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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 {inancial 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.! 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 children—either 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 enroliments, 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 $167 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 [ 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.’?

First, Title I directs substantial Federal aid to areas with the
highest proportions of low-income children. TitleI 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 pro-
vided by the program. While we cannot conclude from the results
that 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 by
some 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 ohjectives
because 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 following
criteria:

* They should be economically depressed, have high unemploy-
ment 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 IFed-
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:”

“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 state,
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 suggest
that 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,®

® 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.?

* 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. Office 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 programn
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. o

Few of the Alum Rock participants paid attention to the voucher
blueprint or to OEQ’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 lawn 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 state—often 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.*

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 4-5 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 hegative 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 TitleI 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—pro-
vides Federal subsidies for only about 12% of the services it requires
school districts to deliver. Requirements of the other Acts are totally
without Federal financial support. Further, most state governments
have 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 may
be 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 tremendously—
for 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 bhave 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.!s

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 pop-
ulations.

There are a wide variety of alternative proposals which are being
discussed by government and professional communities. Although
several 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 serving
the 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 preblems 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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9n poiiticai and social acsess By dra.
mancaily ~using chiidren’'s achteves
ment and sudsequent success in higne-
2r ed ion and empioy

Not unexpectedly. the sarly evaie
uations producad negafive Andings—
in part because. at (he time-the re-
search was conducied. (he programs
were not yet fuily operationai. and in
part because the measyres of effec.
{iveness were based upon unrealistic
standards for the success of the pro-
gram.

Current expectations are more re-
alisue.

Federal programs cannot change 1
chiid’s overall educational expen-
ence. They cannot. by themseives.

gains.

Program Effectiveness

Faderal sducanon programs are
100 diverse (0 permi( a general state-
ment a0out (heirsifectveness.

Some programs ire (00 smail. or
the control over funds i3 (00 weax.
{0 maxe a ficant improv n
Ne egucauonai servicas caildren re-
cawve.

Zvaluauons of cartaun programs—
for examote. 3ilingual Education and
Yocauonal Educatioo——are inconciu-
sive onmaniy decause (e characier-
istics of the servicze groivaed are so
unciear (dat sven the most carerul
stugdy cannot ‘=i ‘wvaether tfie (arget
Foups e vetter of and: " so.
whetter the program (s (he r=ason.

Furtner. ‘ederai fnnds account for
only a smal proportion of totai 2x-
penditures in (Nese areas:and are no¢
Clearty used (0 provide suppiemental
services:

However. other programs iike Ti-
tle [ ESEA. :he largest stementary
and secondary program. have Jeen
thorougniy and caresuily swudied and
fave producad clear-—and positive—

resuits.
* The NIE esvaiuaton of Title { in~ -

dicared that the programr has besn
hignly successtul in meeung the pur-
poses intended 0y Congress.

Titie ! directs suostanual federal
U (0 2reas with (he Aignhest propor-
tion ol iow-income cniidren. Cure is
taken (0 assure (nat :he funds-ire
Jysed (0 provide special addiuonai

servicss (0 low-acmeving chiidren (-

tne poorest schools.

Not unexpecieaiy. under ese
condiuons. (Ne program ennancss (ne
sducauonal aclievememt o paruci-
paung stugents.
©+Thus. the: N4E study found frat
firsr grade students made percenaie
gains of 12 t0' |5 points in reading and
mathemancs detween (i} and spring
tesung. Third grade studenrs made
percenuie zains of between 7 and' 1S
points dunng !Ne same tume perod.
Soth of tnese guns were higner :han
would e sxpected without the spe-
Sral instruction protvded by the pro-

While we cannot conciude from
the resuits that all compensatory ed-
ucanom students are ganing as much
as (hose who parucivated in the

" study. the resuits indicate that school

districts can and do create the con-

diuons necesssary (0 make compen-
satory instructional services adec-
live. '

The NIE- results are consistent
with findings of other studies. For ex-
ampie, Arthur Wise notea in a recent
RAND swdy that the Nauonal as-

of Ed | Prgress
(NAEP) has snown increases (n reade
ing scores for precisety those grouos
whno have been (he prmary recipients
of lederal egucation srograms——ihe
poor. the young and the Black.

Design And {mpilementation (ssues

The design of Title {—n parncuiar.
:he fagt wnaz it has realisuc goais ana
is clearly targeted to specific ;cfoois
ind students—=nas 3 (ot (0 do witn 13
success.

The federai government can meet
its.{unds allocauoa. odbjectives erfec-
lvely watfioul inappropnate interter-
ence in NOW suDject malter is (augnt.
(t zan direct resourcss (0 specific
seficol districis and scacois. [t san
fund suopiemental servicss ‘or spe-
afic popuiation groups.

Givenr the duficuities ‘acsd oy
some (ederai programs. zsmng funds
(0 the ngHt piacss and the rigat deo-
pie 13 no smail accomolisnment.

