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Annual Evaluation Report on Programs -
Administered by the U.3. Qffice of ’‘ducation . .
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, INTRQDUCTIOR

{? A. Background

4+

- ’ ’
Section 413 0T the Teneral Education Provisions Act Teguites —

that the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and

' ~

. 4
Welfare transmit to the appropriate legislative and appropri-

- ”
ations committees of the Congress,."a report evaluating the results
) ¢ ! .
and effectiveness of programs and projeets assisted phereunder during

-

the preceding fiscal year...."

The progr{ms and projecté refer to
those for which the Commissioner éf'Educatiqn has responsibility for

+ Ll

administration. This is the third year that a comprehensive report ~

on all Office of Education programs is being submitted. It encompibseéﬁ\

and supercedes individual reports submitted in prior yeérs including

those on ESEA Titles I, II, I, V, VII and Civil Right}f™ <

This report is an update and extension of st vear's ré‘ort*

and incorporétes the resultg of the evaluatien studies coﬁpletéd

during FY 73 (14 studies) as well as new information derived from
. . ( . LI

progtam operations, dpéa colldctions and moniforing .activities. The

" report covers OE prokrams as of June 30, 1973.° Program decisi&as. //
’ -
legislative and budget activities, and program information subseguent

»

to June 30, ,1973 are not reflected. . ;e

L

B. History of Evaluation in the Office of Education ~

L

Systematic effofté at evalvating Office of Education program§

1

have had a comparatively brief history. -Prior to FY 1970 this was »

 'we primarily to_lack of funds and tecﬁnicglly"&ualified evaluation

3




» : 2 N -_-- * -
‘ staff. In FY 1968.and 1969, for example, only $1,25 milljon was *
apprbp%iated for evaluating ov billion in Office of Education

.

programs; and in prior years even smaller amounts Were qyailable.

. %’I‘l’le FY 1970 appropﬁiation of $9.5 million markgd the first

»t \ . '
; significant .amount specifically made available for the purpose of,
w e S .-

pianning and:evaluating Federal education progfamé. The appropriation
L} - R B . ]

. -

= —— - ——— s —TETl o .t

/

& ‘bill, however, was not enacted until late ip the fiscal year

"o (March 1970), and it requireé a "crash effort" to assemble qualified

| ‘ : .

* staff and initiate the first sgyies of systematic evalyation projects: .
! [

L
]

/{n the final three months of the fiscal year. Ve ~— '
/ ' ‘ :
. © In the three and a half years that have elapsed since that

! . time, the Oftice of Education has attemptedsto &pand and ppgrade its v

T . Yo . -

L

— evaluation ?apability. The evaluation function has been centralized- ~—

El - f

N

]

in a staff office (Office 6f'P1annin%, Budgetiﬁg and Evafuatién), a
L] 1 i -

most technically competent and experienced staff of evaluators.ha’s

A beqn.assem@led, over a hundred evaluation and planning studies have

N J . . s
.. been designed and.initiated, a dissemination process for distributing/ )
. [ ]

3

the results’ of evaluation studies to the Congress, the Executive Office,

and the ‘education community has been implemented, and a mechanism to

‘ -
L3 .
*

enable'ev§}éation findings to influence the policy decision process
¢ haj beeh feveloped. S . f
- N ' ©o ; ’ —

The following table showss the funds available fof educational

-7 planning and evaluation for the period FY 196& - 1974: AN
; : _ .
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- . 3 . ’ ) -
‘ . TABLE T o/ S V-
¥ . S 4 \
—-\ . . ' . v X - . .
- . FY 1968 . . ‘ y$ 1,250,000 . .«
1969 . ' 1,250,000 | ;-
/ . . 2. . ‘ / .
LY [ =o- . ! ’ >
. 1970 ' . . -— ,512,000 3/
' 1971° o SRR 12,475,000 1/. 3/ ‘
1972 : CL 11,225,000 1/ 2/ .
" 1973 “ Lol 10,205,000+ 1/ o
996 *"1 ", 5,200,000 1/
_ T - N TS A co
1/ - Includes funds for the Educational ﬁeiic§ Research o
,e‘- \_ .
. ’..
2/ : 1
3/ Does ngt iJ\Iude $5,000,000 a rOpriated for grants to '
. qta;é% for planning and evaldation under ESEA, Title V, Part C. N
4f Program funds authorizeq,for evaluation of Follow Through ST |
) the Emergency School A sistance Program (ESAP), and the
- . - Emergency School AssiStance Act (ESAA) are not, included .in
e + the .above a appropri ions, nor are program, funds used by State o
" and local’egucation agenc1es on evaluations of ESEA, Titles I,
¥ TI1, V1T and VATL. , . . .
///},/’/Ei Federal'Role in Educati A 2 ’ C, ]
- . . -~ R s )
By daw and'tradi" n the Federal role in American’ﬁﬁucationf,-‘ )

-~ .
- .
> - -

is a 11m1ted e, &t«all levels . Amerdican education is‘primarily =~

tional policieﬁ‘and the admirtistration of the. schools is for, the P

el
most PAT yhder local authority. State roles vary as 'does the proportion

' ‘ s . -
g of schoolﬁ, (which -has been steadil¥ increasing oYer
+ ) = 3 *
s}, but in general the State Education Ageh?ies have i
. ‘e - . W

. . v
. . ’
- .
. . . .
j . p : * v . ' ~




. ' / :
- - % - .
vxpofdit«?ﬁ». tvﬁchcr'qualfficatlons. curricula, offeffng§,4stuﬁént ’

. % ! .

i * A ’ :- 3 -—‘\ -
attendanee. facilities, cte.  In recent years Sgates' have expanded
their roles to include plamning, evaluation, legislative initiatives,
. . . . - ’ ,
technical assistance to LFA's #And 'similar activities. In terms of
* . A N .
C - ., \

funding, thevfederallcentribﬁtiou to Americahn. education {s_sma11.°
Overall, i\ FY'73, the Office.6f’Educhtiéh‘contributed 5.6% and the

- - l.\ - i - s ' 3 -
Federal government.as a whole about 15.1% of the total national S

P - " .

expend ']ﬁ-éﬂféghéducation ($89.5 billion). The Fedaral,céntribuéionﬁ

to clementary and seConda education was 10.1% and to post-segondary
. e .

/. education 18.1%. The Office of

' . » te .

both areas. 7 . ' .

T i . - N - ’

Over tHe years educatibngl legislation, has been enqcted and.

/ created in response to a variety of national fhterests, ,
. - .

need$ and opportunities as pefceived by the Congress &nd vé&ious

admtniétrations./ Although the approach has been piecemeal and directions

. -have changed, the approximately 100 education programs or iegislative

titles have. tended to focus on three basic objectives:

. To equalize’educational oppoytunixﬁf}or groups and

individuals who'are at a disadvansggeIéducationally by reason

. .

of ecénomic, racial, geog}aphic, or physical and mental
= - ’ ’ o / ! . l’: .'un. * ——___-_-—-—-

handicappifig conditions. - '

L3 * " A -
<« To improve the quality afid ‘rele ce"ﬁ?’ﬂﬁz;;:;;—zgz;ation

. primarily thoﬁgh reéearch, evelopment, experiegeqtation, -
demonstration, disgemination .and training activities, . “

. . ' ¢ ? i ‘ . s

':‘ e . .To provide limited general supporgTEo seleéted‘educa_ on *

functions and activities such as 1ibraries; State edqcation\agen

construction, developing institutions, vocational educatio
i -

T 9




* v . .
. L}
: TN

by Overview of thg Effectiveness of OE.Pregrams “

oo ' ! | - . ¢
The prevxous reports included a broad assessment of how

—_— e .

well the three ma jor obJectlves were being furthered through L

the variety of programs devoted- to them. Changes since the“

f 1ast year, have not been so great as to modlfy the- over&ll
: e
plcture, and in ‘general, it was concluded that:

: T Although.the 1argEStIFederal thrust has been the .
attempt to redress various inequalities dn eddestiqpal . ’ /
. . . !
opportunity, ndne of the programs individually or all the™

3

. programs collectively,_have }et sucteeded in achieving‘iﬁi of

! . ? - . . - - L .:
. their objectives. Nevetheless, the progrsms;in the aggrég;te seem

[ / to hdve made a substantial contribution to the goal ef equalizing

' "a

\
The research experimentatQOn demonstration dissemination

- and training activities have not been“regarded ;s highly ‘successful

. /’
3. 7 k;fycafional opportunity for all American Citizens. “ e N

- e

. ) - , . .
idberall despite ghe ‘fact that a number of nﬁtaple successes (e.g.,.

“-developdent of individually greséribed instruetion, the Mulci-

3

el School, Computer Assisted Instruction,'Sesame_Street and the

#
i) * . [

,///,r ) élegtric Company, National Assessment, New Curricula in Physics,

. Epglish-and Math, etci) have been' achieved with indisidual projectsf
. 2 o ‘ '

) - .

Acknowledgement of the many shortcomings .ilt the Federal .

P -

(Rl

,
L3 L *

educational R&D effort over the yearsoted to the establishment

of the National Institute of Educatiol (NIE) énd the transfer
- Ty

/#\\ of OF reSponsibility ¥n this area to the NIE (Public baw 92-318,

92nd Congress - Education Amendments of 1972).

.
" . - " ‘ .
" - - 1 ~
.
.

3
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. The provision of selected ggnerél\support has helped

_schools and colleges in ;ubﬁ'aéeas'as impact aid, construétion and

s - f ) ‘
equipment programs, basic grants to States for vocational an? adult
" N . v

L
-

. 4 . - -
education, aid touland grant colleges, public library programs and

~

. . R : ’.
the purchase of school &nd, college’ library materials.
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1. Evdluations aof Elementary and Secondary Education Programs’

f ‘Over the past few Years, tpe.primary-objective for evaluation

[} . .o
activities in‘tlementary and secondary cducation has'been simply to
) . . 2
.conduét4§tudies.of the*imqut of major Federal programs.- Evaluations

e ' ) ’ P ®
for most legislated programs have been initiated and 'substantial )

»

new ffndings are beginning to gmerge, Most,df'the'sﬁﬁafﬁihféil in -

one of two categories: / o . ) o :

e . - ' . - -
. udies asjﬁSsing the’ effgct of special programs .for education
. & ’ -
/ of d1sadq3ntaged ch11dren (ESEA itle 1, Title VII, Follow-Through,

wre

» §

.l' -

a) A;se<q1ng the e feét of 6pe61al_programs for g education of dlséﬁvantaked

ﬁghildren /// ‘ N ) .. ]

'f? 31nce the Federal.gove méﬁt began in the 1960's to accepf some
. M +
. 5eSpons1b111Qy for the pllght f educatignally d1sadvantaged qhildren
-X .

many educatidgal progxqp have been ini;iated at the Federal State,
f . ' . -
.aﬁd Loc§1 levels. Mo t begdn thhout benefit of guidance from reseqrch

*

. on effective Ieérnyﬁé mephods and have cont1nued for some years withont

-

a

L3

clear evidence as to their effectiveness or impact. on children. One of
r ' ’
‘the main purposes of evaluatlon in the’ area pf elementary and secondary

educat_mn is. to érovide s’uchﬂevidence both with respect to 'progft.‘ams' '

-
“ .

‘;" a /‘ "

as a whole and with reépe to individual State, school district, school

. o

or classroom approa

L

-~

- ~ ’ ) 4
to/education of disadvantdged childgen.
ons\recently gompleted in th1s category 1nc1ude a

study of the EptA, Tj Migranf/Prngram, A ProceSS Evaluation of the




L

L

. 1) .
’ / ‘
L] 1] - .
y ’ 8 :

Bil i@ual'Progr‘am, an Evaluation Aﬁe Emergency School Assrstance *

/ -~

.- Program (ESAP 11), an Analysis of Reading and Mathematics Ag‘:hievomcnt

- - *

Gaing-and Per-pupil F.x;.xendit,ures in California Title | Projbfts during

EY 1972, and an Evaluation of the Follow-Through Progran: (intcrim
“ L]

. findings of an on-going evalua’tion). .For the most part, these studies

e

were aimed at determinipg the effect of program activfties on cognitive
’ [

and affective changes in students or finding answers §o Such key

questions as: .« Kre Some approaches workiné—better than others? How we11

_-‘--.—.---‘—-—\—
[ &

are programs _operating? What program characteristics are assoc.l-ated w1th
sudcess or failure? ) : , . ) ‘) '7,“‘
+" The key findtngs from these studies incl'ude:-r~.,6- -

. : 2 . *
. Migrant Study - Higrant students lag \behind‘ their contemporaries

. [3

in reading and mat"hemat‘ics achievement with the greatest gaps occuring
. R . R . & ] I . (Y
-in grades 3 and 4 and persisting thereafter. Nevertheless migrant

children ha&khlgh aQademic and career expectat1ons. These were not
"y

‘d
realistic m?:cms ‘c:f tﬁeir acg1evement and drogout, patterns dﬁgrant

A :
parents expressed sat1sfact10n with- the\school experiences of their

%

children anﬂ{dM thoughlghat their ch11dren had been hélp

B111ngua1 Study = The study 1nd1cated that a1though bilingual 9

T

frograms were beginning to take hold and proliferate in \5 substantial

way in school systems, the shortage of b111ngua1 teachers and app11cab1e

curr1cu1um materials presented a serious drawvback.

- L

3
ESAP II Study - Black male high .school students gained in achieve-

e

ment through ESAP, a]:though whites, elementary school blacks and

-

female hi'gh school blacks did not gain. Yet the gains for black-

4 .

h,u.gh school male? are important because they ,normally. have the

- -
o ) ~
o E
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‘ Per-pupil Expenditures in California Title I Programs .

f. ‘\ =~
altérnative apprpaches :2%23 cation of disadvantaged children and to .

\ . ~ . . , 'y - ..

. . 9 - - \ . . \ P
\\ . . . ]

the lowest level of achievement, )

. The study 'of Reading and Mathematics Achievement Gains and - .

. 4

addressed the'proble¢ of “cfitical mass" (i.e., the proposition that
there is a spec1f1c level above whlch expendltures for compensatory““ﬁnen_==___-
-educatlon appear to be @ffective and below which they are not effective) ..

r

The study found -no evidence_of such a level,

-

. Follow Through is the closest approximation in education to v

é large scéle planned experimenf. Despite many broblemé' the program

L

" has developed several aiternat1ve compensatory education models, and~

fhe attendant national evaluatlon has .réached che .point where meaning:‘

Analysis of the.mostj

ful results are starting to.becqme available,

§ - ' T
tecent, data ingicate that some of the models in the natignal
+ [ " -

evaluation seem‘eo be effective'id rieging-ab?ut improvements .in T
‘yeh . and mathematics gch” ement‘but that others are not; Some L.
models alse OW'up beﬁter than others ¢n noncogn1t;ve measures k )
though they.are n necessan&}y the sdme as those thét scqre high ’
¢ N L N .
on acﬁieﬁement. The mdin purposes of the program--;o develdp ) - :?

L]

v b) hsséssing the impact of school desegregation programs.

-

- 4 .o L . . A R |
A second major Federal concern in elementary and secquary education
\ . h * "

LI ., ", »

has beén-to support equal educational opportunity througﬁ programs’

designed to help achieve successful school desegregation. Beginning

bl f . -
. .__s . -
y




. . w 3
. L 10 ‘ .
-

b

with the first Emergency School Aid Progfgh (ESA?—I), eva'luatjons *

s of the major program compbnents have been conducted cach year. A \T\“\\\
. . T f. . '
{ T » .
— completed cvaluation of.ESAP~I1 and the on-going ESAA cvaluations were
i - ) Sy Lo .
designed to measure the impact of the Federal programs on racial climate
Y . * N o -~ b)

"

in the schools and the acﬁuisition of basic gkills by,students.
. -, - *

>
Findings so far indicate:

PSAP caused gains in. academic achievement for black male

high school students. . (Mentiotied above).
-

’ .. . This achievement™gain_was a}tribdf&&le to thefuse of ESAP ."#*’”#ﬂ"#‘

L3

-funds in ways that created effective changes in phe way high schools

3

. handled racial issues. ) ' e <:::j#—__ ' . .
\

Human relations programs seem to jéve §§en effective in .

-

improving the attitudes toward inte;.aéion of urban white students.
. N . ’ - ’
Student achievement for both races depends less on the

racial composition of the s€hool than on the quality of race relations

L

.
within the’school. _

Desegreggtion places a great deal of straiqﬁon.studeﬁts of both .
‘ ’ . - v
-~ races, but fhe school can ease this strain by having a staff that
+ ~ .

supports desegration,»operdténg in a non-discriminatory way, and \;\
. , :
, helping desegregation to proceed smgothly. The school- environment--and
% ‘ ’
especially the principal--appears to be able™te change the way teachers

4

"

behave toward black students even if teachers’ personal feelings about

' race are not easily changed. . <r<""—_———__- T
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2. Evaluations of Programs for Education-for the Handicapped
\!

*

» \5
) ' The programs auhﬁsrizea\under the Education for the Handicapped
' \ . .
Act may be ggoyggd into threefhatogories, indicating variations in
N h )

ment and Information activities). X

. Programs which develop and demonstrate new technologies,_
r » ' “ .

mafkrials, or models for éérﬁ' g the handicapped. This includes
R ' 1

ecifiq Learnjime Disabilitges

ogram, ard the dévelopment

s \ of new media and materials undsr the Media Services program.

S - . L .
T 13

' . Special Education Manpower-Developmeﬂt‘pqovides the gapport .

.-
%

function of training teachers and other educaticnal personnel to work

L4
a

3

with. the handicapped.

[

In all three categories, ghe Federal role is principally a catalytic
4 [ . v B . .
o whereéy OE provides "seed" momey to States and other grantees in ,

' order to stimulate increases in both the qudntity.{;d.quqlity of

services providij ﬁ; States. As a matter of policy, OE has not sought .
1 * ’
. to provide direcc\service to all children not cirrently served by

‘because of the‘driticauﬁgﬁdkﬁostly nature of the handicap OF p1a§s a,
. r . . - . N

sion of direct services). .

' D'(' *
tiveness have not been completed on
—_— W .
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. ‘_:»\ 3 ’
most @ ndicapped programs‘hl&hgugh sever§1 are in process,

‘\‘ a I3
‘Infor tion from program operations, however, provide the following
. - "

ﬁata,on program scope and the &bility to serve the target population.

s a) Programs providing direct service to States

- » w L3

. Analysis of the State Grant program indicates that the program
]
in FY 73 has helped st}mﬁlate educational opportunities, supported by

non;Federal funds for an additional 200,000 handicapped children in

twenty-five States. . . -
-

i [}

Program information on the Deaf-Blind Centers indicates that
L . s “ "\\
they are reaching substantial numbers of deaf-blind children. In

FY 73 services were ﬁ“:\rided to pproximately 46% of an estimated ,

target populatégp of 5000 childfen. in FY- 70 only 100 children
\ i il ¢

received sefvﬁ@ﬁéz

e ! The Regldﬁél Resource Centers served approximateiy 40-000

-

handlcapped children in FY 73 with comprehen51ve ﬁéagnostLC, prescrietive,
_J .

remedial and other supportive servites. Studies indicate, however, that g

the Regional Resource Centers and Instructioni} Materials Centers need 7
o L - -

to be better coordinated for more efficient operations and better

l‘ -

services. . . -~

b) Developmental and Demonstration Programs

In FY 73, the Early Childhood program supported a variety of (_

operational and outreach projects which brovided direct services to

" i .. .

over 4,500 children. More import&ﬁ%ly, however, through rephication -

of model projects and outreach activities, an additional 17,500 children

» - / ' r ) .
were served, and training and, other supportive services were provided

- )

u

o over 20,000 parents and education staff members. \

e




#

. The Specific Learning Dikgbili’ties-Prégram in FY 73 established

model projecfs in 43 states with supportive fechnical and training
assistance to help stimulate State ard local provision of educational

-ser'yrces. i

. ‘I’he Innovation and Dw?lopment Program helped fund 68 projects

in FY 73 to support research,.demonstrat1on, and development activitres.

I
Included were such projects as development, of curriculum materials
. ~
|

for mentally retarded children, post-secondsry vocational tra{ning for
o

hearing impaireds youth, teache{ training techniques and instructional

materials using applied behavior modificatien technidues, etc.

i,

s Special Education ngpower Development Program »

.- During FY 73 this program pr0v1dea‘d&rett financial assistance

to over 19 000‘"specia1 ed" students. Stﬁﬂies of the program indicate
that special educ‘“atign teacpr prd'duction is just keeping even with the

attrition in the fielddand-the‘requirement to fill open vacancies
. (20,000 annually). The program is considered an important factor in
L] ” . ®
qualifying students for jobs in the field.
- . - 4

n

3. Evalugtf%n of Programs for Occupational and Adult Eduéation
% -

Evaluation activifies in the Occupational and Adult Education area

may be Ioose}y grouped into three categories:' \

. ‘Studids of programsgfhat deal with occupational training
activities and‘their effects on iPH plaéem;nt, earnings and other
indications of what ﬁappens to gtudents after the; complete tﬁe.

-

programs. . ¢

Ty
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. Studies of progzgms and their effecfiveness in dealing with
special target greups sucL as the handicapped and the disadvantaged.‘

3

Studies of programs that deal witg‘resource development

activities.

I's

E}ograms that deal with occupational u&aining activities

Included in this category are: Vocational and Technical Education
- s ".
Basic Grants to States, Consumer and Homemaking Education, Cooperative

L]

Edncation and Manpower Development and €rpining Programs. A number of

studies in this area.have indicated, the following: ﬁﬁﬁ%H“\xHH\
! 5

The National Longitudinal surveys by the Department of Labor
provides some reliable data about vocational education They confirm"

that graduates of vocational programs‘do have an advantage in obtaining
/ l -
jobs and uggests that the influence dY iocational education on earnings

Q-"J

) is more closely related to changes 1n Iabor market conditions than haH

R

been/thought to be the case before. L
.f/a--.._ . R ; |3 . . C Ly
Another study, a case study of égtee citics, shows that high school

Cn graduates from vocational curricului‘EEEerienced.S to 10 percenpage

. »
’ -

' - points more time ffslngg during the sik-year foldow-~up petiod':han was
Z’:

the case with thé graduvates of the dcademic curriculum who did not

attend coklege. - 'ﬁ‘ - o \
Data from a study of duplicat%!m gaps and coordination of publicly

y funded ski11 training’ programs ianO cfties on more than 390,000 enrollees

| indicate that 65% were enrolled iﬁx&H\?ndary vocational education programs.

L Of the remaining 35 percent who articigpf@ﬂy}n deeral manpoWer programs,
.~ ¢ :::,»

over two-thirds wepe enrol ed i occupational proghag§ in post-secondary

e

i

¥

' .
L
.

v ™
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3

institutions. “Analysis of enrollee characteristics data indicate that
* - F ‘

vocational programs and mgnpower ﬁrograms serve different populations. ’
Most manpower entrollees are thoge over 18 years of age with 61h.to

10th grade level of educational attainment. Such enrollees rarely
find a place in post-secondary institutions which usually have some

- ¥
form of academic’restriction even where there is a policy of opgné%

——

~—— -

admissions. Several programs, notably Job Corps dnd the Neighborhoed

. , \ .
Youth Corps, offer skill €raining to the high school age group normally

-

served by secondary vocational programs, ~Accounting for only twd‘percent

of the sccondary school-aged students enrolled in skill trainin§“ Ehese

programs ark Primarily for dropouts. They offer the same occupational

skills which are available in the better public secondary proérams,

*
~

althodgﬁ'the manpower programs offer conside¥ably more service in terms.

of guidaﬁce, remedial education, pladeﬁent and job cbaching.

The objeg}ives_éf a_gtudy of school supervi;ed work=education
brogrﬁms were to exa;I;; the different configurations of work educaticn
programs which;currently exist in the ﬁnited Séates, to determine the

[

degree that different types of programs are mee;%pg their intended

3 -
objectives, and to suggest waysiin which differaht types of programs
oy,
might be mod1fied or expanded. According to this st&%& 8 findings,
v o . ' . g .

specific occupational frraining programs (cooperative education programs
- o . 4\‘
for the most part) appear to be generating the most enthusiasm amQng

students, emplSygrs, and school offic&als because they are meeting\the
expfeésed needs and objectives of all three g;oubs. S%uden;s feel that

cooperative education programs are p:gviding them with ﬁaluablg job
E . . 1
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e “ " » 6 _-:m Ty ' , T;:;zi

s

training. meloyers Ffeel- that they are gettlng ;helr money's worth ' y
" out of their student workbrs anaha?é“ton%fibqting to their occupat}nn
“School administrators and teachers are sathELed with the learn/nhs

and job placements after the training perlod resultlng from thESE
‘\

programs, .

—
1

4] -
Dropout prevention programs are designed primarily as financjal

. e
assistance prigrams to keep students in school. While many hdve h '

additional goals such as improving disadvanfaged youngster's attitudes

' toward{school and work, practically none of these ampt to 1
~ ’ - ) 1 - >
. . wffer students related classwork or intenslve vocational training. It :
. ’ » - . *
was found tha€ they are mere likely than an; other type of program to

of fer students‘jobs paying at least the ninimum wage, but they were ®

'
g thans

L3 r “ .
second (by a slight.amount) to specific occupation training programs

# -~ . fas most likely to improve student's attitudes toward school.

& N A gomparative study of 51 proprietary and 14 non-proprietary schools

5 )

2 R . . -
‘J\\\S_ in four cities examined student d&&fomes in four occupational areas; office,

N healthﬁ computer and technical occupations, About 7,000 students and

AW . . A
. 5,200 alumni were queried. TFindings indicate t more than half {/ﬂ
. ' : ’ : ) s
’ found traéhing—related joRs. However, less than 20% of the propriktary
e ' _‘_. L4 [ . L

alumni and oply 137 of the non-proérietary alumni o Eained jobs

3_ through-school placement service, a surprising re§ lt'esﬁacially for
;l’\‘ ) 4 \ ot X ! ) . .
ﬁ proprietary schools, since virtually all dffer pJacement assistance.
z " Y

~. RN
-

Most graduates indicated sat&i;action with thejt current job status. )

~

0f those alumni currently employed, sbout 34% of the proprietary and,

. 12% of the non-propgketary gtoup felt that the training was definitely
, , i /
not worth the money. Analysis of costs indicate that the investment in

-

vocatlonal training was considered worthwhile for all occupational groups -

\)‘).‘ . ', . 21 . .
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escept the compuler tl‘aiP(:('.t.

graduates gain mﬁre’}d i&lér

result of training? Proprietary

-J-'_ "of characteristics. Most7

mbglong to minority ethmic groups. Cities surveyed clude Cpicago,

Georgia; San Francisco, Californja; and Rochester,

I { ) *
. . -? ""

" Illinois; Atlants
New York. v

"bY Programs that deal with sp;ac-\i\

arget groups such asvthe handicapped
.and disadvantdged - EaS
Included in this' cate are; Pr‘dgrams' f ents with Special

»

- R o N -
study of practical career gu}dance, counseling, and place

e non-college-bound student reviewed data conecerned with th

dctical career guidance and counseling for nondollege-boun ﬁéénts.
| \\ . . o _ N
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: ort.cgnfirqu the widesp;sgd impression that women, minority,
d disadvapfaged sfudents have not been pravided sufficient occupational
oo provided . v

- * ‘\,“‘v . ’
tion and assiégance in relating their-abilities 4and interests to

. . / .. - .
eer options. "Furthermore, the overall conclusion,drawn was £hat the -
-ty

-.H‘___—.“ - Z’ :..,-""f" .
ﬁgnctionsTgf*ggzaéﬁgg:gigﬁgounseIing personnel generally have not

igngémEEEETOVlde practical caf%er guidance for noncollege-&ound students

.o \ ' ’ - 1 -~y /
4 _ geSPLte natiogzihﬁﬁﬁyrlgjes and allocations-of funds. -
A
f’ﬁ:::jl . A 1ongitud1na1 study of the Adult Basic-Edueatlon

-

writing - agility The pexcentage of students emplqyed increased and the

t percen&age on welfare decregzgd. Students achieyed substantial increases

‘in;earnlngs and many felt that.t@g program had helped in obtaining the

increases and had helped them {n their jobs. Most 11ked ABE classes -

L3

e . - _ -
< + + better than theék previous schoeting. y ‘ C
v . ‘ s oo * P
. L * . -
. A study of adult vocational education programs in three cities
- - Fa
examined the extent to which the programs are meeting the needs of the

Rt L

' poore;-;;;;;‘ETtyaxgsident- 4 s for adults primarily were designed
J ~ *

to permit employed persons to sﬁarp

resent skills, deveﬁ)p additional

al gutlet. ' . 1

skills or pursue an avocat
Local’programs lack “operdtiotial servites such as planniﬁg, counseling

= ey -
and guidance. Courses are«provided primarily within constraints of the

PR 4 , —

* . -
traditional hour and semester it}udture.

-
N e

"

velopmeht activxties o

‘a..

- ¢) Prdgrams that -deal'with rqggurce‘

Included in this category a Vocational and‘Technical Education.
%

axa\‘;hﬁszarch and Training, Exeﬁplary Programs, Adult Basic Education; \

, SpééEET“E;ggEcts and Teacher Training. Most of these pro 3"h§FE'__'-_f—-_—
N . /l L] , 1 l 0
. in a gtate of change and assessments quefIEE:;;:;;;jn:je_planned
L+ ] “

.

\ |
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In gummary, the following' findings have emgrged: LR ‘

\ B o Findings on occupational training programs - V'ocational or

- - -

. 1
. gkills tr/aining programs Lave been shown to be effec&ive by several .,
- Fl / i -
— stud7/ Evidence of this range from eXpressed satisfaction with’ the

traiffing by students, teachers and employers, to more employed time
/

and{ ingyeased earnings. On the other hand, differences €par‘i:‘icu1ar1y
b *

einployed time ‘and earnings) are modes\an\ﬁ_entry into the labor

R . ’ Fid .
_market is more likely to be a f;gction of changes in' the economic —
“ _Bealth of the labor market. L L.

. 3

“/f’/ - As regards covérage, there is minimal overlap among varilous Federdlly

. funded progra'ms, e.g.,‘ programs’ supported. by tb.e‘yocatiomf Education

. -

/ Act (VEA) and by the Hanpower Development and Trainiug Aot (HDTA) "{llgf-e'

#

‘,h-d"’ .

. there is apparent overlap e gy, the VEA Work Study program, Job Corps,
5/’ “the overlap is 1n terms.of attemptiug R

and Neighbqrhood Yough C
to reach the same.target groqp (low incone, high dropout pqtentia_l-
youth) but' with a variety of approaches. Even go, the programs taken

togethiet do ndt reach all members of the target group (See mext

section}. ¢

L .
.. Programs for specidl target groups - The 1968 Amendments of VEA

ac

expressed a mandate to serve certain target groups by creaﬂng three

-

set-asides for disadvardtaged, handicapped and postsecondary programs.

The ev'idénce for a change in priorities is rather discouraging. It

appedrs now that a c}.lange in State and local priorities has not‘been
- _"'““'--—-.__________HH' . N . .
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»

achigVeJ.‘ That_is', wheité State and local aégneies have a high priority

, (postsecdpgdary programs), it;appeérs that Federal funds are utilized

-,

- . effectively and arc overmatcled by State and 18cal funds. -However,

. where State and local pridrities.were low (dis?dvantaged and handicapped¥

’ |
increasing programming for these gréups takes place primarily because

of Federal requirements with little evidence of matching by State aﬁd

Al

1¢dal funds. However, these findings must be considered indicative

o ';hther than definitive because they are derived from data in only ten
. : - ' "
‘States.

¥

Y

,

o A few studies have focused on the quality of servicdes deliveted

, I . :
to special target groups, TheserStudies indicate that the services are

L

. not of yigh quality and that considerable effort at improving the .

-

services is needed. For example, guidance and counseling sprvices

. -

!I /
have been shown to be inadequatc for women, minorities and disadvantaged

b,

persons at both the secondary and adult levels. ¥ s

! - [ + +

-
'

<
»
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4, .Evaluation of Post-Secondary Education Proéfaﬁs . A -

/
For‘cwer a decade the Federal government I{as increasingly tried
to broaden opportunities in higher education fdx'eeon&micallf‘d;éadvantageé_

. A 8 .« /\
students. Im recent years, it has extended financtal and other types . L.
¥ . ] B R r e

‘of assistance to students attending prdpriétary post-secondary

. - . P

institutions.
* L)

The .Federal ol:gjec':i\res, for such assistance havteqn:;'

. . To remove financial barriers to access to s form of
- Y . e \&.
/{post-bqundary education for all individuals appro§r1ﬁ$b to their
: P ;
capabilities and desires. ) f: 3

- -
- -t

. To strengthen the motivation to attend a éost-secondary

-

inst.ﬁutiiamong 'disadvantgg%d md@ﬁg and to provide::jsupportivew"

N . - $ . . ., . ‘,_--*
services er they hdve.ende;ed the tnstitution. . - ?t Y ,
. : L ‘ ’ . &R NS Yoo,
. To help build indtitutional. capability yﬂs of faq_iutfg?- *. ,
’ ’ . + . ~ S ?
. and improved quality of,staff and instructiona offerings in  support ‘

~ of the above objegtives:. B " ' .. ‘
These, objectives form a "contihuun” of assistance: codtact with 4

the disadvantaged:stuqfnt while he is still in high'ééhool and“attempting

<

ig interest him in coilege atteédaﬁce; providing arfinancidl aidvpackage
»

» LEERY

for the student at the college in which he enrolls; and, aLtémptipg to .

A r sy

increa%g'his chancés of regaining in college through provision of -

»
. . . .
. . B &

speciaf academic amd coupseling services. '
, C . : %
a) Removal of financial barriers to access to posthecqndggy education

R

L)

While Tétes of atfandance by low-income students have increased

greatly since 1965, it is not yet possible to statistically prove the

. .specific inducement effegts of Fedgral financial aid. Without such

[ 2 - ! .
.

»
- . L]
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aid however, it is quite unlikely that many low-income students would .

1

hl have been able to attend post-aecondary institutions. In-f"Y 197%, for

exsmple almost 2.4 millidn students received financial assistsn ‘

-~ . .

* ~ from the Office of Education in the form of grants, loana and worRestudy

assistance. These were principally students from families with inco

less than $? 500 annualljr.

~ : The prog'l:ams furthering /this oﬁjective include: the Basic

Tt -

Opportunity Grsant Program (BOG s) Guarahteed Loan Program (GLP),

National Direct .Student Loan Program (N‘DSL) Col:lege Work-Study .

.. - B . . -
- L] o -~ L

Progra (SEOG). Depending on ipdi\?idﬁal circumstances, Federal ?st':udant
: _ s ’ N

.o i o low-income students is gener“ally; provided. in a "pq:ckage" 3
| A cbasistio(g in part of a direct grant, tBOG SEOG), 2 loan 'and (¥DSL,
PN .. ; '
. “?' GLP) posg#ibly a work-study grant \(CWSP) ~ * ke L ' '
., . Snbceas of these programs can best be judgedf in‘t;rmswof iﬁér-a;a:; :

4 -5 .

\ in the number of low-income students aﬂtendinaapost seeondary

A LY
1

N
institutions. Studies ncﬁcate that aﬂ:hough' Iow-income students are
.\.~ 4 ' (Q. &
not yet at'tending $t-secondary achoc}s fn the same proportion as their
[ . . .t

3

numbers in.‘t'he general population, nevetheless their rates of attendance

. ' b . ' .
are increasing. Tha'f.“'student aid programs appear to be reaching thejr

“

“\' o target populatioris is indicated hy the fact’. that in FY ?3 students .
- }‘ -

with family incomes below g?.SOO participate in the aid programs as

. _ follows: B + /
(N b 1 : LY
' College Work Study ~ . 71.5% -
. - , .+ Gfiaranteed Studént Loan - 36.07 - .
' "~ wNatfonal Direct Student. Loan 61.9%. )
. ) . - _Supplementail E.0.G. 87.9%.

. . 21
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b) Strengthening the motivation to attend a post-secondary inat‘.i__gé:ion
.~ Adong disadvantaged students , Y .

[
[2] -

Furthering the objective of motivating disadvantaged students to

&

attend college also requires use of non-financial inducements to enroll-
f.

ment. ilnlike financigl aid, which require very large amounts of

capital and commonality of eligibility rulea, programs of motivatiq 1
inducements can be carried out by States and by educational inatituﬁigna

themselves provided that cqrti&n models are available for replicationf

s

Preéenil_y, the Pederal government is administering the Upward Bound

- &5 . .
and Talent Search Programé‘and funging those recruitment projects
which indicate the greatest promise of demonstrating both efficiency

;'qn.d effec:’gesa. .a . ‘ ¢ ’

An .early study of the Upward Bound Program by the Office of

Economic Opportunity (the 1970 Greenleigh Study) ‘found that the

. ’ rogram was succeeding in enrolling disadvantaged students in college’
’df'i dents who probably would not hdve envolled otherﬁiae) and that =
_ veteiffbn rate ves sihilar. £ that of more affluent students.

: er: a later 1973-study by the Gén‘e(i."a]'.‘ Aacaun‘ﬂn'g- Oﬁfiﬁg‘found
. ' . »
—

- thdt these early program succesies apparently did ‘_not'. persist. The l

L

- d . .
" GAQ study indfvgted that although the program still enrolled,a

‘majority of its participants in college, the percentage was somewhat

- .

lower than in the early yedrg and the attrition rate was higher .

(11% more‘than the national morm~for all college enfollees).
[ ]
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\fﬁmpared'dith other groups of diwadvantaged students.
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The objective of motivating disadvantage. students to emnroll in
college eannof be fulfilled'adequately if disadvantaged students drop-out

N

or fail prior to completion of ¥heir programs. Most disadvantaged

students are less well-prepared fdr ﬁollege work than these from more
) . . . -
affluent familieéf-“Thus, épecial acadqgic and codnéeling.services

are required to reduce the normal high aﬁ(}":rit‘ion rate of low-income

students.

has not been completed, operationagl-data indicate that over 63,000

students Qargi&ipated in the p ram in FY 73 and that. chances for

T b

L \__\-—-‘-\\-—-
academic success among partﬁfipating students are tmproveduwhen___———-
: ' ¥

~

In the

S

previous years, for example, approximately 10 000 participating .

students were able to move out of the program intQ&regular academic

channels. -
LI A .

c) Building’TﬁEE}tutipnaI capabilitj"~

. .
The main purposg‘o{\fgjt Federal activity in the area of institutional

éupport is to assist those igstitutions considered out of the mainstreanm’

L

fdr unﬁﬂrde?aloged) add serving 1arge numbers of educationally and . ™
econodically disadvantaged. These inatitutions anq\assisted under

Title ITI of the Higher Education Act, the Stréqgthening Developing

-~

Institutions Program. An evaluation of this program indicates mixed
sudhesgg %Ume participaqiﬁg institutions have been helped by the-*

program, but other non-program fattorsg play an important part,

»
i

such as

/
thé quality of the institutions' leadership, the continuity of funding

d the stage of development of the institution.
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Among othe; programs supporting iunstitutional capability building
- . F

+

are:

'. NDEA Fellohship Program - This program has been largely
succéésful in helping increase the supply of well-trained college
teachers and helps strengthen doctoral th@tams. The program focus
has been changed to aséist refurning veterans and is too new for its
results to be sés?saed. -

. EPDA, Part Et?ellowahigg'and Insgitutes Programs - These

[ 8
programs are designed to increase the supply of well prepared teachers,

aduinistrators and specialisté in areas okhtrttictl need for colleges
and universities. Studies indicate that the Féflowship Program
was effective in influencing able students to prepare for careers

in higher education and the Institutes Program provided a focus on

high priority training needs of higher education professionals.
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E. Highlights of New Findings =~ ——— _

(

during the year which provided new information about the impact on‘!

—

_HH-_;_“HHQ““

As indicated, a number of evaluation studies were completed

‘0

effectiveness oﬁ the programs studied. Folloyiﬂé are the highlights

P ]

of these studies: .

~

1:\ Impact Evaluation RepPort, UBE of Incentives in Education Project

t
L

The purpose of thia study was to examine the use of incentives

.
.- ¥ - -

as a technique for raising student achievement as an ouSgrawth

»

_ of interest generated by performance contracting experiments
during the 1970 ~ 71 school year. Thiﬂ‘pilot'project offered
. e .

incentives to teachers at four sites across the éountry, and to

. ir
parents at Ewo.of these sites, for increases in student achievement

|

in reading and arithmetic ‘above a predicted mean classroom level.

The findings show that students made gains when both the teachers

\
and parents were paid incentiveg’ but much smaller gaing were recorde

when only the teachers were paid incentives. The report recommen@ﬂ

that the "teacher-parent” model be further studied, but thaé*the

"teacher~only"- model not be studted.

2. Evaluation of the Career Opportunities Program. ‘ )ﬂ(,/’/’

I
The purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of

r

Career Opportunities Program on the training of participants,

. students, and the communities involved. The report copcluded that

el~.

COP had been. auccessful in enabling many dfhadvantaged aduits to

enter the educationhl profession and in introduging pargﬁrofessionala

PN

. . . 3
to mary classrooms. Changes were also reported in linkages with

! L L3

community groups and in course contgnt of teacheratraining institutio
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There was no evidence that achievement of students in the classrooms
*

‘

, ' ~ ,
had been affected by the program. ce

Analvsis of the Relationshibd ecween Reading and Mathematics

Achiev ment Gains and Per-pupil Expenditures in CaIifornia Title I

Profects Fiscal Year 1972. The purpose of this study was to

examine thé issue of "criticai{mass" (the *notion that s&pplemanttry

r r

education expenditures above & cértain level would produce

achievement gains among disadvantaged studenys, but expenditures
below that level would noé produce gains). This study éxamiﬁed
the relationship between costs and.bengfits in Tigle i projech
in California during FY 19?2: The éfﬁdy produced ;o results in’

ﬂ-..--'-

support of the critigal mass theory and only-mixed evidence of a

" weak relatiqpphip between expenditures and achievement gains.

3

. 8 .o .
. An Bvalustion of Federal Programe to Increase the Pool of Special
- . b

Edqutidn Teachers. The purpose of this study was té:examine a
-~ .. ’ .
variety of Federal.gfforts aimed at increasing the number of

special educltion teachers. 1t concluded that training supﬁgrh

N

does not necessarily legd an individual into trainilg, but does
-

- &
incdrease the Iikelihood thnt he will complete training and enter

T

the field. The study also found that the supply of special ‘

education teachers is beginning to meet the demanﬂ“(ﬂhere demand

L3

_is defined as exi tence of funde positioﬂs) Some recomnandttiona

- .
L Y |" .

of the report are! a) make availdble mofe funds to trgin teacheys .

for certain cafegories of handicaps b) ﬁi;:rease r.he representation
- b

of minority groups 1n the teaching pool: and ¢) upgrade the skills

»

of practicing teacher&f: , p
) " .

32
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The 1971-72 Vocatiogal Impact Project.”

was to exdmine various Fideral programs and poli.c:l.—es t‘.o see what

steps had been taken in voéational edutation to aid the’ economically

disadvantaged and the handicapped

p—

funds amd regulations may influence the helping of these. target

groups, but the Fedéral govemment 8 usupport is too small a share

4

, of the total vocational education dollar to be the primary agent

.6.

-

3

o & J
:}

s.”

\more in- service training.

7.

Mﬁging thig about..

MDTA Basic Education Study.

LY

The purpose of this study was to
S

assess the effect of the‘ program on reading, computational and -
‘related skills of ‘trainees enrolled in MDTA c;ccupational progect‘s.
The findings indicated that MDTA trainees start at an average
deficiency of 3.2 g:ades below (A 0 grades below for blacks) “the
highest school grade a; reported as completed by the trainee. '

Post analysis indicated that Spanisﬁ-surname trainees make good

l

. reading gains, but reading problems for blacks are not adequately

compensated The repdrt recommends that the MDTA staffs have

r

3

A qﬁomparative Study of Proprietary and Non-Propriet&rY'Vocational

The purporse of this study

The report concluded that Federa

Training Programs.

The purpose of this study was to compare the

+

-~ effectiveness of vocational training programé between proprietary

]

. 1
and non-proprietary schools.

r L]

areas (computer business, health, technical) in a sample of four‘

Data were collected from institutional and program

LR L,

major cities.
dfrectors students, and alummi. The report's principal findings

were: 1) greater economic gains from training were achieved by

The study fbcused on four vocational |

3

i

i
¢ )

3
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mn-proprietary school graduates than by proprietary school
&raduates, and 2) accredited schools qnd chain schools su;veyed ‘
were m more effective in placing graduates than unaccredited md

-

non-chain 'schools .

The Public Library and Federal Policy (Phase I). The purpose of

er study was to sna.lyze."the role qf publie- 1ibraries An tocisy'a ,'

society The repor,t indf@ated that libraries ‘are attempting to
t '8
change to meet the needs of the public. Recent efforts have been
. . : +

made to providel ‘serv,i'c-es to rural populations and the disadvantaged;

FE Y - M - M " ; .
to make library staff-members more responsive to Xhe communities

they se‘rve; and to develop library systems that can provide gu;re

efficient and .equi'tsble' services. However, the libraries are

-

.experiencing problems in the areas pf finance, orésnizstion,
.o ¢

personnel, and technology. The report recommended the following

postures in regard to Federal polic”y of library assistance: 1') Ald in

_planning for national services' 2) promote incrgssed system
organization smons all 1ibrsries, and £} emphasize impr’ovement of
public library services for the socioecouomically disadvantaged.

The 1971~72 Nationwide Installation of/the Multiunit/IGE

N
L L3

Model for ElementarY Schools. The purpose of this atudy was éo

exlmine the mplementation process of the ﬂulti-unithG program

in 13 States during,the 1971- 7? school year. The
in the publication of a two-vo_lum report thgt provides a process
evaludtion of the first‘-'year installatiofh of the Hultilir_lit §choq1~
‘ind Trdividual Guided Enstrugtiop fatterns. The study findIngs
/ } A
3 ' -

i ~ ™~
. . . ”~~
. ., .- // 3"1’ ~ N : ’

[nn‘

-
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11.

indicg;e that the efforts to implement MUSE/IGE on 2 natiomwide

scale have had vsrying degrees of success. Recommendationy for

policy improvements include: A)‘ Increasing the amount f training

end guidance for school pe;éonnel; 2) makind\timeasequenced imple-
mentation more clear, and 3) creating a‘flexiblé package of

installation procedures,

Development of & System for Evaluation of the gffeéttveness of

The purpose of chfs' ’T/d

Educational Regional Labs and R&D Centers.
project was to design and pilot test a system for the evaluation

of ‘the products of educational research and developmeﬁt-centers
7

and_ laboratories.: As a result of the experience gained from the

pilot test of the evaluation system, the report made numerous

‘recommendations concerni
. ; .

product reporting proceduresI criteria, .

»
The report alsb contains cost projeeti/ns

end.instrumenthtion

/

for operation’9f/the system fn alternative configurations. 1‘, .
. & ; .
Analeis of Finances and Enrollment of Selected Institutions of .
Higher Education. This was Phase i1 of the "Coe//of College" ;;;/,’

study.

-

I'ts purpose was to analyze the causes of the "financigl’

crisis" claimed by institutions® of higher educatidh with @

LN

special focus on ‘their use of resources. The rep did not %

find higher education facing the bleak futur f%hat.othersfﬁgh y

predicted. Of those collegee iR financifl troudble, ;ggré ere .

‘/.'

olve expenﬁifﬁrea

ather

LY

indications that the difficul:;j§/1 8
than reveuues.. The study suggksted the/fplloniné management
- .

-

. B
improvemﬁats: a) ton-pr: iferatjoniof courses,'maintenance of .

izes, and containment of saldTy
s

. L3 L .~ ° PR
* " '] T e M Y
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"

increases; -b) developm

h v . — -
en>f\n<nagement informatfon, and ¢) program

budgeting. With respect to%*ed?ral pBlicy, e report recommended

more selective and npn-ii.niform aid to e_demands of the

-

different cons.titu?\cies of the in\sé'ltutions. !

12. Study of the EPDA, Part. V-E, Traini

¥

Persommel. purpose of this study was to identi

needs of higher education persomnel a

L] . e
was meeting The findings show ac{min‘is trators \7

-

- often indicated need.for training in 1) relatin

8/"-,9”

ng goals and operating

ple

ures and 2) develo

fnel

program:ﬂ.i. The sﬁfvey also in&j.g,at\g{\ that the gre t

7

-recrulting and persoﬁal counseli

favored hiring qualified g%:sauﬁéi’;;:p

persons. Mopst ali of the institutions indieated that lack of

é?é;han training ungkilled

- . . b - .
W_{ “#mong colleges are in the areasef I L
A S )
admisslons W

T,

i,

oy

!

mohey was the ..grea.test obstacle to filling“pefééimel needs,

ractical Career Guidance, Counseling,/a)nd Placement for the

13. P
. , . i . . ..?1
Non-College~Bound Student. Thf-,;(pose of this study was to

-

review the effect of care dance and & ograms for

w I}

mncol}eée-bound studénts The findings_it;dicafe that _yomen,
minority, ans disadv taged s
o -

’oécupg.‘l;l.onal information and assistanc

-

tudents have betained sufficient

e in relating their abilities

2

>

/

+

S

inteyes‘lfs to career gptions. Furthérmore, the functionsof

. - —
guidance and counseling personnel generally havé not been designed
" 0 provide practicdl career guidance for noncollege-bound students

despite natioral pri’c;rities and allocations of funds. Recognizing

Poe wuke Fin gun " v L. ji“.. -

" |.

- - .
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+

the nee'd for realignment of the coun’aeling sexrvices for f:he

. noncollege-bound, the report recommends that 1) guidance and I
. . ./"-'. . *
counseling experts provide more specific information and 2) realign-

- ; Y
ment be based or a planning model that includeé assessment of the
priority of target groups, selection of appropriate strategies,

amd evaluation of efforts. \ . ’ '
) . .

14. g%aluatfon of ESAP-1 Communlgx Grpup Program. The purpose of

4

this program was to evaluate 'the ESAP Oof:llnunit_y Group programs

designed to promote community participation in school desegregation.

The study was based primarilyﬁn data gathered from interviews

M - -d' L

/
with CG stdaff members, school adminiatrators, board of edﬁfation

members, students, and 1nf1ué'nt:ial me’mbera Of,thl! community.

Comunfty acceptance of the CG proégc.t:a,*“for ti;g mo&t part, was
l'\f" f;‘.worable. ?Seventy-five )be_rcent' ;f thg 585 pergpna interviewed
| felt the community group program h;\d eontributed positively to

/
the local school desegregation process. A major weakness of the -
program .appeared to be the lack of cboperation and coordination -

/ .
between the CGs and the LEAs. The pringiple recommendation
'] .

evolving from this evaluation 1s, that some mechanism must be

- established to ensure matual LI:A and ESAP-CG coordination and

L] - !

cooperation in support of deaeéregation. This mechanism must

*

work at hll levels, “in all patters and decisions, and in all

- 4

A parts of the countyy if the imense pot:ent:ial gains of the

- ESAP-CG 18 t:o be fully realized. e _ !} - .
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"F. Studies in Process
As indicated, the evaluation of\r Federal education programs is
“ ‘ ‘ a
now a continuous activity. The following brief desqriptions
highlight those studies that were in process during FY 1973¢
e
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1. -Evaluation of ESEA Title I Programs for Migratory Children.

The Education Amendlnents Act of 1972 directed the Comissioner

‘to conduct & ‘study of the ef}ects of Title I on the edﬂcati,on

of children of migratory a.gricultural workers. - The study is -

.  reporting on the effectiveness of individual programs and
. * i

projects with respect to migrant children. It is also evaluating
the State administration of these programs and %ill make
recéﬁrmndations for the improvement of such ;Ll}og‘ram.

'Cont}'acl;or: Exotech Systems, Inc., Felis Ci‘lurch, Virginia.

2, A Prg_cegs Egg],g\g;j,gn. of the Bilingugl Program. This study is
celleeting data on® the manageme\nt of the. Bilingtiai‘zé}l:ogram. e
Information is being gathered on the characteristics o_f‘t.he
various kinds: of projects, the bartic‘ipants, I:elachera, etc.
Contractor: De‘velopment Associates, Tnc., Waﬂhington, .C.

3. A Study of_g_e Am. This study is collecting data

‘- on vatious programs designed to introduce innoyative practices

to school systems (examples: Right-to-Read, Titles III and VII’

- L

of ESEA). This study will 8ttempt to determine the best -

.

methods of demonstration and replicarion of the innovative
=

13

",/.i.-—practices that are found to be most effective. _ . .

Contractor: Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California.

4. A Marge Scale Evaluation of Combensatbry ReadinR® and Reading

- Related Egrts in the Elementary Grades. This study is '

"

pssessingl the effec'g‘ivenes'a of .cot_npensatory reading programs

under Title I funding availa?]@ to eeotiqmina‘ily' disadvantaged .
. L At , ‘._. , Lo, . W Pa= .
S : N




5. Development of Project Information Packages forzgfaie!':‘f‘ive ‘

R

_ 35
pey

The impact on student's reaging skill attainment and

tudents.
Zii’feront aspects of the program's efforts are of high concern.

’
- 4

%i_:ontractor: Educational Testing Service, Princeton, ¥ew Jersey.

-

App_vroaches in Compensaton Education. The New Incentives grant program

of ESEA Title I provides, financial incentives to promote the
proliferation and use of successful approaches to compensato_ry"

educatidn for disadvantg,ged children. This study is attempting
Y L*ﬂ;\
ta develop a number' of v‘ali.dal:ed and well-pa‘ckaged models of

successful compensatory education practices for dis$eminations.
+

-

L]

Contractor:’ RMC Research Corporation, Bethesda Maryland. ' *
lden ifieat at ion of 'Exemplarv Desegregated Schools ayg Evaluation

of the Determinants of Success.

The purpose ‘of this study is to

. Teview available research on effective programs to implemeht

school desegregartion. It is anticipated that this in—depth ~ e
examination of exemplary dedegregated ‘schools will fdenti ’
. . b
. .
the programs, policies, and practices that contribute most the

. . v ] A
success of these schools.
4

’

-

Contractor' Educat‘onal Testing Service, Princeton, Newr Jersey.

Evaluation of the ESAA General 1LFA Program. The objecl:ives of

- -

this study are: 1) to determine the overall eff,e,ctiVene‘s\s of |

the program in-achieving goals and objectives speci&ied- in the

.

Emergency %chool Aid Act; 2) to determine the relative ef fectiveness.

of different activities funded unde‘r the General LEA Grants Programs,
»

and 3} to examine the conditions under which activities ar

e'::r .
. b . c . : - . .
Contractoy: Systwm .Deﬁel&ptq&t Corsgm@n . Sdnta Monica’, Ca¥iférnia.

N . L e W g ' b ’ . .
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A Longitudinal Evaluation of the ESAA Pilot Program. -

This is a detailed study to, evaluate the national impact of the

. "

QSAA‘Pilot Program on a nationally representative sample of ¢

» £

minority students'.‘ Other. object:i:ves.of the study include:

1) evaluating the cumulative effects of different types of

treatmEntap under various exposure durations; 2) determining ,

the differeritial effectiveness of local programs; -and 3) comparing

successful local projects to. similar but unsupcessful projects -
. l

P

in effort to determine the difference between success and failure.

» -

ContractOr. /System Development‘Corporation, Santa Monica, ) v

-

Cali/péa.- 2, Lo

e

- \x

1]

L

] n

~

*

) Ev/s;uatiog of an Aid-to-States Program for Education of

“increased State and local funding. "

Handicapped Children. This study is assessing the impact of

*

. State grant funds in tewms of 1) .the extent to which demonstration’

' . . i -
projects are replicated, andd2) the role &6f Federal finds in

stimilating more programs: a greater éxpansion of services, and

N -
: - . N .
LI

4 .
]

Bontractor: Exotech Systems, Inc., Falls Church Virginia.

Egaluation of Educational Prog rams i State-Operated and State-
' - -

§_ggorted Schools for Htmdicagged Children. This study is

]
"

assessing the impact of support provided under thé& provisions of \\

ESEA Title I, as amended by P.L. 89-313. Impact is being

medsured in terms of 1) increased resources svailable to the
handicapped children of these-inatitutions 2) the degtee of

increased quarlit}f of education p&({ims, 3) the degree to which

’l' . . i
. i ' ‘ = 1
~ - R <
. P 41 s
L] 4 \ ".
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. . K ) ‘ -
children show improved outcomes, and 4) thé degree to which _

: A
Federal funds have a stimulator effect on State funding. -
o Contractér: Exotech Systems, Inc., Washington, N.C.

~p .
of Prog ams Serving the Profoundly Handlcapped‘

Severely “hand ped children including those with mufh%ple

, .
handicaps, normally can only obtain educaQ1onel services within

A
+

\\\\ the context of costly residential care institutions. Because
.of inadequate résources, many are @nable to ob;ain;gny help. - -

The objectives of this study are 1) to determine the yumbers .‘\\
. o , S : T .
. and types of severely handicapped children Yeceiving services, N

’

2) to identify the types.of services nOW“receired, and 3) to

determine the type and.dnantity of services now‘received to meet
A} \ .

the need.

“ Contractor: "ABT As;ociates, Cambridge, ‘Massachusetts,

12, Study of the Impact of Federal Programs on Poor, Handicapped
T '

. - - - . . .. ‘ '
' Childré:. The problems faced by children who are both poor and -

L
£

handichpped make them & high priority target group for education

s services but little or no data are available on this population.

