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PREFACE

The Title I District Practices Study was’ conducted by

Advanced Technology, "Inc. for the U S. Department of Education 's
A
‘Planning and Evaluation SerVice. One goal ofvthiSIstudy was to

describe how local districts operated prOJects funded by Title I

of the’ Elementary and Secondary Education Act [ESEA] in the

-4

1981 82 school year. A second, related goa:éyas_to document
decisions, their

_local educators' rationales for their progr

perception of the problems and benefits of requirements contained
P - .

-in the 197:5Title I Amendments, and their assessments of the

-

?expected effects of Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
A . * 1

‘Improvement Act [ECIA] on school district operations of Title I

prOJects. The - study was desmgned spec1fically to draw cross—time

L

comparisons w1th the findings of the Compensatory Education Study

1
conducted by the’ National Institute of Education [NIE] and to

prov1de baseline data for subsequent analyses of Chapter l,

-

. . > B

.ECIA s administgation.

.

The results of the Title I District Practices Study are

presented 1h this and eight ‘other spec1al reports (see back
. f‘ . \
;‘cover), plus the study s Summary Report. These reports synthe—

4

‘size data collected from a mail questionnaire sent. to Title I

- . N

'Directors in more than 2 000 randomly selected school districts,

structured interViews and document reviews in 100 nationally

representative Title I districts, and indepth case studies in 40

Specially selected Title I districts. : ot

®
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To meet the objectlves of thls major natlonal study,
v spec1al study staff was assembled within- Advanced Technology s

.Soc1al Sc1ences D1v1s1on., That staff, housed 1n the D1v1s1on s.

-

Program Evaluatlon Operatlons Center, oversaw the study des1gn,
data collectlon and process1ng,'analys1s work, and report pre--

paratlon;, The study benef1ted from fnusually exper1enced data'

collectors who, w1th Advanced Technology s senlor staff and

consultants, conducted the structured 1nterv1eWS~and'case

v

'studiesa Two consultants, Brenda Turnbull of Pollcy Stud1es

Assoc1ates and Joan Mlchle, ass1sted in major aspects of the Y f

' study 1nclud1ng the wr1t1ng of spec1al reports and chapters in
L4

the Summary Report.‘ Mlchael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember from the
“'law firm of Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Kllmaskl & Marks, P. C.,,.

¢ applled the1r longstand1ng famlllarlty w1th T1tle I's legal and
pollcy issues to each phase of the study.f g_\ﬁh |

' The Government'PrOJect Off1cers for the study,,Janfce;,' \: .

-

'Anderson and Eugene. Tucker, prov1ded substantlve gu1dance for thef}

completlon of the tasks result1ng in these f1nal reports.. The c'

suggestlons of the study s Adv1sory Panel and cr1t1ques prov1ded g’

" by 1nd1v1duals from the T1tle I program off1ce, espec1ally

.

:3W1lllam Lobosco and ‘Thomas. Enderleln, are also reflected in these

-reports. . _ LT R L
. ' - . . oo . u

"Members of- Advanced Technology ] analytlc, management,_and
productkon staff who contr1buted to the completlon of this and

other reports are too numerous to llst, as are .the state 'and

local off1c1als who cooperated w1th th1s study. W;thout our




mentioning, their namés, they should know thé&rfcontributions have

_‘been recognized and truly‘appfecia;ed.,.' .
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.. .. ‘TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND LOCAL PROGRAM _ :
T L ' IMPLEMENTATION -IN TITLE I, ESEA

| SUMMARY : ,y'- o - i~' e
At a time when the U. S. Secretary. of Education'has expressed
3the opinion that the Federal role in compensatory‘education
‘]should center on capaCity building) a look at technical assis—'
tance and program implementation in this field seems appropriate.
.This report presents analyses of the technical assistance that
flocal districts'currently receive in compensatory education, ith
emphaSis on the relationship between technical assistance and the

local deCison making that ultimately shapes the”’ program. ‘The

report draws on data collected in a nationwide study of district
) ‘ \ »
practices under Title I of the~Elementary and Secondary Education

\

'Act [ESEA], a law that has been superseded by a substantially
. ' g
Similar law, Chapter 1. of the Education Consolidation and

Improvement Act [ECIA]

First,.the technical assistance recently reCeived by school
>

districts is described. Tw0-thirds of local Title I Directors
reported in this study that they received help from- their state
| | ¥

itle I offices over the past year (1980 -81). The most common

v.ocal p0ints for such assistance were the preparation of the

-

'district application and local program evaluation., It is note—
";worthy that the quality of the instructional program was not
often the topic of aSsistance' Just 24 percent of Directors said

that their states had helped with . this, and only a- few;others'

'rsaid¢that they would like_such help, .When asked about their
_ y + T ] - | B S :

Rl e e T




overall’ feellngs about the help prov1ded by the stated 75 percent -
RERLY ;

'of Directors gave a pos1t1Me response. Other sources of help

‘1ncluded the federally funded Technlcal Ass1stance Centers (whlch
reportedly helped 29 percent of the D1rectors) and state offlces !
other than the Title & off1ce (13 peg%ent) - f?'_' S

The descr1ptlon of current techn1cal ass1stance algo deals

- -

with arrangements for help w1th1n\d1str1cts._ Most central T1tle

I offices, especially in larger”diStrictsf'prov1dedzass1stance to.'

-~

program staff and Pr1nc1pals 1n school bulldlngs through super—l
'Vlsron of'staff v1s1ts from. resource personnel, and in-service
" . training. The report d1scusses the d1str1ct~s need to combine
vthe two roles of authority and ass1stance,.a‘comblnatlon that -
mirrors m1xed roles found in state T1tle I offlces. |
The report s next major sectlon deals W1th the local deci-
slon—maklng processes that shape prOgram 1mplementat10n. The

ﬁ \

.analys1s indicates: that there 1s a cont1nu1ng need for accurate

information on statutory requlrements, both to 1mprove compllance‘

W1th requlrements and to 1nform local managers about the breadth

of the1r optlons for determ1n1ng key program features. Technl—
‘P.cal ass1stance deallng w1th program des1gn must be d1rected to

the appropr1ate decision makers if 1t is to be of help. Local

programs are seldom governed by solltary dec1s10n makers but®

1nstead reflect comprom1ses and d1V1slons of authorlty among

i

- Title I D1rectors, h1gher echelons of d1str1ct admlnlstratlon,,'"
“Principals, classroom teachers, Title I. teachlng staff, and

‘sometimes,others.' Although the d1v1s1ons of authorlty vary

-




vtconsiderabiy'amongadistricts the~fb11qungfgeneralizations
Lo T R R T g e
‘emerge: t ' S ) o -

[ ' Title I Directors’ generally determine the grade levels,
' subjects, and staffing . for local programs, but the
opinions of Princrpals and teachers are weighed Ain -
. - these’decisions. '

N ) ’ . . s e [

. e _Title I Directors. often select. the attendance areas to~f
' be served, but PrinCipals are sometimes,. abie to in=-

fluence the decisions concerning serVice to their
-buildings.

‘e Student selection ‘might. be highly céntralized or highly‘
' : .decentralized but teachers are 1ikely to. have more say
in selection than’ D1rectprs recognize. e

I‘.'

,'o”'j-Many dec1sons about the instructional content .are made

at -.the school: 1evel w1th classroom teachers playing a
prominent role. - -~ S I 2N e

Finally, this report points to'some'policy implications of

‘the findings. Briefly stated these include the apparent des1r--

; ability of continuing the states role in prOViding technical”.p '.”f

assistance, since. their current assmstance is generally appre-

'Aciated, and the need to recognize that asSistance wh1ch builds

S e ol
.-' '.{ . el

1oca1 capacity is. 1ikely to be costly




-~ . TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE sAND LOCAL- PROGRAM '
IMPLEMENTAION IN TITLE I, ESEA

lN’fROD‘UCTION' R S -

L4

Several recent trends in Federal educatlon pOlle haVe'

»

'lcreated 1nterestq1n the prov1s10n of techn1cal ass1stance in
categor1cal programs4 “As laws change and budgets become tlghter,‘
states and localltles face new challenges in runnlng compllant,

’
h1gh—qua11ty programs. Meanwhlle, the adm1n1stratlon is. seek1ng

"

T%:-to lessen the amount of regulatlon in the 1ntergovernmental

e

1.system whlle 1mprov1ng educatlonal leadersh1p from the Federal
ﬁ:and state levels.l The . S. SeCretary of Educatlon, T.H, Bell,

ahas characterlzed the: Federal role 1n compensatory educatlon as

Loat . -

-done of capac1ty'bulld1ng (1n press) These trends, 1f/they,.

o

.

contlnue, may alter the amount and nature of technlcal ass1stance

.

