf
- 20,319, < . o . I
Education plays a major role in the state's politics because it
comprises a large share of -the state budget (50% of.the budget goes for ..
) elementary and secondary; with higher arnd postsecondary vocational educa-
tion, the’ figure approaches 80%). Disparities in property wealth led the
state’ to assume the bulk ¢f public schdol. finance beginning in the mid-"
1 1930s. Singe then there has been only minor reliance on property taxation
.. for school support. The state ‘includes. large areas of land under federal
ownership. Thus, various agencies (the Bureau of Land Management,- the
_ National Forest Service, Department of Defende, Department of Ehergy)
contribute to schools: through several devices such as paymehts in lieu of
taxes. ' ‘ . . , .

. L. v . *
1 . .. B
. - L . ’ LT ot

1Preceding-p‘a_ragraph's‘cond'ensed from Simmons, Marc. ®New Mexico.®
In Lamar, H.R., (ed.). Readers Encyclopedia of the American West, Nel
~ York: - Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1977, pp. 831-834:., i
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For the past several years, special education has been a major policy -
concern as the state has undergone Sec. 504-based litigation, refused
participation in P.L. 94-142, and seen an increase of 1,080% in special
education expenditures since 1972, For several years now, there has been
a general disinclination to participate in federal education programs
because of perceptions. about the "dependence® and. uncertainty created by
them, as well as their regulations.

Présently, basic .8kills', ‘minimum student competency and teacher.
competency are important concerns. Ancther issue of 1ongstanding salience .
porting small LEAs,as opposed to requiring their closure or consolidation
(33 of the 89 LEAs: have less than 500 Average Daily Membership (ADM), of
these 19 have ADM of 250 or less). - ‘s>~ - N s

- - '-
“ L

‘Bducation Policy Within the State

»
2. -

Structure of Education Policy - a
B [ § - T o
Education and the Legislature.' The New Mexico legislature meets: for",
a 60-day session every 'other year. On alternative years, the legislature ’
meets for a 30-day segsion to mak@ appropriations and-respond to any  “
gubernatorial initiatives. . The legislators have traditionally been rural
and conservative. Various challenges to this power bloc have come from :
Albuque@eue (until recently. underrepresented in terms of its one-third .
of the state's 1. 3/million population) and liberal elements in the nor th-
western, primarily Hispanic and -Indian area of the state. . A coalition of .
these groups —- the_“Mama Lucies® -~ wrested power from the traditional
bloc in 1970. Between 1970 and 1978, when power.returned to the rural,
conservative bloc, the Mama Lucies securédythe passage of the school
finance reform act, a bilingual education act and a progressive special
education law, while also in¢reasing the level of support -for education.
.Although no longer in control, the liberal and urban interests‘. influence
is expected to increase~in the future, particularly with the latest
reapportionments.f

.
e

. TraditiOnally,lEhe 1egislature waged Battles over funding, district
lines, and the vagaries of general school governance. puring the. 19708, ;
‘the. legislature rejected requests by the- state educatign agency (SEA) to
undertake financing of activities for which federal fynds were available.
This attitude, -in part, may.reflect theé longstandin ‘role .of the federal
goverhment in the financing of education in New Mex'co ‘=< federal ownership
of lands within the state's borders produces various sorts of royalties

,and other revenues., -Indian reservations' receive educational funds from

the federal government, and Impact Aid has long beeban important source

of funding. As the Great Society education programs began to appear, the
securing of .such federal assistance seems to have received little atten- }
tion by the- legislature., Into the 1970s, the SEA participated in virtually
every federsl’ entitlement program and many competitive ones, in’ the -
process amassihg a qurte sizable federal progvgga portfolio. "
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.‘During the 19708, the legislature began to scrutinize the SEA more

- closely. This reflects in part the more extensive role. of the legislature

-in-educdtion finance decisions, leading legislators to wonder what all that

_ money was buying. In addition, the state was hit‘with a monstrous sét of
Title I audit exceptions that gseems to have impressed on the legislators'

minds the fact that this new federal money brOught with it rules and,

res ilities, : . A R |

The legislature discovered that the SEA was the recipient of large
‘amounts of federal 'funding (relative to the total . b\dget for the. agency)

— funding that received little or no legislative oversight.~ Pigures for . .
federal grants only appeared on the operating budget after the legislature -
‘recessed. ‘When the legislators returned to town. the money "had been

spent, and ‘there was little. they could do. about it. ‘In response, the
‘more conservative legislature geated in: 1978 developed a policy ‘that it
would not make up for the loss of any funds from these federal prpgrams.
"If the SEA wished to participate .:ln the programs, the SEA would i?o .
assume the risk of the money and ‘staff. positions: going away. Thif policy
creates some difficulties for the SEA,: but high-level officials in the
department themselves believe that the state's’ involvement with federal
programs should be both selective and minimal.
The School Finance System. New Mexico is a state with a lOng

history of significant state-level contributions to public education. In
1974, the legislature passed a highly progressive 8chbol "finance system
which allocates money through-:a foundation aid formula. The state
guarantees every 'school district a dollar amount per child. (The legisla~
‘ture approved $1,540/per unit value for SY 1983.) Actual district-’
allpcations are based on’ this essentially per-chiid amount- as adjusted by
special weights for early childhood . education, special education, bilingual
education, the training.ang experience of teachers, small- schools, small .
LEAs, and one rural/isolated district. ‘'For SY 1983, total program costs
for- the equalization guarantee are set at $557 8 million, an increase

of 13.7% over the prior year.-'ﬁ;,' PR , S o

Administxation of the finance system is the responsibility of the
Public School Finance (PSF) divisiod“of _the Department of Finance and .
Administration. The diréctor of PSP is a ‘gqubernatorial appointee who
administers the finance formula, reviews and: ‘approves local district -
budgets. PSF and the SBA have periodically experienced conflicts with
each other.llh_' . . ,

The State . Superintendent df Public Ihstruction. The state Superin-

,tendent, Leonard:Dé ‘Layo; .is a ]scrappy old-timer who has survived numerous
power struggles; and controversies over' “his ‘19=~year tenure. Under him,

. the state education department has experienced steady overall growth in
sizeé and influence over education in New Mexico. Throughout the periodic
spats with, and challenges from, other state agencies, unfriendly legisla-
tors, district superintendents and interest groups, De Layo has somehow
been ablé to survive. e 'is a master at devising political strategies,.
knowing. when to attack And when to make tactical retreats. Much legisla-
tive liaison has recently been turned over to De Layo's assistant superin—
tendents, as the SEA endeavors to increase the state share of‘the agency 8.
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support in the face of federal cuts. -Despite his durability, however,
Superintendent De Layo does not appear to embrace a particular education
philosophy. Rather, he tends to be issue-oriented and highly sensitive

~ to the volatile politics in the state. v ’

. The Role of Albugue;que. Albuquerque exerts considerable 1nfluence
over educational policy in New Mexico. With one-third of total ADM in +
the state (just-over 76, 000 of the state's total of, 262,038) and a
- progressive - superintendent and staff, there is frequent tension between '
.Albuquerque interests and the mnre traditiOnal power cliques in the
_Btate. .. . ‘ W e, 2
o 3 : “ ' e .. .' i‘ - N L i v'1 .y
Albuquerque has generally been alone in trying to get legislative
:support to address urhan issues that, for New Mexico, have been unique
to Albuquerque). Recently, however, other ‘cities have experienced major
growth (Santa Fe; swell, Farmington, Grants) .. - With ‘that growth, .
cities are experiending many of the same problems Albuquerque has been .
trying to deal with 'over the years. As a result, ‘the roots of an urban
coalition seem to be forming which are likely 'to influence state politics‘
in the future. o . SR O ERKE R

. Federal Programs

New Mexico participates in a. large number of federal programs im=-""
volving both general and categorical purposes. During SY 1981, LEAS in
the state received $102.3 million from federal. sources. The largest ’

. programs are P.L. 874 (Impact Aid), which provides general purpose ' -
support in- the amount ‘of $26.5 ‘million during SY 198%, and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I'which:provided-$22.3 million. . .. .
The federal categorical programs are administered by discrete offices \
which operate in relative isolation from the rest ‘of ‘the ‘SEA.. Following '’
are descriptions ©of the workings of the major federal prcgram offices in - o
the state. ; ) . . -

ESEA Title I. The Title I program in New Mexico is administered.by - -~
8ix staffers who have responsibility’ for both the basic and the 'state-
operated programs. The Title I office does not issue any" state-level
rules or guidelines, but rather makes any necessary interpretations ‘ag
applications ‘are ‘received. and. in the:course of monitoring visits. The'

office exists in extreme isolation from the rest of the SEA, including
other federal program offices. This isolation is described as being an
effect of audIts of state program administration which called for greater’
,assurances that the money was being spent only for mitle I administra.tion.1

a

' Monitoring s conducted by SBA staff accompanied by district--
~level staff. Title I officials feel ‘that: the "use of district staff

helps to" demonstrate the" evenhandedness of their monitoring as ‘well as
) 11 .

n his revieuL of the draft of this case study, the State Superintendent
took issue with our characterization ‘of. the Pitle I unit as being in
*extreme isolation.”™ He noted that the "program manager "for this unit is
a part of the Instructional Cabinet policy-setting group, and has direct °

and frequent tiés with .the Certificaticn Unit, Elementary. and Secondary

-Unit, and with the Special Education Program.
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keeping local staﬁf up “on the- requirements.( The monitoring periodically
.coincides with the state's In-Depth reviews (See Page 16), but Title . I
rules require v‘":!sits more’ frequehtly.‘ Due to recent budget. cuts,. monitor-
ing for the Title I Basic and Migrant programs has been combined.
Currently QO% of Title I programe statewide are pull-outs. The
_district decides on program design, - accor.ding to the state office. »State
officials add,, ‘however, .that pull-outs are "forced on districts because -
otherwise it's not an identifiable Title I program.®™ Program areas and
related expenditures as of 1980 were as follows: ' : : -

L

Table T

'ritle I Program Areas and Related Expenditures

“S"ubjgzt L o “$Districts - '$Million-~ %ﬁ?otgl,_‘EjEnditutes‘;f
Reading’ . 60 . ~10.6 4908 -, ‘=
-Language Arts . 43 - TY -8

Math' . = -, V740 . L 2.7 . f2.8
Kindergarten .3 .59 T2.7 )
ESL , W 3 ‘ 31 ¢ T - 1.5 T

OLSH* ) . 2 1.1 . ¢ 53¢
"All Other - .24 R IS s

*Oral Language, Speech and Hearing

-Sources:: New xico State. Department of Education (NMSDE).. 'fi-tle P
Report, 1979-80, Albuquerque' msnz, 1980. C e

. ) VR ] S : A e )
Reading, language .arts ' math clearly predominate; other areas represent
only a smattering of tot ‘funas. 'rhree districts operate what” are called
Y,English as a second Language (ESL) programs, but the state office is
fairly strict about_disalléwing the use.of Title I funds for anything .
called’ bilingual. Nonetheless, districts ‘are allowed to use l'bilingual
approachee" where necessary to- deliver the remedial services.‘ .

: During 1980, 49 4% of Title I expenditures*were for. instructional
aides, 39.4% for teachers. Student participation has: varied somewhat,
declining overa 4 from 58,614 during 1970 ‘to, 32,385 "in 1980. At the same .
“time, . the state 1location has increased from $8.8 million in- 1970 to .
$22.8 million in sy 1981.” 'Even with inflation, these figures: reflect thef‘;
shifts in programs toward greater concentration of services and fewer,
participants since the audits of the early 1970s. O

’
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‘ESEA Title I - Migrant. 'rhere are some 3,200-4,000 identified .
migrant children in New Mexico. ‘These children are located primarily in
‘the southern,_ portions of - :the state, part’of a migrant .stream from 'rexas.
The 'ritIe I migrant progr‘mn is administered at the state level along’ with T
the basic program.” In’ addition, there -are three regional. coordinators who"
..visit each project monthly. The migrant proje,ct directors are a clsose-knit
group and have frequent meetings with each other.

W
Y . . 5

State officials think’ the migrant program is good in intention but ,
 fraught with problems. They are particularly critical of the ‘provisions -
that allow services for *formerly migrant® children .to continue for five

" years, feeling that- this provision leads te abuse of the _program,, Two: -

. consultants have beeh retained by the ‘state office to validate counts of
"migrants, and the state monitoring is focusing on trying to tighten the . +.
program.. , o . . "
' State allocations for the migrant program increased dramatically
from the 1974-75 level of. $938 350 to $2,373, +784 in '19‘77-78. During SY
. 1980—1981 the state received slightly more, $2, 394 282, « n .o

- BSEA 'l‘itle IV-B. 'ritle IV-B has been administered out of the Tj,tle o
- IV-B office, within a ‘Pitle IV group that is now being converted to‘the -
. Chapter 2 group. . The Title IV-B, office .is also known as the Ed,ucat:ional
""Resources Center and includes *two library media ‘consultants {one of whom.
. is alsq ‘the; coorslinat‘or) .and ‘support staff * When Chapter 2 of the :
Bducation ‘Consolidation .and’ Impfovement Act (ECIA) becomes effective, one° -
. of . the consultants ‘will be picked ap' with state monies, -the. other will be
paid out of Chapter 2‘funds.» RS _ S ‘ . font

v 'rhe state received $1 1 million in 'l‘itle IV-B money during 1980—1981,
- up slightly from the SY 1980 level of $0.92 million. Title IV-B funds-
-are distributed according to the following formula: ' 70% by’ enrollment;
158 by a small district (1,100 ADM) weight; and 15% by a weight for S
districts with below state-average scores on a fifth' gradevachievement ... -
- test. No equalization factor is included since the. state guarantees 95%
-‘of local revenues. T , C o

" The state: office is responsible for the approval oﬁ local applica-rv
tions for funding, for “"program implementation® (which geems to mean - L
technical assistance) , ‘and for monitoring. ©The state requires LEAs to
; demonstrate in their applications how the funds will Be used to benefit
the. children who generated them., In’ addition, the state has . ‘required .
‘districts to name a local advipory council. to help’ determine how to spend L
the funds. _ (Federal law does not require local councils ) woLe

N Monitoring is conducted in conjunction with the state 8 Tn-Depth “.
.- review" ptocess which. gets to ‘15. of. the state's 89 districts ‘per year. " ".
,.Other monitoring ‘{& done in districts in: need -of: "speciaL assisﬁ:ance," or
upon murequest._ Findings f'rom monitoring vigits. :are ‘isBueéd within 60
, 'days in a’ report to which th'e LEA mu‘st respond, also within 60 days.

" L
. ESEA Title IVxC: . 'rhe 'ritle IV-é program is administered out- of ah "'f'
. ‘offlice by the same name supe;vised (a“long with '1':I.tle IV-B) by the atate s -
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dirgctor of Title IV. Wwhen Chapter-2 becomes effective, theiritle Iv
office will become the Chapter 2 office to administet those funds._

‘ During 1980-81, the state received $584,658 for Tfele IV&Q, ‘down slightly
from“the SY 1980 figures of $619,379.,+iDuring those years, New,Mexico .

_exceeded the minimum 15% set-aside for handicapped‘projectsrdevotin9’25%

» of the 1980 and 33% of the 1981 allocation to that purpose. : The Title .~
IV-C director noted that small districts tended to enphasize special .’
education, ‘apparently reflecting increased responsibilities in'that area -
imposed by the strengthening of the special education law in recent e
years. ' _ i : . #{%__ & el
. ' . s s ”X’; : ‘é"' ! . s “;

State-developed priorities for Title Iv=c projects are (tn order)'-
bagic skills improve snt, -programs ta serve -8tudents with special needs,_
drop ‘out prevention, professional development for school-level staff,"'y

fine "arts, and ‘envirdnmental education. The 'state has its own system for -

validating project designs .and discourages adoption of designs coming .
from«the National Diffusion Network list. . U

: The LEA application was’ designed joinkly hy the state’ adviSory ”a,i
council for Title IV-C, subject ‘matter’ specialists' , and the TitlegIUL
. staff:; The program diregtor said that‘many districts had problems both ¢
in devising projects ‘and writ good proposals. In some years, not -all .
‘funds were distributed._ Thus, ‘the state: initiéted an ambitjious technical
assistance effort’that seems to have improved the situation. . To.comply ™+’
with the requirement'that program funds be«distributed through an ! equi-.
‘table competition," the state office funds workshops and provides direct.
i‘technical assistance ‘to. smélfer school distriqts in order o make their
proposals. moge competitive. ' - -

- - ri-

Monitoring is conducted by the Title IVHC stgf annually at every
project site. The monitoring stresses program compljance .and looks at . -

the extent to which the project is attaining its objectives. The state-_"
wide advisory council: for Title IV arranges for independent evaluations o

‘of each project. o : ORI ¥[~

" ESEA Title V. Title V has contributed approximately $500,000 per'§3'.

A

d

year to the SEA budget. The funds were devoted to:.a number of - usei Until f“

1974 wheh a federal audit led the department .to’move-all the funds
(except for about $10,000 used for staff. development) into ‘the Elementary/

;Secondary‘office of the Instructional Divisjion." (THis.office is responsi- .

ble for. administration "of Educational Standards/In-Depth Review
'System.) With the conso idation of Title V intoECIA Chapter 2,. the .
'stété NHas stepped up its effort ‘over the last few 9ears to replace '
"federal uﬁth state support for this group's activities. -In_the interim, .
‘a. substantial share of the SEA's allocation of Chapter 2 will be-directed
to the’ Elementary/Becondary ‘group. -In a- letter to'the staff director of
the Legislative Finance Committee describing federal. prdgram participation,
the superintendent described Title V as having been used for .the past- .

1¢ years-.to carry out 'basic statutory and regulatory functions®. including

N

local school eValuation, review and. recommendation +OFf textbdoks, accredi-=~‘

tation and technical assistance in basic skill? improvement.» )

N
wot
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~ESEA Title VII. LEAs in the state have participated in Title VII |
programs since SY 1970. During that year,: five LEAs had grants totalling
some $370,000 and serving 1,168 students.: During SY 1982, 18 of the
state's 89 LEAs_had Title VII projects totalling $2.6 million and serving .
5,400 students. Many LEAs have used Title VII funds to establish bilingual
programs, later continuing their support with state bilingual and other

.state and local funds. During SY 1981, 42 districts received $3.3

v

' million through the finance formula's. weight of 0.3 for. bilingual program

participants. (This ia based on a count of 8,097 fullrtime equivalent ‘

. ADM in state-approved programs )

The SPA receives a grant ($146 820 in FY 1982) ‘to coordinate Titl%
VI programs in the state and:to: conduct ‘technical assistance. While

“,Title VII does not require SEA approval ‘of LEA applications, one, district .
vdirector of bilingual education’ told us ‘that. the SEA recefives their RO

applications for approval prior +o submissfbn to “the® federal government. :'
When asked why - this was do e, he replied, *If they didn't ‘approve it. - '~

‘first,” we might still get unded, but .the state would come down hard on

us®™ in terms. of,monitori . and ‘scrutiny- af. the programs. Despite this

" perception, this LEA director ‘(as well as respondents ‘in othér LEAs) has.
‘what is described»as ‘a gqu, collegial relationship with the department'

Title VII coordinator. e .

Ay
Tow

Vocational Education. ' The vocational education group is located

'organizationally under the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction (as

L if has_beeri . except for a brief- period following the 1968 Vocational '

‘tions (handling the set-asides): .postsecondary administration, adult

. Education’ Améndments-when vocational education had its own diyision on an

equivalent level with Instruction). Thé organization“is “now called

:-Occupational and Continuing Education -and includes discrete offices for
.“program administration and ‘curriculum development; vocational specialists

(home economics, agriculture, trades and industry,.etc )1 special popula-, .

education, community education, and industrial development training (a. >

: loose joint venture. with ‘the state 'g Department of. commerce and Industry).

e

.Jﬁ (The bulk of federal vocational education money received by the state i

‘. (about $4.5 milliph in 1980-1981) goes into podtsecondary programs." Only

.money generated by the set-asides'for ‘special populations-goes to secon=- X

* CETA funds (total state allocation of about $678,000 in 1981) and ‘money
‘generated in connection with energy-related activitjies in the Four Corner 2

. dary schools. This allocation is based on the state's determination that
--i£’ would be too difficult to coordinate the grants with the state 8 :

equalization formula, as well as a.concern that, given the amount of.the
federal al!ocation, ‘the money would. be spread too thinly among secondary
schools. Other féderal monies do go "into the" secondary- level including

arga (amounts. flucquate from just over $23,000 in 1973 to over $99,000—"

-°in 1978). A Four Corners grant financed construction of one district‘

ational high schqol, for example.

Originally, the state's ‘school finance formula included a weight for e
vocational education programs, -but later the costs of vocational education

* were-Just “factored into th ‘general ADM and high school weights. Several
- proposals to reinstitute ‘a special vocational education weight have been

introduced to the legislature, ‘but,.never ,psssed. While legislation to

' fund 'the department's development of a staté master gign for vocational

education failed in the last session, :the BEA develo such a plan on
its own. The plan was’ subsequently adopted by the* St‘te Board.

-
' »
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State Programs' o Com T e

New Mexico has three of the major ‘types of categorical programs

“included in our study: bilingual education, special educadtion, and’

vocational education. ' The vocational’ education program was discussed _
above under: federal programs. In-this section we have also included an
SEA’ activity of particular importance in considering federal and state

interactions, ‘the Education Sthndards/In-Bepth Review System.

B . “.‘,.A;,..,

Bilingual Education Act.. New Mexico 8 current 1aw,)the Bilingual ‘
Multicultural Education Act, was passed in 1973. Then, as' part of the -~
1974 ‘school finance reform legiglation, a pypil weight of 0,3 was addeq_

- for students enrolled in bilingual education classes. Th current

uidelines were written in 1977 and revised in 1979. Esta lishment of
programs is-at the option of local district authorities. 'However, once
an LEA undertakes a program it must, comply. with the guidelines which ,
place priority for . programs at grades K-3 and’ ‘provide that - a student's.

participation may be for no longer than one-half day. Forty-two of the :

state's 89 districts operate state-funded bilingual education programs
(237 schools). Most of the district's bilingual programs begar-as Title

' VII projects. Presently the féderal bilingpal'funds are used to expand

services beyond those allowed under the stdte '8 program..

Y

Special Education. The current special education law in New Mexico . -
was passed in 1972. A lawsuit challenging New Mexico's nonpar ticipation

1A 'P.L, 94-142 and alleging noncompliafice with Sec. 504 led to modifica-

(The plaintiffs won only their"Sec. 504:.claim.) 1In fact, the rejection

tions Both inthe. rule:/;;%,financing of special e¢ducationein the state.
of P.L. 94-142 is oftep~described as the vehicle by which a substantially : .

greater legislative appropriation for special education was secured.

'Since 1975, ‘enrollment in special education has more than doubled, and
,these.students presently ‘account for 10% of:enrollment, - State funding
- for special- educatjon rose from $4.5 million in 1971-1972 to $48.6

million during the 1980-1981 school year.' Expenditures for '1981-1982 are"
projécted at $ 8 million, an increase of 23% from the SY 1981 figure. , '
Special educafio on is financed through. the general finance formula.

Punds- are generated accOrding to the number of programs in the: milder cate-
gories (Class A-and B) and by the number .of pupils for the more severely o
handicapped students (Class C and Dj. For example, a Class D child is -
weighted 3.5, and a Class A/B resource room is counted as 20 ADM. ‘The
procedural safeguards and paperwork requirements of the New Mexico law are .

”described .as being as extensive as those.of any other state.

\”_, ' . ,‘
Education ‘Standards . Indnepth Review System. The SEA exerts consider- )
able influence over LEA programs through the New Mexico Education Standards

- (NMES) which ‘cover virtually all agpects of elementary/secondary education.

bin the following- areas:

New Mexico law requires the State Board of Education promulgate standards

.
PN

Eope

‘o’ curriculum;
- o ‘-organization and- administration of education;: g
o . recordkeeping (other than financial which is the responsibility
of the Public School Finance Division); o

o ~Tstudent membership accounting; ' o N

. l’.’ . ‘ . I 4 ‘ .; e . ',‘\ ','4 R . X . ' .
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0. teacher preparation: -f : BRI

. o: physical condition of schools; and - ‘ - -
o .- educational facilities, including laboratories and libraries.. I

“Detailed program design .and curriculum content standards have been '{
promilgated for each of these. -areas,.- including- provisions dealing with

'.special edﬁcation, bilingual education,'and vooational education.

Prior to. adoption of the standards, the SEA's ‘sole sancgion in- its
-.dealings ‘with LEAs was disaccreéditation — a stick too big for effective
use. - When_ the ‘current NMES were promulgated in '1974, the SEA also , - = . -
began monitoring for LEA compliance with the standards. This mOnitoring R
is called the In-Depth Review (or more commonly, the -"In-Depth®). Each:* :°
* of the state’s 89 LEAs get an In-Depth Review every six yedrs. fhe
review team is- composed of one person representing each curriculum area
(which total about 12). The team has' typically spent: one to two’ weeks in .
an LEA (depending oft. LEA size), but the SEA expects tq- have to'make.some
: cuts in length of ‘monitoring visits because-of budget reductions. During='
. the’ vioit, the team réyiews each standard item—by—item, checking to seé
if the LEA hasg a planned program (e.g.,. objectives for each curriculhm
area must be established) a "whether  the LEA has-Set appropriate strater -
gies for meeting the various™ bjectives. If the team ddentifies deficien—
cies in the LEA program, it epares a report including recommendations
“to’ bring the district into c pliance.' The LEA -then has one-year to . " .
implement an agreed-upon compliance plan, or face having its caqe referred v
. to the accreditation group for further action. - e I

»

Together the’ above constitutes what we came to refer to as the .
‘Education Standards/In—Depth (ES/ID)-Review System. An SEA .official im ™
. the,group responsible ‘for -the ES/ID stated that the’ system provides the
department with a "way of exercising the. power we were supposed to have*
in the first place.”  Some’ legislators ‘and' many LEA offic¢ials, however,.’
_ bélieve that the system violates the philosophy -of lbcal:céntrol which -
~has, rhetorical, ig(not great practical, significance in the gtate. -

Constitutional Protections. Two ptovisions n “the state cdnstitutiOn
are of relevance to this study. Artigzé'XII Section''1 of. the constitution
requires the: existence of a "uniform system’ of free public schoolS‘ "L
sufficient for the education of, and open to, all the children of _school

"age in the state.® 'I'his provision is interpreted to require the. provision :
~of a free appropriate public education for all students in New Mexico,
and -i8 one of  the ‘legal bases the State Board uses’ for'promulgation of

- the Education Standards. R G - :_,« i+ T S

. . L e S : o

: . 'The ge¢ornd provisionp adopted when New Mexico acquired statehood,
secires the educational” Eights of children of Spanish descent, prohibits
discrimination against them, and prohibits the:création of separate - -, -
schools (Art. XII, Sec. 10).-. Finally, the state constitution requires the
'legislature “to provide for a sufficient. number .of teachers- with proficiency

..-in. both Spanish and English to meet: the needs of" non-English speakers "

'L(Art. XII, Sec. 8, as interpreted by Attorney General Opinion Qp 68—15)._d

o
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e 'l'he SEA as an Organization .

R Y

- .
v

'l'he SEA's participation in federal programs has played a; significant
role in ‘altering thq agency's- size, functions and relationship to LEAs sy
within the statle.’  Pederal trfluence has comé ‘through thé department's L
role as administrative y for- various .federal programs. and through the :
‘use of ESEA Title V monies. However, growth in the state's share of. *  ~
-~ school finance and the uulti-faceted movement: f.or greater accountability

of the education system have been. equally,influential -as federal involve- 'r '
ment in prompting changes in the SEK over the 1ast 15-20 years. . N

. "

size and Struoture

,',

D
RN

_ 'l'he influencesof federal programs in iﬁcreasing the size and altering
t.he organizatioxfal sgtructure of the SEA is Seen in the federal contributioﬂ
to its” operating ‘budget,. in organizatibnal changés effected over :the past.

20 years, and_ in the’ use ‘of ‘federal Title V monies “to help pay tHe dosts

of exercisiﬂg new responsibilities imposed by the accountability«, movement -
“in ‘the state and the state's asdumption -of a greater. share” of school “finance
costs. By 1976, the"'federal government contributed 48.2% of the SEA's ...
administrative budget. This figure. reached itg" high‘point in 1978 when the
federal share was 58%.. A combination of a decline in federal dollars o
generally since 1978, ‘the gtate's nonparticipation in P! L.. 94-142, and an '

“SEA policy of reducing reliance on .federal administrative ; ‘funds all . S
y.ielded a steady decline in the federal share of the department s budget. "
‘By 1981-1982, the federal ‘share was down to 38.9%. - A further decline is
. expected with anticipated federal cuts, particularly given the. consoli- ‘
dation of Titles I\l and v into ‘ECIA Chapter 2. ‘ - ~Z :

fFigure 1 shOws the organization of the Instructional Division of ‘
s'the New’uexico State Department of Education dQuring five selected years -
. between 1961 and . 1981, According to an SEA respondent’, prior £o e
passage of the 'National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958, there
_werte only two curriculum specialigts in the department.- Figuge 1 shows s
the post-NDEA (1961) " organization of the Instructional Services area which
include,,s 11 curriculum specialistg (not counting vocational education) and

' functions such as . teacher education and certification.v ' v :

‘

~- W

. By 1969, the organization clearly reflected passage of ESBA witﬂ
offices’ for Title VI (special education) ’ 'l'itle VII (biling.ual) ' guidance
;.and counseling (old Title IIXj, libraries (old Title II), compensatory

- education and migrant-.education (Title I),: although funds management .
‘responsibilities were’ placed séparately in the division .of Administrative,
Services. Additionally, the chart" shows an® voffioe of Bducation Profeesions
Development (reflecting the influence of . the Education Professiops Develop-

mentAct--BPDA).g . R . & . e

1 B

he 1969 chart shows that a. separate vocational education div_ision '
was established._ At the same time: extended state responsibilities were‘
“créated under the Vocational. .Education Act (VEA) of 1963, and the VEA . ../~
amendments of 1968 By 1969,, the vocation'al education division included

b
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an office for epecial needs groups, postsecondary and adult vocational
- education, and reeearch -= all initiatives of the 1960s vocational educa-‘
.tion legislation at the federal level.A ‘ ' S

Purther growth related to federal activitiee is seen in the 1971 - &
organization chart where offices for Follow-Through and Title III have
been added, as well as distinct offices for Title II and Title III Of NDEA. .

- Indian Education was moved to-Instructional Services from the Admini- *
‘strative Services Division, as was the funds management responsibility W
for Title-1I, which became part of an expanded office for Title I/Compen-
satory Education. : . . :

The 1977 and 1981 chart ‘show the energence of the Elementary/

Secondary group within the Inetructional Division. This development.

coincides with implementation of the New Mexico Education Standards .

(promulgated in 1974) and the New Mexico Basic Skills Plan (passed in

1977 by .the State Board 'of Education), both of which are the ‘réesponsi-

bility of the Elementary/Seco ary group. The accountability movement =
in New Mexico is reflected by the NMES and the Basic, Skills plan. Both
activities carried with them new SEA reaponsibilitiee for-technical

aeeietance, monitoring and aseeeement of LEA progress. .

0f equivalent importance in the growth of the SEA has been the gtowth
in thé’etate 5 tr&ditionally large share of education finance. By 1974, ..
the year before implementation of the etate 's major school finance reform,
the state. contribution accounted for 60,9% of ‘LEA budgets. With the new
finance reform law, the state share jumped to.64.5% in 1975, and: by 1981
~ had reached $7.7%. With these increases in state funding, the legislature.
called for greater’ state oversight and ecrutiny of LEA: programs. Both the
division of Public School Finance and the SEA became more active in thia

regard.

Funds from ESEA Title V have played a major role in helping the SEA
to ¥und the exercise of these expanded responsibilities. - One {epartment
official observed, "We have received about one-half million dollars from
Title V, and we never cduld, have gotten that much from the\legielature.
That money has' allowed us to develop and operate ‘a lot of. what are now
basic functions, like developing and monitoring compliance\with the
atandards, teacher certification, and so on."™ 1In addition, the .consensus
of opinion among our reepondente was that the SEA had been an extremely
unattractive source of employment due to -low pay "and little presti
Titte V funds helped change that to 'some extent (although SEA staff. are
%till paid less than their counterparte in the larger LEAs). The federhl
programs coordinator in a large LEA noted that following the passage of -
ESEA, “the state department drew people primarily from rural schools,
since the big districts could pay more. When the big federal dollars
came in, the state could pay more than ¥t had, ‘and that both improved
staff quality and leseened turnover.” ,

;functione and‘Capacity o

Acconpanying the growth and structural changes in the SEA over the
past 20 years have been changea in the kinds of activitiea the department
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is involved in, the functions department staff must perform, and the
overall capacity of the agency to make: and effect education policy and .

- to supervise the activities of LEAs within the state. Involvement with g
federal programs alang with several other sources of influence have - :
_combined to produce these changes. o o _,v e 4.

' Pfior’to its involvement with the National Defense Education Act,

- the SEA was an agency that had few responsibilities and little ‘formal .

. interaction wyith LEAs: . Respondents agreed that NDEA was. largely responsi-
“'ble’ for .awakening the SEA in the late 19508 and early 1960s. They also
agreed ‘that :a shift occurred around the mid-1970s ‘from the newly: found
curriculum/technical assistance focus, to a foc on- regulation, monitoring

g

" and procedures.' Opipnions differ, however, on the mary cause for this
shift. A district superintendent discussed the changes in. the SEA over
this period' - ) o e . - .

.
After NDEA passed, it was d very exciting time, -
The state gave us lots of éurriculum help, and |
the relationship was' yery collegial. Then, over . ‘
the last 10-15 years, came a transition to a
regulator§/monitoring orientation.: Why? Pres-
'sure:frp :_:gislators, pressures about the quality

" of -educ&ticnh. The 'state ‘department always caves

in and promises to hit on the. iocals, ‘never to de—
ferl the system. .

4

.

I

When asked whether federal programs had anything to do with these changes,
this superintendent said that the ."federal progfams taught the state the
elaborate rules approach and thereby helped the states learn how to do-
it." . v ..

o Federal.program requirements for application approval, monitoring and
evaluation have certainly played a major role in this shift from curriculum
development and associated technical assistance (through NDEA), to the L
development of procedures (how to decide vs. what to decide), monitoring, , '
and compliance-oriented technical assistance (through ESEA and later’
federal initiatives). Nonetheless, othegﬁinfluences seem equally important..

First, the department's functions were affected by legislation involving
education finance and governance. In addition to influencing the number of
staff, increased state funding contributions have altered the kinds of -
activities expected of the SEA. For. .example, the legislature has required E
more information on local programs: from the department as the state

.share of LEA funds has grown. In addition, in the" mid-1960s, the state
‘changed to an elected [vs. appointed] State Board and an appointed [vs.
-elected] State Superintendent. A legislative respondent characterized the
SEA prior to this change as a "political dumping ground and haven for
retired district superintendents.” The changes in governance, this
‘respondent believes, made "the Superintendency less a popularity contest,
and the State Boatd more accountable.

Second, in the early 19708 the State Superintendent of Public_In—
‘struction was coming under attack from various sources. One source was -

w . ; “ ;: ..1(1(1
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the Ch1ef of Public School Finance (PS?), who had gained‘notoziety as a
result of his efforts in.the 1974 finanoe reform législation. According
to several respondents, this PSP Chief had attempted to make or influence
education policy through «is office's control of - the ‘LEA budget-making and
' approval process. Another source of attack was a move by some in the' '
legislature to remove the Superintendent from office. These threats :
xesulted in the. Superintendent's reorganizing the department and making
staff changes at the assistant superintendent and middle’ management
levels. 1In addition, the Superintendent ordered the development of new
j education standards. When the New Mexico Education Standards (NMES) ‘were
adopted by the State Board in 1974, the SEA also initiated a program of
monitoring LEA efforts 'to implement and comply with the new. standards. = ..
- This'monitoring requirement (the In-Depth Review) gave the SEA a‘vehicle - .
. for obtaining information regularly on. LEA practices., Havihg»such informa-
.tion put the SEA on a more equal footing.with PSF, which already had
acceéss to .information through the requirement that LEAs submit detailed «
budgets and expenditure reports, as well as the statutorily required~ ‘ o
annual budget hearings PSF conducts at each LEA. _ LT

" Most respondents felt that management changes made at the SEA during
' this period were pc‘itive ones for the ‘department, “including new types
of -gtaff, One high-ranking SEA official involved in. developing the _ ‘
1974 NMES recalled: ST o o . Lo
The quality thrust reflected in the 1974 Standards.
. came from a' new breed of administrators. in the .
'department.‘ The State Board was asking us for
.assurances of quality. The new breed was interested
-in shifting- emphasis from- teaching to learning, .
quality over counting, new answers and ‘new ques~ . -
tions. The new breed came partly from the Super-
intendent's interest in changing and upgrading
the image of the department. He's ‘a survivor, - .
saw criticism of, the department building and .
wanted to respond. :
Pinally, the SEA was heavily influenced by the general account-
ability movement sweeping the country at about the same . time. . A depart-
ment official ‘noted: o

. We've changed to try to project a view of quality j' j%ﬁi‘
education in the state and to lead or force LEAS - : it
~ to do it... Where you have sé much state monéy,
the legislature expects more control, ore strings.
- 'The department probably spends more time in a re-
gulatory stance than TA or leadership. Over one-half ¢>
of our staff are doing" ‘regulatory activities. This N
 interferes with local control, but also provides- a
' mechanism for accountability. If the legislature
doesn't like what we' re doing, they can cut the money
for it. '

.

Another high-level SEA respondent said that *we're trying to do as
much TA with locals as possible, but, given our statutory responsibilities,
certain things must be done."
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% While opinions differ -on the. relative significance £ these various.
sources of influence, there is general consensus on the nature of the

..shift the SEA has undergone. The functions to be performed by SEA staffers.
have changed, and- 80 has.the agency 8 organizational capacity to perform
these functions. . , v -

. SEA capacity ‘in planning and monitoring has. increased since these
functions began receiving emphasis._ The clearest .indication of this
capacity .is in the Education Standa:ds/In-Depth (ES/ID) review system.

. As discussed in.connection with' federal influences on state’ programs
{(Pages 49 - 51), the ES/ID system's design drew heavily on federal

. programs as models.~ The most direct relationship of ES/ID to federal
‘progr.ams is ‘seen in the fact that the unit responsible for ES/ID had been

. largely supported by, ESEA Title'V monies.’ SEA 'staff are presently '
concerned about the effects of federal cuts, particularly as a result of |

“the consolidation of Title V into ECIA Chapter 2. An SEA official -
'said ‘that the major challenge posed by the.cuts is getting money from the
legislature“to continue the Elementary/Secondary ‘division and its monitor-
ing’ for compliance with the. standards, as well as for providing technical '

"assistance to LEAs.