-

s, -

With the current thrust to proyide services’to handicapped children

the objectives of this study are: 1) to determine the'nmmer of
S ' . . L
poor handicapped children receiving services, 2) to develop estimates

of the number needing but not receiving serwices, 3) to determine’

. . . (3 . .

what services are beiné provided, and 4) to assess if the serrices

received are adequate for the special needs of these children.

Contractoy: Exotech Systems, Inc., Falls Church, Virginia.
o ' .
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“"Vocational Education for'tﬁ Bandicapped. The Vocational
A_;—H . :

Education Act as amended earmarks ten percent of the
LW . + . ’
State grant money for programs providing vocatiqnal education

rh e mr—— e o AL I R

. ‘l’.’é"'the handicapped This study is idehtifying"i:he methods hy\

te

which Sta-l:es allocate these funds. In addition, the ktudy

will attempt _tg_ﬂ-etemine the impac.t of euch funds. - . .,

" Contractor: 01ympus Research Corporation, Salt Lake City, Utah.

‘1a 0‘

Fvaluation of Vocational Exemplary Programs. This study is

a:'i H ~— * . . “r e

‘agssessing ‘the impact of vbcational exemplary programs‘ as

vehicles tc bring sbout educationak change. An .{effbrx is being‘

;
+ Fi «

- . .t N - }
made to determine the extent to which research and develonment

15.

+
*

resulty are disspeminated. The study also 'aimp to’assess the

v

progrénis' impact on étudent attitudes, behavior, and placement.

nalxsis f B ase Year Data of the Vocational 'Imoacts Pro‘Iect.

This study which is part of a national longitudinal study of
high school. seniors is aimed at aasessing what 1is carren;ly
known about program inpact- and how well the State grant A
mochanism fq.nctio.ns to implement the priorities of the 1968
endments.. The study also ig examini;ng program gops anq'

duplications as a means to, better coordination. A national
\ L} * " - "

F r el i
under NCES responsibility is a]lso under way to provide
a quantitative desgcription of vooatioﬁal students, outcomes =

and servides. v : -,
s F

Contractor: '\ Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey.
4. . s ' .

.
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Longitudinal Evaluation of the Adult Basic Education Program.

This study proii&es information-on the relationship between

LI

_ipast proéram'berformance and the kinds of experiences the ABE
" - - , ‘ f -
enrdllee receivess If is/also assesses the State grant

e v + > -
mech3nism to examine’ thefextent to. which the States servé
N

'

adultg.in various demogmaphic areas’ and the extent to which

A VY
»

results‘of innovative brojects have been. incorporated into

, 4

!

regular ABE classes, .
A ¥ N

-
-

. J{ . . . .
Contractor: Syetem Devefopment Corporation, EFalls Church, Virginia.

+ ' . N

17. Assessment of Scheol-Supervised Work-Edittation Programs: .

" Thé.objectives of this study are: 1) to analyze and compare

administrative and organizational designs of programs which

have work experience comﬁonents; 2) to examine, the purposes and

subpurposes of various work-education programs in.order to determine

similarities ?nd unique differences, 3) to identify, describe, and

rank experienceé and services present in suocessful work-educ

_progrags, and 4) to identify and intérpret existing comstraints .
D | . —
or Iimitations in carrying out workpeducation programs and to .

determine}under what conditfons work-education programs may be

E\ "éxpanded. s .
- '(' '. ] ) L] . - "
\\\\Bontractor: System Development Corporation, Santa Monica, Califopnia .

J8. An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of MDTA Institutional

L] P

Training Programs for women. This study is aimed at aeqessing

the, effectivenéss of MDTA -training and services in preparing

,women SOr entry into the labor market. Measures of effectiveness

include: 1) pre-and post-training earnings; 2) employnent stabil 5.;

.44 . .

’
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20.

40,

a .
» r.
L]

and 3} ﬂﬁbor force participation, The study will examine the
efforts being made to increase oppontunicies for women and will

idcntify the inhibiting factors. . e

> Contractor: Mark Battle Associates, Washington, D.C. - : '

-?roiect ﬂetro:Effcctiveneés Data for Major City Secondary

Education Systems, - Project Metro was designed to examine
vocational education practicca and outcomes in twenty-two
large cities. This report will preaent and discuss the Burvey

findinga for the Class of 1970 academic and gcneral program .

.graduatcs. The survey findings will be presented in terms of |

such independent vcricbles as school district population,

individual cities, fﬁpe'df cyrriculum, race and sex. .

>
Contractor: Educational Systems:Research'lnstitutc, Inc.

3 n 3

Design of Evaluation Plan for the Right~to-~Read Community-Based

Projeet.#No major st:udy hasé been undertaken to’aaseﬁa\)&le .
R {

" "impact af the great variety of the community-based Right-to-Read

21, °

N,

a

projects.\\Fuch projects represent a major OE priority to reduce
. * \ - e ' ! r
functional iiliteracy. The'purpdse of this study’is to develop
1 - : 1
a dcsign of an® impact evaluation plan for such projects. . '

Contractor, Pacific Training and Technical Asaiatqnce Corporation,
\

Waé/;ngton, D.C. *\ ) ' r '

L

gggitudinal Impact Study of the Sixth CYcle Teacher Corpa Proﬂram.
~

This is a study of the Teacher Corps program to,identifﬁ both the
. S, * ?

‘overall and, differential impacts of the wogram on instifutfional change,

i L
"
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22.

23.

. Eﬂlmmn_o.f__.the Library Service aru.ons_tm.tion_L_

41.

*

trainee devetogment and classroom gtudent performance. The

study .is ‘based on a-sample of all sixth cycle programs and is

" aimed at providing useful information on program outcomes and

J -

.operations for program decision-makers.

Contractor: Contemporary Research, Inc. and System Development

[3

Corporation, los Angeles, California, .

Educational félecogggnications Planning System. 'This study is

collecting and analyzing data on new and emerging te1ecommuni-

cation techrology. The study is aimed at developing a set of

recommendations regarding the role, shape, and direction of the
;5 .

. - . . .

Educational Broadcast Facilities Program.

bontractor;' Battelle Memorial Institute, Columbus, Ohio. '

Evaluation of the DeveloDmentalehase of the Rocky Mountain
. - /
P :
Satellite Project. This study is aimed at development of an
- : b :

evaluation model ta be integrated into tne Plaﬁning process for

the Roclky Hountain Federation project for widehscale demonstration

of selacted technology-based-learning systems. "The effort will

provide a detailed blueprint for ongoing formative evaluation

+
i)

as a major component of the demonstration project. -8

»

+
Contractor: Stanford University, Denver.Field Office.

-~

(Service to SDecial Clientele Grougsz. This is a major.study

assessieg hqw well Titles I and II of the Library Services and

"Constructjon Act are meeting the public library needs of special

clientele groups - disadv&ntaged, ethnic minorities, handicapped

aﬁd institutionalized persons. The project is surveying all

1 ’ L

46
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27.

-

42

State Library Agencies, all known on-going projects directed‘

toward these groups, end discontinued projects.

Contractor: System Development Corporation, Santa Monica,

.

California.

]

A Study of Upward Bound and Talent Search. This study is

examining to what extent students effectively utilize information

- s

provided by these two programs whic;x:;jﬂrgeted at aidingsthe

4 : :
ddisadvantaged to obtain a:post-secondary education. Some

attention is also being given to program methods gnd administration

DL

in order to determine what improvements can be made.,

Contractor: Research Triangle Institute.

.
L]

Survey of_borrowere and Lendersg in the Federal Insured Student
Loan Program. This study is collecqing data on defaults in student

loane*in an effort to construct a default estimating model. The

»
modél will be integrated with ‘an existing higher education
. .
enrollment projection model.

Contractor: Research Management Corporation.

A Comprehenstve Study of the Natioggl Defense Student Loan

Program. The purpose of this atudy is to determine the role

the NDSL program plays in the total atudent aid package at

.

colleges and universities across the nation. Data on the

l edministration of the NDSL program is also being collected and

%

- ¢
examined. -
- -

Contractor: Educptioﬁal Testing. Service, Princeton, New Jersey.

1
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28. A Comprehensive Study of the College Wofg:%tugY Program:

This’stpdy is providing detailed lnformation on the

#

participants of the College Work-Study Program and the effective-
ness of the program. The study has been all But completed ulth

the final report remaining to be approved. One of the'major

1

conclusions of the study is;that CE% is achieving its primary
goal of helping students from low-income families to meet

their post-secondary edgtational costs. E)K X

%

JContractor. Columbialyriversity, New York, New York.

29. Survey of Special Services Profram in Higher Education for

9
- J'r:
Disadvantaged Students. This project is collecting data on

¢ . the number of disadvantaged students now in higher‘e:‘i][ﬁcatioléa

and the degree to which they are being served by Fedeﬁilror

-

other special programs, The study is gssessing the effectiveness.

oF'such programs in retention of disadvantaged students’in college

r - 3 .

and identifying the characteristics of particularly successful

programs . ‘ ’
) - ’

Contractor: Educational Testing Service, Durham, North CaroT;na.

30. A Study of the Developing Institutions Profram..:The purpose of

this study is to assess the impact of the Developing Institutions

Program under Title IIT of the Higher Education Act. The Btudy
' - F] ' ( +
is documenting the changes at the developing institutions funded

[

\
between 1965 and l9}?f' Tpe institutions that have done well are

being compared wixh thosefthat have not fared so well in an

effort to discover the factors involved in successful programs.

Contraetor: The University of Califotnia, Berkeley, Californiza.

48
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32.

33.

@’ .

-

Higher Education Facilities Study.

This is a study to

dctbr@}ne realigtlc future academic fgcilities nceds. Since
. o4 - \

4

reliable estimates of future enrol lment up to 1984 already
exist,.;be greatest expertise is requirgﬂ in developing-

. A
reliablé plinning factors.. Somé consideration is also
—t . »

being given to the impact of alternative financing methohs.

. - ~

Contractor. Joseph Froomkin, Inc. \

3

Private Accreditinz agg Public Funding. The purpose of this

study is to analyze and critically evaluate the presentt' .
: S .

procedures and méghods for determining “institutiohal eligibility

for Federal financial assistance. Special attention. is being

given to the impact and implications of reliance upon

L »
LN

accreditation.

PR e

Brookings Institution .

-

Contractor:

L

Post-Secondatz_Education Nat;gnal Plagging Moge . Th& purpose

of this study is' to identify critefia.for the OFffice

T.
Educatiog to use in assessing the impact of its poét~q¢condary

)

prograhs on institutions and students and providing guidance

for future alloEation'of Federal fundp.' / -

! .

The National Center for Higher Educatiop Management
. / >

Systems, Western International Commission for Highqt Educaticn.

Contractor:

-~ o

 # tE
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. 34, longitudingl Study of Demonstrgtion Programs. This is-a '

detailed study of the effects of large scale, Tntensive
<9 . .

innovative sfforts on the achieqéﬁent and motivational levels
‘af the same’students over. a three year period. Most programs
F

were initially supported by Title III, ESEA, and involve

some 21,000 student; in 15 school districts. "

’Cont ctor: American Institutes for.Research, PgTo Alto,’

L4

. - _California. ' . N

Y

35, Study of Alternative Models of a Guatanteed Student Loan Program -
. N N .

This.study is formulating several alternatives to the present

-

S ‘Guaranteed Student'Loan %rogram (GSLP) . The GSLP has come

under criticism with regafd to the nature of the repayment ' -

bufden~pﬁ borrowers (short term fixed amounts). The
' alternat tves include & variety of flexible gfpayment terms . g

) and require estimates.of costs and benefits to borrowers,

- F

lenders and Federal and State agencies.

) -
. Contractor:  Systems Group, Inc., Washington, D. C.

L3

) .36. Study of ESEA, Title I Formula Allocation

L ~

' This study by the National Bureau of Standards was completed

in March 1973 and a report submitted to angreés. —IT analyzes s
. ;

the allocation of Title I funds, the lmpact of ugse of FY 70
census data on the allocétﬁén of funds and énﬁlyzes a number of

‘alternative formulas for allocating these funds. The study is *

.

being continued at the request of Congress to permit analysis
/

of the effects df additionsl alternative allocation formulas. .
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DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS AND EFFECTIYENES? INFORMATION

ON INDIVIDUAL USOE ADMINISTERED  HROGRAMS .
The following seption contains descript;ons of each of the
programs administered by tihe 0ffice of Education. Included in
the description of each program is its legislative authorization,
its funding history, its purpose and operational approach, its
scope, information about its effectiveness, current or planned
evaluation studies and bources of evaluation data. .

Since not all programs have ye't been the subject of formal
evaluations, effectiveness information has varying degrees of
"hardness.” The best effectiveness data, of course, results from
completed formal evaluation studies. Where these are not available,
program operating data, audit reports, project director evaluations
and repozrts and similar data are presented. The sources of these
data are varied and represent the efforts of many units within the
0ffice of Education as well as some organizations outside of OE.
These include evaluation studies by OPBE and various congractors,
data compiled by NCES, data from program managers, daka from HEW
Audit Agency, GAO reports, data from State and local.directors, etc.
Where possible, the 'data sources are identified. .In some cases,
such as a financial support-type program or a newly funded program

little can be said about effectiveness. Where applicable, this is
indicated. s . )

- . - P
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A. Elementary and Secondary Education_?rograma

1. Education of Disadventsged Children . .
2. Supplementary Educational Centers and Services
3. Strengthening State Departments of Education
- 4, “Bilingual Education v
5. Follow Through . o
6. School Assistance im Federally Affected Areas:
, Maintenance and Operation
7. School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas: ~
Construction .
8. Emergency School Assistance +
: 9. Training and Advisdxry Services; Title IV, CRA

. ]

1
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORY ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

]\ o, | , < A T

‘Prqgram Name !

A

Educat:.io_n af ;ﬁiudvgntaged Children m )
Legislation: ° : , Expiratio Ite:
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary June 30, 1974 .
Education Act of 1965, as amended . ) ) L2
Funding Higgorx Year~ Authorization Appropriation
’ T h B ) ' ,— »
. 1966 $1,192,581,000 $ 959,000,000
' 1967 1,430,764,000 1,053,410,000 .
1968 . 1,902,136,000 1,191,000,000
1969 . 2,184,436,000 1,123,127,000
] ‘ 1970 2,523,227,000 1,339,050,900
h ‘ 1971 - 3,457,408,000 1,500,000,00Q_
' 1972 4,138,378,000 - 1,597,500,000
1973 5 097 628 477 1,585,185,000 ‘
1974 _ " 4,182,509,627% - °  ,1,719,500,000 LAY

/ B

Program Purpose and Operations:

-~ W

Section 101 of ? L. 89-10, as amended through 90th Congress, lst session
states:

- . e
- . rn

In recognition of the specific educational ngeds &f children of low- ~
income families and the impact that concentrations of low~income
families have on the ability of local education agencies to support
adequate educational programs, the Congreas hereby declares it t¢ be
the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as

», set forth in this patt) to local educational agencies serving areas
with concentrations of .children from low-income families to expand ~
and improve their educational programs by various means (including
pggschool programs) which contributes particuiarly to meeting the
special educational needs of educationally deprived children,

3

Administrative responsibilities for Title I are shared by the U, S+ Commissdo
of Education, State education agencies (SEAs), and local education agencies
(LEA8) . USOE (1) determine the entitlements of counties and of State educa-
tion agencies, (2) rateably reduces authorizations on the basis of Congression
appropriations, (3) ‘distributes available funds to SEﬂB (ﬁ) develogs and

Pl

asubject to changes based on recalculation- ;- g
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disseminates regulations, guidelines, and other materials related to admin-
istration of Title I, (5) provides monitoring and technical assis&ance te
SEAs (6) compiles fiscal, statistical, anqd eValuation data, (7) evaluates
the results and effectiveness of the program, and (8) receives assurances
from SEAs that programs will be administered in accordance with thé law *,
and the regulations., ° . .
Participating SEAs must assure USOE that thbey will administer the program

jn their States and submit evaluation and fiscal reports as provided in the

law and regulations. Administrative functions of SEAs include (1) approval

or disapproval of proposed LEA projects, (2) suballocation of county aggregate
grants to eligible LEAs, {3) provision of technical assistance to LEAs

(4) maintenance of fiscal records; and (5) preparation of fiscal and )
evaluation reports for USOE. . . _ A -

e
v -

In developing, proposing, implementing, and evaluating local projects LEAs
are required to identify areds impacted with high concentrations of children
from "lowSThcome families, assess the special needs of children in those areas,
" and design projects that match available resources to identified needs. 1In
addition to these activities, LEAS must keep adequate fiscal record$ and
provide SEAs with annual fiscal and evaluation reports.

Lo . . -

Title enabling .legislation and USOE regulations indtituted .one of the
largest Federal-State-local education partnerships in the history of United
States education. The legislation authorizes Federal financing of, Shousands

of separate, autonomous, local programs operated and administered iy local
school boards and approved by the State. USOE's primary role 1s to administer
the program without exercising direction, supervision or ‘tontrol over the
curriculum, program of instruction, suministration or personnel of any
educational institution, school, or school system. The intent of the law "
1s to let local educational agencies--the agencies that are.most acutely ' . °
_aware ’of the unique needs of focal educationally'deprived chi1dren--design ,
*dnd img&ement projects thatgﬁJ@ match available resources to local needs.

USOE!s .strategy. for administration ®nd operation of Tftle I at thé State .
level. has' been to monitor those activities and provide technical assistance

to the States as required, Similarly, monitoring and technical assistance
activities ar€ the responsibility of SEAs and are meant to insure LEA .
compliance with the letter and intent of Title I regulations. USOE's ¢
monitorin& and technical assistance activities are & major component of the
effort to'improve ESEA Title I progranm operations at the State and loéal X
levels. ° ., ) .

-

-

b

- -

Improvement of local project impact o partici ating students 15 the goal ¢f two
additional &trategies, namely, SEA project dev lopment/evaluation technical
apgsistance, and USOE identification, validaticn, packaging and replication of
local projects that have demonstrated, thair effectiveness for childrenu EAs &are

e grant&d up to one percent of the total State Title I allocation or $150 000

whichever is greater, to monitor and provide technical assistance to LEAs.
) . : N

Voo . . T :

1

A

o




-

_ 50, ' : | R
Program Scope - Lo . N

_ Preliminary data from the Officé of Education's Consplidated Program
Information Report (CPIR) for school year 1971-72, ahd summer school term 1972
which deals only with districts with more than 300 childrén enrolled,
indicace that 6,780,186 children from low {ncome areas, attending public '
and private schools in such -distticts, participated in Federally funded
programs during that school year. ''A total of 5,551, 508 of those children
participated in Title I activities (LEA programs only) in public schools

- during the regular school year and summer school, while 261 788 children

participated in Title I activities arranged for Rrivate schoqls under LEA ;-

programs during the regular school year and summer school. This makes a i
total ,of 5,813,356 ¢hildred in districts wth more than 300 pupils enrdlledt
", who were served by tha Title I LEA program. . . ¢ .
- : : !
. " Again in districts with more than 300 chilﬂren enrclled in 19?1 ?2 54,811
children in local institutions for the neglected and delinquent received

"are not being affoided an equal educationd‘

Title I services unher the LEA program during the regular school year, and
12, 345 sueh children received services during the snmger. -
A count of migrant ¢hildren in all districts regardless of the number- of .

pupils enrolled indicated that & total of 225,505 migrant children participated

3

in regular school year and summer programs during 1971~ ?2. .
A'tgtal of 53,339 public schools in districts with more’ th{n 300 pupils
énrolled in all 50 States and the District of Columbia had, children who.
participated in Federally funded programs for children froﬁ low income areas
in 197172, Thete were also, 5,825 private schools in such districts whose’ ;.

children received servicés from such programs. :

3

The count of all districts regardlesa of the number oﬁ‘pupils enrolled
indicated that 4,036 public schools and 26 private schools had»provided
sych services to migrant children. . . »

e * . ¥

* o F
"

L]

Program Effectiveness: ‘' ; . -

a

+

. The overall effectivengss of Tictle I ‘continues to be' a hiéhly dé%atable

issue. Selected States and school districts report pronounced galns in the
acquisition of basic skills during the school year,; However, these results
must be tempered by observing that'critical review pf suchj.reports raises.
questions about their validity or how to intarpret ‘them, that the findinge
are not broadly repreeentative and that, ln general, as dis :
children progress through school they are appareptly still fa
thelr wore.advantaged peers. Desplte these qualifications, .it is almost
certalnly Erue that some compensgatory educat 1oh brojects are working~and
probably trug that some Statewlde programs are effective. Hbreover, thege
has probably been progress towards more effective programs,over t e last T
few years. Unfortunately, many economically disadvantaged childre \still .
opportunity. . xpese conc¢lusions.
3

+ . N

~ . !
.
. v

3

are expanded in the fﬁllowing paragraphe.
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e Tﬁough local Title I projects may have a wide variety of objectives, there
is evidence 'that more than 50% of the moriey and perhaps as much as 68%
is focused on improving basic skills in reading, language arts and mathematics.
b\* - Within the area of basic .skills the program séems to be even more sharply
concentrated pn improving reading abili{y in elementary schools (Plamar, N\
August 1973). Given this programmatic &mphasis, it seems fair to teéard
- change in reading achievement as the best’ single indicator of program
effectiveness. Indeed most of the objective evaluative evidence from States
and ‘school districts is comprised of reading test scores. Similarly, the
on-going OE study of Tﬁﬁle related projects is devoted exclusively té
compensaiory reading. . o L . -

- -
*

Jaking reading achlevement as a prime indicator of prograf success by no
means solves EEe effectiveness issue because the ways of evaluating reading
, programs seem Xo be limitless. Two recent studies (Wargo, 1972 and Planar,
August 1973) have attempted to sift through data from local, State and
Federal evaluation efforts and_ toa,ynthedgze the findings. TRe conclusion
from bofh efforts heavily qualified and’ baséd upod achievement scores
" in basic skills, especially reading, was that thebe is evidence of positive
program impact in a few States and in scattered projects in more States.
From a review of a sample of twenty-six State Title I reports,
reasonable confidence in the data from only two, California dnd Texas;
- taking 10 months of gain per year as the norm, California data showed an .
average gain across all grade devels of alwost 12 months. This is certainly
a positive finding. Texas showed an average gain of almost 7 months, but it
is not clear from their report what the norm should be, it is probably closer
v to 8 months than To 10 dbnths. O

~ 2

'-.'

Generally dpeaking; there is no evidence of program failure in other States
and communities; rather there 1s either n§ evidencé at all or the evidente
-1s not, presenied in such a way as to be persuasive. As noted in the Planar’

reporg, ', ..most LEA evaluation reports do not, in themselves, offer sufficient h

data for an outside reader to draw conclusions about the projects’ impact
upon’ pupil achievement" (Blanar, August 1973). .
. The . {mportance of independent,ncritisal reviews of the evidence on the
effectiveness. of compensatory education can hardly be overstated if such
evidence is to be used as a guide for policy ng.
the Planar report gives several possible reasons Why
gains_ recently reported by some States and localities
difficilt to interpret. For example,,a commoﬂ and, in sog
legitimate practice 1s to report scores onlqeqp children r whom there .
are both’ pre- and post-tests. However, since the children present both

Jat t beginning and end of schgol are likely to be the most @cademically
able, Mthis kind of reporting Will show gredteér _gains than when all

~
AN

-

~ ' cedures probably somewhat in£late some of the Stﬁte and logal resylts.
There way W a trend towards more such reports a§ noted by Planar (October,
1973): "We suspect that some of the apparent recent success of Title I
can be attrfibuted to new methods of computing and reporting achieveheﬁt
results, which are unrelated to any real improvement in ‘achievement, and
to refinements'of the instructional procéss,'which may not be in any
lasting way beneficial to the atudents.

. ‘ 56, - Ne oo D"
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children. in a program are accounted for. This, and other’ analysis pro- "




[:R\f: and to costs.J?Q

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

"\ﬁRubin, Q\

t beeg n alyzed the Phase I report is not 'evaluative in nature.

3

. has recently been given much attenmtion.

T . 1}

Thus, despite some progress, many econOmically disadvantaged children gre
piobably still educationally disadvant ged. ‘Evidence to that effect comes
from a variety of squrces. For exampl recent results from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (National Assessment Newsletter, 1972)
indicate that, in the aggfegate,economically disadvantaged children, .as
indexed by their parent's education Jlevels, race and geographic locale

of residence, still fall below.the national medians on reading skills.
Corroboration of these findings for children attending minori&zﬁisolated
schools (S0% or more of enrollment 1s mon-white) was found as a t

of achievement testing in a nationally representative sample of such schools
in Spring of 1973. Conducted to obtain baseline data for subsequent
evaluation of the Emergency School Ald Program, the'findings‘uere that
children in grades 3, 4 and 5 averaged 1.2, 1.7 and 1.9 grades betiH
the norms, respectively, on rpading achievement and similar results WEEQ‘

obtained for mathematics achievement (System Development Cotporation, 19?&}.‘

+«To some extent, these resul®s reflect the current level of effectiveness '
of compensatory education but they also reflect the fact that compensatory
programs such as Title I do'not reach all eligible children. o
'1
The trade—-off between serving many children at relatively low levels of
service versus serving fewer children with higher concentration of resources
Several on-going evaluation
studies are addressing the igsue and _solid evidence will be available _
in the near future. However, one, more limited investigation recently»
shed*light on the subject by reanalyzing data from California.* The
finding was that theré 1s modest positive relétionship ween Title I
per-pupll expenditures and achievement gains fot. readi projects in
schools with heavy concentrations of disadvantaged children. However,
there wes no"eviderice for the existence of a "eritl mass. of com-~
pensatory expenditires such that expenditures above a certain lewvel
resulted in pxonounced improve%ents in reading or math %Iallmadge l9?3)

* ’ -

"\. .

.

__going_and Planned Evaluation Studies‘ " ) S

~ -

10

Y

of Reading Skille in Elementary Schools

l"c%
The first phase of the study, which began in July 1971, was baaed “on a

Spring 1972 questionnaire survey of compensatory reading programs oifered 1&3.

grades 2, 4 and 6 in more than 700 U. S« public schools. The survey
hdd two major purposes. (1) to obtain data for a representative national
sample of programs which describes their indtructional charactetistics,
the schools in which theycwere offered, and their instructidnal . personnel;
and (ZQ to. serve as & basls for a more intensive study, including collec- .
tion oﬁ\before and after achievement data, during school year 1972-73.

-

N

A Study of the Effec:s,of Compensatory Reading Programs on the Develop- )

SE

pap—

~
~J

3

*

’ “

‘The data\ o

btained from the survey have been presented in the Phase I Report
al, 1973). Because the study outcome measures from 1972-73 have
However,

thi

preliminary data analysis does show that there 1s substantial variation

among school
is possible t

in the ways they approach compensatory reading and tha
categorize the varlous approaches in meaningful ways.

t it
Later

phases Qi the study will relate these approaches to studént outcome measures

pt b . }
57 ‘
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The second phase of this study includes-a comprehensive evaluation of
compensatery reading programs in the subsample of 260 programs drawn from *
the Phase ] survey. This phase’analyzes various methods and categories

of readimg Instruction and what benefits students derive from them. Student,
testing and other data collection have bgen completed énd analysis of thé
data is underway, the final report is efgected in the fall of 1974 . g

N

"
i The third phase of the study was designed to provide an evaluation of a@
.. compensatory reading programs at 27 selected schools. The subcontractor to
., ETS, which 1s RMC Research Corperation, has delivered Site Visit Reports
for Summer £ompensatory Reading Programs (Dienemann, et. al. 1973) which C%'
provides degcriptive information on those programs. RMC is also working '
* with ETS\on an additional task of the second and third phases of the study,
which is Us do a cost-and-resources analysis of individual reading programs,
- and, subsequently, df€scribe apparent relationships between program cost and
program outcome® in terms student achievement gains. In this task, the
contractor will eXamine th relaFive merits of alternative compensatory reading
programs and instruct methodg, taking into account the observed program
-outcomes and costs. ~

2. Evaluation of ESEA iitle 1 Programs for Higratory Children of Mizratory

Agricultural WOrkeﬂs\\\\\:Ehk : ‘.‘ -
! ) \ .
Section 507 of the Education, adments of ;1972 (P. L b2- 318) directed . the, |

. gram under ESEA Title 1. - s to evaluate specific programs and
pro ects, evaluate State a n of those programs and projects, and
nake\re mmendations for iqprovement. . . \\\‘\
%’ 5, -

Ten States which recelve a tqtal of more than 75 percent »f the program
funds--California, Texas,fFlo-ida (home ‘basé
Colorado,

(receiving States an as the basis fo the study. A total of

72 random 2d @ era@>visited to gather. ___
appropriate Ay, a{ditionpl 20 projects or activifjes in those States *
_weq;malso visited .and\de because ©f their not thy characteristits
in improving migral : . . .

4, - ! -

RMC Research Ha ) § conducting this study. Although
of ESEA Title I, the study 1s

of effective approi es ensatory edusation funded thiough ESEA




6. Tallmadge, G. K. An knalysis of the Relationship Between Readingeand

L]

3

. 5& - r

The major objectives of the study are as follows: (1) to develop the
criteria for identifying effective approaches to compensatory education *
.which are amenable to replication, and to develop a process for utilizing
those criteria (this task was completed in October 1973); (2) to design a
Project Information Package (PIP) as the prime mechaniam foxr replicating
a validated effective approach to compensatory education, and to decide
what the media of the PIP should be (thls task was completed in December
1973); (3) to choose up to 8 effeetive approaches to compensatory education and
to design Project Information Packages for them (this task 1s scheduled for
completion in March 1974); l(4) to prepare Project Information Packages for the
up to 8 approaches selected (this task 18 scheduled for completion in June
1974); and (5) to prepare a final report on the development of Project infor-
mation .Packages. Although not a part of this study, a field test of the

PIP's is being planned for the 1974-75 and 1975-76 school year.

Sources of Evaluation Data: ' .

1. The Blanar £Lorporation. Title I Reading and Mathematics Programs:
A Completion and Synthesis of Avallable Achlevement, Expenditure .
and Model Project Information. Washington, D. C., August 1973,

2. The Plgnar Corporation. The Silken Purse: lLegislative RecOmmenda-

tions for Title I of the Elemeﬁtary and Secondary Education Act.
Washington,‘D. C., October 1973. L >

-

.

3. Wargo, M. J. et. al. ESEA Ii_le 1: A Reandlysis and ﬂipthesis of
- Evaluation Data Trom Fiscal Yeaxr 1965 through 1970. Ameriggn Institutes\'

for Research Palo Alto, Caltf March 1972 (ERIC No. ED 05 415)
L) .}*\ ' ’ * : ‘\'
4. National Assessment of Educational Progress Newsletter Vol. V No. 6
Octbber 19?2. ' N \ . . ‘
5. Emergency Scho9l Aid Act National

Systems Development Corpokagzon.
. Evaluation: Achievement Te Restandardization

anta Monica, Calif.,
~Forthcoming. | ,'3

Mathematics Achievemeht Gaips and per-Pupil Expenditures in California
Title. I Projects, Fischl -Yedr 1972. Palo Alto, Calif.:\ America?
Institutes for Research, Mafch 1973. (ERIC No. ED 071189,

?.

Rubin, D. et. al.

A Desdriptive and hnalytic Study of Com eusato:y

Reading Programs, Princetdn N. J.

August 1973,

)
\

HY)

\

Y

s
.y

—r

'Educational Testing Serﬁ{ie,

8.  Dienemann, P. et. ai. Site \isit Reports for Summer Compensat&ry

Reading_Prgg;ams, Bethesda, Hi RMC Research Corporation, 0cto er;, 19?3.

.

N
- ]

-

\
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-ANNUAE EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUC

Program Jdame:

Supplementary Lducational Centers and berVLLCb, Guidance,

Lounsellng, and 1est1n5

10N PROGRAMS
A

Legislation: Lxpiration Date:
Titlé II1 of the Elementary and ~ . o
Secondary Act of 1965, as amended June 30, 1974
Funding Hisigry: Year Authorization* Appropriation . .
- 1966 *\§100 000,000 $75,000,000
1967 180,250,000 135,000,000 -~
. - 1968 . 515,000,000 187,876,000 v
1969 52?,8?5,000 164,876,000
1970 566,500,000 ~, 116,393,000
5 1971 566,500,000 143,393,000 v
' 1972, 592,250,000 146,393,000
1973 . 623,150,000 146,393,000
1974 623,150,000 146,393,000

"?rogram Purpose aid Operation:

L]

.2 solution to-.a specific need.
‘has “proven to be successfdl, is worthy of replication, and can

Tltle 111 pr0v1des funds’ to support local educational - _ .
'projects designed to:. (1) ‘stimulate and assist in the® '
development and establ;shment of exemplary elementary arfd
secondary educational progra to serve as models for

regular school programs and ..{2} assist the States in
establish®ng and maintaining programs of guidance, counseling,
and testing. Beginning with FY 71, the states were responsible
for administering .85 percent of the Title III funds by award-
ing grants to local school districts. The Commissioner of
Edycation has responsibility for administering the remaining

15 percent of the funds, These discretionary funds also

support local school projects, with awards based on their
potential contribution to the solution of dritical educa- *
tNonal problems common to all or several States. For pur-

poses of Tltle Y1, an innovative project is an approach or
program new to the geographical area and de51gned to demonstrate
An exemplary project is one which

serve as a model for other areas.

¥

*An amount equal to 3 percent of funds appropriated is

authorized for allotment to outlying areas, to schools,

operatied-by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and to overseas

dependent schools operated by’ the Department of Defense. 7
-

- ) . " . -
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The underlylng ratlonale for Title III has been attributed
to the Task Force ‘on Education, appointed by the President
in the summer of 1964. :The Task Forcé believed that syh- -
étantial educational change had failed to take place not
because. of a scarcity of new ideas and programs, but becalse
the efforts to innovate and-tfie mechanisms to disseminate
innovative ideas had been on a scale, far below the actual
need., Title III, through ‘its direct support for innovation,
was intended to help meet, that need.

Each State qualifies for fundlng under the State Plan portion
of Title III by submitting an annual State Plan to the U.S.
Commissioner of Education for approval. Funds.are then, =
allocated to the States on the basis of a population propors-”
-tional formula. The estrictions on the use of Title III*/
State-administered funds are: (1) 15 percent must be uséd
for projects for the handlcapped, and (2) expenditures for
guidance, counseliny, and testing purposes must be.an amount
equal to at least 50 percent of the amount expended; by
gach State from funds appropriated for fiscal year 1970 for
‘Title V-A of the National Defense Education ‘Act.

+

e

-

Progngm Scope:

In the State Plan portlon (85%] of Title III, 1703 demonstpatlon
projects were funded in FY 72. - These pro;ects involved 7.3
mll}lon students directly and an additional 12.4 million student
indirectly, e.g., by their visiting exhibits or demonsxrations,
using Title III maferlals or equlpment receiv1ng1telev151on
instruction, or participating in similar activities.

In the federal dlscvetlonary portlon (15%) of Title III, 630
defionstration prdajects were funded in FY 72. The general
strategy pursued by this program is to provide sufficient funds
t9 overcome the 1%%t1a1 financial barriers that so often prevent
school districts firom undertaklng deve10pmental actlvitles and
;nstalllng new pr tices, ) P

.

* The following table shows for FY 72 the amount of T1t1e?III

‘State plan and, Title III federal discretionary funds alloted

. to various types of pro;ects

L
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Distribution of Funds {in millions of dollars)
] Title IIl State ~Title i1 Federal’

Project Types Plan Portion (85%) % biscretiou Portion (15%
Reading ’ 10.06
SWRL Kindergarten :

Reading : -
Lnvironment/Lcology . : 4.2
Cultural Pluralism - -
Early Childhood. 5.6
Disadvantaged . -
_Equal Educational .

Opportunity 5.7
Model Cit§es 1.7
Gifted Co 1.0 ‘
llandicapped : 19.4

Special Education -

Drug Lducation 1.4
Guidance and Counseling 9.2
Educational Technology -
Artists in Schools -

Incentives in Lbducation -
Lxtended ﬁchoo} Year -
Other 3 .

“Total? . \ ' . 98.8

+Program Effectimeness

!
Becauag both the dlscretlonary and State Plan portfons ‘
of ;Title 111 fund diverse types of programs with g variety,
Of goals, some cognitive and some not, it is not possible
to assess. overall program effectiveness in terms pf .
students achievement. Studiés which have been performed
conaentrate on assessing Title II1's effectivenefs as a
_demonstrafion program; that is, on whether proj fcts are
innovative; whether they continue after the usufl three-
,year federal funding period, and whether they gre dis- P
seminated to_and replicated by othee~gchools apd districts,
_Although the data addressing these polqts is scanty, the
~evidence available suggests that tne~Sftate plan portion of
Title III has been moderately success##l in these respects.
Because Titlée Ill discretionary funds/have ofly been avail-
able since FY 71, it‘is tpoo sodn to get relijable answers to
the tontinuwation and replication questions for this program.’ .-

* The total amount of. Tltle 111 funds spenf on projects was:
$118.% millions .The dif férence between jthis figure and the ’

$146.3.million approprlated is the $27. ? mllllon whlch is used
for program admlnlstratlon at the Stateflevel.

-

62




. The importance of the innovative /aspect of Title III is

a concern of most groups associated with this program.  For
example, the. authors in referenfes 1 and 2 express concern .

that the program might empha51 e services rather than innova-
tion, and the President's Natjonal Advisory Council (Annuai
Report, 1969) reported that the original empha51s on innova-

tion aﬁﬁ“tfeatlxe,pf s was losing ground. Kearns (1969)
substantiated that point of/ 'view. She stated that "Despite

OE's empha51s on plan ing versus hardware, a Jarge percentage .

of the pro;ects\ln e firkt batch involved thé~ pracurement

of shiny new equipment and fancy'gimmicks." She expressés ——_ .
disappointment that thesg projects seemed to be content merely

to add new things on top of existing structure, rather than

to change ese structures themselves. In later review$, the
President's} National Advisory Council (Annual Reports, 19?1

1972, 19?3) found the record.more:encouraging on the bgsis

of reviews, of selected projects, but they recommended changing.:

the title,to "Iltle III-Innovation in Education" to brlng thls
major thyust into the- fore

S Aspects of the contlnuatlon question have been explor d in
early years by llegrn (1969) and .Polemeni (1969), howe er, ] )
the mo ent d most thorough examination of this, issue .
was done'ﬁigﬁ?fggfman (1971). uehﬁLgééE%HBFOJQCtS funded between

+ 1966-1969, 1967-1970, and 1968-1971 and Tounid that 64.4%- of
the projects in the first group were being continued at least » -
in part, 67.0% of the projects in.the second group, and 76.0%
of the projects in the third group--the average figure for all
three groups was 67.15%. Furthermore, he. found that for
all three-~ye f pro;ects which continued for ,some tinie after
federal fundl -80.0% of the first group, 84.4% .0f the second._

group and ?34?% "of the third group were in existence ‘in’.the —\S“\
Fall of 197 ﬂ These data axe _summarized in the’ followlng table

1

Percent of Projects. , ‘
Continued for Sgme ,Pertent of Those Projects
Time After Federal In Column .l in Existence‘ .

Time, Intérval Funding Ceased 'n the Fall of 1971

1966;19 9 . 64.4% [ H;;ﬂf’ﬂ,ﬁﬂ«ﬁﬁ"fkff{§i

; 1967~1Z 0 67.08 - . 30.4%
1968-15871

76.0% " ' 73.7%

Averdge 67.1% - 79.2%
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. .
Whether or not Title- III projects huave scrved as models -
which other schools or ‘districts have adopted fully-or -

. in part has been a difficult question for rescarchers
to answer because project people oftentimes do not know
whether or not interested parties have in fact been abke™

» to replicate their Title III project. Brightman (1971}
found that when school superintendents were asked if their " — - -
project had been adopted in full by other school districts,

, . 14,.8% answered "YES"™, 53.0% answered "NO'", and 32.2% were :
uncertain, When, asked if the project.had been adopted in part ‘
by| the. other school districts, 45.4% answered "YES, 13,3% £

. angwered -NO", while a surprising 4l. 0% were uncertain. /
Thﬁse figures Tepresent superintendents' opinions, which are ,/ .

.d.

L]

- _\__’.‘:
/

‘¢

% . probably based in most cases on an expression Qf intent from
otHer districts. No attempt was made in this study to verify . -
that projects had, in.fact, been adopted elsewhere in full or

in part. ‘ R
The Office of Education has attempted to foster-more //
dissemination and replication of exemplary projects. by ﬁelr
"Identification, Validation, Dissemination" strategy. z

process uses four crlterlav-lnnovatlveness, effedtlve
exportablllty, ‘and cost effectiveness~--to determine t! 7
success of Title III projects. Validated projects . pa
become part of a pool of exemplary projects- for dissemination

to school districts throughout the Nation. Twelve Title III pro-
jects have been identified and validated by this process and have
been cléared by the Federal Dissemination Rev1ew ganel for

;ﬂ/;f,dlssemlnatlon nationwide.

__301ng;and Planned Evaluatlon Studies: . ; TN

- il

\
N

The Offlce.of‘éﬁucatlon has contracted with' the Rand
Corporation to,perforq an evaluation of Title III (both "
the federal asrd state ‘portions) along with three &ther :
OF dembnstration programs. The $tudy will document -
the extent -to which each of these programs -fund projects
which are innovativé, the extent to which projects/are . s
continued after federal funding-.terminates, and the extent toaghlch
projects are replicgted by other schools. 'Thé study .will -

. .also Jddentify featur®s or characteriStics of these programs
which promete.or retdard innovativeness, persistence, and
replication, focusing particularly on administrative and
.structural variables of the programs themselves. L

.
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Sources of Lvaluation Dataf \\ s

\
1. Catalyst for Change; A National Study of ESEA ritle 111
(PACf Univer51ty of hentucky, 196? /
: A
2. .PACE: Catalyst for Change, The Second National, Study of
PR PACE. University of Kentucky, 1968. .

3.” Hearn, Norman. Innovative Educational Progvﬁms: A Study
‘vf the Influence of Selected Variables Upon Their Con-

tinuation Following the Termination 0% Three Year Title //
ITT Grants. 1969, /ﬁ/}7 Y .
1' 4, Kearns, Doris. “The Growth. gnd evelop/;nt of Title III

ESEA bducatlon'TbcE_blogy, Ma y, I§69 PP 714, /

S. Polemeni, Anthony J. A Stndy of Title III Pro;ects )
- Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P. L 83-531
[_9 10) )}, After the-ﬂpptoved FundlngiPerlst April, 1969.

. 6. Norman, Douglas and Balyeat, Ralph. "Whither ESEA ILf7t—r—"
' Ph1 Delta Kappan, November;rtﬁ?ﬁg,/ . :

7. President s National AdﬁlsoryﬂCQuﬁc11 -oh bupplementary

Centers and Services. PACE: Transition of -a Concept, L,-f":
. First Annual Reportz 1969 ' ‘ N
8. . The Roq&y Road Called Innovation. Second

~«+ Annual Reportnqiﬁgo. : ) -
9. Edylational Reform Through Innovat1on,

_ " Third-Annual Répo;;;/rg?l ;- .
. ,/ -~ LI .
T1e) > . Time §or a Progress Report Fourth Annua

“““ﬁiii?ort' 1972, 4 7 .
et ¥ VI Y Aﬁnual Report ESEA Title III; Fiftﬁ Annual -
' ) Report, 19/3 S

A

//,/~”12 Consolidated Program Information Reports (Office of l :

‘ Education reporting form for program ata) =
'13. Anne¥ State Reports, ESEA Title III T
N ’ ‘

N
\

\
\ )
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PROGRAMS

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION
. 1

PLogram Name

i

Strengthening State Departments of Education

egislation: '

]
Expiration Date:

SEA Title V, Part'A 7

Authorization

June 30,1974

unding History Year Appropriation
* . 1966 $25,000,000 $17, 000, 000
. 1967 30,000, 000 - 22,000,000
1968 65,000, 000 29,750,000%
S 1969 | . 80,000,000 29,750, 000
y 1970 80,006, 000 29,750,000
‘ 1971 80,900,000 29,750,000
1972 00,000 . 33,000, 000
‘. 71973 04000, 000 33,000,000
1 1974 \ 94,000, 000 33,000, 600
"/ % Begin gf}ﬁ 1968, includes $7,750,000
nel

the National Defense

Opefation: -

Program Purpose and

uded in. separate appropriations

Education Act.
i

thorizes the Commissioner to make grants to

0
ESEA Title V, Part 4, au
ptimulate and assisf States {n strengthening the leadership resources
of their education /agencies and to assist these agencies in establishing
and improving programs to identify and meet thelr educational needs.
The grants are made to each SEA onm the basis of project aqpligations.
OE approval of these State applications ig required, following a detgr-
mination that they conform to the broad purposes' of ?itle v. :
\Ninety-fivé percent of the Title V, Part A, appropriation is available t
State educati gericies as basic grants. Of this amount, two percent

ined by the Commissiomer-of  Edutation. The remainder is
8tributed to. the 50 States and the Piatrict of Columbia by a formula
which divide& 40 percent of the amount’equally and 60 percent on the
basis of the number of public school -pupils in each State. .

-8

o .

for distribution to tle outlying areas on the basis of need

&




L] B -

’ . e Vo '

The remaining five percent of the appropriation is reserved for specia1“

. project grants to State educatioh agencleg to enable groups of these

agencles to develop their leadership capabilitles through experimental
projects and to solvVe common high priority problems.
. 4

OE strategy is based upon providing technical assistance to State educa-
tional agencles to strengthen their capabilities to bring about desirable
changes and improvements in State eduoatienal systems.

. - ¢ .

Program Scope: e . ) . -,

5

. . "
States are directing over forty percent of their Title V, Part A funds
towards strengthening services provided for local education agencles,
such as ldentification and disseminatioﬁ oﬁssuccessful practices,

planning and installing up-to-date curricula in, the schools, "and improving
evaluation strategies and administration. ~Thirty-one percent of the

"

"funds support administrative costs of the State agencies, and nineteen

"Prog_am Effectiveness: - ‘ : o

percent support program planning, development and evaluation. The
remaining funds support other activities of the State agencies, such '
as accreditation, licensing, and gtaff developmenta .

In FY 1972 the States used their basic grant funds by object of expenditure

in the following manner: - ‘ . \

; . - « % of total S
Salaries . 70.4. . - : N
Contractéd services . 6.3 3 L
Equipment o : 3.8
Other* ' 19.5 %
* Includes staff travel; fixed charges (rent, insurance), supplies,

. , waterials, printing. i
. ’ - L T
Special project grants have been used by the SEAs for such purpdses as ’ 4

development of educational finance models, systems to modernize educational
management practices, and a plan for interstate certification of thachers. )
More than 60 Interstate projects of varying durat&on and scope, have been
fundéd under this program.

, . [] .

. -
" . €
-

-

.:; . 5 N

The Title V objective to strengthen Sta;e Départments of Education poses
substantial problems when it comes to measuring effectiveness of the program.
The legislation suggests, but not mandate, ways in which the States might

.uge the funds to strengthen thelr education agencles. . . . °

a

*

’ ' r- ' E-4 !ll 1) . ‘

e
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In a recent study the program was evaluated in’terms of its impact on
basic institutional change in. the SEAs (Murphy, 1973), Nine State - "
. . “education agencies #ere studied, three of them in-depth. .The author
;/ concluded that the ‘impact of Title V arid the degree of strengthening '
[ °  of SEAs varied ignificantly from Staté to State. In none of the.States
studied moreovet, did Title V promote basic change; this finding was .
more likely due to the way complex organizations behave with free money -
than to any particular administrative shortcomings at the Féderal or
State levels. Title V helped fill gaps in services and management and
strehgthened SEAs in this sense. 'Although it enable States to give more
attention to some kinds of activities than they could have on their own,
_expansion took place largely in traditional areas. It did not stimulate
the SEAs into developing new roles and activities, perhaps too much to
» expect of general aid within the organizational settings.

E]

' -

i& Ongoing &nd Planned Evaluation Studies: J

None. —~ v > . -

1
‘

Source of Evaluation Data: © . . .

1. Murphy, Jerome T. Grease'the Sﬁaﬁéﬁg’Wheel' A Report on the
w - Implementation qf Title ¥ of the Elementary and Secondary Education
sct of 1965, Grants to Strengtheh State Departments of Education.
Center for Educatie/al Poélicy Research, Harvard Graduate School of '
Education, 1973, -

2. Advisory Council on State Departments of Education, The Federal-State
Partnership for—Education May 1970. . . . .

.* . r oo " L] U

- 3. Advisory Council on State Departments of Educatiogi The State of ™
State_pepartments,of Education, Marchfl969. .
- f’
4. Advisory Council on State Departments of Education, Focus on t .
Future, March 1968, " .
5.” Advigory Council on Stat® Department of Education, Re&nforc;gg the )
T Role‘of the State in Education,\March 1967.. (‘ v e

» —P{
6. Advisgry Council on State Departments of Education ImprovingﬁState
Leadership in Edutation, March 1966. : , _ i} -

<

7. U S. Departmept of Health, Education, and WBlfare, Office of Education,
State ﬂepartments of Eduqatiun and Feder$1 F&ograms 1972. N

8, Annual State Reports, ESEA V.

I Fa
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. Pryggram -Name: - - T ~ R

N .
Bilihgual Educ‘a“on

;
. &
' . L.

Expiration Date:

\' \ﬁeglslatlon

- Billqgual: Educatlon Act Tltle VII A June SOﬂ 19?4 ‘ e
* E \\ .
¢ {story: = 'Year: ° Adthorization: rOpfiation: -

LBY 68§ 15,000,000  § '
FY 69 30,000,000 7,500,

-

40,000,000 . - 21 000,0
80,000,000 ‘go
¥00,000,000 - 2
S Y : +135,000,000, . 35 080 0,
g - FY 74 135,000,000 " 50,350,000

& . . T\

- The Blllngual Educa an'Program‘is a dLsdretibnary grant
. * program which proyA .
Tl . .to earry, out profects designed ta ‘eet the special educational
~+ needs‘of chikgfen of limited Engllsh Speaking ability who
‘come from fr*ﬂlncome families. . The \1970. Census estimates
five, mWi1ljy6m of the total. school age pepulatiop come from homes
' sfanguage other tiran English is spoken, of which 3.4
ofi are Native ‘American, Asian, AmeXkicans or Spdn sh=“_ . "
aKifg. Most of the: remalnlng I.6 miiion are “from“families..
furopean. origin. . Exactly how y of \these children now
ttle OF RO Engllsh when they en%er school is not known.
however, are fluent in theéir homé“iayﬁqhge and have
cul ural heritage and’ 11£e style different than™ at»of N

‘ “mainstream America®. 111nguéQ ducaﬁicg: seek S

L]

to byild.upon their differences and: st gths"by-;eaching —~— 7;-
subjéct matter in the hﬁme langua%e veloping respect '
I’for the life style aitd

eritage of th chilQren




-

*

AN

gserve as mbdels: {
by inated for replrtatlon - “
. }\ Y

% English..

. Aing the ne ds of these ohlldren

M;EéDevelopment AssoCLates, Incs,

%,
“Its primary focus,. o
therefﬁre is on demonstration and develdpmental activities;
that is, activities which build.up resdurces--materials, .
trained teachers, and model programs--needed to start bilingua;‘

Title vII 1s'h demonstration p¥ogram.

projects.
materials deveIOped with ‘Title VII funds to-.install bilingual
projects using State, local or,other federal (such as Title
I)-funds. As part.of the demonstr tion .strategy, the Office
of Btducation’ is in the process of. 1dent1£y1ng projects of
proven ef{gctlveness and hopes to find at *least 10 which can
These modédls will then be, "packaged'" and

—

Prqéram Scope:

In FX 7% 209 prOJect grangs were awarded,.lnv01V1ng chlldren

from 24 different language groups. Of these 209 demopstration
projects, 150 (72%) involved-Spanish-speaking groups, 17 (8%)
involved Hative Americans. (Indians and.Eskimos),- 2 (l%) involved
Oriental groups,; 11 (5%) \involved "other" grdups such as , :
Portuguese-spedking or Rusiian-speaking,>anfl 20 (14%) involved,
combinations- of language groups, such as Spanish and, Chinese

or Spanislfy Ute and Navajo.. These bilingual pro;ects are ‘
funded with discretionary grants given ‘(1) to a local educational
‘agency or*groyp of such dgencies or -(2) to a local educational’ >
7agency jointly with an‘institution of hlbher learning. In = )
addition to funding instructional actlultles, .Ti Il also
Eunds curriculum dﬁveloPment, teacher tralnlng-ahd rebea}ch

in tcstlng. R . .

“Program Effectiveness: S . PR S

PO ot s

..’ * : ¢

'\Tikle VII is a demonstration.program desighed to meet the .special

educational needs of childxen who speak
As such it is appropriate to ju
ness as a demonstratlon prdgram and (2) its-€ffectiveness in meet
‘The evidence of. effectlveness
will*be expanded upon’in thé following paragraﬁhs In, general
“it appears that Fitle VII has been effective as a demonstratlon '
program, mostl through inform ans. because formfl attempts to
1dent1£y and reﬁ}
There is currently little "hard" data to tell whether or not
- Title VII is having 'a positive impact on the attitudes and learn-
‘of children. HobweveT, a Tecently-completed process evaluation .
1973) found that Title VII pnoject
~have changed "the ways in whlch schools meet the needs of the
nmon-English-speaking population an¥. ‘offered 1mpr0351onL9t1c
: evmggtic that children were Héneflttlng from the program

language other than..
e (1) its effective-

-

States and localities may uke.strategies and ~

N

- LA

cate exémplary projects are just getting underway.

L)

*

o

‘(.

S..
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\ ' The mission of . thls dem:hstratlon program is to build resources’;
and set up federally-funde& rojects which can be adopted, = | -
\‘ at other's expEnse, thereby\gpbeadlng the particular =
-4 educational practice beyond thesboundarjes of the -federal
\' program It is appropriate,. theréfore i‘ﬁ judge the.
‘ effectiveness of. Title VII by m asurfng e extent "tb which
\\ "projécts (models) have been §€t -up.at federal expense and ™
.. theé extent to Whlch ‘these  models .have been adopted’ edsewhere |
. . .at other expense Alth&ugh formal aItempts at dissemination - h
at thegFéderal level are just now getting underway, and
- o arthoa!h no pr03ects have yet been ¢fficialy designated
o -as\MOdels for, nat al repllcdtlon,.many Title VII projects, e
Yoo~ aré being visited irfformally* and some of these are being - . -
" ‘replicated. Thejprocess evalyation showed that 31 out of 34 '
- Yandomly chosen projects had been visited: by¢personnel - £rom>
< . Other schoo;s interested "in sefting up a bilingual project/
. \\\ and that 10 ‘of these. prgjects. ha eén repllcated, at least
N Tt e partlally, by one or moré~schools.\ '

- L}
& ’

- . ™ N

AN - . ' ¢

By its presence the T1t1e VI prOgram has ‘provided v1srb111ty '
_+to the_ educational problems ofSg particular. target gréup of -

A childrén who liad been virtu ored previously. Since FY. 69,
) 11} j were funded Wwith Tit
VII monies, a growing in i val/biculturaly educati

the first year that

.7 has develsped. Becayse *of, heTghtened awareness of and\t\\ﬂ N
integrest "in blllﬂgual[blcqﬁtural éﬁucatlon, the special

. of children'whose-.dominant l'anguage is.not Engfish are

- " increasimgly eing: addressed by, new legislation, programs; -

and, money. For example, 10 “states Aave passed leglslatlen

permitting a language other than English to. be used.as a medium

+i- " Tof instruction and such legislation has been .introduced in two
* " other states. Prior to 1969 wmany states had laws. ex ressly

prohibltlng such use. Nin¢ states-have money earmalged for

‘some “aspect tiblllngual educati®n, usually for teacher train-.

eeds

<ing or for aglal cla¥Sroom use. It is impossible to know' to -
. ~what extent fedesal program is .directly respongible foy
these.ehanges in. the educational system; howeye T1t1e VII is
. * gererally crédited as being a prominent facto in
' d these changes

) Besldes belng evaluated on its "ef &ilveness as a
"“‘progkam, Title VII can‘also bg evalldd
.1n prodqc1ng positive thanges in chil{dren i the cognl ive .

. affective and behavidral” areas.. Currently.the ‘only Source of
e . " ° data concerning the' program's impact on hildren is. the fhd}v1dua
. prOJect ¢valuation: rgports submitted yearly; however, limitations

" in the data or -methodologies prevent 'them Irom being used tgﬁ\\

iy draw~conclu51on§ about overall program effectiveness. \\Kprlng .