-.fprov1ded under Chapter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and
_%Improvement Act [ECIA] * the successor to T1tle I of the Elemen-

iltary and Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] *

'S . .

Th1s report presents analyses that mayﬁhelp 1nform the pros -

v1s1on of technlcal ass1stance under Chapter 1. It draws upon

{data from the T1tle I D1str1ct Practices Study conducted by

f&ﬁereafterfreferred'toaasa§hapter 1, or ECIA.

a e

‘"::f*fﬂereafter'refenredito~as,Title . S - A\
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ST : =
"Advanced Technology for the U.S. Department;of Education [ED].*

.

Thisvstudy used three-research strategies: e

Yy _'A mall questlonnalre sent to 2 000 randomly selected '
local T1tle I Directors

<

e »Structured interviews: and document reV1ews in lOO
representatlve Title I districts

° -Indepth stud1es in 40 spec1ally selected T1tle I d1s-
tricts**.

This report begins'with a description of current technical
‘asslstance activities.from the local perspectiVe.' This perspeq-
tlye includes local Title‘I Directors’' comments on the nature and
quality of the‘assistance they have received from state'offi-
cials. This section bf the report also looks at the assistance.

fthat takes _place within school dlstrlcts through such means as
superv1slon, v1s1ts from resource- personnel, and 1n-serv1ce
.tra1n1ng.‘

The next. sectlon of thekreport deals w1th the cllents
rece1v1ng ass1stance, namely, local school dlstrlcts and schools.~.~
This d1scuss1on emphas1zes, first, f1nd1ngs on the need for the
cont1nued prov1slon of . 1nformat10n on statutory requlrements'and

-—

guldellnes. 'Second, th1s sectlon addresses a fact that prov1ders

*Hereafter referred to as the District Practices Study or DPS.
The study is.limited to the Title I program for the educdationally
disadvantaged and does not address the separate Title I programs

~ for mlgrant hand1capped -or neglected and dellnquent chlldren.

**The Summary Report of the District Pract1ces Study presents the

“study methodology and the ratlonale for this data collectlon
.approach in, greater detall. o .

14




_technical assistance cannot_ignore--the diversity of local deci-

! i

: . ° M o . . g
' sion-making structures 1in Title I. Local programs are seldom

governed ‘by. solltary dec1slon makers but 1nstead reflect compro-
. k )

mises and divisions of author1ty among T1tle I D1rectors, h1gher
echelons of d1str1ct adm1n1stratlon, Pr1nc1pals, classroom teach-

ers, T1tle I teach1ng staff, and sometimes others; Since;techni-

cal ass1stance ‘must be dlrected to the appropr1ate decision

makers if 1t is to work, this report outllnes patterns of dec1-
.

sion maklng that occur 1n T1tle I programs.
Flnally, the pollcy 1mpllcatlons of these analyses are

d1scussed briefly.

"x

To set the stage for. the analyses, this introduction reviews

some . current pollcy developments and recent research that point,

3 .

to the value of techn1cal asjsstance., Chapter: l is- a shorter law
-’

- than T1tle I, and the nonregulatory gu1dance and regulatlons
' ‘accompanying. th1s leg1slatlon less extensive than the regulatlons
for Title I. A goal underly1ng these changes has been to

.

‘1ncrease state and local d1scretlon in dec1s1ons about ‘the. pro-

gram. The initial response has included a good deal of uncer-
talnty and even anxiety.’ Local program managerS'wonder what will
.be expected by the1r state educatlonal agenc1es [SEAs] and Fed- .
._eral auditors. Judging by"he amount of time” 1t has taken for
prev1ous changes in the Title I law to become famlllar in the
states and school d1str1cts, the new law seems llkely to be known

and understood only ‘after a’ few years have elapsed. Techn1cal

ass1stance may be in h1gh demand dur1ng those years.

S =



Simultaneously, the strong likelihood of a diminished

. Chapter 1 budget creates an urgent need to improve the efficiency

of‘program operations. Local deCision makers Will probably have

.

to- figure out how to reduce expenditures Without damaging their
educational programs. The effects of cuts in the Federal budget
for.Chapter 1 will be_compounded in the many_districts,where
 state and local funds cannot'keepiup with inflation or héﬁe even
shrunk due to'tax limitation initiatives:- | S
| 'In.addition to these current policy developmen:éz there.is'a
perennial reason to pay atkention to’ technical assistance.’;laws,
regulations, and funding_do not‘automatically lead to good’pro-~
~grams. Although.the key ingredients of program implementation
are found at the local level, research<;ndicates that outside
asSistance can make a difference in implementation (see, for
example, Louis, Rosenblum, and'Molitor, 1981) In one View,

assistance that builds local capaCity for program implementation

represents an attractive alternative to the development and

-

S ' v
enforcement of detailed regulations (Elmore, 1980)' This posi- .

E

‘tion rests on the argument that because central policymakers
cannot anj7c1pate and regulate every contingency, they.would'do

better to park and support local initiative to fulfill the

spirit of a law. '
However, the provision of assistance may also complement
laws and regulations. Indeed, this seems.to have been the case

with Title I.  Prior research on Title I suggests that technical
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| . ~ . . R _
ass1stance in that program has ‘been part of an"informal.manage—

-

ment system, " characterlzed by Hill (1979) as follows-.

,:It Operates through 1nforma1 methods of per-
'suasion, relying on the profegsional loyalties
and pride of state and local administrators, .
and on the actions of local beneficiaries and
supporters of federal programs, to generate

.~ decentralized pressufe for faithful adherence

~ to federal program objectlves. (p. v.)

Hill goes on to”~ observe that the 1nforma1 management system in’
T1t1e I——whlch includes- techn1ca1 ass1stance along with a pro-
fessional network,.the use of nonfiscal sanctions, private
'citizens who support the program, and evaluations of_program

"effects-—works to re1nforce the - formal system's rule making,

a2

oversight, and sanctlons.‘ E L .

‘_The close fit between-the(formal and informal"anagement
systems.in Title I‘underscores the program's,emph s;s on com-f
pliance with the 1ega1 framework. _Federal,.stat ,-and local
off1c1a1s 1n the T1t1e I system have, of course, een concerned
about program quallty, but comp11ance w1th the 1aw and regula-r
tlons seems never to be far‘from their mlnds. Data from th1s
'study show that: comp11ance has been a major focus of recent

3

techn1ca1 assistance. Moreover, 1nformatlon about requ1rements'

emerges as a continuing local need. . ,
Matters_of guality and_comp;iance are~generally-thought_to

entaii_rather‘different»processes of technicallassistance. This’

~;issue is'addressed in a paper'by Firestone and Wilson-(l981),;-

»who draw a s1m11ar d1chotomy between "techn1ca1 and polltlcal

11nkages.t‘ In "techn1ca1 11nkages,“ wh1ch are 1nteractlons
. . Pl



D ». L . ‘

-deallng pr1mar11y with curr1cu1um and 1nstructlon, the c11ents of
-ass1stance are 1dent1fy1ng new practlces or concepts,‘selectlng
"1deas for 1ocal use, and developlng the sk111s to put them 1nto

practice." '"Political 1inkages,' on the other hand, wh1ch are

deflned as dealing w1th knowledge about law and regulatlons, "are

[P !

marked by a, process of clar1f1catlon and negotlatlon . as c11ents
try to 1earn What central dec1s1ons ‘have been made and "what -
opportun1t1es and constralnts these dec1slons create for 1oca1“
actors (p. 4) * bThese researchers report that-many agencies are
able to prov1de both types of technical ass1stance, although

:individual providers of ass1stance often find it d1ff1cu1t to

,\'(_ ) .& _v | N .-.
';-z-ﬂ""?’ . A . -

Throughout th1s report,uthe dlchotomy between quality and

combine the two types.

omp11ance as subjects ~for asslstance will recur. We beg1n by
1ook1ng at current ass1stance, wh1ch centers on comp11ance

although with some attentlon to qua11ty.;

CURRENT PATTERNS OF ASSISTANCE

°

Ass1stance to D1str1cts from States

"\ .
By and large, d1str1ct D1rectors of T1t1e I programs get

their techn1ca1 ass1stance from state T1t1e I off1ces, and in

general they value th1s_ass1stance. This section of the report

]

4

*Thls report will continue" to use the terms "quallty and “"com-'
pliance" because the terminology of Firestone and Wilson may be
confusing in the Title.I context. Much’ of“what is called "tech-- -
nical assistance" under Title I deals with. requlrements and thus
. . would fall under these researchers heading"’ of “"political" rather.ﬁ
) than “techn1ca1" help. ' : '

. \* . .' . b_' . | ' A _ '“z,:
o f_. . | . | ) . : B .6 ;18>
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describes'the kinds of assistance states provide, the ways in .
__which it helps local districts, and.Directors' assessments of the -
N [

»-Vgﬁstrengths and- Weaknesses of this assistange.-

4

ey

Two—thirds of district Title I Directors (68 percent)

reported on the mail questionnaire that their state Title I

4 offices helped them With some aspect of the local program over

t

uithe past year.n Other sources of assistance were apparently used\7"

less often. - Technical AsSistance Centers [TACs],,which help Vay

[] .
) states and districts With evaluation, wetre named as a‘source of'

_help for 29 percent of dlstIlCtS*' ‘state offices other: than the

JTitle I office reportedly helped 13 percent of districts- and
.Eederal officials from'regional offices or Washington,gave direct
help to 6 percent of districts. l' ’ o ' - o

i .