While the functions for, and orientation to, monitoring and enforce>

_ment exist, capacity in terms of the capabilities of the individuals
£i11ing these functions is less clear. . In ‘general, SEA staff are less
well-paid than their LEA counterparts. ‘Even in terms. .of prestige, .a
”highly placed LEA job is preferable to:one in the" state department., Both .-
LEA and islative. responderits expressed.concerh about the quality of o
some SEA staff, .although the assistant superintendents and middle manage-'
ment staff brought . in during the mid~1970s reshuffling weze generally
regarded as capable lndividuals.“- : L _

! with respect to research and evaluation, the situation is much
different. Federal progr evaluations are conducted by the- program
-offices and basically" consist of collating the test score, ;data. submitted
by LEAs. ‘There is an evaluation group independent of federal programs
. within the SEA, however,. its function seems to be limited to collecting
the data from the state's assessment and student competency testing
programs, sending them out for commercial scoring, and then reporting the
results. Some low-level technical assistance for other SEA units is
also done, but this is a sideline rather than an integral activity. At
one : time, SEA officials .considered congolidating the federal program
and state evaluation functions in one office, but dropped this plan ‘when
_a federal audit concluded -that the state "had been a little lax with the
time cards® according to one SEA respondent. | In discussing valuation DA
within the SEA, this official added that the Title'I office elies heavily -
the Technical Assistance Centers and: their models for evaluation. In
Ti%les IV-B and IV~C, the evaluations were described as 'mechanical,
focusing more on how the money is spent than on program impacts.

‘Given the influence of federal program "involvement on the changes

mhe SEA  has undergone, we asked our reéspondents about the extent to which
these functions and capacities are institutionalized. In other words, if
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.there were no federal: 1nvolvement, how would - the SEA" be different? Soie

indication comes “ffom the department's success in getting the legislature
to transfer some staff formerly paid out of Title V funds to state-supported .

_ positions.: It is-important to note; howeéver, that the functions ‘heing

“transferred to state support all pertdin to state (as opposed to federal)
. purposes. There is little evidence that the state intends to: underwrite
.-functiong for. the purpose of pursuing goals which, in New Mexico, are - =
'considered the. federal domain. - - o She T e

‘We found the'federal program offices to be isolated from the rest of
the depactment. 'This has meant that most federal. program Staff are

_nominally involved in mainstream SEA functions.. For example, the remedial :
“réquirements of the New Mexico Basic Skills Plan, based on minimum compe-

tency testing, are, administered in a completely Reparate office of the

'Elementary/Secondary divisien from Title I, and we perceived no' formal, - 'f;

and few informal interactions. The Title IﬁbB office has been assimilated

: well, but “its functions are classic SEA- functions - textboo&s ,and instruc-

tional materials. There is no-evidence that the experimental and innova- .

‘tiveactivities of the Title' IV-C office will survive the consolidation of

Chapter 2. The bottom line is that particular functions have - been deve- |
loped as a result of experience with federal- programs and are institu- : ‘L

' tionalized. However, these functions are employed to accomplish state-

initiated purposes, not the purposes traditionally associated with federal
involvement since 1965.1

.

Fchanges in SEAJLEA Relationships :

Given ‘the nature and extent of changes in the SEA's size, organization,
functions and capacity, we. investigated changes over: time in the nature

- of the department's’ relationship to LEAs in. the state as well. We found -
‘that this relationship has indeed. changed in. the. direction of increased

SEA authority over LEAs since the mid-1960s. Federal programs have

.;had some indirect influence on’ this shift, primarily through the provision

of models for how to be a regulatory and monitoring agency, and through *
supporting the -staff needed for reviewing LEA activities. Because of the
lack of organizational integration of, or SEA management'‘'s sympathy for,
federal programs, the federal influence by itself is not sufficient to
explain the increased. authority we found to exist. ' Pressure from the
legislature, "increased state allocations, and PSF. competition: have had

ce

Aas'much ‘or more to do with the increase in SEA authority. _ ,

The increase in SEA authority is an observation shared by virtually
all our respondents. - A high-ranking SEA official noted that change in -
the department's thinking reflected by the 1974 standards, ahso changed
the SEA's role vis-a-vis LEAs and schools: . K St “

. o, .t 4
P

T -
o

_1In his review of the draft, the State Superintendent took issue with )
"the conclusions in this paragraph, saying that ‘"in view of the important

role. the Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 program managers play in the instructional
policy-setting process, the isolation is physical rather than functional.. .
For example, the Chapter 2 program manager is actively involved in the
revision: process.- of the entire state accreditation system." ' '
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. Increased authority even extends to longstanding state- functions. An ?

f'over who teaches.gmp S ,,,_;.v_ _ ‘ . e

- ®attitude is not *‘how can I help?' but rather 'can Ic

A L LS

L . . : s -

-

Q¢ _Between 1958 and 1970, the départment was mainly - -~ - ™ -

in a subject matter/asgsistance role. In 1969, - - .- .- »\\\\
state financing. increased and.the legislature ) : b
expected us'to take a more regulatory stance.
The State Bdard's questions. began to change; we¢ -
saw the need #or new. and ﬁér more information.-_

~—

1

The implementation of, ‘and monktoring for compliance with, the standards

" evéntually promulgated in- 1974, became the responsibility of the Title
" V-gsupported Elementary/Secondary division. A department official said

that "Title V provided the money.to put dur-staff inta:the LEAS." Anothe"‘
said: that "Title V money supported us to work with'the districts.',’-'

official in the SEA's office of teacher certification said, "We have f7 ;
become more. bureaucratized and.regulatory.. The good side is more control g

Authority over LEAs also increased‘thrdugh administration of partick

{ular federal programs. The head of the ESEA ‘Title IV-B program said, -~

‘j'We ‘can make corrections in local 1V-B programs We can't force them, but

;fwe can . strongly urge them, for example, “to: concentrate the funds." An
official in the 'state’'s Title I office, Aftir delivering a stinging

attack on the federal auditors, paused and ‘added that the audits had

" helped give his-office "more clout with the LEAs,”™ since the LEAs became

more receptive to getting the state's advice about how to run compliant v
programs . ST S =

Y more'longstandingtsohrce of authority over LEAs in New Mexico is
the division of Public School”Finance, one-time nemesis of the SEA and

_holder of the public school purse strings. A top PSF official told us: !

We keep Very -tight budgetary control over LEAs- for
'eXample, monthly reports are required. The state )
' is dnique in the .amount: 0f oversight over districts. .. -f'=ﬂg“}
) '_'All LEAs are required to, have thie same accounting e
‘gystem so we are able to know exactly what the .
budgets mearn... .We have a .gubstantial amdunt of y
regulation and a substantial amount of control over
--local programs. . : S

:When .asked if this interfered with 'local control,' he replied that

in.Néw Mexico, "you have to look at it a little differently. School
boards in New Mexico only have to worry about spen ng money, not raising
it. Thus, they can focus on programs,!_,. o ,
\Fran the LEAs' perspective, SEA authorié; has clea&rly increased.
The superintendent of a.large LEA’ in the state said the department'
Atch them doing

something wrong?" An LEA director of special education added-’
« - The state has’ a policeman mentality. All they care e T
ut is how we look on paper. If we don't have ~
("“ﬁ::t flow charts and procedures for everything from
‘A to Z, we get problems. There is just not a S
. 'problem=solving orientatish... A district's admitting
"that it has a problem yields a citation.

-

N
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Special education is- singled out for particular ire in this regatd. s
Special education also happens to be one of only two program areas f?:e
-other is bilingual) where prior SEA approval of LEA programs is required; -
‘other areas are checked through In-Depth monitoring or, .in the case of
federal programs,’ individual program monitoring. The rapid growth in
special education has made ‘the lack of technical assistance and problem-
.splving’ relative: to . the. amount of moni toring- and enforcanent particularly

;qtroublesomi“for the small LEAs. The Albuquerque district ‘reportedly has

- responded to requests 'from small LEAs for technical assistance.

~ State Political‘Environment
.’ A document put out by the SEA on the'State of the State Regarding -
Public Education im New. Mexico declares, "Education in New Mexico is big
business; any enterprise which encompasses the expenditure of almost 600
million dollars and includes the employment of more than 20,000 persons
cannot be overestimated in social. and economic:. importance. " Education is
an important topic in the ‘state, and its importance is ‘refleoted in ‘the
//state s political environment. The legislature has made steady increases
in funding for elementary/secondary education, an item that accounts for
some 50% of the total state budget,. The basé per pupil amount. used in the
New Mexico school finance. formula to calculate district aid has risen
steadily as - shown below o . o

- Table 2 B SR
'wc'@' State Funding for Elementary/Secondary Education
$F ‘isx'/ : 1970 . 1974 - 1975 - 1978 1981
: Pet Pupil : . .
- Bxpenditure $642. . $895. §$1,036. . $1,403..  $1,776.
7 : . ' . ' : -
( ey T : R

" Although New Mexico ranks 39th among states in per capita income, it is
28th in average teacher salaries, and 17th in the ratio of publiec school
_employees t> students. ) . ;

Despite the increases in funding, however, New Mexico is a. fiscally ' -
\conservative state, having experienced frequent "boom and bust" @&&ycles . . -
in the.past (especially with regard to mineral, oil and gas extraction

activitsies). As a result, ‘providing for. the future is an important
. consideration in legislative budgetary deliberations. The legislature

~ allocates the ‘state's’ funds into:two major pots —— current expenditures
and. future reserves. Requests for any additional allocations into current
expenditures must meet a fairly high standard, of justification., ‘Major
increases have occurred in special education (although most agree this has
peaked), but there is considerable skepticism about the extent to which
large-scale support for compensatory education would be initiated given
.potential major federal Cuts. . \ ) .
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This -gection discusses the influence of federal programs‘on three
categories of political acfors within New Mexico:. the legislature,‘a
interest groups, and the 'SEA. While governors in’ New Mexico are periodical---
ly active in education issues, we perceived little involvement ‘in matters
pertaining to federal programs. - (An exceptidn is a governor's task force
formed during the P.L. 94-142 controversy.) Similarly, while the State
Board of Education has. proven to be- assertive in various state policy
"questions, the Board seems to. follow the Superintendent 8 lead on questions”
involving federal programs. Finally, this section assesses. the influence
of the state's political environment on resources for special needs

'Vpopulations.

The Legislature : R §>Y;Q» S o 1;” L

~ 0

‘ nDespite a traditionally high level of support for educationfgenerally"~
among ‘legislators, there is little sentiment £0r pursuing,the objectives
of most federal initiatives with state monies. . 'The present: legislature is
very conservative, a change from the liberal period of the mid-1970s
during which the school fihance reform, bilingual and special education
laws were passed. A finance committee staffer said that leg}slative
attitudes toward federal programs depend on the amourit of money involved
and the, extensiveness of the strings attached to them. On Title I -cuts,’
this respondent added that the "legislature wouldn't pick them up unless
staff were reduced, especially aides.” "An education committee official -
added, "Thé burden will be on the [SEA] and LEAs to get the legislature to
respond. The legislature will respond if cause is shown." 'Cause shown,
in his terms, mears whether the LEAs demonstrate that they "want it, ~
perceive the need" for the particular program. He predicted no state-level-
counterpart for Title I, at least until LEAsS had experienced a few years
without: Title I. - N , .

¢ .
Some respondents believe that the existence of federal programs

allowed the legislature to.disregard many educational problems by encouraging-
the SEA to seek out federal money whenever it was available for any new
areas of activity in which the department wished, or-needed, to be involved.

. More recently,,though, legislative concern regarding the extent of SEA .
.involvement in the programs developed, and a backlash ensued. Now the A
legislature expresses a, refusal to take up the. financing of any abolished, Yo

" or. reduced federal program. .

7.

A_‘,xl

a

Many consider the cause ,gf this backlash to-be the: SEA 8 failure to .,
involve the legislature more closely in decisions regarding federal program - -
”participation and. éﬁministration.' Others believe that the legislature was
reacting to an anti-federal atmosphere created by school administrators who
are unhappy with having to satisfy federally created responsibilities. o
"Thosé who have convinced, the legislature and ‘the public that fedefﬁl
programs are bad are also: the ones not doing the.job in serving those
“needs.” Still others believe the.federal programs backlash is merely
‘symptomatic - of political relationships altered for other reasons. Legisla-
tive demand for greater accountability in LEA programs (as the elementary/
secondary budget came to comprise 503 of the overall state budget), and

A - »
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. fallout from the power struggle between ‘the Chief of Public School Finangeé:
and the,SEA are- both used as arguments for this point of view. Whatevazsf5
the most significant causes, the federal programs have been the object of™
a backlash which, “along with other forces .at work in the state, have - '
produced a major alteration in state political relationships since the
early 19708, , s .

"a ranking SBA official discussed .the effects of this federa ams

backlash. He said that ‘there is'a "legislative attitude in opposi®ion to

the dapartment[ s8] running after every federal program,” and that both the

Superintendent and the State Board agree with this position, He noted ,

that federal requirements have been: uaed by the BEA to serve its purposes, ,

but it had. to be careful- because‘the 1egis1ature sees a relationship” - -

_ between federal dollars and federal strings. He added that the- 1egis1ature

" had in the past felt out of control with respect to federal program .

decisions (whether to take the program or ~not, how mué&h to take), but "now

they are more assertive.” . .

SEA as Political Actor

1",\

b ‘There is no question that the Superintendent is an important polikical
actor within the state. He and the department emerged as a stronger force
in state education politics following the controversies during the mid-1970s
that led to the:department's reshuffling and the development of the
Education Standards/In-Depth (BS/1D) Review System. The Superintendent is
also quick to take credit for having the foresight to reject P.L. 94-142
and, in the process, secure major funding increases for special education
from the legislature. ¢ : :

The SuSﬁrintendent is suspt&igus of federal involvement in education~
. as well as the goals of federally encouraged interest groups. He says
that the "advocates side with the ‘feds,” and that while they say they just
want more money for _pgograms, in realit they want . "to. have the feds
control education.” onetheless, the perintendent considers h

about more positive change by working quietly on equity issues.. .8aid
~that. he has ‘ceased participation in some federal programs "because Yei
hire ‘staff, and then the project goes away. Then what do you do with
the:staff?" he asks. He does feel, however,  that "the feds are more ’
justified in becoming involved in civil rights than in education."” o ).

The Superintendent 8 views on' federal programs are reflected in .
the SEA's approach to the legislature. Funding requests to the 'legisla- < -
ture st be severed from -any federal impetus. For example, the Superin-
tendent asgserted that his resistance to the state's participation in P.L.

- 94-142 was one key to getting the dramatic increases in .special education -
funding from the legislature over the last. several years. The Superintendent
claims to have beer; way ahead of many other states in seeing the importapce
of lessening the SEA's: dependence on federal funds, especially Title V,

for support of '‘basic department functions. A high-rankipg SEA official

sald, ™"We'll get what we want from the legislature 80 long as our requests
are conservative, involve good management, and are not driven by federal.
requirements.” The department's recent success in reducing its dependence

on federad funds for operating costs. (relative to state funds) indicates

that this strategy is. meeting with success.A‘ A9 .
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. Whiie SEA officials' political strategy currentlp is- £6.disassociate
themselves from any federal impetus, the department's participation in

federal programs has played a role in increasing its” capacity to lobby:the
. legislature. 8ki11s, and ‘increased amounts of information about LEA

operations, acquired from the Title Vbsupported BS/ID Review System ‘and from
managing .federal progradis, for example, have enabled department staff to.
influence more effectively the. legislature ahd -.to meet periodic challenges

'to the department.« ‘ . !

-7, : - . e
o
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One intended effect of federal programs such as ESEA has been to
increase the participation in education policymaking of groups who. have-
traditionally been underrepresented in the system. In New Mexico, this
effect is apparent in special education, bilingual and Native American
groups. It seems not to be the case (at least at the state 1evé1) with
respect to Title I interest groups. In response to a direct question, a
senior SEA official said that there were more interest groups as a result
of federal programs, and that "if the federal programs go away, they w0u1d

4

-

rk at the state and local levels tather than in Washington. ,;5x¢:
o S

- Most of the efforts of federally empowered interest groups seem to be
at local levels. One REA official observed that,a big change in federal

programs over the past several years is that there are more entitlements
-~ and fewer competitive grants.. 'Groups are. ayare,' he said, "of their
entitlement and want to influence district and state decisions about the
use of the funds." Despite this perception, state-level activism is just
" not apparent. One indicator is the state's policy of lessening. its
.+ involvement in federal progragp -One SEA staffer noted that the biggest
change in her seven years with the agency is a "decreased willingness to

take federal money." A senior SEA official also pointed out that -the
didn't seém to be a big outcry over federal budget cuts. He’ added at
no interest groups showed up at the 1ast legislative session, even in.the

’wake of news about impending cuts at the: federal level. 'p?

One reason given for minimum interest group presence at the sgtate

ﬁlevel is the structure of the finance system in the state. Special program

weights were the subject of considerable debate and battlep during the
development of the 1974 school finance reform law. However, once the
system was set up, the key question during each appropriation session
became the basic per-ADM allotment., An LEA officia1 said:d.

'With the finance formula, all the grOups focus on one question -
.more money for the base student allocation. Once that's set, the -
rest falls out and the controversies move to the local level.

~

’Given at 1east some LEA discretiOn in its expenditure of state monies, plus

the absence of an opportunity to debate state-leve udget allocations for
individual progfams, it is logical that the LEA 1d be the focus of

‘.interest group bargaining. In addition, the curr¢gnt political climate

disfavoring state assumption of discontinued or duced ‘federal programs

..would make a direct appeal for legislative assistance for such programs
" unlikely to succeed. ~34/ : :

. L
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’clearly, the most success?ul of the special interest groups in
recent years has been in special’ education. -Much of this cess is’
attr ibuted to parent.activism. One local special education director, who
was also active in ‘the special education movement, described the situation

~as follows: ;‘-__‘;.,_. ,

Initially there’ weref problems for us: in working with. parents. 4
But.when we were trying to get the caps off of gpecidk education
Lo ,fundin\g, there was lots of parent activism at the legislature. ‘
- 7 . Now there's less activism by parents unless there is a threat to
\:Ihe progran--then ‘they coalesce. Parents of handicapped children
T e more activist than ‘those of other groups.‘ They were forced
to fight. Special education used to be in portables and
. basements. Books, materials and supplies had to be ‘scrounged.
" We have never forgotten -that. The parents were rich, bright
and willing to fight. . and they were successful.
She added however, that activism by’ itself is not enough. In addition,
. she said that a group also needs "some legal basis to hang their hat
on."- . . .
v Perhaps the most dranatic increase in political influence through
federal programs has come to Native Americans. “An LEA's director of
Indian- Education expressed the belieftthat "Indian parents have come a
. long way due to Title IV" of the Indian Education act. Particularly g
" influential has been the’ ‘tequirement of extensivé Indian participation in
'LEA decision-making as a condition for receipt of federal Impact Aid
funds. Impact Aid is a very importaiit program in New Mexico gwing to the
' heavy federal land ownership in the state. (Nearly 30% of New Mexico's-
:1and is held by nine federal agencies who compensate localities financially =
in one_way or another for federal ownership.) . While Indian groups would -
point out how far there is to go in terms of their ‘effective participation,
education officials tend to focus on how much the legally supported claim
‘to participation has actually increased Indian involvement. ‘ v .
?
Another group that has experienced fair success in iﬂfluencing legisla-
tion is advocates of ‘bilingual education. 'i'he legal basis for theédir™
claims exists as’ a matter of both federal statutory and state constitutional
law, (The state constitution secures the educational rights of children, of:
Spanish descent and prohibits discrimination against them, Const. frt. XII,
~Sec. 10.) In addition, persons of Hispanic origin are generally influential
in state politics. Experience with Title VII and the state program isg’
credited with influencing the formation of . a group sometimes referred to as )
the "Bilingual- Educators.” This group ‘is credited with getting the .
Special weight for students in- bilingual education prograns added to the '
"1974 finance reform law. : o

In contrast, virtually no state-level activism by 'ritle I interest
groups was reported. “A sgnior SEA official was asked speci‘fically.,
- whether any Title I-related groups were active in the state.. "Only at the
~local level," he replied. Such local activism is reflected in the observa-
tion of the superintendent of a large LEA who said that "Title I .parents’
e learned how to ccmmunicate, how and when to be involged. . ‘what . -
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'remaj.ns 'unclear is whether this group, without the legally grounded claims
of ‘the handicapped, Native hnerican and bilingual groups, could: organize - ¢
" effectively to: produce ‘a_state, legislative response should, e.d., Title I
_be. abolished or severely ‘reducéd. Ultimately, the lack of. a legal impera-. -
‘tive may explain differences in the amount of special interest group -

,D

activism and effectivenéss observed in New Mexico.. - " S
‘ Pinally, althOugh not an i:nterest group 4in the- same sense as 'those ,
" _just discussed, one of the most important bastions of support for. federal
goals and activities is the state's largest city -- Albuquerque. . The .
L city's; scboor district, with one-third of the .state ADM, is generally*
-~ ‘more . s&mpathetic to federal prografs than the- SEA. Albuquerque .exarts
'cOnsiderable 4influence in matters of education within the. state. This - ,,
also produces some backlash, Jparticularly among ruralf legislators and \ ‘
small LEAs who are startled %y the size of .the district's budget relative
-to their own. Thus, sometimes Albuquerque must tread carefully. We were
‘told that the district participates in various: IR organizations -and -
often lets others put forth a particular initiative 80 as to’ avoid its
‘being adversely affected‘ by the *Al buquerque backlash. ' v

. Ly o

?

The Political Environment and Resources for Federal%dgnized GrouL

v

: In order to gauge the extent to which federal program involvenent o
had altered attitudes toward federally recognized groups, we asked repon- .
“dents ‘to speculate on what would happen if various federal programs were \
abolished. . : oo

Much of. the comment we received pertained to the future of ESEA

" Title.I. "The superintendent voiced a phrase that we ended up hearing a
~lots "The jury is still- Out on compensatory education." An uppe_r leével
,éEA official said. _ ST

B

X
We wouldn t ask ‘the legislature to pick up Title I or any other o
. . program where effectiveness has not been shdwn.\“Many districts

“* " just use.rit as a job guarantee program, The’ legislattire is °
IR increasing the general fund ‘allocations. - ‘Districts can take
i‘e , what has been good about - Title 1 and -continue tha‘t t’hemselves. .
;,’rhee Superintendent agreed that the state' s high support of edﬂcation in
general would cushién the impacts of Title I cuts. Hej added, however,

" that; given overall .reductions in federal budgets “and tegulations, the-

most significant decline, in services formerly provided:with federal -
'encouragement would be in Title I programs. These losSes would even

' exceed those resulting from abolition of the ,Impact Aid progr'anw, which

. provided $26 million (slightly more than Title 1) in. ggneral support to =

" LEAs - during FY, 1981. This is because the state' ) equal;lzatiOn ‘formul a not
-only. t akes credit for, but also guarantees, ‘the amountiof district Impact .

.~ Md allOcationB. ,. . '_ ,u ¥ ! -
L (»‘ . : . \ S

In contrast to SEA and legislative attitudes, thete is fairly high -(
support for federal prograns in ‘the . districts. One high-level IEX official

stated: . , ‘ ’r _ , e
“y‘ ' b - ) '_~ . . . ) , I
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We can fund the regular program, but for the programs for equal
access we need help...Federal involvement is the glue that holds
those kinds of activities together.

L

An SEA staffer Mho spends much. of his time in the districts said that .he
hearp a 1lot of’ “compliments”® - about Title I, in spite of the complaints.
The superintendent of a large: “1EA said simply that "Title I has served us,

. well.® IEA staff we interviewed did recognize, however, the SEA's disfavor
with Title I, and a large LEA's Title I director agreed that the legislature
‘1ikely would not fund compensatory educagion. He added that special -

and bilingual education are "more easily seen as identifiable needs by the
legislature. A. high-level SEA official involved with. fedéral programs
predicted that "handicapped kids will be protected but poor kids may be -
ignored at the district level." .

C One source of protection for both handicapped and limited English
speaking students*is requirements in federdl law that they receive appro-
: priate. sex,wices (sec. 504 and Title VI-Lau, respectively). The costs of
v meeting ‘these service standards has led to a fairly significant backlash
against special education costs in’ the state. While "the legislature -
supports special education” a. department respondent noted,. the legislators-
. are also “concerned about continued growth® iA. ial education gi.ven e,
declining enrollments. The effect of this backlash does seem to mitigate
the proteégtions of service standards for- handicapped children. an LEA:
director of special ‘education said that if the federal government dropped '
the Sec. 504 regulations, "we'll drop some paperwork, but also some :
services,” including the loss of ancillary services to all but the *"worst-
cases, a push to get severely handicapped children out of school prograns,'
.a'reduction of funds for mildly handicapped children, and fewer classes
for more severely handicapped children. New state regulations. promulgated
in June 1982, are designed to tighten the state's special education
‘program, and in fact reflect a tightening of the mildly handicapped
programs (particularly the learning disabled progran). ’ :

Service standards also help in guaranteeing bilingual education
“funding, but-in addition the highly significant Hispanic and Indian
populations in the - state produce a stronger base of~support for these
: efforts than for Title I-type activities. Since spending for bilingual
. prograns "has not grown as rapidly ad! for special education, these programs
. are also not’ encountering the -same 'kind of public and legislative backlash.

ll_dminist'ration of State and Federal Programs

This, section gonsiders the ways in which the state and the federal
government influence each other in ‘the area of program management. The
first section considers the influence of state priorities and policies on
. the administration of federal programs. The second deals with the ways in .
"which involvement in federal programs and requirements have affected the
creation or~operation of state programs and initiatives. The third section
discusses compatibilities and conflicts that result when these two sgets of -»
influences operate in tandem. ' . B
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" State priorities have had a pervasive effect on the attitudes toward,

. and management of, federal programs in New Mexico. The priorities themselves,
however, do not reflect a particular\educational philosophy, nor are they
asgociated with a particular individual or event. Rather, the state's
priorities pertinent to federal prog? have evolved from tWwo related

factorss .

) o the objective of avoiding dependen\ce on federal pi,ogr&ns, and

o a style ofjperation that is responsive to political forces fn' the
state. \

. . The notion of, "dependency" on febé prograns\ emerged in a number .
"of ‘our interviews at the SEA. Dependency} as used by department staff, -
appears to have two parts. First is fiscal depeﬁ\“my. Participation in
federal programs results in the addition of staff and obligations, the
costs of which are borne by the federal government. The department is

thus fiscally dependent on federal allocations to, ‘support the activity.

- Federal funding levels are not, however, reliab],e. Cuts in allocations

/ﬁor the program's abolition) leave the SEA with additional staff to pay

. out of limited funds, and, frequently, a set of expectations on the part

. of stakeholders that the obligations continue as well. The second form of
dependency may be. termed programmatic. Programmatic depemdency refers to
specification by the’ federél ‘government of the means by which a given

~ policy objective is to be. pursued. Many: SEA-officials would rather purs
the objectives (if’ at all) in ways they feel are more suited to conditions
~in the state,

’

particular state.priorities also evolve from the JEA's style of
operation which, as discussed in the last section, is both sensitive and
responsive to demands from Qther actors in the political enviromment.
Demands for greater regulationand oversight of IEA operations in the
19708 and the iore recent accountability movement have been given atten- .
tion by the department and, in turn, influenced how federal programs are
managed in the state. .

“-. . The. desire to’ avoid dependence and the department's effort to respond

" to. danands from its political enviromment can be seen in its repewed
emphasis on the "regular program™ within the ‘state and in the considerable
backlash against special needs programs, particularly in education of the .
handicapped. As discussed in the next section, many of the state's

special education requirements have been federally driven (both by past v
.participation in federal programs and the Sec. 504-based litigation).
Special education is singled out largely because of ‘the rapid growth in .
its funding and the associated fear that the costs of educating handicapped )
"children under the service mardates are encroaching on . regular program

S

budget. New demands on the regular budget are, in tur 21ed by the
present empMasis in New Mexico on basic skills, student ‘teacher
competency, and related accountability initiatives. ' .

"
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wWhen asked about the existence of such a backlash, a senior SEA.
‘official rcsponded that concern fof the regular program has many sources
besides past emphasis on special needs populations: ) .

For years, therehe demands from the ‘public and the legislature
for special cu:rlcplum (drug abuse, the free enterpr ise system,
and 80 on). The universities started expressing their concern
about having to remediate high school graduates. MNow, the
biggest educational issues in the state are teacher competency .
and accountability, concerns regarding the overall quality of
education, and employer concerns’ about proficiency. In essence,
all of these things. have helped spur e widespread concern for
the regular program. It may be that there is a backlash fram our
emph2sis on special needs, but there's more to it, than that.

o Nonetheless, the director of one LEA's special education program noted
' that "it helps our PR [public relations] now that special education funding
has stablized.” An SEA official in special education agreed, saying, "we
had a backlash when the. big increases in fundix'lg were coming.” The LEA

director added: ‘

After the caps went off st:ecial education funds, we went from -

having long waiting lists and a'very small program of low interest _

© to anyone but us, to a service requirement and rapid growth. . . =
Instead of putting special education in whatever space was ’
available, regular education (band, library space, whatever)
sometixnes had to move. .

Another IEA official said, "Regular teachers don't like the fact that
special education gets unlimited funds." A staffer for the legislative
finance committee concurred, "We've reached the saturation point on
special education funding. Future increases will only be to0 make up for
inflation. : . : : Co

These attitudes toward special education costs, as well as the
disinclination at the state level to take up the slack created by actual
or anticipated Title I funding cuts and the policy against taking on any
-major. new federally initiated activities, spring largely from the concern
“about dependency. .What political capital the SEA has will likely be used _
to respond to the demands for regular program »upgra:iing. Consequently,
the SEA cannot afford to be bonstrained by its actual 6r perceived depen—
dence on federal prograus.

- B

These attitudes and circumstances explain much about how federal - -
programs are managed in the state. The SEA will use federal programs to
accomplish some objective when that is convenient (e.g., using federal
vocational funds for postsecondary programs), adopt a minimalist approach .
to management when there is little support for the program (e.g., the
conservative, audit-wary approach to managing Title I ‘progr ams) ,- or simply
not participate (e.g., P.L. 94-142). - Federal program offires-.are.not ,
integrated into the SBEA's mainstream organization -- an arrangement that .,,“
.-helps keep the accounts clean, but‘,also does not jeopardize mains'tream i

¥
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activities should federal funding disappear. While there presently
does not seem to be much sentiment for dropping feder programs altogether,
the SEA leadership clearly believes that its administration of those
programs must be separate from what they consider to’ be their more impor-

" tant activities. Such an approach is intended to minimize damage to the:
department should\fedéral support ﬁo away (such as the damage to the -
Elementary/Secondary divigion the SEA only narrowly escaped with the.

demise of ESEA Title V) and to present the posture of anti-federal senti-
ments to the legislature, a posture that has-proven necessary to.garner

support from that body.
. } &

Pederal Influences on State Programs and Policies

Despite the attitudes of SEA officials and legislators regarding
the negative aspects of the state's involvement with federal initiatives,
those initatives have influenced the design and operation of state
programs and policies. This influence is man®$ested in two ways. First, -
federal programs have stimulated the development of programs for special
needs populations which rely on federal models for many features of their |
design. Second, participation in federal programs has resulted in the
SEA's acquisition of skills and techniques which have been used to pursue
its own agendas. _ v

. Stimulation of Analogous. Piipgrams. We concluded that the federal
initiatives in the areas of bilihgual education, Title I, vocational -~
education and special educatiofi have either stimulated or influenced the
design of analogous state-level initjatives. For example, in bilingual
education, the state has participated heavily in ESEA Title VII since its
"inception in 1968. -Most respondents agree that Title VII had the. effect
of building capacity to gconduct bilingual education programs throughout
the system. Most districts started their bilingual programs in the early

-grades 'with the assistance of Title VII grants (which average three to

five years in duration). Subsequent grants were used to move the program
‘up the grades, the expired Title VII projects being picked up with state

or local funding. A revised law in 1973 and the adoption of a bilingual
program weight in.the 1974 school finance reform act, served to help
-bilingual programs become much more widespread within the state. LEA :
respondents agree that éapacity to conduct bilingual programs was initially
developed via Title VII. Besides the: iﬁftiation of\local programs, Title
VII has also supported the activities of a state-level technical assistance
'coord}nator, as well as an extensive array of training and technical
assistance activities conducted.by Title VII-funded nonprofit organizations.
LEA respondents were fairly unanimous in their agreement that these -
federally initiated-activities had been important in the state's achieving
its current range and- quality of bilingual ‘education programs. = Even a
high-ranking SEA official who is generally’'critical of federal programs,
observed that ™Title VII has sensitized people to the needs of limited
English proficient students, 80 we passed a law to help meet those
needs." - .

- . . B .
X . . L . . TeL e




-143=

With respect to influences of the Title I program, the stimilation of
state activities was less direct, but no less significant. The state
Title-I director noted that when the program began, the more sophisticated
meanings of general aid, supplanting, and program design restrictions had
not been developed. (Those interpretations and clarifications were a
product of ,the tightening of the program in the 19708.) They looked at
the law and decided that they would "aim to provide needed services not
being provided by the district.” As a result, LEAs initially funded
kindhrgartens, librarians Spd ‘elementary 8chool counselors (not then
provid@d by state or local funds). A major federal audit in 1971 deter-

mmined these uses to be general aid violations and disallowed them. By
then, however, many of these efforts had become popular within the state.
Subsequently, the state took up the funding, for most of these purposes
‘which, the director asserts, were shown to be successful through the early ©
Title I programs. '

Several sections of the New Mexico Bducation Standards (NMES) are
devoted to vocational education. Many of these provisiors are,”according
to an official in the state vocational education unit, based on similar
provisions in federal law. The NMES require high schools to offer
classes in from one to five skill areas’ ‘depending’ on enrollment. Curricula,
as well as choice of skill areas to offer, are to be based on a needs
asgegsment and to be designed with reference to learner outcomes. Each .
district must have a local advisory committee to identify local job needs
and evaluate course relevancy. £n addition, a separate council must
exist for each skill development program area. Other parts of the NMES
for vocational education include requirements pertaining to accountability,
equipment and facilities, safety, and student follow-up evaluations.

More generally, this official observed that *federal involvement has
provided us with ‘the resources to initiate new program areas and to set

up remedial programs. ‘ .-

'with special education, much of state law has been driven by the
state's participation in federal ecial education programs which preceded
P.L. 94-142. State laws and regulations were also amended in anticipation
of participating in P.L. 94-142. With the decision not to participate,
the legislatute was prompted to infuse massive amounts of new money into
special education, money which has been administered under laws influenced
by federal program participation. FinaL}y, both improved financing
arrangements for special education and-auxiliary services came as a result
of* Seg. 504-based litigation by the New Mexico Association for Retarded
Citizigz (RMARC) . A state special education official noted that "the
legis ure agreed to spend lots more money in lieu of our participation
in P.L. 94-142. Ancillary services are now required as a result of the
NMARC litigation."! An LEA director of special education noted that )
"there were perennial fights in the legislature to remove the caps on

11n his review, the Superintendent noted, however, that the SEA proposed
ancillary service certification requirements and imposed requirements for..
ancillary services to be provided without court mandate."” - : -

. — S
M . . I " e
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gpecial education funding. It didn't happen until the NMARC litigation
was filed. Then, almost: overnight, it changed.": .

Use of Acquired Skills and Techniques. This category of . influence
involves cases where the SEA has borrowed ideas or lessons learned from its .
" participation in federal programs and applied them in other state—specific T

areas of interest. The section dealing with effects of federal initiatives
on the SEA as:-an organization (Section III) describes how those initiatives
contributed to major shifts in the department's way of doing business. -
This section presents two specific examples of how the. SEA has employed
newly acquired skills and learning.

As previously described,.legislative demands for greater account-
ability,.as well as the power struggle between the SEA and the division of
Public-School Finance,.led to the development of -the New Mexico Education .-
Standards, and the related In-Depth Review for compliance with the NMES.

If one considers the 90%+ state guarantee of general school. finance together
with the ES/ID, the ovérgight system includes: LEA submission of a budget to
the state, state review and approval, monitoring of expenditures and “program”
activities, notification of violations and requirements of corrective action,
follow~-up, promulgation of rules and guidelines. The program design aspects
of -NMES include the requirement to conduct a formalized needs assessment, ‘the
appointment of a parent advisory committee,. the setting of objectives for all
curriculum areas, ‘and evaluation requiremenis.

-

The above are classic elements of federal program approaches, and

severak respondents confirmed the link. A senior SEA official said,
"In the Standards, we move from input requirements (number of desks,
number of dollars) to process. standards (needs assessments, ‘planning,
evaluation). It's not that different from Title I's underlying philosophy
.o+« The standards reflect Title I's intent."™ The superintendent of a
large LEA observed, *parent Advisory Councils started with ESEA, then

- the state required them too. Same with needs assessments. Same with

. so-called 'quidelines' that you £ind out later aren't really guidelines,
but hard and fast requirements."

Imitation is also seen in the state's use of conditional funding of .
programs to encourage their adopticn by LEAs. For example, although funds
generated by the state's bilingual education weight are said not to be

" "targeted," per se, bilingual student ADM can only be counhted if the
students are enrolled in a state—approved program. Since the weights were ,
developed on the basis of average pei pupil costs for approvable programs, _
the LEA has little choice but to devote the amount of funds generated by

- the bilingual weéight to bilingual programs. Here there is even a federal

- leveraging-type effect since our LEA interviews indicate that the funds
generated by the weight are virtually never sufficient to operate programs
in compliance with the state law. . .

L

- o % -
llh his review, the Superintendent contended that the cap on special
education funding was imposed by the legislature during the NMARC litiga-
tion and "was only removed due to the efforts of the State Department of

,Education and the Public Schodl Finance Ppivision.” .