.
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PR .. “,," T ' -" . "
és;\:;;Tﬁztﬁon .was performed which described

in detail afsample ‘of projects for Spanish-sppaking children

in the eléni¢ntary grades and which provided th} groundwork

for’ a turg evaluation assessing thé-inpact.of .the program

yen childrenf . Although the process evaluation did not collect

" outcome da; .0n uh1ldren, it did provide some useful impres-

The evaluators felt that the progxam A

impressive start in fts four yours .of operation;. - .

they found jan extra ordinary commltmggl and zeal amongetge .

staff. Thls process evaluation alSo-highlighted some pr blem

areas, the{most severe being lack trained bilingual teachers

“k-.off materialss Eighty percent of the project directors

t there was a shortage of adequately trained teachérs

districts., It was als reported that persons in 61.8%

jects felt that it was "semewhat" or "very difficult”

R

to obtainmaterials, and furthermo : € project was,
"totally satisfied" with’ 'EFE'EE?E??E??aﬁ;zg&Y*gE;—projects in

K the sampl¢ were all serving Spanish-speaking children; the
teacher a

-other language groups he evaluators were cautlous in inter-
preting the findings peytaining to materials. They’ pointed out
tliat thexe is in” reallgy an abundance of mater1als, especiglly
. in* Spanish 7 déveloped oth here and abyoad. - It appears that

) the gr6b,em is one of/dissemination coupled with possible

A 1napprop 1ateness of/%aterxals.

d_matérial-si;y#t1on is undoubtedly worse for most

L4

‘a . 4
- - " . rd {‘

: _Egblng__Q§>Planned/5valuat10n Studies. : ’
An'impac. evaluat1dh of Fitle VII W111 be ;n1t1ated during
FY 74.. Goals of ,this evaluatioh 'are to dssess the jmpact ¢f
. Title VII on “children in the cognitive, affective “and behavioral
" domains pnd .tb. defermine ta the ,extent possible which strateg1es
[~ . are most effectlva. - . . . |

L3 1
. . e - - ¥
N -

.~ Source oOf Evaiuaﬂlon Data: P " ' . IR

. & ‘\\ —. - F ) o % \ "‘~\
Deﬁelopment Assoc1ates, Inc., A Pxocess Evaluat1on of the , .

Blllngual Education Program, Title NII, Elementary and’ Secomdary

. Education Act, “Washlngton, D.C., Dedbmber 1973, .

- - - /




- . : B oo
ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS ~ - :
" Brogram Name: © ) . A o
A : . . ‘ )
Follow Through o o \ e
i Legislation: _ ' ! /Eipiration Date. .
. Economic Opportunity Act of . - e 30 197& -\3
Y 1964 (P. L. 90-222(a)(2)) - / .
_Funding History . futhorizationm'l/ Agprogriation -
| \$1~s 008,000 -
} 3\0 2,000,000 N
. . d \ Jooj000
. . , §70,000,000 . 169,060,000 °
. 70,000,000 43,030, 000 .
/. / 70,000,000 57,700,000 °
1

70,000,000

Prog;am ;:;bgse aﬁg Operation.

- - Follow Througiéis\zn experimental program designed to investigate a . L
_varlety of approaches to increase the achievement of disadvantaged BN
. children in k:l.ndec}ﬁrten througil,t.hit grade. Twenty-two different educa-.
tional models df% belng developed and tested, most at .geveral sites.
s "Each model is ﬁéﬁigqg red by a sp nsoring .group, such as a
. ‘university or an educational reseafch laborateory, and ig implemented

by means of a grant to a\local gucational agency.
. e, S

Y

: frog;am Scogék‘ ) e

" The U. S. Office'of -Edugation\ funds 170 local projects which were
nominated by the State Educat n.Agency and the State .Economic bppor-
tunity Office in accordance wit | USOE and OEQ criterfa. Eighty percent

.t »of the approprgation is alloted to the Stat®s.in accordance with a '
N formula established in the legislgtion and the remainder awaxded
4t the discretion of USOE. The last new projects werg initiated im
. school year 1472—73 7 . '

.Ih

‘A national eqaluation designed by us 'is"Eoilec;i ! data in 3ﬁxprojects-wm

\\K to assess ter of the, models as Well ag to measyre the effectd of the i
. _Follow Throu h expe:ience on those disa‘vantaged‘ghildren wit and
~ " 1/ An qutho?ization level‘was not specifi d prior € .
- - - ) - ‘-—-—...' +
~ : . , .
/ . ’ ' b Y
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. \\without Head Start. Though there are 170 local projects and approximately i:”#
+90,000 students in Fellow Through, not all are included in the national

valuation. Additiona% evaluative evidence 1is provided by models sponsors
d by local school districts.

Préﬁrah Effectiveness‘

The‘* timate effectiveneﬁs of FollOw Through will be determined by the
.a degxae 0 which 1t has fostered development of successful approaches to '
Tt early ch 1dhood education of disadvantaged children. While it is too

early to.ﬁ ay final’ conclusions, the evaluation evidence does suggest

“that some. dels are more effective than others. The magnitude of

the effécts, theixr"stability over time and their conéistggcy under

/////,(differént conditions are still belng studied . ' . .i'
. .

he national evaluation 1§ldesigned primarily to identif? which approaches
are successful dn producing educationally significant galns in areas such
. as cognitive achlevement, Achievement qg;ivatiﬁﬁ?fgelf-gsteem and locus-
of-control (i.e., feelings of comgs;en&e about one's ability to influence
importadt events in his life). The national evaluation is 1ongitudinal !
and involves four entering classes, called cohorts of‘children In /
general, children are tested as they “enter school (gither kinder%artén //
or first gradé), at some intermed‘late points, and' whén they i;?:he//
program at the end of the third grade, The following c
progression of children involved in the e it through the grades
by cohort and by school year.

L}

-

19715 1973-2%" 197475 | 1975-76

1196970 1970-71 197273
. . = . %

- Ol . 2
;\x} _ \\\ﬁk\ .3

L]
=
r'{:,i-s.

ks

. As can HE seen 1 -the fora 6ing chirt, only a few children have graduated
) gram/ to date. y o v . o

" N . .
fa . . .
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For technical reasoms, the best cohort for judging model effectiveness

ie cohort 3, which completed the firet year of Follow Through in Spring
of 1972. The results can only be 1nterpreted as bugsestive becauae the
only data which have been analyzed for this group are the ecores at the
end of the first year in school. The results show that there ig sub-
stantial variation among models’ with respect to the ‘various outgome
measures. The findings are summarized in the table below. The first
column showe the number of models for which Follow Through children
score better than non-Follow Through comparison children to a degree
that is educationally significant. The second column shows the number
of models for which comparison children dq better- than Follow Through
children and the third column shows the number of modeles for which

the differences do not appear to be educationally significant.

Summary of One-Year Effects for Cohort 3

L)

FT NFT ~  No significant-Dif- /
. Better Better. ference Between FT .
Measure than NFT than FT and NFT )
N . ‘ ) : —
.Wide Range Achievement, ~ &
Test! o .
wmm*'Listening 2. .
MAT Reading e 4
MAT Numbers T4 .
_Achievement Motivation , 8
Locue 'of Control I 1l .
Locus of Control 1I 3 +
2

Absenteeism ‘ﬁkxs‘wth
* Hetropolitan Achievemeﬁt‘reahihhhh“ﬁﬁ i

The pattern of effecte may change as children pyogress through school
For example, the models which have shown posit ve effects on cogni;ive
ekille after the first year generally strgeg rly academic achi%?emeqt.
Other models, which have a more non-cognitive emphasis in kindergarted,
may produce poeitive effects at a later time. Conclusions about the
effectivenass of, “vat{ous models in the natiopal evaluation will be
based upon the IQoulis of cohort 3 after th%td grade wiﬁh supplemental
1nformaﬁ1on from other cohorts.

! “'9\-..'

Surveys of both parente and teachers suggest that communities have

_‘ positive regard for Follow Through programs. Follow through parents

T ¢

RV

report a higher degree of involvement in echool and community affairs
than do non-Follow Through parents. In addition, Follow Through )

. teachers indicate satisfaction with the methods offered by Follow ]
Througﬁ Findings are pixed with regard to how important teachersg view

!

7
ggﬁ
(91
-
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the parents' role in the education of/the child. For the most papf, the
above findings of positive parent and/ teacher effects are relatively °
stable across theﬁrst)thr& cohoftg. -

It is, emphasxzed thiat the above stat ents are not conclusive, but thay
suggest a trend to be examined over [time. Stronger evidence on the '’
effects of Follow Through will be fgrthcoming over the next few years
as more cohorts of children complete the. program and data from all
sources are analyzed.

@going and Planned Evaldation Studfes

X . o .

The Stanford Research Imstitute is{ under contract to USOE. €e do the
data ‘collection and data processing for the national evaluat:l.on of

. Follow Through. Abt Associates,

" the data. USOE vill synthesize the f:l.nd:tngs fro;m sponsor and local b
.. . .project evaluat:l.on teponts. .

*gSources of Evaluation Data
N <7
W Abt Associates, Inc. (Draft R
. of Follcvé 'ZhrciuL, Cambridge, Mas:

1

nc. is under contract to analyze

b,

ety a
Ll

R

porl.:) Annual Report on the Evaluat:l.on
achusetts, October, 1973.

Ry &
2 w]: Project Evaluation, Rep_ol ts. - .
- """"_-'. . . h' . ! ¢ " i :
.3. Spomsor Evaluation Reports.,’
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‘ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORY ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS .

ﬂ%qgram Name‘

chool Assistance in Federally Affected Areas tbAFA) - Malntenance
and Operation - . .

Legislation:_ . Ce . -Bxpiration Date:
P, L. 81-874 © % June 30, 1974% T
Euh&ing ﬁiétoty: * Year Authorization - Appropriation
o ~$7359,450 000" $332,000,000 -
388,000,000 388,000,000
433,400,000 - . 416,200,000 .
461,500,000 X 416,200,000
560,950,000 . < 505,900,000-
650, 594 600 -~ .. 505,400,000
L ©o ] *935,295,000 536,068,000
S A, 5“\\\& -, 1,024, 000 000 . 592,580,000.
- T - 19737 ¢ 1 127 011,000** = — 635,495, 000 °
‘ Progra . :11974 122 000 000*** 574,416, 000 :

Prog;gm Pq:pose and Operatlon . RS A :

P L. 818 \74 provades finanC1al .aid for maintenance and oﬁ;;;;;;;f/

to scho ﬁ tricts which have been affected by the existence -
of Federal nstal‘it;ons in these arcas. 'The .purpose of theée®.
leglslatloq is to nfinimize the fiscal inequities caused by both

» the presence of tax-exempt Federal lands ‘and the burdén of pro-
Vviding public school .educatién to school chi%dren who ‘reside, on
‘federal property or whése parent is employed on federal prpﬁérty.
Payments are made directly to the LEAs and are based on local <g\
education costs amd on the number of children whose parents’

"either live|or work on United States government property ‘ .
[d951gnatediB pypils), or who do both (designated as A pupils),
or who have a parent on. active -duty in the unjiformed serV1CeshH7
(elthér A or Bm uplls)

s

-

S—

i éo under t 1s law, 3351staneeﬂmay be provided to a school
/;/dl trict locdted in a major disaster area as. proclaimed by the
President. uch assistance may, bé: [1] repalr or replacement of,
' equipment, mayerials, and supplles, minor repairs to facilities,
i and provi$ief| of temporary facilities, and (2) assistance to suppor|
. the level of é&ducation within' the schaol .district that was main-

‘taining pr10r1t0 the dlsaster , Assistance is provided upon
, wappllcatlon . . '

. ﬁliProvmlons pertaininyg to A puplds and chlldren at{éndlng .
schools on Federal 1n$tallat10n§{are ‘permanent, . '.j//f
**Includes disaster provisions. BRI ‘

**Tfhbject to chapge. Doés nof‘Tﬁcluﬂe disaster provisions.

R
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Federal Government available to e11g1ble school districts. Funds
received undér P. L. 81-874 usually are dep051ted in the schogl
district's general operating fund and expended in accordance

with State law and practice.- The number of sehool children
counted for aid purposes in 1972} was 2,425,000, the total .
number of children attending .schools in these eligible 'LEAs
amounted to 24,000,000. Since-the funds are deposited in
‘the general eperatlng account some or all of these childres .
could conceivably benefit from the SAFA aid: In calculapding baSlC
ta entltlements, school districts are relmbursed for the local

'\‘\
L} -+

~
"Ma

»

. \Fx§cal Year Expanded ’
1966 s § $3,936,146
\ 1967 - . 790,411
1968 ,274,628 3,274,628
1969 615,130 2,615,130
157¢ | 1?2 071 . 5,170,682
. 1571 11,740,560 ,
* 1572 35 44?. G
K . 1973 213,497
—_ Total $?3 149 3272
. Program Ef iveness: )

MMajorDisaster Assistance Obligations: and Expe
are as: llows

ditures to date

-

he SAFA program is not Jesigned to produce measurable outcomes '

in school children.

liowever, in thelimplementation

legislation
amply docume

arious anomalies have appeared.

These

ed in an extensive study conducted by

Memorial Institute under the direction of~the U. S.

of this
have been

the Battelle__

Office of”
districts

L]

Educatiom.--.The study congludes that
are being over-compensated for the re
Federal activity as a result af” one 0
'51tuaxrons

1

1. Payments that far exceed the ;os

“ment of educating Federal puplis

2.  Payments to wealthy schéol distrigts which ‘could,
o finance-better- than average schbov costs even without
bAFA aid. . T e
3 \ ‘ ; e
. 3. _Payments to dlstrlcts where the economic activity .

.occurring on non-taxable Federal
oil well or an aircraft company o
generﬂtes enough local taxes to s
costs. 2

§ertaln school

or presumed burden of
more of the following

"

to the loca}*geverﬁ-

»

0 1
iands (e.g,, @ leased
ni Federal property)
ukport 1ncreased school
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' : ;;///in calculatin
) a’/fi 7. thldren qrc -OUnted who would

As a resu , these oblservations, Battelle 0pos Spec1f;t
‘changes : i ive fdrmula. ® Paymenits shodld bBe geduced
to schogl dg i 8g-called B stig 7 (l.e.y thase .
students yhose parefts } on Federal properfy byt live-’ on

4, Payments to school districts Wthh are compénsated tw1ce'l
for the Same government 1mpact under different Federal .
leglsl¢t on. For example, Some districts benefit from 1
shared rdvenues, such as timber and Taylor. grazing
revenoes from public lands and.dre. entitled to impact
aid under\P.L. 81-874. '"Because impact aid-is based
upon- the fudent .population rather. than. property
charaLterlst cs,.the two payments frequently overlap
to the ben it of the school dlStTlCt."

L

"S. Some. over mpensation to school dlstricts since States® .

. are prevented from considering SAFA a1d payments in rJCQ
calculating| State aid. Distriets which are entitled )
.to"impagt.ald benefit, from those Sfate aid formulas which
attempl equdlization. 1In some SABA districts, the presencg.

> of Fedleral land reduces the ‘per pﬂpll assessed valuation
cauging- St aid payments to rlﬁe. K ,

/ f'\ .
6. 1ligher- -per plpil payments to rich 1strwcts than to poar
ones resultinig from the inclusion /0f lotal expendlture o
the aid formula.

Y]

A ® m, -

e attendlng 5chool in 4

overnmént_had rnevér come -

ito the area.| As an example,ﬁ/gttﬂile thes the case
at

of farmersyggb ‘take, employment 7at an airbase ‘and st111

maintain thgjir\farm xesidences in neighbering SChool _ -
igtri ich may now qualify for SAFA aid.

hat o-f%grdo not reflect the economic Stlmulus

g overnmentamay gause in.d communlty
hoo) dlstrlcts are underpald undér. the .
present lawe For exa gﬁf, in one sehool dlstrlct, government~
owned house trailers wepye parked on’ private’ property near an- oL
airbase. In this instgnce, neith

the alrbase nor the “

was only' able to 1mpﬁse property taxes/on the relatlvely
poor land on whlch_fhe trailers were farked: 7 In determining?
2 i was pald ofi the basisg of,

private g Operty) by mo-lflcatlons to the existing law'

; " .
(1) Absorption -“P-yiqg only for those s$tudent® in a .

school district that ‘exceed the Féderal- impact on. - v ]
all districts. Tihis average impact for- Federal

s .-

o ~
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dct1v1ty was cstlmated at 3% of all Students’ C

~— 771 Tfor the country as a whole. Under the present law,
‘when the number of - ellglble stud' f's i any LEA

" .exceed 3% of the avérage daily attendance by even one

'student, then all of th eTigiblée are counked for
1mpacted aid purpose

| 5 ange in rate of payment - Changlng he payment'

. rate for B puplls frqm/fhe current vel of 50% of
‘the A students, i,e., those whose parents live ‘and
work on Federal property, to D% f the A students.
The ratidnale pffered for tKTs chaiige is that school
districts .are, presumed only to; lose an estimated 405%

. of property tax revohues normally paid by business,.
which, for the Pe

) nts of tudents, -is the untaxable

. Federal propert where/ ey work. , '
off5*¢fﬁeduc1ng or: EIlmlnatlng districts

an aveérage tax base ‘that is 25% above State

.pupil tax base: The preseptflaw has

!.

fS) Richness;c

a iy

Battelle also suggested that the lbeal, tax effart b:ftaken 1nto
“"faccount’ 19 devising any formula chae;ég, that :

payments,” shared revenues and other Sspecia

from impact aid payments, and tha the—cipi
(2. [, 815) be merged ¥ - ' '

lents be deductedp'
cost program

‘program (P.L. 874)

Ll

for program reform have been trans-
To da-e, none of these prOposalg

-, mitted to Congress
":'.il_(_:ted upon,

] A,
. ; / ) . . 7/ S i
. Ongoing and Planned Eyaluation Studiesf :
(one ) s \ . -
) “ K ‘ /
. $ - ._,‘.‘ i . AN ____‘:,_'_:—" :":T#‘_:, ' ’/ ,
r:n s of bvaLuatlorI Da Y ,
"I‘ - . - ’/ i b
—d+~—LBatipile rial stityte, School Assisfance in Federally
A ected Areas? Study 6f Publicd Laws BI1-874 and 81-815,

w/,/’publlshed by Comnmit

g Education and Labor, H.R. let -
COngress, Znd Session, /G.P:

2.~Adpinistration of-qu ic Laws 81-8 ~81 ; Annual

Report 9f the Commissponer of bducat1on, U‘ﬁ
~ of Healftl,- Education
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Leglslatlon. o _ ’ . Expiration- Date: . '
P.L. 81-815 . « " June 30, 1974% £:i::
Fuﬁding llistory: Year Authorization . Appropriation
A : "1965 $58,400,000 . ° $58,400,0001;2/////
P, =% T 11966 ' 50,078,000 50,078,000 ;
' 1967 - 58,000,000 52,937,000
: ~ 1968, - 80,620,000 - 22,937,000 ,
. a . - 1969 . 79,162,000 14,745,000  « °
- -~ 1970 ° 80,407,000 . 15,181,000 -
© 1971 83,000,000 15,000,000
. , 1972 91,250,000 - 20,040,000
r S 1973 72, 000 000 ¢ 25,910,000
; 1974 .- 72,000,000%** 19,000,000

R S P 81 815 is de31gned to {ﬁu&deﬂiﬁiﬁfﬁgﬁucatlon agencies

‘.' Subsections ‘14 (a) and .(b
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Program Name .

-

*School A551stance in Federally Affected Areas (SAFA): Coﬂstructiqnﬂ

Program Purpose and Operation:

with financial aid for school gonstruction under spec1f1ed o
cdnditiens. * P, ,lj. 81-815 authorizes financial assistance to "
eligible LEAs for, construction of wurgently needed minimum .
schéol facilifies in sch® f'dlsfrlcts which have had substantial
intreases in scho§l membership a'result of ney or.dmcreased .
Federal activitie ection 5)./ Financial assisftance is »
also-availabletoia school district for the conftruction of
temporary school facilities where the Feder impact is expected

to be temporary (Section 9). The law al allows the Comm1551oner
to make "arrangements for.providi pé minimum school facilities for

- federally-connected children if ho tax revenues of the state or its
political subdivisions may be.spent for their education or if the
-Cymmissionexr finds that no local education agency is able to prov1de
a/suitable free public education (Sectlon 10). A551stance is .
thorized for construction of minimum school fagilities in local
ducation agencies serving children residing on Indian lands--

?) Under subsection  14(c) assistange is
authorized also to financially distressed local education agendies
which have’ substantiwl Federal lahds and substantial® numbers oF
pupils 'inadequately jhoused by minimum school facilities. '
Emergency gid is avdilable—to LEAs for' the rgconstructlon »f
.school facilities déstroyed of'serlously damaged in school
districts located 1ﬁ declared maJor dlsaster areas (Sectlon 16)

-

% PFOVLSLOHS pertiining to section '5(a) l) puplls, sectjons 10

and 14 are permanent "o
Subject to changa
g : 5

81




. system’.of priorities required by the law to

-

"+ Year appropygiations.

) ¢
*’See School Asslstance for Fedérally Affecte AfLas Maintenance K

Since FY,1967,. cderal funds approprr§tld for P.L. 81-815 have
been substdntldlly beliow the ambunts tequired for [unding &l

all quatificd appllcants under the Act, OEshgs.utilized a- .
termlne the
applications to be funded, Lach section ol he law .has a priority,
ranking and within each. seqtlon the prlorlty of an’ appllcatlon 1s
bascd on tire reldtlve urgency of need. .

UndEr Sectlon 5, payment varies between 45% and 95%/0f actual -

per pupil constructlon costs dependlng oy whether igibility

stemmed from “AY or "B" pupils.* Seqtidns 9 and 1t provide.

for total payment of scho ‘costs for; thosé pupils *,
i ted for payment and whg'are ‘also r

'eded minimim *school
facilities, for chil
‘100 percent under &
.available Stat
under subsec
Federal sh
of ald have b

hsectlon 14(b) to the dlfferénce betwecn .

iid local funds and the tbptal prbjeot cost

{on 4). .Section 16 alsp re uires .that the °
re51dua1 payment after a?l other sources

h utilized. . .

»

blnde 1966, ‘ého numbcr Gf classrooms provided and pup 1% noused'gs &
as tollows: i(Note: These figures do not correspond to Fiscal |
L) . \ - ’ ‘
- ot s’ B ' , . )
’ ARELY i ! ] - . PO

" Section § fiscs1m~t7C1assrooms . Pupils housed

T rov1ded ) . n
y yea f P o . ‘ . e
_Settions 5, 8, 9 S . ,i
e 0197307 2Tt e 210 0T U5,9100 Lo )
1972 L . 0 o , ¢ -

1971 ST T e s 20 L S
197¢ ; 27,901 0 o~ 261,770 o
1969 .. © /. C2,416 . - . -:98,390- . JARTE

. 1968 P 903 - . o2r,218 . o oo
T 1967 « .1,100° .. , 33*355 . LA
. 1966 . 1,630:. : ’,,_,,4? 405 oL LT

=i

-and Operations, for an prlanation of .""A" and e’ pupils L

~
.
- a
. -
-
- *
- -
-
*
» .
-
- .
| . .
3
» B
- .
.
. =
. - "




* Seutfon 14 * . %J“' '

-«Sectiop and fiscal
e 'year .

p + 1973 L2
. . 1972 . . 5
_____ ' o 197F w73 L
. 1970 .11
- '{* 1969 < 21
oo, e 1968 . . 21
: ™ \ 1967 . . 16
1966 e T 87
bcctlon 10 ' * ‘
AN g 1973 ’ ‘ ‘0
i & T1972 7 , 0
‘ 1971 . < ' 161,
~1970 S 37
p S0 1969 0 4 N 137,
b r968 . - N, - 38
1967 AN 2 100
FL1966 ¢ /” 191"
Se¢tion,. 16 - '
' - ;‘94,3 ‘ F] - 49
©01872 0 Leh ©. 146
1971 ~ ¥ L71s
70 . ce 40
. /fglg-» YA
oo lgeg o e Y 2l
et 1967 AL 0T 0 e
o 1966 e -0

‘. ™

Beginning in

"Llassrooms

» provided

4

_ bornadoes, earthquakes, and_floods.

assistance ﬁhs
.

)

"

" Pupils houscd

11,7607 :

Tre

FY 1966 when.major disaster $351sgance was a@&horlzed
approximately $22 million hast been obligated.to
_facilities "destroyed or serlouslx;damaggd by
About 76
3ﬁfroved*1n the past two flscal years.

B "- .
[ . s . =~

b

800 . “
100

1,7¥0.
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sd0 :
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-/;)f”' .published by the‘ﬁﬁmm;ttee on B

© . partial funding (as’ in the present), the Act spsc i%ie""f

2.

iy

PrOgram LffeLtlvchbb.

An cvaiuatlon o£ P. L 81- BlS was contalned in the study‘%y 0.,.
the Batt€lle Memorial Instituté,, The study concluded that with

its sygtemsrof project by project approval the administration

of P.L. 815 is unnecessarily complicated. Furthermore, "because «
capital projects.are éasily deferrable in\the Federal budget,

P.L. 815 provides for uncertain levels of pport based upon

a priority system that tends to penalize a strict that proceeds’

on its own to, provide tlassrooms for Federall conne! ted students.ﬁf

o ’\- -

.....

.QUnder P. L. 815, an eligible d;strlct whlch appl'es‘f __
funds must show” an increasé in schoel membershi ok ¢vye3r.,,,1.g
period prior to rece1v1ng a project approval--‘ L

sectnons shall be funded first from. any apprapr;at dn,
As presently worded, P, L. 81- 81%ﬁm§geg g@,prgﬁwszeh.£0t; { o
depreciation of schools built wi -denal: ﬁﬁnds...?he Iaﬁ 15_»_ G
cong¢erned with increases ‘in Federai&a.¢0nnectgd childgpeny’ CRECE N,

* Should the number of Federally cﬁnneft‘ﬁ\ﬂhll&xén.pefame stébié’7:?A;
.in the long run and should fac1f;te$m4n1$1gily prév&ded uﬁdgt e
P. L. 81-815 become obsolete, :then repaacement costs'wouia e

'~ have té be borne solely by fh@ §ch001“ﬂlstr£bt e e b
j ,_ "-..-.-h."' .’
In Wts study of SAFA Battelle r%;ommendad.ihaf thq cagl;a}
cost program*(P.L. 815) applitahle, to’ the usual 51faatiﬂn& a
*be merged with the opgrating ookt program GF L, 8 4} rﬁgg‘“.
order ta srmpllfy 1t$ﬁ@dm1nlstratlon. ST n;“. oy '

0n301ng and Planned hgaluatlpn.Studi@s. :TF“J"

None o '. - R LT e '.’:'1_‘;‘__ P T I e
R : DR I e LSO

bourccs of hvaiﬁablonvnatq“ .fﬁ- % C'M,Eh:' I

ffected Afeas: ' A Study bf PUB

letgcdﬁ*?éssy.znd SESSiﬂRy GEQ, 1979.

ﬁmmﬂz'ioner o ‘“-ueat'qn,

, 101 .
~Jt§sniﬁg££nﬁelfara '7,“§:Hnﬁ- "N
. . ‘s.' ‘e . -._.-_ L b .- -
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS ' o

-
3

Program Name: AN
Emergency SchoolJAssisﬁance'?rogram (ESAPY -

Legislation: - * . ExpTEStion Date:
., " Public Law 91-38Q_.
‘ ,~Continuing, Resolut
- ’ Eﬂﬁl@c Law(92~60?

.June 30, 19?1 .
ngruary 22’- 1972
. June 30, 1973

. KQ?O on-May 21, 1970, to meel special needs of desegregating school .
.‘_’ ) fatricts. PendIng Congtessio al approval of thet Act, on.August 18, ]
" '.; A 970 Cougress appropriadted $75 lion, as a short term emergency

ald thus established ESAP. The ESAP !

e ~m838ure to-meet ‘spuch nee

e =
‘ g

approVal of the Emergency School Aid Act was

E&&P program was exgended, by Continuing Resolution

Fo Lo ¢ educati&n agencies apd community groups for the 1971-72 .
;j‘: . Sc:fﬁi,ye and’ part ‘of tha 1972-73 school year. With the passage of

s the ey’

c.’b,,‘no Eynds were appropriated for ESAP n Biscal Year 197&1

2 r\‘ﬁ ?un&ing‘ﬂiatdry ~ . _-Fiscal Year \\}ppropriacion ®
Q\ \"‘\: .\.. . _r . : . * ] N N .
SN - Coen
B ST - +1972 -
AR DR T 1973
LAY - 1974
: ‘Progt:qh\Purpuse\and Opgmtion.

SRR W ‘

:?r“‘," ~ N _
\Thé Banerhl purpase of &he ES&P ppogtam

f- «i:idba to he' oy o7 L —— ‘

. \ ‘, AT - \\.. . .

PO N
Fay oyt

M \Q\\H’eé.t sgqcial negﬁa vy e incident to the el

segregattpn and diacrininatiOn among sgudents

\ ' ‘. _ hgw eq:pandeﬂ acx:::lv:l.l:i&s .. « . degigned to’ aohie g
,'.a;\-\‘ s ‘desegrég_cidp snd the elimipitton of ail forms of .d1soriningtion
SN g in ;hb'% fools on ﬁhe basis of studehts or faculty being~mem 3

'




ESAP Assistance was used to support & range pf school district op rational
costs. To achieve the program's purpose and objectives there were five
activities to help with problems related to desegregation funded under this
appropriation. These were: (1) special community programs; (2) special
bupil personnel services; (3) special curriculum revision programs and
teacher preparation programs; (4) special student to student activities,
and (5) special comprehen ‘ve planning. '

Another compohent of ESAP, was the Community Groups Program. This program

authorized the Commissiomeér of Edycation to make grants or comtracts with

public or non-prafit private organdzations (other than school districts)

if he determined that such action woild assist in implementing local .t
* - desegregation plans. This activity wad allécated ten’ percent of the

total funds. The stated objectives of the CGP were to promote community

.. participation in school desegregation, maintain quality education during

desegregation, gid M curriculum revision, establish communication

between previously segregated gtudent bodies, and help provide com-

prehensive planning and logiatiE@l support to implement deaegregation

plans. . \ X ’

1 . . L "\ -

[ —— " . .

Program Scope . . \
k\“\x?_ . )
During g‘:}?eriod of August Novemher 1970, 900 ESAP-I grants were ' —

made t0 school districts for ¥-total of $63,325,000. During.the period -
of August to November 1971, 452 grants were made to districts fo% 2 ’
total of $63,975,398. During the period July 1to August 17, 1972, + -
.395 grants we;e made to districts for a total. of $17 523, 000.

v+ if (1) it was desegregating its schools undér a finkl State or Federal
court order or.under a Voluntary plan approved by HEW as meeting the &
nondiscrimination req®lrements ‘of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of : ’
1964 and (2) it commenced the terminal phase.of such plan dr court ' .
order by the opening of the 1970-71 acade year or had commenced . N
such terminai[. phaee during the 1968-69 or?@-?d academic year; " S
. .
Three prigrity groupa werd established for funding under ESAP-TI. <\
Priority T districts were thoae fequired to talke new or additional steps
respecting desegregation pursuanl tQ ghcourt order or order, under Title vl ' !
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 1ss or modified on or after April 20, -
1971 (tﬁeﬂggte of the United States Supreme Court decision if the case - b
of Swann v. Charlotte-Medklenburg Board of Education). Priority II districts

_wére those. required to také new or additional steps in 1971-72 althougn
¢t " the Title VI plan or court ‘order was*issued prior to April 20, \1971. : ’
' . Priority I1I Jdistricts were those which received ESAP grants priof to : y
July 1, 1971 (i.e., ESAP I grantees). A : vy '
. - .,_ 9‘ ; \ * .
S . + . .I r M
f *
? . . dl 4 88 ' " -+ ~.v- X
' i )\ -,.. . . ' - .
S D L . -

Under.ESAP-I, & SChool io&uuas—eiigtble for. financial assistante J a
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The amended regulations for continuation of ESAP II ip the 1972-73 school
year restricted eligibility to those grantees, either school districts
or community groups, which had receifed grants during June 1971 under
ESAP ¥ or under the "ESAP 11 program. ,The purpose of these regulation
was to provide grantees with contingﬁd 'furiding until they were able, < -
to apply for funds under the Emefgency School Ald Act. Expenditure
categories under ESAP II continuation activities werg limited to salaries
of personnsl and minor related expenses, -
In the first year of program operation, thirteen States in the South .
and Sou;hwesf_had 150 ESAP Cogmunity Group Program projects with grants =,
totaling about $7.5 million and running from approximately March 1971 °
"v ° to August 1972. Under ESAP-II, CGP grants amounting to $6.9 million
awarded for 142 project% Under the ESAP-II continuation activities, there L
. were 111 grants to community groups totaling $945, 000. - - , o
f' i b ‘ o .
Progrgm Effectiveness of ESAP-II School District Crants \ )

AN

-

* both with respect to.achieﬁement and racial attitudes. More details and o
. S\\a discussion’ of apparent causes of the results are"reportedubelow.

&' The ESAP 11 evaluétion-marked the use of & randomized evaluation-design
N fqr }he first "time. in a large-scale education study. This constitutes
N important techiiical advance and thus merits speclal attention. The
design randomly selegtted matched palrs of schggls, one selected 4t random
.to raceive ESAP funds, ang the other to be a control school not to receive ~ 1]
~ _-ESAP funds, This experihental design is‘yaluable:because it provides a
{ _.° 'means.of directly méasuring the.effects of ESAP funds {gince the ESAP
and trol schools should differ only in one way--recelving or not
recelving - ESAP funds} .

ﬁ This study, conducted under .contract tb the Office of Education by the .
"National Opinion Research CenmEt»Henamined approximately 600 schools in ‘
103 Southern’ school districtg receiiring ESAP-II grants, Over 32,000 fifth} \

+ .. ‘and tenth grade students were inclﬁded in. the study. ¢ .

\ op "“--\,‘ -

Among the major firrdings directly relate‘d\mESAP are:

-

* -, Black male high sohool stidents gained in achievement ﬂhrough
, " ESAP. Their test stores were almost one-h#lf grade Jevel higher
v <] v than black male students’ in matched .contrdl} schools that received .
./ no ESAP fuhds. . . . ¥ e " )

. There is no evidence that ESRP raised the achievement of whites 1.
at either grade' level, elemgntary’ Behool blacks, or female high ,
- o school blacks. Yet the gains for black high -school malés are » .
\important becduse «Lhey ha e the 1owest leVels of -achievement. ;

’ .- "I o, - '_,.
U 2 S
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There were Ho overall gains in student racial attitudes for eisker
racé or grade level as a result of ESAP. Favorable or unfavorable,
race relations effects may well exist but it is clear that race

_.relations in schools -are complex--schools that have good student

. tension and high in interracial contact, for example.

racial attitudes are not conveniently also uniformly low in racial

~

) -t

»

Thenghievement gain for black'msle high_school studean through ESAP
could+not be attributed to specific ESAP agtivities but to the e .
climate ESAP helped to create. It appears that the big difference

_ between hign scgpols, where ESAP partially succeeded in raising -

2

. seem to have partly sudceeded; they apparently t‘elp'ed ;mpfrove'. ’

achi:vement, ap elementary schools, where it did not, is that only
higk schools tended to spend ESAP' funds to change’the way racial
issues were handled. ‘This seems to be due to: (1) the different
use§ of ESAP funds in elementary and secondary schools, (2) ‘the
fact that blackf in ESAP high schools were more likely thap blacks
in the matched control (non-ESAP) high schogls to perceive the .
staff as pro-integration, and (3) the fact that blacks in ESAP. ot
“high schools were more likely than blacks in the control schools
to report tha\; they like school. *

- . : %

.Looking now 'at different types of progr (rather than‘oLerall program
effectiveness), th e 1s evidence that human relations acEivities--
student human relations programs, teacher human relations programs (not
gendral teacher education programs“ and human relationrs literature--were
effective in improving the racial attitudes of urban whitz?students

at both grade levels, but especdally in high schools. pro-

vided substantijl support for,such agtivifies at the high school . L,
level. Gains in white students' racial attitudes are esptciall '
encouzaging because their racial attitudes were less equalitarian

than those pf 'black students. Here ESAP human relatiods activities

urbsp white racial #ttitudes but not those of rural whites.

+ . b ! - ) 1
Basic instructional serﬁices programs-—such as remedial programs,
remedial specialists, and teacher aides--were not effective eithér’
in improving'raqfhl attitudes or in raising achievement im this
sample of Southern desegregaked schoolg. There is some evidence,
hawever, that the heavy utilization of instructiondl equipment
for students to use (perhaps.supplemented by an audio-visual
specialist in the school), raises student achievement in high
~acheols. Thé'report suggests Purther résearch and expe:imentation
in this area rather than extensive implementatign of such programs;
few schoolg in this study. had audicwvisual spetialists ard over '
the years other reports have documented examples of iﬁstructional N
equipmeq; lying unused in échools. T N Ly

. .
I ) e - . ..
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. The staHQ also exarined the desegregation process more generally and
fOund .'\ ‘ ' ;’ E ¥ "

L ]

" . v "
[y . -

- 1. Effecﬁs'on integration Qn Achievement ' e .

T -

. The effects of school racial compoéftion on achievement were -
5 general%y small. Both races did less well in schools that
were over 70 .percept white, and most, groups did best An :
raclally mixed, sthools” (41-?0 percent white). Fears that
", o white achievement has suffered because of Southernm school
' ) desegregation appegr to be unfounded.

T

. x

-

AN .-,Nhat *goes on within a desegregated school has important
effects on. the achievement of both races: The racial

R S . atmosphere 1is important. liberal white racial, attitudes seem
to imprové black performance at’ both grade levels. Ragial /.

tension 1s‘detrimental to white high school students' achievest
ment.. In‘short, the huality of raék relations within

{ o dese regated. échaols:is an important concern. * Y
. . ’ % .. - ’ .
2, - Other Ways chools Caﬂ‘Af ct Race Relations o K _—

v
- uﬂ““‘ .

.The report presents 1mportant findings for tﬁtee areas of school

race relations: (1) student racial attitudes (2) student feelings_ /

of "belonging“ in their school, and\(3) teacher prejudice artd
behavior. / - . . ! I

L
+

R ’ toe ) -

. Students of both races (with the exception of -high school
blacks) have more positive racial atfitudes the longer T
. _ - thelr experience with school degegregation. Furthermore,

_ rac agtitudes are"more’ favorable when- the school clearly
e oper tes-th a nondiscrimi atory fashion (as indicated by

such faétors as desegregation of both PTA officerg-and the
. student leadership in £hd school as well as Interracial
. contact among the’ teachers). :

PR whe#he staff 1s 'pr'o-integ,ration. White urban students’

(] »
:

.. + Students wdre asked -1f they felt they belonged in their
school.. Whites and blacks at Roth grade levels felt tore °
at home on their own turf; that 1is, whites were moTe cdm~

. . fortable in predominantly white #hools and, blacks were
&hﬁqthﬁ' - more cemBqrtpble in pre ominantly black schools.. While
L . &ﬁ;' desg places a great deal of strain on’ students .
. ’ G ’o‘f oth racei as evidenv;%_in the above findings, the

N ’ H

\

-

‘. ) ' ~ 9,

-both races tend- to'have more favorable tacial attitudes .-
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° ) mnwoop 18 not the powerless victim of 1ts réciat composition, .

Black students. are more.comfortable when they feel that their

teachers support nmmmmnmmmn»on; "White students are mbre com- . v

: . fortable when desegregation is proceeding mEOOanw. with’ '

- . . teachers reporting few’ Ammmmnmmmn»os problems and no cancellas
i nucs of high school activities ncm no racé vnocpmam

- 1,

, + - Teachers"' wmnmosnp mmmwﬁsmm mcouw wmwm are nd¥ easily nsmﬂmmn
. but the way they react to the m»mmmﬁmwwnmn schoal, and more
. importantly, thé way their mnﬁnanw.»nm.oonomwcmm by their - )
. ) students, can be changed. The: kdy: appears to be having a =~
. racially liberal (or, possiblx, &: vpmnww_ununh»vmu. This *
. 18 especially significant for bYack high schictl ftudents, who
. _ appear to be morg sensitive to thelagtual wmrmcﬂbﬂ of teachers o
. than to their racial attitudes, “¥f.'fhe. @nwan»vmw sets a tone :
of fairness and tolerance Fox. fhe . gchool, the teachers.tend to
' conform to these mnmnnmnnwc mwnm:wwﬁummtmsww, blacks react
. , favorably and vigw the staff ss _srpportidg dgsegregation. ESAP
may have made m‘nonnnavnnuas to this: s black students in the
Lo ESAP high schools werw soméwhat more pwwmww to.view the gtaff . -°
. as supporting desegregation than wereé black students 1if the .
. gontrol (non-ESAP):high schocls.. {(However, there is no relatione
ship between :mqﬁnm liberal nmnwnw wuownmsm it the school and -
black mnznmunm.~uonnmun»an of staff mcvwonn f nlhmmmmnmmmn»os )

o. - . ¥ .

) ;3. mmmmn s of Busidg and »nnnnaﬁsm zm»msconsoon Sch Hm.

>/ ﬁﬁnncmwww without mxnmvaoaa.nrmnn.amwm.ﬁb mm nnm,OH these .
. 4un“_.mcHnm (amount of czw»n_w msn. whnmn.nbanm. “_._.. K m:conroon mn—.ﬁ.onu
on mncnmnybswﬁfocnnoamm.

.
"

- to .,.J.....! . 1 . . v.- . - ' ot l-
o w?& Effectiveness of ESAP-I noqﬁza.ww cmmcum Tt - . :

‘The m»cmnm»nw of mhanwnwmm c:mmnnmrmn cw nogﬁc:uhw Group vnOHmnnm has ..
precluded an overall mmmmmmsosn of the program in tetms omjnm\mnﬂ ‘effects

t on partigipants. =0tmqon. an evaluation nonwcnnmn in a=W\hmm= states in

-

AN

" the South and Southwest during 197172 provided an overail ~nmmnnwvmwoa4omﬁ P

the program and topped the perceptions of emnn»n» ﬂnm and community leadexrs . *°
. as to fhe types of desegregation. problems faced nity Groups and nUmwn
nmpﬂnﬁcm success in dealing with the different m.nocpms n general, it ¢

appears that the most pressing desegregation problems are in the :csms -
nmwmn»wwa area and that is also percelvéd as the area of greatest mcnommm e
. for, CG =Ons»nwmnwun»5m,nrw fact that the greatest number of vnohwnn activities
are mmmonwmnmn with support »f more direct educational ocumnﬁnqma te.g., 15
f the 35 projects surveygd reported tutorial programs). More detalled _
. ndings mnm _given cmwos \ - . \
Hrn thﬁqm of nam Hmm mm»urnm_vnOannm funded, accounting for $1.4 ull Vo
A . oillNn in. funding, .were nrm,d’umnn of *an mqm.._..._mﬁ.o_.. b

\

e

Mmexgency mmwooH.bmmmmnmbnn Pron .
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-
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*+ , gram during its first year of operation and to gain an understanding h -
_of its strengths or weaknesses based upon the perceptiooe of petsens .

L~ knowledgeable about the-program. .

Y

The principal fiodings—oi—the evaluation are:*® " : " \

b

»

'The’ most frequently occurring problems,arising from desegregatioo
effortsweré assoclated-with: BN
oo “« " raclal rélations in the community st large,- . T .

: * relations Between students of different rdces; and ol .,
hool-community relations. " T

participants (i'e., parents, teachers, students, etc,)

classroom performance of students; and . : Lo )
classroom performante.
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- Gommunity groups’ were regarded as most 3UcTessful when dealiné
withz, '

L
» problems of relations between students of different races,

— echool—community relatigns;

-

racial relatfenEM:n the cammunity at large, S, P
+ student academic pegformance; and | P

tg-student racial relations. ! 4 . ~‘a' :
""--\_-\

- /. E . llk Ve " -

. Community gtoups regarded as'least stccessfai when dealing

rf’-'\h Withp -
) A \- problems 6f .inadequate schoo es; =
*.  transpértation and busing; ' ;
\ :d;gpficemenn'of minority tea kérs* ‘
lack of minority input/int}dsnce, and
reebgregation. v

r

¥,
. The community gxoup program might be improv d by closer ‘coopera- _

tion between community group projects and L proiegts, moT, P
technical ,assistance when _requested by comm nity gr ps an v /'
) closer monitori e Office of Educatio . _ S E

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies J

.

. } K‘Bongitudinal Evaluation df the'Emergency School A d Act Pilot

f
[ + 4

1. Study of the Identification o Exemplary Desegreg ted chooTs and , B

Evaluation of the Deterpifants of Sdccess, undes-gont aét 5ith

Educational TeSting Sefvice. . ! R .‘

+

s -

contrapt with System. Developmént Cdrporation.

Programs1x3nder contract with Systef Development Co ordtion’ .
\" - * . 4\ [

Source ot,Evaluation Datahﬂ

.

b3
. ! \'l ' ¥
L\ T j \ ‘
Robert ‘ Crain arid others, Southern Schools' An Evalugtion of the
Emergency.Sthoel Assistance Program and of Schooereségthgation,

2 volumes, Chicago. National OpinIHnKEesearch Center, 1973 e \
-~ {. ¢ -: F ]
Eugene P, sSeefeldt ESAP Community Grd ﬁn‘Evaluation, Washington Iﬁ:

w‘,
.

a €»s Kirschner Associates, Inc.;. Nprember 19;::> . .

‘Evaluation of the Emergency’Sthool Kssistance gxam, Beth sda, it
MaryIand' Resource Management Cq;poration,/}??l"‘ -y :

& L ..

- N Y L

Need to Improve Polici€s and Procedu&es for Approving Craats\under
the Emergency School Aasistance, Washingtoa, D\C.: General Agcdunting |
Offig{ 1971. e

-

< LY ' o r
Weaknesses in Schooql Districts' Implementation of the Emergen wk T
School Assistance Pﬂggram, Washington, D. C.: General Accountiyg o ]
Offic'e, 1971. O ‘ . e
- 7 YN, — .

The Emergency School‘lseiatance Program-,ﬂﬁn Evaluatﬁﬁﬁ‘igr pare

‘b Washington Reseayth Profect and five other e}giirrighta orga iza- ‘
tions, 192Q._ 992 *. - ¥ : ! '
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of 1964 (P. L 88-352) l indefinite
Funding History:, . Year A thorizatien kgpropriatidgi/
. . % .
- < B 1965// , iodefinite $6 000,000
_ . 1966 6,275,000
T, : ' 1967 & 6,535,000
. - 1968 .o 8,500,000 -
te . 1969 ' _ . 9,250,000
. > 1970 ‘ ,
. 1971 , ) -
¢ 1972 A
A 1973 h . - .
ijk/// - 19?? - “{ . , 0?,00? . ‘?mﬂﬂhhﬁ_ .
ogram Purpose and Operatidn: T o SN
Titie‘IV is desi to provide assistance with problems incident.to

T J ¢
. - } = . "/ //
. ! 1
b ow a 4 ' :
Al EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS . '
' . '" K v
Program Namé: - o
\ . + Ll , \\
Training and Advisory Services (Civil ts Act of 1964, Title IV) .
n 4 .

Eegislation: oo

_ . ' Expiration Date: )
Title TV of _the Civil Rights A

school des egation. Section 403 of the act providés for teéchnical
assié%sneeadgringlnhe.preparation, adoption, or implementation of a
school desegrega; on plan_td_agx_gggernmental unit legally
for operating a _”;ic scliodl or schools upén submission ' (s
to the Comgissi ner «of Education. Such assiatance is no ally provided
t ough technical assistance centers maihtained in various universities
‘through State Edycation Agencies. Section 404 authorizes thé ,” h o
igsioner to arrange, through grants or. eontraets, with ins f/utions )
of higher gducation for the operation of .shortiterm or regulaf session
institutes for special training designed to improve the ability of |,
. teachers, sup 80T8, counselors, and other elementary or seconda:y o’
seﬁopl personnel eal effectively with special educational groble (:ﬁ;\i\
occasioned by deségre on. Section 405 of the-dct authorizes the ' -

Commissioner, upgn applica of a scfiool bpatd, to make grants to 4 .
board to, pe¥, in whole or in. part t oat of (a) inserwicé N
ning for, teachers and othei school Afersonnel, (b) ‘employing \‘
spe 1alists to.advise in problema incident to deéegregatiq& - . )
5. s . . - .
S o -, o T
S o e N
¥ . . ) ;
L] . . ~ o~
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In Figcal Year 1973, Title 1V funds and numbet 0 grants (not including con-
xinuationa) were distributed approximately as follows: . .

N

v, T Lo " Percent of Number of s
R ‘ . Funds. . . 'Grants .

General‘assistance center97 S, 48% - 27 .

. State education agencies 234 . . 3% 4 _
T, University Training institutes *-22% * 44
L School.ﬂistricc grancs . _8% . 26

o ' Tt , " 100% 131 .
Thia allocation diffgra from recent years, mainiy in'the increase of

d -funding general sasistance centers i the Nbrth and West to tieet _Hew or’
potentiab—needs for desegregation in those areas, Also, school district )
‘grahts under Title IV weré sharply reduced from prior years because of L
the availabiliry of similar assistance through the*new Emergency School '

Ald Act.

.
’ - L
" s . v, v W

Proggam Efjectiveness:° P : - 1ﬁ u -
J L

b

- The effectiveness of Title IV must™ be based primarily on qualitarive evidence
which is subje¢t to.differing ‘Interpretations. The major criticisms of the, °
. program and steps ‘taken {o remesdy chem.(maiqu inccrporated in formal program |
““ﬁwhregulatiqns which were adopted in late Fiscal Yeayr 1973) are discusséd- -below. _-.?ﬁ
Since there have been few form#l evaluations of Title T“,and rnione by the Sk
0Efice of Education at the same. cfme~thac new program regulations have been ,
‘adopted, an OPBE Title IV evaluhtion i{\scheduled to begin 4n Fiscaerear 1974

. -
.’

" The most signifiéant differenceg amdng exigting studies“IﬁvolKE“{he role of
& . «the Title IV University Desegregation Centers’(now: replaced by ‘General -
[t kzggigfaneecCeE£§rs under the new regulations). A report filed in 19?# by g )
the Washington Kesearch Project an Independent. non-govefhment agency, - o
concluded -that the performance of the Univérsity Desegregation Centers i
was, upeven; they operate in is ion in that f“éy Have no Viable relation-
ship‘@ith other fei:;ai/g;ogfﬁﬁﬁatregional educational‘Iabs? t the Office - ,-l
"7 for Ccivil Rights, -~in general, "they do not consult with groups .
with school desegregation litigation. The report found & lack of "leade
ship by. tha;Office of Education in setting standards and initia:ing
communication &mohg the centers. It further foupd that the Centers were
"unable ‘to resolve what they perceive to be conflicting rolesriéﬁat of.
desegregation plan developﬁ&nt and proviaions of educational services, ahd
hsve never carried oh both ro}es'creatively. - L . R ‘a
" 4 . o ’ ‘ -rﬂ

»
4 i - L ’

the Washinﬁiangeseqrch Project were supported in an

970 repared by ‘the Race Relations

ennessee. One sighificant conclusion

cases Title IV was being wged as 8 means #

stalling for -more Lime. . . - e
€ . ) : . A

1913 by the U. s. Commiasipn dn Civil '

in this reporf was that in
———0f evading desegregation,.

and staffed by local school district personnel Who _
Tyer school district policies on. desegregatiour o,

Y

[

-— . {

L]
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and” that ‘the State Title IV units and the university deaegregatign enterg

were predominantly staffed by white southerners whose pre §. education/ 0,
and experienoe were obtained in’ segregated sou;hern chool “systems. O

result has been that: the programs deyelopéﬁ'with Title v asaistance

frequently have been geargd- tq making miffority’ stqdents conform tocyhite
middle class values afid standards of .achievement. ™ On the basis of."this -
and evidence ‘that Title IV grants to, LEAs and university desegr

d&nters haqﬁibeen used to fund tralming progra?g in compensa
t
f

hout ‘empiasis on the problems of desegregatign, the report recommended
that the .Office of Educﬁtion adopt clear guidelines requiring - ..
that the primary emphasis of all projects t deal directly with.problems .

' of desegregation and that all reciplents must-be requivéd

Lo. assure appropriate rgpresentation of all ragial and ethnic groups, en
an integrated basis,. in staffing the Pproject. Thé report also suggested
giving priority to adequately funding those project applications that
have the highest 1fkelihood that Title IV assistance will be helpful
rather than distributing the funds generally as 4an entitlenent program‘

The Commission report also suggestéd that th‘*Office of Education should = "®~

sponsor an annual Lraining institute for repregentatives of current and
potential Title IV recipiehts which would assure a. common understanding

. of obJectives, stxategies, and permissable activities , which, has been

,; refunding of’ any Title v project wOuld be %ontingent upon completioq

'
-

lacking throughout the history of the - program. Criticizing the lack of
reliable, systematic evaluation infermation on the effactiveness of Title 1V,
the report recommended, that additidnal funds be provided for evaluatiOn o
of all Title IV projects by a unit of the Office*GF Educationt independgnt ”
rof the Title lV office or by- contract with private organizations. The_

of this evaluation. ) ¢

. .
. o L . . ~
’ . ,_t .

‘ Previous evaluations of, TitIe v had discussed the incongruousﬁ:oles of the

.. university desegregatiot centers in attempting both to provide neg -
technical aéséstance to desegfegdting school districts ‘and to provide. .
technical expertise to fedekral courts in desegregatign:litigation agaifist
school districts. In January 1972 the Officé of Education - forbade '

sggregation cehters from continuing to provide this ’ " a

gchqgl district.
n report criticized this change in poldCy, recommending o

T

.. that, the, O fice of EducatiOn “require (Title IV) recipients to‘offer A

- workable/desegregation plans In monitoring. the"performancE‘of Title v,

recibiefts, th Eommission recommended that the Office Df Educatipn withy .

R 3
-

‘hold fAirther contract payments and use fund. recovery mcchanisms _to -force

tio plans and £d testify in desegregation litigation. e e - ,\ 5"
l" - - )
e‘Office of Education has aCknowledged 2 number of the criticisms of e

earlier reports In an efﬁort to concentrate programﬁfunds'%n!those
.projects which evidence the greatest potential for facilitating¢3chool “L

» £ r \ AL , t . b . . @ . .
;' kgt‘ - .. . ”~ o - . ) - . ..r,' . '.\

I -

program administrat}on that were made in the Commission report and I

. T

b




CR The Office of Education responded to the Commission report s criticism® “of.

consideration In funding decisions and that contraotual obligations of A
- Fitle IV recipients have bgen enfofced, resulting in termination of two .
State Education Agency contracts In FY 72.° . - . L
R o, : - . - _:,/""
. M.o- -{
__going and Planning EValuation Studies: _.’I RS g P
' S . 4‘ . _'_)' e ) .
g;formal eqaluation is planned te be initdated in FY 74 - L
a I i - b - -y )
Sources of Evaluaoion Data. J’ \; ? ot < SR *?*.
1. DHEH, Eq__l Educationai Opportunities Washington, D C. 1970 (0E—38017)
. LI . |.~ ; 4 . Wo"f .o
2. U.S. CommisSion°on Civil Rights, Title IV and School Dese re tion:, .s; —
A Study ‘of a Neg_gﬁfed Federal Program Washington, D.C.: -UI 5, . L
Goverhment Ptinting Office, January 1973 . PR ﬁ v‘.f’,
r L ' “g" i . ]
3. Raae:%elat ons'Information Center, TitIe IV of she 196A Civil Rights -
’ hbt' A Progpéf in Searcﬁ of’ a Poliex, Nasﬁville1 Tenn., 1970. © . . {* Do

. PN .
. v - * . 4 cn T
* . .. .

desegregation, -gew_grant- application proeedures for FY 73 required appIica-
.tions for grants .for Staté. Tétle—f? centers and general agsistance centers,

to provide evidence of,requests. from scheol districts for technical assistance
and/or training related to desegregation préblems. Appropriate staffing * '

in Title IV projects is now‘gneoﬁraged through applitatiun—ratings‘whtfﬁ‘*_‘;"
give more credit to propo;gls whose staff are experienced in desegregation

L

-assistance and representafive in racidl or ethnic composition' of the
population to be served,” Alsc, the new guidelines require school distriet
grantees te employ an e/perienced advisory specialist who will have direct i
and frequent access to the districd superintendent. Although applicatioﬁs -
also will receive favorahle ratings for having organized plans for gelf-
evaluation, the Commission report 'e specific recommendation for independent
epaluations of all Title IV projects has not been implemented.

.the policy of forbidding Title IV recipients from responding to court.

. requestg for amsistance by stressing that ‘the program legislatio nly
allows technical assistance to be’ provided upon the'rzggegs,ef’ggﬁghool .
district and.that previous assistange to courts had_ b provided in the R

dbsence of clarification of the legislationw'*I“ t also said that pqplio
and private ingtitutions.of higher education wust receive equal and fair .

- . . L

. Washington Research Projeot University Tiﬂle 1V Centets, 1971 (Unpub ished).

- vy v 5 o q.. Ve

5. 'DHEW "Review of the Seat' of’ Frndgﬂyrigéﬁloped by B ducatioh Coalition
.,Conceruiﬁgdtth?ffiéggs’and Operations oﬁ tHe -Uni Ersi_y Ti{tle- IV Ebnters,

(Unpublighed), | 1971% Y \\\\) ‘,’//,///// t i .
. . ! A . - ; \ 1 : . . L) -
o orj' .‘ . ‘-.:\‘ . .. 4 | RIS . . ‘ | " ] : /y )
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o]

O W~ U

-

State Grant Program .

Aid to States for Education of Haudicapped
Children in State Operated Schools .

Regional Resource Centers .

Deaf/Blind Centers N

Early Childhood Education

Special Education Manpower Development

Recruitment and Information -

Innovation and Development

Media Services and Captioned«Filma

Specific Learning Disabilit{es oy
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FUNDING HISTORY YEAR - AUTHORIZATION APPROBRIATION ~ + ,
1967 "$51, 500,000 $ 2,475,000
1968 154,500,000 * 15,000,000 ,
. . 1969 167,375,000 . 29,250,000
"N, . 1970 206,000,000 * _ 29,190,000
p Too., 197y, 206,000,000 » 34,000,000
e T 972 216, 300,000 37,499,000
‘ 1973 . 226,600,000 .~ 50,000,0002/
voof 1974 ‘ 47,500,000

_ are totally excluded from any ,educational proggamming -

'lj Durin3,1974 the program is operating ﬁnder'the one~year»axtansion provided

+ . L1

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON - : .
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

State Grant ‘Program

Legislation: o ) -

»

. i - .