These findings reflect the design of the intergovernmental'¢.
.system for administering Title_I. The statesware‘ass1gned maJor:‘
responsibility for program oversight and the prOVision of assisf

" tance, With backup ‘help from the technical specialists'in TACs;

_Federal offic1als do not personally attempt to contact thousandsf”'

of partiCipating school districts. Instéad they work with state.

2 ‘-“

programs, and they sponsor TACs.

.
There were no statistically significant differences in the

extent .to which districts of differenﬁ*;EZBsugbtjfned he1p from -

) ..’1_ ."_,

v

*This study did not explore the workings of the TACs bgcause
other research has recently. addresed this topic (Reisner et al.,
1982)

<
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each of these sources.' There~wasb however) a tendency for TACs
to be used more by the larger d1str1cts. the reported‘rate of

“'use of TACs rises from 23 percent in small d1str1cts (below 2 500
L enrollment) to 37 percent 1n med1um d1str1cts (between 2 500 and
'flO 000) and 35 percent in - large d1str1cts (over 10, 000)

o The D1rectors—who reported that they were not helped by the

state T1tle I offlces were llkely either to ‘go w1thout ass1stance
Yo 9.

or to turn to sources outs1de the 1ntergovernmenta1 cha1n. .Of
4 . .

’th1s group of D1rectors, 49 percent sa1d that no one, helped them

L

£

W1th the1r programs.' Slxteen percent rece1ved help from ~other -

T1tle I D1rectors, -and 15 percent were helped by adm1n1stratorS'

in the1r own d1str1cts or. county off1ces. Fewer than 5 percent

of these D1rectors reported help from other sourcesy

Types of Ass1stance Prov1ded /

The. top1cs on whlch the state Title I off1ces prov1dedh

"ass1stance covered the full rah;e of T1tle I act1v1t1es, but “some
rece1ved more emphasis than others: (Table l). Mostanotably,_
ass1stance wasucentered on the "dellverables that districts must
submit to states—-the appllcatlon and the evaluatlon report.
Forty—elght percent of D1rectors-reported help wlth'the appli-
'cation'and-47 percent'with evaluationa' Substantial;.though
psmaller, numbers of d1str1cts ‘received ‘asgistance w1th one or
lmore of the m jor components of d1str1ct -level program adm1n1—_7
: stratlon:' parent 1nvolvement, needs assessment, ‘program man—“

- agement and budgetlng, and. student ellglblllty and selectlon.

- of thOse in greatest need. Improvxng the quallty of the

»




Te. 1o "”fx\\\TABLE 1
' TOPICS ON WHICH STATE TITLE I OFFICES ?
" PROVIDED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, 1980-8L*

"

« ,
., 7 PERCENTAGE -
S . SRR | . _ OF .
TOPICS.ﬁ-, . - ‘ S 'yﬂ . : . - DISTRICTS
' Preparation of'the district application - “'. o ; 48%**
© Evaluation = o . ' T ..gQ. 47%
'Parent involﬁement'{ - ST o B o 33%'
: Needs_assessment S ' i -: T 032%
"Program management and'budgeting ' o . L .. 31%
- Child ellglblllty and selectloneof those 1n A - 30%
. greatest need ’ o :
_ Improv1ng quality of 1nstructlonal program . ‘;' - 24%
Supplement-not supplant R S o 18%
,'Comparablllty p_”/.f S , ' L R S 117%
Sthool attendance area ellglblllty and targetlng . 16%
Coordlnatlon with other Federal ‘and state ’ ' j_' ’ 14%

i education programs

*Source: Mall questlonnalre completed by local T1tle I
D1rectors. : : : . ,
. - ) o a%\;b’,

**Percentages in this column do not totalr to -100. percent since |
respondents could glve more than one response to. thls questlon.




) a S~

1nstructlonal program'was the focus for a smaller number of ‘p.}
dlstrlcts,'24,percent._ More technlcal aspects of the program'
.received~stlll'less attentlon,‘although many dlstr;cts were - & -
;helped‘w%th each of them: 'supplement—notfsupplant, comparahi—
llty, and school attendance area eligihility.and”targeting.
_Finally, l4 percent of dlstrlcts reported help 1n the- coordlna-
.tlon of Title T w1th other spec1al programs. Serv1ng students 1{
nonpubllc schools was n&t a focus of much help, apparently, slnce f.
only l'percent of‘Directors mentioned help,on any topic not shown
in Table 1.. o | o | .
These flndlngs do not change much when ‘broken down by dis-

trlct slze.. The only statlstlcally slgnlflcant differences that'
.emerge are that small’dlstrlcts recelved‘less help wlth»atte%f;
dance7area selection and-comparability--topics that afe irrel- "

evant 1n,the smallest dlstrlcﬁs.

{' State Title I off1ces apparently~tended to help dlstrlcts in- i

m.ways that were closely related to keeplng local Programs in com-.:‘“
pllance with theulaw--or, at least, th1s was the klnd of help : ;

* that local Tltle I Dlrectors remembered. Program quallty for. 1ts
own sake was seldom the major focus. To be sure, however, some'ﬁf

toplcs lend themselves to’ a blend of quallty-orlented and compll—"

ance—orlented asslstance.- ThlS study 1nd1cates that asslstance

B

”:w1th quallty was ost llkely to. be found 1n comblnatlon with the
tOplCS of'program management and_budget;ng, parent 1nvolvement,
coordination»with'other\programs,jand:eValuation.-

- +
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Most: cf the program changes result:Lng from state techn:Lcal o
s

ass1stance are. consldered to be of less than major 1mportance.

' )
In 1nterv1ews, the Dlrectors who recelved help over the past year

were asked whether the state s help had led to major program

changes at any time over the past_three years, and.35 percent

jsaid "yes.ﬁ These birectorS'cited a Variet;§§f changes, which '

[

included expans1on of the program to .new grade levels, 1mplemen— :
'Ltatlon of an excess- cpsts model, 1mprovement pf supplement—not-"

supplant compllance, 1n1t1at10n of 1n-serv1ce tra1n1ng,‘and so.

forth ’ No type of change emerged as predomlnant, though. .Only
two D1rectors c1ted each of the changes Just llsted - (As, these

-examples 1llustrate, class1fy1ng the changes as compllance-

or1ented or quallty-orlented 1s d1ff1cult. Most of them COuld
‘ have been e1ther or both. )

States and school districts seem to share the\%nltlatlve 1n.:ﬁ

. R
N Y
techn1cal ass1stance. of the D1rectors who rece1ved help in the i:
%

ey

‘,past year, 51 percent sa1d that about equal amounts of the" help

were unsollc1ted and 1n response to requests, 35 percent sa1d 1t
was usually in response to requests, and ‘L4 percent sa1d it was

-

’
t

usually unsollc1ted ' - S v:‘.

| | Many methods were used to prov1de ass1stance (Tableg2)

-These 1ncluded telephone conversatlons, workshops, manuals or -}JH
newsletters, letters, and consultants ass1gned to school dlS— |
trlcts. The . least frequently used method was that of v1s1t1ng

the d1str1cts, wh1ch was mentloned by 39 percent of the. Dlrectors

who rece:Lved ?'he 1p.

+
1




. __f," TABLE 2. i S p

o - METHODS USED IN TATES' PROVISION OF
A e T "TITLE I TECHNICAL SISTANCE,'1980 -81*

» - . PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS REPORTING
R '« 'THAT HELP WAS PROVIDED IN THIS WAY
. METHODS .. (AMONG DISTRICTS THAT WERE HELPED)

-‘Telephone calls o ' N B7%**

' »Workshops "_"' ”fﬁ;g;fp_};'gf‘fyvfi- - 76% S

‘Pr1nted mater1als (e.g., . . 66% . l‘ -
., - manuals, newsletters) ‘ R ‘

Letters o T ,'__."“7 . e5yy OE\\

Consultants asslgned to N ’ . 46% N
. L : o :
d1str1ct s

.481te v1sLts ’ in o .:"f’O.jil'39%~’.f”l . *\

- *Source: Mail questlonnalre completed by local T1t1e g
rDlrectors. : . .