{n addition (0 meeung funding oo-
jeclives, it is important that programs
<onwun provisions (0 snsure that
funas suppiement and.do not suosu-
tute forstate and local expenditures.

Local schooi districts {aced with
recurrent iscal prooiems ire under
consideradie pressure (0 use faderai
funds 'o rediacs swre or iocai ra-

" sources. Without provisions resguir-

ing suopfementauon. there s lirtle
reason (0. beileve (nat (he ‘edera
funds wouid 2ad (0 toal sDenaing for
sducauoa.

Simuiariy. provisions are needed (0
snsure that {ederal crograms in fac:
Jrovige 2xua servicss ind (hac e
(arget caiidren recsive them.

These: outcomes ire not 0Ovious
resuits of siatements Of ‘adera n-
teat. The requure specific provisions
and'carefii management.

The point is made by the local of-
ficials themseives. [ interviews cone
ducted oy NIE !0 determine wnether
disurcts. wouid dirsct funds and sarve
ices to (he targ=+ pooulaton if thers
were no restncuons in the form of
funas alocation requirements. two

comments redectad a Zenerai con- .

sensus among the adminisuaLors in-
teriewed:

“Histonezaily.” said one state Title
[ director. “the 2ducatonaily de-
prived in poor areas do not have e
political clout to reguire the provie
sion of equai resources, and certunly
A0 extra resources. Tide [ ensures

tnat these chiidren wiil not de ig-
nored. Most LEAs irmy state. :f lest
o their owm devices. ~ould not use
federal funds for compensatory sdu-
cagon in poor areas: (hey wouid be
used !0 counter the current fiscal cri-
sis, whatever the crisis migne de.”

A local diserret Tide [ direcior sut
it this wav: “Without strong language
in the Title [ reguianons acout in-
tanded Deneficianes and :he supple-
mentary nacure of the progam/, ‘nere
is no quesuon that Title [ doilars
wouid be used essenuaily is generm
ud. [ Jon't think the superintengent
<ouid avoud that.”

Althougn federai programs can 2n-
sure that the intenged Denefdcianss
receive  suppimentai 2gucanonal
services. it is not at ail ciear that e
programs shouid attemot 10 intervene
in [ocal Jdecisions about :nstructional
tecinigues or planning metnods.

[ suggest wmar the ‘uiure !0 maxe
a disuncuon detween idenurying tar-
3et groupns and ensunng sucpiemen-
@l services; on the oae hand. ind in-
terfenng wita 'ocal sianming or n-
suuclional meghods. on fe owner.
has resuited in cumoersome iad
‘iMme~coasuming reguiagons :hat it
Jest have limited positve :cfacis on
Jrogram quatity and may n {ac: le-
{ract [rom more 3pprnonaie and rea-
sonapie federai objecuves.

{t s the fegeral invoivement in (o=
<ai planning or instructonal mewods
waich has overshadowsd (e ‘unaa-
mental uns  waichl® ave Ddeen
acheived Dy certun areruily Jee
signed programs.

{t has aiso weakened the basic so-
lidcai support of sven mgn Juaiity
programs.

Prodiems Of Federai Programs

The most signfiicant Jrootems o
{egerai programs siem (rom tne iack
of soordinauom among muilipie pro-
grams.

The :omoinadon of reguirements
{rom different programs—oocn fager-
1 and state--ften piacss rywng ad-
ministrauve and financial ourdens on
schooi districts. These crobiems are
summartzed {rom a dnering given oy
Paul Hill describing researca ne con-
ducted at RAND.

The prociem basicaily resuits from
1 lack of coordinauon ana cianty n
the present system. Students, !sach-
¢rs and principals must cope wath (e
sombined effects of programs that
legslators and higher 'eve! admms-
(rators deai with separateiy ind :n 3
rather discant settng.

The resuit is that the point of suo-
Bl @ary insgu Q Jive stu-

Connnued on page 5
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dents extra heip n specific areas
~ithout repiacing (he basic =d-
ucatonal curmicuium-—s often [0st
wnen students are assigned (0 several
special programs rather :han (0 one
Of twQ wAIcn Dest meet (heir nesqs.
la addiuon. schocoi districts must
respond "0 2 large tumper of tew
federal and state regulatory require-
ments tNat must de financegd {rom [o-
<ai revenues ~ather 'nan (rom cale-
goncai federal or state funds.

Sinc= 1973, (e fegeral government
has puolisned several major new sets
of requirements in areas- such as ed-
ucauon for the handicagped. (sacher
traiming, students’ righfs. (0 prvacy
and due process. sex sguily: ind ed-
ucauon for the fted. One of these
requirements——ine Sducauoa or All
Hancdicapoed Chiidren Act—oro-
vides federal subsidies for oniy a0out
12 percent of the services it requires
school districis (o Jetiver. Reguire-
Tents of the other Acts are totaily
~ithout federal Ainanc:ai supoore.