- P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part B _
Assistance to States for Education . —_—,
of Handicapped Children

F
.

Prégfam Purposge andfﬂperétion: o

. : T '
ﬁon—matching grants to the States are made to assist in the initiation,
expansﬂon, 4nd lmprovement of education of handicanpaﬂ children at the
pre—achnol elementary, and secondary levels., Funds are allocated to the
States.in proportion to the States’ populations in the age range of 3 to 21
(minimum allocation of $200,000), Up to 5% or $100,000 of the Sta rant
.may be used for admimistration of. educational programs for the hand ed
by State Eﬂucation Agencles. = - . .

Seven million children (one @illion of pre—school age) are estimated to be )
" handicapped by mental retardation, speech problems, emotional disorders, Y
deafness, blindness, crippling conditions or other Health impairments that

can be expected to cause school fallure, emotional problems and refarded °
development unless special educational*procedurqs are avallsble to them. . ’
At preseft, it {s estimated that only 40% of achool age childien are &
. receiving special education, and in some States only 16-15X of the children .
are recéiving this help. Approximately one million of these unserved children .

L]
‘a

- " +
t .

by Sec. 413 of the .General Edugation Provisions Act; extensidn legislation
is pending. ) ' .

2/ of this amount, only 37,500,000 vas-chligated in FY 73; the sceitional
212,50,000 gre currently uncer ‘litigation., - e !

.8 I
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« The Fede'ral strategy for the develo

L]

M

t of the Program has been to //
serve as a catalyst to local and State ‘P am growth rather than prgviding
full Federal support for'a limited number of children. Joint planning with
the States has led to increased programming for ‘children on a comprehensive
basis involving various Federal programs and lpcal resources, esg., the

.

~ Elementary and Secondary Education Acf”/itles I and III, Vocatiopal Education

Act, etc.

&
L

fo

Program Scobe and Effectivanass:
- . ' 1 - ‘ -

In 1973, apﬁroximately 2,000 projects were supported by Title VI-B funds;

of thesé, about one-third were new projects. More then 200,000 children

participated directly in Federally supported projects under this.program.
. ' . " . . .

-
S

LY
-

Program monitoring information indicates that the program helped to stimulate
educational opportunities, supported by non-Federal fumds, for an additional
200,000 handicapped children in 1973 by providing developmental and technical
assistance to twenty-five States (in a contiﬁuing program); States-were
assisted in designing new progrims, coordinating Federal and State funding,
and developing strategies for increading services to handicapped children.

A nuhber of States modified their statifes to allow for services t@ children

following models of Federal programming.

]

-

A formal evaluation the State-grant program indicated that=EHA-B has

-

\.

contributed to the expansion of State services, programs gnd mandates for
serving handicapped children. The most gffective comnoitent appeared to be .
the administrative set-aside of EHA-B which increased capability for planning
programs at the SEA level. Less effective was the project component of
EHA-B; although project grants permitted local digtricts to develop innovative
programs which would not otherwise occur, the impact of that innovation was
largely restricted to the particular district’which received the grant.
There was not a significant repf&cation impact in other districts which did

* not receive EHA-B funds.

) L]

The study hypothesized that the failure of FHA-B to.prodyce a multiplier
effect could be traced to the nature of fiscal support provided by the

\“HA legislation. The certainty of réceiving a continuing and "non-matching"
"federal grant lessens the probability that local districts will undertake
such projects on their own. Conseéquently, EHA hag little effect on changing

' loca%»priorities 1n the allocation of non-federal resourceg.”

n

o '

identified is .that the EHA-B capita formula does tot take
marked differentes among States and local governments in
pay for programs for ,handicapped childzen. Thyps, the, formula

the exiating gituation whereby *a child's chance of. receiving

A secénd problem
into account the
. their ability to
does not correct

appropriate services depends largely on where his family lives,
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'Ongoin_g___gnd Planned Evalugefon Studies: T L '
. '2’ . ' .
None ) e - .
r\ ’ ' " ' - ’
Source of Evaluation Dai’.&: }‘ . / ..
Bureau od Education for the Haudicapped s '
fvaluation of an Aid-to-States Program for Education of Handicapped * )
Children, by Exotech Systems, Inc. (completed January 1974) . ’
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT OR
*° '+ EDUCATION PROGRAMS ,
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Program Name: i

i : L T

! ' ' ' .
* +  aid to States for Education of Handicapped Children in State-Operated '
" Zand State—supported Schools .
] . . o ) : S v' e
‘ ggislations - , Expifation Date
\ ’ . t
- ESEAT{tle T, Section 103(a)(5), ‘ June 30, 1973 &/
" eommonly known as P.L. 89-313 " RY
- M ' ) N a. F s - ‘4 N b
“n 4 P ' + . L '
FUND ING HIS‘I?‘.')R'I',,«.‘3a YEAR ¢ AUTHORI;ATIONQ/ ' APPROPRIATION
S LT T S S e %§15,900,000
‘ Lf . 1967 -, T 15, 100, 000 |
’ , o v, 1968 : ! . 24,700,000
- , « 1969 . 29,700,000
: . 1970 ' 37,500,000
. ‘ 1971 ) - 46,100,000
. B 1972 . £56 ,400,000
’ . , 1973 ' - + 75,962,098
' * 1974 . © 85,777,779
] . - . . .

JProgram Purpose and Operation:

i
" 3

The program provides fedéral assistance to State-operated and State-Supported
schools and for other institutions for handicapped children to sypport
edycational programs. Inetitutions vhich qualify for participation range’ from
thase which provide full-year' residential programs to those which provide
special itinerant services on a part-day basis for handicapped children
enrotled in regularday schools or who may be confipned to their homes because
of severe handicapping conditionﬁ. In each instance, a substantial part of
the educational costs-ar® borne by a State agency (SA) rather than a local
agency. Participating institutions serve one or more categories of handicapped
, children, including mentally retarded, hard-of-hearing, deaf, speech-impaired,
visually impaired, seriously emotionally disturbed, and crippled or other..
. health impai;ﬂd chﬁldren\ .
Federal funds under this program are determined by a formula which specifies
that, for each handicapped child in average daily attendance'(ADA) in an

-/

. ¥

.Lf Buring 1974 the ptogram is operating under the one—year extension provided.
by Sec. 413 of the GEPA. — e

2/ The Authorfza 1on level under this legialation is determined by formula and
Q  €aken from't total Title 1 appropriation prior to any other allocation of

See text for definition of the formula. 161
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.elementary or secofdary educational ‘program operated or supported by.a
btate agency, the SA recéives an amounteequal to half the State expenditure
for a child enrolled in igs pghl&c schools, or half of the National ayerage,
‘whichever is higher. .. : : -

.
..

At the Federal level, organizational resmonsibility for this program is
=yested in the U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the
J Handicapped EBEH).‘ Allocationd undbr tPe progyam, as determined by BEH, are
isgued to-State agencies. Applications for the project funds are then
+ submitted by participating institutions to their supervising State agency.
The SA reviews TRe applfzatidns, vnd forwards those which It EppioVes €0
. State educational agency (SEA) for final approval and the release of funds;
The participating inStitution is required to submit end-of-project reports
to its SA to account for the expenditure of funds and to provide”an eval9ét19n
of‘project activities. . Yy, ‘

. * ’ /

. . ‘ o
Program Scope and Effectiveness:

' )

In FY 1973, approximately $76 million were allocated to 50 States, the
District of Columbia, Puarto Rico and Guam, Allocatidns to States ranged
from a low of $99,746 for Nevada, based on its reported average daily -
attendanck of handicapped children, to 99,337,521 for New York. .

. . § . v
The funds allocated were administered by 14l State agencies which su
project participation at 3,082 schools for handicapped children. e average
daily attendance reported by these institutions was 157,997 children for the |
school year 1970-71, the attendance year data used in establishing the F} 1973
allocations. Those children benefiting under the program awe distributéd
across the following handicap categories approximately ag’ fiollows: Mentally .
Retarded-58.7%; Deaf and Hard of Hearing-16.3%; Emotion&lly Disturbed-12.5%; .
(rippled and Other Heath Impaired-6.5%; Visually Hanqjﬁ?gpedJG.OX.

L 4

” ’ -

, Data on the‘impact_of P.L.. 89-313 funds wtll be provided by the evaluation
study described below. ' . o

n #
L}
.

Ongoing and Plarined Evaluation Studies:
. []

An {mpact’evaluation of this program is currently underway in a sample of
25 States and approximately 900 institutions. The objectives of this_gstudy
. are (a) to assess the impact of the program and (b) to determine if’the
. impact can'be increased. ' ) ‘ ) . !
N . . s "
The Phase I Teport of the evaluation has been completed, and provides a
'summary of existing data on the. target population and beneficiaries of
P.L. 89-313. Statistical data are presented generally Yor the years 1966-73,
and were gathered £rom a variety of published and unpublished records. The _. »
dicates quantitative thange in the program, imgluding shiﬁté in. the

elative %llocations for various handicapping conditions, trends iry rates
*~ /by State and region, and changes in enrollment figures by types of “program
o ;-
f .
T N - . . i




since.1966. **

In addftion, the report discusses proh]ems pf inconsistent preva]ence
estimates, an of the prescnt grant formula which perpetuates the extieme
variability onhg States in the volume of services provided- Falculations

’ . * “ f
* * " M L]

- Bureau of Educat{;n for the Héndicapped N o -

2. Evaluation of Eduqﬁiional Programs in State-Operated and State-supported
J?. Schoolg fer Randicapped Ch;ldren by Exotech Systeme, Inc. (estimated
5omoletion date: ' Fall, 1974) ’

. % ) N . -v‘

~
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: ),’ , . _ANNUAL EVALUATIOM'REPORT ON =~ .
R ; - . EDUCATION PROGRAMS .. - ,
. . P . . . - 'y t .
;//f#-Program Name: - . o . . ) -
. h . ’ : .
Ve . Regional Resource Centers . _ ; ?
o . : s ., .
3 " . - Ll
Legislation: _ ‘ . *~ "Expiration Date:}
P.L. 91-230, Tftle VI, Part C= ° . . . . June got/}373 -
. Centers and Services o Meet Spectal s =
% Needs of l:he Handicapped, Sec. 621 e . <
. . . . . - R -
. . FUNDING HISTORY - = YEAR ~ - ' AUTHORIZATION -  APPROPRIATION
. " 1965 ' . i . T
o * . 1966 , e . . SN
. . . P & 17 A s 7 . . :
Co K 1968  ° $7,750,000 - - 4
. ‘ : T 1969 ’ 7,750,000 $8, 500,000
R . * 1970 7 10,000,000 , *1,800,000
- C1971% . . /. _ 3,550,000 .
2972% 7 . 3,550,090 .
. “1973% ' i 6,226,000 -
T o 1974 - v 7,243,000

.« Program Purpose and Operation: ’ ’ T

Th%s program provides grants and contracts to institutions of higher educa-
tion, State educational agencies, .or nonprofit private organizations, to

, establish’ and.operate regional tenters.  The pirpose of these.centers is to

/ intrease the development and application of diagnostic and educational programs
for handicapped children. The Centers use demonstrations, dissemination,
training, financial assistance, staff expertise, and direct sdrvices as

* - strategles for carrying cut their assistance role. Among major activities of

Ahe Centets are: ’

- . b
a—
*. el 4 - ' 1

1. Identificatian of unserved handicapped children; . . ’

- .
R Measugement and diagnosis of handicapped children for .
the purpose of 'p‘roper educational placelnent'
> s : . * . (XY “
s 3. Developmeyof educational and vocational programs. for / .
- handicapp ehi].dren, Lo . . . ) ’ ‘e
. ' A A .
- , it - .- “

_ 1/ During FYjA_r-he—pfogranf 1s operating und'er the one-year e:igension provided .
e, = by Sed. 413 of GEPA. ..

WL b, . -
C - .

%' % Totals of $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500, 060 in 1972, and $66,500,000 1n 1973,
]:MC\ are authorized for Part C, EHA, which :Ifncludes early childhood nrojetts,

- t -
N . regional resource centers, ard d £ -l nd cen erg_f 104 . o




) which were coordinated thtough_ the six reglonal centers.’ . .

' . * . - .
"Bur@au review and analysls of the RRC’s indicated that there needed to be .

' Resource Center" network will“have elimina;ed the less fruitful strategies.

Son ¢ " ’ L

o : (\% \ A
‘ 100 '
4. Provision of ‘technical assisténcp to relevant personnel, ' ) '

including teachers and.parents, in implementing ' ' y
appropriate gservices for the handicapped learnet; . " v/

S. _ Periodic re-examination, re—prescriptfan or'céseﬁtracking .
- to validate appropriateness of program'placement for
children. .-
In 197&, the RAC program will also provide special tayget grants-to assist
States, local agencles and consortiums in assessing and meeting urgent needs
aoncerning the severely handicapped {e.g. those resulting from.recent .court .
mﬁndates to serve all handicanved children within a Stat?;,

L]
-
L]

45

’ -
[}

2!23£§$_§2225_énd Effectiveness: | LI T T

LA )

—_—

During FY 1973 approximately 40,000 handigapped children received comprehensr
sive services (diagnostih prescriptive, remedial or other supportive services)

stronger coordinatioh,aﬁong RRC’s and the Instructional Materials Centers.

There were gaps or duplications in service in some regions covered by both

RRC and IMC hetworks. Therefote, in FY 74, both types of centers will be '
funded gsthrough competitive contract awards, and the resulting “Learning

or models for service in both areas.

-
£

+

- ¢ . A

e

Ongoing and Planned Evaltation ?Fudies: o ' - e

NOI]B. . ¥ ’ EY . . , LY .

Source of Evaluation Data:’

Bureau of Education for the Handicappkd
i * - ~
< i $1 e
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Ly  ANNUAL FVALUATION REPORT ON
' - > ; FDUCATION PROGRAMS f .
// / ¥
LY . B - P i . .
Prograin Name: T . .. . _ _ -
* - © s . . L] " )
Deaf-Blind Centers ~ 3 . g .
| - . - . '/-
/. - e '
. .o . ExpiratfonDate: .
Vs . * . . % " ] )’" — -
> 230, Title VI, Part C- T " June/30, 1973 L/

and Services to Meet Special ’ .
the Handicapped, Sec. 622 | .

J//' FUNDING H¥STORY :' T YEAR ‘ K\ AUTHORIZATION APPRQPRIATION
o /

</4/- -' ' //'iéss $3,000,000 - . % - .
1969 3,000,000 -7+ " $1,000,000

HISN

IR AT _ 7,000,000 " . 2,800,000
e T : - 4,500,000 :
’ At 19724 _ . " 3,500,000
A 1973% . e . 25,795,000 K
PO (72 . 14,055,000 - o

- / . »

. - e .y v .
! / te ’ Il // 4 - a ' .

- 4

* ' ‘ * ' P . s

Ptog am Purpose and Operation:

: -
Tidis ,program provides fo% grants or contrachs ‘to’ public and nonprofit private
'org izations to establish gpd-Opefate centers for educational and diagnostic
servives fo deaf_blinﬂ childfen. The centers also Iinitiate whatever ancillary
services nécessary to-agsure that thebe children can achieve their full
al, /and meaningful participation fn society.

-« ) /; ”~ . - i
' : s A 4 i . s‘
Program'Scope andTEfientiMehesaL .
- " L ’ . . R
The Deaf-Blind program, through 1t jonal centers, developed more
1 progréms “and projects with p of Federal funds. These progfams

~and projects have coqrdinated €he” fo l6wing resources and services for
deaf-blifid children and their familieg: educational services for 1800 : ©
chilgre residentigl'and day school); crisis care services for 200 children
and their par;g;s dgaggggtic and educational assessment for 500 children; ~ -
%ag;nt counseling serwi¢as\ for parents of 1244 children, and inservice = ° ,‘
raining for 4500 ‘educators, professionals, and parents. The program is aimed
at an fa;izﬁqed target populatiom of 5,064 geafublind children.

[
- L]
* . .

" i - ’ / '-
14 During 1974 the program is Operating under ihe one-vear extension provided

-

LS

* . Totals of $36,50(,000 in 1971, $51 500,000 “in, 1972, and $66, 506’000 in 1973, Py

* @gre au ized for Part C, EHA, which includes early childhood projects,
region f/y ce- centersa.and "deaf-blind centers. .

S 106 - Lo, T

*




Program mon torfng information indIcates that the Cénters'HEUP been successful
. ”//-in te:;E/dT reaching increasing numbers ‘of deaf-blind children. Currently

" the program serves approximately 46% (N=2,346) of the estimated total target
tion of 5,064 children, coordinating appropriate services among 123
logdl and State agencies. This represents rapid growth from the 1969-70
\ation existed’ among only 6 agencies, and 100 '

I

Planned{;valuation Studi

. . ~
A forpal assessment oﬁ e resourgés available.for severely handicapped
children i3 directly tosthis program, The study will evaluate ’
adequacy ¢f servjces for a n&flonalégample of 100 programs and institutions
which profide-services to deaf-blind, severely mentally retarded, severely
emotion disturbed, and, multiply handicapped children and youth. The
.§tudy 'will be completed in November,,1974 R .
. a . - - -
Sobrce of .Evaluation Data: - . ’ ) ’
. D [ .
~ Bureau of Education for the Handicapped : . et z

" Assessment of Available Resources for Services to Severely Handicapped
Children, Abt Associates, ¥nc, (estimated completion date: November, 1974)

L e . e

. —_— T
‘ I \A

" *
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/ ANNUﬁL’EVALUATION REPORT ON
Y S f.ﬁucnmu PROGRAMS

! ]

¢ _Legislafaon: ' ./// \ ;

Centers and Services to Meet Special .~
Needs ‘of the Handicapped, Stc. 523‘.

. v |
FUNDING HISTORJw .  YEAR AUTHORIZATION
Co. . T, 1969 - - $1,000,000
A ' 1970 ° -14,000,000 -
o X - 1971* ) .
/ L LT 1972% ¢
.ot ) ©o ¥973% . ’
1974 o
Progr pose a H;27bperation. R
v, is program ovides grants and contracts on a match n asis (90% .

Federal Local to stimulate the development of ‘comprehensive educational
_services for you (0-8 years) handicapped children with a primary focus Qh
the pregthoo level (0-5) years. The objective is to .encourage growth
' ea 1 ood services for all pre~school aged handicapped children in
Fedzgi 1 educational and day care programs to prevent and
ce fhe deﬁi effects of a handicap upon the children. Between

éﬂg andé}gk of esc child fall ifito the categories of mild” retardation¢
tional disturbance, afid of children who, with early childhood programming,
would have an excellefit chance of overteming their handicaps by developing
" compensatory skills so that they-ct epd regular classes. =~ ° T
.

6, with’ onerational demonstration, and out-
ogaf through ?utreac is to gain reﬁ‘ication of
¢ logal and state Ieval. : . -

+ The funded profects ate.
reach nhases.
successful. Jemon

P:ogram Scopr

In FY 1973,.the program supported 70 onprational and 17 odireach projects,
which provided Hirect services to approximately 4,389 children} Through

v
- . . . » —
-

the program is operating under the one-year extension providq& ..

- Totpds of $36,500,000 in 1971, $s1, 500,000 in 1972, ‘and $66,500,000 in 197,
e authorized -for Part C, EHA, which includes early childhood’pkojects, ‘¢
regional resource centers, and deaf-blind centers.. 1-()51 LR

v
» B - AT
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replipa&}ons‘ofpmodel projects and outreach activities, an additional 17,499

children were served. Training and other supportive services were provided | .
" to 9,164 parents, 2,420 Head Start staff members, 4,3@? wublic school educatorg,. ]
atd 7,000 day care and nursery school staff and~volunteers., TIn addition,
diagnosti./screening services were provided to 11,692 hamdicapped children. -
' §
This program has also supporteq workshops and other*technical assistance
activities through its Technical Assistance Nevelgpment System (TADS),and
funds segments of the Mister Roger's Neighborhood television program which
Qiﬁcuss acceptance of handicapping conditions among preschoolers. '

i .t . - ’
- . * . . -
Program monitoring informatien, based on FY 73 reporfs sent to BEH by the
projects themselves, indicate'thg following measuresl of effectiveness:

-

. . -

L.

657 childrep‘graduated'to other prograns which previﬁusly would .
not accept them; - o ¢ .

513 children were placed in special education classeés; Lo

e 886 children prqgre{;éﬂ sufficien&ly to be approved for enroll-

. . mendh@ﬁ regul&?“kiﬁdergarten or day care programs; .,

. - * . A3 . .

214 projects replicated complete_modéls pfbearly childhood
DrOgrams; %

e 280 wprojects replié&ted components of model programs. ]
* The iﬁplication;of these data are that the program-has been effective in
reasing servites 'provided to young handicapped children,

. - b - .

T , :
! . ’ -~ * - ! .
! . * Wi A — L T

) H . , . N [ . .

'A formal evaluation study bégan in September, 1973,,and‘w111'%e completed

fin she fall of, 1975. Itmwill asgess children's performance, project services

‘and costs for a sampke of third and fourth yvear projects., =

R - Al

bl ro . » 3“*\_ : . I ; , .
Sources of EﬁéTgifﬁon_Data: . ' R .
Bureau of Education fbr'thg.Handicapped_ T i o -
Fvaluation of the Handicapped Children's Early Education Prog?am;-ﬁattelle '

X

-

“Memoriai Institile. (estimated completion date:’ Fall, 1975). - -
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‘ . ANNUAL. EVALUATION REPORT ON . ° ‘
ENUCATION PROGRAMS
. . T T ey T ERE
i - - > - ) ." "a M
e Program Namer : , ) . . .
Special Education ﬁanpower'nquIOpment : /‘: « . . e ~
é. » .. B - ."
".Legislation: - b .. Expirstion Bate: _ -
L] . - - - - \ . . y “-
P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part b - Jun%_bﬂ, 1973 .
Training Personnel for the Educa- T :
tion of the Handicapped, Sec. 631-2 e -
and Sec. 634 - . S R
> ’ 1 . - ~ . .
A oo . ' - . -
PUNDING HISTORY : YEAR AUTHORIZATTION * APPROPRIATION
~ 3 -1 kR _
Lt , 1965 - §147500,000°  <*  © $14,500,000
e 1966 ' . 19,500,000 P 19, 500,000
., 1967 ‘ 29,500,000 24, 860,000
. - 1968, 7. 34,000,000 . 24,500, 000
L L e - - 1969 | 37,500,000 + .t 29,700,000
. " 1970 - 55,000,000 . 29,700,000°
. - - ) . 1971* T < - . 31,900,000 “
. . LY Y1972k “~ . 34,406,000 .
. " SN & L . -41,351,000
\ : 1974. o 39, 6o, L0 "
L Y " w -
. - . voe

. spe¢ial service personnel

-

Program Purpose and Operationy ) R ) ) o

Jhis progrim brovides for grants to institutions-of highﬁb&ucation, State

edycation agencies, and other non-profit. agencies to prepare teachers,

supervisors, tegcher educators, researchers, speech cofrectionists, and other
%to educate the handicapped. To extend gqualit

.educational service to all handicapped children under current teacheg-Studént

ratios and cuprent, patterns of Instructional organization will require an
additional 24,4000 teachers for school age children and 60,000 ;pr preschool
children. Upgrgdingwand updating the gkills of the‘fﬁQ,ﬂOS special education

teachers currently -employed, of whom nearlv one-half are uncertified, is also.:

necessarv. . . .. .
This program gttacks the problem by use of Federal grénts\éo increase the
number of teachers trained, by devel nt of new models for improved
effegtiveness, and by targeting %esoutigs oh cruclal areas 3§\hpéd.

r

" . . " . N .
1/ During FY 74 the program is operatimg under the one-year extenélon providéd
by Sec. 413 of the GEPA. : . .

*
‘i. . L3

* A total of $69,500,000 in 1971, $87,000,000 in 1972, and $103,5003000 in
1973, is “authorized for Parts D, EHA. ‘ - A
L e -

LY

~ .

L1}
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In FY 1972, ail grantees received.g’general "block"-grant rather than’ a "
grant based on ‘a fixed number of studept stipends, as in precedidg’ years.
.——__.¥This gave grantees more flexibility in their allocation of funds, by
enabling them to, incréase support of‘fadulty salarfes and curriculum
development in addition ,t® traditional student fipancial assistance, This
strategy was intended to hav& a hultiplier effdet, by upgradinﬁ personnel
preparation programs with a limited investment of federal funds.

. Tt . Ty

»

Program Scope and Effectiveness® s . . '

During ‘FY 73, appfoximately 19,149 students received direct financial support
from this program; the Bureau estimates that approximately 35, ond ’ additional
students also henefited from some training as a result of "block" grant
support-received by university ‘departments. - -

[

T : A total of 519 grants was awarded: 382 program assistance grants to

*gﬁﬂh&ﬁhmhnixgr;ities, 56 to state education agencies, 31 grants targeqd to physical
educat and recreation training programs, and 50 special project.grants .

for development and demonstration of new teaching models and techniqves. *

. H_"“‘ﬁ- - - ' o- * v
_ * N l - . & ' \f
. At the gresently (data’ collected in FY 72) low level of serVice (40% of \
* “handicapped children served), special education teacher production is just
keepifig up with the demand created by attrition in the field and the need
to £111 open slots. That is, the demand annually for approximately 20, 000
new feaghers is roughly the same as the numbeX of special education graduates
produced each Year. However, as’ efforts increase on thé part of States to
. ) raise the.extent or quality of services to the*handicapped, this program may

B not he able to fill the demand for new personnel.

N L

fu

A formzal evaluation of the Manpower Development program was conducted duri
1571~72., ° The data suggested that Pitle VI-D support was an important Eﬁe or
. in attracting and/or retaining about one-third of the student grant in
special education.For the réemmin{ng grantees, the financial eggpdff9:2nded
to facflitate a commitment which had already bheen made, i, it enabled
) them to receive thell degrees sooner, or to obtain. certhI%;:iOn in a
specialty area. ™here was no significant difference-in the retention rates
of special education teachers who had received YI<D grants as students and
those who had not. . « o

e

N ot H .

Hﬁ\ﬂ“‘xThe data also imdicated that recipiedts of Title VI-D grants were not
distributed among specialty areas.in proportion to need estimates. Students,
tended to be Overrepresented in the field of sensory disorders .and under-
represented in the field of learning dimorders. Students were also unevenly
distributed with regard to race and sex: they tended to be predominantly ¢

white (96%) and fevale (78%), with males clustering at the highen levels of _
graduate study. .- ., o
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- .-

The evaluvatioh study recommended & heavier investment in SEA" programs to
. retain regular classroom‘teachers and those speciai education teachers
- needing certification. Strategies for improving the distribution of students
along dimensions of race, sex and specialty area were also recommended.
.o . . ’ . .

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: -

-
- I - 7 JQ

Hone. ’ -~

Sourte of Evaluation Data:

An Evaluation of Pederal Programs to Increase the Pool of Special Educatton
Teachers; RMC Research Corporation (1973).

L]
.

. Bureau‘q{\fifcatidn for the Handicapped. . - .
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EDUCATION PROGRAMS

LY

Program Name:

1 ’ -
. Recruitment and Information

4

1
ks

‘lggiélat;on: '

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part D -
Iraining Personnel fOr the a
Education of the Handicapped, Sec. 633

*

&

1%

YEAR

FUNDING HISTORY *  _ AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
1965
< 1966 .
. 1967 . )
. ————1968 v $1,000,000 © - -
1969 1,000,000 $ > 250,008
. 1970 1,000,000 —435:000
‘197T* Tm— -000
1972% . * 500,000
N *1973% . 664,000
1976 - - . 500,000

. .
b _ i,

Program Purpose and OPreration:

L I

-

P

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON

Expiration Date: -

June 30, 1?7 '{ -

This prégram provides for non-matching grants or contfacts to maintain
appropriﬁte information and referral services for- patents and their
handicapped children, in order that they' mdy¥ be assisted in"their at

to obtain diagnostic and educational services. In addition, the ppégram
supports projects to interest people in the cafeer field of spe education,
: -- SRS 1 .
- et — ¢ . ;
Program Scope and Effectiveness? TR ]

LY

In FY 1973, a referral,system was established in
Thew referral centers,.operating through Health
designed to assist parents and other” person
placements for handicapped children.
were undértakén in concert with othe
in an effort to cogrdinate infq

oximately 100 cities.
Welfare Councils, are
n obtaining services and _
nal television and radio campaigns
activities concerning the handicappel
on systems acrosg States.
N

%tion Information Center (SEIC) maintained a
ectory of existing speclal education programs and

. . o

In addition,the Special E
computerized national

' -~

74 the-program is operating under the on—year extensioh prrvided 1
13 .of the GEPA.

fotal of 369 500,000 in 19?1 $87,000, 000 in 1972 and $103 500,000 in 19
is guthorized Eor Rart D, EHA. .. .

, -
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., =
facilities, and disseminated related information through its newsletters to’

_approximately 100,000 parents and educators.

+

F.

. * . R /‘/‘/ .
The Special Education Information Center solicits and receives substantial
feedback from parents who have received referral services or information *
through newsletters. On the basis of this information, the service provided
by SEIC appears to be successfully meeting a very great need for infoemation
on where and how to obtain programs for handicapped children.

r
. r

Oonzoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: : ' ’

None.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Bureau of Education ¥ the Handicapped

. *
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B . " ANNUAL ‘EVALUATION REPORT ON
C ~ EDUCATION PROGRAMS
. : : : I
Program Name: ' . )
“Innovation and Development ,
J Lekislation: Exgirétion-Date:
" p.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part E~ June 30, 1973 Y
Resea¥ch in the Education of the ~
Handicapped, Sec. 641 & Sec. 642
FUNDING HISTORY °  YEAR AUTHORIZATTON APPROPRIAT TON
) T agss 0t $2,000,000 $2,000,000
- . 1966 6,000,000 * 8,000,000 .
- . 1967 9,000,000 : 8,100,000
. 1968 12,000,000 ° 11,100,000
. 1969 14,000,000 12,800,000 .
* 1970 18,000,000 12,060,000
. . 13;1 « .27,000,000 15,000,000
35,500,000 11,176,000 -
_ Y, 45,000,000 2,91%¢,000
' ) 1_ 4 . 9,916,000
\ . - & ? ’ ""“b
- \\. ‘}‘ .
Program Purpose_gnd Operation: . . §$§n& , Lt
This program addresses thgq improvement of educational opportunities for
. handicapped children through support of decision-oriented knowledge
production and utilization, This support includes contracts for research
. +. development, diffusiop and adsption activities. Activities are 1nte8rateé
in a planned pattern to support teacher training and the special serv;gp
functions of the total Federal program for handicapped children. The
innovation and development activity attempts to lmprove the effecttveness
and efficiency nf the educational system and its provisiouns for handicapped
children: by supporting the development and validation of new service
models; by packaging that information in usable form; and by systematically
assuring that this “Information 1s placeq.in appropriate’ hands. N

Program ScoDe and Effectivenesst

During Y 1973 68 projects were supported' of these, 35 were.continuations
of projects begun in previous years, and 33 were ew efforts. Approximately

.N
.1/ During FY 7& the program 1is operating under the one-year extension provided
by Sec. 413 of the GEPA. ’

3
» -
-

L4

115 | S




. tion of research issues, based on advice from professionals and constituent groung
_obtained through conferences and panel meetings. . <

-111-

K
53% of the total funds availablee were used to Support research activities,

and the remaining 477 used to suoport demonstration and develooment efforts.

Examples of the types of activitié% supportad during ¥Y 73 follow:
)
(1) Developed and t.ez?( a cu
in 200 classes for eddeabl
(2) Supported three mptel demonstrazzsﬁﬁprograas in the °
area of postsecondaxy school vocational training for

hearing 1mpaired ¢outh. These projeéts have now been
replicated in community colleges across the .

country;

culum for social learning
ent3ally retarded children;

= %

N

(3) Neveloped teacher training techniques an structional
materials using applied behavior modification techniques;

(4) Produced a computer assisted course of instructi Y

designed to familiarize regular classroom teachers Aich N
skills for the identification ‘and” diagnosis of haddicapped .
children in their classrooms. This course was/fgeld tested
with*181 teachers in Pennsylvania,.and is n Oﬁy “operational

on a regular basis with approximately 3, 50 teachers in six—
States. ﬁ .

(8) With the cooperation of the Texas Education Agency, .
directed & major evaluation of that State's integrated .

programming policy fer handicapped children. ]

—

=

» the Innovation and Development prog has been criticized for
ned program goals and thjectives, and its.selection
“re ch projects for funding.. However, several changes in

¥ planned in FY 73-have been implemented in FY 74, in order
to improve the effectiveness of the, program. Research funds not oreviously
committed ﬁa; continuation costs will be targeted on specific proieets
solicited Rfﬁhh and & specifig grant announcementﬁ_:?rojécts on both &
contract a e+ant basis will selected systéMaticallv to fill gaps in the
knowledge base. The neu tarReted program reflects a reassessment and prioritiza-

I'__g_?‘

ongoing and Plannéd Evaluations:

None 4 : )
Source »f Evaluation Data: !
. F .
Bureau of Fducation for the Handicapped < o ~
N Ve . * N . .




, ¢ wanon REPORT ON =~ -
o ' _EDUCATIGN PROGRAMS'™  — T
} . -F.____'____..-—f";"'-'_" . i ¥ R )
[ " Mo
- .
Progyam Name: ' .
oo " Media Services and Captioned Films T ~ -
bl . a .
' Legislatigh: . : ' Expiration Date:
) L1 ] ¥ . ‘. b -
P.L. 91-%30, Title VI, Part F - ’ - Indefinite
Instructidfial Media for the . .
L Handicapped, Sec. 652 and %53 ", -
' . " " . ' : - . .
FUNDING HISTORY \' YEAR - AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATTON
s~ g ) .
1965 ) $1, 384,000
' 1966 - . .. 2,800,900
. 1967 ~ . $3,000,000 ) 2,800,000
. ‘. - . 1968 - 8,000,000 2,800,000
T . 1969 ] ' 8,000,000 - - 4,750,000 ’
' ) 1970 - 10,000,000 4,750,000
- - 971 T 12,500,000 - . 6,000,000
1972 - 15,000,000 - 10,478,000
. ‘ L 1973 20,000,000 - - 12,968,000
{ . . 1974 » . 13,000,000(estim3
. . — — . [ ot -
'\ Program Purpose apd/g;gggtion: ’ ] \
This prog:%g/ﬁ;;;ideé tbg handicabpéd learner with specific educational ) p
materials~to make it possible for him (her) to be educated effectiVeiy. This
purpose is beding advanced through 'the operation of a National Qpnfér fox Educa-
N tional Media and Materials for the Handicapped, and a network of Special
Education Instructional Materials Centers and Regional Media Centers for the
Deaf. Ap equally important mission is the original Confressional mandate:

to promote the general welfare'of deaf persons By tioning and distributing
motion-picture films whichwplay an important rolé”in their advancement, on
both a general cultural and an educational baels. .In hoth cases the purpose
of this program {g to provide for maximum access to learning experiences by

— " 'handfeapped chilaren through the development and efficient management of both
material and human respurces. - L
L] - - . -
-, Exogram Seope_and ‘Effectiveness: , oo g
2 0 ’ ¥

During FY 1973, the national netwopK provided materials. and techniques fo
educating handicapped children through 13 Instructional Materials Centers,
i 4 Media Centers for the Deaf, and over 300 State and local “associdte centers"
established with the asgistance\pf the national network.

[
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‘k : -113: . T /40_/_',4—7;
In addition, films distributed to Bchools and classes for the deaf feached —
an audiencc of 2,750,000 people ,
/o - ‘
: ‘\\' "_',_,—;F".l - " a -

. — ‘
-

\
Relisble data on the impact of IHC/RMC centers on the education of handicapped
children are not available. However, pxogram managemeﬁt information has been
collected

p—
T

~Annual program reviews of the IMC/RMC network by the Bureau indicated that
several network functions had overlapped among the various individudl centers
(e.g. computer retrieval of materials). Furthermore, these centers did not
always have clearly defined spheres of ,responsibility apart from the

Regional Resource Centers fundegzﬁnde{ Title VI-Part C. To make more efficient
use of the total network resources, and to centralize the several network
functions which had previousl® overlapped. tHe Congress authorized under Sec. 653
EHA and Bureau established a National Center on Fducational Media and Waterials
for theHandicapped. - — .

_ With regard to the film distribution services, the Bureau has obtained limited
cost~effectiveness data. They show ‘that the search for new and more economical
measures of film delivery has lowered the cost per viewer to 12 cents, and

_ more qfficient distribution methods have expanded the avérage showings per print
per vear by 33% to 18 showinas. ‘Plang are underway to supply. traihing films

and other educational media on a no~cost basis to teathers of’ all handicapped '

children. o . .o ~ \ -
Ongoing and Planned Evaluation:Studies:” _ - ; RN
Yone. ) RS k I o ’ A
. . . ] . e /‘
s . . . /,/ -
Source of Evaluation Data: 0O B e :
Bureau of Edcuation for the Hendicapped , ) ' ol
- : -7 o —t *
‘ & y | '
l"} 4 N B . - .
- ' 1 » &= - v -; Y
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. ' ANNUAL EVALUATION REPOKT ON - - Lo
v v EDUCATION PROGRAMS . , )
‘ . . ¥ . . //; . ;
' Program Name: = . _ oL "
A . . - . | . - . ; t‘t
Spgcific Learning Disabilities v v
\ . . N ‘
Legislation: R Expiration Date: -
. 91-230, Title V1, Part G - , " June 30,.1973Y '
Special Programs for Children thhz- . PR SR P et
. -, Specific Learning Didabilities” " = ° . - AN
- . - M ff‘.f: - v . -
FUNDING HISTORY - . YEAR . AUTHORIZATION =~ APPROPRIATION

- - - . L] o

3 | 19&: ‘ -7
. 1 i . . .
w /4 9 ';f . | . /

» 1968 J
" " 1969 R N
- 1970 ., $12,000,000 $ 1,000,000
SR g 1971 ... 20,000,000, - 1,000,000 - -
S /.»1972 : 31,000 . 2,250,000 -
: . 1973 31,0 2,750,000
/ \" . 19 P - . 3,250,000
- - L . // . ’.
Program Purpose and Operation: .~ ’ < T

The purpose of this program is to stimulate State and local provision of
comprehensive identification, diagnostit, prescriptive and educational }

. gervices for allschildren with Specific learning disabilifes (1 to 3 percent
of the school»dBed population) through the funding of mod€l programs, and
supportive fechnical assistance, research and training activities. Competi-
tive g ts or contracts for this purpose are made to public’ and nonprofit

izatdons. - .t . ~
,// . ) ‘ .

o . .

Prqg_em Scope°

3

o

In 1973, the program edtablished and maintained todel projects in 43 States
with the {ntention of encouraging thése States to develgp and implement &
plan for serving all Jf the learning’ disabled %children within their boundaries.
. Each project has as program components‘ aJMGdel learning,ﬂishbilitiee program,
an evaluation of the program’s objectives and goals, a determination of. the
validity of the model and a statew fgefplan £or, 1mpléﬁentation of that model.
., These program components are suppofted by teEh ical and developméntal assistance
Approximatety 4,000 childrefi participated 19 these programs. '

[ . .

1 -

/ Durigg FY 7 - tded
g 4 the program 13 operating under the one-year extension provide
byfégc. 413 gfwﬁﬁgi C e 1410 3




L ' - b . ! ‘ " ' .
. . . . . - - . . . r
o Program Ef fectiveness: S // 7 ,{//// C e
As - .
There ris. relatively little validated information on the ippact of this

“progtam, articular%i on the effec;iveness,of its intended "maltiplier”.

"effect at-the State eyel
- ‘ . s ’ » /
/ -, ‘ ,
Ongoing’and Planned Evaluatidén Studies: ° .
o ,'.,‘_ .Iq-one’ » B . ’ i ‘ ‘/ " L] #
ﬁ o , . . : . ‘ .. F-r/___,.-——’"'/’—',':
- B " -~ ——T ’...._-_ ! . .
- Sources—of Evafuatisn Data?y — ‘-';— T / ’
Bureau of Education for, the Handiqapped , J’ )

/ N - / .
. > .
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Vocational and Aduft Education Prggrama‘

st

11.

Vocational and Technical Education * Basic Grants
to States

Vocational and Technical Educatipn: Programs for :

Students with Special Needs .o
Vocational and Technical Education: Research and
Training

Vocational and Technical Qdﬁcation Exemplary Programs:

Vocational and Technical Education; *Consumer and Home-
+making Education / i

Vocational and Technﬁcal Education: Cooperative
Education Programs .

Voeational and Teclmical Education: Work Study
Progtams ‘

Vocational and eehnical Education Curriculum Develop-

ment

Adult Basic Education: Basgiec Grants to States

. "Adult Basic/Education: Special Projects

Adult Basyc Education: Teacher Training
Manpower/ Development and Training Programs

/

P
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Program Name:
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

-

w

Vocational- Education - Basic égants‘to Staféé ’

oo . @
.

Legislation:.

Expiration Date!
Y
\ .

Vocational‘Educatién Act of 1963,
as amended “1968, Part B

Permanent

. r*
0, - . . v . Yy .
FUNDING HISTORY - YEAR AUTHORIZATION (“}PPROPRIATION*
. - . - . - N \\'
1965 $156,641,000 . $156,446,000
1966 209,741,000 *209, 741,000
1967 252,491,000 248,216,000 oL
1968 252,491,000, X 249, 300,000 ‘
» . 1969 314,500,000 . 248,216,000 .
. 1970 503,500,000 300, 336,000 .
. 2y 1971 . 612,500,000 315, 302,000 -
' 1972 - 602,500,000 . 376,682,000 ’ .
1973 508, 500,000 375,682,000
1974 58, 500,000 405,347,000 ,
. , - R
Program Purpose and Operation: / .

‘ ?
» - r * :

Formula grants’ are made to tﬁe,States to agsist theﬁ'in_conducting vocational
education programs for persons, of alY ages with_the objective of insuring

that education and training
% all individuals who desire

ograms pf vocational education are available to

nd need sush education and ;;aining)for gainful

» employment.

States are required go ‘set agide 15 percent for .voecational
education for the disadvantage& 15 percent for post-secondary programs;
and 10 percent for vocational “education for the handicapped. Funds may be
used for the construction of area vocational edueation fatilities. States
are required to match one dollar for every Federalodollar. e

-—

Under the provisions of B L 92- -318, the defiq;;ion of VOcational ahd

technical education has bgen expanded to jnclude industrial arts education L
and the tralning of volunteer figemeﬁ RN v . T
¥ x/.’ - .
S L} l‘\ b:”. - )
a ’: h .. _’ :ft P
| ‘ . ©122
' » "““. .
o

o This‘does not 1nc1ude the permanenﬁ authorization and (ppropriation df *‘

. pr

E!Sn£;$7 L million apportipned” to the States each yeaf under the Smith-Hughes Aét.

L4

H
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Program 'Scog-e:
Accordiﬁg »0.FY 1972 reports, 11, 6%2 M& students were enrollgd in vocational -
% education prograys, 'Of these 1,60 871 were-gnrolled, through grade eighty

. $,622,77, grades 9-1%; 1, 30%, 092, postsecondary. 4dult enrollees were 3 .t

* *  apprenticesirp.

- ar -

* .

-

“The fbll::"owi.ng chart illustrates vogat‘ional enrollment trends:

classi.fi.es!. as. 548 ,,193, preparator'y, 2, 3&7 8?0 ,supplemental, and 172 3&1

. ©T T 1965 11972 Y o,
- Secondary -2,813,000, 7,231,648 16,416,000
) ad M R . . . -\ . X .
. Pos tseco%dary . * «  207,000° 1,304,092 . 2,710,000
N ' o : L [ . .
Adult 2,379,000 32066 ,404 , - 4,168,000
. . ) . . . ] s -,. . :
R Total enrollment 5,431,000 11,602,144 17,294,000
" Disadvantaged . . m . 1,616;62% . 9,372,000 -
. 1 h T, . R . . . '
. . Handicapped NA 221,342 . I . 380,000
1/ Based on State report -estimates . S - . .
) . * - ) . P P R '
) . ‘ » . " ‘ ) .
- A ...'A’;' - ) e ——
, . ’ 1] ,-““?“
4 . . ] k. * . . % : -
3 . ‘s " a . - . -
Avﬁ' ’ . . . - : . ‘
' * ~ - .J‘ - " L] E &
I:"‘\. ) . '
oo } / ”
r v ! LY

-y




" . .119-

* . . .

. Construction of Facilities FY '72 ‘ .
ﬁ-; in figcal year 1972, Federal; State, and local furlds totaling over .
$265.2 million were committed for 436, constructien prajects. This increased
" . the nnﬁber of vocational schools from 405 in 1965 to 1889 in 1972. During
<1965 through- 1973 over L.9 Billion.dollars'of Federal, Sﬁate, and 1ocal
.. 4nds have been spent iwm 26&1 projects to increasé “the pacity of area )
vocational schools through expansion, remodeling, and new construction;ﬁLThis B
has resylted in an estimated increase of 665, 000 training stations, :ﬁi.

Federal funds from three legislative sources are largely reBponsible fo?ﬁg°
, this increase in the number and quality of area’vocational schools. The °

funds approved for expenditures. this yedr are: 'y
. .. . e . . R
LR ) : Punds Approved . .
. ; # . " (Millioms) )
N . .-\' [ . !972 \
Vocational Education Act (1963 ahd 1968 Amendments) © 55,7 :
Appalachian Regiogal Commission (1963) . - 27.8 .
Economic Developit Act (1965) » ¢ 6.7 .
-State and local funds A - ) 175.9
S TOTAL . 265,2 .
.. A breakdown of funding by source of funds for fiscal year 1965 through e
(1972 182+ . . .
) o - Punds«dpproved - .
I (Mi1lions) ° :
e : : ' 1965-1972 "~ = ¢ -
— Vocational Education Act (1963 and 1968 Amendments) " 435.2
Appalachian Regional Commission (1965) ' 163.1
Economic,Development Act (1965) _»272.3
State and ‘local funds ° . 1,262.8 -
. 1,933.4

J TOTAL

ekpenditure data from required State plans and annual Feports s
‘State education agencies., They are often incomplete. GAO and prbugram

monitoring rgports document the difficulties of the data. There is no
established orocedure for the development of response material for specific

data requirements'which are not included in the basi® eporting sxstem.

Data are heing collected by NCTS through studies such as™'Survey of Vocatlipal
Ecucation Student and Teacher Characteristics in Puhlic Schobls, 1972." D »

- L]
. L) . + + L4
A ) .




) ~
' -120- . .
- r'y 1"
.
} . o L . i ! . f o
. Program Effectiveness; .= - + 7 . ,i « ¢ g .
ghwabion dat - indi :1(. T nanticipation Of voecstionn  ¢uedt “on nrogrons do
In redse earnings; however more lnfo;mation 1s needed ahout the characteristics
- of vocational education students, thedr performance and attitudez after they

leave the program. Base Year “data frgh the National Longitudinal study of
the class of 1972 and analyses of data from other. gtudies such as NCES surveys

are Drovi&ing additional insights into these questioms. .k . -
L . .',.’__{.—-‘_ . “‘. ”/.M,
~Nationa1 Longitudinal Study of the Class of 1512*” Coesen sl T
’/_,'—“'-; ‘& * - ) x

A major source for ,outcome data, the study hasg &qnationally rApresentative _ )
. .. sgample of about 16,400 high school seniors in 1,200 schools both public !

and ﬁrimam:‘hpf these, about 3500 are vocational students. T
L3 “-“-' Y
Preliminary data from the base yearare now available and further analysis
of data for vocatiomal .students a. b in procegs. as described in the .. .
gﬁﬁtion on planned and ongding studies.™ . Lo T - T
. A . »
b Some of the findings from the hase Yyear include'. T R .
.. - 9
“ While the majority of seniors rated their gchools as ) ;

excellent or good with regard to reputation, facilities

and quality.pf instruction and cbunseling, only 29 .

—percent of those expressing an opinion.gave their schgols \“gxh

. high marks in job placement of graduates. v e . .

Almost 90 percent of .all -seniors Ehit their scggols have .
provided more help for students having troublé with such, , .
subjects as reading and math. At least two-thirds of .
a those expressing an opinion thought their schools should

have placed more emphasis on vocational and technical
programs, should have offered more practic31 work '

. experience and should help students find. jobs when they C .
leave school. . <

-
‘.

Fifty percent of the students planned to go to college T !
the year after high school and another 9 percent planned o
\\\\\\ , to attend a trade or business school. Examfnatian of the .
e " ." data on the vocational® student sample indicated the - TN
— ™. following™plans: . ¢ . - . .
46.4 percent would work full time ' oo -
v . ™ 3.8 percent would enter anprenticeship or :
. . on~the-job training ' - .
L el .15.2+percent would attend a .trade or business
-7 ., school
Tooe T L ) 5“8~ﬂ§rcent would take academic courses at a ' -

junior Srmaommuhity college

o . 5.8 picent would.take téchpical/vocatlonal’

) . - coursds at @ juniexr or community college . : .
r ‘ , 6.6 percent would attend. a four~year university ©e

El{fC . \ i6.8 percent\bkother plans enter- military
(ERIC o 125 &\ . .
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‘\; service, be a homemaker, work part-time _ . .
without attending school or “travel) e o *,

- . '

Second interviews will be conducted with these students in 1974,

. - - - & .
'Proiect Metro: Effectiveness Evaluatidw. Data for Maior Ci
Secondary tional Systems, Class of 197 llow-Up Survey
-Vocational Progr raduates r . '
| > .
et s SR ' 51 ’ >
This study -is-a follow-up. 00 vocational andt5545000 ™ nag-voca~ .
tional graduates from al in 22 Projeof Metro cities~
For Project Metro study purp OSNas ofe with a.xﬁh“‘:ma
population of 250 000 or more, g
’ S
. The significant ﬁndings of this study 8 2gd as followstT ——~— -
“—=yow.. 1. Cholce of vocational course. About 22 percent oMwthe graduates —

- ,reparted that they did not get the vocational course of
. preferred Iirst choice. ~. N -

2., Vocational course selection. About 67 percent of the gradan;:\\\‘Heﬁﬁhh

reportedga non-school source as the mpst important source of
influence upon vqcational course selection.

- . \ ~ .
3. Occupatfonal Infgrmation_nxibr selection. About 36 percent
of the students reported that their knowledge of the occupation
selected for study was poor or fair at the time they selected
thei;‘vocationgl course, - - )

4. .Plans to work in the field of study. Only 39 percent of .
the graduates reported that, at the time of vocationmal course
selection, they definitely planned to work in the occupation

studied after completion of‘Qigh school.

5a Disposition after high school. Only about 54 percent were
available for full-time employment, The rest were in college,
sghool, military service or not available for work for personal
reasons. Of¥those available for work, about 71 percent were
employed full-time, 7 percent were employed part-time, and 22
_percent wefe unemployed and looking for full-time work. In )
total,‘38 pexcent of the Class of '70 respondents were employed
full-time and.not attending college or school.

. 2 . ¢ .
6. Stability with first gmplo?er. About 28 percent of those '
_§7 employed full-time were no longer with their first full-time

‘4ob emplqyer within six months -after graduatiofi.

1 I '

. . ) L 126 | "‘.
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. . . ‘
7. Time required to. get the first fob. Of those employed full-time, .
about 27 percéﬁt had their job lined up upon graduation. Within a
month, 73 percent yere emnloved full-time. Aoct. 7 virceet s eanire

nare toan o wout’ bto find theatir fiver tah,
] e . }
\ .

| 8. Methods used to obtgin,thg first job. Only 22 percent of the
graduates crédited school¥sources with helping them find their ‘r
first jobs. A greater percentage (252) reported that they found

. their jobs on their own without anyone's help.

’ - 9, EmplovMent in field for which trained. Of those employed
full-time, only 45 percent were emplgyed in the field fpor which
trajned. Based upon total graduate output, that 45 percent isg

‘e k6.3 percent oﬁ all Class of '70 é?aduates.

. . LR . Q\
lo. EmPloyment out of - ;_g figld for which trained. Of the 55 DerEEa{:
that were employed out of the field for which trained about 85
. ~~percent we;e.employed in unskilled or sémi-skilled jobs that couid
have been héldwithout the b]anefit f vocational education. .

“11. Preparation for emglovm%nt in the field. Of those employed .
. in. the field, a 25 percent revorted that their
occupational training had* been either excellent or good preparation
" for their present. &mployment.

+

. - 12, Reasons for not_ggtting jobIn fleld of study. Of those‘
v employed out of the field, about 20 percent reported that they
. could not find a job in the field, about 14 percent reported

that they did not feel qualified and about 66 percent repopted
that they did not want %ork in their field of study for varioys '
reasons,
'.ftl_ﬂ‘ 13, ~ Hourly earnings of vocational graduates. Of those employed
full-time, the mean hourly earnings were $2.35 per hour.* Those
employed in the field for which trained earn more 5 to 15 cents ¢
per hour more than.thds%_employed out of their field, : ~

* *

147 resent location of graduates. Aboyt 88 percent of all
vocatTtnareraduates still reside in the game city in which
they attended high school. 0f those employed full-time, abouyt
85 percent are still in the same ®ity.

" .
Practical Career ffuidante, Counseling, and Placement for the
Non-College~Bound Student: r

A

This study reviewed data concerned with the practical career guidance
and coungeling for noncollege~bound students. The report's findings indicate
that women, minority, and disadvantaged students. have not obtained sufficient
occupational information and assistance,in relatifig their abilities and
- interests to career, options. Furthermore, the overall conclusion drawn was

- . 127
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that the functions.of guidance and counseling personnel generally have not
been aligned to provide practical career guidance for noncollege-bound
students dpspite national priorities and allocations of funds. Recognizieg

the need for realignmegt of the coupseling services for .the nmoncollege~bound,. -
the report recotmends %hat 1) guidance and counseling experts-provide more
specific information and 2) realigmment be based on 2 planning model that
includes assessment of the priority of target groups, selection of appropriﬁte
strategies, and evaluation-of efforts. . L

. Y

L3

A Comparative Study of Proprietary and Non-Broprietaty Vocational
} Training ProZram: '

-~

A study of 51 proprietary and l4 non-proprietary schools in four cities
_examined student oytcomes in four occupational areas; office, health,
_ <omputer and technical occupationp About 7,000, stndents.and 5,200 alumni
were queried \ , . ..

Findings indicate that‘?ﬁ percent of the EiadUzres sought training
related jobs and three-quarters of these persons found training-rélated jobs.
However, less than 20% of the proprietary alumni and only 13% of the non-
proprietary alumni obtained jobs through school placement service, a
surprising result especially for proprietary schools, gince virtually all
offer placément assistance. Most graduatés indicated satisfaction with _
.their current job gtatus. Of those alumni currently employed, about 34%
of the proprietary “and 12% of the non-proprietary group felt that the training
wag definitely nQb—wDrth.the money.

Cost benefit measures indicate that the investment in vocational training
was well worthwhile for all occupational groups except the computer trainees
in provrietary schools. Non-proprietary school graduates have an advantage
over proprietary school graduates in cost-benefit measures and in salary gain
from before training to the first job in training. However, non-proprietary
alumni overall earned less before training than proprietary graduvates.
Proprietary and non-proprietary schools differ substantially in their operations
. and program offerings; however, the student enrolled in both types of schools
are very similat in terms of backgrounds and motivational characteristics.
Most are young high sthool graduates enrolled in full-time programs with a
goal of obtaining full-time jobs. A sizeable proportion of the students .
(30% proprietary and, 42% non-proprietary) belong to minmority ethnic group
Accredited schools and chain schools surveyed are no more effective in plaqing
graduatea than non-accredited and non-chain schools. .Cities Burveyed include:
Chicago, Illinois; Atlanta, Georgiaj San Francisco, California, and Rochester,’
New York. ot |

tee . d"ﬁu’

»

Vocational Education Impact Study: . .

~ . Findings from the Vocational Impact Study, a three—part study completed
-in 1972, provides detailed analyses of available data from recent,studies of
vocational students, dats examining the impact of the 1968 amendments and
information about the dypljcation, gaps and coordination of publicly funded
skill training programs in 20 cities, : R

1 N,I. N
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Analysis of Recent Studies: .

&

. Of "all studies‘analyélﬁ, the National Longitudinal surveys (also called
the Parues study) provides the most recent and probably the most reliable
data about vocational education. The Parnes study confirmsg that enrollees

" of vocational progrags do benefit from vocational training &9 suggests that
" the influence of voMitional education on earnings is more closely related
to changes in-Tabec magket conditions than had been thought to be the case
hefore.

Another study, a case study of three cities, shows that high school
graduates from vocational curriculum in the instances surveyed experienced
5 to 10 percentage points more time employed during the six-year follow-up
period than was the case with the graduates of the academic <urriculum who
did not attend' college. . ml . _ \\ﬁ; -

N
* L . we 8 » > — L - . - . .-
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Impact of 1968 Ameridments:

For disadvantaged and handicapped populations, there appears to be no
relationship between the degree to'which a State expended Federal set-aside
funds and the investment of State/local funds for these target groups. Data
indicate that these weére low priority areas In some States and while most
States have a formula for establishing priorities, some did not full expend
the Federal set-asides for these groups, the Vocational Impact Study reports.