**Percentages in th1s column do not total to 100 percent since-
respondents could glve more than one. response to th1s questlon.,}

12




Local Assessments of State Ass1stance

~

.
L]

Local T1t1e I D1rectors seem, 1n general, toibe highly:.-
', sat1sf1ed with the1r state Tltle I.offlces efforts to ass1st
"1them. All the D1rectors V1s1ted were asked.an open-ended ques-v
.tlon about the1r “overall fee11ngs c0ncern1ng the states' help
W1th T1t1e I. Seventy-flve percent sa1d this help was generally
adequate, worthwhlle, or helpful. -Just.l9 percent termed this
help 1nadequate. Slxteen percent of respondents went on to
observe that: help was always avallable from the state,‘and an

~

- equal number commented on the1r good worklng re1atlonsh1p.

N 0

Prob1ng on the issue of cons1stency or 1ncons1stency of

».adv1ce from the states, the 1nterV1ewers uncovered.a poss1b1e

c;‘problem area..’Eleven percent of the D1rectors crltlclzed the.A
'state personnel “for be1ng 1ncon51stent 1n the1r adv1ce or -

'1nformatlon. In a similar ve1n, 9 percent of the D1rectors

-

','D :
‘jgexpressed the oplnlon that the state staff should have better

V.

ptralnlng or qua11f1catlons.
' Only 5 percent of the D1rectors mentloned that they would

".11ke more help from the state with the 1mprovement of program

.; quality. Slnce only 24 percent of d1str1cts rece1ved such help, \
' th1s 1nd1cates a fa1rly low 1eve1 of 1nterest 1n quallty-orlented

ass1stance fran the-states. T1t1e I D1rectors apparently tu&n to

'techn1cal ass1stance When they'want help with parts of the1r
‘ .
programs that must comply ‘with the 1aw. Thls 1s orie - reason for

t'thelr concern w1th 1ncons1stency from the state- they need

Kl .-




‘con51stent slgna;\\to ach1eve the goal of compllance., They more
?rarely seek help\w1th the quallty of thelr programs. :Qd o

Summlng up, there 1s'a general pattern of local satlsfactlon
| Wlth the ass1stance that state Tit I offlces rov1de.i About

e

two-thrrds of local D1rectors report that the1r states helped

B

'them over the past year,'and the remalnlng D1rectors do not seemff'}

' '

'partlcularly unhappy W1th the 1ack of help. Apparently ‘most of.;

them’ e1ther prefer to work 1ndependently or have found other

sources of ass1stance that meet the1r needs, suéh as other T1tle
. S ‘\,:. .
I D1rectors or loc&Ukﬁmunlstrators4 SRR

'.Ass1stance to Admlnlstrators and Instructors in SChOOlS‘

To understand the current state of technlcal ass1stance 1n.
R

‘the T1tle I system, we must look w1th1n school d1str1cts as $ell

* as at the 1nteract10ns of d1str1ct staff w1th outs1ders. Survey

F‘ ,\

.'data from the DPS 1nd1cate that most d1str1cts do prov1de some'}
~thpe Of ass1stance to the1r schools 1n T1tle I 1mplementatlon.

- Slnce the eo le 1n schools do ot generally have frequent COR=
‘peop ;1

tact:W1th'experts-fnom Outs1de the.d1str1ct, thls w1th1n—d1str1ct o

1
K]

-ass1stance 1s often a. pr1mary means of. ensur1ng ccmpllance and

g . o

'<qua11ty in T1tle I. For example, most 1n-serv1ce-tra1n1ng-1s gw'

prov1ded at the d1str1ct or: school level.i Ass1stance from d1s-

o~ R

h tr1cts ‘also takes several other forms, 1nclud1ng actual superv1-.

~ sion of the - 1nstruct10nal staff, support for Pr1nc1pals on'
ﬁadmlnlstratlve matters, and 1nvolvement in dec1s1on mak;ngfaboutﬂlh

" instruction. -

ST ¥ S -1 SRR T RETRE
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In—Serv1ce Tralnlng -ﬂ'_:,, T e '-;’--' LW

B A common way of ass1st1ng the teachers who 1mp1ement a pro-'

. 2 EE o Lo
N N \ . > by

gram is to prov1de them W1th 1n—serv1ce tra1n1ng.» The most fre—'*

v- .

”f ”quent source of 1n—serv1ce traln;ng for T1t1e I 1nstructors was

he school d1str1ct, wh1ch proV1ded at 1east one 1n—serv1ce ses- fif

N 0.'
8 o

3",sJ.on for 80 percent of these 1nstructors 1n 1980 81. School-

Y. S

e “level tralning ‘was prov1ded to 60 percent of 1nstructors. Con-wu

i@ferences and wonkshops were attended by 49 and 43 percent of

,anstructors respectlvelyu (The frequency of attendance at these f

ﬁfffdlfferent types of 1n-5erv1ce trannlng 1s shown 1n Table 3 ) .

In d1str1cts of all s1zes, the dlstrlct was the ﬁajor source

K3 "

'1of 1n-serv1ce trarnlng. Slze dlfferences d1d emerge,-however, 1n

2

:ﬁthe frequency of both d1str1ct 1evel and schoolhgevel tra1n1ng..
. [ JET )
zAs Table 4 1nd1cates, 1nstructors 1n tHe natlon S, largest d1s-
}qtrlcts were especlaily 11kely to rece1ve11n—serv;ce;from both

.' g o .

=fqt these local sources, wh11e the 1hstructors in small dlstrlcts

)

(under 2 500 enrollment) were especlally 11kely to. go outs1de the

. '1,,.1
[

-

..:

for many T1t1e I teachers, but 1ts popularlty is- ekceeded by that«r
4

of: more 1nformal dlSCUSSlOnS W1th colleagues. - The 1nstructors
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o R TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBU \LON - OF TITLE I INSTRUCTORS
- BY FREQUENCY OF A TENDANCE AT DIFFERENT
TYPES OF IN SERVICE TRAINING

@

TYPE OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING

'=“NUMBER OF TIMES = S . WORKSHOPS
" ATTENDED IN PAST. . DISTRICT- SCHOOL- ' - ~ OUTSIDE

YEXR (1980-81) LEVEL - 7 SITE CONFERENCES DISTRICT

o 208 - 40% s1y 573
EE 148 o - 8% . 2% o les
2 d. 15%.?ff; 135. . 148 128
3 L 128 e ast 6% .

';4'.' - LI | 9%"1" | 3% 3%

6 . .. a4 . 3% . . .o0s 2%

L7 T laes a1 0% 0%

8 or mofe . 20% = 15% 28— 3%

———— . N ———— i - P e p———

TOTAL*. . . 101y - . 100% 99% . 101% "

.

Source: Interviews with Title I instructors (N=282).

*Columns hayinqguédd,to 100 percent dué'tq'roundiﬁg efror.
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TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE OF. TITLE I INSTRUCTORS ATTENDING

DIFFERENT TYPES OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING, BY
SIZE OF DISTRICT* E

TYPE OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING

WORKSHOPS - -

DISTRICT  *° = DISTRICT- SCHOOL- - ~ OUTSIDE
SIZE - . _LEVEL SITE CONFERENCES  -DISTRICT -
Small (<2,500) . ~ 558% - 328 - 49% .  52%
Medium, (2,500, o . . R o _
10,000) | 798 57% - 50% © . 52%
‘Large (>10,000) ., 728 - 69% 318 45%
'Very Large (Among
- the nation's 60 : cL o .
largest) - 92% 71y 49% S 34%,

SOURCE: jInterviews with Title I instructors (N=273).

AR

el

] .
*Note: . Th1s is the percentage of 1nstructors in small d1str1cts
who attended at least one district—-level in-service session . in-
1980-81. Thus, neither the columns nor the rows add to 100
percent. . : .

