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FEDERAL POLICY ISSUES INY

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION

Iris C. Rotberg

Introduction

The change in administrations, as well as Federal budget con
straints, make this a particularly appropriate time to discuss Fed
eral education policy for elementary and secondary education. Dur
ing the next few years, there is likely to be a reexamination of the
assumptions and structure of Federal aid to education. This reex
amination will come at a time when there is optimism, on the one
hand, about the effectiveness of some of the programs and growing
concern, on the other, about the regulatory, fiscal, and coordination
problems they create for state and local governments.

This paper considers accomplishments and problems. Generally,
our experience during the past 15 years suggests that Federal ed
ucation programs can be effectively designed and implemented and
that they can make a significant contribution. More important,
there is greater realism about what programs can and cannot ac
complish. A considerable amount is known about effective program
designs, about problems and limitations, and about possible im
provements.

Our expectations and assessments of Federal financial aid have
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changed substantially since the programs began in 1965. These pro
grams at first were oversold. Many expected-perhaps hoped is a
fairer word-that the programs would substantially reduce poverty
and remove the constraints on political and social access by dra
matically raising children's achievement and subsequent success
in higher education and employment. Not unexpectedly, the early
evaluations produced negative findings-in part because, at the
time the research was conducted, the programs were not yet fully
operational, and in part because the measures of effectiveness were
based upon unrealistic standards for the success of the program.
Current expectations are more realistic. Federal programs cannot
change a child's overall educational experience. They cannot, by
themselves, solve educational problems whose fundamental causes
are rooted in basic social and economic disparities within the coun
try. They can, however, if well designed, provide educational ex
periences which can produce measurable educational achievement
gains.

Objectives and Scope
The Federal Government contributes about 9.5% of total educa

tional expenditures in the United States.1 Most Federal programs
are designed to respond to the fact that there are large differences
in proportions of low-income families both among and within states
and that certain groups of childreneither because of poverty, low
achievement, past racial discrimination, limited English-speaking
ability or handicaps-require supplemental educational services
which cannot be adequately provided for by state and local funds.
It should be noted that some of these groups are defined by educa
tional performance-that is, by low achievement. Other categories
are defined by their economic level or, in the case of bilingual chil
dren, in ethnic terms. Although there is considerable variation
among programs in the criteria used to distribute funds, in general
programs are designed to direct funds to school districts with a high
proportion of low-income families. Within these districts, services
are provided to target population groups.

The influence of Federal aid is considerably greater than its 9.5%
share of the educational budget would suggest. Some states receive
as much as 15% to 25% of their elementary and secondary school
expenditures from the Federal Government. A number of school
districts within states receive 25% to 30% of their instructional
expenses from Federal aid.
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The great majority of school districts in the country rely on Fed
eral funds to provide supplementary educational services to special
population groups. Both for financial and political reasons, many
school districts could not do the job they believe is necessary if
Federal aid were not available. The problem has become especially
acute in recent years, as school districts have faced increased fi
nancial pressures resulting from a combination of several factors
declining school enrollments, tax and bond issue limitations, infla
tion, increased energy costs, and increased proportions of students
requiring special services including, for example, students from
non-English speaking backgrounds. In this connection, it is esti
mated that by the end of the 1980's, Hispanics will constitute the
largest minority group in the nation. Other groups, particularly
Asians, also will require specialized language programs and in
creased expenditures.

Many school districts, therefore, find it difficult to support even
their basic instructional program and are even less able than in
previous years to pay for specialized education services. Morever,
needy students are often concentrated in large cities or in remote
rural areas, where the financial burdens are most severe because
of deteriorating tax bases.

Program Effectiveness
Federal education programs are too diverse to permit a general

statement about their effectiveness. The programs vary along a
number of dimensions. First, there are large differences in funding
levels. Title I ESEA, the largest elementary and secondary pro
gram, was funded at $3.216 billion in Fiscal Year 1980. Other pro
grams such as Bilingual Education, Emergency School Aid, Voca
tional Education, and Programs for Handicapped Students were
funded at between S167 million and $1.049 billion. Finally, there
are a large number of very small or specialized programs including,
for example, Ethnic Heritage Studies ($3 million), Alcohol and Drug
Abuse Education ($3 million), Consumer Education ($3.6 million)
and Metric Education ($1.8 million).