100 i -
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Other lesser examples could be -added to these. Thé point, however,
is not to argue that the SEA has drawn on federal models just for the- sake
of doing so. State-level initiatives are created prdmarily for reasons
whicH are specific to the .state itself, and some respondents might not
fully agree with the specifics of our conclusions regarding the influence
of fdderal initiatives. Nonetheless,.as the SEA has undergone change in
its way of doing business, it is 1ogica1 that many skills acquired from
federal program involvement would be emgloyed as appropr iate and useful in
effecting particular state-level polic urposes, - - £

Compatibilities and Conflicts “~
ﬂ B

The previous discussion describes the influence of state priorities
on how federal programs operate in New Mexico, and how federal initiatives
have influenced programs and policies within the state. Given these - .
_for\:es, there is a likelihood that both conflicts and compatibilities will
arise as those forces operate on ong -another. _

Evidence of particulai\inccmpatibilities betwee}z federal prograi!
provisions and state policies was surprisingly scant’ in our interviews.
One explanation may be that state-policies regarding ‘administration of
. fedéral programs are cénservative ones. In the Title I program, for
example, state administrative policy is largely driven by audit concerns.
Thus, the state conforms to conventional wisdam about what is acceptable. ™ .
Since there is no state-level compensatory education program, there is .
less opportunity for direct conflicts than in states operating such '

‘programs. _ e , g .
If, however, the term is taken to include overall‘ critiques of

federal program approaches, conflict is more apparent. Educators at all
levels in New Mexico are critical of federal programs which go beyond the
specification of goals to include specification of means, in particular,

the design of local programs.: In response to a direct question, the '
State Superintendent, who is generally critical of federal involvement in
education, said that he would not object to federal funding that included
targeting on particular kinds of students if the design of local programs
were left up to local officials. An SEA official ‘responsible for fiscal
management of federgl programs noted that some federal programs had been
dropped by both the SEA and particular LEAs because program design require~
ments were too prohibitive. .

. 3
~.. In contrast, the bilingual education area offers an example of

unique compatibility. Title VII projects provide the means to train
staff who can then operate programs under the state program. Title VII
projects also allow for more enrichment activities and efforts to relate
the bilingual program to the core curriculum, while the state program
focuses more on transitional (or in New Mexico parlarnce, "remedial®)
‘activities. \ Additionally, in providing seed money grants for a finite
petiod, Title.VII does not conflict. wité the policy disfavoring long-term
federal grants that produce "dependence' on federal funding and lock in

expenditures. b
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In adﬁ;tion to ‘diséussing!c&np‘atibilitiea and cohf_licts, we speci=-
fically asked respondents to discuss two ‘other aspects of federal program

~ involvement commonly thought to creafe problems for SEA administrators:

‘.0 federal programs creating offices or " }ghigeg". within the SEA
+  that bypass channels of authority and g d«,irect;ly to Washington,

m S et ! [ .

o federal requirements placing substantial administrative and-
y, paperwork burdens on the SEA. ‘
Federal "Franchises.” We found no power cliques in the SEA operating.
on a federal franchise base to alter mainstream department policy. The '
federal program staff themselves view their respective programs as being *
extremely valuable. However, the current anti-federal-program sentiments ..
in the state would make any overt efforts by the federal programs' ‘gtaff
to use their federal power b‘_a'se to influe(xce state policy counterproductive.

In general, what influence the federal program officers do exert
appears to come from their relationships with IEA counterparts and the -
various networks -and organizations created out of those associations.

The .Title I staff, for example, have a fairly cohesive organization aided
by the state office's use of LEA staff to assist in . monitoring ‘responsi-
bilities. The SEA's Title VII-funded coordinator of technical assistance
in bilingual education has close relationships with his LEA counterparts
and is credited with being influential in developing programs 'in the
state. The development of such programs is, however, consistent with _
general SEA policy. What autonomy the federal program offices do enjoy in
the SEA seems to depend on their not coming into conflict with the depart-

ment's upper management. '
]

Administrative Burden. We found little evidence to support the
assertion that she administrative burden.of federal programs is dispropor-
tionate to the funds received. Federal programs are administered by a
ddiscrete and.isolated offices which are supported By federal funds. There
is an associate superintendent for finance and an internal auditing_office
that handle most of the' aspects of federal programs often thought of as
"burden” (getting approvals, cash flow, reporting, audits)’. This issue
was pushed with individuals in both these offices and produced some minor
complaints, but no overwhelming feeling of excessive burden. We were told
that special offices for finance and audit were established because
special program managers had become too autonomous, and in some cases too
lax, so that a special group was needed to check up on them. “Thus, the
existence of these functions is not so much a response to burdgn as it is
an effort to tighten management internally. On specifics, an®cfficial in -

~ the audit group said that Title I comparability reporting is the most time -
.consuming (and also has the most difficult criteria to work with) of the
"-federal education programs. .The most burdensome requirements, however,

were said to come from.the U.S. Department of Agriculture'’s s¢hool lunch

prog;a;n A(wh'ict_r‘.repc;rtedly takes up to, 50% of the audi_ti;ig staf‘f'sAtime) o«

158
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Program audits (a form of "burden") were the source of several
complaints, particularly by the Title I and special education offices, A
massive set of Title I audits in the early 1970s fesulted in the state -
director s ‘spending the bulk of “his time working on their resolution with

‘ districts and federal officials. Most of these audit exceptions have been’
resolved now, however, and the director noted that there hadn't been a
Title I audit recently. The special education director was fairly eloquent
in his denunciation of audits and their effects:

' The audit game takes up so much time, and you néver know
where [within the program] or when you're going to get
the exception. We are caught between the auditors and
"the program people, neithexé of whom know what the other

isMoing.

He. added at if. you' are not in Washington, you are unlikely to be
soplristicgted enough to understand all the ramifications of taking a
particulal grant.. That can cause the state or LEA problems later, he
contends, and the "feds don't " provide any assistance or interpretation.

In general, however, the paperwork and responsibilit s normally
associated with. the concept of "burden" are accepted as part of the
deal. An SEA official said, "Our philoaoph{ is don't take the money.
unless you can prove -all the things you need to prove.” This respondent
noted that some small-size districts had found the burden to be excessive
and thus gefusegd federal money, adding however, that these tend to be the
rich districts.” A senior official in a small LEA said, "The state is down
on gpur necks more than- the feds, and there's no less (maybe more) paperwork
we have to do forithe state.” A state special edugé@tion official said,,
"Paperwork is necéssary. Those who don't like it fon't want to be account-
able.” A tOp-rankimg LEA official echoed this sentiment when asked
whether the;e was tqo much paperwork: L

., Bogwashl I think it could be streamlined but the
people who talk about excessive paperwork are really

" saying 'l want to take the money and do whatever I .
want to do with it.' Many in education still haven' t
accepted accountability. .

bfficial involved with federal programs noted that “over timg
\have become more.receptive. and see that the intrusion is not, that
ch. tThis paperwork thing is the great myth of federal programs. /k :

0 | *
3 /& IQSumtilarle' .

Over the last decade, New Mexico's legislature ﬁassed several’
progtessive laws affecting special needs pupils and°substantially increased:
state funding for education. New Mexico'is not experiencing severe fiscal
stress. . Nonetheless, concern about recurring "boom and bust" cycles cause
state leaders to chart a fiscal course that is generallw conservative.

For example, a. substantial portion of state revenues are placed in a fund
to provide reserves for the future, The state participates in a number

v e
+
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of federal categorical programs. It also receives sizeable amounts of
general purpose funds from the federal government due to the amount of .
federally owned land, other federal activities (e.g., energy and military) -
and the presence of a sizeable Native American population. L

Two state priorities heavily influence the administration and
operation of federal programs within New Mexico. First, is the desire to
avoid what respondents refer to as "dependence" on federal programs. This
desire is based both on SEA officials' perceptions.that federal programs
are subject to unpredictable funding and policy shifts, and on an attitlide
that has developed in the legislature disfavoring federal program partici-
pation. The department is presently taking actions. to lessen 1its own
reliance on federal programs for operating funds, and to minimize the
state's involvement generally in federal programs. . . ' .

The second priority of thefBEA is the-desire, and the need, tg be
responsive to political forces in-the state. Political challenges
to~t§e department in the 1970s led to a major reorganization of the . _

. department by the Superinpendent and development(gf the New yexico.Educa-
‘tion Standards/In-Depth Review System. Presently, the SEA is‘developing a :
number of initiatives, in response to concerns in the state about basic '
skills, student and ‘teacher competency, and the health of the regular

program. T , l o S f<\" e

;¢ .Despite current negativism about. involvement with federal initiatives,
those initiatives have had major influence in the state. Most respondents
agree that the SEA's participation in the federal NDEA was responsible .for
its "awakening® in the early 1960s. ‘They also agree that, since the
19708, the department has shifted from an emphasis on technical assistance
and curriculum, to an approach focusing more on regulation, monitoring
and procedures. ESEA was an important source of models for the department
in regulating LEAs and a source .of support for staff. Nonetheless,
gtate factors were the primary influences, on specific cganges in the
SEA functions and its increased authority over LEAs. .
We concluded that the state's partiéipation in federal programs has
served to stimulate or influence the design of state-level initiatives
" with purposes analogous to their federal counterparts. The federal
influence is most directly seen in the areas of bilingual and vocational
‘education. Léss direct, but still significant, are federal influences '
from New Mexico's participation in Title I and federal programs for
andicapped students (prior to P.L. 94-142). ’

, . .We found few specific complaints of incompatibilities in the opera-
tYai of federal and state programs in New Mexico. We found no. evidence
.federal program staff in the SEA operate as federal "franchises" in a
at undermines state-level programs or policies. We also heard few .
aints about the administrative burden of federal programs,-although
ents were extremely critical of federal auditing methods. Criti-
e voiced at all¥ levelg of the education system in New Mexico,
howeve®™ regarding the ways in which the feeral government pursues its
educatfon policies, particularly requirements that dictate program

-

— o 1
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"design. In contrast to these complaints, Title VII is seen as a program
uniquely compatible with the New Mexico approach to bilingual education.
_ Title VII funds the training of staff and program development while not ,
(since projects are of finite duration) creating the dependence of which

3 many in the state are critical.

~

. In conclusion, federal and/ state education polj‘.'cy in“New Mexico

interact in three major ways . Federal programs are used, when convenient

~and useful, to ac 1ish particular goals of state. pelicy (e.g.,-Title
V, Title VII and vocational education)é:r»Second where there is little
enthusiasm for (but also little conflict with) a federal program, it is
administered conservatively and with little fanfare (e.g., Title I and
Title IV)...-.Third, where there is sharp disagreement with the substance
‘or approach of a .particular federal initiative, officials in the state

# are not reluctant to refuse participat;iOn in it (most notably, P.L.
94-142, but also’ a bandful ‘of smaller ptograns) . Bow a particular

- federal .initiative,sg
policymakérs' -t
the goal of Ghes
and their. pe:

v!l;g_,b‘eq:g classified is a function of state
¢ denge of politisal support in the state for
4nst ‘the level of federal fiscal commitment

D)
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. gk NEW- YORK STATE PROFILE

| Richard J. Coley
Margaret E. Goertz

_ _ Introduction . ,
e > ) LA T

New.York State has a tradition of social, political and fiscal
liberalism. A very industrialized and heterogeneous state, it ranks
high¥'on.the expenditure ‘and tax effort scale. . :

‘Political and Economic Environment 9

Prom the early days of industrialization in the United States, New
York State dominated the national economy. This dominance, howewer,
haé been slowly eroded since World War IX. As other. parts of the
country have developed greater economic diversity and self-sufficiency,
New York State's share of the nation's population, labor force and -
wealth have declined dramatically. In the 1970s, the state showed
less than one percent growth in employment compared to a 27% increase.

- nationally. A population loss of nearly four percent during the 1970s.

- left the state with an older, more heavily minority, and relatidvely '
poorer citizenry. -Between 1960\and 1978, New York State's level of per
capita income dropped. from 126% of the national average.to 106%. . -
A rapid expansion of the public sector in the 1960s and 1970s left '
New York State taxpayers with:tax burdens that are significantly above
the national average. Total tax revenues.as a percent of personal
income rose from 4.7% in 1964-65 to 8. 0% in 1974-75.

While New York has 'no legislated statewide tax or expenditure limita-
 tions, economic and political pressures- have led policymakers to adzgt
increasingly conservative fiscal policies. The 1974 recession forc
the state to impose a number of tuts in state spending, while raising
state income tax rates. . When the economy improved in the late 1970s,.
Governor Carey embarked on a three-year program of tax reductions,
designed to reduce the burden of state taxation. By 1980, the ratio of
- taxes collected to personal income had dropped to 7.5%. ' At the same
tite, state spending declined in real dollars by 10% between, 1974-75 ’
and 1979—80. . . . .o

In the battle_JLer the FY 1983 budget, which-included a gubernatorial

. proposal to reform the .state's education aid program, even. legislative - o
advocates of social spending were quiet. Their acquiescence acknowledged' '
that the Republican-controlled State Senate, and many legislators in the
Democratic Assembly, would never approve major tax increases to pay for new
programs. ThHe budget stalemate between the Governor and the legislature '
. focused on narrow fiscal issues of balancing the budget; unlike years past,
1ittle attention was paid to broader questions of how state money should be
spent in the first place. .

1In 1980-81, New York State ranked second in state and local tax S
effort and fourth in per capita state.and local expenditures. " National

Education Association. Rankings of the States, Washington, D.C.:
NEA, ‘1981, ' e _ : - v
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Maj;r Themes that Sh;pe Education Poli_y
Five themes shape education policy in New York State: (1) a
tradttion of strong financial commitment to elementary, secondary, and
. higher education1 (2). increased competition for funds, particularly at
.the state level, betWeeQ\f:ucatién and other public ‘services; .{3) a ~

- .

. _strong, autonomous state\education establishment coupled with a tradition-
_ of Yocal control; ‘(4) the Levittown litigation which has driven most ‘
recent discussions of state education’aid; and (5) one school distriétf',f
- New York City, that eduqates one~third of the students in the state..ﬁz‘
Financial Commitment to Education. ‘New York State- has a strong
financial commitment to education. In 1980- 81 education expenditures
of $3467 per pupil were the. third highest in ‘the country, after Alaska
and Washington, D.C. . In 1981-82 the state government spent $4.2°
billion for elementary and secondary education, but this represented:
less than 40% of total education revenues. - Much of the burden for
" supporting the education of the state s 2.9 million students is borne
on the local level. o L T -

B -
+ . . N

Competition for‘Funds. Education interests face tough competition
for increasingly scarce state dollars. . State education aid has declinéd
~as a percentage of the state budget over the last ten years from 36 to
26% of total expenditures, while state support of community colleges,
courts’ and,corrections, and ‘employee fringe benefits have taken larger
portions of the state budget. Yet state aid for social services
(income maintenance, Medicaid, etc.) as a percent of state spending

- remained constant over ‘the last decade. -

.

A Strong State Board of Education and State Education Aaé%ch
(SEA). "There is an o0ld saying in-Albany that New York.State go@ernﬁhﬁh
has four branches: the executive, the islative, the judiciary, and
the~Stadte Education Department.” The udique position held by the-

SEA results from a number -of {actorsr the congtitutional and statutory

independence of the Board of. Regents (this point is developed later in

the case study), a nearly two-hundred year tradition of leadership in

education, and the prestige of the Board. (Regents in recent years have

included the sociologist Kennleth Clark and political scientist Stephen K.
Bailey.) Bailey et al. concluded in 1962 .that "The New York Board enjoys
independent executive, legislative, and judicial power of such scope as

- to bring into question its consonance with American constitu&ional

-

principles of - separation of powers and checks and balances.” This
situation has provided the SEA with a- gtrong base and room to maneuver ,

" ‘. ,p
b 7 : ) . . @

71Murphy, Jerome T. . State Education Agencies and Discretionary Funds,
Lekington,-Mass.:‘ Lexington Books, 1974,»p.53. : .

Bailey, Stephen K.. et- al. Schoolmen and, Politics: A study of State
Aid to Education in the Northeast, Syracuse- Syrdcuse University Press,
- 1962, p.27. : X _ i
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: when dealing with the 1egislature and governor. The SEA has been charac-

. terized as “well-staffed, stab]p, highly professional, amply, funded and
reputed to be a”pacesetter in educatioh._ . :’&'r &5

. With more than 700 school districts in the state, local control .7. LY
'is an important. issue. It is viewed, however, “as meandng that districts
.define their educational needs within state-given parameters. - "In .- _g"
the area of school funding, this means that the state provides. a financial
floor for districts, but they are free to spénd as much for education as
their citizens choose. In the program area, 'local control means the.
freedom to .desigr curriculum within the minimum requirements and basic
‘standards set by the SEA. A concern expressed about'the Levittown
litigation was that it could have led to 'levelling,down" expenditures
through capping of -local district expenditures or putting limits on
‘districts' power to negotiate teacher ‘salaries. = - p

f r : -
'Levittown-v. uyguist. During our field work, a major school~finance_
case that could have had vast implications for school. finance and special’
needs students was reaching its final stage. In June 1978 a trial court
"1nva1idat€a New York's system of financing schools in Levittown v.
Nyguist.1 The decision was upheld in October 1981 on all issues of
substance by the Appellate Division, but struck down by the state's . - :
‘highest court, the Court of Appeals, in June 1982.‘ Litigation began in
1974, brought by 27.low property wealth school districts and four of ‘the - -
" -state's. largest cities A New York, Buffalo, Rochester, and . Syracuse - R
who were plaintiff-intervenors. The lowsyealth districts pressed their
" claims on a fiscal neutrality.basis. .Thei cities charged that the state
-aid system discriminated against them by Overstating their fiscal capacity
. 'to’ fund education and-by failing to take into account their special. needs
0and higher costs. They claimed that they :suffered an extra drain on -
local.revenues (municipal overburden) since they have to Bupport a high .
‘level of non-educational services. They’ also claimed educational overburden
bBecatse they are . responsible for educating a disproportionate share ‘of -
.the state's disadvantaged, handicapped, and non*-English-speaking pupils.
“Lastly, -by distributing aid based on attendance, rather than enrollment,
the cities ¢laimed.that the state further penalizes‘them for. high levels
of abgsenteeism. Lo » R AN ) .

- . BT _' L 3

Because of the urban "focus oﬁ the case. and because the: Big Five
(Buffalo, New York Cigy, - Rochester, Syracuse, and’ Yonkers) educate alﬁ%st
37% of the state's childrén, the final decision could have required an’
overhaul of New York's system of school finance and a rethink;ng of

N T
> N ' . . ﬂ < N\Jd

:’j . - ‘ v : T ~
‘ . « & P
1Murphy, Jerome T. State Education Agencies and Discretionary Funds,
4Lexington, Mass.. Lexington Books,'19?4, p.gﬁ.
1

-

2Levittown v..Nyquist, 94 Misc.-2d 466, 408'N Y.S. 24 606 (Nassau
County Sup. Ct. 1978a) N v
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. categorical approaches to meeting theaneeds of special students. A

Special Task-Force on Equltywamd Excellence in Education, established
jointly by the Governor and Board pf Regents, made recommendations in
February 1982 that would cost the. ‘state an additional $300 million to one -
billion dollars in,aid to elementary and 'secondary education, No orie

-knows at this point what political impact the eight-year-long litigation

and subsequent study commission will have on future state education aid

‘4

.decisions.w»,'% e . : ' _ >

2

-
- New York City.',yew !ork City, while enrolling, about one-third of
the State's students{ enrolls over half of the low-achiéving, almost

. 85% of the bilingual, and almost 40% of the handic ed students attending

into 32 community school districts, and its. history of hnic and

school in the state. The size of this district,” “its dec:Ettalization
bureaucratic- politics, have made the administéﬁtion of state and federal

‘programs by Albany. staff difficult. In the past, gtate adﬁanistrators

have viewed the NeM:York City school system "as a hopeless mess whose

'problems and comple?cities are‘to be avoided as much as possible.” "l . The

state has difficulty extracting from New York _City data that they need
for program evaluations, and the relationship between the SEA and the -
city is rained over the city's seeming ipability to .identify and serve
all of its handicapped students. .

[

S

Education Policy in New York State

.t
& P
: -

S How the Schools Are Financed

-

In 1981- 82 New York schools derived 3.8% of their support from -,

‘the federal government, 40.2% from the state government, -and 56%.from 4 Il

local sources.2 State su port h dropped about four percentage points
P a?

since“1970 71.v } - a o DA . , ,}
. "-;; o . ®

y

In L 80-81, almost $4 billion was distributed to school districts

‘through gbout 25 different aid formulas. Tabl@ 1 summarizes these aid

payments. .The major special formulas -- compensatory education, special

-educatjon, etc. -- are described in their ‘respective sectiqms of thls

o

profile. The operating aid formula, established by the legislature, is

‘termed a g¢wo-tier percentage equalizing formula. “This 'formula distributed

about $2 8 billion in 1980- 81, or a little over 70%‘of total state aid to

_ elementary and secondary edu@ﬁtion. Each year the legislature.defines

the "ceiling” expenditure in which ‘the state. will share and state aidis
determined by the wealth of'. a "school district relative to_the state °
average wealth, and by the educational need of the district.' "

-~ v i ).

tae
.

"

Tperke, Joel S., & Kirst, Michael W, Federgngid to ‘-Education: Who

* Benefits?. Who Governs¥ Lexington, Mass s ﬁd&ington Books, 1972,

‘ pe351. . . 3 . ‘ .

) .
é [ (N L. v

- , : ‘ » - . .
2pndams, E. Kathleen. A Changing Fedeﬁﬁ%ism: The Condition of the

States,Denver, Col.: Education CommisSsion of the States, 1982.
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Table 1.~

Summary of New York State Education Aid Payments,

1980-81a -

Equalization and Other General Aid

Operating’ Aid
Low Income Aid
High Tax Aiq ' o

1Pupil.Need Based.Aid

;)>,

hProgrammatic Aid

Excess. Cost for Handicapped e
(Public and Private) . e
Categprical Reading/Academic Aid

Improving Pup¥l Performance
-Preki garten ,P;%rams ' ' .
£. Native Americans =~ = .

Edug JE of‘

) _'4%“ akeeninq kil
gual” Education Aid |

d/Talented x

)

1viunch/Breakfast érograms

; D;' N
w

.
o . S

BOCES (including Facilicities and CVEEB)
Spe€ial Services Ald

Adult Education '
-~

Other Categabical

Total Atd

b'I.‘otal Aid includes’ $9.54 mil}
. and Refung Credit. &Therefore

Building Aid (including BANS)
Ald to Cities

Reorggnization Incentive Aid
%kher"”“ ' /

G

of the pkograms listed.

Source:

‘;ﬂ - * N\

,JAmount

Gin millions)

-

$ 2,853.86
2,806.15
27.72

, 19.99°

297.19

240.32

' 15.00 -

10.00
9.46
8.45
5.13

.5.42

T1.91
1.50

“437.98

369.70 _

51.30

.+ 16.98.

© 105.14
95.46 -

5.87
3.81
1270.07
213.59

23.05 -

4.60
23.41

$ 3,949.29b

...,')

NéHbYork State Division of the.Budget, Education Unit.

Percent
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2payments from appropriation for General Support for Public Schools and
from additional appropriations affecting public schools.

T
rhy,

o{ reduc’tion or Section 4407 Deduction *
Total Aid figure will be less than the sum

'

.

Deffcription

. of 1981-82 Ne ”Ybrk State Executivey Budget Récommendations Relating

to State Sup

% 1
Wi

I

«

.1\66“

rt fbf Public Schools (January 20, 1981).

.
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‘Districts are also guaranteed a flat grant of $360 per student; are
eligible to receive growth aid if attendance rises; angd are protected
from. aid losses by special aid guarantees. Other aids include low-jincome
.-aid, high tax aid, transportation aid, building aid, Boards of Coopaative
. Educational Services (BOCES)/ aid, and special services ‘aid for districts
not eligible to participatgy;.n BOCES. R o
L’ I
(-p
The major state education programs for special needs..students £n New
York are special education, compensatory education,: vocational-education,
and bilingual education. The state.receives. federal funding, for compensa-
tory education, -special education, vocational .education, biﬁ.‘ val
education; -and grants under Titles IV and V of the Elemenfg#¥”and Secondary
Educatien Act (ESEA) and Title IV of the Civil Rightqﬂﬁga R). - Table 2
shows state and fe~aral support for the major programs-~

.3

. €
.

N i " ) Cew W AR
' ) " Table 2 . AL

. - ' . :r} R
State and Federal Progranm Funding Levels, 1980-81
. L v(nii‘ll_ions’) i .. e
@ ! State Féderal - - .
tonlpensatory Education K . $ !50 B w8 223' S
Special Education _ . 236 - 46
) . o ¢ ¥ . v, “
Vocational Education . 65 ° . 54
% Bilingual Education ‘ T2 C 21 £~
" Titles IV and V . . " ». ?6 ‘3
. . < i ~ ) ‘ q L‘a - i
<« . State aid for special educat1on has grown tremendously over the last

five years or 80, whxle both compensatory and bilingual educatien aid
have remained relatively" level. Special education aid grew from $68.5 °
million in 1975-76 to about " $248gmillion in 1980-81. Compensatory
education, over the same perxod time, increased only about $10 million
to its current level of abouta$150 faillion., Bil ;ngual education aid
under Chapter 720 amounted. to about $§1.7 mi& dpn in 1975-76 and in
1980-81 totalled only about $2 millibni thé incorporation of a new
weighting for bilingual stpdents in ﬁhs‘operatxng aid formula, such aid
almost doubled in 1981-82. Also, the state's compensatory educatiton
program allocates about $8 mﬂalxon to provide compensatory educatxon in a-

bilingual mode. L . . ‘ - . '5“J, ’
. 5’“ | - . fr IR

: . v

compensatory Edudat ion

v
b

. : ’*’J)

X Because New York responded to the federal 1nvolvement in compensatoty
“ed *ion with similar state 1nitiat1ves, a chronology of how the federal
and ‘state progr‘ams develOped and mtersected is important. Compensatory

e ._-—.
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ed ation gained legitimacy in New York State with the. passage ‘of Title I

n' 1965, Shortly thereafter, New York developed. the Pupil Evaluation
Program (PEP) tests to identify students with the greatest needs for -
Title I aidi- Title I money funded the development of the PEP tests,'}
although the use of federal funds for that purpose was lafer prohibited.
In 1968, the ‘state developed its first compensatory education program --
Urban Aid. That year about $50 million was appropriated by the legislature
for about 30 school districts selected on districtﬂﬁize and. concentration
of low-achieving students as determined by PEP tests., Almost 85% of the
aid went to New York City. -

: Therrban Aid_program had two purposes from the perspective of the
legislature and the SEA. The first was to experiment with community
participation in educational decision-making and the second was to
experiment with unrestricted planning and implementation activities to
focus resources on specific problems. Because community particxpation” e
was a failure, the SEA focused on the implementation of erperimental
and innovative programs. From 1970 to 1972, results demonstrated that
certain programs, in-gservice trainfhg techniques, - and organizational '

‘structures® could be effectivé Achievement data 1mproved, and.: LEAgl:_ .
'showed that they could take control.)” , o ' o

Ihe idea sgat the success of urban education p u}d@be 44‘
shared by-Sther school districts coupled with demands fot-ﬁncregseg in '
state aid fesulted in the development of the Pupils wit¥s "”I%i}gdﬁ?é SR
tional Needs (PSEN) program in 1974. The PSEN program a ‘m esponded t6
the recommendation of the Fleischmann Commission that the’
greater responsibility for insuring that the needs of educa
disadvantaged students were met.! 'PSEN is integhded to p videﬂﬂm, en
tory.education to children who score below a certain reference po"iv
the PEP tests. PSEN also provides such services bilingually. The
program was first administered by a new office created in the SEA --

Education of Disadvantaged Children Office -- and reported to the same
Ass18tant Commissioner as the Tgtle I office. he regulations promulgated
by the Commissioner were designed to make the. ram complement and be -
consistent with Title I. Basically, 'the same pupil selection criteria
were used, but PSEN requlations were .not as reSti"‘ive nor as dogmatic

as Title I regulaﬁions. - Sy \

From 1974 to 1977 school districts operated the PSEN program under
very broad state guidelines, While strings attached to the program - ’
required that funds .be used for compensatory purposes,’ "the SEA imposed
few penalties on offending districts. The SEA then’ began to monitor PSEN
programs as they monitored Tftle I programs. The SEA's sanction was to
wi old PSEN aid. ‘Since PSEN aid was designated as meeting the supplement/

supplant requirement of Title I, such withholding would violate Title I's;, ¢

mm
Eriel
£2
P
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.

P ’ A .
v .. ~ 5 e

IThis 18-member commission was appointed in late 1969 by joint action @ .
of Governor- Rockefeller and the New York Board of Regents to réport-and :
hake recommefdations .on the quality, cost, and financxng of the state's

public schooi system. | 5 ;r“
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non-supplant requirement, and districts stood to lose all remedial aid.“ i
Meanwhile, a few legislators began to complain about PSEN monitoring . '
because ‘they viewed that aid as_a general. apportionment. It s be )
noted that the legislature's purpoe in passing ‘the PSEN legisl n was

to spread remedial aid around to all districts, suburbs as well as cities
and rural areas. In fact, it was taboo within the SEA to. ‘call PSEN aid
either general' or "categorical”-aid. It was called "additional appor-

tionment. n

9 O

_ Discussidns of merging PSEN and Title I began in 1978-79, the year

“that the Regents.mandated. remhdial help.for all students who. scored. below
the state reference point on the”PEP teést or below competency level on
any of the newly’ established Statg compentency tests._ Thé SEA“created a.

' standard reporting system for evaluation and neéds assessment QpeyfalsO‘T
experimented with a combined application —- one. for PSEN, one ‘for-"Title I}
and a bridge document linking the two. In 1978-79, the SEA merged PSEN, °
Title I, and Migrant Offices .into the Education Opportunities Progr ams
Division. The first year of a unified application for compensatory aid
was 1980-81. Simultaneously the SEA moved to make this application the
Comprehensive District .Rlan for Remediation under Title I, PSEN, and

‘local funds, and the'--fx

P EY
;

5 of“% three~-year plan to .the federal government.

While Title I and. PSEN programs have been unified to accomplish the same
purposes, their funding formulas are quite different. Title I funds are
allocated on the basis of low-income, vhile PSEN funds are allocated on, the
basis of test results.! This results in a ‘different- digtribution of %ﬁﬁ

- compensatory assistance. It is estimated that $.75 of shery Title I 7
$1.00 goes to the Big Pive school districts, while only $.50 of every b )
PSEN $1.00 is allocated to those districts. Thus, the state's compensa-kﬁ*
tory money is aimed .at low-achieving students, even if they reside -in. :
high-income school districts. Whatever the source of the funding, A
however -- state, federal, or local =-- districts must provide remedial
help to students identified as needing it. i

3 Table 3 shows compensatory education expenditures in 19 80 from
both federal and state sources for each program area. It ald "shows

* duplicated counts of chiddren served. Most of the money '(68%-of Title I

. and 63% of PSEN) is spent on reading progr ams, followed hf math (about .

.- [V . ) ’ . :H-".' "

—— . “ v

E)

_1Estimation of a district's compensatory education needs under the PSEN _
program is currently based on results of the 1974 and 1975 PEP tests thatg,J
were given to the state's third and sixth grade students. The percent of
‘children in the'district that scored in the bottom three stanines on the
tebt i ultiplied by the district's combined adjusted average daily
attend3e (ADA) to estifiate the number of ‘children eligible for PSEN
aid.* District PSEN pupils are estimated as follows., .If district has,

. 10,000 students, and 20% Qf its third and sixth graders s red below the,

. statecggference point,qthen /000 children are estimated to be in need of

. .:atory services (10,000 x . .20 = 2,000). These 2000 pupils are then
give_yjn additional weightin of .25 and included in the district's count

" of tC bal aigable pupil units (TAPU) and total wealth pupil units (TWPU)

16y
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Table 3 v
R Expenditures_end Participants by debfvﬂ
: ] Title F:#nd PSEN, 1979- 80
2'¥¥£xpensitures -
ESEA TITLE I R PSEN . - TO'I‘AL
s 189,725, 097,i s 82,304,716 § 712, 02@9% 813
Bilingual ‘Read; 16 5,450,452 “ . 2,488,451 ' 7,938,903
| '\Hath . .62,832,698 ' 33,844,915 " 96,677,613
Bilingua'l"Math“* 2,052,044 . 589,981 2,642,025
gsL - v_ .15,636,I_706_ o 3,842,620 ' 19,479:326
Writing . 3,761,656 8,169,212 11,930,928
Bilingual Writing 126,776 205,446 - 332,232
N ' $279,585,429  $131,445,401 $411,030,830
Participants (Duplicated édunt)_‘ . _
| ESEA TITLE I | PSEN ' E_T_QLL
. |
'Reading 290,482 235,443 . 525,925
Bilingual Reading/ 16,037 . 6,242 . 22,279
Math | ﬁ 125,69&_' o 11’5,4'11 3 o 2'.41,110- |
Bilingual Math . . , | 5,43;6;" - 1,818 7,254
ESL o . ﬁ-: 22,072 - 8,96'3?_,,”:;_‘1:;5 31,140
Writing . | J v 14,M8 - l':,.‘38,42'8 53,176
91111;9'@1 Writing v J TR 1,917 _ <2,188
| .7 ._..47‘4‘,845 © 408,227 1 - 883,072

- 3 .

Sodtce: New York State Education Department. "ESEA Title I Statistics, ]
1979-80. . Expenditures, Participants, Staff, In-service Training, Parent 3

.Pantipipation.
< & o A N
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258). More current expenditure data (1981) show an increase in PSEN
funding (up to about $150 million) and a decrease in Title I (down to
-about $223 million). i o

Bilingial Education

Although New York State 1aw does not mandate the psgvision of bilingual
€ervices, state aid for bilingual programs and statutes governing its use,
and a number of court and OCR compliance orders have combined effectively
to create a statewide service mandate. Regulations of the:iCommissioner
governing bilingual education programs became law with the passage of
Chapter 827 of the Lawssof 1982, effective September 1, 1982. Districts
that receive state bilingual education aid must provide programs in
accordance with this statute. 1In 1974, the New York City Board of

sBQpcation signed a consent decree with Aspira of New York, a Puerto Rican
,community agency. This agreement was a result of a suit, Aspira gﬁ/kew
York, Inc., et al. v. The Board of Education of the City of New York
et al. and required that the Board implement bilingual.sducatibn programs
in evi every local district in New York City for students with 'l mited English
proficiency who could learn more effectively in Spanish ina.
reviews and compliance plans and later court action based. on. Egg_have
provided coverage for Hispanic students in Buffalo, Rocheétet Newburgh,
Brentwood and Patchogue and for %pn-nispanic students in New York City.

Local bilingual education programs receive aid from a number of -
sources: Title VII ($21 million);" Chapter 720 grants ($2 million); the
,QSEN program ($8.4 million)s and weightings in the general operating aid
“formula ($3-$4 million)’, The Chapter 720 program, which New York State
started in 1973, pﬁégides LEAs with competitive grants to incorporate
bilingual education’ into the district's overall educational system. In - °
1974 the PSEN program provided districts with another source of bilingual -
support. Pupils excused from ‘taking the PEP test because of language

_ problems are included in their 4 trict's PEP percent for purposes of
calculating state compensatory ucation aid. Districts then use these’
_funds to operate bilingua} remedial programs. Finally, in 1980-81, a"~.05
weighting for LEP students was incorporated into New York State's general

operating aid formula. Only students enrolled in approved bilingual
education programs are eligible for thisbaid. Nearly 100,000 students
receive this addftional weighting. . S

. . -— ) . " : . . -. : ’
: ;- P ) - . .
‘Civil Rights - - . o o

New York gtate has state laws banning discrimination on the basis of
- race and sex. The:Commissioner has substantial quasi-judicial powers w1th

regard tckdiscrimination in LEAs, and can (and has in eight caseés) order
an LEA to'desegregate in response to complainta om within the district.’

‘A,“‘

Civil rights responsibilities are scattered throughout the SEA and-
appear to be assigned by program area. For example, Section’504 is'

administered by the Office for Education of Children with Handicapping
"Conditiohs (OECHC), and Title IV National Origin by the Bureau of Bilingual

n &

= .
N \
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Education. The Office of Occupatidénal a Continuing Education ‘has
séparate sex equity and civil rights compliance units for vocational
education programs. The Division of Intercultural Relations, housed in
the Office of Elementary, Secondary and Continuing Education Planning,
was established in the 1950's in response to state law, an early Fair
Practices Law. This Division has responsibility for Title VI laws on
~race, Title v race and seéx grants, and -the’ Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA) . o ' : . 3

’

- Special Education 3

-

New York has been a leader in the pr’yision of special education
- since 1867 when the State School for the Blind was founded in Batavia.
State aid for spgcial education, state-supported” schools, and multi-
disciplinary‘bomﬁfutees on the handicapped date from the 1950s. Specific
‘provisions® addreésing the responsibilities of school districts for
special education are contained in Article 89 of the Education Law.
Although some sections of that law date to 1910, its major provisions -
stem from amendments enacted in 1976 and 1980. Chapter.853 of the, Laws -
of 1976 brought New York State in line with PiL. 94~142, requiring thatﬁf
4ﬁandicapped children receive a free and appropriate<education and settingw“
" forth both state and local responsibilities for tgz:gducation of handi-.,. -
capped children. The 1980 amendments provided for program funding’ based '
. on excess cost and made other minor ‘changes.

-~

>

-

- New York recently recodified its rules and regulations pertaining to -
schbol strict compliance with both state and federal statutes. The SEA
fouhﬁl t ‘many children's classifications, based:-on medical categories,
.did not ‘appropriately match” their educational needs. {The new regulations,
therefore, base placement on a child's needs as determined by the level
of functionifg. The regulations also attempt to improve public’
understanding of the’ concept of least restrictive: environment. They
define good special education practices and place these practices into a
continuum of services ranging from regular classroom to residential
hospital. Also included in these regulations is a n.u' wo-step indivi-
dualized education program (IEP).- Phasg I helps Comin 'des on the Handi- -
capped (COH) define needs and placemerft; Phase II help, ‘parents and.
teachers develop instructional programs based on these needs.

+

1y ~

{4

P .
. e~

1The new regylations require that children be placed in special-
education classes according to similarity of needs regardless of classifi-
cagion. Similarity of functioning is documented by defining (1) leével of

éggcation achievement; (2) social and emotional- needs; (3) physical ﬁ

development; andi(4) classroom management needs. o '
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*ia The bulk of state support for special education is prd&ided through

n "excess cost"™ formula within the general operating aid formyla.! 1In N
addition to excess cost aid, 'districts receive aid of $8 per pupil to 7
assist them in providing screening programs in grades K-3, "high-cost"

aid for children whose actual program costs are greater than $10,000 or .
four times the average expenditure per pupil, and separate private school
‘aid.. The count of handicapped children also affects the distribution Qf
general opeérating aid to LEAs by its inclusion in the weighted pupil '
count used to measure schoohdistrict wealth. o ot

cul

In 1980-81, the state provided about $236 million in special education
.aid. An estimated 186,903 students received special education services
in 1979-80: BOCES served about 27,700 handicapped students; 147,600 were
served in their own school districts; and about 12,500 children were |
served in other state agencies and institutions. Federal special education
. aid, which was $46 million in 1981-82, has tripled since 1976-77.