-
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were asked in interviews, “What programs or discussions with
other'people are’ the most helpful 1n g1v1ng you ideas for the
'T1tle I program?“ About one-fourth of them (27 percent) sa1d
that in-service sessions were espec1ally helpful sources of
ideas. But a larger number, 36 percent, mentloned the value of'
informal discussions'mith other Title 1 teachers,

Since many instructors‘report that conversations with their
lcolleagues arelamong‘thelmost helpful sources of ideas'fOf'the
Title I,program,'in-service sessions maY'have indirect-henefits.
That'is, by proViding occasions for professlonal.discussion among
'peers,-they may foster exchanges  of information even more valu-.

able than the formal content of the'ianerVice.programl

Combining Authority and Assistance from the District Level
,Looking at the interactions-betWeen district-level Title I

’ ) \ . AN . ' h . .

personnel and the teachers and administrators in schools, we find

'a mix of superv1s1on and help. 'Title I Directors and their -

central off1ce staffs are often the formal superv1§ors of the
\

Title I teachers in schools, and central off1ce staff commonly

{

Jact as mon1tors of compllance with T1tle I requlrements.,'At’the
_same_t1me, central.offlce‘staff act as'problem solvers for-the
schools, helping out on mundane.administrative chofesyor-on ," <

' substantiue‘educational problems like'the.coordinationzof Title T

'1nstructlon w1th the, regular school program.

Nearly half.of the schools v1s1ted in th1s study had

%

arrangements for some central superv1s1on of the Title I 1nstruc-

(I

tlonal staff.' In 8 percent of schools, Principals told us that

T

ol



the central district office, not.they themselves, supervised
Title I teachers and aides. Another 39 percentlof the Princlpals
'reported that they shared the superv1slon with the central - |
office. The central off1ce most often played a superv1sory role’
in the very largest d1str1cts (those among the-natlon s 60 lar-
gest). .It had this'rolevleast oftén in the next largest dis-
tricts, Wlth_over l0,000‘enrollment; these d1str1cts, in other
"words, gave the.Principals,the greatest_degree of autonomy in
Title I staff'supervision (Table 5). | J | i

| Central off1ce T1tle I staff in most d1str1cts monltored the
,schools compllance with requlrements, part1cularly in the area

’ 4

of student selectlon. In one d1str1ct 1n which student selectlon'
was a centrally controlled process, ‘lists of the T1tle I students
-were kept at each school and at the Title I office.  1In that dis=-"
_tr1ct and. others, d1str1ct staff regularly v1s1ted the schools tov“
observe which students were be1ng served.’ Several d1str1cts
vrequlred the T1tle I 1nstruct;onal staff to keep logs Lndlcatlng
wh1ch students they worked w1th. ' '

More than half the d1str1cts v1s1ted had staff members other

than the T1tle I Director who were responslble'for coord1nat1ng

the Title I 1nstructlonal programs. These peopIe often had some

~

.teachlng respons1b111t1es, but the1r titles (such as Instruc—

tlonal Spec1a11st T1tle I Read1ng Coord1nator, and so forth)

=1nd1cated they were expected to prov1de d1rectlon and help for

3

1nstructlon.



TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLS WITH VARIOUS . -
ARRANGEMENTS FOR SUPERVISION OF TITLE I
. INSTRUCTORS, BY SIZE OF DISTRICT

. . DISTRICT SIZE

. o e S | : VERY LARGE,

WHO SUPERVISES . MEDIUM - . (among- the
TITLE I . SMALL ~ (2,500-  LARGE nation's 60
INSTRUCTIONS : (<2,500) ' 10,000) -(310,000)  largest).
o e B S
Principals alone - 51% ©B1% . - 77% “iiﬁg 46%
gfntral office alone = 17% . . 8% 7 ~ 6%
Joint supervision © 328 . 418 S 16% . 7 49%
1008 . 1008 1008 . 101%*

Source: Interviews'with Principals of Title I échools_(N=282).:

S
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A case study-of a fairly 1arge;district illustrates the
mixed responsibilities of the 5 Title I Coordinators;nho Qorked
( under the Title Iwﬁirectorfto i;nk the central office With.the 15
’,fitle I schools.‘ &hese Coordinators, most of whom ;ere former

| | ‘ . p » }
Title I teachers, had .been in the school system for: many years.

As a 11a1son to Pr1nc1pa1s,'theywexplained central'office
requ1rements and talked about how the school ] T1t1e ‘I program
was progresslng. They spent about two-thlrfs of the1r t1me in.

" the schools, monitoring and prov1d1ng asslstance. They were.also
1nvolved 1n the plannlng and dellvery of T1t1e I 1n—serv1ce

&
tra1n1ng, the acqulsltlon_of mater1a1s, and the preparatlon of

the appllcatlon." ..tl 7 S S ‘ : f ;;
'-In several of the 1argervd1str1cts v1s1ted, people in thesei
coordlnatlng posltlons superv1sed the 1nstruct10nal program,

' whlle T1t1e I Directors spent.most of their time on more tech—ﬂl'
nical“asoects ofrthe program (attendanCe_area'selection,.for
examole) and on interactions.with higher district management~and3_
state.or Federal officials.' Often, hoWever,-the.Coordinators'
roie was simply to help the schools w1th programylmplementatlon'
they‘had.no~formai superv1sory respons1b111t1es.- In_thls'capace_'
ity, they gainéd the Qratitude of_Principals’and Titie'I instruc-
ltors'by carrying out many ot the-program'shadministrative funcfb

“tlons such as gatherlng data and f1111ng out forms.;a —

Central staff- asslsted Pr1nc1pals w1th substantlve educa—

'tional‘matters, too. Thlrty—s1x.percent of the'Prlnc1pa1s,sur—,

‘veyed said that *someone fram the central Title I office‘heiped-

@ . - . - - o ‘f: ;f’21'£33:




them coordinateﬁthe Title I.program_with the regular-instrqu
tional program. fThis was reported by 25 percent of the ‘Princi—'~
pals in small d1strlcts, 43 percent in med1um dlstrlcts, 33 per-

cent in large'districts, and 36 percent in the very large

Al .
- * - o A

districts.. ° S T 2 ’ ' P
To sum up, we found ‘that most districts made some arrange=

'ments for assistance to bé provided to the schools by the dis-
trlct Title I offlce. In—service'training was generallyrpart of

-this ass1stance. In almOst half of the d1str1cts v1s1ted formal

supervision of-Title~I 1nstructors was at least shared by the'”

central bffiéeL Dependrng on the size. and organlzatlonal ‘com~ |

plex1ty of the Tltle I offlce, arrangements m1ght also 1nclude":
>‘ the presence of 11a1son staff who spent much of the1r t1me 1n.

schools. o g
. . : ’ _J,'Q, , ; ' " %

Dlstrlct staff members often comblned ‘their superv1sory
author1ty over’ the local Title I program W1th efforts to help in

program 1mplementatlon.. Th1s comblnatlon of'author1ty with

’ass1stance mlrrored the dual role found in state T1tle I off1ces,

. where the" people who would approve or reject d1str1ct appllca—

¥
‘vtlons also helped in the preparatlon of these appllcatons. Theeu

- reportlng and regulatory strueture of_T1tle I clearly provid

_quallty.
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LOCAL DECISION MAKING‘ IMPLICATIONS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Local Title I programs d1ffer tremendously from each other,
'not only in thelr program operatlons but also in _;y they‘operate
the way they do..-The prdcess of pf%gram design and'implementa-
tion may 1nvolve ‘some or all of a whole range of actors, each
“with a d;stlnctlve agenda.t State officials, local super1nten&
dents and thefr'staffs, Title IlDirectors, district-level T1t1e I.‘
'istaff Principals, Tfile I instructors,'classroom teachers,'and
parents-—all may play parts in shap1ng 1ocal programs. |
.m$hls fact has two 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for would-be pro-s’
' v1der: of technical ass1stance. F1rst, prov1ders of ass1stancef
'-can make a contr1but10n by 1ncreas1ng the flow of accurate 1nfor-
- mation- through the 1ntergovernmenta1 system and w1th1n d1str1cts.
_ They can clar1fy the requlrementS»that apply to: dlstrlcts in a.
' part1cu1ar state. ~W1th1n d1str1cts, s1mp1y 1dent1fy1ng dec1s10n
makers could be valuable--for example, where avTrtle I D1rector
'does not realize that a centrally des1gned program is being .
1mplemented d1fferently from school to school accord1ng to the a
preferences of Pr1nc1pals and teachers. ‘

Second, in order to. w0rk effect1vely w1th a school dlstrlct

‘on some feature of its program, ass1stance prov1ders should flrst'

- 1dent1fy the key dec1s10n makers for that program feature. Thes;

T1t1e I D1rector may or may not have author1ty over 1ts 1mp1emen-f
tatron.- Emr1ck and Peterson (1978) make this p01nt 1n a summary
of research relevant to ass1stance, where they rem1nd ass1stance

wprov1ders to attend to system1c as well as. personal"'factors__

. 23
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that influence the acceptance of outslde adv1ce. .They pointﬂout
that assistance to, school systems rarely goes to a s1ngle dec1-
sion maker:but rather enters a complex dec1slon-mak1ng environ-
.ment;_.