In addition to differences in funding levels, programs vary in pur
pose and design, in regulations and administration, and in the qual
ity and comprehensiveness of the evaluations that have been con
ducted. In some cases, the perceived quality of a program reflects
more the quality of the evaluation design and the fairness and ap
propriateness of the outcome measures than anything else. In oth-·
ers-for example, Bilingual Education and Vocational Education-
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evaluation results are inconclusive primarily because the charac
teristics of the services provided are so unclear that even the most
careful study cannot tell whether the target groups are better off
and if so whether the program is the reason. Further, Federal funds
account for only a small proportion of total expenditures in these
areas and are not clearly used to provide supplemental services.
These programs, therefore, are not easily distinguishable from the
basic school program-the program the students would have re
ceived if Federal funding were not available. Program objectives,
instructional approaches and participants vary greatly among
school districts, even for the same Federal program, and it is diffi
cult therefore to assess the effectiveness of these programs nation
wide.

However, other programs like Title I ESEA, the largest elemen
tary and secondary program, have been thoroughly and carefully
studied and have produced clear-and positive-results. Title I pro
vides funds to most of the nation's school districts for basic skills
programs which serve low-achieving children in schools with a large
proportion of children from low-income families. The NIE evalua
tion of Title I indicated that the program has been highly successful
in meeting the purposes intended by Congress.3

First, Title I directs substantial Federal aid to areas with the
highest proportions of low-income children. Title I is also "addi
tional," that is, it is designed so that it does not substitute for
educational spending at the local level. For the most part, it does
not replace what otherwise would have been spent by state and
local governments. Its effectiveness in this regard is considerably
greater than the effectiveness of other Federal programs-both in
the field of education and in other areas.

In addition to increasing resources to low-income areas, care is
taken to assure that the funds are used to provide special additional
services to low-achieving children in the poorest schools. Thus, par
ticipating students spend more time in basic skills instruction than
do their classmates who are not in Title I programs. Further, they
are taught in smaller groups and often by specially trained staff.

Not unexpectedly, under these conditions, the program enhances
the educational achievement of participating students.' Thus, the
NIE study found that first grade students made percentile gains of
12 to 15 points in reading and mathematics between fall and spring
testing. Third grade students made percentile gains of between 7

and 15 points during the same time period. Both of these gains were
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higher than would be expected without the special instruction provided by the program. While we cannot conclude from the resultsthat all compensatory education students are gaining as much as
those who participated in the study, the results indicate that school
districts can and do create the conditions necessary to make com
pensatory instructional services effective.'

The NIE results are consistent with findings of other studies. For
example, Arthur Wise noted in a recent RAND study that the Na
tional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has shown in
creases in reading scores for precisely those groups who have been
the primary recipients of Federal education programs-the poor,the young and the Black."

Design and Implementation Issues
The design of Title I-in particular, the fact that it has realistic

goals and is clearly targeted to specific schools and students-has
a lot to do with its success. The Federal Government can meet its
funds allocation objectives effectively without inappropriate inter
ference in how subject matter is taught. It can direct resources to
specific school districts and schools. It can fund supplemental serv
ices for specific population groups. Given the difficulties faced bysome Federal programs, getting funds to the right places and the
right people is no small accomplishment.

However, even these objectives, which seem relatively straight
forward, are not accomplished simply or automatically. For pro
grams to be effective, the criteria for allocating resources must be
clear and consistent. Title I has met its funds allocation objectivesbecause a very specific set of income criteria are used to distribute
funds to states, school districts and schools. In contrast, the Federal
Vocational Education program, for example, uses a number of over
lapping and sometimes contradictory criteria for allocating funds.°
Thus, funds are to be allocated to areas which meet the followingcriteria:

• They should be economically depressed, have high unemployment and inadequate financial resources; •

• They should have low property wealth; .• They should contain large numbers of low-income families;and
• They should produce new programs to meet emerging man

power needs.
The contradictions in these criteria are obvious. For example,
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areas with high property wealth may have large numbers of low
income families. Areas that have emerging manpower- needs are
more likely to have new technologies and less likely to be econom

ically depressed or have high unemployment rates. As a result, dur
ing the past two years every single state has had a formula disap
proved by the Federal Government for one reason or another. That
finding tells us more about the ambiguity of the criteria than it
does about the performance of the states or the need for the pro
gram. There is no way to assess whether the Vocational Education
program is meeting its objectives. This is not to say that there is no
need for vocational education in this country. It is only to suggest
that consistent and unambiguous criteria are necessary if we are to
assess the outcomes of a Federal program.