' Vocational Education . ‘ oL
Ngw York State serves nearly 750,000 vocational education students

through ‘secondary, postsecondary and adult occupational education programs,
delivered through school districts, Boards of Cooperative Education o

. Services (BOCES), proprietary schools, and postsecondary institutions. .
Two of fices in the SEA share responsibility for the administration of
occupational education programs and. Sservices, the Office of Occupational
and Continuing Education and the Office of Higher Education Services.

Total public high school enrollments in occupational programs in New
_?ork State increased from 350,000 in 1971-7% to 451,000 in 1977-78, and
then dropped gradually to- 388,000 in 1980. BOCES enroll about 15% of o
secondary occupational education students, the Big Five around 35%, and

-

By

IThe formula multiplies three variable;\in the calculation of aid:

(1) A weighted pupil count weights children according to.their placement.
The value of the weights is derived from a New York State Education
Department study of costs for special education. The weights are: 1.7
for special class (e.g., 60% or more per day 'in a special program); 0.90
for Aéhource room services (e.g.,.20% or more a week in a resource room

. or special services); 0.13 for special instruction (e4Ger more ‘¥jgan two
periods a week in speech or other special servicesyﬁ Thg upil count’

" used is handicapped pupil attendance. in the base year or for New York
City, attendance for Qﬁril, May and June. (2) A measure of expenditure
per child serves as a proxy measure of district excess cost per child.
The measure is the district's total approved operating expenseiaivided by
the district weighted pupil. count plus the weighted handicapped pupil
count, with a minimum value of $1,600 and a maximum of $2,100. (3) -An
aid rd‘io equalizes allocations according to district property wealth.
This ratio is also used for equalizing general operating aid and is b%ged
on total property valuation divided by total weighted pupil count, but
has “4 minimum value of .25. : .

-
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i '}maining 50% receivejservices from their local school districts.1

Z5 -ri_g;&ly providg-. éxpehsive' vocational education programs -- those -

jfing a large investment ;in equipment -- while the less capital-inten-

i---rams are usually provideq in the students' home high schools.

~A,~-st of ‘the enrollmeﬂt in trade, industrial and .service programs and
.health occupations outside of the Big ‘Five districts 'are in BOCES,

vwhile few of the enrollments in business and office educatio'rograms

are in these centers. '

e o

. -
» . Punds for vocational education come from federal, state and local -
sources. About 108 of all occupational education funds are provided by
the federal government, 12% by state government, and the remaining

- 78% raised by local governments. Slightly more than 40% of federal
Vvocational education aid is distributed to public school, secondary
education programs: * $18.5 million to LEAs (includfng the Big Five) and
$4.5 million to BOCES. These funds are allocated using the following A
process. The state.calculates an "index of need"™ for each of the three
agency types -- BOCES, LEAs and postsecondary institutions. This index‘g
is used to determine their maximum entitlement. Each agency submits a
program proposal that is reviewed by the SEA for the requisite statutory
factors’ and program quality. 'Proposals for the handicapped and bilingual
are'reviewed by those bureaus for substance. Those program prqposalé

' that,survive these reviews are ranked according to their relative need,
and !ﬁnds are distributed in the order of the rankings until they are
‘exhausted. _ ERC .

L 'This'method has been 'used Bince 1980. Prior to this tire, funds -
‘were allocated to the 13 planning regions in the state according to an
. index of+relative need, and agencies within each of these regions-had: to :
compete for funds. The federal government objected to this regional e
allocation scheme, _however. : : z

.« .

P

«State vocational education funds are distributed to component school
districts‘of BOCES " (BOCES Aid) and to the Big Five school districts (Specialk
Services Aid). No special aid is provided ‘to LEAs that run occupational Y
education programs in their own districts ¢e¢.g., business education programs).
Of the $65 milrfpn in state vocational education aid distributed in 1981-82,
$55 million went tq BOCES participants, and $10 million to’the Big Five. The .

ceive a portion of their "approved expenditures™ for' - %
atxon services, based to some extent, on their relative
wealth, ' (The averhg trict receives 46% of total expense and 71%

of apptoved ex sez? Special Services Aid is less beneficial; it -

is estimated th New York City is given only 13% of total costs in

state aid., . " : ! ~ o '

(-,

‘1The Big Five are'ineligible to ioinaEOCES. - F{
. . ;@ : . AN
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1981-82, Ndy-Yorks l”“~-istributed $12.7' million in Title IV-B
funds to LEAs, ' The 3 location formula ‘for the last three years was based
. on enrollment (70%), special needs as measured by PEP tests (25%),
and high tax effort (five percent). The program is administered by the
Bureau -of School Libraries in the Office of General Education andqfurricu-
‘lar Services, although overall responsibility for the coordination of the 4 .
Title IV program is located in the Office of Elementary, Secondary and ‘
COntinuing Education (ESC) Planning and Support Segvices.-~ .

¢

ngtz)éhe Bureau of School Libraries came into Q)istence with the old ESEA .

e II program. It reviews applications for Title IV-B ‘funds,.evaluates..
district programs and provides technical assistance through. regional workshops,
publishes a Planning Guide, and works with appropriate curriculum staff within

' the SEA. Ten 12 professional staff are federally funded; it is estimated
_that next year tMe staff will drop to seven positions, five of which will be
federally supported. The Bureau has tried to insist on an instr ctional
focus in the programs they fund; -té_Havé- LEAs go beyond just buying books
(e.g., use IV-B monies to develop a‘history curriculum). Latel » however,
the fiscal environment has forced districts to use these funds to buy -
basic items. According to the IV-B director, when the federal government

~dropped the ‘supplement, not supplant, requirements from the program,

=-'fiscally strapped districts only bought books or projectors. One-third
of the Title IV-B funds allocated in 1981-82 were used by LEAs to purchase
microcomputers. .

B3

The primary goal of New York Skate's. Title IVBC pr--' m. for the last

‘five years has been 'transferring success;" ‘federal. do} ' ;ﬁsed to.
fund, t development and validation of exemplary prg»ri ' %o gzemi -
nate e results of these programs "to eneburage the«s-p;5'-' new
igeas." Last year nearly 25% of the funds supportéd the.Resource Alloca=
tion Plan ).l - Other prioritx areas. for IV-C grants were dropout _
prevention$ gifted and talented programs, pre- and in-service training, - .

and handicapped education. «Title' IV~C and the National Diffusion Network
are administered by the Office of Federal Demonstration Programs in the N
-Office of ESC Planning and Support Services. Staff size has dropped from-

a high of nine to five and ‘one-half professionals. The office also

relies on regional resource Persons and Optional Educational Program

(OEP) representatives to assist in the dissemination of IVBC‘programs.

e N

$jf ‘New York State will réceive $31 2 million in Chapter 2 funds.. - LEAs
will gseceive their full 80%, or $25.1 million. . The state share will be
divided into two portions: $1.6 million for state-administered local
assistance programs and $4.5 million for state activities. The 40-person
Chapter 2 Advisory Committee was comprised of representatives of public
and private elementary and secondary schopl children (4), classroom
teachers (7), parents of school children }(4), local boards of" education
(7), local and regional school administrators (6) , institutions of higher
education (6), and the state legislature (2), as well as. four general

members. ,

[ 4

— ’

bl
o

Tsee Page 32 for a description of this program.
. ; . . s
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" The LEA allocation formula resembles the state's education equaliza-
" tion aid formula, but uses_more urban-oriented Pupil counts (average’
_daily membership (ADM), higher PSEN weighting, and a PSEN concentration
,factor) and makes provision for . additional ‘aid to sparsely populated
rur schodl districts. The formula tially included a one-year
"savwe-harmless” provision so that no dftrict would receive less than -
209°0f its aggregate award in 1980~-81. This provision, designed to
cushion the impact of Chapter 2 on districts with large ESAA grants,, was
rejected by the Office of General Counsel, U.S. Education Department,
Bat the SEA was-able to ‘negotiate an.agreement with that office. 1In ‘
.addition to the monies distributed directly to the LEAs, the SEA will . .=
- allocate an additional $1.6 million on a competitive basis to fund '
programg advancing goals of four state priority areas: libraryAand other
learning resources, school practice improvemant (RAP), training of
" education professionals and woluntary gchool éesegreqation. An additional.
$500,000 of carry-over funds will be allocated on a competitive basis to
these four activities with desegregation and RAP as top priorities.

Title \'4 o, . -' .

-

* A 1974 study found that New York used its Title V.funds “for. S
rather mundane projects (e.g., filling personnel gaps), as contrasted
with efforts designed to bring about.significant organizational change."1
SEA managers indicated that Title V dollars are still used to support
on-going operations of the department and statewide testing programs. As
a result, diécretionary dollars for innovation in program areas hdve come
from Title IV-C and from set-asides such as the VOcational Education Act
(VEA) Subpart 3. o -

x5 =~ ’

A review of- cu ,-Title V planning documents .shows that the
specific activities supported -are fairly traditional ones. For example,
-under ‘the rubric of SEA planning and management is funding for: the data
collection activities of the Information Center . on Education; persommnel ~
within the Office for Policy Analysis, the Office of Counsel and the '
Of fice gﬁ Public Information; and the activities of the department's
Office ©f Federal Relations. Assistance for instructional programs
focuses on the development of new cutriculum guides and revisions of
-existing ones, and on participation in the ‘development of content-specific
assessments in traditional subject areas, rather than on the planning and-
evaluation orientation found in the Title IV-C RAP progtam.

The SEA as an Organization . ; o

The New York SEA has been characterized as a sophisticated, atable, ‘
amply-funded agency with a long history of leadership in education."?

¥

i4

b . .

1Murphy, Jerome T. State Education Agencies and Discretiohary'Eunds,.
Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1974, pp.67-69.

2Ibido ’ P 53. ' . ) I. .
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In this section we examine the impact of federal programs on the: 'tﬁgcture,
functions and capacity of this agency, and on its relationships i
local schocol districts.

-

. & o
Size and.StructurE’ _ ' ) :
. Y 3 . v
The New York State Education Department is large, professional,
and well staffed. It employs over 3,500 persons, 954°of whom work in the
Division of Elementary, Secondary, .and Continuing Education (ESC).
Currently -about 51% of ESC staff are federally funded, ranging from four
percent in District Services to 70% in Special Education and Occupational
and Continuing Education. Because federal funds were off-budget items
until 1981-82, the growth in ESC staff attributable to federal programs
cannot be traced. However, Berke and Kirst noted that in 1960, the .
entjre SEA had 2000 staff, with fewer than 100 federally funded posit ions. |
. Thus, federal funds account for about 400 of the 1500 new positions
created in the SEA between 1960 and 1980.

'

The organizational structure of the SEA undergoes changes every few.
years. , Most of the reorganization has been relatively minor, reflecting
- what one regpondent characterized as’/minor adjustments to traumas the .,
SEA is going through." The organizatg of the SFA that pertains to- the
administration of state and federal #ial needs programs in Spring 1982
is shown 'in Figure 1. 2 The Office Of Océngational and Continuing
Education administers and evaluates federal apd state vocational education
‘programs. The Office for Education of Children with Handicapping Conditions *
(OECHC) processes applications for federal aid, monitors programs in ’
public and non-public schools, and conducts training, develops and dissemi-
nates products, etc. Bilingual education and compensatory education units.
are housed in separate units in the Office of General Education and .
Curricular Services, and the Bureau of School Libraries administers the
state's Title IV-B program. Evaluations of compensatory education,
special education and bilingual education programs are designed and’
conducted by the Bureau of School and Categorical Programs Evaluation in
the ‘Office of ESC Planning ‘and Support Services. That Office's Division
. of ‘Intercultural Relations admlnisters several civil rights programs,
while the Office of Federal Demonstration Programs is responsible for
Title IV-C activities. The Division of Edycational Finance in the Office":
of Finance, Management and School Services reviews budgets for federally .
funded programs and is’ responsible for implementing the state's educatioh

aid, formulas. , e -
1Berke, Joel.S., & Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education: %

Who Benefits? Who Governs?" Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books,

1972, ~ ‘ : S

- ~

2The SEA was reorganized in September,.1982. An SEA official reported
that the reorganization does rfot represent any signifigant changes in the_
administrat ion of state and federal programs for special needs students. -
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",' For purposes of our study, the following structural trends should be 5,}
. 3: First, ‘programs for educationally .disadvantaged- children moved .
s dn their own division under their own agsociate commissioner for- -uyrban 55
o ed@rcation (1968) to a unit within the office’ of GeneraLEducation, and
féd n@l and state compensatory education programs were subsequently .

w qa' in 1979.. (See: the section on Compensatory Education programs for v
%the stOry Qf this changeé. ) . RN

. . 3
e .

o Second, the SEA has, ,alwaﬁ had separate divisions for speciaf_education,%»-
. ’vocdtionj& education and general education, -although at one point in tinl” . !
_they all reported, to the same associate commissioner. Some of these " ° .
~divisions, have gchanged internally, however, over#v_t{te ‘last five years.
* Por exﬁnp’le, one. respondEnt noted that although: ‘the size of the vocationaj,
' aducationé’divis{on has. remained relatively const”ant%shifts have occurred
- nWithin those numbérs. The creation of sex equity sthe MEthods of 1
Administrat’d.on .(MOA) dnits, and the gmjwth of information development and ~
program development units, have resulted in staff increases, concomitantly, .
tradftional%ur%pulum ,units ‘have: lost staff, = - - *

s

e vi":"‘m rd,. althdugh mpﬂ ate offices adnz;l.nister federal programs,

4 rgsp&fmibilities ‘for subjegt-matter re,yiew, resource alldgation, auditing,*
and: evaduation are SPrAME L Gughdyt. For example; while the . .
Diviston ‘of Equal- Bducikiobiiu e "unityl’rograms administers the S
. state's compehsator.y' > ._ 3 O
divis:l.gn and- four cor T84 shareaus —— reading, English, mathematics
~ and bilingual education N whitd programs are eva&ted byfqhhe BureatL of,
s\&ml and’ Categorical ‘Prograﬂs Evaluaté&on.._ .

A "‘-u' m ST BT & ”-‘

*“ ST Ee e e e

I

. Fun ans and % gacity . '%, o o L» T ] T

4 o . 4! LA N

I,'.,’ : 'rhis team apprvoAch to moni?’r’ing reflects inélarge part. 5 history el
of well-qualified staff working on a » range of activities. A 1971 gt&.
"SEA report’ stated that "we have the m comprehensive education’” depart- ; '@- e
méntlin £he nation, with specialists in every field o&f . cation. | S
[Mlany of our staff members are nationally rgé:ognized le in their .

. fields of specialization." It was further noted by one , offici,al

" that the New York SEA had, in 1965, "more than half of the subject matter °

specialists employed by W in the. »::ountry."1 These staff members
1

g t ~e S A

were selected, however, n y for -their credentials as profeséional .
‘educators,sput for their edXpérience working in schools and their abilj,.ty.h Y
5 understand the problems of, and work .with, local school district '
%ersonnel. < . .

-~ » e

» &
1Murphy, Jerom T® .State Education Agencies and Discretionary Funds,
Lexington, Mass.s Lexington Books, 1974, p.58.

2,Ib'id.,p;.‘60--'v T " . } | Q/ b
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’ These staff qualities have %‘fected the way im which the SEA has @
- responded to federal programs. . rst, as noted above, Title V ﬁds were
atéd in

~_used ‘to support on-going activities, activitiies that wegl initia
other states gging federal funds. Second, program admtrfistrators had a
tradition of deferring review of proposals and avaluations to- subject-
"matter specialists within the department. Therefore,.when Title I was
implemented in the, state, the "actual reibonsibility for allocation

. decisions was spread through the deparument in the same pattern of opera-

- tion that existed prior to fedegal fun ng *T 7This. tradition helps to
explain the on-going involve ent area“bureaus in the review of

. federal edutation. programaa - .Finally, proiilm agministrators
were used to spending a great of time oonsulting ‘'with their peers in
the local districts, and _they relied "on consensus and individual school-
by-scheol negotiations® in implementing their programs.2 '

9

- Both, the’ functions and capacity of the SEA have changed since the |
advént of major federal aid programs in the 1960's, however. -For example, °
although ‘New York State was considered a national leader in the areas of
résearch, planning and evaluation prior to ESEA, these activities were
focused on the areas of curriculum, teachér trainihg and administration.
The evaluation requirements of Title I led ‘the SEA to develop modefs" of

" effective evaluation agd to focus for the first time on programs concerned .
with the educatiOnally disadvantaged. Interviews also indicated that the ,fh

.role of planning within the' SEA has become more significant since the ~
imid-1976s. We were told that several’ policywshifts made by the Regents ﬁ
(e%{g., Regents' testing program,)high chool. regist,ration, and- the »

.

_ Resource Allocation Plan) reflected: ut by planners. utilir?ing Jnew- déﬁq?
anglysis capabilities, ﬁew managtme!t, stems, or positi’cn pwzs outlining
new directions. : ; o (’, < : .

“ « y , -,.-..\'1;‘ . : . i E 'l

RE Emphasis within the SE‘.A has shifted from. trqiitimalﬁ.curricular
sareas to. procedures. m;'ﬁf the shift can be attributed to federal Lo
program requirements. ‘example, the Department has become 'hgrd-nosed ]
.about re&&latory issues," especially in the areas of:special. education Can
' and-civil rights. Other changes in emphasis, however, reflect-state N
priorities in basic skills, high school registration, :youth employment,

continuing education, economic developggnt,aﬂdd gifted and talented
_students. While the SEA<continues to- -update curriculum guides in the
&areas of science and mathematics, the department is alsd developing a
model curriculum in the new fleld of global education. 1In. providinga
technical assistance in’ many ©of the traditional instructional areas,¢the

o«
. -

1Berke, Joe’l S., & Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education:
Who Benefits? Who Governs? Lexingto » Mass.: Lexington Books, 1972,
p. 347. ° \ . e

-

~

2Murphy. 7 op. cit., p. 59.
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ow emphasizes’ compreh{nsive planning rather than advice on curricula.

gples of this approach are seen in the state's RAP program, which
addresses basic -skill areas, and in its reévision of the vocational-
~education turriculum .-~ now based on an "hierarchy of skills" rather than

individual subject areas. g ) s

Integovern'mental Relationships

" . The New York SEA appears to enjoy an "independent actor" status in .
its relationship.with the federal government because of its size;ﬁnd
political power. In the-early days of Title I there was "day-to~day .

~ contact between title administrators and their counterparts in USOE ...
and lﬁshington contact on major policy matters between Nyquist [then
Deput:'y Commissioner] and the USOE Commissioners."” 1 - We saw no rea3on to
conclude that those relationships changed during the 1970s. For example,

. when the SEA admingstratively ‘merded Title I and PSEN prograns, SEA
“administrators dealt directlz,,’i’t‘.h senior federal program staff.  Addi-- !
tionally, the SEA/Board of Regehts sends a report -- "PFederal Legiﬁlatioh -
and Education in New York State“ <= to Congress every year. This "Regents
series®” highlights a’ ‘humber of fssues felated to'revisions of fedetal
statutes and appropriation items of particular interest to. New‘ﬂonk. The
SEA also has- an Office for Federal Legislation that lobbies "in” Washington.‘

'l‘he ,felationship and management style of the SEA with regard to -LEAS
"has changed over the last ten years or so. While-the primary role of the
Department was technical assistance and service, it is now one of’monitor=

.. ing and evaluation (t&’tﬁq prog@ms, graduation requirements,®high*-

- school registration, c.iﬂ.l rights, ‘remediation mandates, bilingual .
education) . ‘s§ec‘fa1' educati‘on, the SEA is particularly compliance—
priented. "E OECH ‘hmen in'a protracted battle with -New Yd
ORer waiting lists a ther 8special education management
SEA has withheld federal f dq f "the city and;, ¢ontinuou

_ it.? Although finding the SPA iance-oriented, mIst 1o& %
perceive some: degree of flExibility in how they can couply '"i‘hey [SEA]
.will call you on the regulations, but ‘tAnovation is acceptable" “LEA . )
staff meet. routinely with the program%tic Regional Associates (mcmitors) .
finding*them reactive, but .also helpful"%nd flexible. As one’ respondent
noted, "Help from the [SEA] id always just a phone call away." - .

The Resource ;Mflocaeion Plan (RAP) is an exanp]g of a new- collabora-
tive relationship “that the SEA is trying to establi with local school
distriéts. RAP was.begun in the summer of 1978 in. anticipation that a’
large number of students might fail the new Regents Conpetency Tests and
not be permitted to graduate from high schbol. RAP and a companion:
Regents New Y rk City Project were establishe%by ‘the SEA's using Title .
IV-C money as a stimulus to help achools in imbroying puﬁils achievement_
jn basic %ills. SEA staff, dalled department representatives (DRs), g
: . . \ .
- ' / e T v . %

1Berke, Joel S., & Kirst, . Michael W. Federal Aid to Education.
a, who- Benefits? Who Governs? Lexindton, Mass.. Lexington Books, 1972,
pf§49? f-"“.«r TR ,,;gg w. yﬁa v .
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have been assigned responsibility for working with specific schools and ‘*

L.districts for an extended period of time. Collectively, they have helped

nr.

LEAs organize and analyze data on pupil performance, clarified the

nature of the problems - they face, identified alternatives available to
address these problems, ‘and then worﬁed‘with relevant. SEA offices to
arrange- for technical assistance. The DRs are generally staff drawn from -
curricular areas within the department who have been trained as'facilit‘;
tors and change agents: _they spend from 25-to 100% of their time on these

.aétivities. . : L

85t .‘ h « ‘ {
Wik N ’

R

DRs have brought the attention of'hany districts to funding opportuni-

ties under Title II-B and Title VII. The largest source of temporary

"RAP, and most’ of the districts that have DRs have successfull

’concept ‘of 'multi—district consortia}' where districts can explore how ﬁ%

-

additional money“f 'basic skills actiyities, however, has beenATitle R
IvV-C. The SEA has ’ isued RFPs for projeéts consistent with .3 "goals ok
scompeted
for these grants. Title IV-C monies have also been used to promote the

1

they can use the BOCES structure to meet the goalﬂi

A

Y

The SEA's priorities and the way it ‘goes about accomplishing them

'are reflective of, and tempered by, theﬂbroader political environment ig,

which yhe SEA operates. The state political environment, as iF affects s,;

' and relates to the interaction of state and ‘federal education prfgramg,
is described next T ‘Q‘ y L, , S
TTERTTY T e L R
R C ‘ T e I Y o
_ The Politicalggg!lronmeﬂt of . Education Policymaking - o
’#Q?ﬁ , S e s : - : - P

. The poldtical nvironment "of educatgpn ﬁ%licymaking in New York is
‘shaped by the inty ction of a strong legislature, fragpented special &
fnterest groupg, qgttong SEA, a radition of. local conErol, and the -

administration of federal and s

- ‘'state’'s education P orities.'"dkgazit considered as' it relates to the

ial needg pbograms.

. i -
PAEN e YT

The Legislature"“ R : v Lt o .

.
-

.Néw York State has a strong governor, active in forming the states
political agenda. But the state also has a forceful legislature, with

staff resources that give it the capacity to compete with the e*ecutive

 branch in developing and revising policy proposals. Although 'the governor

v
-

? .

“the Assembly -has welfare."- -

is. the state's most visible political leader, the legislativesiegders of
each house ‘take command of New York's lawmakers on most important issu€s.
Since 1975Fat least one. housd of the - legislature has always had a different -
patty majority ftom the gdvernor,* leadﬂng to combative partisan politics.
The Senate has Been égngigtently Republican and reflects upstaté interests.:
Iq education, the Senlte works to maintain the status quo. Thé Assembly,
usually' ominated by New York City, has never given education the same
attention as the Senate, focusing insteadhin issues of welfare, housing,
and mafs ‘transit. It is often'said that.“the Senate has educatipn and

'1 .

. ) » - .
SN - : ; ' o
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Day-to-day education issues - school management, contracting, and'
even competency testing - are reviewed ‘and reported out of the educati,
comnittees of each house of the legielature, rarely involve partisan '$3§
politics,land receive little attention from legislative ‘leaders and their -
staff. But theigpucaticn aid formula, which represents one-quarter of ~
the state budget$  is ‘considéred too important to be left to education
committees alone. Instead, the leadership and the money committees of -
both houses take control.: Becau;e of the diversity among the -700 plus
LEAs in the state, annual. school aid bills have a- complexity and political

iency that exceed almost any other measures on the legislative .agenda.

In short, the legislative design for the distribution of state aid to
educatio _mirrors the\distribution of power in the legislature, rather
‘than edu tional need or equity concerns.
' - Education aid politics divide along three lines -- New York City,
" New York Cjty suburbs, and upstate. For the city, major concerns are
" categorical programalap special student weightings, better measures of
" school district weaiﬁh;epd pupfl counting methods that don't penalize
theim for low atte@dince rates. Metropolit%p suburbs want to assure that.
their high level 3f tax effort is rewarded‘bX increased state aid and to
_preserve the flat grant and save-harmless prov1sions. The upstate T
-area, with*lower/tax rates and a conservativism toward government spending,
ssek to hold down the cost of the atd _package and to eliminate or hold
do&n required tax rates for particibation in "the state operauing aid

ogram.;”_‘,w._ : oo . o
. While New Yonk's legislature is,particularly strong in’ education
matters, . it doesqnqtagenerally dRt involved in federal education programs.
Unti}slast ye ) ths state“legislature did not' have the authority to
_appr fiate fdderal -furidsy they were considered *off-budget” expenditures.
‘A COurtiof Appeals tuling in the 'spring of 1981 (Anderson. v. Regdh gave¥
that power to ‘the legislature, but to date: the legislatur'e has only '
arpro%zi'ated federa,l fands by major program area. The feeling among the
legis tivegstaff is that as long as federal education dollars are
allocated under federally determined formulas (e.g., Chapter 1, special
education, vocational & %Sation) there is little the legislature can do
but track the flow of these funds to the LEA level. The:e was little
interest in the Chapter 2 formhila; one’ respondent noted that the dollars
involved were too -insignificant >~ $31 ‘mikl&ion. versus. a-»_.billion state
education aid budget. --Also; few leq}elators hear frour',’i: constituents
concerning the administration of federal programs; the‘ge%funds support-a-
significant portion of local education budgets in the large cities

onlyéu -

m
The legislature does, however, appear to show some concern about the
independence of the SEA and the power of ‘the Regents. There has been a
lack of knowledge in thie legislature about how the SEA is-using flexible
federal dollars. The legislature's audit arm, the Legislative’ Conmissicn
on Expenditure Review, recently completed an audit of the state's compen-
satory education pro (PSEN) asserting that the SEA violated the
legislative intent of the PSEN law by merging the PSEN program with Title
% and using the unified program to accomplish SEA Yriorities. This
report seems part of a general inclination by the legislature to acquire
more control over the SEA and to make it more accountable.

s e

& . FRY
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Special Interest Groups ' A o ﬁi

e »

“_P@New York's education intbtest groups, while opce united aMﬁfluen-
tial’in affecting education polipy, are now fragmented and relatively
ineff%ctive._ In the past, interest groups maximized their ef, t iveness -
on matters of education through mempership in the Edugational nference
Board and throdgh coordination, expertise, and grass roots strength. _
. ‘Their annual r mmendations were never ignored, .seldom opposed, ‘and *
' isually satisfi :Teacher strikes, conflicts over racial integration,’
community control, deteriorating “#1inancial situations in the cities, u.f“
and ‘taxpayer revolts in the suburbs, fractured this coalition of interest’
groups, and their proposals are now usually ignored. . Teacher organiza—
tions (New York State United Teachers/¥g§ ted Federation 8F Teachers) are
probably the stronge#t interest groups #i¥ the state and have.infiuence on
legislators in return for election support. The SEA and Board of Regents
are often effective in processing legislation and blocking bills, although «
their role is weaker than it was 20 years ‘ago. The other group sometimes
influential in education politics is the New York State School .Boards
Association (NYSSBA) & Legishtors generally regard lOcal school board: )
members as important. lqpal constituents.~ _ L

HED oy : SRR
Urban interesté?ﬁﬁ!d by the New York City Board of Education,

include the Citizens® ‘Union, United Parents "Association, Public Education
Association,.and the Conference of Large City Boards of Education (Big
- Pive) which submits annual state aid proposals. In response to the urban
forces, a new Rural Schools Association has emerged to represent small
and sparsely. populated school districts. Two groups active in the debate
over school finance.reform are the AsSociation of Flat. Grant School -
Bistricts which wangi #p school finance reform,” and the Coalitiom. @il
School Finance. B Jﬁ #.which presses for reform on the basis pf - Levittown
claims.! .Other -ufw'?fhﬁ“«active in lobbying for’ specific legislation..
These include hand ﬁ* Rad education advocatés who watch out” for handicapped
programs and administra DX organizations who lobby-for job security.

v

N

"?or the most par educatiOn interest groups do not appgar to be - .
iﬁvolvedgln federal ucation programg in the state. Exceptions may be .y .
the bilingual lobby in the state and the many special education consti- £
tuerties. Federal activities in bilingual educatign, appear.to have
strengthened thefstptf bilingual lobby and given it a more powerful
efféct on state‘poli¢y. Also, bilingual &ducation staff’in’ the SEA view
themselves as advocates arid participate extensively in policy development:
across the SEA. 1In gpecial education, a litany'of .special education .
advocacy groups probably have hadg;fme effect on allocatﬂon and proqramm!-.
tic decisions, at least *n terms of fthe state program. Eor gxample, . 4
considerable opposition by barent agd special education adg!pacy groups
and by other education interest groups#to the new . state special education

ions (Sectiqn 200) resulted in action by the Régents delaying

' more consultation on the proposals.

¢

1992 discussion on Pages 4.andA5.‘
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Other Actors S . ' .
While New York's Governor is active in education policymaking®
especially through the budget office which develops-annual state aid
proposals and federal aid appropriations, the chief executive does not
appear to be involved in federal education programs. Reasons cited
earlier for the lack of legislative involvement in federal programs
probably apply here also. \The Board of Regents does seem to get involved
~in federal education issues; however. _They lobby Washingtdh; sending
" annual recommendations on key statutory, budget, and redulatory issues’
in education: to Congress. - . o

[

<

SEA Léadership in Relation to. thé State Political System

- »

¥

The constitutional and statutory independence of the Regents, a
.nearly 200-year tradition. Of leadership in education, and a well-staffed,
- professional SEA have" combined to provide the state education,al lefdership

with a strong base and room to maneuver with the legislature and the * -

.Governor. . The Board of Regents, established in 1784, is « d of 15-
" members who serve seven-year terms and are appointed by the legislature.
They are responsiblé for nursery school thr‘ough postgraduate education -

and for ‘professional licensure, libraries, ‘the state museum, and vocational
. rehabilitation. They and the Commissioner of Education (who is appointed
. by the Regents) have quasi-judicial powers and legisglative and executive
responsibilities. le histor ically considered "above politics,” over
the last ten years cﬁo partisan ‘political considerations have' affected

Regent selection. g v T

. 't The Co@issioner of Education and the SEA are ‘responsible €or

- implementing Regents' standards. Serving. ak: the pleasure of the Regents,
the Commissioner is responeiblé for educational planning and enforcing _
"and igplementing regulations. In 19797 xample, the Regents mandated

_remedial instruction for all students falling below a certain reference’
point on the state PEP: test or failing a state competency test or its
equivalent. The Commissioner then issued regulations and policies to
insure that LEAs met the Regents' mandate. The SEA does .strategic work
with legislative committees, reports on bills, mobilizes support from _

’ government officials and other groups, and prepares the Regents' annual
state aid proposals. The SEA‘usually recommends increased education
spending and equalization-of;. r§sources among the state's LEAs. While the
Commissioner and SEA" are«iué’&rtqaﬂt ‘elements in educational policymaking, '

it is the legislature zand thé@vernor who ‘play thﬁ more powerful roles.

® -
/rhus, the 1 ature _the Governor, reflective of the pglitical
envixonment in w:&he SEA ates,\ set the parameters for SEA policy-
"making. Where there'.is goal congruence between the SEA and the political
envigonment, e.g., basi¢ skilla, the SEA is free to exercise its authority
8 and pursue its g Becausgk, the SEA is generally astute in assessing °
the‘political winds ~qonfrontation with ‘the legislature and the Governor.

dsually. : gents have gone their separate ways on

g ‘ayoided. |
I‘k : ,alzowev 8 s*ive' commisftoners and' a new group .‘of

t

n
»
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urban—oriented Regents in the 19608 and early 1970s brought a different
focus to the SEA's activities. Pressing for racial integration and - urban
aid, the Commissioner and Redgents fractured many of their old allegiances
‘in“the legislature and among the upstate education associatiogns. -

e

e Local control has a particular: ”l in New York, one which also
‘-applies to how the state administers fé#deral programs. There seems to be
a general consensu ~that local control means that local.school districts.
define and meet -théir educational needs within the parameters put forth

_ by the SEA. In the area of school finance, for example, the state
-provides a financial floor for districts, but they are free. to spend as

“much for education as their citizens choose. In the program area, local
control means the fréedomyto design curriculum witf{in the minimum require-
ments and basi¢ standards set by the SEA. As the SEA'S requirements ./ = =
expand, however, districts see some of their control slipping away. One
_respondent felt that the SEA's minimum competency thrust was impinging on
local control sjince before that time districts were pumping a lot of
dollars 1nto educating better students." . PRI :

A similar situation exists with regard to federaltpfégrams While
the SEA adapts federal programs to its own priorities (compensatory -
education and basic skills) and is somewhat regulation-oriented, it
allows local districts flexibility in designing compliant programs. This
applies to a lesser.extent dn special education where the SEA office is
in business to\see that federal and state legal requirements are fulfilled.
In this latter jsituation, and in part Because of the prescriptiveness of - __5
the federal law, it appears that local- schyol districts are much more
redtricted in their actifties and fegfica loss of control. :

N
Qe

The evidence in New Y8iue State appears to. 1ndicate that ﬂpere is
much, goal congruence with the federal government in the area of “special
needs students and that commitments to thése. students ppear to be
institutionalized at the SEA and in the state legislat re. New York's
tradition of social, fiscal, and political liberalism has led to commit-
ments to civil rights issues and to special student populations. The -
primary protections afforded special needs students are state mandates in
the areas of special education and compensatory educatign and the Conmis-
sioner's power to order racial desegr atipn ile federal funds have .
enabled LEAs to ppd¥vide a greater levﬁié ces to'their studentsy-it
is the state mandates that-have forced an 1ncreasingly larger share of
local dollars into these services. In compensatory education, the SEA's
focus on basic skills and the Regents' remediation mandate indicate a.
firm commitment to the educationally disadvantaged. g In special education,
at least where the state law exceeds federal law, all the evidence
indicates a fairly secure comm?fment to special education as well.

Because of Lau guidelines, and (because of the availability of state aid
for. biliﬁﬁhal cation and the)state's corregponding’program’ requirements,
students in n of bilingual programs also appear to be protected.\;{ o

RSN
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'I'here appeara to be support in. the legislature as well for ﬁpderal
target populations.A The ﬂispanic labby provides strong support for

-NEN b1 Iingual educat.iomprograms, and there seems to be significant

pport for the goals of .the Titlé I program. :Although the legislature -

"."':obably will~~not pick up-cuts in rifie: & funds, it isgpossible that

unding for the PSEN program might be inéreased (as the distributimn of

- PSEN money is much wider than Title :I). Support for special education -

has historically been strong in the ‘legigtiture. -Parent and advisory = -

' groups are still’vocal, particdularly concerning the revision of state

~

regulations. In response to the proposed P.L. 94-142 deregulation, the
New-York State Legislature adopted a resolution on May 19, 1982 petition-
ing federal government officials to maintain current ... provisions®

‘regarding handicapped children. : o 2

Administration 6f State and Pederal Programs for
Special ~1Needs, Students 0 .

L

,® . T “
- p 47%

xogramé for special needs students are
nced by the interaction of, a number
“the "impact of state education

The way that federal and stat
administered in New York State is - i
of variables. This section focuses;.

'-priorities and policies orr the administration of federal programs and on

«programs. These areb £

the influence of fedegpal policies ontle: -development of staté;education
programs, It conclu?es with a discussji}ﬁ the compatibilities and
conflicts that res)ult from the interagfl e}

w, o L

State Influences on Federal Prﬂrams e

29 2
Al \,ﬁ'.. . 15-',

P I

Three’ themes ‘help e*plain how*New Y

,1) a long tradiﬁ:i.on of support for civi tights' i

. 2) .a strong commitment to provide services to students with special
“Q, education needs through state as _well as federal programs; and

3) a history-of professional relationshipsﬂen SEA staff a&
local school districtsy ) & _

The influen% of. state priorities on federal program administration
can best be seen’¥n the area of compensatory education. Over the last
several years, the Regents have estabﬁ"’dzhtd the improvement of reading,
writing and mathematics as special priorities. In 1978 the state intro-
duced a statewide minimum competency testing program in.reading and

-

" mathematics (the Regents Competency Test) and mandated that remediak help

be given to all students who score below competency level on any of these
tests or below the state reference point on the PEP tests. .

a') . “h v - . g . N -
‘ia . ' . % o
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'programs - for students with special educational meeds, First, the -;€i t-

v._

These priorities and mandates led "the SEA'to consider coordx#*'

programs. . Districts must now Bubmit a unified application for
and state compensatory education funds. This application als¢/serves
the district 8 comprehensive.plan for serving all students in need of
remediation, including those with limited-English proficiency.! as a

result of these requirements, Title I and PSEN programs have become '
virtually identical in operation at the local level, although a separate -

" audit trail exists for each program. Few districts retain separate %%
.. Title I and PSEN directors, and cross-training in the programs is -

occurring. Second, the SEA has sought to integrate remedial instruction
with general instruction by discouraging the use of Title I pull-out
programs at the school 1evel. JL .