»Knowledge~of Requirements as a Focus for Assistance

- The powerful 1nfluence of Federal and state requlrements on

local Tltle I programs suggests that prov1ders of technlcal

ass1stance.should;str;ve to ;ncreaseﬂlocal_knowledge,of these
7requirements. This isinotbto.say‘thatbadministrators in.the

intergovernmental systemihave_failed to disseminate'information_
- about theﬂlaw, regulations; and State rules.hpon'the contrary,

data from thls study underscore how much state- to-local assls-'l
. tance already revolves around the requlrements._ Nevertheless,.

mlsconceptlons about the rules were not uncommon among respon— “

‘dents ‘in th1s study.»

Increaslng local understandlng of requlrements is 1mportant"

not only as a way of 1mprov1ng canpllance in the program but

..

also as a means of helplng local dec1slon makers to recognlze and

i,

. use the-substantlal amount of flelellltY they'possess 1n pro—

gram'decisions. Thls study turned up numerous examples of local';

ey

educators slmply because of the erroneous bellef that some: pro-““

-

@

gram feature was requlred. . In these cases,hgood 1nformatlon
o could drlve out the .bad 1nformatlon that perpetuated unwanted

practlces. [ R

~

0.

programs 1mplemented in ways contrary to the preferences of localrlmw



i " - The next few pages illustrate instances in which a state

°

directive, 1nformatlon about a Federal requ1rement, or s1mply a
vague worry about compllance was a key factor in local dec1s1ons.

This happened often, as is shown’ by the.answers to some_general :

-

questions about program change,_
The mail questionnaire revealed _that, assumlng level fund1ng

for the1r programs, 28 percent of local Title I D1rectors would
llke to change some program feature, such asrthe grade levels
served, the subjects covered the use of pullout or 1nclass
desrgns,'stafflng, 1nstruct10nal technology, or currlculum.‘ The'
'most 1mportant factor prevent1ng such changes was-7 "We are not
‘sure whether the program would stlll be ‘in- compllance 1f the B
change(s) were made : Thls ‘reason was."very 1mportant“ to 40 .
percent of the Dlrectors who' wanted to make changes and somewhat
1mportant“ to another 12 percent; A related concern, that ﬂthe A

state T1tle I off1ce would be opposed, wasf"very 1mp0rtant"'to

30 percent and "somewhat 1mportant" to 15 percent. Other reasons’
tralled well beh1nd these two in 1mportance,vAv, T o
‘ : ' ) : . . -

The state T1tle I offlce sometlmes 1nfluenced the procedures”"

used for selectlng attendance areas: One d1str1ct'served a . -

A

.Junlor high school desplte a bellef among local dec1s1og makers

that serv1ces should be concentrated at the elementary level.ﬁf

Accordlng to the Tltle I D1rector, the state refused to allow the
' dlstrlct to use grade-span group1ng. Another d1str1ct showed the

potentlal long-term effects of a Federal 1nterventlon'A ever

s1nce an aud1t exceptlon in l970 c1ted the d1str1ct s fallure to

L -




concentrate its Title Iwresources‘sufficiently, the district had
‘servgd only_the_highestonvertY schools, stopping well short of
;V-serving all.the eligible SChools. T '; : T

"'In the area of student selectlon, many states spec1f1ed a -

:test to- be used and a percentlle cut-off score for student e11g1-_,.

v

v;blllty ' State T1t1e I offlces seemed to exert an 1nfluence on. .

o

.restr1ct1ng*serv1ces to a smaller group of students than would

'otherwlse be'served.- On V1s1ts to. the-d1str1cts, state mon1torsl'
often checked to see whether the students served were’ those'.

v

.selected for the program. Several d1str1cts reported that state'”

requlrements led them to reduce the student/staff ratio (1n e;§g'

¢
R ;.

. w:class- perlod or for each teacher s total student load) Th1s was

J

5generally mentloned as a problem- local deg;slon makers would

have preferred to serve more students but were restralned by the

e FRUAE ’ . 4

LA .‘ . . N . . "'.M.‘

x

v The 1nfluence of’ states and the Federal Government was ev1-;

dent in local dec1s1ons on the use of pullout or 1nclass 1nstruc-

K . .

o mtlonal‘desmgns, although educatlonal ratlonales were

ﬁf;,'doanant in® these declslons. . Of the 92 percent of D1rectors who

_,_»s;.

;_}j *See M1chael Gaffney and Danlél SChember, "The Effects of ‘the |
o Title I Supplement-not Supplant ‘and Excess Cost ”Prov1s10ns of

Program Des1gn Declslons,? spec1al report ‘in th s serles. . @ﬂ}




an 1mportant reason’ for thls ch01ce., Forty—s1x percent c1ted as

'1mportant the fact that the state T1t1e I off1ce adv1sed the use’

o

L the ch01ce of curr1cu1um., In one case, though, the state urged a

3 _ . _
1n the dec1s10n to use. ‘an 1nclass des1gn. " Of the D1rectors us1ng

n the dec1slon. f-j .

N

that the T1t1e I 1aw made avallable to dlstrrcts butgthat many

.6

"‘in.five schools whose teachers and- Pr;nc1pa1s were v1ewed as“ ",

‘of thls deS1gn. Outslde 1nf1uences dld not “Seem to 1oom 'S0 - large
| ?

.,1

Tl

., - _

thls des1gn,,30 percent called the state s adv1ce 1mportant inhﬁ

e

Few examples were found of state T1t1e I off1ces 1nf1uenc1ng'

-t

W ! ie

i
d1str1ct to adopt a new approach that would enable ittt

. v fepe A
the same number of students wlth reduced dollars.- The district

therefore ~found and 1ntroduced a program d1ssem1nated through the .

B

ERTCLIN

Natlonal D1ffus10n Netw0rk.; The bfbgram was 1n1t1a11y 1nsta11ed

Q-

receptlve to the new 1deas.' - ::-“'3", : '“fh,J?-*

The foreg01ng examples 1nd1calh that-sOme technical asSis—

g f?l\ F- ¢

?I Dlrectors d1d not know about, desp1te the.extensmve"f

0_’

« [
3 Yow o,

d}ssemln@tlon efforts of Federal and "state governments. S



: areas.; Thlrty-elght percent d1d not-know that attendance areas‘

could be ranked and selected on.the;ba51s of low ach1evement -
", rather than poverty. The optlonfof uhmng data on poverty in a

}

school s,actual enrollment, rather:t an'ln 1ts attendance area,

e

‘serV1ces~of the same naﬁure and sc0pe as Tltlé I was unfamlllar

. 'Lp_-

to 7 percent of D1rectors-~a group that represented about one--
\ . .

th1rd of[the 23 percent&of d1str1cts haV1ng state or - local com-

T ey i 4 EPRRE v
EL ;
S hllarhy, many Dlrectors were unaware of a prov1s10n added

..;_, . . ,-.

pensatory programs.: : .'0?‘ ": .'-,. - ,f' }-”

. . '\
.. to the 1aw 19 1978 to pefmgt occaslonal serv1ces ‘to students Who
- g L . . -

1

! m
Iy

: SRS S Ll
are notﬂedpc@tlonaily depri

ed.‘w Th1rty percent of D1rectors d1d

4

. AR
not know that\such studentgl

}Tprnfarlty w1th~some/requ1rements, three 1essons stand

[XEM el

In'order to comply W1th the law, school d1str1cts need .
.accurate 1nformat10n .on what is requlred and What is L
‘forbldden. : _ , ”

"

.

ThlS will become espec1a11y'
a sltlon to Chapter 1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E Local T1t1e I programs are n_

M»

tors and other central off1ce staff

program 1mp1ementatlon, wh11e Pr1nc : teachers“make other

dec1s1ons.i A provider of techn1cal theréfore. does not

. work’ with a d1str1ct per . se but rather w1th qIIbétionJofgi

gﬁEple in d1fferent organ1zat10na1 pOSlthns,whO exerc1se varylng

fg;jd;s of d1scretlon over progr 1mp1ementatlon. To make the

IA » .

s1tuatlon even more compllcated,‘thls study lndlcates that there‘_ﬁ

o~

is no way of knOW1ng 1n advance who typ1ca11y makes partlcular

.. s

t .

k1nds of dec1slons in.a glven d1str1ct. Spme. patterns are more

llkely than others. Tltle I D1rectors generally determlne the g

e 'f’”.'

”fselectlon of attendance areas~ classroom\teachers in a manflty

rhg; and decentrallzed'

.éﬁatlonshlps, consensus bulld h

.that a prov1der of techn1ca1i3381stance can find in d1str1c§s.
one dlstrlct the Tltle I program was a h1ghly“ceatra—

“llzed~operatlon.f Pr1nc1pals, T1t1e I teachlng'staff, and class-.