In addition to clear objectives, it is important that programs con
tain provisions to ensure that funds supplement and do not substi
tute for state and local expenditures. Local school districts, faced
with recurrent fiscal problems, are under considerable pressure to
use Federal funds to replace state or local resources. Without pro
visions requiring supplementation, there is little reason to believe
that the Federal funds would add to total spending for education.
Similarly, provisions are needed to ensure that Federal programs
in fact provide extra services and that the target children receive
them. These outcomes are not obvious results of statements of Fed
eral intent. They require specific provisions and careful manage
ment.

The point is made by the local officials themselves. In interviews
conducted by the NIE Compensatory Education Study to determine
whether districts would direct funds and services to the target pop
ulation if there were no restrictions in the form of the funds allo
cation requirements, two comments reflect the consensus among the
administrators interviewed:7

"Historically, the educationally deprived in poor areas do not have
the political clout to require the provision of equal resources, and
certainly not extra services. Title I ensures that these children will
not be ignored. Most LEAs (Local Education Agencies) in my slate,
if left to their own devices, would not use Federal funds for com

pensatory education in poor areas; they would be used to counter
the current fiscal crisis, whatever that crisis might be." (State
Title I Director)

Another put it this way:

"Without strong language in the Title I regulations (about the in
tended beneficiaries and the supplementary nature of the program)
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there is no question that Title I dollars would be used essentially as
general aid. I don't think the superintendent could avoid that."
(Local District Title I Director)

Although Federal programs can ensure that the intended bene
ficiaries receive supplemental educational services, it is not at all
clear that the program should attempt to intervene in local deci
sions about instructional techniques or planning methods. I suggestthat the failure to make a distinction between identifying target
groups and ensuring supplemental services, on the one hand, and
interfering with local planning or instructional methods, on the
other, has resulted in cumbersome and time-consuming regulations
that at best have limited positive effects on program quality and
may in fact detract from more appropriate and reasonable Federal
objectives. It is the Federal involvement in local planning or in
structional methods which has overshadowed the fundamental
gains which have been achieved by certain carefully designed pro
grams. It has also weakened the basic political support of even high
quality programs.

There has been considerable discussion about this topic in recent
literature:

• Arthur Wise has argued that improvements in educational
quality are a local responsibility and that Federal attempts to
mandate these improvements are ineffective and simply in
crease the bureaucratic complexities of running an educa
tional system,8

• The NIE Compensatory Education study found that the Title I
program development requirements are not necessary in the
same sense as the funds allocation requirements. Although
local districts have many pressures to use funds more gener
ally than the funds allocation regulations allow, they have
little incentive to deliver inferior or ineffective services. More
over, even if school districts follow the procedures established
in the program development regulations, there is no guarantee
that they will produce high-quality services. No.regulations
handed down from above can accomplish that.9 .

• The NIE study of Vocational Education programs found that
the complex planning requirements for these programs are
cumbersome, time consuming, and do not result in positive
programmatic changes."

• Research on Follow Through-a large Federal demonstration
program designed to compare different teaching methods for
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educating early elementary school students-found more vari
ability in outcomes from site to site within models than there
were variations between models. Thus, the particular educa
tional theory upon which the model was based had a very
limited effect on the actual program implemented in schools
or on the outcomes.'' (This finding is consistent with the re
sults of other studies comparing different instructional meth
ods-for example, comparisons of phonics vs. whole word ap
proaches to teaching reading. Although many studies indicate
a relationship between amount of instructional time and stu
dent achievement, very few studies demonstrate one theoret
ical teaching technique to be clearly superior to another.)

• Finally, the RAND Change Agent study and other studies of
program implementation found that Federal program regu
lations have limited effects on the quality of services that are
provided at the local level." There is a wide gap between Fed
eral expectations and local education programs as imple
mented. One of the best illustrations of this difference is found
in The Lawn Party: The Evolution of Federal Programs in Lo
cal Settings. The article describes the implementation of the
educational voucher study in Alum Rock, California, in the
early seventies.