-t

However, data indicates that post-secondary programs® have a high priorfty
~ in most States and matching ratios also-indicate a much greater State/local
effort in this category than. required by law. The most rapid growth in
vocational enrollments in the paSt five years has taken place in the post-
secondary programs. : :
L = F] - .

1
* . ' L]

A Study oftDuplication, faps and Coordination of Publiciy Fiinded -
Skill in Training Proframs in 20 Citien: ,

Data on more than 390,000 enrollees in 20 cities indicate that 65%
were enrolled in secondary vocational education programs. Of the remaining
35 percent who participated in Federal manpower programs, over two=thirds
were enrolled 1o occupational programs in post-secondary institutions.
Analysis of enrollee characteristics data indicate that vocational programs :
- and manpower programs serve different popylations. Most manpower enrollees c
' are thase over 18 years of age with 6th to 10th grade level of educational ’

attainment. Such enrollees rarely find a place in poé%éecondary institutions
which usually have, some form of restriction on entering skills Yraining
programs cven where there is a policy of open admissions, the report concludes.

L

Several manpower programs, notably Job Corps and the Neighborhood Youth
. Corps, offer skill training to the high school age group normally served by
. secondary vocational programs.. Accounting for only two-percent.of the .,
secondary school-aged students enrolled in skill training, these programs are
primarily for dropouts. They offer the same occupational gkills which are
available in the better public secondary programs, although the manpower
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programs offer considerably more service in terms of guidance, remedial
educztion, placement and job coaching.

1@ nned and__ggg_gg_Studies. :

‘*“‘ An Aggégsment of Vocational Education Pro&zams for the
. Handjcapped

" This study, to be completad ip October of 1974, will identify, analyze,
and compare administrative and organizational designs of vocational education
programs serving handicapped students. .It yill identify, describe and rank
educational experiences and supportive services present in vocational educa-

on programs for handicapped students. & sample of Jagticipating students_
~&nd graduatée will be interviewed.” . _

VA

*

The stuly will identify and analyze existing constraints or limitations
in carrying out the various vocational education programs for handicapred
gtudents,, including colstraints internal to the program, such as equipment
modification or special facilities, and those constraints external to the’
program, such as limited .supportive services within the community, geographic
isolation, and reluctan e of employers to hire the handicapped. ’

Information will be deneloped to aseess the feasibilify te¢ expand a work
experience component in vocational education programs for the handicapped
and the necessary caonditions under which expansion is possible. This will
involve interviews with participating employers in sites where programs have
a work experience component as well ag interviews with program personuel.

To the extent poseible, the study wilf assess the degree to which funds
from the ten percent setaside under Part 'B.actually reach handicapped students
rather than become indistinguishable from other .vocational education funds.

. . i

Analveis of Bagée Year Data of the National Studx of Hig ..
School Seniors, 1972 .

' The analysis is designed to provide a partial evaluation of the effects
of major legislation In vocational education. Specifically, the analysis will
use data from the National Longitudinal Study (bage year data); Career o
Threshold (A Longitudinal Study of the Education and Labor Market erience
of Male Youth), referred to as the Parnes study, Years of Decision!{A Longitu~
dinal Study, qf the Educational and Labor Market Experience of Young WHomen) ‘dlso
referred to as the Parnes study; Vocational Education-Characteriatics or
Teachers and Students}969 and Vocagional Education, Characteriatics of Teachers
and Students—-l972. . .

To be completed in the fall of 1976 the analysis will: (1) assess
the effectiveness of secondary programs for vocational education students
compared with studente pursuing other secondary school curricula; (2) W asgese
the changes in Vocational education programs since the enactment of the 1968
Amendments; and {3) .. determine the relationships emong post-program
aspirations, performance and the vocational education,experiences that the

1571
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" student has redeived. : i .

Sources of Evaluation Data: : t
N

'_The Vocational Impact Stugy:' Policy Issues an#é Amalytical Problems.in

Reports from Strte Advisory Coimittees . . -
Reports from the National Advisory Committee . - .
. ) ¢ & r‘
. - » -o - -
T - ‘ ot v o
! i : o
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National Longitudinal Study*of the High School Cldss of 1972. Educstional
Testing Service, June 1973. - . . " .
Major City Secondary Education Syftems:q Class of 1970 Follow-up Survey of
Vocational Profram Graduates. Educational Systems Résearch Institute,
December 1972.: B .

- +

Practical Career fuidance, Counseling and Placement for the Noncollgge-Bound
Stude tg. Am"Tcan Institutes Sf;"i E%aﬂ}, :']l.‘l:l:IEA 1973, .,=5° .

LY YRS N N

L]
o —

Evaluating Vocational Education: A Study of the State Grant Mechanism; and
A Study of Duplication. Gaps. &nd Coordination of Publicly Funded Skill
Training Programs in 20 Cities. National Planning AssociationJ October 1972, |

A ComParative Studv of PrQDrietary and Nom-ProPrietsry Vocational Training’
Programa. Amevican Institutes for Research; November 1972.

National Longitudinal Survevs, Survey of Work Experience of Males, 14~24,
1966, and Survey of Work Experience of Young Men, 1968, Center for Human'

. Resources Research, Ohio State University, and U.S. Department of Commerce
Bureau of Census, 1966 and 1968, often referred to as the Parnes Study.

A Cost Fffective Stﬁ&y of Vocatiogai Education: A comparison of Vocationsl
and nonvocatiomdl Education in Secondary Schools. Penns¥lvania State

University, .1969 . P cdi////’ et
The Effectiveness of Vodétional and Techni Bducation, Center for Vocational
and Technical Education, University of Wisconsin, 1971-

v

| S
Trqus in Vocational Edugé on, USOE June 1970. e,

Annual Statef!gcat;onal qucation Reports
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. s . ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT . ' .
’ - - _ - TEDUCATION PROG L
. "~ ' . - N
Program Name:r “—" -

. . /'/ *
Vocational Education - Program for Studenta Wit?ﬁ’ . J
Special Needs ) ‘ d
f‘ T h N f - o [
Legl¥alation: ' — e T Exgiration Date: = 3
Vocational Bducation Act of 1963.° . June 30, 1975 - - S
ﬁrﬁ"‘ as amended . 1968, Parﬁﬁr Seetionflﬂz {b)* N R AL TR
) _ . D T
__mmc HISTORY o M 'Atrrnonzurou' ‘ APPROPM_AIIO
Do 2 1ee $40,000,000 . . - | <0 -
¢ S ' 1970 ., 46,000,000 $20,000,000 .. :
. ) . . 1971 50,000,000 "~ ° 20,000,000 :
i - > 1972 " 60,000,000 - ©20,000;000 - —
R .. 1973 0 60,000,000 _ - . 20,000,000
) car T - 1974 . — 60,000,000 = -~ 20,000,000
* - N ' - .. Ssanl . . 4 - . ) | ) r"i-
. y - , | 'K;;'-

Program Purpose and-Operatipnt ° ! L . .

Granta are allocated to the States by formula with no matchins required,

to asalat in providing aupport for programs and aervices for peraona who

are unable to aucceed in regular vocational programs because of poor

academic background, lack of wotivation, and/or depreaaing envirommental

factora. ‘Programs are concentrated within the States in communities where

there 1a a high incidence of youth unemployment and high achool dropouta.

Special aervices and programp are provided these youth and adulta to - } 7
\ . encourage them to atay in School to acquire the academic and occupatiopal -
akilla needed for aucceasful employment or to continue to puraue»their
. careér preparation. o T

b

-

Special aervicea provided includs gpecially trained teachera in remedial
_and bilingual apecialities, dtaff aides, additional counseling aervices, »
.  facilities accegaible to a high concentration of these atudenta, and - :
. instructional materiala and equipment beat auited to thelr underatanding
. and abilities. ) ) '

. ' . s
Some of the areas where these funda have been expendf are than where ’
Engliah ia a aecond languvage, rural depresaed communitiea, low-coat @ -~ ‘
housing in the inner city, correctional inatitutions, and off-reservation
locationa with a predominance of Ametican Indians. /;,{’

. * _:/ - e
. " - ¢ o
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Program Scopeg Effectiveness*

-

Progruam data inddcate increasing numbers are being served. In fiscal

year 1972, about 191,000 students were enrolled under Section 102(b)
A total oi 152,778 were enrolled in fiscal year 1971, TMata on nubhess of

stulents eligible for such programs are not avatlahle.

State Advisory Council Reports generally reflect & concern about the low
percentage.of disadvantaged and handicapped being served by vocational
education in their ‘tespective States. Problems ranging from lack of a valild
system for identifying these target groups to lack of speclal programs to
meet thelir needs\were listed. In general, recommendations mentioned thhat,
v e .WoMational.educat{®wUas not available to all handfecapped, anwd that ‘their "“f:
. needs had not been defined and that tRe haﬁ&icapped and disadvantaged in
- many cases had not been ident}fied gstatewide. .

LY
Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studiest: - . *
Hone. : . ) .
) - 1 0
~ . . - £ |
Sources of Evaluaftion Data! : o '
Annual State VOfgy{Bnal.EducagiOn Reports e '
. ' .
. .- State Advisory Council Reports S , .
- 5 .
-~ r ’ o
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s ‘ ANNUAL , EVALUATION REPORT ON v

! . 'B'{lUCATION PROGRAMS . .
P’-'OE’-'E Name : | / ) T . .

d‘\
Vocational Education-Research and Trafning

. * .
- . - i -

Legislation: ~ . ; - ¥ Expiration Date:
. Y N
Vocational Education Act of 1963 . « None -
a8 amended 1368, Part C ’ v -
. ' e W g, - ‘*.t e . ,‘:?H‘%QJ Vi ’o A “-? (‘..nu-:-o;_ [
. Funding lf:l.storf Year AuthoriZation -~ Appropriation
. ~ PR A -
. - 1965 . - % 11,850,000 . $ 11,850,000
¢ » 1966 M-£550,000 17,750,000
1967 0,000 - , 10,000,000
1968 L-»722,500,000 13,550,000
. /'1959/»! =7 35,500,000 11,550,000
71970 56,000,000 » 1,100,000
/Ml/ 67,500,000 35,750,000
' ) 1972 67,500,000 18,000,000
—_— T ) . o 1973 ) . 67,500,000 18,000,000 ) P
) 1974 67,500,000 - 18,002,/0_00"7
Program Purpose and Operation: ) / //

From Fiscal 1965 through Fiscal 1969, all research fum@ﬁated under
the Vocational Education Act«were feserved by the U.S. Commigsioner ©F Edu-
- cation for direct Federal grants and contracts. This. arrafigement was modi-
- fied by Part C of ths;,Vocat:l.onal Education Amendments 1968,mwhich pro-
vided for a division of the funds between the Commi/s lofer and the State
Baarts for Vocational Education. From 50% of the sums aviMlable to each
State, the Commissioner 1s authorized to make grants totand contracts Wwith
institutions of higher education, public and private agencles, Statf-bosrdsyiahd wit
. State board approvaL»- to local educational agenc:l.es. The remaining 50% of the fund
availahle to the St&tg are used by the ‘Board in accordance w:l.th :l.ts State vlan.

The Part C funds are used for research, for training ptggrama to famil:l.ar:l.ze -

personnel with research rasultq, and products; for developmental, experimental el
or pilot programs designed to tieet the speclal vocational needs of youth, /
especially the disadvantaged’ for demonstration and disseminatipn proje tn/
and for establishing ancb operat:l.ng State Reséarch Coordinating Uni ’(c a)

The.RCU :I.s the officlally designated unit located in a Stat: epar tment of '
Education or a State university which adminia{ers the Sta
. research programs,k and disseminates research findings to
5eachers and counselors, and teacher educators. Many KCU's now dperate
xtensive infon:étign fetrieval and dissemination systems linked to and based
on the ERIC sys . Other RCU functions include Statewide and local evalu- .

-~ ation’studies, assistance in State planning efforts,.and coordinatién of '
State-administered Exemplary Projects under Part'D of the Vocational Educat:ion
Act. ’ . . .
S T &7 SR
] ‘ '
' ‘ - ‘ L ) A‘;
il L]




Program Seope and Effectivegess: ' . . . .

. In Fiscal 1573 the Commisa{oner's portion of the Part C funds were concen-
ce trated on career eé;;ggggnff”TﬁZs was done by awarding these .funds directly
to the States on a ulation formula basis to enable each State to establish
- a demonstration, testing, and development'gite for career education model %
programs, to engage in adaptive curriculum development for tailoring to their
own conditions the curriculum materials emerging from various Federal arnd :
. State career education efforts, and/or to begin the diffueion of’teeteg cageer .
;ﬂg§53t1°ﬂ compprgnts. £, q;hervanheol distticte;y By “€hk’end. of Fiscal 1973, ¥ ﬂﬂ
%7 *pefinement and diffusion of model programs of career education were underway
in all States as a result of this effort. .
Also during Fiscal ?3 State funds under.Patt C supported approximately 425
grants' or contracts. Priorfity areas which recelved attention were: career
education, problems of disadvantaged students, cost-effectiveness and cost-
benefits of programs and Services, improvement of State and local adminis-
tration of vocational education, program and system evaluation, new and emerg-
ing occupational areas, vocational guidance, follow—up studiee of graduates,
- and employment needs of spaclific communitie&.

.
-

Because of the legisglative changes in FY 70 and'the direct, distribution of
funds to the States in FY 73, it'1s too soon to make any éBBeBBment of the
overall impact of this revised Program. . :

'4,1/“ ..J "
Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: . . } ”

-

_In Fiscal 73 each of the individual, Federally~administered discretionary pro-
jects was required by Federal Regulations tc have an independent evaluation by
a third-party agency. ‘This evaluation was included in the grant or contract
funds provided for the project. The State-administered research projects and
the State RCU's were evaluated by the State Advisory Councils for Vocational 1
’4Egggﬁtfﬁﬁ/§s a part of their overall respongibility for evaluating 411 programs
Covered by the $tate Plan for Vocational Education, i '
' L
In addition, the Office of Education is negotiating a c0ptract with the
National Académy of Science to perform a comprehensive study of the planning,
management, and 1m§hqﬁ of the Federal vocational education research program
since its incep%ion in 1965. The study is planned for completion_in Fiscal 1976,
Also, "Project Baseline,” a Federally-funded, ongoing natioshl study of the
" lmpact of vocational education progrims, plans to include a special COQPOnent‘"ﬁ .
* +to gather information on’ the ®ffectd of OE funded vocational education research.
F ' . . >
) Sources of Evaluation Data:

] - |

T Sutvez of Vocational Education Student and Teacher Characterietics in Public
Secondary Schools, 1972. Westat, Inc. Rockville, Md., 1973. (OE Contrack

% QEC~-0-72-4577) . .- ., Coe

Third-pariy Evaluatdi’keporte on Discretionary Projects S

Annual State Vocationaleducation Reporte (State Board funds)

EKC. . ‘_ " '.“ S ‘}3 E‘E ;
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State Advisory Council Reports (State programs) =~ ’ N
Annual RCU Reporta ® . »
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2) Providing ancillarv services and other actiwities which assure quality
in all consumer and homemaking education programs. Ancillary services

and activities include‘support of: (a) State and local supervisory staffs
who provide leadership for program development and for the Puture Homemakers
of America, the vocational student organization which is an integrdl part
of the instructional programs; (b) preservice and inservice education for
teachers through workshops, conferences, and individual consultation;

{c¢) curriculum development with special emphasis on consumer education/
nutrition education, family life and parent education and programs for the
disadvantaged and handicapped, particularly the economically depressed;
{d) .research, pilot-demonstration programs, evaluation with leadership
development for graduéte students and (e) start-up of innovative programs
in sonsumer and homemaking educatiocn.

Program Scope & Effectivendssl

.Since the psssage of the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968, totsl
enrollments in consumer and homemaking education in ptograms which received
Federal funds have increased 47.6 percent. In Fiscal Year 1967, the .
enrollment totaled 2,129,727 and in Fiscal Yesr 1972, it was 3,164,292,

Eight percent of the total enrollments in Fiscal 1972 were males. In

Fiscal Year 1972, there were 870,954 enrolled in programs in depressed areas.

Curriculum revisions over the lsst five years in many States in consumer
and homemaking education make 1t possible for yoiuth and adults to enroll
in comprehensive courses including all six areas of their interest. The
following table shows th%t gome areas of home economics have had a greater
growth in enrollments than others, which also may reflect some of the
psrticular educational needs of individuals today-

Area of. Home Egonomics

Enrollment-FY 6?

-gnrollment-FY 72

Consumer and Homemaking (total) 2,199,727 . 3,164,292,
Child Development 64,812 138,589
Clothing and Textiles - 285,964 364,659
Consumer Education 4,924 102,055
Family Relations - 95,367 190,397
Food and Nutrition : 62,348 222,552
Home Management 38,576 * 55,897
Housing and Home Furnishings 73,562 105,296 ™
Comprehensive Consumer and )
_Homemakiﬂg'-and Qther - 1,428,190 1,992,540

Hatimated enrollments for'?iscafngbar 15?3 is 3,435,000.
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wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

LLthe new cycle of projects was officiqlly transferred ‘as of July 1, 1973,

the content provides any bas;s for drawing,generalizatioas about all projects.

o . 133 AL
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education projects initiated tn FY 1971 with discretionary funds from Part C

_of the Vocdtional Education Act. In addition, these Part D projects have

served 8s demonstration sites within each State, providing operdtional examples

of career education functioning in local settings.

» ¥
State-administered Part D projects are in operation'in all States, utilizing
the 50 percent of the appropriationxsllotted-to the. State Boards for Vocational
Education. In FY 1972, 300 State-administered Part D pruojects were in
operation, many of which represented continuations of Projectd initiated in
FY 1970 or FY 1971. About 173 of these projects‘ Were focused Hvarious

aspects and compdnents of career education. - ) g

In a number of States, such as Pennsylvanig, Kentucky, Gevrgia, Missiseippi,
Wyoming, and Oregon, a8 systematic, Statewide plan has been formulated for the
development and diffusion of career educgtion. These plans provide for coor-
dination through the State Research Coordinating Unit (RCU), which is “supported
under Part C of the Vocational Education Act. These Statewide plans generally
use the discretionary Part D project as a focal point for gareer education
model-building. The plan then involves diffusion of tested career-educgfion
components to other school districts throughout the State, utilizing State-

- administered Part D and Part C funds as well 48 funds™ from other sources

(such as the Appalachian Regional Commission) to assist school districts in
adapting and implementing the’ ¢areer education programs.

Program 5°°E_jnﬂ_5££££tixeneael_

Federally-administered FY 73 funds were us
cycle of about 60 projects, with at least gme in each State. Again the .
average cost was $130,000 per project, apd the awards were made in June 1973.

At the end of FY 73 plans were bade tofransfer the operation of this program

to the Region&l Offices. A meeting Regional representatives was“held on.

June 28 and 29, 1973 in Washington/ and the responsibility for administering

to initiate a new three-year

Hl

-

State-administered, FY 73 funds were used to.fund about 300 new projects.
of these, &pproximately 160 are focused on the career edﬁcatipn cpncept‘

.

.
+ 1 - i
Y, T PR -:o.n.-‘-,n-c

All Federally-administered projectsd have included provisions for a "third-

party" evaluator. The funds’Provided for each §rant cover the costs, and the
projsct director is respoﬂsible for arranging 8 sub-contract with an outeide -
" agency to evaluate his project. A copy of, th‘“‘-x ation re ort for ‘each
completed project is provided to the OE Program admin BTTEEs By
able, they are read individually in connection with deci&bdbas 4
funding. However, not enough reports have yet been received to suggest

ot LY
* .

Eoing and Planned Evaluatlon Studies‘ . . ’ .

L

In June 1973 a one-year contract (OEqr0-73—6663) was awarded to Development
' - (
b




Associates, Inc., Washfhgton, D.C. for an evaluation of the Vocational
Exemplary Projects. Pifty site visits to Federally-funded projecta will
be made to gather information about effectiveness as a demonstration,
coats, ‘and impact on studenta., The study will alsao gather information on
State-adefnistered prajects through visits to State Departmenta to obtain

data on the dissemination and replication of exemplary projects, funding
patterns, and coats within the State.

P Y
“a [

Sources of Evaluation Datas ‘ ~T R

Annual Reporta from Directorg\of Federally-‘?unded Project
Third-Party Evaluator's Reports on Federally-Funded Projegt\\
Annual State Reports on StaterAdministered Projecta

State Advisory Council Reports
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS
¢ Proram nﬁgg; : ‘;_ «
V\‘J-cational Education - Conéumer and Homemaking Education
Legislation: L?h:“_"‘—" — Expiration Date:
Vocational Education Act of 1963, i ., June 30, 1975
as_gwended in 1968, Part F )
- . L
FUNDING HISTORY -+  YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
L
1965
1966 '
1967 . -
) 1968 . : .
1969 . ‘ ,
N 1970 $25,000,000 $15,000,000 -
1971 - 35,000,000 21,250,000
" N 1 ' 50,000,000 25,625,000
1973 , . 50,000,000 25,625,000 —
X * 1974 50,000,000 3 30,994,000

-
L3 * +

Program Purpose and ﬁp‘erat’ion:

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 and Part F of the Vocational Amendments

. of 1968 provide formula grants- to States for programs in Consumer and-
Homemaking Education. States must use at least one-third of the Pederal
funds allocated for programs in economicglly depressed areas or .areas with
high rates of unemployment. FPifty percefit makching is required except in
econcmically gepreased areas or areas with high rates of unemployment whexe
c-tpatching is 90" percent Federal and 10 percent St:ati md/or local. The

¢ grants to Statea are to assiat them in:

. ! ] T . ‘

.

1} Offering educational programs which RLOY
preparing youth and adults for the OCCUDRCIDIES
on dual role of homemaker and wage eameﬂ 2 g
employability., Programs offered on the junior i gh, aegnndary, poataecandary,
. ahd adult levels provide instruction for: (&) the imp"!‘bvement of howe

environments and family life including child growth-development, and parent
education; (b) for developing competencies which contribute tq employability
including programa in management, nutrition and interpersonal relationq, !

. and other. homemaking ‘akills; and {c).for improvement of consumer behaviar by
includins consumer education a8 an integral’part of all inatructional programs,

and a8 a aepﬂfate‘independent couree tg 2ll individuals regardleaa 0
objectives. . T !% -

Tt
* » .
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2) Providing ancillarv gervices &nd other activities which assure quality
in all consumer and homemaking education programs. Ancillary services
and activities include'’support of: (a) State and local supervisory staffs
who provide leadership for program development and for the Future Homemakers
of America, the vocational student organization which i1s an integr€l part
of the instructional programs; (b) preservice and inservice education for
teachers through workshops, conferences, and individual consultation;
(c) curriculum development with special emphasis on consumer education/
nutrition education, family life and parent education and programs for the
disadvantaged and handicapped, particularly the economically depressed;
(d) .research, pilot-demonstration programs, evaluation with leadership
development for gradudte students and (€) start-up of innoyative programs
in sonsumer and homemaking education.

Program Scove & Effecggvend£:1

Since the passage of the Vocational Education Amenduents of 1968, total
enrollments in consumer and homemsking education in pkograms which received
Federal funds have increased 47.6 percént. In Fiascal Year 1967, the .
enrollment totaled 2,129,727 and in Fiscal Year 1972, 1t was 3,164,292,
Eight percent of the total enrollments in Fiscal 1972 were males. In

Fiacal Year 1972, there Were 870,954 enrolled in programs in depressed areas.

Curriculum revisions over the last five years in. many States in consumer
and homemaking education make it possible for youth and adults to enroll
in comprehensive courses including all gix areas of their interest. The
following table shows that some areas of home economics have had a greater
growth in enrollments than others, which also may reflect gome of the
particular. educational needs of individuals today.

Area of. Home E!bnomics

Estimated enrollments for Fiscal Year 1973 iB 3 435,000.

Enrollment-FY 67

: - gnrollmeng-EY 72

Consumer and Homemaking (total) 2,199,727 3,164,292,
Child Development 64,812 138,589
Clothing and Textiles - 285,964 364,659
Consumer Education 4,924 102,055
Family Relations . 95,367 190,397
Food and Nutrition » 62,348 222,552
Home Management 38,576 * 55,897
Housing and Home Furnishings 73,562 105,296 ™
Compyrehensive Consumer and ' A
_Homgmak{gg -and Qther ' 1,428,190 1,992,540
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Ogg‘ oing and Planned Studies:

Yone “x

Sources of Evaglugstion Data: ' . -~

-

Annual State Vocational Education Reports ;

Degcriptive Reporte submitted by State Departmenl:s of Education, State
Supervisors of Home Economics

-
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON - X
EDUCATION PROGRAMS '

Program Name:

.
. L

Vocational Education - Cooperative Vocational Education Programs

’l

Legislation: Expiration Date:
. VEA of 1963, as amended 1968, Part G June 30, 1§75
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION " APPROPRIATION
1965 . o )
1966 ) .
. 1967 . . . ’ - . '
. 1968 . ) « e
. ‘ 1969 $20,000,000 . 0=
¢ ’ . 1970 35,000,000 , $14,000,000
- ‘T 1971 50,000,000 18, 500,000
1972 , 75,900,000 19,500,000
1973 75,000,000 - 19,500,000
1974, 75,000,000 19,500,000
Program PurbPose and Operation: .

. * TFormula grants are made to the States to support cooperative education

programs which invelve arrangement between schools and employers, enabling
students to receive vgcational instruction in the school and related on-the-
job training. through part-time employment. Priority is given to areas where
there 1s high incidence of student dropouts and youth unemployment. Students
must be at least 14 years old and are paid by the employer either a minimum
wage or a student-learner rate established by the Department of Labor. Federal
support may cover program operation, added training costs to empdoyers, payment

, for services or unysual costs to students while in training, and dancillary
services. Federal funds may be used for all or part of a State's expenditure
for pregrams authorized and approved under State Plan provisions.

Part G cooperative vocational education programgd have extended the range of
occupations for which training can be offered, such as marketﬂns and distribu-
tion, business and office, trade and industrial, and health occupations. In
addition there was an emphasis on developing cooperative education programs
for small communities which cut across several occupational fields in one

program getting. Students could prepare for specific areas of gainful employmeq
~ wnich were not avajlahle, previously hecause of insufficieht enro™ent or lac

of facili;ies to support specialized vocational programs. Most of the new
ProORYamS Webke develanad in Arpsas with F\igh ratpe nf crhpal ACnnnute ond wnypth

a
-

'] . .
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Part G programs were also provided in the earlier graded to facfiicace
exploration and development of genfral work attitudes and skills.

To involve more disadvantaged vouth in fiscal’'year 1973, increased emphasis
was given to the implementation of special provisions under Part .G which
pernit the reimbursement to employersd for certain added costs incurred in

proviging on-the-job training and,he payment of unusual costs associated
with student participation in the program.

-, L] hd

Q .

- N

Program Scope:
In fiscal year 1972, 459,614 students were enrolled in cooperative educa-
tion programs, of these 340,690 coopef¥tive students were supported from
Part B funde; 116,924 students from Part G. :

Under Part G funds, 101,103 students were in secondary programs and 17,452
were in postsecondary. States report that these Partih enrollments include
50,769 disadvantaged students gnd 6,389 handicaoped students. However, States
do not report disadvantaged or handicapped students by educational level.

/ . ;

Profram Effectiveness: . ¢ Lo
The first phase of "Assessment of Schoo;-Supervised Work Educatipon Programs”
examined the different configurations of work education progr to determine
whether they are meeting their intended objectives and to suggest ways in
which different types might be modified or expanded. A stratified random
sample of 50 work education sites was drawn from 500 representative programs
using three variables as the basis for the stratification. The 50 were’

distributed ,as follows ort the basis of those yarifbles determined as most
relevant: v

Education level: Secondary (36), poatsecdh&ary (14)

t

Primary purpose: Specific occupational training (30%); '
dropout prevention (lﬁ?, career exploration (6)°

-

(Industrial setting: Farming region (15), bedroom community (11),
single industry are (9), major industrial/business center (15)

k,

*Specific occupational training programs are genefally those funded under ,
Part G. Findings relating to Work Stud§ (or Dropout prevention) programs
are reported in the following, Bection which describes programs funded .-
under Part H of the 192?,§medddEnta. N

v,

v
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According to the study findings, cooperative education programs appear to
be generating the most enthusiasm among students, employers, and school
officials becasse they meet the expressed needs and objectives of all
groups. Students feel that’ cooperative education programs are providing
. them with valuable job training. Employers feel that they are getting their
money 's worth from student workers and are contributing to their profession.
School administrators and teachers are satisfied with the learning experiences
and job placements ‘after the training period. o . ¢

Bdoperative education programs are reported as more 1ikely than other

f * . types of programd to: (1) provide gstudents with job-related ingtruction in

-, school; (2) provide job placement services and have a high rate of jobwrelated
placements; (3% help students in deciding on an occupation; and €4) provide
students with jo Tjhat fit into tHeir career plafis, have a high level of
tegponsibility and afford & high degree of satisfaction. . -

3

But there are some negative findings comparcd wit™ other tvpes, eoopnrétivo_progr
are (1) more apt to discriminate against students on the basis of Student
attitude; (2) less effective in reducing student absenteeism; (3) more apt

to interfere with students'other activities in school and out; (4) more apt
to segregate job pladements by sex, and (5) more likely to restrict their
offerings to students with rather conforming, middle-class™tehaviors.
Employers participating in secondary level work education programs, regard- ~
less of purpose, rated overzll program quality significantly higher than

did employers participating in postsecondary programs. However, from the
standpoint of related placements and quality of training, the postsecondary
occupational training programs were superior to their secondary counterparts.

The employer ratings of individual work education students proved to be a
very significant variable in gaining an understanding of work éducation
programs. Por students, a higher rating by thé& employer was associated with
greater job satisfaetion, and for employers a higher average rating of his
students was associated with a higher rating of overall program quality.

Thus, careful metching of students to jobs which meet their career objectives,
.80 that they are likely to succeed and be highly rated by their-employers,
appears to be one of the most crucial tasks for work education programs, in
terms of both stpdent satisfaction and employer acewptanee,

L]

Pay factors olayed an important role in determinlng the way the'embloyeré
in the study sample viewed work education programs. Where students were
paid less than regular employees, employers were significantly more likely
to rate the program s ‘overall quality as excellent.

From the students’ point of view, pay plays & minor ard somewhat amhiguous
role: students who are paid for their work are slightly, but not stdtisti-
cally signifiqantly, more satisfied with their jobs than students who are
not paid. -But the attitude of those not paid toward school is likély to

improve after joining the program, These findings were not predicted and the
. reasons for them are unclear. o .

\ 145 . T\
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. . y
The industrial/cotmmunity setting in which the program was located played
a minor Tole as far as the characteristics of the various work education
programs were concerned, and most variations found were not unexpected--
for instance, pay rates and the proportion of ethnic minorities involved

. were higher in urbhn area$ than elsewhttre, The one surprising finding was
that the level of studentsd satisfaction with their jobs was significantly
higher among programs in rural settings than among prograns in any of the

. ~otlfer three types of settings.

<

) ) :
Postsecondary programs are more efféctive than those at secondary school ~

level in nearly al% aspects; specifically, they rated higher on job-related
instruction, job-related placements, student followup, helping students to
decide on an occupation, and providing them with jobs that fit into their

career plans, with jobs with high resvonsibilitY ratings.and with iobs. with
which thev are highlv satisfied # Two exceptions were found, however, employers

rated secondary students higher than ‘those from postsecondary’educational
institutions, and-secondar students earn slightly mora than do postsecondary .

school s:;degt workers. . PP '
) Two coltpofients of student satisfaction were considered in this study. First,
-how do -students participating in work education programg cogpare with ’
similar vocational students who are not participating #n work education -
programs but are holding jobs with respect to (l) their degree of datisfaction
with the.jobs théy held, and (2) improvement in’their satisfaction toward
school- after thev ioined the work education vrogram ot bée¥n workings The
two student groups differed little in terms of their satisfaction it} their jo- 8,
but satisfaction with school intreased to a significantly greater degree
among gtudents participating in Wwork edutation programs thar® among those
"working but hot 1nfolved with the program. The mbst important influence on .
 the student’s job satisfaction were how well he was rated by his employer
and the degree to which he felt this job afforded him responsibility..

- .
Levelfof job responsibility also had @ positive impact 1n improvi;gta gtudent's
attitude toward school. (Qther than this, only such non-manipulable back-
ground characteristics as ethnicity, sex and age appeared to influence
changes in satisfaction with schodl-after a student’ enrolled in the Work 0
education program, h) - i

- i i -

-~

The study was also Concerned with determining to what degree these programs

were fostering discriminatory practices. It was found that while“no

programs would admit to overt discrimination, suybtler forxms welie rather
*éommon. Thus, while the majority of the programs were integrated,, only K1t}

percent “of the-interviewed empfoyers had been assigned students of more than

one rate. Sexual stereotypes were heing fostered in a similar manner with

only 39 percent of the employers receiving students of both sexes. P

3

Cost Effectiveness of Selected Coooerative Vocationgl Programs:
This exploratory etudy examined data fromm 11 school districts in 3 St%tes .
to obtain cost comparisons with cooperativg vocational education programs
and regular vocational programs, While no ohvious differences were found

in the.cost of either program, the analysis was hampered because of the
inability to make direct comparisons gince similar programs are seldom

»
+

1{!(§ t L . ,




. ,olfered using both methods.
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’tffectiveness comparisons were based on standard follow-up information

provided by the schools. In' additiefi a brief survey of employers was
conducted ‘to obtain their attitudes about graduates of cooperative :
progrims versus non-cooperative programs. School:data indicated no obvious
difference in the work experience of the two groups,. lowever, the employer
survey, showed a definite difference. The samplf of employers favored
graduates of co-op Students { 39 percent over those of nore ¢o-op),

(4 percent with 37 . percent indicating go difference. School Hdata
indicated that t'e co-op students have little difficulty finding jobs an.
“that a suhstantial percentage of co-op students {4F percent) were able to -
continue full-time employment with their co-op employer.

13

Ongoing ‘and_Planned Evalugtion Studies . *

The second phase of/the Assessment of Sehool-Supervised Work Education
Programs will provide (1) outcome information for the 1800-2000 students
identified as program participants and the non—participant contrnol group
+about 18 months after they graduated or left school; (2) an additional
sample of 50 case studies which focus on secondary and postsecondary

) cooperative“education programs in urban areas.

focused on tHe widest rang ’ﬁf programs.,

The firdt case studies

Findjngs are fairly clear as to

the success of small cooperative education programs in serving pergsons from-

‘4‘

’ middle—cla/g'background and’ attitudes.
hecause of’ th

“ or persons with special needs,

They were less conclusive, partially .

e size of the sample, about the viability and the. constraints in

limiting expansion of cooperative education programs in inner city settings, )

in larger school districts, in serving large numbers of minority,* handicapped.

This is scheduled to begin the spring of 1974,
’ : ’ . .

-

{ - y
An Aqsessment of School-Supervised Work Education Progtéhs. Systems

Develonment Corporation, Octoher 1973. '

Sources of Evalhation Data:

-

Cost Effectivenoqq of Selected Cooperative Vocational Bducation Programs

as Compared witl. "ocational Programs without Cooperative Comnonen;. Battelle
Columbus Laboratories June, 1973, y
- ) for i
. AnnuﬂléState Vocational Education Reports ! v
- .’ N - r
State Advisory Committee Reports ! - .

[N
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

»

v
. .

Program Name: .

» - i ' . A

Vocatiopal Education-Work Study Programs

Legislation: ‘ . ' Expiration Date: : :
VEA of 1963, as amended 1968 Part H, June 30, 1975°

extended by P.L. 91-230 and P.L. 92-328

-
-

FUNDING. HISTORY YEAR : AUTHORIZATION - APPROPRIATION
", - 1965 . - . $30,000,000 . $ 5,000,000 .
1966 50,000,000 ) 25,000,000J
& ‘ 1967 - 35,000,000 . ' 10,000,000
. 1968 . 35,000,000 " 107000, 000
’ 1969 ' 35,000,000 . ~0- .
o 1970 : 35,000,000 7 4,250,000 »
';’f ) 1971 - 45,000,000 © #7 - 5,500,000 ° - .
. . 1972 © - 55,000,000, - 6,000,000 S A
‘ . 1973 .+ 55,000,000 " . 6,000,000 A
' : 1974 7, 55,000,000 . 71,849,000 . /7
‘u? - ’ . i L ! . *
b . . o . R , L] "‘
Prog_gm Purpose and Operation: & <, “ o ’
. . . : , .
Formula grants are allocated to Ehe States for work-study dgYaps ¥o ot
. assist. economiCally disadvantaged full-time vocational edu ‘onal students, -
ages \15-20,. to remain in ‘school by prowding part-ti employment with . M

public emﬁloyers. Priority‘is given to areas4of higﬁ .school dropout rates v
and- youth unemploympent. Funds are used for' tha administration of the

program and. for compensation of. students By, the local educational agencies

.or othet public agencies or institutions.’ Matching is 80 percent Federal

and 20 percent State and local. - A ke '

L ror
4 L)

Work study 1s esseﬂtially an income maintenance prograin for the economioally

deprived youth who are in schpol.” Qnly sbout 2 percent of the Federal funds

1s used for administration; nearly all funds,' 4bout 98 percent g0 directly

to neetly students in the form' of wages for & public service job. - o
’ .

4 N . .-‘ ) : Yeowl .

-

Students pravided financial aésistance are the economically disadvantaged
_who are apt to drop out of school before ‘obtaining sufficient job skflls’
for economic independence., Retention of these students in school opens
numerous additional ogtions for the.student it employment and further
education. . .

4 i -

- .
. . . . ¥ . *
.o . S . ' .
. - 4 . L] * L4
. . . o 1 ’
= ., . * . N




-~ ‘Program Scope: | T

Vocational work study was first authqrized in.the Vocational Education Act
of 1963. The cumulative enrollment sijce thefh has been nearly 250,000
students, Some 28,726 sedondary and postseoncdary Student$ were served in _
fiscal vear 1&3&, in 1272,. the number increased to 30,896, of these,

23,201 were pecondary and 7,695 were nostsecondary. i

While the primary purpose of the work study program 1s toyprovide financial
support, reports from the States reveal that other gains adexde}, such as
efforts to find employment in areas related to the vocational ;ﬁLtructioﬁ.
Typical positions held by work-study students included: -food wervice worker,
clerk-typist, hospital aide, printing assistant, drafting assistant, furniture
repairman, and appliance tepairman. .
* ‘ﬁ
F) 'l ." v . - ? . r .
) Pré;rén Effectivenéss: )

e

» . -

l
Work Stuay pregrams appear to be meeting their basic objective which is to
keep students in school by providing them with financial assistance, according
to the "Assessment ‘of School Supervised Work ‘Education" study completefl in

the fall of 1973, (The study 1is furtRer described in the sectign relating
.to Cooperative Education programs, )“

0 * L--
T While many work study’ prdgrams,hgve additional goals such as 1mprov1ng the
@ disadvantaged youngster's sttitudes toward school and work, very few attempt

_to offer students selated classwork or. intengsive vocational training, the

' report indicates. Students, ace pla&ed primarily in unskilled blue collar
. and clerical jobs.

LY

- J. B

™t was apparent that many students were placed in rather boring deadend

‘}ebs which didn't challenge their capabilities, gave them no real appreciation
for the world of work and falled to allow them to explore career interests

on their own, the réport stated. As indicative.of this, only 6 percent of
the cooperative education programs were in the lowest category of job
respinsibility scale whereas 75 percent of the secqndary work education '
students were in this category. Similarly, when askéd whethel or nots . /
their -work education programs helped them to deciQe on an occupation, 35 pergent

+
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of the secondary students in cooperative education said ' yes as compared
with only 18 percent in the work study programs.

Analysis of pay factors indicate that students in work ‘gstudy programs are
mere 1lijelv than any other type of program

to offer students jobs paying at leasp the minimum wage. Wofk study students
work primarily for money; however, coop%rative students -indicated that « .
getting occupational training experience was more important ‘than pay. *:“

-1 4

3

Ongoing or Planned Evaluation Studies: ) .

L
Y

o

4 follow-up of the participating students and the control group 1nterqiew%d
in the f%rst phase of the' School Supervised Work Education Study" ig planned
for FY 1975. A feasibildity phase to test recovery rates is planned. *1f

.an 85% response rate can be obtained, the students will be re-interviewed.

’ »

The follow-up of the original sample study will provide, information sbout
what happens to work study students after they graduate. Data should
indicate whether they completed their training, learned a skill which they
cou¥duse after graduation and in general, whether those students in work—
study programs fared better than the control groups.

-

w »
.

*Sources of Evaluation Datas, - * T ’

- . .
Assessment of School-Supervigsed Work Education Programs.
Systems Development Corporation, Septeﬁ?er 1973.

R R |
Annual State Reports S ' . e
. ] ) ‘ ‘
State Advisory Committee Reports. ' x
’ - z - o
4 * ” * -
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“ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON L
“  EDUCATION PROGRAMS - = v

Program Name:

.

*

Vocational Education —- Curriculum Development .
. . Legislation: | . . . : 'Expiration Date: :
_ 5 ~
VEx of 1963, as amended, Part I June 30, 1975
Funding History: Year . Authorization ' Appropriation -
' 1969 $ 7,000,000 4 -0-
1970 ' - v 10,000,000 - 880,000
1971 10,000,000 4,000,000
"1872 10,000,000 3,981,000 ’
_ K 1973 10,000,000 - 4,000,000
. ‘1974 10,000,000 4,000,000
k bl
-~ Program Purpose gnd Objectivee: ’

. Part I of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amended authorizes the

. Commissionér to make grants to or)cbAttacts- Emh cbtlidged awd universities,
. \\ State boards, and other public or nonprofit private agencies and institutions
ﬂth“ﬁqgagnrriculum development in vocational and technical education. No matching .
funds. are required. . o ’

The Curtd<ilum Development Program provides for the development, testing, and
r'dissemina n of vocational education curriculum materials for use in tgaching
occupationa bjects, including cugriculums for new and changing occupaticnal
fields and votational teacher education. It further provides for: developing
standards for cursiculum development in all occupational filelds; coordinating
the efforts of the ates with respect to curriculum development and managemént;
, surveying curriculum materials produced by other agencles; evaluating vocational-
" technical educatlon curricylum materials' and training personnel in curriculum

%

+

development. .
- .t -

Most of these actizztl 8 ried out through individual projecte. How-

ever,

Nineteen curriculum projects
and 33 in FY '72,
generally represent naw starts.

1

Progr.am Scope : ~

The FY '73 budget allotted $4 000 ,000 for vocational education curriculum ‘
development of which $3,959 062 was obligated for 29 projects.. The projects -
funded fall into five major categories,aa follows: curriculum laboratories

and coordination of curriculum efforts; curriculum and career education dis-
semination; post-secondary curritulum development and evaluation; occupational
clyster development evaluat:l.on and testing; and career elucation curr:l.culum
)’development.

EKC

3

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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In the curriculum laborabories and coordination of curriculum efforts
category, &wo new laboratories were funded for a toral of $360,0n0.. One

: is in the Northwest and-one in the Eastern part of the.United States. Thus,

with the five laboratories funded the previous year; coverage of all States ~
was completed. . . al .
[ i . - - . \\

*+ The second major categoty, that ol curriculum and tareer education dissemi-~. f
nation, tnvolved six projects in the amount of $75,000. These efforts v
provided for the dissemination of career education curriculum materials and
seven listings of vocational curriculum materials developed by and availdble
from the States iqyoived X -

.
The thrid category, post-secondary gurriculum development and evaldation,
includes six continuation p®ojects in the Amqunt of $824,150. The projects
are in the technology fields of nuclear-médicine, laser and electro-ontics,
* bio-medigine,.electro-mechansics, concrete, and allied health.

N
A
»

] L] At

The fourth category involved T%ﬁding 10 oroject§ in the%occurational cluster
areas for an amount of $2,237,930. Three oZZthe projects related to the

. Business and.Office cluster, one to the Marketing and Distribution cluster, ™
one to articulation from the secondery to the post-éecondary level in occupa-

tional education, and the rest to the testing and, evaluation of five previpusly
- developed clusters. o

In the category of career education, accomnlishments included- the publlcation
of 2 SPecial issue of Agg;hetjc Education, the product of a project aimed at
.the development of guidelines for career education in the Arts; a survey of
career education orograms by the Chief State School 0fficers Association with
the deve10pment of plans for their support and actioh with respect to their
rolesin career education; and curriculum modules for individualized instruction
in selected areas of human development. . '

. . .
+ . ‘- -

Source of Evaluation Data: : ..

begram Reports «rom Project Directors. | .
Site-Visit Reports by OE Program Staff. ’ : .
Reporty and Newsletters from Curriculum Centers. .

- . .
. L
. ‘ .
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\\ . Adult
N\

(P.L. 91- Title III) - . . {(Extended) N
mﬁ& History: Year—. . w -Appropriation
\Q§§* ‘ Under Econ. Opp. Act  § 18,612,000

EadETY

-
_ANNUAL Ev.u.hnou REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

N - -

N

. ~
.

. \higlt\Education -- Grants to States
1 > . - .
. Legislatiod: T )

e

ucation Act of 1966 - - .

Program Purpose and Operationa’

~

5 .

+
1

Expiration Date:

hmeSO 1673 -

, " " " 19,689,063
Y8 40,000,000 « 26,280,000

~“\ég,000,000 32,200,000

70,000, 000 " 36,000,000

160;000;¢ 40,000,000

200,000,000 "~ 44,875,000

225,000,000 51,134,000

) 225,000,000 51,300,000

: ¢ 225;000 000 - 53,485,000

»

This program is operated through formula grants made to States for the edu-
cation of adults. The program is directed toward adults who are 16 years of
Age or older and who have not achieved the 12th-grade level of education.
The purpose is to‘enable them to become more employable, productive, apnd rea-
ponsible-citizens. . . - '
7

Lécal school districts submit p1§ns and prbposals to the State education
agency which makes the funding deciaions. Ter percent of the total costwof

i any program must be covered by the State and/or local edutatiop agency,:with op
to 90 percent covered by Federal funds allocated to the State. The average !
State matching in Fiscal 1972 was ‘approximately 25 percent.

‘
Special emphasis is given to providing adult basic edud®tion classg¢s for those

adults with lebs thain an 8th-grade education. The 1lhw states that such basic
education programs must be providﬂd first, and that additlonal programs may be
‘offered only when these needs can be shown to have been met. States which
have met the need for adulf basic education in a particuldr school district or
geographic area may then expend up to 20 percent of their Federal-State grant

for adult Becondary education programs leading to a high-school equivalency
degree.

Amona those eligible to he served are the approximately 800,600 public school studes

who drop out each year and'who are therefore eligihle candidates for adult secon-
dary programs, There are also about 400,000 imigrants -arriving each vear

of whom a substantial nupber heed‘igxtruction in Engiiqh ag a setond language in ore

*

T~ ' ,
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to function as citizens in the United States. In Fiscal 1972, the last year ’
for which such data are curr avallable, dbout 18 percent of the partici-
pants in State Grant Programs w entolled in English as a second language.

About 12 percent of the enrollees In basig pgograms were institutionalized

in mental hosﬁitals, prisomns, or other facilities. -

Program Scope: ‘ - . ) ’
. T . .' ”\
The target group at which :his'program is directed.consists of abeout 52.5 - .
million adults age 16 or over who have not completed high school and who are
. not currently enrolled.* *Within this group special emphasis is directed to-
Mard approximately 18, 000 000 adults with less than B years of formal education(?,

-“"Compleze_enrollment data for the Fiscal Year 1973 is not yet available. How~
ever, since the majority of State reports have jbeen recelved, it appears that
the *73 figures will. not differ substantidlly from those reported for FY 72
but may run slightly YToweMB This, is because funding for the Program remains
levql'but the'infkation factor.results in'a 3light deereasge:th gepwiets provided.

In Fiscal 1972 approximately 800,000 adults were enrolled, of which 55.9 per-
cent (458,346) were female. There were 216,000 unemployed and 83,000 who

were Tecelving public assistance. States alsp reported that 260,000 partici-
pants upgraded their educational level by receiving certificates of cempletion
at the 8th-grade level, by passing the Geperal Education Development Test, by .
graduating from high school or by enrglling in.some other educational program
as alresult of having been enrolled in an adult basic education program.

Ll

Program Effectiveness: .

-

An evaluation of the adult basic education program was completed by the Systems
Development.ﬂbrporation in November 1973. [This study, which began in June 1971,
wes ‘the fitst Nationwide effort at evaluating the progtam., The study focused
on examining the effects of the ABE program on the priority grbup -+ adul:s
from 18 to 44 years of age with less than 8 years of schooling. The sample )
included 3 300 students representing 200 classes, 90 programs, and 15 States.
+  This national sample represented the 280,000 students enrolleéd in ABE programs
in FY 70 who fell within the defined population. . Students were tested twice
and interviewed three times. ) ' T
Agéitional information was collected and findings are available to describe ‘the
ABE programs and classes, the characteristics of the students, gains'in read-
ing and math, class and student cost data, and State and local approaches$ to-
establishing new classes and using innovations. Among the highlights in che
findings are the following: .
R 1. An average local g%ogramrprovided.about 43 classes, per ~
e year, each serving.approximately 16 students. Local

i L

N “

. . 1 [ 3 . - .-
*This is a recent estimate by NCES based on 1972 Census data.

“ -
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administrators estimated that the mean .annual expendi%hre B . v
. from all sources was ‘about $4,000 per class per year, or an . ___
average of asbout $250 per training slot which may serve three -

or more students per year. {However,.State reports indicate .
that the average Federal cost 'Is approximately $70 per student.)

2. Most classes meet in school buildings two evenings per week

from September through May. The average session was about

three hours. Instruction was offered at many different levels

in any given class.. Frequently a single class would involve .

o all grade levels from 1 through 8. The class was usually .
taught by a certificated teacher with more than two years of

. “eXperience in.tgaching.adults. Almost all teachers had alsd O
received some special training for adult teaching but taught

' adults only part-time.

£

3. Most classes emphasized reading and mathematics, but the basic
instruction coveted skills for job improvement, writing, pr&
paration for high school studies, and "life skills" such a8

. -cit{zenship responsibilities and congumer education.

4. Although more than half of the students reported having completed
. " . nine or moré years in school,|their average scores on initial
tests showed achievement at the 5th grade level in reading and
. ‘at the 6th grade level in mathematica. A second test showed
. that, in a period of 16 weeks, the average student gained aix
" .months in reading and from ¥ to 4 monthe in mathematics. About
one fourthe of the students tested gained a full grade or more !
in read{ng in the l6~week p riod, and one fifth gained A grade
or more in mathematics. B

4

. Sources of Evaluation Datat
T N

Annual State Program Reports

Annual State Financial Rep;rts
Regional Office Reports on Select d Merit Award Programs
Regional Office Reports on Site~ aits to Programs and State Depafhments
HEW Reports on State Funds Audit

Longitudinal Evaluation of the Adult Basic Education Program, System
Nevelopment Corporation (Final Feport TM-WD-5743), Movember 1973.

-
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name: . ’ ]

fom

Adult Education -- Special Projects

Legislatfon: . Expiratioms Date:
Adult Education Act of 1966 June 30, 1973 °

' (P.L. 91-230, Title ITI, Sectipn 309(b)
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION

1966 Under Econ. Opp. Act.

1967 Under P.L. 89-750% $ 1,520,162
. 1968 "o _ 6,550,000
1969 " oo 7,000, 000
1970  Under P.L. 91-230% 7,900, 000
1971 " "o 6,639,984 .
1972 " oo : 6,992,563
K 1973 " noon 7,000,000

1974 woon 7,000,000

Prqgram Purpose and Operation:

Project grants are awarded to State or local-elucatiopal agencles oX other nublic
or private nonprofit agencies, including Educational Television stations,

for the purpose of experimenting with and developing improvements in adult.
education. The resuits of the Special Projects are used to strengthen the
existing State Grant Program. The Projects supported involve (1) the use

of innovative methods, systeﬂg) mlterials, or programs which may have

national significance or be special value in promoting effective pro-

- grans in adult education, or (2) the support of programs carried out in
cofppération with other Federal, State, or local efforts which have unusual d
p?gglse in developing a comprehensive approach to the problems of people

with educatIbnal deficiences.

Priorities are developed on an aunual basis to assure that the program
reflects current needs. Wherever feasible, the grant reciplent is .required

]

R

*Both P.L, 89-750 and P.L. 91-230 include a specification for the use of
not less than 10% nor more than 20% of the total AE appropriation for
Special Projects and Training.

3
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to provide 10 percent of the cost of the project. The projects are de-
gigned to yield results which can be replicated by a local school system.

Program Scope and Effectixenesa .

The target group at which this program aims is the estimated 52.5 million
adults age 16 or over who have not completed high school &nd who are not
currently enrolled.* Within this group special emphasis is given to the
needs of adults between ages 18 and 44 who are funqtioning at or below the
fifth-grade level.

During the Fiscal Year 1973 there were 55 grants for Special Projects.

These included 26 new awards and 29 grant renewals for projects begun in
previous years.

The major priorities during FY 73 were as follows: = **

. ' . Adoption end diffusion of adult education information and
materials -

. Adult career education models

Adult education programs for educationally disadvantaged
. parents

Adult secondary education models

‘ 4

Exemplary programs for educationally disadvantaged adults
Indian adult education programs S
* Model Cities adult education programs

Program Effectiveness:

To date information about the effectiveness of the Special Projects

program has been obtained primarily on sdte visiss undex the Program Assistance
Review Team System (PART). Under this procedure the Office of Education
Project Monito=, the Regional Office Adult Education Officer, and the

State Drector of Adult Education form a team to make the site visit.

Aftér it is concluded, esch writes an independent report of his observa-

tions and recommendatfons.

*This 18 & recent estimate by NCES based on 1972 Census data. .
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In addition, wherever it is feasihle and/or. appropriate, the Special
Project includes provisions for an independent, third-party evalustion.
The determination of feasibility is made by.the initiator and the OE e
Project Monitor according to pertinent regulations before the grant 15~

~ made final. . ,

3

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

The.FY 74 OE evaluation plan includes a study of the "Effectiveness of
Adult Education Special Projects Program.”" The purposes of this evaluation
are to determine: (1) the kinds of projects suppvorted in terms of content
or problem area and special target group within the adult population, (2)
the outcomes which have resulted from the projects, (3) the extent to which
the products or outcomes have been adopped and/or adapted in other Federal,
State, or local AE programs, (4) the current need for additional poroducts
tsilored to speclal sub-grouns of adults, and (5) changes in the Snecial
Prbjects Program policies and funding criteria which would further define
1ts mission and strengthen the State Grant program.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Special Projects Reports, both semi-annual and final -
Program Assistance Review TEam Reports MM“‘HMH
f b

e
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.+ ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON R
! i EDUCATION PROGRAMS

.

-» -
ProgramﬁName: '
Adult Education -+ Teacher Training
Legislation: ) Expi;ation Date:
Adult Education Act of 1966 June 30, 1973
(P.L. 91-230, Title 1II, Section 309(c) (Extended)
FUNDING HISTORY » ’ YEAR " AUTHORIZATION =~ APPROPRIATION
' 1966  Under Econ. Opp. Act. 51,085, o0n”
.. 1967  Under P.L.J 89-750% 1 399,838
v . 1968 " " " 1, 500, 000
1969 " " " . 2, 000,000 -
1970 Under P,L. 91-230% 2,000,000
1971 " " " ‘ 3,360,016 -
1972 . »" * 3,007,437,
1973 " " " 3,000,000

1974 " " " . 3; 000,000

© " Program Purpose and Operation: . -

e S

Project grants are awarded to institutions of higher educatipn, State or
local educational agencles, or other public or private nonprofit agenciles
to promote and coordinate the tralning of personnel who work or are
preparing to work 1in adult education. A primary purpose {s to develo
’ resources for Increasing the scope and effectiveness of, adult education
. under the State Grant Program. In addition to teachers, training is
provided for administrators, counselors, and paraprofesslonals. The
Training Projects have also been used to emphasize coordination among |
educational institutions, to sensitize adult education pereonnkl to the
unique needs of educationally disadvantaged adults, and ta develop and *
1mp1ement new 1qﬁtructional-materials and techniqués.

A major redirection 1n the trailning of personnel for adult education e
programs took place in Fiscal 1972 with a shift of emphasis from summer

workshop programs to the reglonal planning and coordination of staff
development activities.:

e
M »

3 " N - ' ' . - ) '
. .
*Both P.L. 89-750 and P.L. 91~230 include a specification for the use of

I~ / not less than 10% nor more than 20% of the total AE appropriation for
Special Projects and Training.