L «.... B

room teachers seemed comfortable w1th the fact that they had -;E'

/

ttle. dlscretlon in. matters such as student selectlon proce- ;
»( : 0

l.



—

) center had the expertlse and t1me to. recru1t T1tle I teachers and

A

a1des,_f1nd materlals and approaches for low-ach1ev1ng students,

g R N
help in test1ng and the analy51s of test results, make pol1t1—

‘

f-cally and educatlonally d1ff1cult dec1sxons about the grades and _.

students to be served W1th llmlted T1tle I resources, and_comﬁ

¢
'

plete. appllcatlons and reports. L ; . ﬁ

Pr1nc1pals 1nterv1ewed in th1s dlstrlct gave ‘the. T1tle I-

.
s : i

o staff h1gh marks for fulfllllng all these functlons. Confldent :f y
.that the program,could run smoothly under central d1rectlon,ﬂthe

Pr1ncxpals were apparently happy tO‘take a very llmlteq“ Qle in

Y e B ' T
1] * % .
5. its Operatlons. L : . _
i )'E" ‘; .W ,‘ g . ‘;’6‘ . . -. » ::“" . ol . . : v )
o In another district, the 1nstructlonal program var1ed suh- Y

/

"stantially from school'tO’school. Pr1nc1pals and classroom

- " teachers - took the domlnant rolgs 1n determ1n1ng what program'

- l> ,
resources stqéents would reéeIVep The d1str1ct off1ce suggested

\-# o ‘ s
.PV - \,

'mon;tqred school pract1ces to ensure

various program models a

that the pract1ces chOSen were’ 1n compllance w1th the law, but a

thls off1ce d1d llttle to encroach on bulldlng autonomy. Pr1nci—‘

pals dec1ded how to deploy T1tle I a1des W1th1n the school and

often dec1ded What materlals,to purchase with - T1tle I dollars

Student selectlon and the top1cs td be covered in T1tleﬁP

r

1nstructlon were generally dec1ded in dlscu551ons among the
P

classroom teachers, read1ng resource teachers, and T1tle I
' -
.a1des—-d1scuss1ons in whleh the classroom teaghers tended to have

“the f1nal say.' Thus, ‘the T1tle I program 1n thls d1str1ct looked

. v




§ classroom.

g .

different'not.only from éﬁﬁgéiﬁto*

If e}ther of these d1str1cts

needed-help, ass1stance pro

E v1ders would have togtailor their approach‘to the local program

‘\o

"In-the first d1str1ctf techn1cal'ass1stance from

,ucture.
outs1de the d1str1ct would be a resource orchestrated by the.

resource center and would probably be d1ffused in an orderly

;fashlon along W1th the other help already offered by d1str1ct

.
“

staff In the second d1strrct, outs1de asslstance would probably

n"?"'be most“effectlve if it were dellvered dlrectly in. the’ schools

»

e

(as long as ‘the d1str1ct T1tle I off1ce approved this arrange--'

ment) . Pr1nc1pals would be a much less 1mportant ‘target of

assistance in the-f1rst d1str1ct than the.second.

D1fferent approaches to ass1stance mlght also be. warranted

ffor any one d1str1ct depend1ng on wh1ch program feature needed

attention. Every d1str1ct studied had some centrally determ1ned~"

program features and other features that could be determ1ned at’ -

*dlng level - Even an extens1vely decentrallzed program

had e.ements that were decided centrally, such as a form to_use

'in student selection, or a~fixed staff—pupil ratio. Even in a =

| -

hlghly dentrallzed program that was stud1ed, where the d1str1ct

spec1f1ed the 1nstruct10nal content to. be covered each day in the

‘T1tle f classes, Pr1nc1pals were able to choose between 1nclass

and pullout arrangements. Someone who wanted to help any of
‘.

these districts w1th compllance or quallty in the lmplementatlon,

of the T1tle I program would therefore have to start by learn1ng

3

',.“ 43
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what declslons ‘are made where. Summarized below are.this study's

ffflndlngs on the different ways of maklng dec1s1ons on several

| features of the T1tle I program.

4 LI

School Staff Influence on D1strrct Declslons

Title I D1rectors do not generally run their programs auto-
cratlcally. The V1ews of teachers and Pr1nc1pals are 1mportant
in reaching-several k1nds of d1str1ctw1de dec1slons._ This was a
finding from the study s questlons on changes in grade level‘.
emphas1s, subject matter, staff1ng, or curr1culum 1n 1ocal pro-

S

grams. - In each of these areas,‘“changes 1n T1tle I funding

-

levelﬁnranked first as.a reason for,making a program change.

"Teachers' or Principals' recommendations" ranked ei%her second
.. s . . . « . AP .

‘or‘third, EJ/ever, with."data.from formal need surveys“‘ranking '

‘Just - below or above th1s category in 1mportance. -

Even 1n the selectlon of—attendance areas, Where the case

"
A

studies 1nd1cate that T1tle I D1rectors generally made the f1nal

determlnatlon, Pr1nc1pals had ways - of exerc1s1ng 1nfluence.. In a

d1str1ct where the poverty measure was a count of students quall-

fying for free and reduced—prlce lunches, for example, some,

y

Pr1nc1pals act1vely recru1ted students 1nto the lunch program

One sent a letter home to parents, expla1n1ng that they could

support their- school by s1gn1ng up for the lunch program—-even if

:their children attended the mOrnlng'klndergarten and therefore

&

Went home before luncht1me. ' _ o S

In another d1str1ct, a Pr1nc1pal seemed to have chosen to

'have her school excluded from Title I after a year in wh1ch she



Ihave remained in the program if she had done SO..

pelieved it was not helping her participating students. When
the'school'slipped'out of eligibility she exerted‘no.pressure

)

- for it to stay in the program under the "grandfather1ng option—-

B
although others in the district commented that she probably could
c 4

n

. Decentralized DeCiSion Making

“

. ’ 7 P
Many aspects of local Title I programs are determined at the‘

_school level. A;though this pOint seems obVious to -anyone who

[ 3

has recently spent time in schools, it can be overlooked rn
planning technical ass1stance. Those who want to ass1st local

_programs must recognize that the: “local" level comprises both

A

districts and schools, that these entities are sometimes at odds

LI

,with'éach other; and that they alwayszshare the,authority,forvn

h program implementation.

Sometimes local decentralization is associated With problems

-

of noncompliance,_as this study found in one district in which

the central Title I office had little authority over the schools.-

In one school in this district, Title I services replaced dis-

‘trict—funded reading actiVities. In.another, aides worked regu-

larly With non-Title I students in the classroom and substituted |
" -

iAfor classroom teachers who were absent. Principals and Title I

teachers in ‘these schools admitted they were not fully complying

“w1th the law, but they had decided to continue in these practices<

)
until they were specifically compelled to change.- Onlydwhen

)

monitors: from the state VlSlted this- district and observed‘

instances of,noncompliance,did.the district office crack-down on -

L a5



the violations. (This monitoring Visit could, in fact, be viewed

as an instance of technical ass1stance to .the district )

This example should not ‘be interpreted to mean that .every
decentralized program is likely to be noncompliant. Another_

district had a decentralized program because of a strong con—‘"
T ' 4-/ ke

' Viction that a higher-quality program would result from allOWing
. : Bl
school building staff‘to make their own dec1sions.f‘ Ownership

- ./i

‘of the. program was an- important concept in this district.,vCen-

P
:

I‘reading program. It was up to the Principals to choose ‘an
: X /

-

approach, work With their staff, foster,cobrdination”With the

foIlomed.

‘Examples‘of
~I.practice. The area of student selection probably presents the
greatest. contrast between centralized and decentralized dec1sion

making in. Title I programs; Some districts in this study tightly :

a
-

controlled this process, while: others permitted variation at the‘

school-building level. Still other districts claimed: the process'
'§GWa§ standardized when,{in,fact, therschools were exercising_dis-
cretion.: |

Teacher Judgment ‘entered the process of student: selection in--

most . districts. vIndeed, while about 85 percent of Title I Direc-ﬂ

-,
g £

tors said that teacher judgment could be used to admit or reject

students_for Title I, teachers in 91 percent of districts said

A

i -



",(' ectly involved with’ a program are in the best posltlon to deter—».

‘m1ne its des1gn, whlle matters such as. target1ng and f1scal f‘

= hat it d1d. It seems reasonable .to belleve that the teachers
assessments were closer to the truth, s1nce they were presumably

:ithlnklng -of 1nstances Jdn wh1ch they or their colleagues had :

)

o

'determlned a student s selectlon for T1tle I.. * "i.*bﬁ”.f

.‘-4
2 .