"The U.S. O{ice of Economic Opportunity (OEO) sponsored the dem
onstration, hoping to discover whether competition for students
would force schools to improve curricula and become more respon
sive to parents. But local participants had other priorities...
From the federal perspective, then, Alum Rock is a story of program
plans and priorities foiled by unanticipated local obstacles that pro
duced major changes in the voucher design. But from the local view.
vouchers provided the opportunity to accomplish a variety of things.
Principals obtained more power, more money, and little competition,
all of which they wanted. Parents were guaranteed neighborhood
schools and some choice among programs, both of which they
wanted. Teachers received the resources and the freedom to inno
vate and to teach as they preferred, along with job security. The
superintendent made some progress in his efforts to decentralize
authority in the district, and the federal funds kept his school sys-
tem solvent. .

•

Few of the Alum Rock participants paid attention to the voucher
blueprint or to OEO's formal assessments of its implementation. If
they measured success at all, it was not against central plans and
priorities but against their own differing needs and desires. These
local needs and desires, in fact, changed and shaped the federal
initiative, much as guests shape a lawvn party.""
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Problems of Federal Programs
The most significant problems stem from the multiplicity of pro

grams. The combination of requirements from different programs
both Federal and stateoften places trying administrative and fi
nancial burdens on school districts. These problems are summarized
from a briefing given by Paul Hill describing research he conducted
at RAND.14

The problem basically results from a lack of coordination and
clarity in the current system. Students, teachers and principals
must cope with the combined effects of programs that legislators
and higher level administrators deal with separately and in a rather
distant setting. The result is that the point of supplementary in
struction-to give students extra help in specific areas without re
placing the basic educational curriculum-is often lost when stu
dents are assigned to several special programs rather than to one
or two which best meet their needs. For example, the research by
RAND indicates that migrant Hispanic students in one district were
involved in a minimum of 45 separate pullout programs daily (Ti
tle I Migrant, Title I reading and math, ESEA Title VII, and ESAA
Bilingual). The instructional day was so fragmented that the stu
dents were out of class while the classroom teacher presented the
state-required curriculum. By grade 5, most of the migrant Hispanic
students in this district had never had a class in either science or
social studies. It is one thing to provide supplemental instruction to
students. It is another to isolate them from normal learning experi
ences.

Teachers, in turn, may have so many students pulled out of their
classrooms for special programs that, in some schools, the classroom
teacher has the whole class for only 1 hours daily. In one class
room in the RAND study, 26 of 27 students were in pullout pro
grams most of the day. For the brief time students spent in class,
the teacher had to develop instructional strategies for children at
14 different achievement levels.

While these are extreme examples that do not occur in most
schools, they do suggest some unintended and negative conse
quences of multiple and uncoordinated programs. •

For school principals, multiple programs mean a great deal of
administrative work and required meetings with various parent
advisory groups. As a result, there is simply less time available to
supervise instruction. The principal's responsibilities increase with
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the number of Federal programs in the school. Principals in low
income and minority group schools carry the heaviest burden. How
ever, principals in these schools in the RAND study unanimously
reported that they could not serve their students' needs without
the Federal resources. The RAND researchers concluded that elim
inating Federal programs is not the solution. The key is to find
ways to stop putting the greatest administrative burdens on the
people and places that are already under the greatest stress, but to
assure that the funds go where they are needed.

The RAND study also indicates that students in multiple pro
grams might spend all, or a good part, of their day in segregated
classes. Most districts implement Federal programs by providing
services in separate pullout classes. Since use of standardized tests
typically results in a correlation between ethnicity and achieve
ment, low achieving minority students are often placed in segre
gated categorical program classes. In some instances, Black, or
Black and Hispanic, students are segregated for Title I reading and
math, for Special Education, and for ESAA remedial reading and
math. Segregation was particularly pronounced in schools with
large enrollments of Hispanic children. Hispanic children in the
study were less likely to be returned to their regular classroom than
Black or White children, and were more likely to spend more of the
school day in bilingual or ESL (English as a Second Language)
classes.

The multiplicity of program requirements has produced incon
gruous patterns of services. For example, the NIE Title I study in
dicated that one-fourth of all compensatory education students are
separated from higher scoring students for the entire school day.
That pattern is inconsistent with the intent of Title I and other
Federal programs and would be unacceptable for all but the most
severely handicapped children under the Education for All Handi
capped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), an Act which requires that
handicapped children be educated in the "least restrictive environ
ment" possible.