Finally, the state ha@ committed both its own resources and a
substantial part of its Title IV-C program to the implementation of a
Resource Allocation Plan (RAP). ' RAP (which was described- earlier in this
case study) is designed to coordinate major SEA. activitjes aimed at =
improving the performance of low-achieving papils, and with the involvement
of SEA staff, assist schools in developing local plahs to strengthen -
their education programs, identifyi resoufces, and providing services
to improve pupil achievement. 75 A ¥ < ’ -

. u v ) :
New York's concern’ with services for handicapped students has ledi

the state to -develop requirements that go beyond-those mandated by

federal law. For example, New York State law. mandatfes classroom sises-'

- an expanded composition of the Committees & Sthe- lhndicapped (to include -

a doctor, parent of another handicap d child‘and a psychologist); and a
two-stage Individualized EducationiP ram, (IEP). The SEA has, assumed

an aggressive monitoring stance as‘ﬁﬁllh spondents indicated that: the

OEOHC is "in the business.of seeing that local districts éomply with - -
fedetal and Btate special, education. law[s]." This. ‘af fice, plans to visit
one~third of aPl local school "districts ‘each year, while thetBig Five
districts are monitoted on a ‘cbntinual basis. OEéﬁc is afhpvconcerned
with technical assistance. ;Es Bureau of Program Developméntoconducts
training, develops and disseminates products, and conducts ih-&hrvf!ﬂ"
training -- activities considered valuable by several local school s
district respondents. . "g‘ . & . , R

The SEA is able to undertake vigorous monitoring and technical ', .
assistance, activities in all of'its programs because of a history of
extensive . involvement in local schools by a-profegsjonal staff that has
been well received by Yecal offictals. Although the SEA has 1ncreased o
its compliance monitoring, local district staff intervieied.felt *{ﬁé&g:’f
that the state was tryimg to help ‘districts meet state and federal - ]
regulations, rather than merely policing their behavior. ‘ L ftguﬁiﬁ

T e
' 4

1The Bureau of Bilingual Education has the authority to disapprove,
o;.conditionally disapprove, local remedial programs if they do mot meet
the needs of LEP students. These staff review all Title I/PSEN applicas
tions for the reporting of LEP students and the level and quality of
services provided to them._ S

[}
3
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\ repeatedly that the state- and SEA are committed to implegenting both’
_8tate. and federal anti-discrimination laws. The Division of Interéultural
Relations provides technical assistance to LEAs in preparing applications
for ESAA grants. and’ planning and implementing LEA desegregation plans.
In conjunction with: the;:.Office bf Counsel{ the division invegtigates,
1ds hearings, and isnues findings on discrimination complaints filed
w%ice tries to settle- complaints before the
reach ‘the formal, “"".rsarial level. 1In addition, it adqiniste Lut
$500, 000 in state fugids in support -of inter-district tfansfer piograms
ip urban school districts. Staff in thid divisicn also work closely

- with OCR ip Washington in developing desegregatibn proposals.

.
<,

under state law.

'rhe impact‘ of- reductions in Chapter 2 fundi.ng was of: ooncern to _
many officials. FPor exanple.o Buffalo, which now receives §7 million 'in
BSAA funds, is eligible for less than $1. million in ChapterJ aid. The
SEA has taken two steps to. cushion this impact. ‘It has proposed -

a two million dollar’ pi'o!;rhm_,to‘*the ‘state legislature for support of -
programs currently fun undef ESAA (e.g., magnet schools), and it has ‘
‘proposed that the. stati Chapter 2 formula contain a save~hazmless e

--provision designed to pro‘tect districts receiving ESAA grants. v o

. 'R strong c?uxitment‘ o civi@ 'rights can-be found/in other di_visi ns .
as well. The Division of Occupatdonal and Continu&hf Education has
unusually largeﬁ;(Zl pe.rsons) and active unit with overall civil rights .
responsibilities fors,qse@hdary d adult, occupat‘lonal education programs.
"This group compiles enrollment - ata, conducts on-si;e,ponpliance reviews,
provides technical assistance and mona‘.tors volu‘a}y compliance plans of :
.subrecipients developed under: the division 8 "Stagdards Governing Civil
Rights in Vocational Education. "' The Bureau of+*Bilingual .ﬁducation has

anded its activities well beyond the administration of the¢ Title VII,
rogtam. The Bureau's respongibilities now includex\reViewing remedial

.ﬁducation plans for services to LEP students, approving loéal bilingual i
‘education programs, and certifying bilinguyal-and ESL teachers. N

£, ‘ : ) - ‘

. e ’ B ‘ ) v >
'Federﬁ. Influences on Sta.te Programs e

.-)

_ Federal programs and policies have had a. major influence on the
shape and, operation of state programs for special needs students in New
York. ‘In. .some cases, fede al policies have provided both the.impetus and
modeI for the development of comparable stAte programs. For example,

";litlegvn funds pro the Bureau of Bilingual Education with the:
* Tesources: to’ create a statewide network. This. program supRerted the
«cteatiion of rpional offices, the publication of a gewsletter, and ]
%echnical assistance,: gctivities. The state's first bilingual education
.am, Chapter 720, -supported competitive grants like those in the -
2'vIl program. - The state bilingual education law that relates
‘@#cfunded bilimgual education programs is similar in purpose and
' to ‘the\Lau guidelznes in areas like mode” of instruction:
en gt imptzssions were that the Lau model was_used because the
wanted to ensure that bili{lgual education services

would be provided - e

\)‘ ‘ . - . : L . ;-,'& . . o N
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. ¥ In other cases, the s,tate‘s own programs do not imitate federal
programs, but borrow many of the techniques used by the federal government
in the administration of its programs.. - New York State's compensatory o

" education program targets aid to. 1ow-achieving rather than low-ingome R
children. Yet the test used to s lect 1ow-achievers == the PEP tes:? -

T was develgped using federal £ to »identify students with the greatest
needs for Title'I .aid, PSEN valuati@ requirements are also, relatedn to -
wM‘tle I requirements, and a respondent noted th hen -the state merged .
the administration of Title I and PSEN, the uni¥ application followed .

(the Title I model. . . o -

Pederal mfluences can be seen in the administnation of other sfate ,.
prog,rams as well. AlthOugh New York Stat.q, s*’“special ‘education regu. '@bns‘.
exgeed those reqgiuired under: federal law, the  state's emphasis on comp
monitoring can be traced to P. L. 94-142., While the state initiallyw
ijected to the fedex_l requirement of developing state plans in vocat;Onal
‘.education, the SEA ndw views this planning process as a &seful management

' tool. FPunds, from fedéral" programs like Title IV-C have .enabled the state
to encourage] local education agencies to pursue state priorities, such as
_ the RAP program. . . ) . . ;
, Finally;’, £ederal programs in bilingual educatiy compen'satory e
- education and civil ‘rights appear, to havé lent legit macy to .the existence
of similar state programs and sd; standa ds for what could Re accomplished °
/in these are%f For example, success with magnet programs develaped with
" 'ESAA funds leythe SEA to propose that a similar’ program be funded by the
stat’e "legislature. : _ A : .

. s . .
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compatibilities and conflicts

' 'J.‘he;i:revious two segtions have shown ‘th%t state programs and policies

" influence the administration of federal programs and. vice versa. t is T
inevitable that some of these influences will reinforce each othet, and

- ofhers will clash. - At the. brogdest level, there should be no @onflicts
since both New York and the féderal government share a commitment to ,5 )
services to special needs population#; the protection of civil“rights,’ -
and: the need to regulate ‘local district behavior in order to meet these
goals. Fode:al programs have “reinforced and given legitimacy to state
programs. fbr special needs students and provided models for how the state

"‘should administer th“ese programé o T _ “

R e e . -
= In f%few philosophic conflicts exist between these two. levels D
. of governmeRt®' *The major-one whidh arose in this study concerried the’ -

"allocation of vocational education funds. It was:noted that the current
formula for distributing federal vocational ducation aid (allocat‘ing
funds to all local agencies based on an. index of need) undermines the . -
conprehensive delivery system that Nem.!dtk’ had developed under the .-,
previous vocational education.law {(which was ‘based on 13 planning .
regions). In add ion, it is felt that the VEA istoo prescript,ive in
requiring how’ fe, ral dollats be used, forcing 'the SEA ;to "slice the —
'pie so thinly that no one group fully benefits. Another philosoph cal

e R . T
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difference concerns how best_ to deliver services to educationally .
disadvantaged students. SEA emphasis on planning for the total heeds of
children, ‘regardless of sources of funds, has led the department.to move.
‘away from pull-out programs in its administration of Title I. Yet,
set-aside programs under the VEA and Title I audit requirements encourage
districts te use a pull-out' model to demonstrate provision of supplemen-
tary services or excess. costs. Finally, SEA and local district program
administrators questioned the effectiveness of related services and due

‘ process requirements under P.L. 94-142. It has been argued that the due’
process' system has set up an adversarial relationship between the :
. parents and educators; while hearing requirements cause service delays
for children.” A viewpoint often heard concerning related services is
that education has the legal responsibility for these services, but
lacks the program development rssources. It has become "hard to tell
where education ends and health begins. )

A different set of conflicts arise when two different levels of
government provide programs in the same area.  The state's merger of
Title I and PSEN created a number of technical problems, for example.
State mandates “for remediation require a schoolwide program, while Title
. I regulations limit the use of federal funds for schoolwide projects.
New York, like California, faced the problem of how to allocate state and .
federal compensatory education funds without violating the Title I
. - non-supplanting provision. The state appears to have adopted the same
complex set of guidelihes concerning the: allocation of Title I dollars
that grew out of the Richmond case in California.!

° . The structure of New York's special education law has also created
procedural problems. 'Mildly handicapped students are served outside the
special education program, and thus are not included in the official
federal child count. -Different placement procedures complicate federal

4 -reporting. A common complaint was that.while the federal special

education law was good; the.regulations were written fot states with
less commitment to special education than New York.- Ironically, most of

- the complaints concerning the prescriptiveness of the special education, ¢
law are directed at state, not federal, regulations. Respondents from
all threg local school districtg visited concurred that "P.L. 94-142 ,
dcoesn't have much impact in New York State.. It is all the state regu-
lations.” :

In addition to the conflicts described above, other problems commonly
associated with federal education programs were investigated:

TThe Richmond case (Alexander v. Califano)'found that California had
technically violated Title' I's supplement-not-supplant requirement
because it did not distribute state compensatory education aid before
allocating Title I dollars. ‘ - #

{
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.0 Federal requirements place substantial administrative and
paperwork burden on the state. o L

. L4
L

) Federal programs create offices or 'franqhises' within the staté
departments of education-that bypass normal channels of- authority
- and go- directly to Washington.

o Pegeral requirements detractpfrom the reqular education program.

We heard few complaints about administrative burden and paperwork,
although vocational education administratbrs questioned whether the
reporting requirements of the VEA have "achieved the ‘Congressional
objective of transforming the state plan frém a compliance document to a
useful planning- instrument. The question was also raised as to why all
agencies in the state ‘are required by VEA to participate in data collec-
tion and planning activities when only 30% of them apply for and receive

. federal funds. ' Local school districts comglained about the cost of due
process requirements, but state administratbrs did not present any
evidence to support this claim.._The lack oﬁ_complaints about burden at
the state level may be explained by the fact that one-half of the elemen-
‘tary-and secondary education staff are supported by federal funds.

There was no evidence to support the "federal franchises”™ assertion,
either. While we observed considerable "autonomy"” ‘in special education
and vacational education, the role of federal counterparts and organiza-
tions did not appear influential. One program-administrator stated that
he did not attend national or, regional meetings of professional organiza-'
tions because they did not focus on the problems facing New York, but
rather .on "bringing Idaho up to Utah.” While top SEA program staff deal
directly with their counterparts in Washington, it is usually for the
purpose of asking the federal government to respond to New York's priori-
ties and specific needs, not to bypass state policy. . .

. There is growing concern in New York that requirements for special
needs programs are beginning to "encroach" on the reqular program,
especially with regard to special education. Several sources implied

~ that "a backlash is beginning," as special education starts to take -a
dispropértionate share, of lpcal education dollars. However, figures
were not given to substantiate these claims. And so far, fiscal
strains in state and local ‘governments in New York have not caused the
kinds of education cuts that would 'create a direct competition for funds
among -educational services.

- N

- ) ) Sumnarx

~

New" York State presents a complex environment in which to study the
administration and interaction of federal and state programs for special
needs students. And such a study has raised a number of paradoxes. The
state was considered a national leader in the design and administration

.193,_7; :
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of education programs at the time.of the federal government's majqr

expansion ‘into the, field of education. Yet, SEA staff agree that
federal policies ﬂhproved the way that New York State delivers services
to children in need of special, vocational, bilingual and compensatory

'education programs. The. state anqéfederal govérnment share most of the
goals underlying federal education,programs, yet the different ways they.
: administer these' programs, creates conflicts between them. ~New York,

couplaips that reguIEfIan generated by Washington are designed to 'meet

_'the needs of West Virginia," but state. officials will negotiate directly"
. with federal program adminiétrators to get these regulationa changed or

Y

waived. = /

. In short, New York providea a good example of the robustneaa of, thy

'intergovernmental system. Through .a process of mutual .accommodation,
federal purposes have been served within the context of state priorities .
_and policies., As a result, children with special educational needs are
' receiving a greater level of sérvice than could have been possible if

either’ level of government were :to: have acted alone..

-
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VIRGINIA STATE Pnonwwr\
Terry W. Hartle .

‘ .tIntroduction: The State Context

¢

. : # ’ .
Virginia is a state in transition. - For the first two centuries after

‘ .settlers pushed ashore at Jamestown, the 0ld Dominion was the preemipent

State in the Union. For the next 150 years, however, virginia was whdded
to the past -~ a sleepy southern state that was reluctant to adopt improve-
ments in state and local government. In 1949 political scientist V.0. Key"
called it "a political museum piece,” and a few years later the state

- adopted a disasterous strategy of "massive resistance' to federal civil

rights initiatives. : ) .
. o o

In the mid 19608, however, Virginia began to modernize state government

- and upgrade the quality of its public services. These activities con-

tinued in the 1970s and, because of its ‘favorable location in the sunbeit,
the 'staje's-population and economy gkew rapidly. In 1982, Virginia's
economic growth and political evolution continues. ;

v

of federal-state interactions in ‘education policy.. For most of the 19th

Vi;zinia s history makes it an interesting subject for ‘an anarysis
and 20tH centurYes, state officials badly neglected all public services,

.but especially education. The modernization of state government and the

recent improvements in public services coincided with the creation and
expansion of federal support for education. As a result,. studying Virginia
allows the investigation of several important questionss™ How was the growth
of state aid influenced by federal policy? Did federal policy support
state objectives or work at cross purposes? ‘Was federal aid”used to
improve the state department of education or was it employed primarily to
expand services? What were the costs and qenefits of federal assistance
in a state that was simultaneously expanding its own educational programs?
N ~N B ~3
Before turning to an investigation of these issues, it is necessary
to review -some of Jthe major contextual factors that influence education

policy: the state -] demography, economy, social environment, and political -

environment.

~ N - r (3

r . : . t -

Demggraphy . S } o ' o

Y

Geographically, Virginia may be divided into a number of separate

'regions. In the eastern and southeastern part of the state is the

Tidewater -~ a low, flat plain that includes’' rural regions and the large

. urban areas around Norfolk and Hampton. Movipg to the west, is the
Piedmont, which exténds from the Northern Vvirginia suburbs to' the North
' Cgrolina border. This region includes the rapidly growing Washington,

D.C. suburbs, the city of Richmond and. its suburban counties and the
extremely rural, conservative sbuthern part of the state, the southside
region. _Further west is: the Blue Ridge region, composed of the Blue -
Ridge mountains and . the Shenandoah Valley, an area that has been called a

v
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"'puzzle of compartments' with differing natoral and human character-
istics.” Finally, in the ‘southwestern corner of the state is the
Southern Highlands, an extremely poor and rural area that nonetheless
is rich in coal deposits. A Recognizing this geographic djversity and ‘the
different educational needs of these regions is essential to an understand-
ing of Virginiad's education policy. ° :

. The state's population was 5, 346 279 in 1980, a 14.9% increase from
1970, compared with an 11.4% natienwide increase. Virginia ranks
14th in populatibn, but only 26th{ in. land area. The urban-rural division
is 26% central aity, |40% suburban, 34% rural. In-migration and growth
of metropolitan areas have been very significant in the last decade.

N Q

. 9

LV X .
‘Bconomy and State Fiscal Environment . \

Virginia has a varied economic base, but nonetheless, one that is
heavily service dominated. According to the Taylor:Murphy Institute at 4§
the University of Virginia, government alone -- federal, state,.local,
‘military -- accounts for 22%¥ of the gross state product. Adding- to this

+wholesale trade, retafl business, finance, insurance, real Jestate, selling
and tourism produces 72% of the Virginia economy. Manpfacturing 'makes up
only 21%. ;he remaining seven percent comes from construction, farning

and mining.

Virginia's economy expanded steadily throughout the 1970s. During
this decade the state's total personal income nearly tripled, while per
‘capita income grew by 152%, compared with a nationwide increase of 141%.
The state's diverse economic base generally protects it’ from nationwide
employment fluctuations. In 1981, for example, the state's unemployment
rate wgs 6.1%, considerably below the 7.6% rate for the nation asg a
whole.

Virginia has a moderate total tax burden, but it has a low tax burden

when measured by the state's r capita indome. Because of the rapfd
growth in personal income, during the 19708 the state had a comfortable
budget surplus. The nationwide recession has reduced the surplus consider-
ably and, when coupled with reduced federal aid, has produced a very .
tight state budget. Despite these problems, Virgimia's fiscal situation .
is not as severe as that facing some othgr states.

1Peirce, Neal R. "vVirginia.”™ 1In The Border South States of America,
New York: W. W. Norton, 1975, p. 108. Y .

A

o 2';‘raywick, Leland E. "Looking Ahead At'the Virginia Economy.” 1In

Moeser, John V., (ed.). A Virginia Profile, 1960-2000: Assessing Current
Trends and Problems, Palisades Park, New Jersey: Commonwealth Books, 1981,

p. 241.
3

Statistics provided by U.S. Census Bureau.
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‘Social Environment : R . .

Socially and politically Virginia is a conservative state, Itihas "
been described as "one of the three or four most socially and culturally
conservative states, in tfie nation -- easily classed with Mississippi,
Utah and Nebraska." ' . '

For most-of its history, Virginia was dominated uy very conservative
attitudes on racial questions. Although the days of "massive resistance®
to the federal civil rights movement have long passed, the state has hot
yet. become the "model of race relations™ that Governor Linwood Holton .
urged in1970. Social conservatism includes sexual equality: ‘Virginia
repeatedly declined to ratify the Equal Rights Amendment. :

' o
’

1 .
’

Political Environment.

» ' . ’
. Any analysis of Virginia politics used to begin and end with a des-
cription of the Byrd machine which dominated state government from the
18908 to the 19708. Named after Senator Harry Byrd, Sr., this organizatiqn
maintained its hold on state politics through a relatively small membership
that dominated the state by a shared outlook on government. . This viewpoint
included "“a ‘love for balanced budgets, loyalty to the cause of states' - .
rights, an aversion:to 'wild federal .spending,' a Jeffersonian-like , -
dédication to rural dominance, and... [a desire] to maintain the racial

" status quo..."“ By the late 1960s, the Byrd machine had collapsed for

several reasons: the strategy of massive resistence it fostered had
failed, its political power base in rural Virginia was unable to deliver
the abolition of the poll tax and the Voting Rights Act enfranchised a
large number of Blacks who had previously been ‘excluded from the electoral

" process. 1In the 19708,.the Byrd machine was replaced by a powerful
) Republican party.

State politics in virginia is dominated by a strong chief executive.
Virginia's governor is one of the strongest state executives in the .
country; there are few constitutional or statutory restrictions on
gubernatorial power. The governor appoints virtually all state agency

_heads, boards, and commissions, and other than the at§orney general is

the only full-time, popularly elected state official. One irony,
however, is that despite his considerable powers, Virginia's governor
is prohibited from succeeding himself. - . )

.
*

4 .
1Sabato, Larry. *virginia Politics: A Republican Dream Come True."
In Moeser, John V., (ed.). A Virginia Profile, 1960-2000: Assessing

‘Current Trends and Problems,: Palisades Park, New Jersey: Commonwealth

Books, 1981, p. 40. . -

Peigcef Neal R. 'Virginia.{ In The Border South States of Kmerica,
New York: W. W. Norton, 1995, p. 51.

\ 4
3Morris,"rhomas R. "From 'Old Virginny' to e 'New Dominion': Two
Decades of Public Policymaking in virginfa.®™ 1In Moeser, John V., (ed.).

A virginia Profile, 1960-2000: Assessing Current Trends and Problems,

Palisades Park, New Jersey: Commonwealth ‘Books, 1981, p. 66.
. . ;
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, The current governor, Charles Robb, is the first Democrat since 1966.
Robb, unlike his predecessor Governor Dalton, has demonstrated a strang
™ commitment to elementary and secondary education. o .

-

The Virginia legislature, the General Assembly, is a part-time
body. It meets for one to two months each year. One important develop-
ment in Virginia politics in the 19705 was the effort to improve the v
professiohalism of the General Assembly. Key 'developments in this
vein included: the establishment of .the Joint Legislative Audit and
.Review Commission and the Divisionaof Legislative Services; the meeting .
of standing committees throughout the year; authority to carry legisla-
tion from one session of ‘the Assembly, thus assuring the continua?ion
of committee work; and growth in the number of legislative staff.
Despite these changes, the legislative “powegr remains concentrfated in the
standing committees of the General Assembly. Both Houses of- the General
Assembly have had pemoératic‘majorities for years, although in Virginia,
the term Democrat generally means conservative attitudes on social issues
and public services. : ’ . .

Although a belief in strong local government is an important part of
its history, Virginia vests a great deal of authority in its state. .
government. This is the result of several factors, inclunding the use of, |
legislative-rather than home rule charters, state control of tax sources,
and state provision of services for which localities are responsible in
othér states (for example, Virginia's takeover of th county road system
in 1932). Virginiax doesy -however, traditionally al}ow considerable local
discretion in the levels of service to be provided. .

Major Issues Shaping Educational Policy

Local control of education is -an important factor in Virginia's
education policy. The concept has strong support in the legislature, and
many state education agency (SEA) officials begin any. discussion of
education policy by noting the importance of local control. The 1975-1976
Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction emphasized: this
doctrine: : '

Historically, public education in Virginia has followed Thomas °
Jefferson's concept that the final responsibility for the schools
should be vested "in the'handa,of”fﬁg_people\themselves.'
Dedication to this fundamental concept is essential if our .
schools are to survive in a healthy atmosphere of freedom,
supported by the people they were created to serve....

~

{

- - . f ~
1Morris, Thomas R. "From '01d Virginny' to the 'New Dominion': Two
Decades of Puhlic Policymaking in Vvirginia.” 1In Moeser, John V., (ed.).
A Virginia Profile, 1960~2000: Assessing Current Trends and Problems,
Palisades Park, New Jersey: Commonwealth Books, 1981, p.68.

2Austin, Robert J. "who Wili Govern?" 1In Moeser, John,v.; (ed;).“ ,,\ \ e

A Virginia Profile, 1960~2000: Assessing Current Trends and groblems,:
Palisades Park, New Jersey: Commonwealth Books, 1981, p. 281.
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Today, probably more than ever before, it ig vitally important
to reaffirm two basic principles upon which America's system
of public education was foundéd: The schools belong to the
people and l?cal control is essential if they are to function
~effectiver

Closely'linked to the emphasis on .local control is the low profile
traditionally maintained by the state department of education. In 1972,

Mosher wrote "the state department of education has been charactesi::g by . .

low visibility, a high degree of continuity in office, a&d a reputa

for integrity and economy in the conduct of operations.” Somg observers '
believe the SEA historically has been a preretirement step for LEA superin-

tendents or a refuge for superintendemts that ran into difficulty with
local school boards. Whether this was actually true in the past is
unclear, but there is no doubt that the quality of the SEA personnel
has benéfited from the general effort to improve and modernize state

government. Extensive efforts have been made to upgrade the professionalism

of the department's staff and to improve SEA management.
» : &

v In addition to the tradition of local control, the state department

has also ‘been hampered by the variation in school districts across the

state. Part of this is a product of the state's geographic diversity.

Another Factor is the professionalization of individual school districts.

Some LEAs are very sophisticated; many others are not. This has made it

'_'hard for‘the SEA to find a balance. According to one observer, "The SEA

acts as if all school districts had 3 000 kids and were,located in rural
areas. .

Despite these factors, SEA influence is on the rise. Part of the
reason for thesincreased SEA role was the 1972 enactment of the Standards
of Quality which prescribed basic edugational standards for the state.
The State Board of Education was charged with implementing this system,
and much of the responsibility has fallen to the SEA. v

The SEA has traditionally provided technical assistance to LEAs.
Wwhile the technical assistance orientation remains, the SEA now does more
'monitoring of local activities and seeks to provide more leadership in
setting state priorities. In short, it is now a more positive force "in
.shaping state education policies than it was previously.

According to many state officials. federal proqéams have . encouraged
some state activities. As will be described later, P.L. 94-142 led to
the expahsion of the state special” education law, and federal vocational

. \ -

Ce
]

_ 1Superintendent of~Public Instruction. Annual‘Reportl 1975-1976,_
Richmond, Va: Department of Education, 1976, p. 1. . _

: 2Mosher, Edith #. "The,Politids of Federal Aid to Edﬁcation in virginia."
In Berke, Joel S., & Kirst, Michael W. Pederal Aid to Education: Who .."

Benefits? Who Governs? ‘Lexington, Mass: Lexington Books, 1972, p.
302.
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educatjon initiatives reinforced state actions and encouraged a rethink-
‘ing. of gtate vocational education priorities. There is no state equiva-
- lent of Title I except a small remedial education.program focused ©on-the
educationally disadvantaged. The state has no bilingual education law
although programs*of English as a Second Language (ESL) are increasingly
popular. . ‘ ,
N . . . o,

f , .
. 1 B . . . a

i?ucation leicy;ﬁithin the State . - . ;;;)
Historical BacRground ' ° . o . L =

’ For most of its|history,'virginia‘exhib' little interest in
public education, Not until 1869 did the 0ld inion require a statewide
system of free public schools. Even then, an elitist attitude ,toward
education and the state's financial problems dating from its civil War
debts combined to limit the state's support for education for nearly a
century. According to.Neil Peirce, by the mid 1960s Virginia was.

8

.+«.0ne of the nation' s two or three most derelict states in support
of schools and universities... the state had one of the nation's
‘highest drop-out and illiteracy rates, and there were gross dispari=

ties bereen the funding for schools in affluent and poor communities.

>
.

Public education’ wa in Peirce' 8 words, "Virginia's perennial dark island."

The state 8 overt opposition to the Civil Rights movement between the

_ mid 19508 and 1960s also influenced state education policy. Massive ,;}

resistance tq federal civil rights rulingd was the central fotus of state .
politics during this period, and this meant that there were few improvements
in state government or education policy. ‘ ‘ Z
Virginia's neglect of its governmental machinery'began to change
under the first administration of Governor Miles Godwin (1966-1970).
Governor Godwin began to upgrade and improve all facets of state government,
but especially education. The legislature was persuaded to.enact a state
sales tax, and part- of the proceeds were earmarked for education. Governor .

. ‘Godwin also won s rt for a bond issue to finance capital cutlays for

higher education and‘launched'an ambitious community college program.

. In 1971, Virginia adopted a new state constitution that established
education as a 'fundamental right. The constitution requires:.

The General- Assembly shall provide for a system of free public

elementary and secondary schools for all children of school

age throughout the Commonwealth and seek to insure that an

educational program of high quality is established and continual-

ly maintained.... ) s
. v -

t

1Peirce, Neal R. 'Virginia. In The Border South States of America,
“gew York: W. W. Norton, 1975, p. 70.

Ibid.,,p. 72.~ ' ' oL
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Standards of Quality fdr'theﬁSevh\:l school divisions shall be
determined from time to time by the Board -of "Education «..[and
: the] General Assembly shall determine the manner in which funds
' ‘ "are to be-provided for the cost of maintaining an educational

program meeting the’ Standards of Quality. : )

In .response to this mandate, the State Board of Education has pre-

- scribed a set of .standards to coincide with each biennial gession of the .

state legislature, In 1980-82, these standards, which change somewhat
from one session to the next, included grovisions dealing with basic
skills, testing and measurement, career. preparation, education of the

' handicapped and gifted students, alternative education, responsible

student conduct, personnel, staff preparation, accreditation and school y
evaluation, and planning and public involvement. o T,

With enagtment of the Standards of Quality, the financing of education .
has become a more visible issue in the General Assembly. In tecent years,
the need to ingrease teacher salaries to’ ‘attract and retain competent and
qualified teachers has emerged as one of the:state's top priorities.,: In
the 1982 session of the-General Assembly, Governor Robb urged the legisla-

" tors to increase education.funding, and the state budget.they enacted-for

I

B

. December 17, 1982.

the 1982-84 biennium provides for an 11% annual increase in basic education
aid. It is assumed, although not required, that ‘local scheol districts ‘
will use these funds.primarily to increase teachéts' salaries. Y

.. Assistance to urban schools remains a troublesome issue.' Urban,
districts -feel the state's basic education aid formula shortchanges them.
Recently, there have been unsuccessful efforts to create a program of aid

- tailored to both the most urban and most rural school districts (the

proposed sparsity/density program). Because of the intrastate disparities
in per pupil expenditures, some state officials~predict a school finance
case will be filed in the near future. . -

: Although the General Assembly has not created the sparsity/density
program, in 1982 it did increase state funds for remedial educaticdn by -
nearly 90% -~ a move intended to help urban schools. It is expected that
this increase will further encourage remedial efforts by LEAs.

Increased competency, for both teachers and® students, is also a
major igsue at present. For students, the state already has an extensive .
statewide testing program and requires passage of a competency. tegst for
graduatjon. In addition, the SEA continues to develop the Standards of
Learning (SOL) program, a project that:will prepare a suggested set of
learner objectives in five areas. LEAs' use of the gventual product is
optional. For teachers, the State Board of Education is ‘seeking to

. tighten requiremehts for admission to teacher educatiqn programs and .for

.

. Preliminary evidence suggests’ that most school districts are, .

in .fact, increasing teacher salaries as the General Assembly intended.

See Virginia Department of Education. "Teacher Salary Survey." (Report
prepared for the Senate Finance Committee and the House Appropriations.
Committee) , Richmond, Virginia: virginia Department of Education,
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teacher certification. -The state board has recently adopted minimum SAT

scores and minimum grade point .average .for students ‘enrolled in teacher

education programs as a way of improving teachet quality. -
N Other major. education issues include the financial implications of
the loss of federal impact aid funds. - For some school districts, Buch. as
Fairfax and Yorktown, the revenue loss is substantial. In addition, '
there is some concern’'over the steadily increasing costs of the state' 8
special education ‘program and, to a lesser extent, vocational ‘education.
In both cases, enrollment levels have steadily increased despite a

decrease in total statewide. enrollment. L
. S '- .

.

Virginia's oﬁéosition’to the civil rig ts movement .reinforced a
skepticism toward anything associated wit he federal government. As a
‘result, the .state was ifitially reluctant’to, accept federal- aid for:
education. The Virginia School: Boards Association tegularly passed _
resolutions opposing federal aid. 'Eventually, however, state and local
officials became much more willing to accept the money. RN ' e

State officials believe federal programs have had both positive and .
negative effects. On the one hand,_ they have increased the size of the
SEA and improved its capabilities in soje areas. They encouraged the
state to focus on special target groups. On.the other hand, federal
programs have increased paperwork at the| state level ‘and forced the SEA

. to play. a stronger monitoring role relatiive to LEAs than. they would
" prefer. Federal programs also "balkanized” the SEA to some extent by
hélping to create "empires” in some program areas.

™

P -

. Major Federal and State Programs '

There are a number of major education prograﬁs within the state.
'

o General Education -+ The basic state education program is the
Standards of Quality (SOQ) program. - Mandated by the 1972 state
congtitution, this program outlines the general components of
elementary and secondary school programs. Most state aid funds

~ are distributed thpough this program. . X _ Ty

o Vocational Education -~ Virginia has two vocational educa-
tion programs. The major state program is part of the SOQ
program ‘and funding levels are based on average daily attendance -
(ADA) . ‘A second program 'Financial Assistance for Instructional

Assistance' provides categorical funds to local education agencies
) : . for "occupational vocational education.” The state also receives
a substantial amount of federal VEA funds.
o Special Education ~= Like vocational education, Virginia has two N
special education programs. Most state funds are distr ibuted
_through the Standards of Quality program... A smaller, . byt still
‘ -significant, amount of money is distributed under the financial
/ ) assistance for instructional - assistance program. The state also
receives substantial federal funds for special education. -,

) 2?();?, | - - ... | ‘ ‘ . N
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) Title I/Remedial - State officiala agree that federal Title I
. funds are very important within the state. Virginia receives
-. about $55 million under the program. The state also has a

- ) . remedial reading program that is diatriguted through thQ“SOQ

. < .~program. » ‘ R S o

[ ‘i 4

"6 -Gifted and Talented -~ The state has mandated educatiop of., T

gifted and talented'children -as a priority under .the.S0Q.,
.A small amount of funds are providéd by ‘the state under this
program, but results at the local level'have been disappointing
so f&r. . .

: <t ’ . ' . : . * ) )

2 i .
. ’ -

Qrganiiation'of~8tate Department 'l . ; e

The State Board of Education is appointed by the governor and
confirmed. by the General Assembly. It also serves as the state board for
vocational education. ihe supérintendent is also appointed by the o
governor and subject to confirmation by the legislature, He/she is,’

-however('suppoeed'to take pOlicy guidance from the state board. -

» e

The Buperintendent of- instruction. ie John Davis, formerly Buperinten-

‘dent in Fairfax County. Traditionally, the state superintendent has not .
been very powerful because of the .strong emphasis on local control; however,

Superintendent Davis haerconeiderable statewide support. The Deputy

[ Superintendent ia Willi#m Cochran, & long-time veteran-at the SEA.

v

There are four‘ﬁajor divieions in the SEA, each headed by an asso-

‘ciate superintendent.,-: These divisions are: Financial and Administrative

Services; .Support Persorinel and Administrative Field Services; Curriculum
and Instruction; &and Planning and Evaltation. All federal and state
education programs are in the Curriculum and Instruction Division. The
major responsibility of this division is the direction and coordination
of the instructional programs to assure that they meet statutory require-
ments, state board regulations, and administrative. policy.  This division
is subdivided 'into three smaller units: special and compensatory eduGa~
tion (which includeés Title I, P.L. 94-142, and the state special education:
program)z gen€eral education (which provides aeeietance to local instruc-
tional personnel in most subject areas); and vocational education (which
adﬁinistere both the federal and state vocational programa). e

(..
’

The Diviaion of Financial and Adminiatrative Services has been an
area of pﬁ;ticular intereet in recent years. since the present state
superintendent has Bought to- Btrengthen the department'a financial manage—
ment and accounting proaedures.

v The Diviaion of Planning and Evaluation.is reeponaible ;for, Eollectingr
and processing information about education inv {ginia and providing
relevant information to policymakere.p The divis{on's reaponaibilities .
include planning for the department, heélping localities plan and_develop
new programs, evaluating,programs,radhiniste;ing state teating programs,

developing and implementing the shandarde -of. Quality, and conducting

research. ~ s . . ! . . .
' R -‘ ‘ R "“':__\ R o . . [ R 1
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. The Division of Support Persdhnel .and Administrative Fﬁeld Services “
is responsible for liaison work with educati‘on-reI’.ated dgroups and agencies -
_and coordinates legislative activities between .the education agency and
“the General Assembly. Other responsibilities include teacher- edycatien . - - -
-and certification programs and technicaJ, asqistance for desegregation
’ activities. ﬁ;‘ Lol L N ) l- _ . A
- . . I
S The. departmeﬂt" has an- authorized perso el ceiling of 455" staff
" members, an- increasg of over 208" since 1969. According to the depart-
.y ment, about half the depar nt s\staff are supported by . federal funds, i
This represents a déeras\e%m tha 1974-75 period when &lmost 60% of b
S tﬁe staff ‘were: federally supported. The, organization chart of the state ' g
. education deparment is/shown in Figure 1. : ‘

o~

»
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Key Actors in. the Education Policy Process P s '
‘s,everal memb&s of the Virgin:l.e. General A;sembly'are éspec /ally
/,influential in: setting education policy. 1In the House, key indiyiduals -

'are concentrated on th&'l Appropriations and Bducation Committees.

John Davis, the current state. sﬁperintendent of Instruction, is
popular ‘and well respected in the legislature. Several legislative -
'Aofficials suggested that. pr. Davis is more coOperative and accessi- '
ble than- his predecessors .and that this ‘has - improved the SEA's standing :
in the General Assembly. : g

>

The State Board of Education is ot regarded as’ particularly }influen-
tial, but several officials did mention one member, William Lemmon, as ’
well respected. ~ Lemmon ‘was a former chairman of the Hluse Education

"Committee who retired ‘and . was appointed to the state board. | -

/ . 'I'he virginia governor has extensive powers and can be a major

“ I factor. in shapiNg education policy if he chooses. In her 1972 case:
study, Edith Mosher called the governor's role in changing education
poliqy "pivotal.” ‘ Generally, howevet, when Virginia's governors' have

AN 2

.

>

1Mosl"xer, Edith K. "The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in virginia,®
In Berke, Joel'S., . & Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education: Who -
Benefits? Who Governs? Lexington, Mass.. Lexington Books, 1972, p. 303.
Despite this personnel celling, the departn;ent had only 435 staff members
;/ - actually employed. By the end of 1982, the SEA‘'s authorized personnel
' ceiling had been lowered to 427, and the department had 412 individuals .

-actually wor king .

e
s 2 Among the most frequently mentioned individuals are Rep. Richard .
- Bagley (Appropriations Committee Chair), p. Dorthy McDiarmid (Education
- Committee Chair), Rep. Owen Pickett, Rep:¥Alan Diamonstein, and Rep. L.
Cleaves Manning. In the Senate, the most.influential individuals are on.
. the Finance Committee. and the Bducation and Health Committée. Key officials .
"finclude Senator Edward Wiley (a member of both committees and Chairman of
" the ‘Finance Committee), Senator Adelard Brault (also a member of both ’
committees. and Chairman of the Education and Health Committee), Senator
Hunter Andrews, and Senator Thontas Michie. - :
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acted independently, they focused on postsecondary education. The

current governor, Charles Robb, made increased state. education spending L

an issue in his. 1981. gubernatorial campaign and persuaded the»legislature .
. to increase state basic education aid in 1982. Based on this ‘early

evidence, Virginia officials believe ‘Robb will be a "good friend to

education within ‘the 1limits imposed hy budget restraints.‘ . ;‘ oL,

]

Interest groups appear minimally important in influencing Virginia' -
educational policies. The Virginia Education Association is usually , e
strong on issues affecting teachers but does not, assert itself on many
- other educational issues. There was little mention:of other groups as
_especially powerful in the political process. Groups- concerned with\
special education are diffuse but can sometimes concentrate power on a
single issue. The Virginia Vocational Association is regarded ‘as an ‘

. ~information group rather than a ‘powerful lobby.' e . .\f
. . -» . * N . . . \,l
~~ ; Punding : oo . : . . o . \

~

In 1980-81 local education agencies received 9 5%. of their revenues \\'
from the federal government, 40.9% from the state, and 49.6% from local )
sources, 'Over the last decade, -the percent of revenue received from the wv\\
state government has increased (from about 33% to 40.9%), while the amount

__ contributed by the locals q;s dropped (from nearly 55% to 49.6%). Federal
revenues show little change. . . . St ’

R ‘i» .. Most of Virginia's state edugation aid is distributed through’
' a basic foundation formula under- the Standards of Quality (SOQ) program.
" Under this program the state establishes a "Basic Operation Cost" which:
“is a provision for personnel at a ratio of 48 professional positions for .
_each 1,000 pupils in average daily membership (ADM). The fund has provi-
sions for a number of specific programs, including driver education, ’
special education, vocational education, teacher sick leave, pupil
. transportation, instructional television, school food services, and
remedial work. The state also earmarks one percent “of the state sales
tax for education and distributes the money according to school-age

) population.