Probably the greatest decentrallzatlon of dec1slon mak1ng

nI

was observed 1n the area of 1nstructlonal program des1gn.‘ Th1s

f1ts the phllosophy of T1tle I d1splayed in the. law, regulatlons,,

o and most adm1n1strat1ve behav1or-—that the educators most d1r—

>

iy

controls are more appropr1ate subjects for regulatlon and control“'

o

from above.

The ch01ce between pullout and 1nclass services seems to

' devolve to ‘'school bulldlngs falrly often, accord1ng ‘to the f1nd—-
- ings of the case studies. -In*fact;-this dec1s1on was sometimes

made at the'individual'classroom level; based on the preferences

of the T1tle I teacher or a1de and/or the classroom teacher."InL

two of the case study d1str1cts, T1tle I Dlrectors overest1mated

o -

‘the extent to wh1ch schools were . us1ng 1nclass serv1ces.. In two:

other d1str1cts the D1rectors sa1d schools were us1ng pullout

‘more than they, the D1rectors, would llke to see.-

Curr1culum deCISlonS were generally shared between the d1s—

'tr1ct and bulldlng levels.' T1tle I 1nstructors reported they had

w1dely vary1ng degrees of autonomy in dec1d1ng what they would

teach and that a d1verse cast of characters m1ght be 1nvo}ved 1n'

.

&

~. making these dec;slons. Although the - classroom teacher ranked

2

T |



~

f1rst as an 1nf1uence on What the T1t1e I 1nstructor taught, this'

.

1nf1uence was apparently somewhat 11m1ted. Classroom.t'achers

. o o
‘seemed to keep Tltle I. 1nstructors posted on what skllls"were e

being covered,in the regular.classrccm, and for 55 percent of. the _3
instructors this information had an influence.on the Title I :
prqgram.,ﬂﬁowever, cnly 20 percent of~the,classrocm:teachers

sgrvejedﬂfeportedithey had an'influence7qn?What materials were

the,two,i A total of 60 percent of 1nstructors sa1d that'qomeone

N

dependentiy”orvlocked'elsewhefe'fdfiL:

outside sonrce of guidance being paf—f'

48 -
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- TABLE 6 - II4
S

-PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTORS REPORTING PARTICULAR '_ 'f7_ -
o SOURCE OF INFLUENCE ON INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS R o

"
. B -.\F ,‘ ,';“‘

{

o ”T‘DISTRICT* /

\

: DOES NOT HAVE
HAS - INFLUENCE

INFLUENCE ‘

L Has influence
- School** ; re,

Does not (have

11%
influence n

Ni

ik

I
R —
228 }. / . 38%

|

I

I

|

I

. TOTALS

Source: fInterviews.witthitfé IJiﬁstructors (N=275).

o - Y v,
a

‘*Includes Title I Director, Title I Coordinator, or district -
curriculum supervisor. D I R _ o

**Inecludes classroom teacher, Principal, or resource teacher. . '




L3 3

A

':ﬁecentralization, then, seems to‘béﬁthe.typical pattern for the
instructional program.

.Impllcatlons for Ass1stance

’ All in all,_these f1nd1ngs on local dec1s10n making. 1nd1cate

'that there is no s1mp1e prescr1ptlon for technlcal assistance
s 'W1th program 1mplementatlon.‘ The key"dec1s1on makers are rarely-
found exclus1vely at e1ther the.dlstrlct level or the school .

level and the local balance of author1ty is llkely to be d1f—

'ferent for each aspect of the program Thls means that prov1ders

of ass1stance who Want to take .a .systemlcv perSpectlve should : -

attend to “the" follow1ng rather compllcated pr1n01ples."Hi‘”./
° ’If a district. 1s«to receive 1ntens1ve ass1stance,.it.*'
’ should be carefully analyzed to 1dent1fy the decision .-
makers. Whatever pattern of decison making is observed
in a partlcular d1str1ct, ass1stance should be d1rected
to the dec1s1on makers. . S :
‘e :'Although generallzatlons in this area are rlsky, th1sf
N 'study s findings 1nd1cate that the follow1ng patterns.
are frequent- . . .
'_-'— T1tle I D1rectors determ1 e the grade levels,'sub¥
h '>jects,_and staffing for: local programs-—but the
-opinions of" P; n01pals and teachers are we1ghed in -
these dec1s10 C

e o . ?1 Title I D1rectors select the attendance areas to be
- i : served, but’ Pr1nc1pals are sometimes able ‘to influ-
" ‘ence the dec1slons concern1ng serv1ce to:’ their
"bulldlngs.‘ : :
- nStudent selectlon may: be h1ghly centrallzed or .. =~
' highly decentralized,: but teachers are likely to
have more say 1n selectlon than Title I D1rectors
, recognlze. ;;.g' o L SR
- ‘Many program des1gn dec1s1ons are made at %he
" ‘building level.. This .is sometimes true of the

decision to use a pullout or -inclass design, and it

is almost always true of curr1culum.. HOWever, the fl.;

38 50 . l°




vcentral off1ce has“a Psubstantlal“ role in the S

K © curriculum dec1s1ons of one—thlrd of T1t1e I teach-',_%ﬁ
L vers. ‘:._ L L : ,"f - , . ‘;;»a' .
® f'IWhen the goal is to- 1mprove 1oca1 compllance ‘with the_g]

: current school year.-.

'recelved as the prlmary source of ass1stance. The cut in adm1n1-z

law, providers of ass1stance “should attend to.the - v:fw
_pos51b111ty that schools are 1gnor1ng dlstrlct ‘man- -

.datgﬁ , . f.fg . - N N -b'g mev“

" When- the goal is to 1mprove program quallty, prov1ders'

.of ass1s}ance may want to capitalize on the sense of S
program ownership found in. school ‘buildings. . Particu-"," .
. larly in matters of program content, Principals and '

-+ classroom teachers are 1mportant decision makers  who
" can presumably help: to 1mprove the’ program when they
"jfeel that they have a stake in. 1t.p

xS

TPOSTSCRIPT ON POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Th1s report has, in general, been 1ntended to be helpful to;e

&

’,’those Who prov1de asslstance under Chapter 1.: Data from the DPSI’

a -,

“have been used to 1nd1cate the 1oca11y percelved strengths and

'weaknesses of current ass1stance (from both outs1de and 1ns1de:

-fschool dlsfincts), the patterns of local dec131on maklng that

shape 1ocal recept1v1ty to part1cu1ar k1nds of ass1stance, and

-

-some needs and resources for ass1stance observed durlng the

} ! "v

.

For a. pollcy aud1ence,'these data do not'implyfthat any ®

5,part1cu1ar arrangements for support1ng and conduct1ng technlcal
-asslstance would be superlor'to any others., To be sure, the h1gh

'”marks that 1oca1 T1tle I D1rectors award to technlcal‘asslstance

l7
L "4 ¥

f-from the1r SEAs suggest that these agenc1es would be Well

__.stratlve fund1ng that these agenc1es W1ll susta1n under Chapter

' [

'”1 however,‘may 1mpa1r the1r future effectlveness in ass1stance."

o 3if 5;, , ff;gl7 i..i: ) KIIZ'II].I- , 'E;:l
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: andzfdr th1s program 1n relatlon to others._ “‘3 bnfy

" $ome “time dlagnoslng (or,vat best, help1ng the c11ent dlagnose)

The ava11ab111ty of funds?w1ll obv1ously have a determ1n1ng

1nf1uence on the amount and nature of technlcal ass1stance to be'

- oD

_program, an asslstance prov1der would typlcally have to spend

e, r o [ . \

: ;‘1oca1 dec151on-mak1ng patterns.";m‘~ g S s ";'}_ S

LS

Other.research too, has 1nd1cated that techn1ca1 ass1stance

'atlon est1mates the cost of the1r serv1ces at an average of
';“$2 400 for a f1e1d VlSlt $480 per—hour for 1nstructlon, $170

7per-c11ent served, and $44 per—c11ent consultatlon or tra1n1ng

'-Federal Government is to support capac1ty bu11d1ng as the cor- 2

- ..\ 'l\

erstone of 1ts efforts 1n compensatory educatlonf&pollcymakers.f

' should recognlze the expense assoc1ated w1th th1s dec1s10n."

/

ed'avallablllty and usefulness of help from states. Morex

does not’ come cheaply.v A recent study of TACs for T1tle I evalu—-

p'hour' (Relsner et al., 1982 36) In summarY, then, 1f the:::-

f'cost. In order to help X-1 d1str1ct w1th any of the deta11s of 1tsf

- £i .
N A

DN

Py
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