Finally, school districts must respond to a large number of new
Federal and state regulatory requirements that must be financed
from local revenues rather than from categorical Federal or state
funds. Since 1975, the Federal Government has published several
major new sets of requirements in areas such as education for the
handicapped, teacher training, students' rights to privacy and due
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process, sex equity, and education for the gifted. One of these re
quirements-the Education for All Handicapped Children Act-provides Federal subsidies for only about 12% of the services it requiresschool districts to deliver. Requirements of the other Acts are totallywithout Federal financial support. Further, most state governmentshave added their own regulations. In California, school districts can
be required to implement as many as 33 state categorical programs
including the Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program, Alco
hol Education, American Indian Early Childhood Education, and
Bilingual Education.

The combination of regulations which are not supported by funds
for their implementation and decreased local fiscal capacity has
created severe financial difficulties for school districts. Not unex
pectedly, districts have responded by (1) reducing the level of the
basic instructional program and (2) using grant funds intended for
one purpose or beneficiary group to provide services for another
beneficiary group. The temptation of course is to go one step further
and to seek funding which is without any restriction and which maybe used, in effect-particularly during periods of fiscal difficulties
completely outside the field of education.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act illustrates the
problem. The Act increases special education costs tremendouslyfor example, by requiring teachers to prepare individualized lesson
plans for each handicapped child and by encouraging mainstream
ing-but the Federal financial contribution is relatively small.
Everyone agrees that handicapped children should have equitable
education, but states and school districts do not have the funds.
During the next year, about $3.5 billion in additional funds will be
required to meet special education costs. It is unclear where these
funds will come from.15

Alternatives for the Future
Ideally, any changes in the current system would build on the

positive outcomes of existing programs. What we need is more clar
ity and simplicity in the current system, while ensuring that Fed
eral funds are used to provide supplemental services for target populations.

There are a wide variety of alternative proposals which are beingdiscussed by government and professional communities. Althoughseveral of these proposals may have some merit, there is insufficient
information about their implications to advocate one over another.
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It may be useful, however, to note a few examples of options which
should be examined.

One set of suggestions propose incremental changes in the current
system to make programs more efficient. For example, the RAND
studies suggest that we recognize the permanence of multiple pro
grams and improve their management." Under this proposal, both
local and Federal action is needed. Local districts can limit the
number of programs offered in each school, and give the responsi
bility for program coordination to district officials. who have more
time to spend on administrative matters, rather than to principals
and teachers. Federal officials can help by not adding new pro
grams, by recognizing the problems resulting from requirements
which do not provide funding, and by helping multi-program schools
integrate their Federal programs.

Another suggestion for simplifying program management is to
exempt from certain Federal regulations those states with high ex
penditures for disadvantaged children.

Finally, there are a set of proposals for various types of Federal
program consolidation aimed at reducing administrative burdens.
These include, for example, (1) consolidation of categorical pro
grams with similar purposes into a single broad category servingthe same target population; and (2) making block grants to states
without regulations as to how the funds should be used.

Depending on how the programs are designed, it may be feasible
to implement the first proposal for consolidation and continue to
provide supplemental services for needy students. However the sec
ond proposal-the proposal for block grants-would threaten the
considerable progress that has been achieved in designing effective
Federal education programs. Programs without funding control typ
ically provide general purpose government support rather than in
creasing overall education expenditures or providing extra services
for the children who need them the most. If Federal subsidies are
needed to relieve the financial problems of states, that issue should
be argued on its merits. We should not assume, however, that under
such circumstances the funds are likely to increase the quality of
education or go to population groups that need them the most.