" To calculate state and local shares, the state begins by multiplying
the basic cost per pupil by the ADM to produce -the total cost ‘of‘the
~ program. From the total cost, the state subtracts the one percent

earmarked sales tax. The remainder is multiplied by the local composite
index (composed-of 50% true values of real estate and public service
'corporations, 40%, persbnal income, and 10% taxable retail sales) to

produce the local share. The remaifiing amount is the state shareéaf the .
Standards of Quality program. s,

Special education payments are div:!ded into two funds. . the first is _' ’
- part of the Standards of Quality program. The second is a categori- . L
cal grant for state funds not federally matched for special education,

- L .
1]

3 . \ .
. '1National Education Association. Rankings of the States, Wasgington,

D.C.: National Education Association, various years. : e
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such . as homebound instruction, training tor special education personnel, K
and preschool handicapped programs. , s
The state alsp distributes vocational education money through the -S0Q f/
: program and a categorical grant.; Districts receive an .S0Q payment for ) ’
pupils: enrolled in a full-tinle approved vocational program. . The amount

‘of payment varies depending on the cost of the program. Categorical

. funds for vocational educationiare provided to support activities such .as |

local travel, adult programs and courses, local administration, equipment L
and construction. . *. (l.

- . - {
. A

The state provides"a relatively 'small amount of funds for remedia&ﬂk
" education under the SOQ. ' The distribution of these funds is based on '
scores on achievement tests. : -

T

. o There have been persistent concerns that urban areas are getting less.

resources than they need from the state relative to other districts. Only
50% of the state aid formula is equalized. In 1982 the General Assembly
considereﬂ and rejected K. proposal to create a sparsity/density program
that would have addressed this issue by providing more money to districts
with very high or very low enrollment-concentrations.

A second funding qoncern for state policymakers is the' level of
teacher salaries. In an effort to address this issue, in 1982 the
General Assembly added moﬂey to *the state's basic aid program and en-
couraged - but afd not require ~- LEAS to raise salaries. -

~
-~ . »

Education.Prqgrams for Special Needs Students .

Standards of Quali\y

, This is.the basic state education program, enacted in 1972. -There

have been some changes since 1972 in the areas emphasized by the S0Q.:
Under this program, the State Board of Education sets general goals and ,
areas for state education programs. The SEA implements the SOQ and °

monitors LEA progress. e 4 eﬁ\. )

L{ '. .‘b : .:] \

Standards of Learning o k“?»

Currently being developed, the SOL program is scheduledAfor comple—
tion by 1984. Under this program, the SEA will publish basic)curricular
guides for school districts.with suggested "learner objectivg8." There -
has been.some concern that this program repfesents an intrusion o al
control, and cons ently, the.SEA has moved cautiously with a large
-number Qf local offlcials involved. Adoption of the program is a local

option. No funds ar attached to this activity at pres?nt.
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e generally runs smoothly. Initial difficulties were encountered with

Y L

This ’is a fairly well-established program that seems to operate
smoothly. All 140. LEAs have Title I prrgrams; the state receives .
. $59 million annpally from the Department“of Education. One-hundted -
and eleven .thous pupils are served. According to SEA officials, this
represents approxi ately one-~half of'the eligible population. The basic .
.program model is a téacher and aide working with 15 children at 45-minute
intervals in reading and math. ‘Many districts have, ?itle I Resource

" Centers that provide supplemental materials.

- State Title I qfficials ‘gee their role as. providing technical
assistance to LEAs. Consequently, the,state supports seven regional

; supervisors who work with LEAs to identify and'address .problems. Formal

monitoring gseems a less important consideration, although state officials
indicate it is a major part of their job. The regional supervisors
visit each LEA three or four times a year. i '

Docal education agencies offer simi};r impressions. They generally .

‘ regard the program as one that operates smoothly.-- They feel the SEA

emphasizes compliance through‘a technical assistance orientation. The .
SEA Title I staff is seen positively —- 'they help keep us out of trouble"
- commented one local official. Both state and local officials, however,
gxpress concern, that the new Chapter 1, regulations will disrupt es~= i
tablished local programsc g ,

As noted earlier, state and local officials agree that Title I

supplement/supplant, comparability, dﬁd maintenance of effort provisions,
_ But these have been settled, and federal, state and local officials have
a mutual understanding of* how the program operates.”  Paperwork require-
ments -~ i.e., evaluation forms, needs. assessments -= have been somewhat
burdensome at both.the state and local levels. ‘ The- requirement to serve
private school students has given Virginia some troﬁ‘le, and virginia is
one of two states where the by-pass provisions are utilized. The overall
impression, however, is that Title I works well. t'\ )

: There is considerable general political support” for Title I, but it-
is unlikely that the state will make. ul; federal cuts in this specific
program. LEAs will most likely‘have to reduce expenditures or fund Title
I out of their own resources as fedéral reductions occur. According to

R
.

While Virginia officials contend that Title I works well, there have
béen controversies over program administration. The state has been
audited twice in recent years by the v.s. Department of Bducation and has
received two audit exceptions. The first a dit, issued in March 1981,
involved $1.8 million in expenditures. in Ri hmond City Schools. :The
Department of Education cited the district for a failure to provide
comparable services. The second audit involved Richmond, Portsmouth, and
Chesapeake. In.this case, the Department alleged that Title I funds had
been used for non-Title I purposes. Virginia has appealed both audits,
and a final determination has not yet been made. If the audit exceptions
. are upheld, Virginia will be required to repay the funds.

209
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' state officials, some cuts have already -taken place at the LEA level:
.there were 600 fewer staff in 1982 than in 1981, and summer school

- !
a,

prograns-were reduced from 31 districts in 1981 to eight 'in 1982..
In 1980, Virginia established a remedial education program with e
fupdinhg based on educational achievement. The state has budgeted $10.2

‘million for this,program in fiscal year 1982. Thiswprogram_is“kept_

totally separate from Title I in state-level administration to avoid
supplanting issues. At the“L.EA level,'however, some districts indicate
that children with similar skill levels may receive differentitreatments )
because Title I and the state program have different eligibility criteria. - - _
There is strong support for the state's remedial program in the General .
Assembly and, in 1982, its funding was increased substantially.

Special Education

were about $50 million.

f
‘Virginia established a‘wpecial education program in 1972 through the
Standa:dghpf Quality program. The state law had several characteristics :
that were similar to P.L. 94-142, but in general-the state law was.more"
permissive with few penalties for non-compliance.. After the enactment of
94-142, Virginia revised its regulations to make ‘state law conform to federal
law. At present the federal andxstate requirements are very similar except
state law requires children be served from age two (rather than three) and

~ is more specific in defining handicapping conditions.

All 140 LExs have special education programs. In 1980-81, 107,236
students received .services” from LEAs, and another. 4,640 received services

“in state institutions or were granted. tuition assistance in private:

schools. Enrollment in- special education programs has increased steadily

in recent years.-- a matter of some concern given declining general S
enrollments statewide. In‘1981-82,- the state received $20 million in on
federal funds from the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. and $1.7
million in funds for handicapped children under Title I of BESEA.. During

the same period, state expenditures for state programs in special education

[4

, The SEA special education staff consists of 28 individuals. Both
state and local officials believe that the state plays a stronger monitoring/
enforcement role relative to LEAs 'in special education than in other
education programs. Importantly, however, most of the monitoring activities
are handled by the SEA's seven’ regional coordinators who work directly: '
with LEAs. Thp remaining special education staff’ work on matters related
to state admifistration of the federal and gtate programs such as complaints, ,
program approval and ‘technical assistance."State department officials
would like to provide more technical assistance, but feel "locked-in" by
federal requlatio b emphasize monitoring and regulation. In addition,
the SEA lacks the mel to take on new activities. .

, rged in iﬁﬁlementing'and administering P.L. . T
94-142. Some respon pfelt there were too many new requirements on s
state and local official€ too soon. Others suggested that there were not
sufficient local staff to implement the new law effectively. Other
problems that were mentioned include:

Difficulties ha

> . * "
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. . ©o the overly detailed specificity of assurances in the federal law,

o S ’.1 Voo e n

o underfunding by the federgl government’, c T ' - T e

0. costs associated with meeting due,. process requirements, and .
, ¥ 8 .
o~ + . . ©'’lack of trained per _nel tL implement the law at the local level
R ~ and of state department staff to prcvideqtechnical assistance.
- P
AR
‘State officials cited mor problems withiP.L.’ 94-142 than with any .
other federal program. The records of the Administrative Review. Service_‘
(ARS) reinforce this finding- state officials found m?re violations in
LEA special education programs than in any other area. This result may
be due to "the gomplexity and relative newness of thg program_rather than'
"to any deliberate effort to circumvent the law. . _ . e

*

The 1980-81 Report on Public Education in Virginia, uhich summarizes
the results of site visits by the ARS to local school districts, noted
that despite a high commitment to handicapped students, LEAs continue to.
have difficulty administering the law._ The report commented- : :

. on-site teams found #Mat a high level of effort and' commitment to _
. services for the handidapped permeated:the divisions [local education
S agencies]. Divisions p ovided services to jlmost all those eligible
: through in-house resources and sélf-contained programs, regional
- programs for  Iow-incidence exceptionalities, and/or. placement in.
- - private school and ‘state school programs.  However, the number of
citations for exception and noncompliance clearly indicates that
there were many failures to implement.some_of the required procedures.‘

/

According to the ARS records, the most frequent problem releted;to'the”‘
requirements for a free and appropriate educat?on and the failure to serve © - .
all eligible children. o : L " _ - '

N local officials gsee P.L. 94-14? as highly prescriptive and believe

the SEA has a monitoring orientation. The primary concerns in LEAs' )

. ' are the specificity and detail of the reguirements and the low level of ,

§;:k - funding. The law appears to be especially troublesome for LEAs in rural =

' areas that lack the staff to administer the program ‘and may have\difficulty
“attracting highly qualified teachers because of location and salary._ o

Vbcational Education f . - _' o : R . w<_'

Virginia has two'separdte vocational education’ programs. - One, a .
categorical program, provides funds to support specific vocational activi- v
ties, such as local travel, equipment, and construction. The other”’source
of state funding is. the Standards of Quality program which provides . . !
. support based on pupil enrollments and program costs. . In 1981-82, Virginia
’ ."will spend $21.6 million on the categorical program and $25 6 mil '
under the SOQ. “The state received $16 million in federal vocational

1The role and functions of the Administrative Review Service (ARS)
. are described on'Page 3.




' iwhich are federal thrusts.
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.educatiomfunds in the same year. The:e were’ 78,439 Vitginia students 1n
. vocational education programs in-1980d81. All LEAs have vocational
,.education ptogtams. D N . .
. - PRI N
Z Fedetal vocational education funds are disttibuted to LEAs by a [
' based on federal statutory criteria. ‘About 82% of federal dollars
to LEAS., Most federal funds -- except set-asides -~ are used
] . for- equi ent purchase and facility construction because the state has
*‘egtablished these as top. ptiotities, and local officials shate these

. ptiotities. L . , e

. The Division:of Vocational Education,'a'staff Oft87, has ‘a technical -
assistance orientation. . In recent years the-division has' adopted an

- increased orientation toward monitoring, compliance, and evaluation g

== especially in light of. civil tights .and sex: equity concetns, both of fﬁ,

Y

L Pgdetal vocational educationﬁsupport encoutaged Vitginia to statt
and expand its own program. In addition, state officials. agree that - '
. fedegal requirements have moved the state in ditections it might not. have
gone its own, such as sex equity and .civil rights. The vocational '
education set-asides also encouraged programming for target popullations
that might ‘not héve occurred otherwise.  In addition, federal funds have
provided money ‘for facilities ahd equipment and stimulated the growth of
area vocational schools. There are. fears at the state and local level
that federal budget cuts will result in reduced funds fot facility . .
‘ construction and equipment purchase. . :

State and local officials regard some vocational education fegula-
tions -- ‘such as.excess cost. ptovisions -~ as overly specific and lacking
in statutory justification.. Accountability requirements are especially
burdensome at both the state and- local levels. Local officials indicate
they must maintain a dual reporting system to ?eet federal and state N
requirements. They also criticize the planning requirements as ovetly:Tﬂ¥w+—.;
prescriptive and inaccurate because the data used to prepare then are oL
'ftequently impr ise.' Local education agencies like the federal funds but
believe the spate: depattment ‘has become more inttusive in recent years
because of etal tegulatoty gequitements. .

T .

.Title

Funds received undet ‘ESEA Title IV-B also conttibuted to SEA
- .growth. The state received $3.9 million under this program. in 1980-81.‘4
This money was used to purchade library resources and textbooks and
to support guidance counseling and testing services. 'The state depart=
ment has played a technical ‘assistance. roYe under this ptogtam, helping , v
~ LEAS assess needs, design projects when LEAs request assistance, and ’ .
- prepare applications. . o Tt
4
) There is some concetn at the state and local levels that libtaties
“ will suffer under block grants -- officials fear that available funds )
“will be channeled into salaries or other more immediately pressing ateas,
leading to a detetioration of schoal distzict libtaries. : . .

-~
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Title IV-C ' - .

In 1980—81, Vitginia received $3.2 million under this program.
These funds were used to support innovative and exemplary educational
projects in local school districts. Approximately.35 three-year projects
~ were supported. Money from this program is also used to support “state-
: validated" local projects that are considéted worthy of adaptation by other
‘ school districts. . o , _ :

.

Title V
Virginia used its Title Vv funds to build up capacities in ‘the state
department of education. The state received .just over $1.0 million in
. 1980, . The major areas of statessupport include: educational planning
* and evaluation, data informatjon systems, reséarch and dissemination,
‘ curricular materials, and staff development. .. These funds were used
to support 50 staff members. 4 . ‘ .

. . ’'since 1965, a- significant number of staff people have been employed
. under this program throughout the SEA. The program has been popular with
~ . SEA officials because it provided general support with few stringsy
however,” they express concern over what will happen to state capabilities
developed' under the program when it is folded into Chapter 2. B O

/

Civil. Rights Requirements

- Virginia's civil rights activities are concentrated‘in the Division
. “of Technical Assistance for School Desegregation Services. This office, | |
n 1971, is staffed by.four employees. Among its responsi- T

“Titles IV (national origin)- and VI.(race) of the civil :

Title IX of the Higher Education Act, and Section 504 of‘the -
Rehabilit&tion Act. One employee of "this offiice is- ‘also responsible for
administering the U.S. Office of Civil Rights' methods of administration ~
(MOA) activities for the state's division of vocational education. :

N . Lo
The office concentrates its efforzs on providing technical assistance L
to help local school districts meet the requirements of federal law. The -
division holds frequent conferences. and workshops, publishes«materials,
and engages in' extensive LEA training activities. 1In the future, this .

- office will also address issues: relatedFto college desegregation since thé
responsibility for postsécondary remedial education has been assigned to -
the State Board of Education under the terms of the recent desegregation

~agreement between Virginia and the U.S. Department of ‘Education. . This
office's: comptiance activities are concentrated on a careful an,ﬂ&sis of
‘the materials prepared by’ school‘districts in response to OCR'$ forms ,

. 101/102 (which deal with suspension, corporal punishment, expulsion, ‘,', c
»failure to serve certain populattons, and race) and Section 504 activities.. '

e

-~

The state department is beginning to develop and im ement its own

policies toward equal opportunity. In December 1979, Su rintendent - :ﬁﬂ?f'
. Davis issued the»'virginia stite Depaftment of Education Policies on ‘
. _ oy
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Equal Bducational Opportunity and Equal Employment Opportunity.® This’
‘document represents the first formal effort by the state department to’
establish civil rights policies for - local education agencies. Guidelines
for these policies have been preparegfand are’ ‘currently being implemented.
Despite this step, the state departffent was criticized by some of itsown
staff and by interest groups for §Ailing to pursue civil rights matters
more aggressively. = ' o

[

SR - . - ,.;‘:?ih,nhegmm.m_
Chapter 1/Chapter 2 - ' ' ' ’

At the time this study was conducted, the state had just begun to
plan for' Chapter 1 and Chapter 2. In the Title I office, there was
‘considerable concern that the revisions in the program would confuse LEA
staff, interrupt services to students, and .disrupt effective working
relationships between state and local officials. State officials.
also worried that ‘the absence of clear guidance in federal rules and
regulations ‘about permissible activities would cause great difficulty in
the event of future audits. As a result, they believed local schools
‘would probably adopt a conservatiVe apprbach to implementing the new
law.

. The Chapter 2 Advisory Committee was appointed -by Governor Robb in
April 1982, . The committee, chaired by Lieutenant Governor Richard Davis,
met twice before making its recommendations in late May. ' The committee
authorized the state department to keep 20 percent of the total allocation
($1.9 million) for its own use. A small portion of the agency' s share y
($350,000) was designated for a competitive grant program for local
' education agencies. The remaining funds ($7.8 million) will be distributed
to localities by a formula that includes three variables: public and
non-publig school enrollment; economic deprivation; and student achievement.
‘The variables are weighted so that 65% of the state's allocation will be
distributed by heéadcount enrollment, and 35% will be based on high-cost
" - children. REach district in the staEe is guaranteed a minimum funding level
.of $3 500. L '

"nThe-Effects of Federal Education'brograms:=~'-- 4
on the SEA as an Organization

Taken together, the variety of federal education programs have had a
pronounced impact on the ‘state department of education. One of the most
important results is that federal programs have increased the number of
staff and altered the department's organizational structure. As noted -
earlier, state department staff size has increased dramatically since ESEA:
- from- ?73 in FY 1965, to 381 in FY 1967, to 347 in FY 1969, .to 455 in early’
1982. About ‘45% qf the SEA's staff are supported with federal funds.

no N v . ’ . = N N ‘ B -
L o R . _ ~;
o . . . ,

| 1Hosher,'Edith‘K;’ 'The Politics of Federal Aid to Education in Virginia.,
-+ In Berke, Joel S., & Kirst, Michael W. Federal Aid to Education: ‘ Who . -
" 'Benefits? - Who Governs? Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1972, p.
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State departmegt officials maintain that- this is a decrease from the ‘
percentage of federally supported stagf in the early 1970s. This change
" resulted from a realization that the state was becoming too dependent on
federal funds to meet personnel costs. - To address this concern, the state
began to shift staff from federal ‘to state support in the mia 1970s.

rederal programs have also helped shape the organizational structure
of the: department. ' The federal influence here seems most: pronounced in -
" the vocational education division because of several specific offices
- (CETA, sex equity, methods of administration, etc ) that are solely the
result of federal initiatives. B .

. ' -~

Title V of ESEA has been especially important in shaping the SBA
organizational capacities. Several ‘individuals indicated that Title V .

. money had been used to establish or expand SEA staff in research, evalua-
tion, data processing, and management information. Some officials fear
"that these generalized’ capacities will be diminished by the elimination
‘of this program. .

In a broader sense, there is no doubt that federal programs and
, policies have changed the focus, capacities, and activities of the state -
"w -+ - .. department of education. It should-be noted, however , that many ‘of the .
changes encou}aged by federal actions were also facilitated 'by the moderni-'
zation of Virginia's state government and the implementatiOn of the'’ ‘
Standards of Quality program. As a result, it is difficult to detérmine
which changes are solely the result of federal initiatives. Nonetheless,
. in addition td-the increased staff size, state officials attribute several
i developments to federal actions.: 'l'hese dinclude a greater SEA role in .
. monitoring and regulating LEAsS, an.increased emphasis on° programmatic B
rather than curricular concerns, and increased organizational capacities
in research, evaluation, -and management infotmation. : S

& -The shift from technical assistancle to monitoring and enf.orcement is
. especially visible in special education where the state engages in heavy
monitoring. Both state and local officials agreed that monitoring was the
- primary SEA role ':I.n ‘this area. It should be noted, however, . that state-
officials would Zike to provide more technical assistance.in this area but.
lack. sufficient staff. « (Judging. from LEA comments about the administration -
—~of spécial education and’ the results of the state department's administra-
N tive review, the state should provide: more technical assistance in this

area.)

o 'l'he state also does more monitoring in voc‘ational education than ’

B ‘- previously,. largely in response - to-the changes implemented in the Vo= .

£ cational Education Amendments of 1976. Monitoring LEA performance is

¥ " also an important.function ip the Title I progran. ‘It appears, however,

' ‘that the monitoring done:under this program is largely undertaken to meet

. _federal statutory requirements and is less forceful than that done. under

~ special edlication. - Local staff members, for example, suggeést that the ¢
de rtment 8 Title I monitoring role is relatively gentle. Moreover, c
state’ officials xindit:ate that their ‘primary objective in monitoring is B
- "to keep LEAs out of trouble,” In both vocational educatioh and Title I, "
. however, state officials maintain that while monitoring is an important

' functiqny:the dominant, SEA role is. ‘Eechnical assistance. T e s
: S n - o
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’ Importantiy, SBA monitoting of Lzhs haa alao increased as a. :eault of . "
the Standards of Quality p:og:aﬁ. In/orde: td assurg- that the‘aegqi:ements
of the SOQ program. are being implemented, the SEA established the Admini= ~
strative Revieéw Service (ARS) ‘to assess LEA compliance. -The, ARS‘ptovidee
a comp:eheneive monitoring. procedure that- ‘enables’ the state to examipe an

. LEA's administration of both federal and atate programs in a comparatively

"brief period of time. During ARS visita,'a team of state department
- staff examine district procedures to ensure compliance with-relevant
federal and state lawa, :egulations, and accounting and :epo:ting require-"~
7 ments. g . ) )
Federal p:ograms have also helped shift the state depa:tment from
a curricular emphasis to a program qnphasis. The state departmenty is.
"~ organized around major program areas, and staff membe:s’suggest that .
general curricular concerns are of ‘less impo:tance than a decade ago.

) " LEAS report seeing more program staff from the SEA (special education,

vocational education) and fewer subject matter .or ‘curricular specialists
(science, math, english, etc.). - _ , “ o

-7 Federal programs have increased the ca acdties of the state . depart—
‘ment in several specific areas: research, finance, and management
information systems. ' State officials indicate that ESEA Title V funds

were especially important in developing ‘these capacities. There was some ,;)

agreement that the state's planning and evaluation functions -- which -are
generally done by individual program officers -- have not been fully
developed, despite federal interest 1n this area. Several officials
‘indicated that the department is likely to undertake ‘more comp:ehensive
planning activities in the future. . :

When these developments are taken togethe:, the sum is that the SFA
has morefautho:ity over LEAs than previously, inep:actice if not in law.
' The ‘growth of the department's monitoring function, the increased capacities
« in research and finance, ‘the increased prominence bf state government in
"+ Virginia, and the birth and expansion of state education programs such as
SOQ and SOL have shifted authority from the local level to the state

. department. This.does not mean, of course, that local control of education

has disappeared. - *Indeed, state officials :epeatedly emphasize the impor=-
tance of local control of .education in Vvirginia. Rather, theee develop~ .
ments simply mean that state level officials .-~ the legislature, the
state board of education, and the SEA -~ are much more important in
shaping education policy than they we:e a decade ago. :
. ... Some functions, developed as a result of federal p:ograme,»have
become widely accepted activities and are currently ‘uSed :for federal and’
state purposegs. These. includeexesearch, state testing activities and the
developing management information system. -However, not .all - federally
encouraged or supported activities have become. an integral part of state -
activities. Planning and evaluatiOn, for example, are regarded as '
adminiat:ative functions that the department needs to upgrade.

L
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= : Despite the importance ‘of some of these functions, state officials
are’ unsiire 1if.. ‘they will continue at 'their current level in the wake of

.

‘ - : N

/ ‘federalfbudget ccutBs? In add.ition,, several individuals prodicted that the ,’

efforts 6. hold down-speriding. .would result. in diminished state R
~:vaupport for these activities,_ %n. the words' of.one official.; I can.. '

L yisualize some of these capacities virtually disappearing Af the £eds cut _

" bagk funding: and the General, Assembly pulla the plug. in terms of admini-
1’ strative support.. Given these coments, it .is difticult to detemine

the" extent to which theSee activities have tpuly been institutionalizeﬂ. ¥ o

9‘ . ’

S Despite the importance of federal fu.nds to the state depar ent and

the large ‘number of staff supported by ‘federa; mohiey ; state~ ofelcfals.
.maintain that fedéral resdurces ‘have ot incréased- ‘SEA’ capacity t lobby.
federal policymakers., A state’ law prohibits state employees -from making

direct contact with federal officials without‘ ‘the ‘governor 8 pemission. L

, Indeed,. some state ofticials expressed great re1uctance to ‘deal: with
- federal officials except when .absolutely Qecessary. 'meir attitudes
' Sseemed to echo the traditional Virginia adtipathy toward the national
government. Most state departmenttployees profess little direct.
contact ‘with federal officials, ‘except on“specific questions or problems.:

~

FRE
woo.

'\".-

‘There: are undoubtably examplés of state 1obbying of federal policymakers, L
but it seems clear that. they-are isolated. ST .. _ P \ "

e

L
State respondents shqw a much mote positive attitude to rd informa-

.tion shafing and exchange with officials in other. state educa ion agencies.v'
'I'hey maintain that thede contacts frequently provide additional p&rspec-_- S

tives on- any problems: confront_ing the agency and serve as: a ‘useful’
base for comparing interpretations of federal policy objectives. ;

- . . - . . s
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Q‘-_.‘ : .Federal education programs have encouraged the: grow‘th of special

¥

L4

»

H

inte?esé groups in Virginia. State officials suggeste% that the number-.of. oo

groups h. creased. dram‘atically in _special ‘education and, to' a lesser .
_extent, '} vocational education.. However, while the number of thesg -
" groups . ‘had increased, most officials. felt: they played. a limited role in .
state policymaking, Representatives of these groups agreed with: ‘this

VI~J viewmclaiming that they sought primarily to faciPMitate information - o

exchange among organization members and to provide information to state

decision-makers as necessary. In short, they di3 ‘not. appear to p1ace a ;

high priority on lobbyiqg. LT _ - |

While federal programs encouraged the growth of specia]. interest

groups, they do not appear to ‘have altered the relationship ‘between the«. -,_' :

. state department of education and other political actors in. the state.
With the possible exception of some. special education provisions, members
Oof the General Assa‘gbly ara genera"lly unaware of the details of - federal .
education programs Accérding to. a J.egis:l.ative staff member, the General

- " - Assembly usually&accepts the SEA's ‘egtimates of federal revenues ‘and- its

interpretations of program requirements with 1itt1e questioning. '

At

L8
#

L I



~205~

, " As noted earlier, virginia's governor can play a major role in shap—

ing education policy if he chooses. While the ‘clitrent governor has made
education a high priority, there were no suggestions that his’ interest

.~ (or that of .previous governorl) ‘included £ederg1 aia programs or was. -

~ stimulated by them. . . o

4 _ ‘In general, support for the goals and’ activities of £1Fera1 education
o _programs varies considerably outside- the state department., ' Ther) is.
strong statewide support for vocational education. . Legislators, local ©
officials ‘and interest groups all express high'regard for vocational

- education and its &ccomplishments. There is also strong support)for
-special education, but there is considerable concern among legislators ,
and’ local officials over the burden impoibd by fedéral yequirements ' /”

' (espeé!illy due process and. r#Tated: services) and the relatively:low !

- . funding level.  Importantly, the state 8 own programs in special and

vocational education have very strong support, although there is increas:

ing coricern in the General Assembly over the growing enrollment and cost :

in both areas.. ~ . .

There is extensive support for Title I at the SBA and LBA'levels;

‘but legislative interest is lukewarm or non-existent. By contrast,
there appears to be strong legislative support for the state's remedial
_ efforts.' The absence of more general support for Title I ‘and its goals
concerns program supporters who fear the program will whither away if
federal budget cuts continue. Title IV-B and IV-C have support at both

'nthe state and local levels, but inembers of the General Assembly are -
‘'unaware of program specifics. There is little, if -any, .interest outside

" the state department of education for civil rights and bilingual educa-
tien, and they seem to have only modest support within the department.
At the school district level, the commitment to these programs appears
uneven: some LEAs show strong support, while others appear to have
minimal interest, . ) .o

Given the uncertain political support for the students served by
' federal programs, many state department officials believe "that federal
' ° provisions for special needs. pupils will prevent funding cutbacks and
protect services provided to these pupils. One protection for special
needs pupils is provided by targeting provisions, such as in. Title I and
‘vocational education, requiring sbecial groups of students to receive
- services, Importantly, however, while the targeting. requirements assure
., that services continue to be provided to needy students, federal budget
éL\ cuts will reduce:the level of resources going to LEAs. These cuts will
inevitably reduce the services provided by school districts. :

A second protection £or special needs pupils -is the £edera1 service
»* standards in special education. As noted earliér, these are the state
' regulations in Virginia. They will help assure that services provided to
handicapped students are maintained. There is, however, some LEA resent-/ .
ment of the specificity of detail in these standards, which may affect
local commitment to the program. Moreover, the Reagan Adninistration 8
1982 proposed revision of the federal. regulations may be seen by some
school districts as an opportunity to retreat from_ some q& the law's more
troublesome provisions. _ -

0
»

/'. . -h.. ."' 11"

A I N




. qos- M

- Another potential protection for special needs pupils is. federal
, -leveraging provisions (matching, maintenance of effort, ‘excess cost,
‘- etc.). To the extent that federal programs ‘require matching of federal
"' . dollars (for example in the vocational education set-asides), it appears
" that the leveraging provisions have increased (or assured) expenditures in
* | an area vhere the state and local commitments are unclear. ~In the .absence"
< o of federal matching provisions, it is unlikely- that federal dollars would
: have successfully stimulated state aid.

: / < The szecu~o£ rederal Prograin's-on'_ ’ V
B . State Policies and Programs

Virginia's education prioriﬁies have been reinforced and expanded ;o
- by federal education laws. Enactment of the Vocational Bducation . ‘

' Act coincided with the first state. appropriatipn for .vocational education.’
Subsequent amendments to the fedezal -1aw..encouraged. the state :to provide .
greater services to special groups -sich as" the disadvaqt.aged, the handi- |

-_-capped and women. - ‘ R Y '_‘, U '

‘Virginia enacted its special education law in 1972, and its '
action was undoubtably influenced by the realization that:a. federal law:
~was nearing passage. When P.L. 94-142 was signed into law, the stste o
revised its policies and procedures to coincide with the féderal provi=: ; '
-sions. Thus in both special education and vocational education, elthough
the state had, or was developing, programs to parallel federal policies, Vi &

the feder.al enactments defined and sharpened state law. 5
: . Presently, federal .law drives the state's special education program. '
' ‘In vocational education, however, it appears that the state -and’ federal
7 programs remain distinct entities at the state level. In 'I'itle I, the -
. gtate has chosen to ‘igsolate the progran and treat ‘it as a ‘separate N
. 'operation.‘ In this sense, state pdlicy priorities do not have a major o
- impact on Title I program operafions. §tate policy priorities have been
- important in defi the administration of Titles IV~C and v, but this
-+ 1is not suprising ven ‘the orientation of these programs. N
’ - - N B
virginia does not alter federal program requirements to: any great o
extent. There is a heavy emphasis within the state department to help LEAS
. pursue their objectives to the extent possible within federal’ regulations.
L > The state does provide "guidance" on program design through technical
Ty " 'k assistance -~ for example, by eficouraging districts to provide reading - -
and math programs for elementary aschoo students under ESEA ’i‘itle I. St
) ,' Part of the reason for the state' s reluctance to elaborate federal
__ requirements is the. \raditional emphasis on local control and the relative
absence of highly specific Btate’ categorical proérams for special needs '
' populations! Some state dfficials suggested that if the state had a .
larger number of its own categorical programs, it might be’ more willing to".
, . - . expand .federal requirements to assure that. federal and state. progrsms o
- servied she same purposes. . / -,

.:\"
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State officials do not always differentiate between state and

federal requirements -when working with individual echool‘distticte. ‘This
is especially true in special education and vocational education where ..

' Virginia has rather substantial programs. 1In special education, local

officials are f:equently unable to distinguish federal and' state require-
mente, although the more sophisticated and' knowledgable districts apparent-
ly do not have this difficulty. 1In vocational education, local officials _
tend to assume that any requirements. are-the product of fedetelereguletione

en opiulon state department- staff are reluctant to correct. Indeed,

the'state's "Policies ‘and Regulations for Vbcetional Educetion' makes no
.effort to specify the differences in :equitemente among' the. federal
vbcetionel Bducation Amendments of 1976, the state's St a8 of Quelity,
and the Vi:ginie State Plan for Vocational Education. - e

N The‘Influehce of Federal P:ogfems _ : 3
’ : on Stite Programs and Practices L.

rede:elvprog:qms have: hed.only a nodest effect in stimulating
state initiatives. for speciel needs populations.. In general, it appears
’ that rather than créating entitelyﬁnew programs, federal policy 1n1t1at1vee

‘ have broadened or expended state priotities. For” example, in vocational

education, amendments to the federal law-have encouraged the state and .
local districts to expand the attention given to nontraditional students.
State and local officials believe it is unlikely that the state would
have p:ovided services to thege tetget groups without ‘federal encouragement...
Similarly, in special education, the: enactment of P. L. 94~142 forced' the
gstate to expand the 1eve1 and nature of setvtces ptovided to handicepped

students; . . . S ) .

The state' s‘ceuntetpe:t to Title I of ESEA =- the :emediel :eadlng R
program —— was established in 1980. State officdials maintain that the

" creation of thfe program was the ‘result of both political and educational

forces. The political support came from the desire to intrease state

- aid for education in urban areas. The education: support stemmed' f:om the:

state board's concern with raising educational standards. Thus. when the -
.board proposed the program, the General Assembly was.very :ecepbive. ' ,o;fr

SEA officials believe the "success" of Title I encouraged the General o ﬁ“
Aesembly to look favorably upon the ptopoeal.. Legisle;ive otgic;els, R .
howevet, discount this auggestion. ”j”; v L ‘, A ) oy

‘ Vizginie s state ptog:am for special educetion actuelly 1m1tetes .
. federal law, while federal and state vocetionel education programs are
quite distinct. As noted earlier, after P.L. 94-142 was. enacted, etete y
:eguletione were modifled o make them coneietent with fedezgl :equi:e— .-
ments. In effect,’ the fedetel law became the etete law; ‘federal provisione '
. became the state :ovieione..lan vocational educetion, however; it appee:e -
.that the federal 2 stete pzog:eme a:e menaged sepe:etely. rpt ‘example, -
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state officials emphasized that they maintain two separate reporting
systems -- one for federal purposes, and one for state -~ because the
Vocational Bducation Data 8ystem (VEDS) does not meet. their needs.
)
. Pederal programs and policies desi ed to improve civil rights haVe
also influenced Virginia's education policy. State officials express a

strong commitment to ‘equal opportunity civil rights. Similarly, the

" state constitution includes a ‘a strong anti-discriminatfon provision. :
Nonetheless, there are few state resources devoted to eivil rights ©
efforts in the SEA, and the support in some program areas, such as voca-
tional education, is very wedﬁ Some interest groups have criticized the
SEA on civil rights grounds, But there is some feeling that the current
. state superintendent will give greater attention to these matters._

The state does not have a program o% lingual education._ -Many .
school districts have, however, developed glish as a second language
(ESk) programs. These programs ‘are especially important in the northern..,
Virginia suburbs which have seen an influx of Asian students ‘in recent

years., Although the state has not directly sponsored these prbgrams, the it

General Assembly exhibits increasing interest in' them... In 1982, for
example, the legislature considered increasing . state tunding ‘for BSL
programs. Because of budget. pressure, However, the- Assembly simply asked
the state department of education to review BSL progrsms and make recom-
mendations on their effectiveness and cost. . . -
' DeBpite the important. role of federal programs in Virginia shd the
large number-of. federally supported staff, it does not:fippear that
federally funded SEA staff attempt to change state policy by going to

their tederal counterparts or their national organizations. - SBA officials -

in the major federal »program offices emphasized that federal program
staff are often helpful as a source of information, but disavowed any
.efforts to change state policy through these connections. State,progrsm
_officials also noted that professional organizations are an important
information exchange, but not a network, that increases their ‘pOwer i
Despite these comments, some high-level officials in the department i
suggested that these c¢connections enable program staf! to draw comparisons

with.other states and ‘thereby informally influence state policx.decisions.-“

Frontal attacks on state policy, however, appear uncommon.
: Pederal programs do, ‘however,. increase the autonomy ot the major
; program offices. 8everal SEA staff members suggested that’ Title I, -
.- special: education, and vocational education were 'empires' that were =
- somewhat separate from theirest ‘of the organization. One SEA official
. said the federal ‘programs. balkanized. the department because they *allow -
"‘thése programs to support their ‘own activities -- .such as workshops and
‘.conferences -~ that we don't havé the money for in other divisions."
Given such. independence, he :suggested it was difficult ‘for state policyh
makers to et@ectively integrate federal and state activities. )

)
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The Cansequences of !‘ederal and State
: Program Interactions 7

'i'here are some conflicts betweén federal and state program provisions
in Virginia. The most fundamental conflict deals with providing services
" to children in private schools. The state constitution. forbids the use of
public money do support schools "not owned or exclusivelx controlled by
the state or some political subdivision thereof,"® ,® and the SEA lacks effec-
tive prccedures for meeting federal requirements in this area. S

4

Conflicts in individual programs appear most notable in vocational
education where federal and state programs have remai relative
distinct. State officials.indicate that major sources conflict~ R
include excess cost requirements, postsecondary education set-asides, and
reporting provisions. The excess cost provision 'is a problem because
federal law requires federal money be used for excess costs. Since
Virginia's 80Q pays 100 percent. of vocational education costs, there is
theoretically no excess cost. The postsecondary set-asides are an o
issue because they require the state to treat the twenty-odd institutions

" in the state's community college system as- separate schools when, accord- ..
- ing to gtate law, they. are a single institution. .Finally,-&s noted ’
f ... earlier, ‘the reﬂorting requirements under the Vocational Education Act
"7 are much more complex than state reporting requirements. ‘This is a

special problem for local education agencies, especially small districts .
~with few stafﬁ;smembers. A

.4
Ed

Special education presents a scslewhat different problem. Although
the state has adopted federal requirements as the basis for state law,
there are frequent complaints that P.L. 94-142 goes too far, and that its

. \requiranents are excessive and burdensome. The primary criticism comes
" from local officials and focuses on the due process requirements and-. the
financial problems caused by providing related services. :

other federal programs, most notably Title.I, do not seem to. p esent- AT

I obvious ‘conflicts with state- programs. There ‘is, however, a considérable
- “difference between the ‘administration.of Title I and the state's ‘temedial

* program,, - For example, the d!l.str ibition of aid*is: based ‘'on eduoational

- need under the state's program rather than, economic aisadvantage as” in .