Further. most state governments
have added their own reguiatons. In
Califormia. school distners can de re-
quired (0 impiement as many as 33
state caregorcal programs.

The c<omoination of reguiations
~hica are not supported by funds ‘or
their impiementaton and decreased
iocal fiscal cavacity has created se-
vere fnancial Jifficulties for scnooi
distnes.

Not unexpeciealy. districts have
responded Dy reducing the level of
the pasic instrucuonal programs and
By using grans funds imended for one
puTpose or beneficiary group (0 pro-
vide services for amother benficiary
Fouo.

The tempeanon of cousse is (0 g0

one stew further and (o seex funding
wAich 13 without any restriciion and
waich mav be used, in effeci—par-
ticularty dunng penods of fscal dif-
Aculties—comptetely outside the
fleid of educauon.

Alternauves For The Furure

Ideatly. any changes in the current
sysiem wvourd Swiid on ihe posiive
outcomes of existing programs.

‘What''ve'need is more ciarity and
simpiicity, in .the current system.
waile. snsuring that federal funds are
used (o provide suooiementai sery.
ices {or 'arget poputauons. d

There are 1 wide vanety of aites-
natve proposals which are oeing dis—
Jussed Dy overnment ana profes-
sional communices.

Although severai of 'hese propos-
1is may have some merit, there is in-
suficient information aoout ‘Aeir im-
phicatons 0 advocale one over ane-
ather. ’

Options.

[t may be usefui. however. 10 note
1 few sxampies of options which
shouid be examined.

The simpiest and procably most ra-
alistic  suggestions orooose . ircre-
/mentai cranges in the carrent svsiem
(0 make programs more erficient.

For example. the RAND studies
suggest that we recognize the perma-

aence of muitipie programs and :m-
prove their masagement.

Under this proposal. ooth iocal and
federal action 13 needed.

Locai- distmczs can limic the nume
der of programs offered- in sach

. school. and give the responsidiiity for

program coocdinauon (o distmet of-
ficials, wao have more time ‘0 spend
on administrative matters, ratner
than 10 orincipais and teachers. -

Federal odficiais can neip by ot
1dding new programs. Sy recogmzing
the prooiems resulling ‘rom require-
ments waich do not provde funding,
and 9y heiping  mulu-program
schools integrate :heiwr ‘ederal pro-
grams.

Agotder suggesuon Or simotifying
programr management is !0 exempr
/rom certaun federal reguiations
tRose itates with hign sxpenditures.
for disadvantaged chiidres.

Finaily, thereare a sa¢ of Jroposais-

for vanous tyves.of* faderal.orogram

comsoiidanon aimed at reduc:ng ia-
mintsrrative ousdens. i

These inciude. ‘or sxampie: con-
solidation of categorical programs
with simiiar purposes into a singie
broad category serving (le same (ar-
3et poouwsaucn: and maxing diock
grants (o states ‘#ithoul reguiauons
as (0 Now the funds shouid be used.

Depending on how the programs
are designed. it may be feasioie to im-
pi the first pr i for consoli-
dauon and contmue to provide SUD-
piemental services or nesdv s(u-
Jdents.

However. the second sroposai—
{he proposal for block grants——would
threaten (e consideradle progress
that has deen achieved :n designing

effective fegerai educauon programs.

Programs witnout funding :onmtrot
typicaily provide zenerai surpose
government support rther than .n-

Teasing overatl educauonal expendi-
tures or droviding sxtra services (or
e clidiren wno need them the most.

If federal subsidies are neededa :o0
relieve the dnanciai srodiems o¢
states. that (qsue shouid be argued on
its mernts,

We snouid 10¢ assume. Aowever.
that under susa sircumstancas he
funds are iikety t0 increase :ne quai-
ity of educauon or t0 3o (0 posuiation
JTOuUDS (hat need tNem the MosL.

[n saor, expenencs during ‘he
Past |5 years indicates :hat {sderz
progmams an Trake in- :mportant
Sonunbution o sducational ichieve-
ment. The federai govermment can
praovide funds (o needy areas of ‘he
country and to speciic poouiaton
rouss.

Thers e some umntended out-
Somes and a prociem of Muitipie oro=
frams: (e mos¢ signicant Jroniems
stem romr {acx of siamty snf :oorgi-
fauon and (rom reguirsments with-
out inanc:ai suovort.

Thers i32 ne=d 0 make the current
system more efficient witnout shang-
ing tfie Jasic oojecaves of sroviging
suppiementai servicss (0 the nesgiest
students.

For information, comtact [ris Roce
berz, Room ~D0. Narional I[nsiruce
of Educcnom. (200 i9th Si. NW.

-Wasaingron. DC 20208,

Views c¢xpressed zre ‘hose of ‘he
2UIROF 2nA 20 ot recessariv ~edec:
‘he positions or solicies of NIE or ne
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