- . a
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Fiscal 1973 funds were [focused on the continaed develogggnt pf the
regionally-based staff development efforts. There 'wete nitie’ projects
digected towarg regional adult e&uation pez’sonnel néeds whizh required
a total of about 2.2 million for theft second ye . The projects will
. " continue for an addit}ohal year With, Federal.fu ding, after’which they

‘will be sugtained by State and institutﬁhégl funds, (During FY 73
approximately 23, 500 people participate in;training programs supported
'by FY 72 funds\z o - | - ’
. The remaining Fiscal 1973 teacher training funds available (approximately

$800, 000) are qupporting five: additional projects which provide for -
. reaource developmgnt, cotrectional ‘personnel training, Indian educational

. leadership develdpment, instructional content 1mprovement, and Btudies

** in cultural and ethalc understanding . .

L] Fl , » -

* It is impo;taﬁt thatl ;minorities he adequately, represented in adult
education leadership positions, and that adult educatéon staff be ’
sensitized to the peeds and values of culturally and ethnically different
',adults. To begin to meet thesé needs, Fiscal Year 1974 teacher training

, ,p.riorities will: include, in addition to the continuation of the staff
. development programs, the establishment of career development and cross-
. Gultural training projects. Priorifies also include projects in support
~_  of the.staff development programs. .
o. - . . - . '

£y
.
- .
< - - - -

T —

One measure of the effectiveness of these training programs for adult .

education personnel will‘be the extent ®6 which they are Supported by
State and local resources -after Federal support is terminated.. At
pPresent gll States are using some portion of their State grant funds |
to support training dctivities, although the ampunts vary. Universities,
colleges, and other agencles ares also.providing supplemertary training
support in some States. These funds are in addition to those provided for
Federally-supported . training .projects.

. Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: : - T

. The plan on which each training grant 1s based provides either ﬁor the
collection ¢of+evaluative data by the grantee or for a third-par
evaluation of the profect by an evaluator gedected by the grantee..

// B i Cow v
Sources of'Evg uation Data.' B L

—

£

Semi~annual and Annual Proiect Reports

13 .
i

- Written reports of site visits by OE staff - . :;/;;;’%‘ ’
Written reports of site visits, made at’least twice each year -by the
'y - Regional Program Officerfor Adult Educationv Lo
e
= 160 /,/ —*—'.

°Program Scope 'and Effectiveness; .. _' . o o )
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) ' ANNUAL. EVALUATION REPORT ON  ° ,
- EDUCATION PROGRAMS _ )

Program Name: v

.
e -
. . . -
.

Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA)

: Legislation; S ¢, Dolfatonpater g
, Hanpower Development, and Training o . June 30, 1974
. Act of 1962. P S
’ fr
FUNDING HISTORY: _ | , / =
(Appropriations for MDTA . = ¢ /)/ Total Federal obligatione for
(are made to the Depa-rt:ment v ) _institutional training includ{
il (of Labor. Funds aré transferred ) allowancea paid trainee:
. (to DHEW for institutional: ! . )
) " (training. bty 1965 $249,348,000 -
. . . P ‘ 1966 281,710,000
B . T : . 1967 -~ 215,588,000
. : . ) : . - 1968 221,847,0007-.
oL , vt 1969 . 213,505,000,
- . i ' ~ 1970 256,071,000
o . . 1971 -+ 276,767,000
. , L0192 355, 407,000
. .1973 303, 814,000

. - - N ~ . -
L] . ¢ - s
- . - N
L] Rl /. - ) -
'

Program Purpose and Op_eratio:/ -
- ' e

. The Secretary of Realth,’ Edugition, apd /lfare and the Secretary of Labor
. - Jointly administer programs authorized by l:he_}.!anpoﬁer Development and
‘ " Training Act. These programs afe aimed at reducing the level of, unemploy
ment, offgsetting skill shortages, and enhancing the skills “and productivity,
of the Nation s work force. The major tool uged is education and training
of those who are out of a job or are working at legs than their full pote/tj,al.

-

‘Under the Act the Secretary of Lahor must a 8 the need fo¥ training,

select the traineés, provide allowances other fraining beneftis, and
help trainees get jobs. He is also responeible for job-development programs .1
and experimental and demonstration progects, and far worklng with employers

5 - t\d:v(elop on~the~Jjob training (UJT) . . . / .
1 utional training coupled with 0JT projecta 18" a further responsibility
" of the Secretagy of Realth, Education; and Welfaxe, as is ingtitugional
training offered to residents of redevelopment areas, communit 8 which qre

. severely depressed economically and the instructional aspecis’of expe;m%L,
. and demonstration projects, as well as MPTA training in/ﬂ‘g:ctig#nglr - .

»

T

s N N
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i:aﬁgﬁutions. .
st training progr are operated through State agreements. 7Trainipg is ~
provided through lic educational agencies or private institutiong’ The
State Agency is paid not mg;e‘ihan 901 of the cost to tha State fi
carrying out ghe agreemenf . . . .
, /4 " /
MDTA trainees. are out-of-school unemployed or underemployed
year 1973, 58% were considered to be seriously disadvantagid over 1/2
-had been upempleyed over 15 weeks “during the past year, 36 percent had not
finished high“achool, 34 percent belonged to 4 pirority race, 36 percent,.
were under Mge 22, 7 percent were over 44 and 12 percent were handicapped.

L : ' B

Program Scope: . ' T
ogTa

'gincéﬂihe béginning of the MDTA program in August of 1662 1,404,200 persong
have been enrolled in the institutional training program, 68 percent completed
their training, objective and 50 percent of those completing secured employ- -
.ment. Part of the rematning 50 percent were called into the ammed forces,
some returned jo full-time school, and others withdrew from the labor force.

In fistal year 1973,.104 500 irainees completed institutional training andl

77,500 (74 perceng) had secured émployment and were s8till on the job when
lasE contacted.

1963 b

.rangdng from aceounting clerk to x-ray technician.

i -
- .
a . -

Progéaﬁ Effectiveness! . - NERS

-

“Training has been conducted in over 300 different occupational skills
Clerical occupations
"comprise the largest group, almost 20 percent of the total enrollments.

Fi(st time ollments: 32,000 ..
o .. " 1964 68, 600
v ) 1965 145, 300.
. s, 1966 * 177,500
e . : <. 1967 . .150,000. y
. 1968 . . © 140,000
' 2 v+ 1969 135,000
. ‘ r L . ) 1970 - : 130,000 . .
/' ’ P 197 < +155,600 '
" . ‘ 1972 ¢t . 150,600
T 1973 119,600

e MDTA institutional trainihg program appears to be generally

-
1Y

persons --in fiscal

in providing training and servicés to uneiployed and undetrempldyed adults
accordinﬁfto national data and & sewnigs of evaluation stu jointly
i . L e ‘ . -
.8 - . . L‘, A |.
P S * 162 » ' . | .
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&ev;}ébed and Admninis
rt

o ) e i
téregl//itne_u.s..dffice of Edufation and the

L)

The ‘Average trainee entering at abapt/the th grade level (after reacning $
. _ the’l0th grade in school) emerges ih § mofithg.at the 8th grade level,.and o
* y(ih an Occupational skill, He, or she,/is much more ‘adept at fractions,
. and.decimale, can/operate a microﬁeter, or. can now calculate interest
* rates for time yment plans. He or'she canr read faster, reads a wider RS
variety of materials, and has increased his or her vocabulary beyond purely

/ tgchnical te;ﬁs. Classroom situations haye improved communications skills o~
nd self confidence. . .

| //’a . -/ t T T
~Black trainees appeara;p’enter with ‘reading problems that are not adeguately
/ compensated for in training, but they do well.in Math, Spanish- . .-
surnamed trainees alsb suffer from a teading disadgvantage, but make good
gains for :oading noﬁtheless. .
The trainins center staff .and instructors arewe]l qualified in the traditional
terms and resourceful in adapting materials and techniques to the MDTA
training situation. Technical training in individualized instructjon,
diagnostic procedures, and in planning and monitoring goal aehievement ,would
be helpful. . ..

pl
* r * i

The development of effective acheduling procedures combining individualized
instruction by ability level with concurrent occupational training would
. *make the most immediate improvement in the program. Improved. training in
. . individualized {ristruction and better facilitiés and m¥terials would-help. tod.
However, the use of techniques and materials must be integrated into ‘an -
_ overall program for the trainee. Those training cetiters having the most
influence on trainee gains were those where management, coordination,\and e
- . cooperation were outstanding.

Planned and OngoinZ Studies:

The Evaluation of the Availabilfty add Effectfivéness of MDTA Institutional
Training and Employment Servigt or;ggmﬁftdll be completed in March, 1974.

‘ The evaluation w déveleop a synthesis of information useful

o istratoys. abouf the effectiveness "
atid services In preparing women for entry S
ob8 in the labor market.’ Effectiveness measures’
pre-and post-training earnings, labor force.
loyment stability and factors relating ta . |
fvation as analyzed .from evaluation and ’
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’ The study will review and analyee’ gta reIating-to occupe;/// :
tional ‘offerings in which ‘women aYe enrolled in skills
centers, class—size projects and individual referrals. -
The contractor will analyze: (a) to what extent courges -
are ,sex—gstereo'typed’ (b) to what extent efforts are-being
broad ‘in training opportuni: Ef for women; (c¢) to identify,
.. analyze and-descrihe -the AYiting factors (such as length
' _ of training, cost of’ tfai f;C labor market requirements,
women's perceptigp4/§.the “roles, referral, recruitment
and counge ﬁiacticea- ‘etc.) which affect the broadening |,
. of'trainin pportuniti®ds for women.

Y
"In ex min ing hoy £ the MDTA system works for the woman’ client,
the contrgctdr will analyze. (a) how women fare in the
crqitm t, selection and referral process; (b) differences
placement-for women and salary comﬁarability with
,{L':fﬁet of .men: oing the same job. The contractor will alsp .
ide and analyze factors,which appear to affect adversely
e performance of women during the MDTA training, their
comple:ion of the training program and, if possible, factors
" which affelt participaticn in the labor market. .

. [

Sources of Evaluaticn Data: e - “ .

" r

I

A series of evaluation atudies of the MDTA Institutioﬂ&l‘ Training Program
have been jointly developed and administered by the U.S. Office qf‘Education
" . and the Depar tment of Labor, These include.

- - '1) MDTA Basic Educatton Study. North American Rockwell,

N April 1973, .
2) Manpower Development aud Training Act Outcomes Study. ) .
Decision Making Infornstipn, April 1972. ‘. . CL L
- \
; . 3) Effectiveness in Ingtitutioqgl Manpower Training in S
Meeting Emplovers Needs in Skills Shortage Occupations. ~ -
, Olympus Regearch Corporation, Mdy 1972. .
. e 4 A Stcd“ pf Individﬂhl Referrals under HﬁTA. OlmeUS ‘ Jf
. , Resparch Corporation, Jung "1972. , ' - S 2
. - < ‘ . A . . : . ..
- 5) Eggluation of ;he Relevance and Quality of Preparatfon o
under the MDTA Ingtitutionsl Training Prograf. Mentec , ff
Corporation, May 1971. . S . A
- - . ‘ . M " L4 . ‘_'p

, * Y Evaluation of Manﬁawer Deﬁelopment and Training Skills -
Centers. Olympus Research Corporﬁtion, February 1971. . . !

7) An Analeis and Evaluation of MPTA Institutioﬂal - ‘n‘;
Programg Systems and Practices. .North American Rockwell /S
Information Systems Gompany, April 1971. )

o 164 -
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Bther Sources of 1 ormétion:. . ’ S
-} o\
RN

Annual State Evaluation Reports
Annual Manpower Report of the Secretary of HEW to the Congresa, 1963 t
"

-
[

Gerald Gurih, Institute for Sociai Research, Univeraity of  Michigan,

© August 1971.
the President, annual 1963 to 1973,
) L)

1971, “Education and Training..."
"A National Attitude Study of Trainees in MDTA Institutional Programs'
.-

- " L4
Manpower Report of
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. 3 D. Hdégher Edutation Prograda'. e . i . ‘ . '
“ s v . - 1. ‘Basic Educatipnal Opportunity, Grant Program . L
. ’ 2. Supplemental -Educational Opportunfty Grants Program - . v
\ . 3. College Work-Study Program ) .
K 4. Cooperative Eddcation Program . Coe et )
5+ Guaranteed Student Loan Progtam °'~ .t N .
6, National Direct Student Loan Program 2 -
7. Upward Bound Prograﬂ' * _ )
8. Educatipnal Talent Search Program .
9. Special Services for Disadvantaged Students "
10, Strengthening Developing Institutions
11. Annual Interest Grants * . -
12. Grants for Comstruction of Undergradufte Adademic ~ ' ”
“ Facilities . . * )
13. 'State Administration and Planning . "

14. Language Training and Area Studiea

15. Pulbright-Hays Act _

16. Community Service and Continuing Education Program
— 17. Land Crant Colleges aqd,University;s Program

18. College Teacher Fellowships, / . . . oo
s 19, Higher Edycation Personnel Fellofships : . ‘v eyt
20°. EPDA, Part E Institutes | o : . ’
21. College “Personnel Development fellbwshiﬁs for o aee
, the Disadvantaged - T

., 22. College Personnel Developmefit, KAllen—J Ellendei . .

Fellowships \\ - . . .
- .+ 23. Veterans Cost-vf-Instructién Program - .
"~ 24, Loans for Construction of Acgdemic Facilitigs . . . R
= ) a’. ) - -~ y - t
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Ptogtam Purpose and Operations:

. T,
. . ’ '

. To help qualified students finantq thelr poet-secondary education, the
Education Anendments of 1972 included a program of basic oppottunity grants.
The program, Title IV, subpart A-1l of the amended Higher Education Act;
applies to half-time as well as to full-time students) and to post-secondary
vodational,.technical and proprietary institutions as ‘well as to colleges.
The' grants are not ‘available for graduate study but may extend to five‘years

of wndergraguate work under special circumstances specified by the Act.

full ﬁundtng, the program ptovgdes a grant of $1400 less expected family
one-half the cost of attendance.

contribution, but not to excee
ptovides a teduction formula for less than full funding.

The law fequites.a schedule of expected family contribution to be -

At

The law -

submitted to Congress, it limitgs payments, and it specifies how grants

ara tolbe'adjusted to appropriation at leésg than full funding.

. -
b

-

1

2,

Fabily contribution schedule:

submlg to Congr
families in gi
toward the stud

, by the first of February, a achedule indicating amounts
financial citcumstancea\will bd* expected to cdntribune ’
's edudational expensés.. The schedale takes into account

The law tequires‘the Comnissionet to

f ' ‘ . - . » » .-
Program Namé: ;\ . j . ) > oot ‘*
1 ot l’_. _\' » .. , . .
.. Basic Educational Opportunity Gtant Ptogt!h. . . . o
i A . N PR . . .
- Legislation ! . . ;' o . . +  Expiration Date: - _
. L) . - . "7 PE— Y T
» Education Kmendments of 19?2 Title I; : ! . June 30, 1975 -
P*lic Law 92~ -318, 86 Stat., 248-251 . !
.. v ¥ ' ' o "
Funding History: ear Authorization e Appropriation ' . !
- = . . h 3
. jum (Suth sums'as $122,000,000
19?6 may be megessary) _i 475,000,000

o such‘ihdicatots 0‘ financial strength ag, inQQme, assets, £ami1y size, and.nQpbet

"the First of Mdy, and, if Congress disapproveg:the, schedule, the Commiasioner- .
" must resubuft a écheduie within 15 .days. .The family contribution schedule, to *¥.

©of the number of partioipants and size’ of an indiviggal~a grant.

af family members “ia post- secondary dducation: Qongress is ro réact by

together with rules’ governing allowabrle - coets, are imporpant determinante .

' -l w . .
. be « Soatutorx fotmula iqr grant size:” When the family contribution,
“+schedule is accepted, and interpreted for a student, graht size is determimed.
by aPPlication of 4 dtatttory formula in the, authorizing legislation: -
. ’ < ) . ) )
» . * L
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(f) At full.- fundin& At full funding, as mentigned abovey the .
4’  program provides a grant ‘of 31400 1ess expectéd family .

- contribution, but not’ to exgeed one~half the cosr ‘of _attendance.

-
- . .

{2) At less ‘than ful) funding: Granfs are to be adjusted to: .
available funds by the following forfiula: =~ « - .7 0 - X _—

‘ .

- Y .. Cn (al.If 31400 minus expected parental contribution is:" 7 o

o Coe o N . - "

P .more than $l 000‘ - pay 15% of—the,amount SRR . . U

K v -, 58001 so .$1,000,, pay (0% of the amount« X ' .
. " $601 to $800, - ° .. pay 65%iof the amount co Lo
¢ . " s -0- to $6b0; < - pay 50? of‘the amount , N

. 0‘ - - .

. ] ¢ No grant,’ ﬁowever. shall be more than one-half ‘of the "need"
. °  {cost minds parental.fontribitien), unléss ‘available funds ar€ 75%..

* {but, lees than 1002} of the amount needed for full funding, in .
". whiéh case né" grant shall be more than GOZ of "need” -

.t . . \\_o

« .o '
(}' . tb) The authorizing 1egialation provides that "if availaHle
" funds exceed khe amoqnt needed to pay grants computed b? the
above reduction formula, the excess ‘will be paid in proportion <
16 the' differenee between {he amount fotnd by the above formula
' . and the amount that would have been paid at full funding.

- A v * ]
-

© . (c) If aVailable.funds are ‘less than needed to pay grantd’ :
- computed by the reductdon formula, then grants are prorated - .
dqwn to the amount available.  *

£
' . .‘- K . [

o . (d) At fhll funding, no grant of less 'than $200 will be paid.
> At less thén full funddng, the minimum grant is $50. .

: (&) The-law provides that social security benefits paid to ‘or
. . * . dn acegunt of & student because he is a spuﬂént and half of
veteran 's educational benefits will be eounted as the effective

incore of, the, gtudent- -t -

) Progran Seope: te T . ]b ) - ]
M s ] . ) .o

. The latest progrém data show that as-* of February 25 1974, ovel 50 000’
applicatiogs had been received. Of these, approximately 551 qualified for
. " agsistanage,

. . . .
» ¢ .

"~ Since November llth, applications have been tecefved at tiizle of
approximateLy 10,000 per wegk. As, of February 25, the cuniula total . - .
was approximately 500,000. Thé deadline for reeeipt of applications is . .
April 1, 1974, .

Y
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Program Effectivenes&i,

The 1973-74 academic year 1s the first year during which this program

-

., has been in operarion. ,Information on the impact of the program is not

available at this time.

Ongoingmafuﬁ{m Studies: ﬁ.
: " . I .
The Office of Education 1s currently engaged in feasibilify
desikn efforts directed towards the preparation of a new study which will

attempt to assess the impact of all OE~Spensored student assistance programs.

Source of Evaluation Data:

. ‘-\
No Iinformatfon 1s available at this time.
y . y
LY ~
* ~ * T
* -
‘ L3 ~ . | -
w LA
L]
. L L L]
- . - . . =™ 'y
PR - .,'
“\l"l-\.
] %
, \ \..
L) .
v (]
Y . ’
L - v
L]
. ~
' LR . L7 < T
L] - ) - *
* ..F—-.-
ra
\‘ . -
LI i
. ) N * &
, - L]




- < 165

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPOKT ON EDUCATION mwo&.zw

Program Name: »

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants Program -

vmmmmwmnﬁosn . mxu»nmn»ﬁz Date: .
Public Law 92-318, 86 Stat. 251, .+ June uo..wouum

mammwsmlmwwnonu" Year Authorfzation _ . »vvnavmwmnwas

i, 1974 . $200,000,000 * ° $210,300,000 S

. -u....l.;lk P Lo aw .
LT A

A a1

*# Plus such sums as zmw be needed for continuation granmts.

.
' . . : . &
- - ~ - L
. .

Program Pucpose and Operation: h ’ ¢ . b
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG) funds for- initial .

year awards are apportioned among the 'several states. in the same ratio as ’ -
,the sum of 1) the number of persons enrolled fuyll-time and 2) the full-time
mn:wqmwmsn of the number-of persons enrolled part- nwsm in institutions of
higher education in each state may bear in relation to the total such enrdl lment
in the United States. Renewal year awards are.Zflloted.in accordance with
regulations published by the oosanmmnonmn of Education. Grants, which are
awarded by institutions of higher education, are designed to provide additional
resources for students whose finahcial resources would be,ptherwise insufficient
to vmﬂawn ,attendance. * The maximum award is $1,500 per year om:o:msrmwm of the
sum of the total amount of student financial aid provideds to mcar student by

. the institution--whichever is the lessér. The total amoutit 0f funds awarded’
to any student, over the pourse of his academic career, may not exceed $4,000--
except in those instances in which a student {is m:noHHma m::\.ﬂuownma af study
extending over five mnummann years or for students, whose vmnnwocvmu nunocamnmsnmm
as determined by the institution, require an additional year to noanymnm a program
of study which normally requires four academic years. The limjt is_then set at ’
$3,000. Awards are limited to students who have been accepted as csamwmnmmcmnWw
at their respective institutions, who maintaln satisfactory progress, who are
enrolled at least one-half time, and who would be financially unable to pursue
a program of study at such insticution without such an award. v N
. ‘ : _ ¢ ¢ - ¥ ¢

mﬂcwﬂmsmnoum" :~ . .L .

Ll

4

. While the SEOG Program i¢ new, some indication if its scope may be derived
by reference to the prior EOG Program. In that Program, during fhe 197273 ~
academi ¢ yedar, the program included 2,300 partigipating institutions.
Approximatelv .300,00Q students receiyved grants--an average of $570. Public
universities ‘received 37.9% of the funds distributed; Onrmu,wﬁcwpo mocnuwmmn
institutions, 7.2%; public two-year colleges, 15%6%; private universities,
“13.0%; other private four-year schools, 12.5%; and private two-year
Hsanamcnuosm. 3.0%, Avqovnsmnmuw 5.6%). ] .
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Of the students who received grants an estimated 31.0% had family
incomes of less than $2,999; 41.7% had incomes of $3,000 to $5,999; 15.2%
$6,000 to $7,499; 7.9% $7,500 to $8,999, and 4.2% had family incomes greater
than $9,000. [These distributions include both dependent and independent
students. Estimated others--soclal characteristics of BOG reciplents for
academlc year 1972-73 are: Black, 29.5%; American Indian, .%%; Oriental
American, 1.3%; Spanish Surnamed, 5.6% and other, 63.0%. One measure of
demand for program assistance--panel approved requests frdm participating
institutions--was the amount of institutional requests for FY 1972--
$259,084,000. This, in comparison with available funds of $177,377,000,
demonstrates a demand which may be mét through the combined assistance of
Basic and Supplemental Educational.Opportunity Grants.

Program Effectiveness: °

Because the Program 1s too new to judge 1ts effectiveness, the prior
EOG was judged to have had moderate 'syccess in providing assistange to
students with exceptional financial need according to & 1972 evaluation study
by the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia University.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

N The Office of Education is currently engaged in feasibility aﬁd design
_w‘bffqrts directed towards the preparation of a mew study which will attempt
s to assess the ilmpact of all OE"SPOT32£9d stodent assistance programs. -

L
. ™~

~ »,.80urces of Evaluation Data: A . L
- * : t

The Federal Educational Opportunity Grintsfngram: A Status Report,
Fiscal Year 1970, Bureau of Applied Social ReBearch, Columbia University,
New York, 1971. :

. U.S. Department of Health, Education, andWelfare, Q0ffice of Education,
Bureau of Higher Education Factbook. -

i L
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name: . i

College WorkﬁStudyﬂProgram ) e

Legislatiops——m Expiraiion Date:

. Public Law 88-452, Title I, (42 u.s.C. 2751},
78 Stat. 515; as amended by Public Law 89-329,
Title IV, 79 Stat. 1249; as amended by.Public
Law 90-5157"Title I, 82 Stat. 1028-1029. ‘ - -

June 30, 1975 .

Fdﬁﬁfgg History: Authorization Appropriation*
- 1/ $ 55,710,000
* $129, 000 000 99,123,000
1967 % 165,000,000 134,100,000

1968 200,000,000 139,900,000 -

1969 225,000,000 139,900,000 -

S 1970 275,000,000 152,460,000

£ Y - 1971 320,000,000 158,400,000 2/

: : 1972 - 320,000, 000 426,600,000 3/
! 1973 360,000,000 270,200,000
K r1974 360,000,000 , 270,200,000

* Up until FY'19?2, the. CWS Fiscal Year appropriat{on was ysed to fund
program operations during the‘calendar year. With FY 1972, the
program became one, full year forward-funded. . ‘

1/ The Economic Oppertunity Ac£ of 1964 authorized a lump sum of
$412,500,900 for three youth programs including College Work-Study.

2/ sctual funds available for CWS in this year amounted to $199,700,000
including reprogrammed funds., © s

3/ Includes $244,600,000 forward funding for FY 19?3, pLUS a supplemental
- of $25,600,000. A total.of $237,400, 000 was available for use during
FY 1972 from a combination of FY 1971 and FY 1972 appropriatioens.
T~

Program Purposé ﬁnJ_Qperation-

The main ob ject of the College No¢k*5tudy program (CWS) is to Promote
the part-time employment of students.; Empldymenf may be made available
only to thdse  students who need such Qarnings to pursue a course of study
at an eligible college or university “Employment Jmay be for the institution
itself (kxcept in ‘the case of a proprietary institution of higher education),
or for a public or private.non-~profit organization and in the Public interest.
Students may work up to forty hours per week during a semester or other term

when their classes are in séssion as well 48 ‘during vacdtion periods, such ds .

the summer.

- N s

172 ¢ .
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Grants are made to higher éducation institutions [or partial .
reimbursement ol wages paild to students. Sifce August 1968, these . o
Federal grants have covered 80 percent of the student wages, with the

remafader pafd by the 1nst1tution, the employer of the student, or some
other donor‘ . -

Two percent of each year's appropriation is.reserved for Puerto Kico, .
American Samoa the virgin Is;ands and the Trust Territory of the Pacific.
Islands. The’ rest is allotted among the 50 States and the District of
Columbia on the basis of the numbe? of.each, compared with the tota 1n all
51 states, of (a) full-time higher education. students, (b) high ¢
graduates, agd (c) related children under 18 years of age livipg in familiefh__h

with incomes of less than $3,000. Allocations to institutio within a
State are based on approved applications. o

Office of Education strategy is to provide CWS.funds é%“aﬂeadgiEéEEfl
source of supplemental financial assistance to needy students. Need ""Tﬂﬂ#:
1n6}cated by application of a needs analysis in which q;her spurces of - L
income and financial aid are taken into account. -

. e '

> Prqgram chgp. .

* * ‘

During Academ1c Year 1973-74, approximately 3, 000 1n3titut1on3 of higher
////,/’/e;;cation will part1c1pafe in the CWS program enab11ng some 560,000 students
to find part-time employment. The' average annual student wage, including
the, institutional matching share, amounted to an estimated $580, per student.
Complete program information for academic year 1973-74 is not yet*
e, however, during the 1972-73 academic year, approximately 2,700 ‘//
" institutions part1cipated in the program, enabling some 545,000 students
to find part-time ewployment. - It is estimated that 38% of ;he funds were
distributed to publit un&versities, . went tp other public feur-year <
. _institutions, 1% went to public two-year schools, private universities re-
ceived 13 of the funds, other four-year private institutions received 5%,
private two-yeax or less :schools received &, and public vocational~

teehnical schoo:j/reee1veﬂ 2% o .
. Of the studénts. who receiVed CWS benefiuss in Academic 1972-73, an o

estimated 96,0% were undergraduate and §.0% Were graduate students. It is -
estimated thagr27.4% of the students aided had gross family income of less
than $2,999¢ 29.3% had family income of $3,000 to $5,999; 14.8%, $6,000 to
1. 22 $7, 590 to $8,999; and 17.3% were from families with incomes
than $9 000_ Estimated ethno-racial characteristics of Work-Study
" 1o o recipients were: Black, 20.7%; American Indiad, .5%; Oriental .
erican, 1,1%; Spanish-Surnamed, '4.0%; and Other, 73. 7%. .

LY -

1/ - Gross income is defined as total £
and students' and Spouses' laceme (the
independent students. -

income for dependent stJEEEEEN"“““xﬂé

tter if appropriate) -for - s
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: workihg skills, which might be useful in their careers. Only one percent of
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For FY 1972, panels approved $305,707,000 in institutional requests, * .
as compared with $337,300,000 actually available for dtstribution to schools.
: ki

-
m———

. norms for entering freshmen, CWS freshmen constitute a group from a distinctly

. would be over $1,000. Aimost one third of these CWS students were the first in

) while another 7 percent would have been forced to attend & less expensive school.
On the other hand, almost half said that all the financial aid they could expect,

"disadvantage of CWS was too little time for studying.)

Program hffectiveneg_.

_ ‘Results from an, evaluation ofiihe College Work-Study Proéram by the Bureau
of Applied Social Research show that when compared with the.natiomal (ACE)

lower sociuv-economi. background. These CWS,studenfs (studied during Academic’
Year 1970-71) have proportionately almost three times as many students from
minorlty backgrounds as thé ACE group. Fifty-five percent of the CWS students
that year came from familles with annual incomes of less than $6,000.c The®
stpdy found that six out of .ten institutions reported that their 1970-71
funding allocation was inadequate to provide employment for all. eligible students.

*

Eiﬁiy*six percent of CWS students estimated they would earn aver $500 ]
from thelr CWS job end nearly 60.percent sald their total financial aid package

their families to attend college, even 1f they had older brothers and sistefs
ﬁearly 20 percent said they would not have been able to gorto college if CWS
had not been available. to them (34 percent of the black students stated this),

plus their parents' contribution if any, would not be enough™ to cover their
basic. college expenses. CHWS students made up the difference from various sourcee,
including savings, loaas, and other jobs-. . -
- -, —_—— 2
"The contractor also asked institutions to descrabe beth good effe
problems with CWS on their own campuses. Over 80 percen{ of the
that the CWS program had epabled them to bring In more stu s from low- .

income families and to create job opportugities on us. An evtn larger . A
percentage, when asked about the non-financial cts of CWS on students, rd
responded that they felt CWS had helped studentd .develop a more positive . L

atkitude toward wort and responsihﬁﬁity and also to deVelop knowledge and
“the schools said they felt CWS left stulients with too little time for their ;
studies. (Twenty-ftve percent of the students, however, it a possible

most 70 percent of
very suecessful on thelir .
xpand their CWS program if

the CWS administrators believe the CWS program to

own’ campus and over: 80 percent would definite
additional funds.were available.

-
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Ongoing amd Planned “Hgaluation Studies: . .
. fox X . .

., The Office of Planning, Budgeting, and. Evaluation is currently engaged
in feasibllity aind design efforts directed towards the preparation oft a
new study which will attempt to assess the impact of all OE-s gonsored
studens, assisfauce programs. - . . o

' o: . "l
Squrce of Evaluatioﬂ Data: .

y ’
'Buréau of Applied Soclal Research,. The Federal College Work-SEuay
Ptogram: A State Report, Fisdal Year 1971. Washington ‘D. C.: U.S..

. Dept. of Health Education and Weifare, 1973. _ .

3

1.8, ,Departmenx vf Health, Edupatiou, and’ Welfar&, Office of Education,

Bureau of Higher Education. Factbopk‘1972~ Washington, D.C.: 1972,
- . - _ - ‘ -'. "' . " r .I' - . . *
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Program Name:-

- 3

. Cooperative Education Program
coroe ,_

‘Leﬁiblation‘

P‘yr,:o 575, Title 1, 82 Seat. 10 o June 30, 1975

" “*Expiration Date:

- -

.‘ ) ' /' r . -
Authorizatipﬁ//ﬁ;/ Appropriation

¢ ‘ ke . e s

“+

Higher bducation Mt of <1965
amended, Title IV, Part D.

»

* N
k. ‘ 7 1,600,000 - T
. §10,750,000 o 1.700,000° - f, . 7
-7 710,750,000 10,750,000 . - ;
10,750,000 10,750, 000 o

~ - -

Rrogfam Purpose and OpefatiOnf

“

fle Commissioner of Edupation is autborized to
awdrd grants for the plahning, establishment; expansion or carrylung ‘out

Under this program,
of cooperative educapdon programs in higher eaucation institutions. 1In
addition, grants, contracts are authorized for the training of persons

in the planning, “establishment, administration, and, coordination df such

programs and.fesearch into Mmethods of imppoving, developing, or promoting
_the use gf~Cooperative education programé in Institutions of higher education.
lve education 1s defined as ernate periods of full-time study and
time public oreprivate emplo t related to a student's academit course
study (or his career object

The objective of t coopgrative education program 1s to increase the
number of opportuni udents at institutions to obtain both an
- education and hwhile wgrk experience which helps finance their education.
Fedgral sypport for such programs at colleges and universities 1s designed
to _encOurage Institutions which do not have such pregrams to determine the
feasibility of establishing them. Other institutfons which have planned for
such programs and desire to implement them may use grant funds for this
purpose, and those which plan to expand. or strengthen existing programs may
receive support. L . Lo
. f Oy !

" s 1,540,000 7
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* Unde tne Cooperat ive Education program, grangs re awarded to ., .
institupions a proposal basis, ‘with an institutioneeligible to receive
grants/for fhree years. Awards cannot exceed 375 080 and funds must not " .

_be used as _ompensation ‘or student employment. Salaries and other -
.nistrﬁrive expenses for copperative educattonladminlstrators are payable .

3

L i ' . - ) - ! './

- T, P . 3 ) : /

L

ts' work experience should in ag far as possibde closely b
.and enrith their on-cempus “experiences. Employers of
them gommensurate with their productivity and the extent to which
they are aphble of assuming job responsibilities. In many instances the
compensation studénts receive while employed is their major. source of support
in contjinuing and completing their academic programs. The institutions of
higher education assdime the responsibility for assigning the student to a
job relevant to his ‘academic program and providing supef%ision during the
, work period. 1In addition, the student's job performance is evaluated by~ .
the institfution. In many cases acedemic credit is given | for the work. +
. eéxperience, and in others the' kind end exte of work experience is recorded
.. on the transeripr. ° .

. Program Scope: e
i , . o \ e

2_percent over® the

level of $10 750,000-%an increase of
-reflects/the ad

$1,700,000. This.expansion in fundi

¥ career eddeation.
* -

Indticutjons submitted 642,propoﬁ
these weré acted on favorably. Of 't
_which were’ first time recipients.

&

Program Effectiveness;’ .
While the numbér of Coopereygze Education programs, has increased "
significantly in the last decade or so* from 35 in .1960 to more than 150 in, =
1973, the- r)ntrlbutlop tie fe eral progran ..as made to tals.growth is* . :
difficulo/zb assess in view of the small quropgiations prior tQ Ft 19?3

by * . v ¢ " L4

’ *K. Patric1a Cross, The Integraﬁion of Learning ard' Earning‘l Coopcxative R

Education and Nontraditional Study, ERIC/Highetr Educatfon Research Beporﬁf .
Hashington p. C. ACE 1973, L re " eag . ..
. Coe, ,’.,' . ” . ' .
golng and Planned Evaluation étudies. AL ' _ e -
/ 4 Lo ' . . .
A modest evaluation-study is ‘plarined for' FY 1974. . ¥
Sources of-Evaluation Data: ! P S
. . " . 'y ., + P
Factbook ] * Bureau of Higher Education.‘ Janyary 1972.- ’ . -
*  BHE Budget Data. . ' . . e -0 e
. . . ‘?- P -.‘ . - -

Y
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: ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION 'PROGRAMS
/ T
L] E,
Program Name: S ) . . -
N .ot (/ . . b Y T
. Guararoded Student Loan Prograp - '“li' -
- ’Législationj . :3 . o _}_‘ .
’L: . . . .:' hd ) :'\, .." T
¢ . T{tle IV-B, Higher Education Act of 1965,

.. ds amended JPublic {aw 89~ -329, as amended, S
' érgency Insured Seudent Joan Act of 1969,
T ~—‘-Pub-lic Law 91-95 as’ amended. AR o

X . ’ C et e
] * ~ L . Tr s
“ L)
L y N e . L]

anding fistory:

-

Year'' Loan Volume. <. - Obli‘g.ations k"

1966 °°$. 77,492,000 2/ v 5y e ot $«10 450 ooo- 2/ Lo
- . 1967 . 249,23 ,ooo 24 .-, 303 000 - T 44,800,000 3/ . . . .
L .—X968 459, 7,‘000. 2/ - . 43,156,000 . .. 43,600,000 2) v
1969 ' .6867676,000. L48,550,000 » . . v 74,900,000 L - 7
1970 . B39.666.,000 - s 112 202,050 - . 62,400,000 . S
<1871 - 1,043;991,000": ' 143,512,000° - 7 *43,200,000 - L L.
"7 1972. 2 1,301,577,000 - . .- 197,813,000 ' .5 o e, Boo 000 .
.+ 1973/ :1,198,523,000 * - 239,609,000 “ o, 245,000,000 R

. 197&" +1,050,000,000 : 310 ,000 ,000°." . 310,000,000. (esﬁt)

L
. \ it ~

l/ Includes‘ advances for reserde ‘funds, expenditures ?or inteTeSt payments,
- - death and disability claims,”and special allowance. Costs for computer”

; services are not included - N ) .-' o .1.; L
2/ Ipcludes loans primarily carried under Vocational Education.- , ' ; i

2 Program PurQose and Operation: . “ ' -

- " The obdectivg of the Program 1s to provide loans far students attendiég

nearly 4,300, eligiole institutions of highet eduéation ahd nearly 3 900
?ocational, technical businsss and trade schools. ,

Theéprincipal of the loqn is provided by participatinstlénding instir
tuti ns,,guch as commercial bahks, savings and loan assoclation, credit unions,
insuraﬁge companies, pension funds, and eligiblé educational institutions.
The, loan, 1s guaranteed by a State or ‘private non—profit agency of insured

. by the Federal government. .o . ] ‘

B - cir .

-—

DS

R » L4 .

. Loan programs are nearly equally divide batween those insured by o
States and reinsured (80 percent) by t Fedprsl government and those o
directly insured by the ?ederal goVérphent. A student 1s eligible if he . ““?

. 1s emrolled and im good standing OL acceptedﬁfor enrqllment. at least, )

half time at an eligible -Instdtution and is a‘'United States citizen or is’ o

%, - .
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. in the United btates r oLher thgn a temporary purpﬁ%e.v The maEEMumxioan
‘ pér academic year’ is' 52, 500 wiﬁﬁ'ﬁ maximum oucs;andihg of $7,500 £or undex-
. grai@ete students and $£10, 000" far graduace students. including undergraduate’
> . Joans. " Students may apply for Federal interest hedefits by submitting to "¢ .
the lender ~ recommendation by the educafional institutiop as to the amount v
et néeded by the student to meet his educationallcosts; After considering
o ; the recommendatiOn, the lepder will determine the amount of the loan. For
" stidents foupd eligible for .interest 'benefits, the Pederal gavernment,will pay
to. the ledder the. total interest due prior to the beginding ‘'of the repayment .
?eriod. Spudents not eligible*for, Eederal incereat bénefits may still apply.
fof 2 loar but will have to pay/ thelf.own interest.| The ‘§tudent pays the.
. total interest at an anrual pércentage rate of 7% j ring the repagment
period Shiczh begins 9-%2 months. after 3raduation o withdraﬁal from school,
Deéeerments are allowgd for return to school as g fdllﬂtime student and up .
to three years for military servicey Peace Corps, or VIBTA. Minimum repayment
mériod genetally five years, maximum ten years. deimum 1oan period is
Jgdfteen’ years. PPN ; ‘

»
M T

S

‘- ‘. - \--
© A special allowance is ‘authorized to be 'paid to lenders when the' Becretaty
K detérmines: that economic conditipns are impeding ot threatening to impede
, the’ Eulfillment of the purposes bf the Progrdm and that tke return to the
2. lender Iz ~fess gnan equitable. The rate which is d 2termined quarterly may not

“ex&%ed 3% per annum on the pverage, quarterly.balanc of- principal loans

_ -outétanding on o afeer August 1 1969, . . i "Tw,..
, . e . ., .: R
» " {ender Parcicipacion (as of 1/15/74) L : <. o .
A&’s.;-‘ . Type of'Lendeg - " Numbet Pércent of Lenders -
N . . .«.. T . : B .. . : : lO
- - . Hat'ional Banks (/" .7;821\_7 - ? ?4;8 - SR B
. . -~ \ s SN ™ . '. ‘ .«
. +  State Ban,ks 9,145 .. #0.7 . % ) T
. ) - - L v * :.-s" . . .- I ¥
. Mmgs Banﬁs ) 4?1 : vy "2.1 - Yo - -,
. .‘,‘ . . ¥ . . o ; . “ .
S © -~ . Savings & Loan 1, 791 AN - U
- . Vo Ve, T e sLoe "
o .2;2#29 . o126 -
- . L - - . ot . r ¥ ' .
o .y ’ . + Tt .- . -
p - R e DO e
- , - -, b 410 - ‘ “; 91.8 ... . :" "Lt p .:‘ ' '\ v,
e - TOTAL ' . .4 22,671 M 00,0 < ¥ 0 s
AN . e » o A - \ . .‘:. ..__' ’,;_.{‘ el .:‘ ,

f»

N, ngcaf Year 1973, 19,17 4nstituc§;na\3§2e'approved for” Ienéin[ ya BL o

*". 359,085 Federal “loans ds well.as 469,628° d other, loans tetalling L
-+ ~'1,088,28pwere instired. ' The total amount of‘ﬂoaﬁ approvgls wak $1, 198, 523.0&0 .
. winh 3654 16, 000 bEIng Federal.gnd $535 '58% 000 ,belng State and other 1bans. .

to The gmount of the .average Yodn was s1, lb Gne §tate received ngaerVe €und . .
_‘adVances durtng FY 1973. The EISL? is Operaﬁing in 28 States on a Statewlde:
' ba&is. _" L ' . bed - o 4 ' '
e _..‘ . \. ,. i . \ , ’ ) “i. I
“EKC Vi g
¢ R ¥ -‘ ﬁ: f s ,ﬂ\a' S I} et L /m :- E “r f .

-
-

a
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- Program=§cogec . T N o i, . . .
v o ' ' LA LT . * L L

4




' S , -175- Lo

. - Nt
+ ‘ -
-t Of the "total obligation amount, $239%,483,000 went to, interesc by e\fits, )

. special alloyance payments, and death and. disability payments on insured_. ) : .
*loans-, $I26' 000 went to reserve fund advances, and $64,258,000 was for the w
Student Loan Insurance Fund fdr the payment of claims. , . P . '\ :

o, T . . . * Y
.. ; " ‘ o . “ _ . \,
Pr_gram Effecti{renes@. . : R BRI < ’oe i
. AN bt

.

P“rogram effectiveness can’ be parkially measured 'by indicating the -
distribution of loans among different income backgrounds. These diSt\ributions
cah be compared ‘with those of other student .asgistan rograms hich Ke,} .
by design, targeted to students from lower income famili '

c '0"‘- O _‘:"o”'f%-

In FY 1972 11.8% of tbe students (both dependent. an\d*ﬁe ﬁﬂé‘n&} aid'ed o'
were from families with gross income less than $3,000, .16.2 Wi N fa:hi:i,fea.
with j.nc-ome between .§3,000 and $5,999, 8% hmad famdly, ink: ome” be n‘"ﬁﬁ.QOO ad?‘ C e
$7,499, 9.8% had income of $7,50D to $§ 999, 18 43.-‘43?&' fa‘bm cfﬁfi,‘:. ie$. -Vfﬁh o *'
. income between $9,000 and $11,999, 16.3% had family, Fnpone. oF ;-.wgen._ 3, f;’aq L

T ﬁ .\ )’A‘“.."‘\ WK
‘

"q.

. nd.$14,999 and 19.5 were from familids with {pgbite Dyet: §1‘4,§9 o0 3 A - T
percent distribution of loans approv. byvel:.lmo i,si C-‘Qt'&,&*a-@' was.‘&?_}&,ﬁi-ae

.7% American Indian; .8% Oriental Mer&,gm“&,ﬁ aq‘i.?;h Sﬁrmﬁd_ Am"
" . 13 9% Laucasian. 62. 1% of ‘the bor;rﬁwar&u,&re‘in -{‘fhe. mrma ‘,‘r:g;'
* range of 18-23 but 34.5% are in ¢he ~,24;. 457 kggrem,a_inMCim X
¢o uselof guaranteed loans by gradx;a]:ﬁ étu&mta ,.ﬂmi M&Ig&‘feamipg “ghed .
educdtion. The distribation of iqens B‘y‘ .aeaéemic ﬁaﬁu& 'i,s 5”7.,6‘:% FdRie
fréshmen ~ sophomore ‘studedts, ggnd. 3&;3f £6t eppez'l;}, aatied ,1@%, grqﬁ_ﬁgf@. ,‘,,.M‘ s o

!st.udent.s "Even_though Biacké eo,ns"tit.ute &uﬁ.)x 9% o the wtﬂﬂ—"!mﬂ'e_ t%?ﬁ?:ﬁ&éﬁ:‘:_:d}"
Bepulation, 17.1% of all gsL bqrgo_wers are.hi.ggk L DI

' 'E:iﬁ% :s:ssr ‘
3 borroWers are male: - . 1}!} ’1‘&% B

. L f"',

“&~ . The Office of, E‘damiou ie,xmrrgneiy.,goartayigg Ta0 pr«:rj 15-.8 Ptimﬂzr{i SR
designed to provide’ Toje. iﬂfgmazj,gq abpuf the aﬁ?é” X ;t;p.pqﬁ';: The fj,x'ai s
projecusis the developmént of a loah Estimstion Kodei By, Sysreia Group, 3ot & 110
This farecasting modei %E1) make vae. af. _hieto:;:!.c.al lo,a,q dpt-a and tyeads . | .;':r
in order to.predict clf;imﬁ, iﬁ.t.e):g!g: ',behe}.‘its, and . gxemium dngome f'm: .sey'kzﬂ;f; o
.. years in the fur.urg.. ib:a second. gn-'e;gec ia a. suni,c,:i ef L}aqers and ,Borroweics, i'?;»r«‘“
Resburc.es (Hanagament Cfo:pf. fs«‘r Lh,_surveys Hill axaing s icies ptqtt-ﬁl B
and procedutes -ln the, 1.0&:1 tegaj‘mhn? p‘i‘oqess and wil alﬁ.ne l',he g,“étcegt.ia;;e a,i", .y
borrowérs. amh'e“ir J,pan rgyaymgntwbi?.‘gﬁtiﬁns« > N

o\

-.ml-A R e SR ~.1:2~~‘- N
¢ The’ LaamEstim&tie}a Hedel, wi ag erationad, by, Joke ,3
l‘ende r—Burxbwm qur ved.y ‘e"qomplé‘;ad b Sap‘,neﬁha 3&,

."' . .C"‘-I’o’ “cv:_

. : . and ¢tud
2 L A ‘studén: sj'
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. Sources ob Evilustion Data: J Ce
) > . X - LI I o . - .
’ . ] '“\iQh ) .
1 V.5, Departient o aglth, Edaggtion, and Welfare, QEfice of '‘Education,
>y Bureou of “Higher ‘Education, Factbook, 1972. Washington, B. C.: 1972.*

s ) Lybrand, ?ogs Brothers and Montgomery. Survey of Lender Practices
. * Relating to the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. Washingten, D. C.:

-U.S. GoVernment Printing Office, 1970. oo
\\
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Legislation; .

Expiration Date
Title IV, Part E of the HEA 1965 Public™y June 30, 1975 .
Law 89-329, as amendedll: - . : .
Funding Hisfotg{ Ye&ir Authorizﬁkigafz :;;;rogriation/3 ]
. .‘ i - T
- i .
. . . 1966 § 179, 300,000 QEZ: $181,550,000 h
& o 1967 190,000,000 , 192,000,000 . -
4 - 1968 225,000,000 ©.193,400,000 -
. . . 1969 210,000,000 © 193 463,000
L o - 1970 . . 325,000,000 - 195, 460,000 .
. 6 1971 .« 375,000,000 245,000,000
o 21972 75,000,000 293,000,000, /4
' 1973 JP 4 585,970, 000 o

1974 " 286,000,000

add??ienl a .
ong from

. /1 Authorization,for cdntributioq th 10an funds” only.™
s totaf bf $25,000,000 was authorized for loans to insti
Year 1959 through the duration oi the Act.

tutions and Federal payments to repay the institutional‘share of

. lg' Appropriation includes contribu:ions &o loan funds, loans tq inst
" -cancellations,

o
\ L3

B Prior to FY 1973. the progranf was knowu as the National Defense
Student Loan Program. : .

" '

14 icludes $23,600,000 forward funded for use during-FY 1973. . ~*

T -

Program Pu;DoSe and_Operation: o } oo -

-

The,objective of the Program is to fund postsecondary institutions:

- for the purpose of making long-term, low-interest loans to students with
financial need., Such loans,coumplement other forms of s;udent financial
agsistance such as Bagic and Supplement educ¢ational oppoftunity.grants,

* college mtk-study, and insured st dent loat{s. ‘ y ) _ * \

’a%hnding is initially allocated to. States by means of a special  ° ; .
lotment‘formul Funditg levels for institutions within each Staté ake ' .
decided by regional ew panels consis;ing of Q% P-:;ogl:am Officers from oo

. L "
[ . .
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the rcglonal 9nd rational offices and financlal aid officers selected

in excess of che annual NDSL allocation for a State: - I such cases, the
+ . eatire group of Institutions.within a State recelves less than 100 perceng:
¢ ©of their panel approved "amount. prever each Institution within.that
ii * group recelves a pro-rated reductipn in its allocation which, in percentage,
1s equal to that of every other institution'in the State. Thstitutions ¥
~often distribute NDS ldans in conjunction with other forms of Financial
aid and financial aid officers hold different views of how. to "package”
these various ald components. Students may borrow & total of: (a) $2,500
if they are enrclled in a vocational program or if they have completed L
les§ than two years of 'a program leading to a bachelor’s degree; (b) $5,000
if they are undergraduate students and have already completed two years of
study toward a bachefof's-degree (this total includes any amount borrowed
under the NDSL for the first two years of study); (c) $10,000 for graduate
4 (this|total includes any amount borrowed under the WNDSL for undgr-
te study ). Upon léaving the institution,‘students sign a repay@ent
" agreemetit whidh specifies the duration and amot \E of repayment. After a
‘fiine month grace ‘period following cessation of studies, the student hegins
. repayment (on|a monthly, bimonthly, or quarterly, basis) over a ten.year
period. The horrower s ten year repayment period may be 'deferred not te
exceed threc Tears for service whth Vista, the. Peace Corps, or military

service. . . .

1 . -
Y 1 .
3

L

- - i
» . P

' Brogram Scope o ~ . . k 3 ;

. In Fisca] Year 1972, 2,186 institutians received contributions to 1oan
funds, wh11e n, estimated 3?2 800 first time recipfents and 241,400 con- .

- The average 1 an per student wag -an estimated $670., It is estimated that

L. 39.2% of the flunds d1gtributed went to public universities,.& 5% wett to .
otheT” four-yedr public institutiqns, 8.0% went to two-year public schools,
19.2% was recelived by_private universtties, 17.1% by “other four~year priva:e

' \ 2.2 xas received by private two-yearsand 7.5% by

titutions. The loans ta institution programs aided 81 insti~

. tutions In 1972. Loan cant ilations of 10% Wwere received by an estimated

" 68,000 new borkowers and 100,000 continuiﬁg Jborrowers In 1972, 1t 4s

onq ‘of {5, The totdl number of borrowers who, received cancelldtions
. JHas estimated ‘240,000 in,1972. "Loan applications from institutioﬁb.are about
15% In excess of. final,panel-approved amounts. Panel-approved amounts have
typically exceeded actual program appropriations by about aﬁ%

- \Pfﬁgfam Effectiveness . - N - . : L

L LY . - -
(3 *
., ’ s ﬁ‘ N

3

[istributions of family incomes of borrowers. $ince an impoxtan objeetive;
islation is to make thebe loals available to students having the
{al need, an impor?ant goal of the Program is to encourage - ;

N ion of sudh loans to th ftom lower- énd lower middle,income .
A 8 families. ' . - <L, . b

from institutions in.that region., ‘Panel approved requests are generally = .

Y -
v . . »

ea&%:z ad that|over 42,000 ngw and 30, 000" contt inuing borrowers received’ can~.
. ¢el

Program effectiveness can be partialiy.maasufed by analysisrpf the . |

-
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Of the students aided {both dependent and independent), an‘estimated
93 71 were undergn/duate and 6.3% were graduate students. it is estimated
that 22.2% of th sttdents aldéd were from families with gross Incom® less
- than $2.99% 2587 'hud family income of $3,000. to $5.999; 13.9%. $6,000 "
T t0:$§7,499; 12, 12 $7,500 to $8,999; and 26% had family income of $9,000 or
more. These ‘distributions, include dependent and independent students.. The .
estimated perceatage disiributidn of students who received. loané by ethno-

84 Spanis‘l—Surnalaed Americar, 3.2%; and Caucasian, 79.2%. These distrd- - ‘~_
butions would appear to indicate that NDST, 1oans are; in faCt, going pri— . ;-'
marily to Tower-income students. ) PR

i ' L. - . ' . .\‘ 'Jk
et o " ) ‘ * . » ’
. ‘ .

oing and’ Planned,Evaluation Studies | ‘ .

5 ﬁ

An evaluation study conducted by Educational Tes?:l.ng Service of ' ’ +
Princeton, New, Jersey, is scheduled for compl,et:l.on in’April 1974, aThis .
study will provide detailed data on student assistante "packages™ nd“Yail]_ c
specific function of tDS* loans as ﬁhrt of those packages. The study will"
also provide information on the administrative staffing of the NBSL pra--
gram at over 1500 colleges and universitie“nd the billing and collection’ ‘

- ]

U. s. Department of ‘Health, Educatﬁn and Welfare, Ojfice of Educa.tion,

racial category was: Black, 16.5%; American Indian, 3%: Otiehtal American’, L

efforts being made by these institutionsa s DA - S
.. ., . R s . r o i v . b %
Sources.of Evaluation ﬁata.- ( . cLe T o : ‘ ..k Lot

. Bureau of Higher Education. -Factbook, 1972. - Washington, D. C., 1972, i
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SR ot ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS ‘ Co
} T s . ) . ’
* Program Name: . ‘ . . . ’ .
] . . : . - .-" :3.. . B
- - tpward Bound Prigram . J T - :
o Ct L B : L
- Législftiod"- o L ' f,‘ - Expiration Date; .
“ - Hmbher Educatiqn Act oﬁ 1965, tle‘IV-A'“ June- 30, 1975 ‘
l‘:, o -Section 408; Public Law - 89-329 € amended” . .
v« by Public ‘kaw 90*5?3, as amended by Public e . N~
' S Law’“9‘l-—230, ag. amended by Public Law 92-318. - ~
.Fukmg_. H?&tory Year L. Authorizag. ) o Appropriation T .
. T * d
T - * .
s - . - 1967 . - _® Y >
e T 168 o Vs o SRR
* T Ew T 396 BRI - B IR , RN
. \ _ €. T 1970 .- v $29,600, 000 Qj“.ﬂ $29,600,000 T
. Lo 1971 L 30,8p1,000 I/ — - *30,061,003/.)/
) s w97z 32, 9;p00 1/ - .32,669,00 IR
L ‘ L1973 ' .100,000,009 1/ . 738,331,000
L d \ 1974 | 100,00,000.I/ 38,331{000, .
- . - ‘ 0 ., . - »
: “!L
", oA * rhere were no specific authorizag_}ns an.appropriations for Upward
Bound during these yéars. This was an OEQ agency allgcaction madesdrom, .
7 the total appropriations of litLe II-A of the Econnmiq_Opportunity Act.' T \
. - . . | * ™Y -
-, l/‘ﬁ;presenls budget au;hority.,.Beginning in FY 1970 funds authorized
R .were compined fof the three jprograms, of Special Serviges, Upward BOund .
dnd Talent Search. (A total ,of $100 000, 000 is authorized for the three .
programs in FY 1973 Yy w . . \
E ) ' . ) . R - B ) ‘ "
»qugt@m Purpose and Operatlon¢\ o L - ]
.» « s ! ' - . Id

UMsard Bound is deaign for the low-income high SChoJl student who,
. without the program, would dot have considered coilege or other post- °
" ‘secopdary school. enrollrent nor would he Have been likely.to have gained
dm&ssion to and Successfully completed & two- or four-year college or other
post*secondary school. In a.typical year &n Upward Bound student ig a
+ . residént on_ & college, university,'br secondary -schodl campus for a sixr-
. "to eight—p‘a,ek summer sessj.on. In the academic, year he may attend Saturday -
\ R ctasses or’ tuterial/counseling sessions or participate in cultural entichment
activities. .During his junior and‘genior years. he explores many options for
the post. secondary preparation agxd program best.\ Suited t{ his needs.