- ‘Title I. In addition, although both programs:are administered by the- ,
Division of Curriculum and Instruction, the state"s program is run by the ;
Office of General Education, while Title I' is'operated by the. Ofﬂice .of
Spécial and Compensatory Education. These differences suggest' there are
differences in ‘the practice or philosophy behind these programs. . :

L Federal prograns do not appear to have affected Virgiﬁa‘s regular A
program, the Standards of Quality. This’ program, which establishes L
. --statewide benchmarks for local educational programs, has forced the SEA
. ‘to play. a stronger, mnitoring/ove.rsight ~role relative to local education
‘agencies. . The Standards of Learning " (SOL) progrsn! and ‘the minimum '
competency prograni have also pushed the state department to assume

N

Virginia COnstitution. Article 8, Section 10.
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reater leadership in charting education policy. 'Taken"together, these
"‘gctivities ‘have required the’state to engage in more monitoring -and
oversight of local schools than it did a.decade ago. In this gsense, the
Btate programs have. forced the SEA to engage in’ activities similar to the
role thsy play under federal programs I S - ..
“ﬂu LBA officials ‘believe the state now provides more help in special
:f pzograh areas "(vocational education, special education, qu\requirements,
~‘ete,) than they do in the" traditional curricular. areas (math;iscience;
e \\:gading, etc.). Bimilarly, they perceive a: greater monitoring ‘role than
o, \ik:wiously. These developments are attributed to-federal and. state
- program: requirements and to deolining‘sEA resources that reducedxthe Y
number of. curricular specialists. Co : ok . L
. L
' There is a substantial administrative burden that accompanies
federal funds, especially in special education and vocaticnal educational
The administrative burden of the federal special education program was a
~  common complaint at both the state and: local ‘levels. State officials
commented unfavorably ahout the paperwork requirements (such as the child
count provisions) and the apparently" inconsistent treatment they received
by federal program officials who review the state plan.. Local officials °
are critical of the "unending"™ requirements imposed on them, ‘especially
the procedural requirenents of P.L. 94-142. Primary’ Complaints included:

- parental, involvement (not wanting to be involved);. local advidory.
.conmittees (of questicnable value)s oonfidentiality of records (not .
necessary); maintenance of records (excessive requirements); ‘and timetables
;(often unrealistic). ' e , - . . :

Special.education presents an_ interesting case in Virginia. State ‘

~ officials believe that ‘mdny paperwork problens are self-imposed by local -
school districts. LEAs, meannhile, .are often unable to: distinguish =~
-between federal and statd program requirements. One local official, for .

'-example, read a "state" provision that he thought was particularly A
onerous without xealizing he was citing a provision from P.L.- 94-142.

‘This misassignment of responsibility is' likely to be a special problem in !

o }'the ‘state's: snall, rural school districts. Part of the difficulty with -

. sAministering-P.L. 94=142 stems from the relative newness of the federal.
law and the small size:of the SEA special education staff. Lacking *
‘sufficient manpower, the SEA nust: emphasize monitoring and regﬁlation at’
the expense of technioal assistarice. State officials hope ko provide~more .
.technical assistance in special education in the future. '

. Respondents also critioised some of the administrative requirements
stemming from-the.Vocational: Education Act. State’ ofticials argue that
T some federal gfowisions, 'such’as the’ accountability report and the Vocationa
iﬁ’ Education Data System (VEDS) are. extremely burdensome, Moreover, these
~* -administrative requirements can be very costly. SEA officials estimate
" "1 " that the annual cost of the VEDS system alone is $250,000 —- money that.
they believe .could be. put to better use. In addition’ to  these problems,
SEA staff believe some federal regulations, such ab.excess.cost and the
'evaluation procedure: are more prescriptive than’ the statute itself.h- ‘
}Interestingly, state ‘officials do not £ind the federal planning require~
, ments overly burdensone, despite their detail. In the words of one state

-
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official, "we would engage in very extensive planning even if it were not
tequited. . v

Local officials, however, £ind fedexal vocational education planning
requirements excessige These individuals agreed that the required
information is conplex,_voluminous and overly detailed. There were - -

_ doubts’ that the. information servés :any usefulgpolicy or planning,putpose.
The local vocational education directors joined. their state counterparts
in criticizing VEDS. The two-year follow-up. of'high school gtaduates was +’
cited by several local officials as especially aifficult Hecause it teguited '
them ‘to track down students aftet they left high school. .

: 2 = . J

It appears that e is minimal coOtdination across fedetal and . g ‘
" state programs in Virginial\ Btate officials all profess a close working M
relatibnship with individuals in other program offices. but," when" pressed,

‘ admit that effective coordination is not common. 'rhege appear to be -
severdl reasons for this. Fitst, in“the absence of a problém, there is.;
simply no incentive to engage in coordination. Second, the federal
|- program sttucture, -which has emphasized separate categorical ptogtams
with individual planning reporting and accounting schedules, tends to:

- encourage separate program structures at the state.level. This also

. limits efforts to coordinate activities. Finally, some state officials L
. believe that federal regulations -- supplementlnot supplant, . planning and
accounting tequitements - impede efforts to coordinate programs.

»

-

+
¢

_ Undetstanding the interaction of- fedetal and state education policy
in Vitginia requires, first and foremost, a tecognition of ‘the’ recent
changes in state ‘goverrment. The modetization of Vitginia's govetnmental
machinery. and the efforts to improve the quality of public services =-
especially education -- have dramatically changed the context of education

¥ policy in the 0Old Dominion. At th® gime time that the federal government °
began to emphasize the educational needs of special pupil populations, 80 .
daia virginia. = L L : P

.- 'As & tesult,.it is hardly sutprising ‘that, the state 8 education o e 8
ptiorities have often been ‘reinforced and expanded .by federal education -
laws. In vocational education, for example, fedetal efforts have encour-
aged the state to expand the attention it gives. to. minotities, the .' ‘
handicapped and women.  Similarly, P.L. 94-142 reinforced’ ‘the state’ s
educational»e££Otte to serve handicapped children. 1In other areas,
howevet, such as compensatory education and’ civil tights, the fedexal o

- influence is much less apparent. ' ‘ ST IR .

_ The adninisttation of individual federal ptogzaus diffets consider- S
ably. State and federal special, education programs.are so closely inte-
grated that LEA officials have difficulty distinguishing them. The.gtate
and federal vocational education ptogzams are administeted by the same.

»
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office but remain distinct entities.- By contrast, the programs for -
" educ 'tionaliy disadvantaged students -(Title I and ‘Virginia‘s remedial -
.'educatiqn) are administered by separate offices in separate divisions of
the ssn. R A L s .

. ‘ ; Lo . LT, M ,,/‘l,‘.. :

= -

: Pederdl education eﬂ.’orts have had a major :impact dn the Virginia
' Department of Bducation. "In additiod to incteased ‘staff size, federal
funds have helped shape the org‘ani:ation of the deparment.f Among the '
- other 'developmepts that ‘state officials’ attribute to_federal actions are a’
. ‘greater staté role in monitoring and regulating LEAs and increaged organi- .
zational capacities in. research, evaluation, and intormation managen!ent.
_ State and local officiais agree that the state currentl.y does more
monitoring in progran areas than a decade 'ago. The strong tradition L
of local control has. required the state to proceed, cautiousiy in this " .
area, but local officials voiced few: conplaints about ‘the state's monitor- -
ing and oversight activities. Indeed, the: .establishment Of the Administra- '
tive Review Service (ARS) to provide a comprehensive. .assessment . of LEA
operations is regarded: as a positive development at both state and local

1eve1s. R O . : ~

- D ‘ R . . V-
1

) , State o£ficia1s view the future oi' federal aid to’ bducation witli L
; apprehension.~ While Virginia's concern with special populagions :is- well .
established and does not. depend on gederal funds for contipied support, it

is unlikely that. ﬁederal budget cuts will be completely r laced by the-
state. ‘Moreover, 'the’ state uges federal money to suppor¥- a’ 1arge number

of employees, and:it.is doubtful that. state’ funds 'will be availddle to . ,‘\.
" - replace reduced federal money for personnel. Finally, federal aid hés g
.. been uged to expand the department's capacities in research, evaluation, C
data proceésing and management. Some officials_ fear that these generalfzed
capacities are not fully institutionalized and will be crippled if federal .
- budget ‘cuts continue. . o

S
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wyoming is a eocially ‘and politicelly coneervetive etate. Iits G e
e people display staunch individualism and intense local pride. & Wyoming ':-' -
° . Governor put it this way, "What goee on-elsevhere... seems very; very far.
away. It'e not alienetion; it'e ieolation. And ve like the ieoletion. S
L The ninth largeet state in land eree, Wyoming covers 97,900 sq'uere IR
.. miles. Yet its total population is only: 470,000.° = This figure ie growing, ¢
: /  rapidly with immigrants arriving in the state'reputedly as "vassals”.of T
C o the energy companies promoting the industrial development of Wyoming. 1In ‘—M‘
fact, Wyoming's. populetion gain in the 1970s exceeded the growth rete of |
moet "eunbelt' stetes. ; R e LG . _ ,r"-

- n . "’u 3

.«__ PR

'i'he etete'e leeding industry, ie mineral extrection, pertfcularly g e it

. oil, gas, and coal. wyoming 8 projected minefal v&luétibns for 1982 A o

: epproximete $6.1° ‘billioh. ' Coal reserves alore -are: eetimeted at one .. . .-

trillion tons. Thus, it is not eurprieing that 33%.of all revenue Lo
received by the state. and. 72%: of all property taxes in 1982 were derived N

: from minerel production.’ R.ecreetion and touriem and agriculture are thp "'A S

-~ other ‘major industries in the .state, = , . R
T e b A t .;b PR \“-.A.:".; } ‘ : 5 I s
o T Y l.--‘-‘ ‘“ R _"- .',:"' s ~ [P . B o B4

risr:el Environment ; .;. ,_-.__ ST R L, RS

3 wYoming 8- unemployment }:ate :or 1980 was 3 93, the lowest in the
) ~United Stetes. ‘Total personal income 4in 1980 increased by 14.6% (as.
compared to-the -naticnal average of ‘4. 5%), up $658 million-since 1979. " .

~ The state budget surplus approached $100 million for Fiscal Year (FY): -
' 1980.  Residents pay no state income tax, and property taxes are minimel. .
Despite Wyoming's sound fiscal status, reductions are expécted in‘state -

.- funding for heelth, education, and welfare programs due to federal budgets
“cuts.’ 8uch funding reductions, - in.light of the current budget. surplus,. . ,'
’underecore the coneervetive fiecel attitude of Wyoming n etate legieletute.

. /‘. e.-

Oy politicel Environment “ T e v L ‘.'_;:
‘. Wyoming 's Governor Bd Berechler, e.Democret in. this heevily Repub-
v lican state, has shown little interest in education, 'His recommended
= ‘education budget each yeer has been well under ‘what state educational ',
'conqtituenciee desire;. ho\yever, he has’ not oppoeed increeeee in educe- NSRS
" tional ‘fupding :passed by the ‘state legielature.. ‘e state's 1980 expen= . - s
" diture for el énfary “and meoondery day schools ‘was’ -approxiﬁately g217  .*7 .. ¢
million or.-20%.of total s@ate expenditutes, . The copservative, Republicfn- B
- .oontrolled' leqislatnre has voted. increeeed rundinq for, Aocal districts
" much mSre reedily, ‘than® for finkhc{al-support ‘to. the - state education
'-egendy (SBA) . 'rliie enti-big government ettitude of the state: legieleture Lo

Leegue of Wom"en Votere of woming.

197?. 9.‘vn. PR




hes caused sone conflicts “with wYoming's elected DemocraticlSuperintendent
. # -, of Public Instruction Lynn 8imons, who has tried to convince the. legisla-
. e ture ‘to fuhd SEA jobs formerly suppotted by federal funds. Indeed, tHe
R stete legisleture seriously consideied refu sing. fedetel :unds two years -
L aan.r ago beceuse of the teégulatory and reporting Blirdens’ essoo;l.eted with' the i
£ ' . Weshington bureeucrecy in general and ‘P.t. 9 4-142 in pafticular. But, Mrs.
.~ /;-Simons, a strong supporter of.federal programs, ‘wis able: ;_to@onvinceﬁthe _ ’,,
legisleture of the benefits for Wyoning ‘in continued: psrtiacipetion “in - i n
federal- efucation progrsxns, pecifically B.L. 94-142, when seguiatory
* burden. wes the issue. S T ;_

2 s

,-',_’ _,t

¥ ] 'rhe wYaping legislature, which consists of vﬁenete end a House'of 7
Representatives, convenes'a general session’ limited to. db norking deys in § ,
odd-numbered years.® -The budget session limited to 20 worki. ‘days , -,
_occurs in even-n ed years. 'The ‘future. of 'Nyoming'sc ; prqgrams ,;"'T :
continues to be a ma or issue,with legislators. . Of- chief: W
however, is the manadement of the rapidly devéloping energy: spd mineral
. industry. Southwestern Wyoming's Overthrust Belt: is currently. pﬂ.egued
- with housing shorteges as well as .inadequate road construction, and is
_ hard-pressed ‘to- provide schools -to accommodate the one-thousand, workers ... )
“.' and their families brought into-the lergeﬁi‘ undéveloped area’ by‘energx,.
o . companies attracted by recent oil and gas-discoverieg.-"Boom townqi,such
o as Evsnston are looking to. the legislat’ure ﬁr assistance i coping with .
' " the great influx of blue collsr workers and thq, transiency problem their .

R school-sge childrep present for local. educatio:7 egéhcies (ms). x %-v'_'-'
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Bducationsl Overview / AN D e S T R

Gos e A

The stade 8 responsibility for operetion of. public schools is vested«
-:in the State Board. of. Bducation, .. The ‘Board dets standards and recommends

" rules and’ regulati;ons., It consists of nine ‘members ppointed by the"
.. Governor, with the apptoval of the Senate. -The Sups tntendent of Public- o

; Instruction, one of five elected state offici&ls,~ is ‘e rion-voting, S
o ex-ofticio wember ‘'of the Board.::.: . V. _}.. . C

AN O

R ‘ 'l‘he 1969 Bducation Code required .all Wyoming districts to ofser an
R sducationsl program fromi kirdergarten or grade one’ through 12, .Before "
R .. this reqx(ired "unification,"™ separate- elements:y and . high schoql distric'ts»
BEET " - were operating in the state. . _Currently, 46 districts are uhifi&d,,snd )
w three are elementsry districts.  In addition, 'Nycming las ‘three: interme- K
. - diate- education ‘agencies (IEAS) serving low-incidence handicapped ‘students. -
 fhese Boards of ‘Cooperative Educational Setvices. {B.OyC.E.S.) offer .
dsy-school and residential programs in special ’education.: Eventueily,
wyoming uiay establi,dh other B.O.C.E.S. centers throughout the state.

~\- o . s el

1m reviewing the draft of this Wyoming case study, the Deput,y g .
' State Superintendent -indicated that in the Fall of 1982, all Bvsnston«
public’ school pupils were satisfactorily housed and ettendi(g full-—dey
SChOOl. S R . ) s R o
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_ 4 wYoming s public school student popuIation in rall, 1982 was 101, 665.
A "i'bis figure has grown from 85, 686 in 1965 to 90,587 in 1976 to the
S current enrollment figure. The state's" average cost per average daily
> "membership (ADM) for the 1980-81 school year was $2 906, as compared to
B $1 ,72’1‘ in. the 1976-77 school year. .

wYoming s I.nAs vary greatly in local revenues available for support
L -of -public education. This variation for the 1980-81 school year ranged :
L from-$20, 079,208 in mineral-rich Gillette ‘(student enrollment of 5,804) ~ -y~
.. . to $180,752 in Clearmont (student enrollment of 121). ‘Basesalaries of * ’\
"' . certified staff across the state rangéd from $9, 000 to 510 600 in 1977—78;
‘whowever, by 1980-81, the average.classroom teacher salary ‘had .risen’ to:
‘$18 7183 ,and in 1981-82 increased: Sy 138 . to, $21,151.° 'i‘dtal student enroll- L
ments in‘Pall, 1980, ranged from 131 irr CIearmont ‘o 14 112 in Casper. v b

uajor Issues that Shape Education rolicy _‘-ﬂ':‘ , ~1\ .

‘ YO 4 T

13
. * Pive major forces appeer to: shape current education policy in Wyoming-
- - local control, the SEA, federal programs, eguity in school funding, and
i minimum competency. , : .

. b

\ ' Local Control.« wyoming is,a strong local control state. The
organizations of local superintendents ‘and school boards exert. some .
"influence OVer educational decision-making, and the .Wyoming Education ~ v e
Association’ (of . teachers) 'is influential. The SEA respects local” autonany.
- Its staff use “gentle- encouragement" to effect LEA compliance with state .
education rules, regulations and statutes. L .

: ‘_"-'”- -\ The SEA. In the opinion of some LEA administrators, until recently, ~ *
" Wyoming's SEA exerted little educational ‘leadership; perhaps due to. .
its lack of staff =- 105 total. .'The SEA prpvides LEAs nore procedu:al e
technical assistance (TA) than programmatic TA. SEA monitoring of local v
districts oocurs to a lesser extent than the provision of TA in the Chow
federal program areas spch as P.L, 94-142 implementation. ) .

;,_,a Ta
r * s ’

rederal Programs Federal programs seem to drive SEA: activities )
in compensdtory, special and vocational education areas. SEA staff
complain about the overly_ prescriptive Vocational Bducation Act (VEA)
E.i'»,‘ regulations. SEA .and LEA staff indicate that changes in federal regulation
" * cause.programmatic shifts and staff . insecurity; héwever, it -appears that
SEA/LEA- orientations toward federal programs have become more’ positive in o
recentqyears. . L

o guityt in School Punding.' 'In 1978, three prope’rty‘-’poor sc'hool dis-
tricts in Wyoming challenged, the constitutionality of the state's system

~of financing public ‘education. On appeal of the suit Washakie County
‘S8chool District No.1 v. Herschler, the Supreme Court of Wyoming declared
the state 5 system of financing public gdqcation uncor;gtitutional. o .

L, o o i n R ,'\ . . .
’ 9 ~ . - -7 T T N . . . :
L x: E g . - _',,,‘ e . :

PR while the Woming School Foundation Program equalized this dispari!y ,
A ’among LEAs to some degree, the Supreme Court of Wyoming judged that Amprove~ -
S ment was needed and mandated £urther equalization in public ‘school f£inance.-.
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~In. response to this decision, the legislature established a 10-member PR

Seélect committee to study methods of _correctipg the unconstitutional

. aspects. of the school finance system. ' Subsequently, ‘the Codipittee=
. submitted a constitutional amendment to equalize the revenues of I.EAs;

te ;this “amendment was approved by the voters 'in ‘November v 1982.

: llinimun ConEteM 8tate Superintendent of Public ‘Instruction - \\‘
l:.ynn Simons asked the Woning leqishtu:e this year for '$100,000 to . i~

assess the ability of “Wyoming students in basic skills. . Thé SEA has no
statewide testing program to measure ‘Bow, well public sohool ‘students "

‘ perform in reading, ‘weiting, and. 'mathenatics. Wyoning is one of the few..

-states. in ‘the nation that dces not have soue ‘means of assessing student.
‘ progress statewide( sone ms, home’r, have local’ testing‘progrms in
"place. - . R S I . B

-~ : ) . - : * ° <

. ., Local school districts are supposed to adopt minimum standards -
for high school.graduation in reading, writing, computation, and democra- .

- tic governance by the fall of 1982,.--Mrs. Simons: indicates that some.

districts are making more progress than others,

Bducatigr/n Policy Withi'n the State ‘ # S

-The wYouning Constitution directs the quislature to provide for a

- complete and unifom system of public educdt’ion for all children ‘betWeen the
. ages of six and 21, e Wyoming: Department of Bducation provides services ¢
. alssistance to "local sc ool districts. attempting to implement this manda/t\e. '

- % BN
v A, ’

Historical 0verview o

Prior to the advent of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) oﬁ 1965, Wyoming ‘participated in three:feder&l education programs:

. the schodl lunch program, vocational education, and the’ National Defense -

Education-Act (NDEA). In fact, many ESEA programs had their-origins under’
NDEA. - Within three to four years of the birth of ESEA, Wyoming's SEA greiv
froma. staff of 36-40 to one of 75-80. Since that time, another,30 staff
members have joined the SEA, ‘which. cur:ently has a staft of 105. ‘

Sl

oo rederal funds and the state s acceptance ‘of .federal education goals

'were the primary reasons for the rapid -growth of the SEA ‘staff, according
. to Wyoming's Assistant’ Superintendent for Administrative Services. - The . °.

SEA role expanded because of federal education’ programs' rules and IR
regulations, which created a need for more SEA administrutors. In

"""3‘-"l\'addition, ‘some. of the staff increase was. effected. by growth in state

programs», such ‘as special education. e .

1
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Mrs. 'Simons sugoested ‘the reasén f6r this situation is"the state's

- tradition of local control.of schools. cheyenne Star-'rribune, January 30,

1982, - | CO L e

'i‘his 1982 figure for SEA staff size does not reflect staff

" 'members’ stationed outside the SEA central office. R "'75"‘"“ ' i
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In the Opinion of some "SEA Statf, ‘the federal program brquht greatef

educational sophistication to Wyoming. Further, the SEA's offer of
- federal dollars to locel districts made LEAs more receptive to SEA staft—' )

‘Initially, there was little support in Wyoming £or participation in
federal education programs. Indeedi ‘Velma Linford, Snperintendent of .
- Public Instruction from’ 1955 to 1963, was forbidden 'by the state: legisla-’ :
ture to accept federal funds while:the ‘fedaral budget remained’ unbalanoedu- :
cOnseguently, she waited until the federal budget briefly "appeered'

" balanced and then quickly. applied for federal dollars. Since that tim,

it has been "an uphill battle'l to oonvinée the state -legislature, as well
ny- vgyonling educa;ors,'of the value of federal. prog:ams In.the

D past, there has been almost a denial of the success of federal init!atives .

in Wlmming- T . Ll ‘ ‘« o -‘.‘ "

In addition to the changes brought about Igy participation in gederal
_ programs, the Wyoming SEA structure.and educational emphasés ‘have changed
with shifts in the stateé supétintendency, creating transition prbblems R
for - SEA program staffe Harry Roberts', the Chief staté Schiool Officer '
(CSSO) from 1967=197.1, led the controversial LEA unification mvement in.
Wyoming. He also reorganized the.SEA, establishing the present ‘Curricular .
. and Instructional Services Division. .Robert Schrader, CSSO-‘from 1971 to: '
. 1978, moved the SEA away from the curricular emphasis-of his predecessor- .
" .and toward an.LEA service: orientation. He attempted to obtain increased e
financial support for the SEA through the federal education programs‘even’ .
though he was highly . critical of the federal regulatory burden on gtates. v
Lynn Simons, Wyoming's presént csqo, views the 'SEA-staff as instructional
. leaders in such areas as curriculum and’ staff development. Her strongr

- support. of federal education programs has positiVely influenced the
opinions of _many Wyoming educators. . S :

4 2
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' SEA. Organization e T '

%

. .The major programs within the Wyoming SEA are- the general. educatiqn P
program, Title I/Chapter 1, vocational education, and P.L. 94-142. - L
These programs are housed’ in the’ Curricular and structional Services
" Division, which consists of three program unitss” General Programs,

Special Préograms, and: ‘“Vocational Programs. (See {Figure 1 on the £ollow-* oy
-ing page for-SEA organization.) This division supervises and ooordinates C
‘the general prograni' of ' instruction within the public achools. Consultants

< and specialists in various subject matter areas are available to aid

" teachers and administrators. in curriculum development and procedural
vguestions or legal compliance issues. Federal progxams are coordinat’ed -
“thtough*this division. It also operates the St:hool for the Deaf and Bt

' ‘educates: the blindv ) T Y , N

Indian children in Wyoming, mostly Arapahoes and Shoehme_s on the o
_ Wind River Reservation, attend Fremont’ County’ public ‘schools as well as a. .
S church—operated elementary school and a non-public high school. . Workshopsw ‘
“"  and in-service training for teachers aid administrators, sponsored by. :
this division, promote understanding and appreciation of ‘these Indian
% cultures. -The: services of the’ d.ivision are provided through state-vide
regional or looal vorkshops and conferences.\ - o :
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) - Recently, the SEA organized a broker ‘system to a) identify common
.,educational needs across Wyoming, b) improve statewide communication, and
c) establish an initial Sﬂh .contact - person £or each LEA. The new system,
set up in October, 1981, consists 01“13 staff members from units within the
SEA who act as generalist broker#. across the various contint/subject areas

in their regions. An Administrative Council, composed of the state-.super- . »-f-‘-"

i endent, the deputy superintendent,’ the division and unit directors, -and
key finance staff, meets to discuss the policies and goals of the broker -
system. . ‘Brokers” report to their unit directors-concerning each LEA visit;
the" unit directors then bring broker, comments, syggestions: and requests for -
services to the Adninistrative Coun il meeting, where the assignments to ’
deliver SEA gervices aré made. The hyroker system is the vehicle through’
which the SEA hopes to encourage LEA long-range planning and to achieve
better program. integration across the general, special and vocatlonal :
programs units. , R ‘ . . ,

"Similarly, to 'improve coordination between the General Progralis Unit
and the Vocational Programs Onit, the SEA éreated Curricular Review Teams
last year. ~ The Geheral Programs Unit: and the Vocat ional Ptograms ‘

. Unit were one unit until three years ago. After the programs split, there
was difficulty in coordinating the respective programs. This problem was
solved by the Curricular _Review Teams, which are composed of staff from
"both program units and are sent out by the SEA upm request from LEAs.

The other major division of tBe oming SEA is ‘the Administrative
Services Division, which consists of/ the . Fiscal Services Unit, the
Accreditation Services Unit, and the Planning Services Unit. This -
-division-is responsible: for., distribution of state and federal fund,s;
driver and traffic safety education and pupil transportation; school’

~lunch programs; certification of: superintendents, principals, teachers,__

supervisors, and other school personnel; private school licensing; the
GED program; and approval of education programs for veterans, their
widows, and war orphans.

SEA Image . L v
The image of the SEA has been a concern of its administrators for -

the past 15 years. Because local control is so0 strong in Wyoming, - the-

- SEA's power rests largely on its staff 's ability- to inform and persuade.
‘LEA admin{Btrators. While previous. SEA superintendents emphasized f
- technical assistance to LEAs, Mrs. simons, the present CSS0, has stressed .
. SEA ‘leadership. The SEA has traditionally stayed away from LEA :
instructional matters. Now the SEA is providing technical assistance

with a adership orientation; that is, SEA staff attempt to.
assist LEAs to move in specific directions as Prescribed by the.SBA.

' For example, th‘e SEA has ‘just develooed standards of excellence |
in ‘the areas of reading, the arts, social studies, and physical education.
‘These SEA-developed criteria are marketed as optional guides for LEA use.
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" The éxtent to which LEAs adopt these standards will depend upon the
individuel LEA goals dnd community. expectations. Similarly, the. Stete
Board of Education is formulating policy regarding student mininum S
~ competency, while the 8EA (with the support of '.I.'itie 11 funds) develops a v
: benk of test items upon which LEAs may drav;’ .Nonetheless, the LEAS - '
“are. respons}ble for detemin.inq the “level of. student ‘knowledge in ensur ing
o competency &hd setting greduetion Itenderds. )lo stetewide tests will be
e required for greduetion. R e ) s

-:.'; “SEA Strengtlij .The ﬂejor strengths of wYoning s SBA, hcsordihg to e
nior department administrators; are its dedicated,’ eftestive staff sntl

‘ Hrs. Simons" 1esdership in. setting 'SEA goals ‘and 'objectives, upon wh:tch _
'SEA staff are evaluated. Indeed; mOst. .SER “staff have a ¢ on ot‘“.“"
SEA goals ’and‘the methods’ ‘for attainingthem, ' Greation of\ the = .-
broker system, the SEA has a good service delivery nechanisn LoK pr
* technical assistance to LEAs. Fiscil management and certificetion of
school persdonnel seem-to be two of" th:;noothest 'SEA operetions, while
program integretion and coordinetion afe inprovinq ecross the BBA. '

\

. gma Weeknesses. The eonstr&ints pleeed upon BBA authority by stete
statutes and Wyoming's strong tradition of local ' control. pose prqbleus ;
for the; statewide implementation-of any SEA initietive. For exemple,
evaluetion aetivitie,sadpur ‘only in those areas ‘where: evaluation is. - . -
specifically'mandeted ‘by federal progrems. , SEA planning cspebilities :‘
have improved significantly but are far from ideal ‘according to senior .
SEA edninistretors. SEA data nenegement is e msjor weekness in part’ due
to the lack of information prévided. by1I.BAs concerning curricular - -7

D offerings and student -characteristics. : The 1lack Of’a uniform statewide’ .
testing program contributes significantly to. this SEA weakness and - 1imits
the SEA egd LEAS in obteining reliable data for i.mproving instructionel
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n Ke} Actors in the Education Policy Process ‘

%/ ' The wYoming Education Association (WEA) is probably the most active
lobby in the state and the only one with a full-time lobbyist. (State
Superintendent Lynn Simons is popular with ing teachers: and was . ini-,'” :
tielly elected to her present position by a large mejorie& ) .

{ - The Wyoming school Boerds Associetion (NSBA) derivhs significent _
" power from the state's long tradition of strong local control. WSBA has -
a full-time lobbyist only during the periods when the legislature
is in session. Because of strong local autonomy, individual school
boards and superintendents mey at times impact on the educetion policy
process.

1;'6r example, SEA staff were unable to produce an unduplicated child

count for students ‘enrolled in special education programs throughout the
Statee . \ .

In r*vﬁwinq the draft of this Wyoming case study,the Deputy State .
; superintendent indicated that a uniform statewide. testinq program is not -
'fv desired by the SBA( the LEAs, or the. 1egisleture. .
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Pour key Wyoming’ legislators and one legislative staff menber V.

currently influence education’ policymaking in the state: John ‘mrner,

* " Chair of ‘the Senate Education Comittee; Bill. McIlvain, _Chair ‘of; the -
“ House Bducation Comittee; Jack S8idi, Chair of the- Select Comuittee on

S

"8chool Finance; Tom Stroock, Chair of the Senate Appropriations Comittee;'

and Joseph Meyer, Assistant Director for Services (legislative staff).
It a'bpears that the Wyoming legislature is becoming increasingly ‘involved.

School Finance - o L ,

Wyoming has a history of shared financing of public education ~which

began in 1892 with the distribution of Land Income Punds. At that-time

state proceeds from the sale and leasing of ‘school land were distributed
to, school districts on a per pupil basis. In 1935 the legislature '
expanded ‘state aid from these gsimple flat grants to include equalization o
aid with a requirement of minimum local effort in order to qualify for ...
aid. '.l'he introduction general aid and a six-mill state property

tax was the next step toWard -achieving a more. canprehensive and sophisti-
cated school funding system. ‘By 1955, all of the above méntioned .
measures had been incorporated into a single foundation program that -

is, with some modification, still in use today. ‘ t

The Wyoming School Fbundation Pund Program. The intent ‘of the
Wyoming School FPoundation Pund program is to guarantee a minimum educa-
tion -for every child by providing state. financial assistance in inverse
proportion to the tax-paying ability of the local school district.
8School districts that are able to raise large amounts of money through
property taxation receive. considerably less support, if any, “from the
Poundation Fund than those districts where a conparable levy raises a
smaller amount of money. o : - L '

® . . . .

_ State Resources. The money apportionedj_to the schools from. the
Poundation Pund has several sources. (See Table 1) All state moneys
for elementary and secondary education are placed in the Poundation Fund,
except money from the Land Income Pund which, by statutory direction, is
earmarked for ‘distribution to school. digtricts on a. .per, pupil basis. '

L.

The six-uill state levy on property and oil royalties is the

are paid to the state by the federsl government, which ‘retained the

- mineral rights on state lands in the Act of Admissi,On.: Approximately

37.5% of all royalties received are paid into the Poundation Fund.: )
Additional state income for the Foundation Fund is derived from motor /t
vehicle taxes, railroad car company taxes, and interest on the in{}tment

~

of the Poundation Fund. (See Table 2)

' Loca].-sl_nesources. 'To qualify for Poundati\on Pund aid, school districts

must levy a tax of 10 mills on. the assessed valuation of all property

;subject to taxation for school purposes. 'Counties are similarly:re_,quired'i
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“in education .as it is asked by the SEA and ms to appropriate more funds
for educational purpoees. L ¢ . . ‘

’ ‘primary source of state revenues for. the Foundation' ‘Pund. “oil royalties s
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; Percent of ‘Revenue For Publid Blementary
‘ snd 8poonderg,8ducat10h from: 3l

Revenue: receipts from LOCAL sources 1nc1ude all’funds for direct
expenditure by local and 1ntermed1ate districts: for the school’
-services, for the operation of intermediate - -departments of education,
for employer contributions to retirement systems and/or social
security on ‘behalf of public school employees, for the purchase of .
Includes gifts~n“
and tuition and fees received from patrons.:-' o REC.
‘Nstional Education Association. Rankings of the States,

NBA, ‘various years. All numbers are NEA
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to levy a 12—mi11 tax on each doller of assessed valuation of property .
- within the ‘county. The tsx is collected on a county-wide basis,: and, ..
.3 _with-assistance from the state, is distributed ' to: districtsr using the """
- ratio of"- each district's nihber of clasLoom units to. the total in the .-
oounty for the previous school. yeat.

S Since flat grants are treated as local resources in the couputation
of the. Poundation Pund entitlements, the third mjor souree of lpcag. R
revenue is the Land Income Fund, which is comprised of. proceeds from the” "_'"f'j
-sales” of ‘séhool land, mineral royslties from the lend, interest derived ,‘--;,.l}
from investment of these funds, and rentals from grazing; agricultural; TR
‘and mineral préspecting leases. Once the state has collected the Land :
Income Punds; they are: distributed to qounti‘es, and tedist,ributed to -
. - gchool. districts on ‘the.. basis of their’ average daily membership in the ‘
..,-pteviOus year. ' v .

s
A . P b
- . P " - L]
K - T

A Conput‘ini Foundation Pund Aid. Most of wygiming s state education RERE
S aid is ‘allocated through the Foundation rund"@’rogran which guatentees
A each school dfstrict-a minimum amount per classmod dnit (CRU). (See
" Table 3) When CRUs were first used, the state. guaranteéd a-basic ~
minimm of $5,500 ~- the average cost of operetinq a classroon at. that
“time -=- for each CRIJ.

The beighted classroom unit serves as th_e basis for.. calculating all
Foundation Fund-entitlements... This unit is ‘based on the ratio of a
*. school's" average daily membership (ADM) to a numerical divisor assigned
s to schools by enrollment classification. Additional weighting is
BN ' allowed for special class units, vocational units, kindergarten units,
and one~teacher units. ‘'(See Table 4) The value of a classroom unit’ wss '
$37, 300 in 1981-82 s¢hool year and is $41 550. £er 1982-83.

a 8chool Finance Liﬂgation. on June 20, 1978, three propetty—poor T
' gchool distric¢ts in'Wyoming brought action undler the Wyoming Uniform . T
Declaratory Judgements ‘Act to challenge the constitutionality of the
state's system of financing public education. The defendants in the ,
. suit Washakie County School District Np..1 v. Herschler were the' vno_r
~of Wyoming, the State Treasurer,. the State Superintendent of . Pub
Instruction, members’ of the State Board of Bducation, and the - eight
richest school districts in Wyoming. D \ .
' t
ﬁ‘ with other Sertano-type suits, this chellenge wysed upon

the equal protection, tax uniformity, and education provjBions of the
Wyoming Constitution. The appellants claimed that. in 8§ e of the i
requirement to provide a complete.and: uniférm systeny of public instruc-
tion, the state had allowed inequities to arise within its school finance
system by relying so, heavily upon ‘local ad valorem property taxation.; i
Unlike its predecessors in other states, Washakie Coupty School District
. -No. 1 y. Berschler was dismigsed from-the court without'a:clear explana-
A tion of the grounds for its dismissal. On appeal, however, the Supreme
' Court. of Wyomipg reversed the' dismissal, and declared the°state's system
of financi lic education to be unconstitutional. ' , :

-
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" ‘ .- fabléfgthllzf :ﬂ\?;?l v, e
-, rOUNDATION PROGRAM PORMULA' < . .‘ T
!bundation COet:,LTf' g “{-'T' nocal gesources o
;NUMBER OF CLASSROOM' tmn's: e " PrsTrrcs SHARE OF:

e Elementary o o . L1 "tl CouﬂtY Tax s
o T Junior High ' .

“Secondary Qualitying Levy**
Vocational -~ © i
‘One-Teacher’ ' Land Incoha
Kindergarten , . . Lo e Fn
» IR Special c1assea T Fines & rbtfeitutes
" TOTAL UNITS ‘ x $37,300 =§ -~ .o
' _ . : -~Fbtest heaervexz C
5 o . PERNE DT - S ‘ o
L o .'.',. o . vz:;*:;._:_ AT - . al :',:- T&Ylot Gtazing ‘
. - ADDITIONAL. FOUNDATION COSTS: ' e T Y
e ' Transportation (3/4) s Motoz vahi”le Feea RN
R . Capital Outlay for buses: (2/3) - RN
Isolation (3/4) ., Tuition (3/4)
Homebound (3/4) - ) Coo o e -
Tuition ‘TOTAL

- Supplementary Special
Education‘Costs (232e)

LOCAL RESOURCES  §

-

Iv" | |||‘|"|‘“
)l

TOTAL FOUNDATION CDST*
‘ B - IOUNDBTION COST MINUS LOCBL RESOURCE ENTITLEMENT -
- : L .., SUPPLEMENTAL AID  §
e . ... 'TOTAL ENTITLEMENT . §
*For districts failiné to make tne'neceséary 4 *4pggessed cqg:ent valuation
tax effort, total Foundation Cost will be times 10 mills 1n unified

. reduced proportionately. S ‘districts. -

1The number of'each kina of classroom unit is added to give the'totagy ’
. number of clq?stoom units to which a patticulat ‘school district is

‘entitled. THe district's total Foundation cost for classroom units is

determined by first multiplying the total mumber of ‘classroom units. by

_ the curterit value of the classroom unit and second, by ‘adding in- the

. additional costs for. transportation, maintenance- and operation costs and
capital outlay for buses, tuition p{id, maintenance of 1solated and .
home-bound pupils, and education of handicapped childten.