In short, experience during the past 15 years indicates that Fed
eral programs can make an important contribution to educational
achievement. The Federal Government can provide funds to needy
areas of the country and to specific population groups. There are
some unintended outcomes and problems of multiple programs; the
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most significant problems stem from a lack of clarity and coordi
nation in the current system and from requirements without finan
cial support. There is a need to make the current system more ef
ficient without changing the basic objectives of providing
supplemental services to the neediest students.
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Progress EITeetireroes

F±deral educaon 3rograms are
too diverse to erm a generau stare
mnent a0out her effectiveness.

omne rgrams are too smaul. or
the z3nrot over fund3 is too eax.
to axe a sumuicant improvement In
ne eaucauonai servtces zuidren re
zz1ve.

valuauoms of zeraun programsfr exameie. iiiaguai ducauon and
Vocatuonau ducaiuooare 1ncorciu
sive arraniy ecause tne caracr
st1cs of te serrcz crowded are so
unclear tat even he rost zarerut
suay cannot eileher the target
sruos are Jetter 3if ind; f o.
nether the porosramt is thereason.

urher. eaerau finds account far
only a srraul rorion of t0au ex-
2enqitures in these areasand are no
c:carry used to grovide supp«emental
serwce3:

owever. other 3rogramns ike T7.
le I SEA. :he largest zrementarv
and secondary program., 1ave 7een
torougniy and zareruuly studied and
ave produced clear-and 0srtuve.

re3utts.
' The E evaiuauon f 77le i n
aiared :tat the 7rosramr as een
tigniy succssfut in neeung tne ur-
03es intended ay Congress.

Tue ! directs sustantuai federal
aid.0 areas with tneignest 3roor
uon a {aw-ncone cidren. Cre is
'axen1 <'0 assure tnat :he funds 1re
used to 3rode scec:a 1ddiuorai
servczs ta law-acTeng zidren n
ne 00re3st 5no0s.

Not unexpectedly. under nese
z0nquons. ne orogram ennances tne
educatuorat 2cuevemen 2 at1c;-
2aIng :tuents.
."us. he· 4E study found :rat

irsrzrde students age 2erenale
qauns of l?to 1'3ants in rescuing ana
ratherracs etween au? and srng
estung. TNird grade suaens made
2er:enule zurs f between 7 and 1$

0nts durnag tne sane tume 3enod.
3on of tnese guns were tiger :1an
would 2e expected without the soe
:al instrucuan 3rovded by the prorm.

While we cannot conctude fromn
the resutts :tat ail comnoensatory ed
acanor students are zaunung as Tucn
as those no 2art1coated in the
study. the resuits inarcae that scnooidiscs can and do create the con-

1iuons necessary to Take corer
saory insuuctuonai services efec
tive.

The NIE resuits are consistent
with idinga of ouer studies. or ex
amnie. Artur Wise notea in a recent
RADO udy tat he auonai as
sessment of Educational Press
(NAEP) has snown increases in read
ins scores for precisety nose gr0upsno have been he nary recentsf federau education 3rograms«he
0or. :he young and he lacx.
Deign Ana Imrperenatuona Lssues

The design of Tue In 3arcuar.
.he fac: na it as reaiisuc qoais ana
is ciearty argeed to soecnc scnoois
and students-as a io to do wu 1ts
uc3s.

The federal government can neet
isunas allocauoa. oojecuves effec
uveiy wuout inaoporoporae interer
enc in now suoyect natter is augnt.
(t zan direct esources to sec:niccool disacs and scoots. { :an
una suooiementai services or se:ic 300uiaion qr0u0s.

Giver mne qufcuities 'aced 3y
some federai programs. qerng funas
to he ngnt 3iaczs and the znt 7eo
le is no srail accomotisnmen.

In addition o neering funding oo
yec:Ives. it is imnporant nat programs
<0nin rovisons to ensure <at
funas supoiemen and. do ot suosu
tute forsae and loci expenditures.

Locat. scncot disr:cs aced n
recurrent ical 2rcoiems re under
z0n13ideraie pressure to use feaeru
unds :o re3ace ate or oci re
sources. iuout 2rovsuons recur
ng :uoptemenauon. here is lite
re±son <a. beiieve at e ederu
funds wouid aad to toau sending .or
eductuoa.

Simiarty. 2rovsicas are needed to
ensure :ha fedeny programs • fac:
Jr0vae zxua services and at he
r7et cuiaren rzczrve tnem.

These· outcomes are 1a 20v0us
resuits f sateens 2f eaeru a
tent, The require soec:fic 3rovsions
andareri management.

The 3ont is ade y the local of
fcis tnersetves. la interviews cor
ducted svNE :o deremine neer
disuczsouia direct funds and serv
ices to he arzet zoouiaon f ±ere
were o resuccors in the form 2f
funds ailoauon requirements. two
comments redeczsd a enerau con
sensus among the aarmmsrauors in
<ervewed.