L] ! -

., " . ] . . \ -
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» Upward Bound looks .for the individual who has a demons;rated aptitude Ll
fot A career which demande post-secondary education but whose faulty pre-
“paration prevents him from meeting congentional criteria for admission to
4 college, unlversgity, or:technical institute., 1t Is designed to generate
skills by means of remedial instructien, altered currigulum, tutoring,
cultural exposure and encouragement SO that the .goal .of Upward Bound,
adnission and success 1hn higher education, can,be achleved. : :

o
'i ' Upwatd Bound prograhs méy include cu&herative“arfangements among one, ’ *
r.more colleges and univq;sities and aehnndary gehools, " High school
tudents enrolled in these programg recéive stipends of up to $30 .per. month.
ederal financial assistance for ‘thege programs may not ‘exceed $1, 400 per
tudent. Average Federal st per stﬁdent dn FY 1932 was $994
' . “ﬁ M : . i
Programs include (1) coor
Upward Bound, and'Specish s
attentlon to students in
, overcome motivational

a two- or four-xear
- +

-

’

ltural and geographic isolation, (3) projects to
d academic barrieis fo acceptance at, angd sugCess in,

oliege or other postﬂsenonﬁsry SQhool
¥ . £ a’ . .. " : [ . . ) . .
- . PP B .t . ) >‘ . N -

Program ScOpeﬁf' S '53 .} A ": -

K

R

. . -
L Y ae +

/\
Recent Census data reveals that there ate aBOut 1,800,000 students in
high school from poor famiLies (less than 43, 000 famfly income), and near=

1

and—ethefwagta also show that ﬂoﬁ»the high school gra uates *of this low- o .
:lncome group, Sbout 35 percent aré eng:er%n%college.p . .
About 55 percenc of all high @chbol gradﬁﬁtes éfg nou.gntering college
evShtually.. This rate includes the maﬂy‘highqﬁghool_ar luates who entar -
college later thaa the same, year of. high, schogl. graduation ("delayed ent;@nts")
ag well as the high school gradu%ﬂb% who epter ¢bllege in the year 6f high' School =~
graduation Thetefore, f “low-{ncome high school gpaduates (up to $5,900, family -
__income) are to'enroll in. cpllege at the. same nate as all nigh schpdf graduates,
an additi nal 20 percefit of low=income guartile hies dchool” graduates must .. . T
complete high schaod gnd enrdll in college. | fince bOut 35 perégsht of the low- ’
come guartile stu ents gnter college on .t eir owit, 'Upwafd Bound must' concen-, -
te on attracting the 20 percent who are th in order,tb:ob ain hationdl - .
‘pagity. This 20 pe1cent .of ‘the 800,000 low-income piéﬁ achbol studepts+. .
g constitutes, therefore, the target popuIation ‘of ﬁpuard Bound. Upward Bound aa
conflequently,, must get about 360,000 (.20 % 1,800,000) of this fou:cyeaéwhigh 1 I
school cohort of students thropgh high'school pnd ingo college if the cqllege -t
entrahce rate for higﬁ school gra@uates from. fﬁmilies;with incomeg bedoW §5, 006
is'to equal the college ‘entrance -rage for all fameiea. (Availsab ' 5 istics d
do not_yet permit a similar analysis ‘for non-Coflegiate pdst-seobndary scﬁbdl '

attendance o X4 e |t ! R
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. in FY 18?3, 416 Upward ‘Bound projects were’ funded, 53 new projects
3nd 363 continuing projects, wirh am average grant of $92 000. This
.includes the additional emphasis within Upward Bound ‘given to veterans ,

. provided by supplemental funding. Numbers of student3 aided by Upward ‘
Bound in FY 1973 arve not yet available, but in  FY 1972, including vetetans, é,
the program” aided 33,809 students, 10,962 new and 22, 847 qontinuﬁng, with-" . _|
‘over 8,000 of these stgdents graduating from high school ‘in that yeas.

Co About percent of the graduates planned .to atﬁend coilege or other )
7 B 3 a,econdary institutions, . . .. S
’ Program Effectiveness: L, " M i : ,
.. ) . A .
‘ . rProgram effectiveness can be measured i part‘by determining whether .
. . Upward Bound part:.cipant.s have a better:college enrollment and retention

.rate than the norm for their Income group. . & chart follows showing Upward
"Bound, dpllege entrance an& retention rates, agd the rates for a national
_sample of high school gradu‘ates. The r_ates for. the low-income members of

"¢ thiy nakfonal sample are also shown.*' -E e - / .

. v T T

e

1 The j:able inclydes the statistics on educational utcomes of fo{:’ner

. of - Upward Bound--see rows §and, 5 (dra)gt repott dated(B:EO- 73).
‘statistics for® the high schoel class of 1966 include .only. t‘. .
co‘mpleted high schdol, but the ’Upward Bound statistics, e p;,for the last
row, are for all former Upward Bound students whether %,ct)mpleted high
school or not., By inspection of «the t‘.able, it is app ent that upwa._rd Bound '
enrclls a much larger proportion of its students in/\:ollege eompared’ to the .
* " . glass of [966. Upward “Bound, however, has not been as successful im graduat,ing,
- as many from two-year and four-)'ear.‘ colleges as have graduated from the | <ot
,‘/'/ class of 19665 This- outcomée must bé seen in light of two additional facts. T
. (1) a-3arge proportion of. forher Upward Bound students are stili enrotled P .
int t.o'l‘lc’:ge; 3} Upward Bound ‘students, more tha‘h two-thirds. ofuzlﬁom are " ‘. - %
" membe{a of racial and ethnic minpfity groups, t)'pically are gh—-riqk" students,
c . " whereas r.hoae low-1income. membérs, of the high schoql class of- 1966 are mostl)' :
N white\'*stud'gnts and conthin on’l)' a small proportifh of high-risk students. :
. ,;‘i"igh-ﬂrisk btudents alao usually take longer te proceed th.rough co.llege. than )
2 do "'lnodal" studeﬁtg-
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,,Ongoing ’and Pl/m:gd Evalu,auions.

Lo YA new. eva.luat"ion oﬁ the Upwérd 30und ptogram has bgon c,ommissioned by

. t . .the U‘ffice of Edupat‘.ion, thl confi'act: e&cm‘ds ffom Jul)' 'lﬂ73 lso December 30,-

- N O A o]
“..i. .'a . L '_. x'. “r‘; . . . "/ " ‘. e
o "- The g;rime objective o{_ study, is. tg determinea'how e,f*feqtively ‘stbdbnts

Carons % :\lti],iz‘d these programs,ﬁ-what,‘ pxo "rﬁethods are mosf effective, and what.m
v ;.‘ ilnprovemt. ts can be.,made in, the administra-tion of the ,programs, in 1:I.ght of
“ thesg findings. * In short hl;e these programs meetihg ‘their goals antl are &

P th.e proggams t!-r’h‘l)'-.necee,,s'a"ry?é Tl . ¢ o <

-+

; Ay
g * 'I;he' higﬂ"sohool g'i‘aduate clﬁss of 1:366 wag ubed because it is’ he 1at1=!at

o yoar auai]:able for *which adé qn{a;/ﬁol]!ow—up -dgta gxists l:hroug £h3 cb*llege °
F -, years.. ;"' : PR 'vf
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) partttlgate'trq;y-rgquire the services these pProgr. provide~-or whether
o the participangd would have enteréd and é&rvived in LOIlEHﬁ'UlthOUt the :
¢l‘-3‘-ilsldnlt= of the girogfoms.. - 0 - N

Y - .
*Sources ol Bvalaat fon Biata: .. . .. . -
TR W —— . gk rk gk e Fm & = EE N . LY ,I

Che - b . b -
- - v

Prbgram Data: ‘ : . _g_ - L_../r"
. .Census of Population .1970: Detailed Characteristics Final Report : g
o0 FE(1)-D1 U.S. Summary, Table 267; 1970 number of. students enrolled '~ '
_ - in high.school with iIncome below.the gpoverty level in’ 1969; _as~used
in the preliminary design for the ongoing 9va1uation of the Upward .
e -Bound prﬁﬁga‘m N ER oo _ Lt .

&' '. °?‘.‘ . .
. U.s. Qpreau of the pensuséiau;rent.Pop tion Reports, Series P~20, .
No. 222, “School Enrollment: Octobetfd970," derived from tables 147~
and-15, and unpublishéd_datarobtaihe from the Bureay of the Census. o

Sources to Table

YHigh Schopl’ Class of 1966 (rowsr 1 and 2)" A
1 ' -nm—-— . z .:- . . /’- L
;. .  From a national probability sample’of ‘hg/Hf§; 0ol class Qﬁ/{, -
% *-. 1966. The d&ta were orlginally collected in Gctober 4965 ‘and there S .

~e - have been several folZow-up surveys. The educational outcomes used .
. here-wene collected “in the fourth follow-up survéy in winter-spring '1971.
*'  Data ate collecteﬂfby’%he Census Bureau for the study. A, J. Jaffe ands/
Walter Adams,~'1971~72 Progress Report and Findings: Followzup of a*
Cross-section of 1965-66 High School Seniors," Progress Regort to th
. u.s. Office of Education, Bureau of. kpplied Social- Research Columbi,
I University, New York, July 1 . processed. The statistics are
’ repercentaged ﬁromﬁ?able.‘la% lb, and 10b. oo

-

. e
. .

. . L -\ \ 2T - d:-“-. i *
"Former Upward/ﬁgggd Students" and "Entrants to Upward Boumsd in 1966 3
{rows 3 and 4).P Data’ from the Genersl AccounEI“g office s réport on
. the Upward Bound Progxam, PP. 13 and 22,

s

-‘F/ "Upward Bouiiu Completiqns in 1966 (row 5). #
' Bdund Post*Secondary Report, October 16, 1973, D
Assistance, U, S. Offﬁce of Education, national

. . v ‘ ﬁ\ . . rlr': s -
. ) ' . "(.. 3 Los P d -
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. A COMPARISON OF
EDUCATIONAL QUTCOMES OF FORMER UPWARD BOUND -
PARTICIPANTS COMPARED WITH COHORTS OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF 1966 1/

&

(L) 2) &) (4) (5) | (6) (7
i U Proportion of-
, School Graduat
. to College
putcomes 2/7 High Currently |Graduated or Graduates &
Initial Group {| School [ College| College {Enrolled Currently Currently Enro
| Grﬁduatej Entrants|Graduategs].dn College] Enrolled |Dropouts|in College
]2 (3+2) T (432) (3+4)32 (632 (5%1) _
High.School . . ‘
Class of 1966 1,013 553 250 | 116 366 187 -
Nel, OL3 100%  (100%) {55%) | + {45%) T {21 (66%) {34%) 36%
PR A W I S . *, .,
High School . ‘
Class of 1966; S . . - ‘ '
income less .225 .77 24, meh_H_ 43 . 34
than $5,000, |- (100R%) (34%) {31%) (25%) (56%) (4421; 19{
Ne225 100% d 0 ' .
& 4 §
Former Upward i , S - v X T .
Bound: Studerits| 50,366 J 35,431 996 . | 20,261 | 21,257 14,174
=71, 567 7 T {70%) €70%)| (3% - (57%) {60%) {40%) 42%
100% - . o ’
Entrants to . ]
" Upward Bound . el ' Co ’
1n /1966 32,710 | 8,088 671 1.2,381 3,052 5,936
Ne=l4,, 394 (88%7) gl (7.5%) | (26.5%) {34%) - {662 S24% .
100% & _7 : . L ' ¢
. i 3
“Upward Bound D .
Completion in , ; 1.5 -
" 1966 908 552 197 |- T30 R ¥ ' 325
N=908 ) (100%] - (61%).; . (363> 1673 2 IR (Y 9 (59%) -~ 25%
100% ‘ C# ‘ TN .
1/ Percentages in Column 2 aré based on division by the number of graduates ia Column 1®

Percentages in Columns 3-6 are baged on division by the number.of college entrants in

Column 2. Column 7.1¢ based on the divigion of Column 5-by Golumn 1. .
. ... " ' .-, * . . - :r Y ) ,/_
2/ Read across for eaclh "Initlal Group_.for comparative outcomes, i.e., college
enrollment'an& retention among groups and down for identificatdon of cohort.
. - Lt ! » . ' _ i . s
Sources: See previous page. . . L .
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. Educational Talent Séarch Program * Lo . o /
egif-‘latidn: ‘ﬁ; T . . " Expiration Date!}
Wigher Education Act of 1965. Title,lV*ﬁ" "‘ " June 30, 1975
°  Section 48, Public Law 99-329, as amended } _
by Public Law 90-575; as amended by Publis: -

. ' Law 91-230; as amended by Public Law 92-318.

o 3

Fun{iing Histo_x.: . 'anr)’ﬁ"&' Authorization

- Y Jr———

: 34,063200 -
. © 5,000, 063/1/ g

- ] e " 5,000,000 1/ 5 000,,000, ) :
. o e 5,000,000 1/ * 5,000,000, T
e e " ‘—100 000,000 ll ¢ 6,000,000 ) L \
‘ 1 100,000, obo Y " 6,000,000 L
““w-,t.,,.__wﬂmmmm ’_‘ o . oA
. oA auch Sums as may be necessary ’ 5 . .

. 3

1/ Represents budget authority Beginning in BY 1970 funds authorized -
" were combinea for-the three 'programs of Specoj Serviqes, Upward
Bound, and Talent "Search.” .A total af $100,9 0,000 is authorized for
t‘he three programs i'n FY 1974. .

~ I

Pr_gram Purpose and Opera{:ion. U /,‘” : . R .

Talent Searct‘; is .a 'project grant prgg{'am whaich works through -

.

Voo,

. dnstitutions. of highet “education,. and 1ic and private agencies and' "

,organiz.at«ions tQ. pmvide servj;,ces to ow—inc‘om’e, youtti” from the seyenth through .

'Welfth graeies‘ '}‘he ultimate goal, 6% this program is to 'eqUalize educaticmal -
oppor‘tq_pities £or ng-income stydents through. (1) idpnt:ificaticm and *°"

'enco%rﬁgement of qualified yo of financial or cultural need; (2). ]

“puﬁli«.ation of existing forngs of student financial aids and (3) encouragerdent‘

. of secondary- -schogl or college dr0pouts of demonstrated aptitude tp reenter .

educationil programs including post-secondary gchodl progr?ms. ' T :

. . n’ . o
-_:——'—ull‘;ha Corrl.miss.toner may-enfer into conj:rac s with or award grantg to .. !
institutidns of higher ewion, combinatidlls of in titutions of hig'ﬁ‘er .
ed’u«.qtic»n, and publ{.c andfprivate nonprofit agencies and, orgdnizations.
(xrants atq,, limited t0*$100,000 per, year Hnd funding selections gre made on

. the bas:.sﬁ‘of. program proposals submitted by eligible partieg on“ﬁ‘i‘ before " .
g g,_ate sat ‘by, the Gommissione‘i;‘ . '% _ . " i L.
. S :; o »? :'., - . ’ .
SRR I , ‘_ ’ - . e T
) ’ “D. R ‘ d': . 1 ‘\ u‘: . ‘. i , /.r/ L———“A‘ ”-‘_’,‘:’_,ﬂ
N . \el @ . ] \ ) _.“ : -"‘ —.‘ oy
¢ NN N 2 NS * s TR e \ AR
e : i *oa Wt L ' LY { - -’,G'o. ' x‘ . . :\ -~ 'ﬁ\ d i
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# _ Progxam Scope: - . _ .

- ’ Thev1970 decennial census reveals that there -are ebout 3. P
14 to, & year okds,, enrolled’ and-not enrolled in- school with 1 to 4 years
“S. ! high schoyl with ingome, beLow the poverty level” This group constitutes
the broad target pogglatlon "for Talent® Search.. Even:if ;the Talent Search
' target ‘population were to be limited to the top two ability quartiles
. within the low income quartile, the ‘Talent” Search universe of deed would.
- ‘stlll be 918, odo : - - I

. */There are, also, a large number of nenly:released veterans over 21 .
. years old who need the services of Talent Search. Coupled with-high, " - .
’ unemplyyment rdates among the 860,000 to 1§p00,000 servicemen who return ~
~ to Qiviliap life each year is an education pattern reflected in the . ..
. e following statistics: . ‘- o L,
.20 to 25% of ¥ietnam veterans have had lesssthan a igh school S
:_‘leVel of ‘education; 15% have eompleted some college work, ’
C ) 20 to 25% of Vietnam veterans neceived combat craining only. -
a and are returning to Ciyilian life inadequately prepared fgr ’ )
employment. : L o . A T
. ‘ *"‘ a ' - .
i In FY 1973, Talent Search gontinued 't6 direct services to these
veterane . PR \ M )
« . .Program Ef[ectiveness P o - f '—’%;:f
- i - ‘ . ' . . . Q T [ -
N ) During academic year 1972-73 LFY. 19?3) Qetvites were| prov
.40, 000 young peopIe from\grades seven through twelve, plus 3 rans.
About 31,000 were 'placed in post-secondary educatiofi compared wi 000
. in the pnevious academic year. .Almost 10,000 veteyans were p}a post-
. Seconddry education. In addition, more than 4,00 dro uts, and 2, 100

veterans, were persuaded to returh to school o llege. About 7, 3 ., were
enrolled in high school equivalepcy progr Zsplit almost eveﬂly between
vetetans and’ nonwveterans. 166 projec;;4:2¥; f/pded with~the $& million x”//
appropriation in Ef 19735 ﬁZ-of these pfojects gfoncentrated on veterans, 2

Ongoing ana Planqgg Evaluation‘étud/// s '

N s
AT

An.evalua ion of both the Talent Searchfand Upward ‘Bound Prograns has
i . ;?en commissiohed .The con ract extends fr July 19?3“t0 Decemhpr 30, 1974.

L]
[

S y 'onjectioes'of the lent Sear'ch study are to perfbrm.h descraptive
‘s qnalysis of the operatibns of the program, e asgess its impact and éffec-
' , tiveness, and to recommend improvements in the- program 8 administqation.

. \“ ! - - - b\ " L. Lt . ' “1 M
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_assistance of the programs. , . ———— e - ‘

-~ f8r counselling, ac
eda&ation

Sohreébf- ﬁy;iﬁa .
/ i / e 0 LT

/;/, U S. sus’ #op Iation}lg?oi‘ ﬁEtaileH Charactefiséiés Finéi .

Another maJor puxpose of ‘this ebaluation is to see tf students whe
parficipate in the programs truly require these services=-or ‘whether the
‘partietpants woulq the.entered and qurviVed in colYege without the

- .
,- .. .
-
., .

, " The study will invulve two, phasés. A design phase and a data collectlon
and analysis phase. burveys of progranm’ participants and formeg participants
will be required,, éio
may_require dev?lgpmenp and gurvey of a comparison group. Required will -

program participants characteristics, their pqsﬁ high +school
 to "which the prograhs have met partieipants’ neer .
skills development, and placément it post-secondary

ng with posthhigh school follow-up surveys. The study

be agsessment-
actdvities, aad the degr

‘Patgr o . . T

+ a1

,d-atr P )-D JS'Sumqagy, Tables 267 and 268; as used in-the
;;ﬁ%elitlfa}y sign for'the Talent Searchgevaluation.
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. ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS -

. ) M . . ‘ " -
Progt: 'Bl_*.“.'_‘.'!'.e_- -
] .n L
bpecial Services for Qisadventaéed Students
L L i , .

-t <

* .’ .
Légis lation\ .
l—r— = T 7 s . X
v Higher Education Act of 1965. Title IV
.ot ‘Part A, Section.408; Puhlic Law 89-329; as i “ .

. . " amended by Public Law 90-575; as amended o : . <
. - by Public Law 91-230; as amended by Public y 7// :
- Law 92-318. .o N A .ot
. x‘\\‘k . . , N . A '

’ * Funding History:' Year Authorization 1/ “uaﬁ_Appréz;:atign /
. . . L ., . . ;. i\h‘\“n..__‘ - ]

. L0 . 1970. , ~ $ 10, 000;000 s ) " .:510; 0600, 000 T e
.o K 1971 ° > 15,000,000 ~ ~ . _ 15,000,000
. ot L 1972 e 15,ﬁ00,00Q . - 15,000,000 T
S o 1973 . 100,000,000 I/ 23,000,000 -
- . f_ . . 197& _‘ 100,000, 000 1/ - 26 »000',000

1/ Representb budget authority. Beginning in FY 1970 funds authorized

_ - were Lombiqea for ‘the fhree programs of Special Services, "Upward =
¥ " Bound, sand Talent, Search. A total of $100,000,000 is authorized o
-for these programs in FY 19?4 v - .

¥ ) - "

~

oL .
I S .
‘Prqgram ‘Purpose and Opea.'ation._w . Y b

y]
g
7 = Py

-
LIS

Specisl Services is a project grant program making awards to |
institutioqs of highef education to provide remedial and other supportive
serviges for students with academic potential who because of educationel
* . eultural, or economi¢ background, or phygjtal handicap, are in‘need sof ;

- c0un5eling, tutorial, or other*support services, gareer guidance anﬂ
piacemeﬂt... : -

. . - ) ‘ ’ . - . . —— . ) . A .‘ .
N * ) - " - ) ‘: ! - - H. H’ - - - T ) ’
N " ; .‘. . N . i, .\ H . N s !. o
Program Seope: . Lo -, * . . -

M | I - . v -

near*poor (up ‘to $5,000 family income).eleventh and twelfph ‘grade high
school students. At least 65 percent 806 000).within this income group
will he exgﬂ.bed to graduate from_hig school and about 40, percent . AN
(320,000) of ‘the high school graduates will Be expected. to eﬁter|gﬁ gge
eventualLy. The 320,000 Jow-income spudents, plus those physicaliy
handicapped students from families above $5,000 income, constitute the

upper limit of the target population 'in teed of special éervices. Evidence,

" from the almost ngggeted study of the special sexvices program reveal’s that,
v in fall 1971, 1& percent of all undergraduates came from {amilies’with an

N LRGN

I . ) - .t . N ) ey

a Recent Chnsus data shows that there were abouf I,ZOﬁEOOGonor*and N
1f

M

5\,_,
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E _ ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ‘ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

: ‘guality educationg "Participating institutip $ must satisfy broad criteria

e

192~ - "

-
\1_1

N
ok * .

*a

&

) rengfﬁeqing Develoﬁing Institutions *

L
FUhdlng History: Year _ Author?zation * Approprialion
_ 1966, . $55,000,000: . $ 5,000,000 "
- 967, | 30,000,000 ., 30,000,000
. L et 1968 . 55,000,000 30,000,000
i 1969 35,000,000 * . 30,000,000
13?0\\ : 70,000,000" - 30,000,000
., Y I 91,000, 000 . 33,850 000,
. 1992 Ty 91,000,000 « 51,850,080
Y ’ \197§ - 120,000,000 . ' 87,500,000 . ~
' 1974 120,000,000 99,992,000 .

Prgggam Purpose and Obe:ations:‘
: .Y

e r——— et

>

ligher Bducation Act of 1965, Title III}
Publlt Law 89-329, as amended.,

R,

. a
|

.~ Jine 30, 1975 - .,

: ‘-E%éiration Date:’

"
. ¥

£

This urogram is designed to ptogpte improvement of ﬁigher educational
institutions which Ppossess limited, but credible, capabiIity to provide

‘for eligibility, which include: 1) that

ey .be public or nonprofit, 2)

that they have been in existencé for a
they meet duch other requirekepts
by law anq promulgated by the Commiss

fiinimun of five.years, and 3) that
d regulations as have been establxshed

Asgistante is provided inﬁthe

form of grants {of varying sizes a

‘on the basis of realistic long-

durat i¢ Which are awarded competitively
nge plans £4r im ovement and relative ratings*

which satisfy qualitative arfg-quantitative criteria.

Assistance is providod

‘consortium arrangement. . ] e *

for improvement in the following areas: a) curricultm (basig curriculum, remed
curriculum, occupational curriculum, and other) b) faculty development (Nationa
Teaching Fellows, Professors Emerti, in-service training, advanced graduate,
training, 4and other), c¢) administrative improvemen (in~service tgaining, advan
graduate training, use of outside consultants, estgblishment of new offices, -
and other), and &) student. services {counseling and guidance, epedial, tutoria
dnd psychological services, #nd other). Institutidns may partic pate either as
direct granteed in cooperative arrangements (bilateral) Or as me ggre—of'a

t -
- % -

As an Advanced Institutional Deve ment program under this Ticle (AIDP)
was' implemented in FY 1973 sfor the pu:pose of expediting the development of -
selected institutions, which have demonstreted positive trends with the Basic
portion‘bf the ‘program. Institutions participating in the AIDP are awarded

significantly larger grants and receiVe multi-year funding, which may extend
up to five years: P . . p .
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) careér ohoices‘ remedial coiurs

‘the past'.
‘numbers'persevening to 2 bachelor s degree con;injfng:nto graduate study.

_taken, or relative difficulty wit&,such hoursqs.
'achievemEnt, as measured by reported college grade§, did exist and were
- similar in pattern to the differences‘observed in high school grades for these

'such differencesf - : . . Cu

alnt™ \ . i « s . - .
* ; CO, © . - i -
B a .

L

J.

i

. 3

L) o
' %
g i

W

. i
~190—. . o
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The ong01ng evaluation of- the SPecial Services program has shown
that most of these types of programs are quite new; the average (median)
of the programs’ reportéd (whether federal or nonrfederal supported) was 2.6
years, and only three pertent”had histories extdnding ten years or more\ih
‘This suggests that it i% too early to evaluate program impact by

L
Efing disadvantaged is much more than a

The study has also revealed that
Einancially determined phenvmenon. There are greater differences among -
students ‘of ‘different ethnic classificdtion within the 1ow-income‘group than
there are between .poverty-level and modal (typical) students within the same
ethnid- ‘classification. Differences between physically handicapped students . .
anyd modal students are relatively minor~-?£cept for the fact of the physicaL

d}sdbility of cou;ae .

@ . ~

L T
,f.

k3

Between the poyertv-level and modal students, the study did ‘not find
sbbstantial diffqrenceshB?ﬁnajor,Efeld of study, content of freshman courses
Differences in academic

two groups. The. college env1ronment, while not tending to magnify previous
differences in academic achievements* does not appear to be compensating for.
Y Tal %4 " e
The poverty 1evel students reported a higheéfdegree of participation i .
the services offered by the special services. programs thaa ‘did the modal
students; This: differential participation was particularly large in . ,
‘orofessifnal’ coynseling on figancial problems ‘and assistance, but was also ...

greater for:

programs to improve writing' and

:profe931onal counseling for pers
‘elements.
‘1o Spec1a1 Services programs, as discovéred by the evaluation, does improve ’

Exposure to these spec

ber skills; reduced course load;
al and academic problems, and several other.
ic programmatic elements that.are common

the chanceq of academic success among disadvantaged students relative to

modal Studemts in the same instit
of 'some institutions doing betfer’

contributing to the success of the disadvantaged student .relative to the modal
In regard to the poverty. level stupdents own satisfaction with

student peers.

ution. However, there was little ‘avidence
than other institutions in’ differentially .

E atademic life, these studéntslare relatively most satisfied at four-year °
predom;nantly white instituffbons and relatively least satisfied at the two-
"year'eommupify college. _f {

IOngoing and -‘Planned Evaluatibn St

\’ v . 3
qdieé’sg .

Educational Testing Service,
study ‘which will be compleced in*
involved a number of interrelated
all xS. ingtitutions 'of Kigher e
o.programs, nymbers o

services ¢

tutoring by studgnts and professors; profeseional counselihg on:
3 and courses on reading skill development;,

Prin;\tonﬂ~N. Jey }s conducting an evaluation

February 1974. This evaluation project

activitiks. These ineluded (1) 2 survey of
ducation, %o provide a census of special -

f students derved, and costs; (2) a more

——




2
intensive questionnaire survey of-a s
data in some detail on programs, staff
to some thirty of these institutions,
staff and program irectors,

personal interviews w

191~ L

ple of 120*institutions, 4 obtain
students- served, etc.; (3} visits,
or discussions’with key ctllege

1

to observe the functioning.of the program and *
to determine their 1n;zréction with the total education programs; 4y’
1 soiie 1,000 dis3dvantaged students in a subdample

of utarget population, and (5) a quéstionnaire

compare the gene;af'perceptions ‘of, and at
e perieuceeof ‘disadvantaged” students to

of somg 60'of 120 institucions to leok.in depth agx ;

ggp survey of “§ome (250007
regidar and dlsadvantaged students at the sample of 120 institutions (a) to
Eltudes towdrd, the™otal ceollege -~
hat of "eypical®

the cbllege experiénce

students, and

£

(b} to examine the academic guecess and thE‘bdt sfaction of d1sadvantaged
students with tlieir progress, and théf?‘ﬁvaluatlon of the special programmatic
fed_tures available to them... ; : ) . ]\I

'~ The outcome of the evaluationtwilf be an analvsis. of the impach of
college and program upon the sﬁude : J his level of academic performance;
his degree of satisfactidn with & variety of aspscts of life in college and
with the assistance he is recelving; hid knowledge and use of speclal
..program features; his aspiranions and.expectations for continued study; and,
his adoptlph of general values inherenF iu the goals of higher education.

i Y M -

1

The study. included students in the federally supported spe0131 services
program as well as Jisadvantaged students in non-federally supported spQCLaP
servigesrtype programs. ' R \»_ﬁg_

Sources of Evaluation Pata:

L

1. Prpgnam files .
Y, [ N 4
2. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reporrs, Series
P-20, No: 222, "Sehool Enrollment: Ocfober 1970", -derived from
' . tables 14 and 15, and unpublished datd obtained from the Bureau
, of the Census. A .
3., Programmatic Atteéntion to “Disadva taged" Students by Institutions

of Hipher Edutation in the UnitedfBtates: " A& Census for 1971=72,
+ Educatiopal Testing Service, P:;ﬁbeton, New Jerseyhh§eptember 1972

. Cd?aﬁt final report from phase ¢ne of ‘the evaluation of the program -

Programs in Higher Education for
"Disadvantaged” Students, Edlicational Testing Service, Princeton,
New Jersey, April 1973 (drdft fimal report of phase two of the
.~evalua®ion of the program for Special Services for Disadvantaged

e Studean in Higher Educatfon). . ‘. o

The Impact of Special Servit

for Special Services for Disadvanatged Studénts in Higher Education).

L

o
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thdlng_ﬂiatoty Year Authorlzation * Appropridtion
- 1966, ', $ 55,000,000" Y. $ 5,000,000 o
- %967, . 30,000,000 . 30,000,000 :
e 1968 55,000,000 30,000,000
o 11969 35,000,000 * . 30,000,000
: _ 9763 v 70,000,000° * 30,000,000
., - 1Y AN 91,000,000 N 33,850,000,
S 1992 g 915000,000 " 51,850,008
. ' 1973 - . 120,000,000 . = 87,500,000 ° -
‘ 1974 , 120,000,000 . 99,992,000 '

" ‘quality education{ Participating -dnstitutid

" they meet duch other requirehants

- . . Y .
engthening Developing Institutions *

s ) ¢ E&%iration Date:”
> f *

lligher Eddcatfon Act of 1965, Title ILIS . T T~ Jyne’ 30, 1975 .
Pubi:n Law 89-329, as amended. . . . T -

s

.
. vk
S .".

Program Purpose and dbetations:'
This brogram is designed to ptomote improvement of Bigher educational

institutions which passess llmlted,‘but credible, capabiIity te provide

must satisfy broad criteria

ey .be public or nonprofit, 2)

~filnimum of five. years, and 3) that

d regulations as have been established

by law anq promulgated by the Commiss . Adsistante is provided inﬂthe

form of grants {of varying sizes_a duratign ~which are awarded competitively

‘'on the basis of" realistic long- dnge plans Eor improvement and relative ratings®

which satisfy qualitative ang~Guantitative ariteria.' Assistance 1s provided

for improvement in the following areas: a) curriculum (basig curriculum, remed

curriculum, occupational curriculum, and other) b) faculty develepment (Naticna

Teaching Fellows Professprs Emerti, in-service trajining, advanced graduate. .

training, and other), c) adminlgtrative improvement (in-service tgaining, advan

graduate training, use of ‘outside consultants, estgblishmetit of new offices, .

and other), and d) student. services {counseling and guidance, _repedial, tutoria

and psychological services, #nd other). Instirutidns may partic pate elther as

direct granteed in cooperative arrangements (bilateral) or as me “gra—uf”"“‘

‘for eligibility, witch include: 1) that
that they have been in existence for

‘consortium arrangement. o . ~ .

1 - *

. % -~

As an Advanced Institutional Der}pﬁﬁ;nt program under this Title (AIDP}
was Implemented in FY 1973 for the pufpose Of expediting the development of -
selected institutions, which have demonstffted positive trends with the Basic
portion, ©f the ‘program. Institutions participating in the AIDP are awarded
significantly larger grants and receiVe multi~year funding, which may extend
up to five years:! P : . - :




~y

iy X

. -
Program ‘Scope: . AN '

3 o . .

In FY 1973, the E sic?progran awarded 551,850,000 to 235 inséi%?tionsf
-an average grant”of $220,638, Of these, 116 schools are public (54<Four-
year and 62 two-year) ‘and-119 are private

63 two-year) and ninety-eight are,prgﬁ inantly black (82 four#?Eﬂr and -
16 two~year). °

these, 13 schools are public (5 four-year
and & two-year) and 15 are private (12 four-year and 3 two-year). ?ifteen

."
>

Program Effectiveness:x
Findings of an evaluation study suggest that:

) }:‘ Institutioqal development may he better v;ewed as a. sequential

i ,process, Auring which 1nstitutiqas pass f£tom one stage of ~ -

e “" development to' another--each of ‘which exhibits a particular set
of needs. The amounts and types of fuuding should be correb&f15
with each institution s- stage of development.

'
-

”~

2. The-size of a grant is not ne ssarily as significant upon , -
. impact as are continuity of fupding and the quality-of leadzgsh&jr .
. A lower level of conginuous funding nay be more productive han -

-patterns of intermittant, .but higher, ' funding (which may disfupt .

) plana and development). Increments and decrements of funding are = - .
“Pest’ instituted gradually. . ‘ _ . :

3. Strong--but not authoritarian--pres1dent1al 1ea§£r9hip is correlated

with the v1ta11ty and success of programs .

L4

‘¢

—

4., The role of the program coordinator on mMOst campuses was not
_ effective, tasks were assigned to over-burdened administrators
who were unable to devote sufficient time to pertinent tasks.
5. Effectiveness of some consortia was inhibited because members_were“
-he either geographically distant, or significantly different in
pertinent characteristics, or pursned distinctively diverge goals.

6. Use of ‘consultants sometimes provéd less beneficial than anticipated-j
primarily because their employ was.too brief t to ensuré successful

verad

1mplementation of programs. ) ‘ . PR
- nv----.._‘, r \3 .
i developing instit are relatively unskii%sg'with respect
St internal collection= ransfer of information . tdmxi
q.né“"‘ [ f - .
. hd . - L,
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- N 'i.' Mést $ucc@ uses of fuiids: were fof\cgrriculum development ,
’ National ng Fellows, in-service' training of faculty,
) , - advanced. graduate training for faculty, use of outside consultants,
. - establishment of new institutiomal administrative offices, and for
. T counselling dnd guidance activities. . ol
' L - - . - . t‘ ¢::.'
e o " Ongeing and Planned Evaluation Studies: . v '
- . The Offic'e of Education is Liarrently engaged in feasibility and design
Lo studies directsﬂ‘ towards pzeparing a new study which will encompass the impacts
-~ wf both the Basic Program and the new AdVanced Insti‘tutional Development .
U Program. . ' _ —— " 7 .,
' Sources’of Evaluagfon Data: — T, - N ) Nl
. \_.“' — . . : *m
C _ A Study of Title III of the Higher Fﬁucation Act: The Developing .
o - Instituzions Program, Center for :1esear¢h and I)eveIOpment lin Hicher
v Edscation ~ Berkeley 1973 T oL,
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Program Name ¢ ' T .Ju " “). " v
v .. . \ . ) . . i j v \_‘v" - . T . )
Anﬁﬁal'lnterest Grants - SR , ' : : L
Legislatioﬁ h i::. . < ﬁ*: *  Expiration Date: ..
L . . 4 . t I
& ngher Education %ac;lities Act, as amendgd . . June- 30, 1975
) 1968; Title III, Section 306 Public Law “. Lo \ -
o 88-204 . ) _ o . T A Vo o
L. L X e —\ F; — ' ’_ .. i ; e
Funding History: Year Authorization . .- Appropriation ! e
P 71968 ° e § 5,000,000 -7 s 03,920,0007
.. 1970 1 ° 1E,7250,200 S-. 115750;000 Lo- .
T 1971 ~ 25,250,000 *? 21,000,000 . - | .
. A 1972 . . 38,750,000 * 29,010,000 . .
. ‘ . © 1973 .. . 52,250,000 " ‘:“14,069,000 O
s o0 niT 1974 . (Such sums as - < 31,425,000 ' .
N . .+ may be necessary) : L. LT
. & . . * -‘l"?: [y . . '. - '-‘.-‘; -‘j: - L.
Pr_gram Punpose and Operation. : T . ’ ‘

. 7 s
The purpose of this program is. to reduce’ the cost.to insgitution of -
'higher learniqg of 6btaining private loans for cpnstruction purposes.
- . - B .
Loans obtained by instltutlons of higher education in amounts up Ep
90% of project deVelopment cost may be eligible, for dnnual interest grapt o
assistance. * The annual .grant made under.this program covers the difference
between anmual debt service which would result from a.3 percent loap and
the debt setvice actually obtained. Not more than 12 .1/2 percént of the -

;nf‘.appropriation ior_thgﬁx"mr may be used in agy one State. . . . .
R “ . e ‘. . .‘ - ‘ o, " Ll .
y Program Scope. 4 ,/’T”. ;?HHHH N s . . ) '

- ._ M Jv_ /
o , ..
L In FY 19?;,1?3 grants totalling $§3. f million were, approved supporﬁing '
pproximately 5200 millien .in construction- loans. Of these amounts, 101 grantﬁ
4 totalling $2.6 m;lbion support ing loans of $155 million were awaxded to ‘aid in
the, construct;on of public communiﬁy colleges, developing institutions and ©

s inst/putions enrolling 20 pgrcent or mor& students from low-income.famiyies.

-
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Program Efféctivenesé: . L "

. = ("
‘The prograﬂ‘haé been targeted to those institutions haviug the

B A
greatest need atd serving the greatest nunber, of disadvantaged students. fut
this strategy hds“not been completely suCCessﬁul. In general, colleges with
the greatest need for help have poor credit ratings and are: least able to ,\\
availl themselves of the help provided in this progggm. ! ' '

. -
, .
L]

To remedy this situatlon a small ;F

available to assist those institutlonq
commercial loans.” -

urit of direct loan funds have been
ch have Jbeen unable to obtain .
. '.""7‘/ . s "

Ongoing and Rlanned,ﬁqaluations: " -\\ L s . . —
i ) -I':' .

»
An evaluation of facllities needs and prggram impact ig being made

r

3 .
by Froomkin, Inc. under contract to OPBE. .The report entitled, The D#mand
for Facilities in the PosE-Seconda_y Sectot, 1975 1990 should be available
1n early 1974 . . . ‘ ) - .

t o ' ) .'I . ' ., )
Sources ofvaaluation Mata: ' T T T .
' . W . e, . "

. Bureau of ‘Higher Education -t R > ‘
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reserved fqr communitm and‘technicalfcolleges ands schools.

-t

- . . . P \.
Progren'Nane' ' . : . ' ¢ ‘

. ) A
. Grants for Constructlon of Undergraduate Academic Facilities . .
' .o ' . . "Ls " ’ "') .
.Legislation' bt - A - Fxpiration Date: .
’ Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 as June 30, léf%
bmended; Title I;.-Section 103, 104 Publlc Law . f;} o
88-204; Public Law 89-329; 20 U.S.C. 701 as ’
Amended by Higher Education Amendments of 1972: - \
Fundiég History: Year " Authgrization Appfépriation ”*
1 i s —— . * L2 " 'y N -
L] . . . - ¢
. 1965 - $230,000,000 Lo $230,000, 000
L1966. . 460,000,000 458,000,000
1967 : 475,000,000 453,000,000 ’
1968 : . 728,000,000 : L 400,000 QOQ )
1969 ', 936,000,000" . 83,000,000 N
1970 936,000,000 ° . 76,000,000, i
1971 936,000,000 . . 43,000,000 ”
1972 . X 50,000,000 : 43,000,000
1973 . 200,000,000 ] No appropriation,
1974 300,000_,090 ot T i T J?

" The purpose of this program is to provide'grant$ to higher educatlon
1nstitutions to finance the construction, rehabilitationm and improvement o
of undergraduate facilities A . . A

L
.

Funds for public community colleges and public technTe=l institutes
under” this program are allotted to each state by a formula based on the
number of high schiool graduates and pef capita income of residents. Funds . _

\\ o
ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS ~ > .1+ . .

,?rogram Purpose and Operation: . ) * ) . : ) .‘. 'm}:

for other institutidns are, allotted &o'-each state by a formula based'on -~

the number of students enrolled in institutions of higher edycation ahd >
the number of students %in grddes & through"lZ. Withih each state federal

grants may De awarded for up to 50 pegcent’ of the project development . : ,;

cost. Tventy ﬁour‘percent of funds appropriated ‘under the Title are ’
~ % Grants are not given for faciIities for which admission is normally
charged for facilities used for settarian instruction, for facilities for

* schools of the health professions as defined ig the ngher Education Facilit;es

Act. or for’ residential dining. and student union purposes. e

[l ) s . [ N




" Prdgram [Effectiveness:

~198-~ - "
S oo . ‘
Th;d;aﬁ”requires each state, to set up & state Commission for
Higher Education Facilities. This Commission determines’ prictities and b

ederal share within the state for each project submitted 1 A

' .
.

".Program-ScOPe: ' C * o
While there was no appropriation fof this program a very few oL
grants wefe made with recovered funds for FY 1972 o
%

In FY 1973 seven grants totalling $1, 978,000 were madé to seven institution
.2 of the institutions were public community colleges which received 2
grants totalling $377,000. The otHer five grants went to four=vear
institutions. ' i

. 0 T Yoe
. . R

' L] ~ . *

i T
. . -

* . In the 1960’s, the total number of students in higher ‘education
increased by 3 million. HEFA, passed in 1963, made a significant con~ _
tributjon in providing the needed addit1ona1 acadenic [acilitias. Thal "9
need is now substdntially filled dnd it is,anticioated that. B

private funding can aecomodate whatver need there is for new construction.
Prgliminary data in the report, The Demand for Facilities in the Rost~
Secondary Sector, 1975 to 1090 Indicate there is no overall need for addi-
tional-construction though it may be very desirable in a few isolated plaees.

&

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies. = }" G- . '//,'.. o

An evaluation of fa&ilities need and program impact is being done ..
by Proomkin, Inq, under contract to USOE. F\pal report is due in the Spring

of 1974.- ) n 3
Sourceg\ﬁf ﬁﬂueation Data* i ) , .
I ' S .
" Factbook. 'Bureau of Higher Education. January 1972. - .7

Froomkint Joseph ‘The Demand for FacLlitles in thé Post-Secondary
Sector,  1v75- 1990. ]
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Program Name,
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a
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a
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Stabe Administration and- Planning

I

.
B
-

\‘:‘ g;slation:

e i

R

"

‘4

[3

b

+ © as ameflded; Title I Segtion 1053 Publlc

- Law, 88-204.

- . Ay
. Y

Funding History:

¥

"

F

- Auchorizatibn

- .. . y ‘ e .
ANNUAL EVALUATION REﬁbBT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS .

- ) r
. ~
Expiration-Date: - -

-June 30, 1975 "

7

.
-

Year: Appropriation
P o] \ PR . . f
. 1965- 4 § 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000
L 1966 ~ 2,000,000, 2,000,000
’ o 1967 .. 7,000, 000 '7,000, 000
. ; "1968, 7,000,000 7,000,000 - .
C 1969 7,000,000 ., 7,000,000
. - 1970 . 7,000,000 - 576,000,000 .
. 1971 + 7,000,000 .~6, 0005000 K
> v 1972 © 7,000,000 * . 6,000,000 ‘
' . 1973 - . . 3,000,000,
T * 197& = - ’ -

. ﬂ

K

- *
i

3,000,000 -

’ ; *The' Higher‘Education Amendment df 1972°P. La 92—318 amen

d Title XII

of HEA of 1965 to require under céjtain conditions the establishment of

State Post-Secondary Education Commission. These are popular
. 1202 ,Commissions id reference to the section of the law autho

1974 money was appropriated,for thedp commissions and

.State comnissions whose primary fuuotion vas the administra
ities program. . . . 2
. : . =

- - * .
4 !

_ Program'Purpose and Qperation‘ ) R Y
°/ ’ ‘

J

-,

1y called

fiing them.

ot the older
on of faci1~

\' N
o

Q ‘ Lo . ‘I'j . -, ' -204 . A' . . B . ‘, " _"",\

t
Title I of the/ Higher Education Facilities Act-df 1963 requires

. .the establishment of State commissions to develop ahd administer the State

Plan for the undergradugte facilitdes constructigﬁ’grant program. Grants
are available tofthese commissions td, COVer-the costs of administration of
the state plans under this, title, and the instructional equipment grant
program.under Part A of T#tle VI of the HEA.. Under the Higher Education

" Amendments 02{196& grant!’a?e also available to the same commissions for’

comprehensiv planning te study futurh facility needs in higher education.

. i

. Each state desiring to participate under Title I of HEFA 1is required '
£o designate an existing’ state agency, or establish d new agency which is
representaCLVe of the public and of 1nstitutions of post-secondary education.

The agency's plan ‘for state partiEipation must be apﬁroved by the Commis- ~

sioner.. . . ] , Pk ,

. 4




237 o I i

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

There are no evaluation: projects currently underway or planned:

} , .
Sources -of Evaluation Data: K -

A

1. Program operational and fiscal data éollected by COP.

2. Impact Evaluation of the Career Opportunities Program
by Abt and Associates, Inc., January 1, 1973.-

3. COP Project, Rictmond, Califbrnia Unified School Distriect,

. 4.  Project COP, Division of Research, Hemphis City Schools
) Memphis, Tennessee. - - o ¢ g

' .
» . - [
. v [ \\
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Prugram Name f

»

i Language rralnlng and Area Studies
" Legislation: ' .

National Defense Education Act of 1958,
Title VI; Public Law 85-864; as amended
by Public. Law 88-665; as amended by Publié
‘ Law 90-575;

“Expiration Date:

*.June 30, 1975 .7
— ' ~

b -

as amended by Public Law 92-318

F

Funding History: Year Authorization Apfpropriation
) -t 1964 $ 8,000,000 $ 8,000,000 ¢
. 1965 ~ 13,000,000 , »13,000,000 .
. t1966 -~ - 14,000,000 14,000,000
1967 16,000,000 15,800,000
1968 18,000,000 ) 15,700,000 <~
a 1969 16,050,000 ‘. 15,450,600
' 1970 30,000,000 1 0,000
.. 1971 38,500,000 7,170,000
v T 1972 ' 38,500,000 13 940,000 ///’
1973 50,000,000 12,500,000
’ 13,333 000

: 1974

Program Purpose and Ope:ation:
y

+

’ Programs for forej aqguage and aréa studies funded under
apprqprlation have four major purposes: (1) ingrease the nation's man=
pover pool of trained specialists in foreign language, area studies, v

w and world affairs; (2) provide in-service training to upgrade and update
the professional knowledge and skills of existing specialists in foreign
language, area studies, and world affairs; (3) produce new knowledge
dbout other fations agﬁ cultures, particularly those of the non-Western
world, through researdh and development; afd (4) develop improved-<curricula
and eifective instructional materials in foreign languages, area studies,
and world affairs needed by education, govérnment, and business. ,

The National Defense Education Act, Title VI, authofizes the award

of grants and contracts to U.S. educational institutions, orgéqéfations,
and individuals for activities conducted Primarily in the Uni States.*
Program assistance includes institutional development, fellowship, support,
and research in foreign language, area sEudies world affairs, and {pter-
cultural understanding.’ - . i
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. e . . - -

. . ‘ , \
/' JProgram Bcope: - ' .
' o ' : A N
S Recent studies of foreign language and atea-Studies programs in
///‘ the Y.S. ‘reveal the growth in the develqpmﬁgi of non-Western studies
since enactment of the NDEA in 1958. thrgzi in 1958, some BQB;uncommonly
1 taught" languages were offered in U.S. univeksities, in 1972 approximately .’
85 modern Foreign languages were taught at NDEA V1 centers alone. A 1970
survey @ féreign\language enrollmemts reveals that while higher education
“registratfons in most of the foreign languages traditionally taught in
Amerivan high8r eddcation have been in a distinct .downward trend since 1968,
,xéfﬁjent enrollments in Italian, Spanish, ard in over 100 of the less copmon{z,/
" *  taught lan¥uages taken collectiyely have increased significantly--by 12.8%
,r’//’ 6.7%¢and 39.4%, respectively. .

-

o ) *
While enrollments in the uncommonly taught languag
total enrollment,s in these languages remain small. EFof eXample, in 1970
there were only 5,319 undergraduate and 796 graduate “students study‘tu_g
tChlnese, and only 12 undergradpates and 6 gra.uates in Wetnamese.
Recant indigations are that ;:}bélments in Chinese languagdgourses -have
incceased. . : < - - } y
. The NDEA foreign language training and area studies p am provides
. a means for correcting e;isting disciplinary and gquraph@c imbalanaces,
broadening the scope of area training, and improving ‘and maintaining - .
~ .language skills. S

3

In fiscal year 1973, $12,501,152 was available to fund 50 centecs v

. 50 twQ-year undergraduate and 25 graduate programg, 1,110 graduate \\‘Ruh
fellowdkips, and 20 research projects under NDFA Title VI. e
. - b rall 1973
. oo i Number ot } ‘ Estimated
World Area g Canters ° vbligations Enrollments
hast Asia . * © 8 N § 926,727 . 11,091
South Asia T . 6 551,400 4,375
Southeast Asia ) 3 ) 290,919 2,061
Soviet & East Europe * B . -731,986 9,937 » N
Middle East 7 662,345 7,375 oL
Afrieca ~ . 6 509,700 *5,247
lLatin America Y 463,313 17,244
International Studies’l/ 6 502,544 4,610
. ) TOTAL 50, $4,638,895 61,940

-
- -

1/ Includds the fallowing centers: 1 West’ European, 1 Canadiagp, 1 Pacific
Islands, | Inner Asia33 1 International Studies, 1 CGomparative Studies.
- L] . ‘ " T . -

N
.
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Program Effecfiveness: ,

<& review of forexgn language and area,studxes programs in the U.§.

(based on a sample of 13,000 foreign language and area studles specialists,

* of whom about 10,000 are college or university faculty members) has :
provided data on the impact of the NDEA program. A sampling of previous
holders of MDEA VI fellowships showed that ‘almost all (89.1%) of the fellows
used their foreign area training 1n their first job. Of the Ph.D graduates,
99% were employed as> language and.world area specialists. ‘The survey also,
indicates that the existing pool of gpecialists needs more focused develOpment
in certain a4spects in-order €o achdieve an upgrading of language skills. Of
the world area specialists surveyed, only 25% reported that they can easily

acquiring and maintaining profiociency in foreign languages is the opportunity
to utilize the language in the country where it ig in regular use!

. ~
Studies on internatlonal and intercultural education, and new curricula

througho .S. The impact of this program is suggested by a materials
yrvey which provides specific datd on instructional materials

languages in 82 foreign language and area studies programs.
Results of the Sufwey show, for example, that of 24 respondent insritutions
engaged in teacuing i
under National Defense

- None . ‘
L N . N R . \- ] 'y

Sources of Evaluation Data: ? oo . ' " e

August 1973 S§ the American Academy of Political and Social

Ldnguage and Area Studies Review, Richard D. Lambert, (publi;hed
Sc1e ¢e and the chxal Sciegce Research Council).

a

. . . . * -
1ntera;FT3nal Studies and thé -Social Sciences: A Survey of the
Status of International/Compatative Studies and ReCOmmendations
\Concern1ng National Needs and Priorities, ‘James N. Rosenau
(Mnneapolis, Minnescta: Internatiohal Studies Association,
Jun§\1971) . ,' .o - . ’

~

1970 €etsus of Internqgipnal Programs inState Colleges and -
Universitigs, American Association of State Colleges and Universities
(Ndhh&ngton, D. C.; AASCU Studies 1971/3, August 1971).

Fall 19?0 Survéy of Foreign Lang e Registrations in U.35
Institutions of Higher Education, Modern Language Association .
(ADFL Bulletin, December 1971).

. 208
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JLProgram Name.:

.Fylbright - Hays Act

Legislation: - .

; Mutual Educ?flonal and Lultural Exchange
Avt of 1961/ Section 102 (b) (6); Public
Law $7-256; as amended by ' Public Law 87-565;
a8 aménd?d by Public Law 89-698.

!

Funding Histoty: Authorization

l

year

1964
1965
: 1966
: 1967
1968 . .
1969
1970 ‘ .
1971 I
1972 :
1973
1974

Y,

3y,

-

Program Purpose and Operation: oo

Programe for forecign language and area st

Indefinite, does not’ require specific money augyorizEtio .

- Expiration Date%

» . E ‘ » A
-~ .
es funded under thrs

appropriation have four major purposes*

(1)

ncrease the nation's

manpower pool of trained specialists iIn foreigu language and area studies,
{2) provide imservice traiping to upgrade and update the profesgional
knowledge and skills of existing specialists In foreign language,.and

area studies, (3) produce new kiowlédge about other nations and cultures,
particularly those gf the non~Western world; ‘and (4) develop curricula and
Ainstructional-materials In foreign language, and area Studieé needed by

education,: government, and busigess.
- . -

L

Programs funded under the Fulbrigﬁtrﬂays Act Section 102 (b) (6)
provide first- hand ‘experience in the area of specialization, update and
extend research knowledge, and maintain and improve language skills.
Prograh assistance, 1ncludes fellowships for faculty and doctoral
dissertation’ KQGEern, group projects for r%Search and training, and

1 .

.2
L

. .' . . - 5!*359 * . .

T
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curriculum tonsultant services of foreign educators to improve foreign
languages, area studies, and intercultural education in U. §. schools and
colleges., - v :

Program SCOE\ ' '

In fiscal Eear 1973 this program supported 101 doctoral dissertion
research fellowships, 10 group projects, 12 curriculum consultant RZrants,
and 19 faculty research fellowships.

A.recent review of foreign language and area studies programs in the
U. S$.~/ demonstrated that adequate opportunities for research and study
abroad are rritical to improving the quality of specialist training. Over
857 of those included in the survey reported a need to imcrease OpPRoT-
tunities for studying language in its natural setting.’ While in absolute
terms there has been substantial gromth in the numbfrs of specialists with

some overseas eXperience, the survey rdyeals that on the average the depth
of gexperience abrsigﬁﬁ?dnédggﬁate. FurPhermore, although as a group the
specialists have had expériéttee in a wide ranpe.of countries, the research

of i{gﬂ;pﬁiiy o tﬁE“SPecialists has been clustered in 2 small number of
countTies./ In brief a few cduntries are overstﬁdied, relatively speakxng,
while a {arge number aresunderstudied.

e
L
‘ »

i s
b

) The Fulbnigﬁi Hays programs have provided a resource for training
specialists in areas of greatgst need and for helping improve the caliber
of training in language and area studies through research and study abroad.

. o -

Qggoiqg_and Planned Evalqgtion Studies: {

N

None

A - * “

Sources ofEvaluation’ Data: -
" _:!-_/J . - v ! . .
Language and Area Studie% Review, Richard D. Lambert, (PubliShEd

in August 1973 by the American Academy of Political and Social *’
' Science and the Social, Science Research Council).

-p
[n]
[T
<o

\‘"-«\

*
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' " ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCAT1UN PROGRAMS

Community Service and Continuing Education Program

i Legislation: . - - Expiration-bate:

Higher Education Act of 1965. - Title I; . June 20, 1975 ~
Public Law 89=329; 20 U.5.C. 1001 as . :
amended by Public Law 90-575; 20 U.S.C. Lo -
1001, 1005, 1Q06; as amended by Higher . .
Education Amendments of 1932 . . q'
Funding History: Year " Authorization ‘\\,gpgropriation
- " 1966 " . $25,000,000 $10, 000,000 *
‘ 1967. 50,000,000 .10,000,000
1968 . 50,000,000 . 10,000,000
1969 10,000,000 9,500,000
" . ) 1970 J 50,000,000 9,500,000
U . 1971 ' 60,000,000 . 9,500,000 -
- . 1972 7 10,000,00 " 9,500,000 '
: ., 1973 . 304,000,000 15,000,000
- 1974 7. (' 40,000,000 . “14,250,0006 ,
, Program Purpose and Operation: - f. - ' - .

“-

. ,; L

¢

N

.Program Scope: . ' .
g . 4 . .

- \ LY . .
The purpose of, this program.iswto prov13g grants to the States to
strengthen those programs of colleges and uniVersitles which assist in-
the solution of community problems such as housing, transportation, health,
etc. The program is administered in each State {Hy a‘State agency desjgnated
by thé Governor under a Stdte plan approved by the, U.S. Commissioner of
Edugation The State Agency establishes prioritie for its State and :

approves institutional propesals to be funded. Fun{s are ptrovided on a r

66 2/3 percent Federal and a 33 1/3 pegpent non-Féde ai basis.i .

* 4 N

ﬁ% those eligible, had pqrticipated in the community service and cqytinuing
eﬁucation progrim since its inceptiof in the fiscal year 1966, In FY 1972
more than 317,000, adults participated in the 576 programs. ghe pquécts
were staffed by, 3))51 faculty memberst manyﬁdevzcj‘ting more thdn one half
. = Ty ' e e -
] . ' . \ . Lo . ) i"’i‘f“ , . ,
. .o 2.‘. ' L. “\

" As of June 30, 1972, 1 074 institutioms of higher education, 40 percent - ]

Pt
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-

-

i \ )
their time to the activity. Over 11,000 undergraduate and graduate
students working as technical assistants, interns, and researchers served
as resource personnel, O{ne hundred tﬁ%:ty four off-campus learning centers

enabled many adults to continue their g§ducation at convenient times and

locations. . "1 . "
In FY 1973 funds were released Juhh 22, 1973, for grants to states :

at the $15 million operating 1ege1 Bezhuse of the lateness in release

of'funds, the Commissioner did not exercise the option granted him by the

yighét Education Amendments of 1972 to rdserve 10 percent of funds for

special problems. The decision ‘to do so With FY 1974 funds has already

been made.. v . } . . .