The Fbundation Fund entitlement‘to: a disttict is its total Foundation
- cost minus its local resources. A district with less than the statewide
o average assessed valuation per CRU 18 eligible to receive supplemental .
aid in .addition to its entitlement. -This - ald 1is deteruined by 'subttacting
. the district's avetage valustion per classroom unit ‘of the entire state,
* i and multiplying ‘the result by 17 mills times the number of classroom
units in the district." (State Department of Education, The ‘Wyoming
School Foundation Program, 1979, p. 9. )

»"" I ".'. e

SOufce: State Depatt‘ent of Education (SDE) . The wyoming School Foundation
Ptggtam, Cheyenne, ; wyoming: SDB, 1979. v _ . . B
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" the: Select Committee found that disparities from rich to poor dist:icts

P R LT i
A 4 i

- N _lf Ty oy me2T-

".,

. In tesponse to this decision the 1egislature established a 10~-member
select committee to study méethods of correcting the. unconetitutional o
hspects of'the school finance systém. The Select Committed to Study ..
School Finance, with support from its Advisory Comnission, subuitted a .
con.titntional amendment 'to the legislature for presentation to the
vote:s which would empower it to equalize the revenues of school -disty

"by means of a recapture p:ovieionm specigically, ‘the amendment  would®
increase thie state's six-mill levy tc 12'mills and decrease the 12-mill -

county ‘equalization levy to six mills. 1In addition,,the legislature o ﬁft
asked for the power to recapture up to 5% of the excess that the local

1evy:ra sed over the statewide:average yield per pupi14pe:“gi;1 of tax . -

effort. When~the p:oposed model was simulated using 1981-82 figures, '

could be reduced fz tBe present level of 400% to app:oximately 20% for
48 of the 49 districts.” 'The amendment was appzoved ‘by. wyoming voters
'in Novembe:, 1982, \
P RO I - . .
Education P:qg:ama fo: Special Needs Youth R "

All special needs p:og:ams are houeed in the SEA's Cu::icula: and
Instructional Services Division, which consists of three units: General
Programs, -Special Programs,  and Vocational Programs. Under the General
-Programs Unit is the bilingual education pzog:am. :

Bilingual Eéucation

. The concept of bilingual education is not popular in Wyoming. |
.state s bilingual student population consists of 2;000 Hispanics, 1, 00 ~

Native Americans, and 80 ‘Indo~Chinese, or a:zut three pe:cent of the ‘dﬁ .
,public school student population. Wyoming currently has. ‘three fede:ally T '
funded projects in bilingual education: one for Hispanice .and- two for- &Q\U/

Native Americans. . The average project grant is app:oximately $120,000
per year. In addition, the SEA receives about $13,000 each year from t
‘" . federal gove:nment fo: suppozt of state activities in bilingual education.

wyoming d:aws heavily upon technical assistance from the tegional S
“gervices centers in Boulder and Albuquerque to support its bilingual: . ’/
program activities. In fact, LEAs contact these centers directly. Seven . :
districts have their own English as,a Second Language (BSL) programs , o Y
rather thqa bilingual education programs. Four LEAs use ESL p:og:ams to
meet the needs of thei: Indo—Chinese students. )

- N

5 P . o S,
Education ‘Commission of thq States (ECS). ' Pinance Pacts,: (Vol. 6, ) .
No. 1), Denver, Col.: ECS, March, 1981. . By . ' . Y

2Meye:,'Joseph B. Draft Progress Reﬂbrt to Members of the Select
‘Committee to Study School Finance and Advisory Commission, Cheyenne,
Wyoming: Legidietive Service O£fice, Decembe: 22, 1981, p. 2.
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The Titles I, IV, and V programs, along with prOgrams for bandicapped
and neglected and delinquent students, are héused in the Special . Programs
Unit.” Porty-four of the 49 LEAs in Wyoming partidipate in.the Title I
program, which receives about $3.5 million in fedenal. funds. . The average -
LEA allocation from the SEA 18 $25,000 each year. Approximately 4,000 ;
students receive Title I instruction throughout the states- . e

_ In most LEAs, Title 1 is pull—out reading program in elementary
school, although some’ districts offer Title I math instruction. Title I
. gtudents 'in *~ﬁyyoming are often not from disadvantaged backgrounddv rather, |,
they are students who suffer academically from the transfe of blue-
~ collar parents employed by the energy companies. It is, therefore, not
“surprising that Title I test results in: Wyuming tend ‘to" he‘much higher

u'than those from other states.

. The Title I program serves a class of studentg that would not be
_ served otherwise. Because no organized constituency lobbies for academ-.:"
ically disadvantaged students, the state legislature has shown little
interest in this sort of program, and Wyoming has no state compensatory
or remedial programs. ~ o P o , _:j

S whree SEA staff members administev the Title I program. They iy,
the: participating school districts among themselves. SEA Title.I st#
know all the local Title I people personally. The SEA office functions

. a8 a Title I clearinghouse to overcome. the isolation, from.which most
local programs suffer. Indeed, the Title I program is quite isolated
within the SEA; that is, there has been little coordination/communication
with other SEA programs. S S

s

L State staff do not monitor LEA programs as much as other states
because :they know the local progegg people on a one-to-one basis and
. understand what these people are doing. Instead, SEA staff focus on ‘the
provision of technical assistance, especially in the area of curriculum
'-development. "Once a year, the SEA holds a statewide Title I conference for
teachers and parents to share successful ‘practices with one’ anqther since.
most local Parent Advisory Councils are ‘not" active.: T e

y The only problem identified by SEA and LEA staff regarding ‘the Title I
program in Wyomirig is the lack of federal funds to meet the needs of all
; academically disadvantaged studerits in the state. Federal reqpi:ements
such as comparability, supplement/not supplant, needs assessment, and
program evaluation have_not provea problematic for Wyoming. 1In fact, only
seven districts in the state are affected by the comparability requirement.
.All LEAs participating in Title I in the state follow a pre—test/post—test

' program evaluation model. _ . 1[- S
- Title IV ;f ' . . o ‘
—'—i—— . e . .

Title IV funds contributed significantly to Wyoming's SEA staff

' .;growth. With the décline of ESEA funding, however, Title IV programs
- and SEA staff associated with them declined. Chapter 2 funds will be

used by certain LBAs to continue some remaining Title IV project\
;activities.n

L. e . .vv...'l._‘:;: . | ‘ . 2’42 X - . ) -
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rotty-nine LEAS participated in the Part‘a ptogtam, which,had a FY

' 1980 total flow-through to districts of. $234,599, ot $1.44 per pupil’
expenditute. The SEA retained $101 250 for the administtation bf\Patt B

in PY 1980, . The ctitetia‘pssd ‘for the distribution of Part: B funds to
LEAs included: a) student enrollment (57.5%),: b) high: local tax etfozt

~

(34.9!), and c) number of high-cost students (7. 3‘)’_fﬁ ' g7y

»'..f
S

rew state ptiozities have been imposed on the use of theae funds.
SBA staff report that. the ptogtam supported a variety of: LEA &ctivities,
Site-visits to local districts revealed IV-B moneys were being used to,
fund a,gonputer-assisted writing project ‘for high school pupils, an

enetgy education summer program, and a ptoject to. inctaase studentu 4]; L;

awateness ‘of sex-role stereotype ptoblems. ST . eF

. In conttast, the SEA has presctibed the pziorities for the use Ofr
Title IV-C funds: (a) maintenance of on-going’ supplementary centers,
service demonstration ptojects, and innovative demonstration projects;
(b) development of programs for imptoving;LBA management practices; (c).
support for comprehensive educational change with the emphasis on change
- in' the secondary schools;. (4) development of basic skills with the -

emphasis-on skill utilization to promote positive student self-concepts; _J-:¥

-(e) . promotion of educational programs’ and practices which address areas:
of significant need; and (f) ptomotion of continuoua teacher development
programs which integrate successful cutticulum change and implementation.

_The Cheyenne School District, for example, used Iv-C moneys to support a
- music ptogtam fOt handicapped students. Y , L

Title v . : . o - . -

'ﬁyoming receives about $446,000 in Title V funds. The state' s'Title

V plan for FY 1980-FY 1983 indicates: $51,107 is allocated to the SEA
Personnel Office for support of the petsonnel management imptovement ,
system;, $91,853 is earmarked for the Office of the Deputy State Superin=-
tendent for management/coozdination of contemporary. educational issues
(via the broker system) and other projectsd; $201,573 is‘used by ‘the

Curricular and Instructional Services Division to ptovide technical ;33 .

assistance to LEAs; and §$101,398 is allocated to'the Planning Services
_Unit for the support ‘of comptehensive long~range -planning. SEA staff
indicate that Title V funds have improved SEA capacities in such ateas as
planning and petsonnel data. management.

. »

B

! .‘\'-

“L P.Ls 4-142 was a catalyst for the state 8 School Foundation progtam
for handicapped students. The two programs are "well-married” accotding
to the SEA staff. P.L. 94-142 put "teeth".in the state program because

the previous state provisions were weak. The fedetal program ptovided

the state with A compliance mqchanism, \ o

[y

e
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S Wycmlng serves epproximately 9 700. h‘dicspped students with the~
.'$1,884,857 it receives under 'Part B of P.L. 94-142. This PY 1980 alloca-
tion was $300,000 higher than the EY. 1979 “entitlement Miw received
under. Part B, P.L. 94-142 is an excess cost prograh in the state, and
" this. £edere1 money- is quite importent to many Wyoming LEAs becayse it -
supports special educetion services/sctivitiss thet the stete might not
fund. L PR . . . '
L 'i'he SEA speciel educetion steff consists ot five memberss three
to sdninister and monitor P. L. 94-142, one to manage’ the- stete roundetion
‘ _.program.for: handicapped students, and one to supervise the P.L.: 89~313
“ oo v - -program for disadvantaged-and- neglected™nd -delinquent- students,——WLth~= P
. ; this small SEA staff,’ heavy monito§ing of LBAs in such, ‘a: eogrsphically
‘large state is not feasible. Whehi’site visits to. LEAs aré‘completed, SEA
staff will delineate 'for' locals any problemetic areas identiﬁ‘ed and .
. fpllow up this feedback with technical assistance designed to br.ing LBAs
into conplience with federal- reguletions. : e

LB

L 'i'he ‘single, most critichl problen in implementing P,.I.. 94-142 remelns
»the recx:uitnent ‘and retention o£ high}y: trained- speciel educetors in S
. Wyoming, altHough federal funds have supported a significant amount of
teacher training in the ‘state. Many LEAs lack the- sophisticqted_ steff
‘ necessary ‘to diagnose stude‘nt problems properlya‘ _ t‘urther, many ms sre -
unwilling to inform parents of: their rights. The’ concept of. free eppropriete
_ public ‘education  (FAPR) as it telates to costly private school plecements T
_4 for more séverely involved students_has been the .focus of intensé criticism -
‘by some LEA administrators -and school’ boards - (e.g., a: Cssper case - in wh:[ch
. the LEA spent $57,000 on .an out-of-state plecement for a single child).
j,milerly, the least -réstrictivé environment (LRE) provision has- created '
ptbblems for some small rural: ms with limited facilities, resources, and
) slternetives. Initially, the individuelized .education program (IEP)-was ~
Ll troublesome, but in-service treining by SEA steff has resolved this ‘
: pxoblem ‘-~ although. LEAS' still complain about the. paperuork burden related
to IEPs. Throughout™ the stete, trsnsportetion costs and" the iﬁtsrpretetion
" of the related’ services concept continue to be problems :Ji- most local /

districts. ‘_ ; L. _ ‘ .o

,i_'

b e |
. { School, Foundetion Pr%m for Bandicapped Students e % prt __ ":

R %
. ... gWhile the “state. Foundation program existed prior to "the" Jdvent of
T .t.. 94-142, it basically was a funding méchanism providing for speciel
oot student classroom ‘units. " For, .example, -the roundetion progz}am reimburSes

" * LEMs for. special classes in units of 10 educable and eight -trainable:

oy

. mentally retarded pupils.“' With the initial implementation of P.I.. 9{-142,
: wyoming simply ‘amended the. stete procedures and reguletions ,elreedy in’
) ..place to reflect the federal rulés and:regulations. P.L. 94+142 was -
'viewed by SEA staff as a convenient vehicle for overcoming *the obstecles _
. of local control in esteinshing improved LEA progrems snd wservices for W

G
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S handicapped students. Currently, the (FY 1980) cost of the school !bunda- )
h . tion program for ‘handicapped students exceeds $28 million. Since the SEA
is unable to produce an- unduplicated chila ‘count, the P.L. 94-142 count of
9,700 handicapped students is the only state figure available.

P.L. 89313 ~— Bandicapped Program e
T .
. Wyoning received $735 865 in FY 1382 under P.L. 89-313\for the '
o ‘support of. state-operated programs for handicapped students. These funds
R - .are_used by four state. schools/hospitals in programming for severely
% mentally retarded, deaf, and blind students. In addition, 32 developmental
J’disability centers for preschool handicapped students throughout the .
.. state receive a portion of these moneys. Of the 1,042 students. served
- with 89-313 funds, 818 are preschool handicapped students.. The only
" problems: ‘{dentified by SEA staff were the lack. of communication and
+ coordination:across education, public welfare, and. social service agencies
,'involved in programming for handicapped students.

5P.L. 89-313 - Neglected and Delinquent Program ,

Three Wyoming correctional agencies received $134,342 under P.L.
89-313 in FY 1982 for the programmatic support of 153 neglected and/or s
delinquent students. .Recently,.LRE efforts have r uced the number of s
students in all state-operated programs. 1In spite of interagency agree-- .
ments, however, the problems offmulti-agency coordination and lack of -
N ~communication” remsin as obstacles to effective service delivery for these
-students.. : .

Vocational Educatiog Progran

.' The vocational education programs comprise the third unit of the
SEA's Curriculaf -and Instructional Services Division. All moneys, approxi-
S _,mately one million dpllars from the federal govermment and $21 million' in:
otk state funds, flow through' the ‘same state Foundation formula, which is

&g ‘also used- for the. distribution of . set—asides. -Four criteria are used by
" the SEA in calculating the vocational education allocation for each ‘LEA:
’ a) the district 8 financial ability to gupport vocational education, b)
. . . .the number ot lo ‘income families in the district, c) the level of
577 economic’ depression in the region served by the LEA, and d) the LEA's
- intention to support new and/or innovative prog in vocational education.
‘While 65 000 wyoming students take some vocational education class,

only 10,000 pupils are enrolled in vocational education programs, 1.e., a
~ specific Series of classes organized toward various occupational goals.

State and federal vocational education goals are identical since the

former were modeled after the latter accordi to SEA program staff.

Similarly, the\ftate planning requirements in vocational education are

oy . T -

g
s

.hjsna program staff were unable to provide separate child counts for
-the roundation and P. L. 94-142 prograns. :

G



derived from their federal counterparts. But, SEA staff indicate that the
. -are now trying to develop a state plan which will more accurately reflect
*  Wyoming's vocational education needs. Currently,-the SEA vocational
education staff consists of 10 professionals and six support staff with
federal funds supporting 50% of the total staff. The State Board of
Education serves as the State Board o! vocational Education in Wyoming.

%?1. g The post\econdary yocational education program in’ wyoming is con- .
- ‘ triiled by the Community College Funding System (with a few exceptions).
. ‘Given the strong local autonomy of this program,-the extent of fcoordina- -
tion between postsecondary vocational education and otlrer community colleg
- ‘programs varies considegably from region to region. In addition to the
4,000 full-time students enrolled in two-year programs, another 8,000
part-time adult students attend postsecondary vocational education classes

-) '. SEA staff suggest that the state is 10 years behind the rest of the.
country in vocational:education. They are just now getting LEAs to focus'
on total vocational education. planning. The Vocational Education Act
(VEA) was instrumental in getting WYOming to formulate goals for vocationa
education which addressed national priorities and provided direction for

'LEA progréms. However, the inconsistent interpretation of VEA regulations
(e.g., the distribution formula) by federal program officers is a real
problem for state staff, Similarly, coordination with other programs such
as Title I and special education has been difficult because of a lack of S
program staff. in all federal prpgrams. SEA vocational education staff are
currently developing a framework to,encourage such coordination.

The threatened feder 1 budget cuts in vocational education will not
have a significant impactﬁon LEA programs because they receive so little
.federal money. Services such as technical assistance, provided by SEA .
staff to local districts, however, will be severely curtailed if the’

* Wyoming legislature does not make up the federal cutbacks at the*%tate
"department. This technical assistance to LEAs by state staff is currently
needed to a) improve LEA planning in vocational education in some district
~b) encourage LEAs to address sex. stereotyping, which is not a priority for

many Wyoming districts, and c) train vocational educators to work with

o ' special needs youth.~ Indeed, the present set-asides are not adequately

i E& funded to train personnel ‘to work vith disadvantaged and handicapped :

- e students. e _ s\ »

Y]

Civil Rights Programs

~

are handled
's long

All issues related to Title VI, Section 504, and Title

by the Personnel Officer of the Wyoming SEA. Because of - the st

‘tradition of strong local autonomy, SEA staff downplay compliance

" théSe areas and emphasize positive impact on the educational process

technical assistance. LEAs are encouraged to examine theic programs

The vast majority of districts in Wyoming have a "That's n lem here..
orientation' to civil rights issues. Further, many LEAs are not convinced

{
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that Title tx is a legitimate educational.concern, but rather a civil rights
issue. SEA. staff indicate that pethaps three controversies each year xre
brought to the SEA under Title IX -- tssues that probably could be handled

under Title VII. The low incidence\of Title IX-controversies was explained
as "the cult ral-ethos® of the state; that is, most Wyoming. women are happy

78 they are.

Similarly, SEA staff indicate that most wyaming citizens feel that
minorities are treated fairly in their state. Title VI is "our blind spot,”
according to personnel staff. 1In contrast to the lack of civiI’rights
initiatives in Wyoming. under Titles VI and IX, the stite 's public facilities
would have been made accessible to. handicapped persons without the federal
initiative under Section 504, largely because of the current Governor's
understanding of the accessibility problems presented by limited mbbility.
Section 504 4id, however, help to increase general public awareness in
wyoming of the accessibility problems of handicapped persons. ! :

The SEA Title I staff asked principals, teachers, and parents across
the state 8 LEAS to recommend desired changes in the old Title I regula-
. tions that might Subsequently be addressed in the new Chapter 1»regula- _
tions. State staff indicate that respondents wanted no changes in: previous
Title I regulations because LEA personnel and parents believe the Title I -
program is effective and should continue as is. (Nonetheless, Mrs. Simons
did streamline the Title I regulations in developing Wyoming's Chapter 1

~ guidelines, ) -

SEA staff feel that the ngw~Chapter 1 regulations are ambiguous.

- They, fear that they will actually lose flexibility under them. For

example, the "additional duties® a Title I teacher may perform are not
specified in the Chapter 1 regulations as they were in the Title I
regulations.

WYoming submitted its Chapter 2 application by the March 1, 1982,
"deadline. The state will receive 30% less money under Chapter 2 than it
previously received under the individual categorical programs. SEA staff
are concerned about the reduction in funds for use by the SEA to support
state staff positions. Because the Wyoming legislatire fundeg four addi- -
tional SEA positions during its last session, the SEA 'will not be- forceﬂ»to c
terminate_staff positions during the,next fiscal year. .If, however, the - 'Jﬁk.
legislature does not make'up the additional federal cuts next session, the>
SBA may have to reduce positions and perhaps services to ﬁEAs.

Wyoming was on schedule with the distribution of Chapter 2 funds.
Districts received more money than in the past -- approximately $13 per
pupil -- but the SEA received less even though it retained the full 20% .
of the Chapter 2 allocation. The following criteria were used by the SEA

-“‘.v: p
EERGIILE N Y
<

v "'-."'.,."., D : . oo ~
1It'should be noted that Wyoming was the first state to permit women to

vote. Purther, three of five elected state officials are women (1979-83"
term), and 30% of the current House of Representatives are women¢-

. o 2ay 7
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1 to allocate;Chapter"Z funds to local districts: a) local tax effort, b)
<,sparsity/isolation, ‘¢) Title 1 participation, d). student enrollment, and e)
special program offerings (e.gg, gifted and talented programs).

Tha Chapter 2 coordinator indicates that the SBA's key responsibili-
ties under Chapter 2 will be monitoring of, and technical assistance to, '
Wyoming's LEAs. The SEA will probably wait to¢:determine what needs the
local districts have before deciding specifically how. best to provide ... =
aervioes to LEAs. State statf do, however, plan to donduct. monitoring_

-and ‘accountability activities. Evaluation efforts under Chapter 2 are
" not likely to be a priority-because the SEA doesn't have a strong capa-
bilility in this area.' . :

The Interactions of Pederal and §tate
Policies and Programs

The following sections review the information.obtained from
Wyoming policymakers redarding the interactions of- federal and state
policies and programs. The effects of these interactions are discussed
as they relate to the SEA as an organization, the Wyoming political
environment;, and the federal/state mix of educational policies and
programs. .

Effects on the SEA as an Organizatiggf,g',

, _ Title v supported the SEA's personnel management improvement system,

P educational issues management coordination system, LEA assistance, and
comprehensive long-range planning. Aside from these SEA initiatives,
federal programs have not altered significantly the organizational structure

of the SEA, perhaps because yyoning receives much less federal funding than

o - _ other SEAs and because the state education agency is not organized along
federal program lines. . . s

SEA staff indicate that federal'programs have increased~the size of

the SEA significantly. The SEA doubled in size, from. 36 to 40 to 75 or.
80 within three to four years of the advent of ESEA. Since then 30 addi-

. - tional staff members have been added. While 80% of the SEA staff

s . . were federally funded 20 years ago, only abogt 50% are supported by
federal funds today. Of the 61 staff membet# in the Curricular and
Instructional Services Division, 29 are federally funded positions at
present: ¢ 2 professionals and 3 support staff in special education, 5
professionals and 3 support staff in vocational education, and the rest
in the CETA, migrant, bilingual and general education programs. The-
‘federal programs which contributed ‘most to SEA growth were Titles III,
v, v, and the CETA programs, ,

( similarly, the three B.Q C.E.S. serving low—incidence handicapped
. students in Wyoming are direct. outgrowths of P.L. 94-142. They were
.~ established to provide services to handicapped students that LEAs indivi-
'-dually could not afford to provide, e A Do
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Federal programs have increased SEA monitoring and enforcement activi-
ties especially in the area of special education. The SEA emphasis remains
technical assistance to LEAs (as opposed to a compliance ‘orientation)
‘because of the traditionally strong local control in Wyoming; however, the
nature of the technical assistance has shifted from programmatic’ to procedural.
Furthermore, federal programs have increased the SEA planning and, to a
lesser extent, evaluation capacities. 'In addition, federal funds were used
by SEA 1eadership to establish a systematic approach to managing and coordi-
nating policy issues. SEA personnel management practices have improved .
through Title V support. Finally, SEA management has encouraged SEA. staff
to function more 'as generalists than as curticular specialists, -and to shift
from an emphasis on content (e.g., reading) to a focus on-process (e.g.,
coord&nation, communication, needs assessment).

Effects 6n _the Wyoming Political Environment ' .‘>W‘ =

Federal programs do not appear to have altered the political relation-
ship between the SEA and other political actors in the state. The ernor
‘for the past eight years has not become involved in educational issues in
. Wyoming. 1In general, legislators know 'very little about' the federal _
education programs. However, the‘'federal education programs have created

tensions between Lynn Simons (CSSO) and the legislature. Mrs. Simons, a
)strong supporter of federal programs, successfully led the opposition. to
the legislators calling for the state's withdrawal from continued P.L.
94-142 participation.

-

- Federal. programs have increased somewhat thé number of special

Y- interest groups, particularly those concerped with handicapped and
gifted/talented issues. The lvement of ,such groups in state alloca-

tion and programmatic decisions has not increased appreciably; however,.
at the LEA level, special interest group activities have intensified. .

- The high level of LEA autonomy in Wyoming may explain this local orienta-
tion of special interest group efforts.

Support for federal education goals‘and activities outside the SEA
in Wyoming varies considerably. LEAs support Title I, and local special
ga_educators staunchly support P.L. 94—142; however, some LEA administra-
tors and school board members express concern over the costs of related:
@. . services_and private placements given.the low %gvel of P.L. 94-142
+.¢ '+funding. 'Regular class teachers complain abou; mainstreaming efforts
! ‘under P.L. 94-142. Similarly, some legislators question the benefits of
state participation in P.L. 94-142, and legislative support for Title X
is lukewarm. There is little, if any, support outside the SEA .for civil
ri3:ts or bilingual education. Support for VEA goals and activities varies
acrbss LEAs from nonparticipation to enthusiastic program implementation.

Wyoming ﬂs not experiencing any fiscal stress. Nonetheless, last
year, resources and services for Title I students at some LEAS were
reduced as administrators anticipated forthcoming federal cuts. Limited

1P.L. 94-142 has never supported on average more than' 12% of ‘the excess
costs associated with the provision of .special education services. e

‘.
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English proficient (LEP) students may iLtfer'similar reductions 1n—'1
services during the-coming school year according to SEA staff. Thus;
while targeting provisions and service standards " ensure some services to
handicapped,. disadvantaged, and LEP students, the level of services will .
egiine with federal cutbacks if the state remains unwilling to
make up the federal cuts.. Further, should service standards be relaxed *
through the proposged revigion of P. L. 94-142 regulations, ‘state and local
special educators fear that the state may be pressured by local school
boards and superintendents to relax state standards also.,; -

.

State education policymakers indicate that federal leveraging
provisions have increased state and local spending for disadvantaged and
handicapped students in vocational education. ' However, SEA vocational

" staff complain that the set-aside -and personriel training funds under VEA

are inadequate to train vocational educators to work ‘'with’ disadvantaged
and handicapped students." .

'

P
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LThe Influence of State Priorities on Pederal’ Programs .

While the Wyoming SEA utilizes the federal requirements . to force com-

.pliance from autonomous LEAs, the SEA does net impose- requirements beyond

those . stipulated by the federal government. The ‘federal requirements
are the state requirements in compensatory, special, and vocational educa-

- tion programs. However, the SEA allows the federal auditors to bear the

blame in SEA compliance controversies with angry LEA administrators.’ At

... the local level, responses range from not being able to distinguish
" federal from state requirements to frustration with the SEA. for failure

to articulate more’ "clearly the federal requirements (e.g., clearer
definition of "related services" under P.L. 94-142).

The state's strong locai control and a lack of SEA funds/incen-
tives as well as LEA motivation combine to form a hotbed of apathy in the
pursuit of\EQuity. Titles VI and IX are just not perceived as relevant

- issues in Wyoming by many education policymakers. 'In contrast, the state's

positive response to Section 504 may be traced to the ‘current second-term
Governor. That is, the issue of handicapped persons'. accessibility to
public facilities enjoyed increased public awareness in wyoming because of
strong state political support for the 504 agenda. ;

In assimilating the‘Title 1 program, WYoming has been able to use
compensatory funds to serve academically disadvantaged students, as well

-as economically disadvantaged pupils, and to address the basic skills

deficiencies of transient students whose parents work for the energy com-:
panies in the state. This adaptation is possible: because of the 11 size
of most districts in Wyoming (e.g., only one or two elementary schgols).  As

" a result the Title I arability requirement is relevant to only/seven

LEAs in the state. HoweWer, in implementing P.L. 94-142 and VEA the state

" adapted policies and procedures to reflect the federal regulations in

speciai and vocational education.’

Dod
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The Intluence of ?edetal Ptogtam Signals on State Ptogtams and Ptactices o R

wyoming 8 Title I ptogtsm is the only conpensatory education ptogtam<ﬂff
\ in the state. The state's current special and vocational education -

programs lave been driven by P.L. 94-142 and the VEA, tespectively; that .
is, they serve as additional funding mechanisms to support the implemen-
tation of the federal programs and ptovisiohs. In short, the federal ’
“-programs/provisions are basically ‘the stdte ptogtams/ptovisions. ’

Because the state receives no state or tedetsl tunds to- implement
Titles \'2 9 and IX, it can offer no incentives to autonomous LEAs for
pursuing an equity agenda. Since many local administrators and school
boards do not perceive racial or sex inequities as problems in Wyoming,

- the long tradition of local control protects the status quo in their

districts. The isolation of many Wyoming LEAs also contributes to ststus

. quo maintenance by filtering outside £otces for change. . o R
\ . N c <

Despite Wyoming's sttong Iocal conttol ttadition, the federal pro-
grams, especially P.L. 94-142, have given ‘the SEA the compliance vehicle
to exert more control and leaderghip over the highly autonomous LEAs - -
throughout the state. ' The VEA asBisted state staff in getting LEAs to
address sex equity issues and conduct comprehensive planning in vocational
education. Pederal programs. have required LEAs to provide the SBEA with
program and student data traditionally not collected by the SEA. These
data will assist state staff in identifying common ‘educational needs .
across the state. Both Title I and P.L. 94-142 staff indicate that many
 LEAs probably would not have provided current programs and services for

disadvantaged and handicapped students without federal compliance mechanisms.

" s
Wyoming SEA staff sltet state policies and ptocedutes in special

and vocational education to reflect changes in federal policy/tegulations a
tegstding P.L. 94-142 and VEA, respectively. For example, SEA staff
adjusted individualized education program (IEP) guidelines in the state
. to reflect P.L. 94-142 regulations. Similarly, state vocational education
staff adjusted the state distribution formula used to allocate vocatjional
education funds at the request of their federal program officer. Title I
_ staff at the SEA are probably more .autonomous than special or vocational
education staff, though all three areas enjoy more autonomy within the .
SEA than other SEA' staffs. However, this autonomy appears due more to the
prescriptive nature of the three federal programs (i.e.,. Title I, P.L.
94-]42, and VEA) than to any person to federal counterparts or
’nstional organizations; the pre Ptivenesd of these three proqrams
‘perhapg inhibits their assimilation into the hroader SEA agenda. - Certainly,
'Wyoming's geographical,K distance from Washingtoh, the state's anti-big
government/bureaucracy attitude, and the isolation it enjoys as a sparsely
populated, rural state somewhat deter close SEA Qtsff relations with
- .federal countetpatts and national organizatjions.

. . ’ . \
R e . . ¢ s c .. ':'. ¢ ST
‘71In-teviewing'this case study, SEA management disagreed with this statement.

‘

2certain SEA officials;dissgteeddwith this observation.
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R The COnsquences of rederal and. State Prog;am Inte;agtion,,
e - Conflicts and Problems '}"=J

. @
- Federal policy and program regulationp appear to drive state policy
and regulations particularly in the areas of special and vocational
education. ' While the Title I program is the only compensatory education ..
program in Wyoming, the state has successfully adapted: this federal e
program to -address the bagic skills deficiencies of transient students
whose parents work for the energy companies- in Wyoming.- Pederal policy-
shifts or#regulation changes in these three major federal education
 programs cause wyoming SEA staff to shift state policy and change state
regulations accordingly.

-

. :In contrast, the Wyoming SEA has remained aloof from implementing
the federal civil rights requirements under Titles VI an IX because of .
strong local control and the conservative individualism of Wyoming's
citizens. Again, because bilingual educationtis not ‘a popular concept in
the state, only three LEAs have applied for federal funds in support of
-"local bilingual programs. However, the 504 accessibility initiative has' .
enjoyed strong. political support and significant public awareness in =

. Federal education programs, in shifting some SEA emphasis from
technical assistance toward monitoring, have caused political tensions at
- times between the SEA and LEAs that want federal funds_but refuse to
relinquish any local control. These SEA-LEA political tensiops--are—
particularly characteristic of P.L. 94-142 and VEA implementation efforts. -

“ e

. While the SEA organizational structure and staff currently reflect
federal emphases in such areas as planning, evaluation, and monitoring,
SEA staff indicate that federal.cuts may cause subgequent staff reduc-

- tions in these areas. Despite Wyoming's sound fiscal health, the conser-

“vative legislature is not expected to make up federal education cuts. _
The traditional cons®ervatism and the anti-big government attitude of the
state legislature constrain the SEA's attempts-to institutionalize
the SEA capabilities developed as a result of federal programs.

§

Summary )
e

Federal programs have increased the staff size of the Wyoming

SEA significantly, and they have expanded the organizational structure of
the SEA. PFurther, federal programs have increased SEA-monitoring and -
enforcement activities especially in the area of special education.
Similarly, these’ programs have impxoved the SEA's planning, evaluation,
and personnel management capacities. : .

I3

The state's special and vocational education programs have been o
driven by P.L. 94-142 apd the VEA, respectively. Wyoming's Title I
‘(fmogram is -the only compensatory education program in the state. 1In

J' . o RN
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contrast, federal efforts uﬂler Titles VI and IX, as well as bilingual
education initiatives, have met with" little success in Wyoming due to
* their lack of popularity with LEAs in e‘state with a long tradition of -
;strong lbcal control. . a
¢ Related to the special needs focus of this study, probably the most
important contribution of federal education programs has been that federal
funds bought staff time and know-how for desperately needed teacher
training in Wyoming, especially in the area of special education.” Further,
these funds bought evaluation and technical assistance for every federal
.program, with the outcome that the SEA staff learned those skills.
Currently, in the SEA, federal education programs support nearly all the
staff for curricular services, as well as the staff for the new broker
system, which is ded/gned to be more responsive to district needs,
create more effective communication:between the SEA and LEAs, and provide
curricular. techniffal assistance. From the Wyoming point of.view, some of
. the drawbacks ofj}fthese federal initiatives, however, have included: - the’
- proliferation of’ advisory councils: the uncertainty of funding and the
frequent change and adjustmerit of regulations: the inappropriateness of
many programs designed for-Grban, inner~city areas, yet applied to small,
rural Wyoming without adjustment; and the heavy reporting requirements
that required extra personnel in many Wyoming LEAS.

' Whilg federal programs have had some demonstrable impact on educational
‘policies ‘and practices in Wyoming, these impacts are overshadowed by the
prevailing political cylture and traditions of the state. s Most federal-
state interactions must be viewed relative to the larger state context.

‘In education, state atte tion primarily focuses on the issues of school
- finance equity and ad tely accommodating the academic and‘social . 1
problems presented by families following energy and mineral extraction
rk. Strong traditions of local control and local determination of needs

\-lace limitations on state government in general, and the SEA 4in particular,
o a- -forum for resolving préblems. For instance, Wyoming officials report -
P2 ey have selectively chosen federal programs in which to participate
Qnthe state participated in all the programs examined in this '

4
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Acronym : " Term T .

ADA Average Daily Attendance ™ i
- ADM ‘ *' Average Daily nenbership Do ' o
AFDC  Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Ch:lidran
APT ‘ ' American Pederation of Teachers
ARS

. - . . ‘.

Administrative Review Service . °

AvC ' Area Vocational Center . '. R
BEST Basic Essential Skills Test > '~ P ,
BOCES .. . Boards .of Cooperative. Bducational “s“srices AR R
CAP - < California Assessment Progr am B : . o
CETA _ Comprehensive Training and Bmloyment Act
COR . Committee on the Handicapped
CRA Civil Rights Act S , :
, CRU Classtoom Unit ‘ P
" 880 } Chief State School. Off:lcer . .
_ DESE ® *Department of Elemant:ary and Secondary Educat:lon
DR o Department Representative - -
ECE A Barly childhood Bducation Can : A
. ECIA _ +.- Bducation Consolidation and Impro(rement Act ; L ~
' BED " U.S. Department of Education o
EDY Bducation for Disadvantaged Youth = . v,

- ¢ BIA Economic Impact Aid e ST T :
ESAA - Emergency School Aid Act ' A « L e
ESC <+ pivision of ‘Blementary and Secondacy EducaE:lon T
ESEA " -« " Elementary and Secondary Bducation.Act . .

o ES/ID * ' Education Standards/In-Depth Review System .
BSL : English as a Second Language v
FAPE . Free Appropriate Publ:lc Bducation -

PY - Piscal Year : . :
GAO \' General Accounting Off:lce ) : <
. GTB " Guaranteed Tax Base .
IEA Intermediate Education Agency
IEP .Individualized Education Program .
ISA Intermediate State Agency _ o .

ILocal BEducation Agency 5 _ .
Limited English Proficient N o
Least Restrictive Environment -
Missouri Association for Communication and Learning Disabilities
Missouri Association for Retarded Citizens,
- Management Information System™
Missouri National Education Association’ N s
Methods of Administration 1 _ \ =
Master Plan . .
Missouri State Teachers Assoc:lat:lon
.p. National Defense Education Act: ,
9 National Education Association .. ' o R
7" New Mexico Association for Retarded Citizens :
% New York State Education Department
New York State School Boards Association
Fice for CivilwRights .
ffice for. the Education of Children with ‘!and:lcapp:lng Conditions
"Pptional Bducation Program - ,
‘'0Office of Program Evaluation and Research
‘I;argnt Advisory Council
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, . Acronym . ' Term R ‘
PEP : " Pupil Evaluation Program
P.L. : Public. Law. ]
PSEN Pupils with Sbecial Educational Needs
. PSF , Public School Finance Division .o
RAP Resource Allocation Plan ' *
-~ ROC ) Regional Occupational Center =  /
ROP - Raaignal Occupat ional. Priagr am
SCE- . . - State Compensatory Bducitioﬁ
SDE State Department of Education l .
-« SBA - ..  State Bducation Agency
- sIP School Improvement Program
- 80L - ~ "S8tandards of Learning
S0Q ,'Standa:ds .of Quality *
SP1 Surn, yndent_of Public Instruction
ssc . - O ﬁo}ng:u . .
: 8y~ T e
' ‘. USOE ’ Eice of Education
VEA - batfon Act - ‘.
VEDS v oo uc_ation Data System:.
" .WEA - "Aegociation
WSBA = §* ’Bbards Association,
L - :
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