"istonily.7 said one state T7de
[ director. :he zducauonaiiy de
rred in 20or areas do not have he
3iucai z:out to require the 2rov
ion of equai resources, and cerauniy
no extra resources. Tue { ensures

nat these children il 1ot 3e ig
norea. Most LzAs irrmy sate. .a 'ert
to their own devices. ould a use
federi funds fr compensatorv ±du
ca0n in goor areas: hey would e
used to counter the current iscai cr
sis, naever the crisis mmugnr e.

A locau disrer Tide { dire:or 3ut
it this av: "Wihut strong language
in the Tile { requiaons /acout n
<ended 0enenicianes and e ute
Tentarv nature of the rcgamt, :nere
is 1o aueson :tat Tue { solars
ouid be used essentuauly as zenercu
ud. don! zink he suoerntenaent
<2uid avoa hat.

Althougn federai programs can zn
sure :hat e interaed aenenic:a:es
eceve supptmentai zaucatuorau
services. it is not a il c:ear that :nae

arograms snouid artemot to intervene
n iocau decisions aoou :nsruc1onai
tecraves or 3tanning menous.

I suggest nar te auure to naxe
a disuncuon cetween idenuryng :ar-
3et 3r0u0s and ensunng suooennen
au services, on the oae hand. and n
:erferrg u 'ocai 3ianmmns r ·n
suuconau methods. n :e 2er.
1as zesuitea in zuroersome 1ad
1me-coasurung reguuauons :at 1t
2est 1ave limed osave zffec:s on
7rogran quatitv and nay in ac: ze
rac from more aoprorae and ea
s0nae federal oyecuves.

{ts tne feaerat involvement in lo-»

z/ planning or instruct:onai nenodsntc has oversnadowca e 'unaa-
1enal guns wnic 1ave 2een
1nerved y certain zareruly ~e
signed 2rosrams.

{t has aiso weakened the 73sic 2o
'iacai suoort of even ugn quality
rosramn3.

Poaiems O Federal Po-rams
"he most igniicant 2rooters 2

ederu 2rograms stem from ne acx
2f zoordinauon among Tuutaie ro-
3r1ms.

The z3moinauon of requiremnen:s
{romn different 3rogramson eaeri and saueoften 3iaczs ryng ad-
7irisrauve and financai curdens on
sc00i disarcs. These croiems are
summarrzea trom a rering zrven aw
?uu Hill descring resear: ne con
ducted 1t AD.

The 3rooiem basicaulv resuits from
a lack f zoortirauon ana stay in
tne resen system. Students, :eacn
ers and prnczpais must cooen Te
conned effects of 2rograms tat
legislators and higher 'evet 1ammr1s
<Tator3 deal with separateiy 1nd :n 1
rater distant serums.

The resuit is ttat the com of suo-
3emenary insrucaono qve Su
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Comment
Cunttueu frm age l
dens extra heip n spec:fc areas

tout repiacmng tue basic ea
uctionai currcuiurs often /0st
nen students are assigned to seerai
spec:ai 3roams rather an a one
ar two wrcn best meet thetr nee03.

Ina aadituon. scnooi Justncs rust
es0ond ' a are umer 3f 1ew
ederl and state regulatorv ·equire
nents tnat must be inancea from lo
au revenues rather :nan from cae-
30ncau federai ar state unds.

Sines 975. :he eaerat government
1as cuotisned severi mayor ew sets
of requirements in areas-such as ed
ucatuon for the handicacpea. teacher
.raurung. students rans to 3rvacv
and due process. set equity. and ed
ucation for :he qitea. Qne of these
requirements«e ducatuon for All
andicaeu Chuidren Actoro
vides fecert suosrdies for onty 10out
I? ercen of the services requires
scoot distrcs to de:iver. ?equire
Tents f the 3r/er Acts are :ataulytout federal financzai suooor.

Further, most state governments
1ave aaded their awn requiauors. I
California. scoot distnc:s zaa e re
quired ta imnoterent as many as 33
sate categorcal 2r0grams.

The z3monarron af requiauonsic are not succortea y funds for
heir imnpiementaon arc decreased
local iscai ca0acity has zeate 5e
vere inanc:at difficulties for sc1ooi
uisnc:3.

Mot unexpectedly. districts 1ave
responded y reducing the level of
he oasic instructonai rograms and
:y using zran funds irenaea for one
purpose or berenic:ary grouo to ro
vide serves for oner enriczary
rouo.

The tempaaon of course is to go
one se turner and to seek funding
much is tout any esnc1on and
wuc. mnav be used, i effeczoar
ucuiartv durng 2eras af iscal dif.
icuitescomateteiy outs1de the
ietd of eucauon.
Alternauves For The Furure

ideauly. any zanges in the current
system ouid uid on the 20stave
outcomes of exisuns programs.havened is more ctarry ad
simpticy, in the current system.
wale znsunng tat 'eaerau funds are
used to rovde suoterrentai serv
ices or target 00utauons.

There are a de vaety af alter
mauve prooosaus wnc are oeirg.dis
cussed government and 2rofes
ionau zarrmuniues.

Although severai of these rooosis may 1ave some err, here is in
sunfcient information a0out :ner imr-
3ucatons to advocate one aver an
ather.

Qpuors
It may be useful, towerer, ; ate

4 few eamnies f opuons wnic
should be examined.

"7he simplest and ra0ably nos re
alistuc suggestuons 3rooose , Ice
vneal cranes in the current fvstem
to maie rograms more fie:en.

For etarole. he AND studies
Suggest :hat we recoguze the era-

ence of multiple programs and -
2rove heir maaagemnent.

Under this orooosal. con ocal and
ederat action is needed.

Loci discs zan limit :he umer of programs offered- in eacn
schoot. and give he resoonsoiiity for
or0gram coordinauon to disuct ot
icais, no nave nore time to send
on admmuustatuve matters, ratner
than to orinc:ais and teacners.

Federal oficiais zan 7ei 3y 10t
adding new programs. w recagmuz:nghe prooiems resulting :rom reauure
mnents nich do not rovrde funding,
and Ny heimng nuiu-orogram
sc10ls integrate :nesr federai 2ro
grams.

Aaoer ·ugesuon or simnitying
gr0rar Tanagemnerr is to err
from cerau federal reguanons
those ;tater wuh ign expenditurer.
for disadvantagedcniiarea.

FF5+uly. hereare a et of 3roosais
far vanous ypeso feaerzi.orogramr
consoudanon amed at redu:mg za

mnrrztve ouraems,
These include. 'or eam3re. zan

solidauon of categoricai 3rosramswt simiar urposes into a sun1gie
3raad zategory serving tae same tar.
3et ouuauon; and naxung 3iocx
grants ;3 states «out requuauons
as to now the funds souid be used.

epending on 1ow the programs
are designed. it may be feasioie to im
piement :e irst rooosai for consoii
daion and zontmue to provide 5uierenal services or eedv u
dent3.

iowever. the second 3roosalhe proposal for tocx grants-would
threaten te z0sider20le rogresshat as 2een achieved :n designing

effecyve feaerau eucauon grograms.
Programs itnout funding zantro

typcly provide general 3urose
government suoport ather than .n
cre3sing overaul educaaonai expenai
ures or 3roviaing extra services tar
:/Te c1idlren wno neea hem he m0st.

If federal suosdies are eceded .o
relieve <he inanc:at rootems 2
states. hat :4sue snouid be argued on
its nents.e snouid to assume, owever.at unaer surcn z:rcumstanczs .he
unas are likely ta increase :ne quai·y of educauon or to go to ocuiatuo
gr0us that eea them tne nos.

In sort, expenencs aunng :he
gas IS years indicates 1at ederay
programs zan rake in importantz0nrutirr to educ3tuonat 1cieve
mnent. The federai government za
rovde funds to neeav areas of :he
c3unry and ta sec1ric 3ocuiatuon
gr0us

Tere zre same untended aut
:aq1es and a rooiem or nuitte 3r
arms: :e n0st gnniant 3roiems
stem ror iacx a z:any nu ;0rq1-
1au0n 2nd i"om requirements th
Jut inanc:au suooor.

7'ere:sated:3 m7axe the current
system ore enfiz:ent nout z7an
ng e 2as1c oojec:ves 2f 3rovrains
supotemenau servtczs ta the need:est
sudens.

irforanan, zartact is ?ot
erg. Room "0 Varonat /rrtute
af iuccnon. 20 9h S.
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