Program Effectiveness: R

.\ " L

The National Adgisory Council has star;ed a congressionally mandeted
evaluation of Title I programs. . To date it has reviewed 70 projects °
in 13.states. - ‘. b e -
I ‘ 4 ‘ ko
L . .'.5 . . B .
Ongoing and Planned Evaluatfbn~5tudies' “E' . R .

The Higher Education Amendments of 19724require the National ﬁdViSOty

Council on Extension and Continuing Education to review Title I programs . (,
carried out prior to July 1, 1973 to ascerta&p which show the greatest
promise 4nd greatest return for resources deipted to them. This ie{ﬁp’g

completed by March-31, 1975, ' %5% . : “5
Sources 6f Evaluafion.Data: : fk . ‘
. A : . i - ' R

Bureds of ‘Higher Education Program Datg.

th N .
- g 4;;“h ’ ‘
; “ .
.
. _ . .o

: T - ' oL I T——
- . - s . -—’)—
b . . . . a—
N . < P i .
Lo - .
‘ ’ f/ - L«'

- -. - - N P
_ e L
S
. L -c-:;"'-l . A R ,
" . - ety
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_ Frogram Name:

v

Legigiation:‘ . r'

o

Amendments of 1972,

1964

, 1967

. 1969
A . 1970

1972
3 : 1973
! 1974

»

and Guam.

3

-

Fundiag History: -Year

1965
1966

) 1968

1971:

Program Purpose and Operation:

mechanical arts

r

-

3

*

——

Second Morrill Act of 1890, as amended;
26 Stat. 417; 7 uU.s.C. 322, 3233
Bankhead-Jones Act, as amended; 49 Stat.
4393 Public Law 182; 7 U.S.C. 329 as
amended Title IX, Sec. 506 Higher Education.

Land~Grant Colleges and quversities Program'

L]

Authorization*

14,500,000
14,500, 000
14,500,000
14,500, 000
14,500,000
14,720,000
14,922,000
14,720,000
14,720,000
15,160, 000%
15,160,000 ' '

some of which are allocated on a population
designated Pﬁerto Rido, the District of quumbia, Guam and,the Virgin Islands
as/ﬁtates for the purpose of these Acts,.* ¢

The purpose of the origingl act

y o

-4

L]

e

- ) ‘" ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION' PROGRAMS

- L]

Explration Date;.

N ' 1

None

Appropriacion

14,500,000 . _
1%, 500,000 .

1

14,500,000 _
*. 14,500,000
4,500,000
14,550,000
14,720,000
12,680,000

"12;600,000

18,700,000
12, ’760.°000

L

-

"ow

¥

kS

. A land-grant college or university is an institution of higher learning
?hf“"“designated by a state legislature for the benefits of the First Morrill Act
of 1862 or the Second -orrill Act of 1890.
was to insure the development in each state ‘of at least one college "to
_teach such brgnches of dearning as are related,to agriculture and the
The S econd Morrill Act, the .Nelson Amendment and the
Bankhead- Jones Act provide for permanent &

1 appropriations ‘and grants

asis.

Several amendments have

™~

* This figure does not include the one-time appropriation of $6 million
for the two newly designated land-grant colleges of Virgin Islands’




" "_.2(-!9‘_ N . ‘ + 2
4 - : . : Loe T
Bach State receives $50,000uder the Second Morrill Act. Each ot
these jurxsdictions-receives 0,000 from Bankhéad=lJones f unids plus an
. additional allotment based upon population. Grants are pald to State
. Treasurers. State legislatures must provlde by sta;g;e‘for the division
of funds 1f the state has more than one land-grant Institution. No -
portion of the funds may be applied to the purchase, erection, preservation,
or repalr of buildings or to the putchase- of land. An annual réport on

the expend e of the funds must be made by each institution to the U.s.
Office.of Educa : el

Prograﬁ Scope:

e

) In Fiscal Year 1973, 72 inatita
About. 94 percent of the funds were used salaries of instru tora and thp_
remainder for Instructional equipment.

-

Program Rffectiveness: ¢
“"P

. ) ‘ 1.
* _ Ongoing qﬁﬁ Planned’Evaluatioﬁ Studies:
‘ ‘ . M @ T, ( o ’ \-' -
! NOI'IB ’ . - n ‘2 i " . ¥

Soutcea‘of Evaluation«Dqté: L I L . . - . ; "

Bureau of |Higher Education, Division of lleé; Support,
M ) iy . EE

RPN { ‘ ! . -
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. '. ’ t:':' ’ . ’\ . ] . ..’ -
Program Name: L : . ey
. ’ [ - ' I ' ) 4 v ’ . 'E:’ * :l: L "\;.

College Teakher Féllowshipse” . . . iilw _ . 70 T

A _ ) ST T et
Aegislation: ) - ... . o . ~Expiratlon Date:,

.i * i ’\"‘:‘-\ - '. J‘*\ LA . ] . .

HEA Title X, Part B (Re Iaces National . June 30, 1975

- f'ﬁefense Education Act 1958; Public Law ~

85+ 364 as amendedg JU.S.C 462,) 7 N
,e. ' . . . '1. h,
Funding History: - = New : (T- Fellowships .. .
) .Fellowships Suppoit - ' Lo
Year Authorized New °~ Continuigg Total Appropriation |
1965 3,000 3,000 ... 3,000 6,000 $32,740,000 1/
1966 ’ 6,000 64000 4,500 10,500. 55, 961, Q00 zf
1967 oL 7,500 « 6,000 9,000 15,000 81,957 OOO.QI .
1968 o 7,500 3,328 12,000 15,328 86,640,000 4/
. 1969 - e 1:1,500. 2,905 9,328 12,233 . 7104 000,000
T~ 1970 - / 7,500 .. 2,370 - 6,233-(a) -8,603 48,813,000
s YT *7,500 - .2,100 . - 6,245 (b) 8,345 47,285,500
- 11972 T.7,500 0 * b, ,650 {63‘ 4,650, 28, 916 000
1973 - - ?,500 e 0 2,980 2,980 '20 000,000 ,
1974 7,500 0 880 (e) 830 . s, 806,000 -

1¥$1?? 000 of FY 1965 appropriations were transferred to Teacher Cancellations,

NDEA II.
L
2/$13? 000 of FY 1966 appropriations were transferred to Teacher Cancellations,.
NDEA II. . . < .
3/$i 115, 000 of FY Lgﬁ? appropriations were transferred to Teacher Cancellations,
NDEA II ! . . et
-~ \ )
4/$325 000 of %Y 1963 appropriations were transferred .to Teacher Caacellations,
NDEA II. N

(a) Inclﬁdes 170 spEcial fellowéhips for veterans.
" (b) Includes 770 special fellowships for veterans and 200 fourth year
fellowships. ¢ N
"{¢) Includes 18U special fellbwships for veterans. ' .

(d) Includes ‘880 gpecial*fellowships for veterans. .
(e) All 330 fellowships are specia fellowships,for veterans

- L ~

_7ggram Purpose and Operation . . < ) ;. |

The aim of this program is to increasée the-supply of well-trained
college teachers and encourage the development of doctoral level education

oo @ broad geographic basis by providing three-year fellowship support for
l: KC adua te 8 tuden tB

!
;
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* . 'Thia.grogram alds graduate schools in strengthehing thelr doctoral —
programs, in developing intergisciplinary ograms tallored fo prepare

‘*  teadhers in fi of emerging manpower needs, and In help veterans, .
formerly on,fellawships, resume the n in order-to prepare for -

+ tacademic careers.

r !

" al

Each fellowship 1s a three-§car award providing a sﬁipend“of $3,000
for each year of study and $500 per year for each dependent. 1n addi-
" tion, a $3,000 per year educational allowance is p‘rovided to the insti— /7
tution for eagh fel}Mitively enrclled. . "
- -~ . r— . .
. /e/ . . -t . -
Panels of academio consultants review institutional applications and
récommend specific doctoral programs at.applying institutions’ to the
-Commissioner for final approval of *fellowship awards® < ;-
Program Scope: " » Toel ) o
\ \ ) . Q *
Funds budgeted for the College 'Teacher Fellowship Prpgram (NDEA IV) 1in
FY,1974 will' be used to support 880 returning veterans during the 1974-75
.fellowship year as the program continues to be-phased ocut in light of .~ )
existing supply of and demand for recent graduates with advanced degrees.

. ™ P
‘v' - . - . . N

[

Program §ffectiveneés: ' : ‘ T

.
v . " e L ‘-r -

. .
LI i « . - ~,

A study of the College Teacher Fellgwship.Program in July i970-indicated
that the program “had been largely successful in promoting diversification .
of graduate study centers and helping fellows gain-a graduate degree in a v

shorter average period compared with other doctoral students and at a lower
_attrition rate.

. o
The changed ﬁocus of the program has made, former measures of t
effectiveness inapplicable. Howevér, as currehtly operating, the program .
1s of direct assisfance to. returning veterdns. It is too early to judge . ’
thelr completion rate. If we assufie they will be\comparable to that of . (:“gpﬁ N
otlier Fellows previously funded by the Program tﬁ\h\ threh~fourths of them.

“will be’ employed by institutions of higher education.

. " .
- B ¢ .
- . .\ - . .
- - . .
P - ¥ s

On_goj:ng and Planned Evaluation Studie.s. F ) :

N

“-‘ . None ﬁlﬁnned o vt . -

%ource of Eyaldation Dath,

'Study of NDEA, Title IV Fellowship Progzam,Phase I1,- oo
Bureau of Social Science Research Washington, D. C. . . S
July 1970. . .-

+ ¥
L] o .

.- -.‘ -']‘ . '., ‘ ﬁ“z 16 . ' ' . | -‘!‘




=

Y

- F

_ . : H .
ANNUAL EVALUATIO REPOBT ON\EDUCATIDN PROGRAMS

-

ML

- . .

‘Program Name: - ’ N

+

Higher Education Personned‘Fellowehips s T

Legislation:

Expiration Date:
L) ‘?"‘

~
Education Professions Development Act'y

-

t

S

v !

June 1975 \
Part E; Section 541, Public Law 90-35; . \ . ‘
" 20 U.5.C. 461-465. L
. ' , Total ". Fellowships .7
Funding History: Year Authorization ' " Appropridation
. . 1969 521,500,000 . : $2,200,000 .
1970 ., 36,000,000 5,000,000 -
1971 36,000,000 . 5,000,000
1972 . 36,000,000 7 5,044,000,
1973 5% or more < 2,172,000
L of total
= = . 1474 . 5% or more . 241.00,000
. " **  of total. R
- ’ v ' ! : Y
' Qrogram Purpose and Operation: ' . '

The purpose of this program 1s to increase the supply of well- prepared
teachers, ddministrators, and specialists in areas of cri;ical need for.
junior cammunity colleges and four-~year colleges and universities by <
providing one- and two-year fellowships for graduate level study in non-
d e or advanced degree programs (other than the Ph: D§,or equivalent for
osd planning a career in college teaching). Support-is provided to:
(1) programs that have 2 high promise for improvemsiit over past practices
in their training of Higher education personne (2) programs that prepare
per Snnel for the filgher education needs of udents from low~income .
families; (3). programs that train and r ain Eeachers, administrators, or
educational specialists for junior_c s tWo-year commynity colleges
located in urban areas; (4) progt epare person//l 1n higher
education who will serve in dege/p titutions, (5},programs that
prepare administrators inclqdi uatees, presidents, deans,. department
apd financial aid afficers; (6) programs that

chairmen, development offie;/sg
provide graduate level edﬁc tion for women training for careers in higher

" education; (7) programs that’are a basic combination of the above priorities

and which show evidence of effective communication between faculty, students,
" administration, and where appropriate, local communities in the planning and

. implementa;ion of the propa ed program. ) ‘ o

rr a

-
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. Inspitutions of h{gher education apply dirgcily Lo the Ofl iee ol ,' .
Education for fellowships. . Applications are reviewed by panels of ‘ - ¥

-faculty members and administrators who represent American highey Jocdtion.

Their recommendations are made to the Commissioner of Educatlom’

Felloisship® support is Rrovided foy.one or two years
. the length of the training program. Financial assistange is distribu;ed .

E

' in the following manner:

|,'\‘

) Prggram Soope

$3,000 paid to. students. for each fellowship

year; fellows are entitled to $500 during the felloWShip .year for each

eligible dependent;

the institution receives $3,000 a : year. for each felloﬂ

to pay for his tuition and required non-refundable féees. . . .
~ s ) * ¢ ¥

. ¢ .. . : R . 1 .

Inan effdrt to provide mo:E“flexibiliéy in the recruitment of
education personnel, the following strategies are being implemented
pilot basis: (1) direct award of fellowships to two-year colleges;
award of felloyships to women for part-time study as$ recommended by

Newman Report} and (3) award of fellowships to programs which ‘begin .

the last undergraduate year.

-
.

I
.
. b - A

("3

-

L

\ Prdgraffl Funding' Data

~

[
Some indication of the program s reach and operation han be obtainet
from program funding data and a study of recent grqfuates respettively.

-

Fiscal Year

A

—

¥ Y

L.
<L %

T

1973

Y Output Measures 1969 - 1970 1971 1972
Number of Institutions Participating 50 K7/ JAN 82 89 62 .
. Number of Approved Programs 51.- 78 - 937. 100 L 65 e
~ Numser of Fellowshtps Awarded 0 ' s ~ ¢
T Tota , ' 415 960 ., 903 ‘012 441 4
(Rew) 2 | (415} ' (640) 470 - 581 (92)
' {Continued) ¢ L0) {320) 433 v 331 (349
Number of Fellowships Awarded in ‘ o \ ' ] *
Training: of Perdonnel Asy AN . * -
. 7 Total \ - 415 960 903 912 - A4l
Teachers =~ , ° (324) “°(702) 651 , .. 668 .  (286) . -
* ¢+ Education $pecialist. { 68) (183) . 167 118 | (44). |
£ Adminisrrators = (23) ( 75) 85 126 {(111) .
Numbey” of Fellowships Awarded, to P : : .
Train Personnel to Serve im. . A ) e " : \
. Total B £ w0 (s15) 960 903 912 441 ©
Junior Colleges . (289) (710) 689 725 (344) e
" Other Instivations (126)  (250) 214 187 (97)%; o
Average Yearly Amount of Fellowships $5301  $5208 $5537 85471  $6,500
L | 218
. K . : ' i . » ]

(T
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"L P M Eff tiveness: < el
,_‘_rggra eg ve esg: ;nr__jh_ .
3 h‘s:udy of 253 Part E fellows who have completed theit‘kraining

"programs at 22 colleges and universities reveals that 62 percént have

~positions, 19 per

of higher education, some in leadership -

aq;epted “{obs 'in iZ?titUEio

5
%Floyed in elementary or secondary education,

cgnt arg e
10 percent are contiz ing heir edlication, 4 percent had resigned from the

. program, 2 percen: were i military service and 3 percent were unemployed.
¢ .c*_ S T A
} - . < '
~ o« i s * . hd * . [ '
s s s - . ' -
v L : 2 _ ..

In anothef sample information volunteered from eleven instztutions
‘of higher education, which have approved programs designed to ‘prepare
personnel to work yith the disadvantaged shows that approximately 76

percent of th bgt&15 QY 86 fellowships e awarded to members of minority
groupg--Black; panlsﬁ-speaking Americ#ns,. American Indians, and
Orientals. 'In addibioﬁ jusi- under 50 percent of® the total 113 fellowships

reported were awarded to womhen.

L]
-

In yet another area, approximately 13 percent of the total 903
1971-72 Part E felIowsﬁfbs were awarded to military veterans.

! L]
&\‘ . In term$ of usfﬁé»fellowship programs 3s an .incentive to, influefice
aﬁle students to persue a given career, the data show, that w‘&le only .
20 p t of the respondents knew of the program ﬁrior to a decision of
which(§§5001 to attend, half of these studehts were clearly influenced

T tﬁair clioite because of thisgknowledge. Further, over forty pertent

= L3

LY

LY

of all fellows® had modified their career plans aﬁter learning of the avail- 1

ablli-ty of Eul}ds. Yy

';J_‘B going and Planned Studies’ d

_No riew studied pla}nmc% N

Sources nf Evaluatioh Data:

R
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. areas: (1) in-service trainirg of personnel from junior. and community
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Program Name: " ‘ . d : . . .

EPDA, Part‘E Institutés . =~ | _ ‘

Législati&g:, . C ‘ g - Expltation Date:

. U 4
- . . 3.3
Education Professions‘nevelopment Act June 3973 fﬁ '
of 1967 as amended. Part E, Section 541 ' T

-

through 543; Public Law 90-35 and Public . . }
Law 90-575; 20 U.S.C. 1119b. . . . . !

. -
- - . W

L3

. _ " Total . Institutes = .

Funding History: lear # . Authorization . Appropriation Sow

S A - _ ' CT . T
1969. "~ $21,500,000 $4,700,000 - +
1970: 36,000,000 - ‘5,000,000 Vi ‘ '
1971 - - 36,000,000 . 5,000,000 A -
1972 36,000,000 =~ 5,000,000 - -

- 1973 105,000,000 . - 5,132,000 . . o

. 1974 .+ 15,000,000 : =0 .":“‘"“

Program Purpose and Qperation:

The_purpose:of this prbgram is to train.Ceacheré, administrator§}'_ ,
or ‘educational specialists for higher education by providing support for ,
institutes and short-term training programs. Emphasis is given three )

", colleges; (2) in-service training of personnel from developing institutions .
such gs the predominantly black colleges and the small "isolated four-year - -
tolleges; and (3) the training of higher education personnel to meet the ™

needs of the increasing numbers of minority and low-income students .
seeking 2 college education. Since the Part E program began in FY 1969, .,

been fdeSed onnghgse af&as of critical need., ) ] -
This program vided supporc for i¥service on_pre-service Craining, <

ey PBTL= time or fullytime training programs of up tg 12 | months duration;, . o

‘training of coll¢ge personnel in a variety of fields, including academic "~ ¢ .,
., qubject-matter areas; jnSCruciional methods and equipment, administrative. "

skills, student personnmel sexvices, etc. Grants to the institution A

conducting the tralning cover all direct and indirecc operating costs | . :

of the training program, as well as the cosc of EarciciRanc supporc. ) "~ T

-




+

3

-

"

Program Scope: " Sl - ) fi-' vy

" other (primarily for teachers in"non-developing four-year colleges and

\‘“ﬁiﬁi::iiEpriorltieS the program was designed to address. . : ‘
f ’ . . . . ‘ .
Program Effectiveness: ) , to - \ S

In’ FY 1972, 34, 725 000 was awarded to institvtions of higher educatjon
in support of 100 institutes and sho&t term training programs in 44 states,
the Bistrick! of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. These programs provided training
for approximately 7,930 higher educa:ion personnel.

'In‘jx 1973, most of the funds were awdrded to three priority areas
as follows: (l) $2,013,662 (42.6%) supporﬁed programs to train junioi,
college personnel} (2) $3 379,820 (71.5%) sdpported programs to train
higher education personnel to serve miuority and. low-income students} and,
(3) §2.014,192 (42.6%) supported programs to tigin personnel of developing
institutions. These allocations to priority areés are not, howEVer, mutually
exclusive. -

4 - L3

7

. -

Since FY 1969, the first year of the Part. E program, there has been an
increasing emphasis on programs for junior .ollege personnel, disadvantaged
Stuflents, and developing Institutions, while the trenﬁ in programs for the

universities) categories has clearly been in the direction of ‘de-emphasis. .
While data are not available to assess the long-term impact of this progranm,
it is evident that the EPDA Part E institutes program has focused on the ,

-

" A 1972 study by Abt Associates gathered data on higher "education
personnel training needs from Presidents and five types of administratorg
at' 60 two~ and four-year ‘colleges. _

lnformation s coIlected ‘and’ developed by means of a three~faceted . )

appruath.a (1) a sdkvey of 60 randomly selected undérgraduate institutions, PP
(2) a profil'liiy system for synthesis and organization of ‘EPDA V-E programs, -
cand (3) a set of cdse studies, reflecting new trends in highe; edncation. -

e s

Of the 1,734 participants "who responded to the Questionnaire, 403 . o
. (20%) were from minority background and, 554 (32%) were.female. Qver 90% |
of the respdndents intended to pursue higher education careers. The » -
institutes in general were, highly rated by participants with the special
projects being especially well receiveds : - . . i,

Institutional leéders for both thg institute and Eellowship programs )
reported the greatest need for training in human relations skills, followed
"'by training in dedl&ng with” current spegfgl problems, people management
skills, further academic studies and infd%mation managesent skills. The . N

three activil 28 highest in demand were developing goals and operating programs,
relating to pedhle of athdr Tac and ¢ repy and Interviewing and one-to-one

‘work., The major emphasis was on pland{ﬂ Jq;e;—pe:sonalﬁ&oi?:37ks rather
“lthan on research or ihstructiot . : _ )
- \ ) 3 : : : \,.‘_ ; *
- -~ . . . . l' P v
MR . / ik
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-~ Ongoing and .Planned Evaluation Studies:.
. - "_‘..\

. None o R
14 e . - ! . '!‘ . . - *‘-&
Sourcewd of Evaluation Data: ] : . . P

A study of the EPDA training programs was cdmpleted in February, 1973
(Abt Associates, Inc. A Study of the Education Professions Development Act
Training Programs for Higher Education Persounel. Washington, D. C.: U.S.

Office of Education, Office of Planning and Evaluation, 1973). :
) . ) -
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A
) v ’ . ; , .
. Program Name: T T . < ° .
B N . ¥ -
7\ v College Personnel Development, lowships for . .
‘the Disadvantaged (CLEO) i ‘ : .
‘ i.egislatioﬁ: S, o ation Date: . .
HEA, J865, Title IX; Part D, as amended Ju%-u oo
¢ hM&torv: Year ' Anthorgzatioﬁ Appropristion \
19713 % $1,0004000 -  §$. 0 -
-t - 1974—.,  $1,000,{000 750,000
Pro.gram PurpoSe and QE’%r‘atiBn : B o - ) /
. = L . " - :‘,." ‘r\:l. ]
' The purpose of Title IX,. D is to provide fellowships to. persons
of ability from disadvantaged backgrounds,ias determined by the s -
N Commissibner of Education, to undertake gr duate or professional study.
\'\ _ The Council on Legal Educatfon Opportunity wgs ‘established for the pur-

pose of bringing zbout a significant J.ncrea\ae in the number of lawyers
froft minority and disadvantaged group., The! CLEO Program, former 1y

ope::at.ed by GEO, has been trans'ferreﬂ to D and the decision has been
made 'to fund CLEO from the Title IX, Part D|(séction 961) authority. .z

- The FY L974 appropriation is the first for the Program undef OE direction.

- The law' authorizing this ,program places a $1, 000 000 ceiling on

. . expenditures EoY these fellowships. From th s maximum authorization

|~ must be paid a mifiimum stipend to each studen of $2,800 per year, a__ e

' dependency allowance of $300 for each dependen't up to 5 depgndents, an .
, Institutional alljance of 158 percent of.the stipend paid z each fellow,

T
LI

and a travel allowance for each fellow and hid dépendents. Iy is esti-
* mated, therefore, that each such Iellowahip willl cost $7, ,950 on the - °

. average. . .
- - Program Scope . . . b : ;I "
! ‘ In fiscal yes 971‘:"‘03 will fund 94 conti uation fellowahips but ¢
—“—_lm‘rrew—fel‘]:owahipa. fiscal year 1973, OEO funded 214 new fellowships
o but, because of limited. funds, thege fellowslrips were funded for only . .
ope year rather than for three years as had begn the previous practice.
K ?rogram Effectiveneaa " ) . .l | Co A
‘ The E‘rogram ia still too new to “assess its'impaci: in relation to . ' .
the 'intended objectivea. A - RN :
N ' .ot e . . b *
. . Yosoo oo A .
o going and Planned Evaluations "L : ‘_ T e T
- “ - . o, >
No studies- planned. .
".Source of Evaluation Data _ . i, . .
o NN - o .., -
None ,ava:l.lable E ' - 2&8 » ""'"‘4-'" : \. . 5
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Prograh Scope: - ' e L, '
A . . - » . . .. . .
A total of 1,232 fellowships were awarded during fiscal year
1973, 419 to {eacherg and 813 to students refiresenting 8 communities. = .
} , The total amount awarded thkough May 20 has been $409,046, resulting
i ~in an average cost of $332 per fellowship. Plans are under way to award -~
Ié\n aay.tional 265 fellowships at an estimated cost of $84,000 from the
balancetof .the 1973 apprdpriatione . ] .
1 . . . ) .
Program Effectiveness; ' . '
- 3y * R - . N .a '
;Ihigg-,pt’ogram is .too. new for measures of effectiveness to be available.
'~ - Ongoing and Plahnédﬁﬁualuations,{:jﬂéf ?g\:i L.
.. . _é.' -.__“'43; LT Mot o “‘z"
P Vo . P
N Noliplganed. Y. e S R
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Program Name: .
. L™ :
College Personnel Development, Allen J. Ellender Fellowships '

L4 2 L

-

ks

: 'Leg'islal:ion . ’ . Expiration Date:
Education Amendments of '1972. Part C. - _ June 30, 1975 ’
Section 961 (&) (2). Public Law 92-506. '
. Funding‘l{istory:' - Year Authorization Appropridtion’ "
C . 193 . § 500,000 $500, 000 S
. 1974 ] 500,000 " ’ SOQ,OQO .

- D)
. . - -

Program Purpose and Operation:

- -
-

. - P, L. 92-50b authorizes the Commissioner of Education to make grants

to the Close Up F;Jundat,ion of Washington, D. C. to assist im carrying out

a program of increasingathe understanding of the Federal Govérnment among 4
secondary school students, their teachers, and the communities, they

represent; Up to 1,500 féllowships are awarded each year to’ economically
disadvantaged secondary school students and to secondary school teachers.

ey
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Prggram Name: - . v - ~ T

Do

.o - - .
I Veterans Cost-of-Instruction P'rogramR ‘-

.
- - 1

i.egialation': C " _ . e ; Expiration Date:
B » ’ ‘
R . P -

." Section 420 of Title X of the’ Education _ June 30, 1975

.« - ‘ ) ¢ontinued until
. v ' June 30, 1976)

. .
L. 1 ’

Funding_Hiatorj;r-:' " Year = - . .Authorization ) : ‘Appropriation"

[

. 1973 None - § 25,000,000
.- 1974 _ . None 23,750,000 -

.. .- Program Purgose and Ogeration:.. ] . . C e
. = by

The purpose of thia program, 18 to enabé:rigggixutiana of higher

—
4
-

The iﬁ%titution must apend at’ leaat 50% of its Cost-of-Inétruction °
award for setting up an Office of Vetérans Affairs (0VA) with at least
f""\[' one full-time Veterans coordinator to operafe the veterans office_and

) the legally mandated services for veterans. )

-t

The remainder bf the amrd ,not_neefled to proville required services:
‘may be used top defray inatructional expenses (aalaries, office expenses,
equipment and re8earch) inuacademically—related programa,
. "Ingtitutions of higher education who have 102 ‘more veterans enrolled
. during the first acadehic year of application than during the preceding
academic year are eligible. Therdafter they must maintain the veteran
enrollment of -the first year of eligibility.
Veterans must also be participating in at least bne of “the following
five programs to be ipgluded in the veteran count of institutions under
the Coat-of—Inatructio progra:g . "J

-

Ce 1., ’}Jocational Reh: 1itation Subsistence in Higher Education . .  °
. ' (Ch. 31 of Title H

- -

education to apply for payments to ‘be uded e gupport of new or . (.-
improved aervicea to veterans. < 3

- L]
-

, .+  Avendments of 1972 (Public Law 72-318) (Expenditures to be,
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2.. Educational Assistance Program e
(Ch. 34 of Title 38); -
s
3. Elenentary and Secondary Educatiomal Assistance -a renedial

program ‘to qdalify the veteran for admission to a poat—secondary
instituation (Section 1691, quchapter v of Chapter 34 of

Title 38); = . , “\
4. ' Special Supplementary Education - an individualized tutorial
assistance program (Section 1692, Subchapter V of Chapter 34
of Title 38). . .
5. Predischarge Education Program or PREP (Subcﬁapter VI of Title 38).
Program Scope: . L )

\

of the total number of 1,169 requests received from institutions "in
FY 1973 1, 057 were approved -
During its first year of funding (FY 1973), the appropriation of B
$253 million or 187 of requested funds resulted in payments to institutions
of $53 per veteran instead of $300 possible under full funding.

Program Effectiveness: , . .
v \

The program ia in its first year of operation, too soon for the

program.effectiveness to be adequaftly meaoured.. . - ;;}WZ
: _go_i_qg and Planned Evaluation Studies: S R

As part of a projected atudy of the impact of federal student assist-
ance programs on students and institutions, program application and fiscal
operating reports will be analyzed to determine ﬁow well thia program is

‘ neeting its legislative goals.

Sources of Evaluation Datat = . )

Nene | !
- Ll N

—

Y
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Ptogram Name:

.

Loans'fgy'Construction of Academic Facilities

. Legislation:

P

——

’ Title 11f, P.L. 88-204, P.L. 84-329

e

"Title VII-C as amended by Education Amendments

of 1972. -

Funding Hietor}: Year — " Authorization
g 1964 * $120,000, ooo'

% 1965 120,000,000
1966 120,000,004

1967 200,000,000

. 1968 400,000,000

1969 — . 400,000,000

© T 1970— 400,000,000

1971 - 400,000,000, © .

1972 50,000,060

) 1973 . 100,000,000

“ 1974 150,000,000

gram Purpose'and Operd/ion.

The purpose 6/fthis program is to make loans to institutinns of higher
education and higher education building agencies to assist.
“or improvement of undergraduate and graduate academic fap

-

1

I

’

Appropriation

Y

$

0
169,250,900
110,000,000
200,000,000
- 0
100,000, 000 '

“
cocococo

P

“the construction

* The amount of a 1oan plus any other Federal
the eligible cost af & project.

ds may not exceed 80% of

Loans are made on the basis of . approved
‘applications with not more than 12.5% of the apptopriation awarded to

%

Interest on these loans is not to exceed.t

prOjects in any qge state.

percent‘ I )
4 ; \ ', L

Brogram Stqpe. .

_ : B
I the last few years this program has not recelved any approg;iations—- .

-

+

LY

)

having been supplanted by the Annual Interest Grant Program.

Howeve;#,;he
program has been authorized to make new loans to the extent that funds are

made avaflable through the withdrawal, by institutions o
of prior yeﬂr approved loan commitments.
$11,074,000 were made to 18 imstitutio

Jprivat \colleges,

In FY

+

Ever, there were no funds fpr additional ‘loans.

" »

i

- ey

-7
uiee//,

/

er aducation,
s 19 such loans totalling
e lodns were targeted to Black,

+

-
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Program Effectiveness: _ . S -
Since the inception of the program, loans. haVe been made to some . -
400 instit‘.ul:ions to. assist in the co_nsl:rucl:ion of over 600 new facilil:ies. *
. - . . _ ‘d‘" * . T
v . » o, " . . ) \..
Ongoing. and Planned Evaluation: ‘¥ ) :
1{ =
An evalual::l.on of fac:l.],:l.t.:l.es needs and ptogram impact is being _made, v
by Froomkin, Inc. under contract to OPBE. Preliminary data indicate this
program was effective in assisting institutloms ,to build needed academic o |
_ facilities. , b
. [ -t T
. L . " 0 , b . - . . ) K
Source of Evalnal:ion Pata: | - ¢ ) . ' ' e T
‘Bureau of Higher Education : ’ R .
Froomkin Joseph, The Demand for Facilities in the Posl:-Secondary -
. Secl:or, 1975 to 1990, . , - ) - ~
‘ “ - N B = ... - .. P i . -
. - * . 4 ? { '
» s ’ a .1 ‘ « ~
' ! . ¢ . .}I ’ ‘- . —_ .
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. - -E. Education ‘Profesaiona Develogment Program
. ' 1. Teacher Corpa Program
* . 2. Educational Leadership Program. )
T ' 3. Career Opportunities Program ,
. .+ 4. Early Childhood Program
T S 3. Exceptional Children Program . ™
e 6. Training of Teacher Trainers Program .
RN 7. Pupil Personvel Services Program =~ ' . ’
' 8. . Urban/Rural School,Development Program
9. Teacher Training in Developing Institutions Program :
10. Vocational Education Personnel Program B o .
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&,

.
. .
— . 'l‘
BN * -

Program Name: <. v

7t

Teacher Corpg Program . | L
[ - Legislation: . ’ T o Expiration Date:

\ /. '
Title v, P L. %89-329(1965) amended.by ° FY 1976 ‘

Parc B—l ]
P. L, 90-35 - Eduha:::h\?rofesaiona
Development Act oY ’

-~ ‘ . ' .
-
-

Funding History: - Year Authorization Appropriation
o : 1966 $ 36,100,000 * $ 9,500,000
P 1967 .64,715,000 11,324,000
1968 33,000,000 13,500,000
///,//” 1969 . 46,000,000 20, 900,000
Pt 1970 80,000,000 ' 21,737,000
“ 1971 100,600, 000 . 30,800, 000.
. £ 1972 ¥+ 100,000, 000 37,435,000
- 1973 . 737,500,000 37,500,000
1974 37,500,000 - ‘ 37,500,000

Prom:sm Purpose and 0perat::l.on°

o opportunicies available “to children in areas having high concentrationa
s of low~income families, and (2) to encoufage colleges and universities. . ..
' to broaden their programs of .teacher preparation. To achieve this, the
Teacher Corps attracts and trains college graduates and upperclassmen .
serve in teams under experienced teachers; attracts volunteers to -
serve yo-part-time tutors or full~time instructional assistants; and -,
attragts and trains educational personnel fo provide zed. training e
fot uvenile delinquents, youth offenders, and adult criminal offenders. P ’
*Typical participant activities involve adademic w6rk in a college or
" university, on the job training in ‘schools, and participation in sc
7 related community projects. Typ{cal program elements include
) models of’ teacher education based on performance crité&i&,
with other college and university departmente ouc:;g:/;he school of.
ty

education, grantinﬁ credit for the internship perigd; and utilization

of regular school staff and membera of the comun in the teaching '
staff, = . » )

~ ~ ' -

Program Scope: i . s . — Ce

~

During f:l.scsl year 1973 the Teacher Corps had in operat::l.on 395 projects
“and of this number 240 were continuins and 155 were new.sngrta.

The total -

* - * a‘.' ' . ’ >‘ ! s |

o » 230 . !
;!EIIJ}::\ T - . T PR e
K S a » .
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part{cfgant level remaimed relatively the same as was for the previous
" fiscal year (4500) and projects, through’ differentiated staffing 4nd
, individualized instructional activities, directly affected the learning
~_experiences of 125,000 children of whom 47,700 (37.8) were from families
- “With ipcomes below $3,000. Approximately 80 percent of these children
were from elementary schools.. Teacher Corps programs impacted on 180
achool districts, and such special clientele groups as bilingual children,
(14 projects) Indian children (8 projects) and children in training
+ 1institutions (4 projects). Teacher Corps also ran a special program which
encourages high school and college students, parents and other community

residents to serve as tutors or instructional assistants for children in -
disadvantaged areas.

I
-

Program EfﬂLctiveneaa - -

A number of evaluation studies provide information ard insight about -
program operation. For example, a survey of June, 1972 Teacher Corps
graduates was conducted by Teacher Corps in Aougust, 1972, Seventy |
percent, or 900 of;1300 graduates responded. About 370 or 63 percent .
indicated that the§ would remain in t e field of education with 27% (240) .
- of them teiching in the achorjr tfict re they served as interns. .
Ten percent (90) of the inte 'ﬁid ndt f d teaching positions at the
* time of the survey. Th e, .sﬁﬂr
In addition, the Comptroller General's Nffice issued a.report to the
Congress in July, 1972, concexning the assessment of the Teacher Corps
program made by the General Accounting Office (GAQ). The study consisted
. of a review of Teacher Corps projects at. aeven institutions of higher -
education and the regpective participating local education agencles.
Also, a questionnaire was sent to all Corpa members in the Nation who
had completed their internships in 1968 and 1969, A total of 550
responded to the questionmaire. The findinss'and conclusions are
grouped according to the two mvor program purposes as followa.

1, Strengthening educational oppottunities - °~ - y
The GAO found that the program strengthened the educational
opportunitfes for children of low-income families who 'attended

- schools  4Where Corps members were assigmed. Corps members
provided moxe individualized inatructibn, used new teaching
‘methoda, and expanded classroom and extracurricular activities.
Most of the-intexrns and team leaders believed that children

, ] in the schools served by the program had benefited from it,

. . . The classroom assistance provided .by interns made it poaaiblé

. - for regular teachers té devote more time to individualized.

- inatruction and make classes more relevant to the needk of . .
. 'the children. : ’

F . -
N R ——
-

L
Some of the .Teacher Corps approaches to educating children

v " were continued by the achool diatricts after corps members

1

1Y

-
[ I -

R fy r ‘ .
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" ‘completed their assignments. Other approaches were discon-
tinuéd because the school digtricts either had not determined
their usefulness or did not have gufficient staff and financial

. resources to carry them on. Corps members generally became

. vinvolved with various types of educatfonal community activities
’ - ‘which-most Corps members believe had been of benefit to both
children and adults. Some believed, however, chat the .
. activities were of little or no benefit due to poor planning
and lack of community Bupport. A majority of the .interns . .who
graduated from the program remained in the field of education.

Most of these interns took teaching positions in schdols iy

serving low-~income areas.

* 2, Broadenigg teacher~training program : ‘ .
' ‘ - : 1 -
. The GAO study Indicates that the program had some success in
broadening: teacher preparation programs at institutions of °
y higher edutatfon. All seven institutions made some changes
. in-their regular teacher preparation program as a result of
* the Teacher Corps. Five institutions developed a sﬁfgig;,,-f#*”"’(
. - curriculum for the Teaclier Corps; the other two used~@xisting
. . courses. , Most interns belieﬁf:ﬁfhggﬂth academic coursework
. "was relevant to their nee € impact of the program was
lessened, however,. becduse much.of the special curriculum .
was not made available to nen~Teacher Corps students and -
because institutions had not identified teaching approachés ‘

and techniqueg that would warrant inclusion in their regular 3% )

_ teacher preparation programs. The institutions that used <« o
existing courses for Teacher Corps students did not determine O
the effectiveness of these courses in preparing Corps members _ ‘1

to teach disadvantaged children.

Anothet relevant study is the Resource Management corpS¥ition
evaluation of Teacher Corps during FY 72, This' evaluation
covered 70 projects haying 2,490 interns. Sixty-three projects =~ = _ -
with approximately 1900 interns responded to the survey in- "
struments. The major conclusion drawn from this study was
that while the Teacher Corps projects (63 studied) had met
their goals in terms of operating within program guidelines,
there vere some areas that stood out as meriting attention
by program specialists. The academic training offered to ,
interns, for example, was more flexible than desired by the '
program staff. 31 percent of the total course-work was open
for negotiation by interns, with 69 percent required by the co
college or project. .This finding approached the 50-50 balanite .
eatabliched as a program goal., In additYon, interns per~
celved a lack of communication between groups within a pro-
ject and cited this as the major problem area for the ﬁr?gra@.

. . - . ", “ : i

PRETF)
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Sources of Bvaluation. Data: ‘ o '

1. Operational Hata‘colléctgd by the Educational Leadership
Program. These data are collected annually.

2. Process Evaluation of the programs of tHe Bureau of
Educational Pergonnel Development, December I, 1972 by |
Resource Management Corporation.
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7. Increased special programs for children with special needs,
_ e.g., behavior modification clas8es, enrichment programs,
tutorial and remedial classes.
8. 1Involvement of parents in making curriculum decisions.
9. ‘Training of teachers to uge behavioral objectives.
Y -’ 1A
10. Increased counseling gsprvices for pupils. ..
11. A behavior modification program (Swin&\ g Door)
initiated by Cycle V interns to remain™in the School
System and be expanded. 4
- 12, Development of a 10~year plan for apreaaing team . -
. -teaching and differentiated staffing in the District.
13. Neighborhood School Boarda as an integral part of
. local -school decision—making .
) 14, Closer communicatioR and cooperation between univerﬂities
N I and the Sehool District. e .
. . . - T
15. Cross—age tutoring establiqhed and to be expanded throughout
the District. ’ i . .
Ongoing and Planhed Evaluation Studiea: ° '” ,-_".

-
- 1

o e
A major new study of the impact and,effeectiveness of Teacher Corps was
begun in July,*1972. A contract was negotiated between O and ;

. Contemporary Research Incorporated, Loa‘Angelea with'System Development
Corporation, Los Angeles as gub-contractor. .This will oe the "first
tomprehensive study to concentrate attention and evdluation on Measure-
ment of program performance in terms:'of the ultimate student performance
goal, The study will, focua on assessing and analyzing the impact of the
program as measured by three major.dimenaiona ~- institutional chagge,
enhanced teaching gkills and’ behaviors,:and impYovaed clasaroem learning
by students taught by Teacher Corp& interns and graduates. Tuenty 6th .
cycle eleﬁentary achool projects will participate in the study. An

"+ interim report of this atudy was submitted tq,OE Januarv 1974,

Tn addition, an NEA/Ford Foundation atudy of Teéacher Corps was released
in mid-1973. The study was conducted from the viewpoint of.agsesging.
the program a8 en inatrument of large-scale organizaticnal change .
involving the strategiea in 4th and Sth cycles. , Several critiques are
now beling prepared by the National Education Aasociatipn. . .

o !




Source of Evaluation Data: : *

4

e

2.

3.

4.

Annual operational data collected by the Teacher Corps °
Program. -

United States Office of Education telephone survey of

Teacher Coeps graduates who completed programs in
June 1972, . ¥ -

" b

Assessment of the Tkacher Corps Program -~ Report to s
the Congress by The Comptroller General of the United’

States, July 14, 1972, '{ggz
Pull-Scale Implementation of a Process Evaluation System
for Programs of the National Center for the Improvement
of Educational Systems (formerly BEPD) by Resource
Management Corporation, December 1, 1972,

L

"Louisville, Kentucﬁ} Cycle V., Teacher Corps Project =-

4 Proceds Evaluation, Jure, 1971.

‘A Study of Teacher Trgini&g At Sixth Cycle Teacher Corps

Projecta by Céntemporary Research Incorporated, January, 1974.

Reform and Organizational’ Survival: The Teacher Corps as
an Instrument of Educational Chhnge by Ronald G. Corwin.
thq Wiley & Sons, 1973.

o

.
-

s
-
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giogram Name:

E . . -

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT. ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

b ]

Edub;ETaggl Leadership Program * ) '

Legislation:
P.L. 90-35,. 1967, Part D, Section 531,

Expiration Date:

4 3

FY 1973 i

‘Bducation Professions Development Act
Fundiné_Histog;} Year Authorization Appropriation
' 1970 T $90,000, 000 $2,739,000 .
(A1l of Part D) ‘
£ 1971 * 90,000,000 3,892,000 ~ * -
. ' - - . (All- of Part D)
e "E . . '
1972 90,000, 000 . 5,284,000
. . ,"  (All of Part D) :
) 1973 °. (Total EPDA < $200,000,000 4,544,027 .~
X . T not less than 3% of
- *  whieh 18 for Part D.) °
" 1974 (Totsl EPDA - $300,000,000)terminated
Program Purpose and Operatioms: . = . . *

The Educational Leadership Prograd supports projects to increase the
competence of people who now serve or intend to serve as sdministrators
in elementary or secondary school systems at the local or State level.
‘The primary gbjectives of the program 353: N

1. To identify and recruit personnel, especially from new and
varied manpower sources, and trsin them for school | .
administrative positions in inner-city schools and other
diffieult gnd challenging settings;

2, To ereate new or improve existing training programs for
' administrators Yhich:

pt

'h

. ' a., reflect cooperative arrangements between local *, i
. education agencies, Iinstitutions of higher education,
A .and other sgencles; .

b. are directed toward new fq1¢3 for admimistrators; and

.o . 2:3(3 . Lo

A
Y
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. . €. ihfluence change in the regular educational administration
program witrhin the university.

3. To train trainers of administrators and other leadership
personnel.Grants are made to local education agencies,

institutions of higher education, and State education
agencles, ’

Indjvidugls who are now administratofs or who wish to become administra-
tors in elementary and secondary schools are eligible to participate.
An attempt 1S made to attract promising young peopie from both educational

and noneducational backgrounds. Emphasis is given _to recruiting minority
‘participants. o, . .

. - - B .
Lk )
L N

o '

. Highesr priority is given to projects which seek to improve the quality

of education in.inner-city schools. The group to be served in this
setting 1s largely cbmprised of minority groups and other disadvantaged.

Progrdm Scope and Effectivenesst . .

In FY 73, the Educational Leadership Program funded 19 projects providing
pre-service training to 196 persons and in-service training to an
additional 600 persons for a total of 796. Over 30% of the pre-service
participants represented minority groups and most participanta vere
training for positions in inner-city schools.

®

- ‘ a

In FY 72, the Resource Management Corporation conducted a process
evaluation of the 28 projects. It was observed that the major goal of
this program is to recruit potential administrators from new and varied
manpower sources and to place them in inmer-city and other achoola s
having socio-~economic characteristics similar to inner-city schools.

In both of these aspects, the evaluation revealed that the projects are
not meeting program goals. While 60 percent of the participants are
members of minority groups, only 12 percent have been recruited from
occupational groups outside the field of.education. It was also found
that 31 percent of the projects have no staff member reaponaible 4
for assisting participants in job placement. .

The FY 73 Resource Management Coyporatdion proceaa evaluation has not
been cofipleted.

» .
» a

Ongoing_gnd Plannned Evaluation Studies?

No major impact evsluation study is planned or underwsy. This program
is to be terminated in FY 1973.

237
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Sources of Evaluation Datas ) o -
1. Operational hata‘colléctqd by the Eéucational Leadership
Program. These data are collected annually.
2. Process Evaluation of .the programs of thHe Bureau of

Educational Personnel Development, December I, 1972 by
Resource Management Corporation.
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" ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON FDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Career Opportunities Program .

Legislation: \ _ | ¢ Expiration Date

P;L. 90-35, 1967, Part D, Section 531 "FY 1976

Education Professions Development Act

%unding History: fe;r . ' Authorization . Appropriation
) 1970 $90, 000,000 $22,117,000

(A1l of Part D) .

. 1971 90,000,000 25,987,000

(Al11 of Part D)

, .19 90,000,000 26,163, 000’

(a11 of Part D)

1973 (Total EPDA —- §200,000,000 24,355,000

, not less than 5% of which
. is for Part D)

;|

Program Purpose and Operations:

The purpose of the Career Opportunities Program (COP) is to improve the

education of children from low-income families by:

1. Attracting low-income persons -~ including Vietnam veterans --
. to new careers in schools serving people from low-income

families;

2. Finding better ways of utilizing acﬁool ataffa for services;

3, -Developing training programs for school ailde personnel

opportunities; »

. ~ N

' 4, Encouraging greater understanding and parficipa;ion hetween

thg community and the education syatem; and

5. Increaaing cooperative relationships between related programs,

agencies, and inatitutionsa.

ERIC 249

1974 (Total EPDA -- $300,000,000) 22,394,000

leading to full certification as teachers which combine
college level work atudy and atructured career advancement

-
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Avards are made to local education agencies, which design traininé
programs jointly with community organizatious and dgencies, community
colleges, and nearby universities, and with their State education agencies.
The schools subcontract with cooperating ingtitutions of higher education
to provide training services. /Projects must be located in schools with
nigh concentrations of low-income families. - . R
The Career QOpportunities Program encourages low-income men end women 20
start thelr careers as education auxiliaries at whatéver level their

‘abilities and interests permit, then follow a career lattice.to more s
responsible, more remunerative, and more challenging jobs in low-income’
area schools. ‘ : . : ’

3

Career Opportunities help school districts and universities create programs
that are more relevant to the needs of lbw-income people and to the career
training needs of the participants themselves. Tralning combines academic
study towards high school equivalency, the associate of arts and the bacca-
laureate degrees, with classroom wotk in low-income area schools supervised
by experienced teachers, who serve as team leaders and cooperating teachers.
A combination of courses and practicum enable participants to earn 30
credits per galendar year.

Program Scoéh: .

The fiscal year 1973 funds will be expended in academic year~1973-74 to -
continue all 130 COP projects. Fiscal year 1973.will be the first year of
administration of the COP program by the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare regional offices. Staff training for both regiomal and eentral
staff is currently underway.

Every COP project has both informal and formal linkages with other
government agencles and programs such as Housing and Urban Development,

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the Right-
to-Read Program. "

There gre cufrently 8,400 COP participants. Preliminary information on
some of these participants indicates the following:

-- There are 1,601 participants who are Vietnam era veterans.

3

~— There are 611 participants apecializing in special education.

%

MC ' 240
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== There are 378 Indian participants. / -

-- There are 160 COP aides working as supervisors of Youth~-
. Tutoring Youth.

. — -

In addition, to date 678 COP participanta have 3raduated. Oof these', 464
(68%) .have been employed by the local education ,agency in which they were ~
aides. Another 162 (24%) of the graduates are employed by other school
syatems or are in graduate school.

¥ -

Program Effectiveness:

A national impact evaluation of COP was conducted by Abt and Associates,

Inc. in FY '72. The findings show that the Program is aucceaaful when
measured by phe following impacta.

(1) CoP aides are repreaentative of the targeted program popu- .
. lation. They ‘show atrong moti¥ation to continue in the
Program anhd become teechera, and have a positive profeaaional
view of themselves. As such, the Program has provided =
vehicle for upward mobility for the aidea., 3
(2) Satiﬁfactioa with the Program is high among auperintendents,
principals, teachers, and COP“aidea. .

-
- P e

(3) Principals want more COP aidea in their ciasarooma and feel
that they Increase the amount of individugl instructidn '
scheduled for children. They perceive COP .aides as more- .
professional than other teachet aldes?

(4) Superintendents see the COP aides as linkages between
. their schools and community groups. They want more aildes. *
for both regular classes and for special students. There 1is
some evidence supporting less restrictive requirements in the
"hiring of teachers when COP is in the school system.

(5) ;?jtitutionq.bf higher education report changes in course
ontent, schedules, and entrance requirements not only to
accommodate COP but also as & result of their COP experilences.
These changes, present, planned, or being considered for all
students were in the direction of performance—baaed teacher
education.

(6) State Edhqﬁfion Agenciea show_a positive relationship between
the presence of COP in their schools and changea in credential~-

- ing requirementa.~ .

There 1s not yet any evidence showing poaitive impact on student academic
performance and attitudes.

241
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:
There are no evaluation projects currently underway or planned:

Sources -of Evaluation Data' .

1

1. Program operational and fiscal data c¢ollected by COP.

2. Impact Evaluation of the Career Opportunities Program
by Abt and Associates, Inc., January 1, 1973.-

3. COP Project, Richmond, Califbrnia Unified School District.

" 4.  Project COP, Division of Research, Memphis City Schools
Memphisy Tennessee.

"o! L . \:\ b ] . . . R

-
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.-s Propram Name: E . - - -

Early Childhood Program” 'y » '

, Expiration Date:

s
. ' »

_P. L., 90+35, 1967, Part D, Section 531

. FY 1973
Education -Professions Develapment Act '
Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation
e 1970 ° $90, 000, NOO ' $4,778,000
' (A1l of Part D). ’
. - . - ’ .
1971 .~ 90,000,000 5,669,000,
L . t (All of Part D) ‘ :
. 1972 90,000, 000 %, 308,000 . .
(All of Part D) . -
’ t e ' ’ . . . . '
1973 (Total EPDA - $200,000, 000 823,965 ;

-
.t . .

not less than 5% of which
1Is for Part D)

-

. F

. 1974 (Total EPDA - $300,000,000) terminated

Program Purpose and Operations: . T
- — -

~ ”~

-

nel for programs for voung children ages 3-9,, The primary objectives of '
the program are to increase the supply of qualified ‘teacher trainers,
Supervisors, curriculum and evaluation specialiats, teachers and aides in
+ early childhood education and to improve the quality of training progyams
| for these personnel. Grants are provided to institutions of higher )
\\ education, local education agencies and State Education agencies for
© '} dnstitutes or fellowships or combined programs. . ) ’
' Program §cone and Effectiveness; : . ! . ‘ tN,

. In‘fiscal vear 1973, the Early Childhood Program funded S.projects
N serving 72 educational personnel all of whom were teacher trainers
or teaglitrs with inservice training reapongibilitiea.

The Early Childhood Program supports projécts to train and retrain person- _
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JIn FY 1972-73, the Resource Menagement Corporation conducCed a aEEOnd
prpcess;evaluation of 35-projects. The key observacions made in this
study are:
(1) this program has an extensive, well-developed .set of ..
program conditions to guide projects in che field.
(2) proiect performance is good, in general, alfhough it
appears low in many cases because of the high gbals
- get. . . . C o
‘o .‘ . . ,“ . .
(3) projecc self-evaluation 18 strong and most projects
have begun to incorporate successful project features
into regular programs of . collegeb and/or school districta.

Al

. Ongoing and Planned Evaluation SCudiesf

_ No projected,sﬁudiea'ate currentlyrplanned for this aree.

- . - +
. v H -
- * H

Sourcdes of Evaluacion Data: .
- es__. '

- 1

1., Operationel da;a collecte& by”the Early Childhood Prog;am.
Datk are collected annually..‘ E A fritaen
2.- The Plus in Eduéacion = An Evaluacion.%f Projecc'TEﬂT and KET.
Ve .
3y 'Summaeive Evalyation -— ‘A Program to provide for coordination
' " of craining of workers ig early childhood education. ’

-4, Process‘Evaluation of the Programs of'tﬁe Bureau of -, .

Educational Personnel Development, December 1, 1972 by the -
Resource Management Corporation and again in.May 1973. o

'.
'
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‘pregran Namesr - . ) . . - . S .

. Excepaional Children {(formerly Sﬁéci&l Education)

i ~Legislat{on: ' e ) ' . Expiration-Date:
- 7 Ps¢ L. 90-35, 1967, Parte C, D, and F : FY 1976
" Education Professions Development Act . ; y

y T
v .

Funding History: Year Authorization‘ ‘ Appropriation

.. - F3 . ' N . . , L .
. 1970 . $90,000,000 - ‘- ' $ 6,992,000

. , - . (All of Part D) - . A

1971, 90,000,000 5,655,000 ¢ -.
. " . (A1l of Part D). i :
e L 1972 “90,000,000 . 5,483,000 -
' ) ) - ~ (Al1l7of Part D) , ~
. - . 1973 (Total EPDA - $200,000;000° 4,214,887
//_ ] not less than 5% of which ) «
¥ .. , _ » 18 for Part D). .o

St st T -ﬁa-a S 1934 (Total EPDA - $300 000 000) 3,907,000

. . :"‘Program Purpose and Operation. T,

4
W . '

. ) This program trains educational leadere, regular claseroofm teagﬁers‘and
other educgtional personnel to deal effectively with exceptional children
; who are in regular, rather than special, classrooms. The need for thie
- training 18 based on two factors: (1) there is a shortage of specially-
trained teachers; and (2) there is a growing trend toward moving children
who are physically handicapped or have other learning difficulties into
the malnstream ,of regular classrooms where teachers are generally not
* " equipped to meet their needs. This program, therefore, conceéntrates onz
. . . /
. ‘a) training inservice resﬁlar clagsroom personnel ta identify ’
children with potential or current handicapping conditions
and to diagnose, prescribe, and implement an educational
: ‘program for such children, and training educational leaders
to facilitate such training programs. - /

4 -

/

. - b) developing training and® protocol materials neceasary to
: : " implement such a traifing program.

-

Y

e
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c) broviding developmental assistancé‘to local apd State educa-
, = tignal agencies and titutions of higher edutation to he

"them deveIdp_train for educatio al pgrsonnel to work with
. v exceptional children. ? ~

Grants are made to institutions of higher educition and State and local
education agencies. .

Ll
L]

Proggam Scope:

H
Approximately 1,322 Sersons in 29 projects are participating in innova-
tive training programs for the preparation of leadership personnel in
teaching exceptional children with an emphasis in the early childhood
area. Approximately S0 percent of the participants are non-whites
representing Blacks, Chicanos and American-~Indians.
The Houston Independent School project is the first one in the State
of Texas to implement the five~year plan to transfer all handicapped
children to regular classroome. This project could provide a model
for the, rest of the nation., The Pennsylvania University Project has a
teacher training van which 1s touring the smaller towns of Pennsylvania.
It is bringing a special cufriculum to the teachers in this area. This
may open a new means of tralning teachers who are in rural‘areas.

T -
Recent court decisions (e.g., District of Columbia, Massachusetts,
Pennsylvania, California) have mandated the integration of exceptional
.children into regular classrooms. This trend is growing and there is a
proliferation of similar cases pending. The need, therefore, for ‘
existing regular classroom teachers to receive training which wiil
erigble them.to, meet the needs of these children with special problems,
is greater than ever.” ‘During “academic year 192314, 16 projects will

be'operational with 1973 funds. One of these will prodnce trainiug ~ . ..

materials. 1In addition, three field~based developmental assistance centers
will be funded which focus upon educational leaders and trainers of
teachers and exﬂfrienced educational personnel. Every effort will be

made, with limited funds, to provide assistance to those States and

school districts undergoing change as & result of court decisions or

legislative mand te. : IS

4 To date there have been approximately 15,000 minority people in leader-
ship positions who have been participants in these programs. As a
result of this the number of minority people moving into leadership
positions has greatly increased. All projects have been in low-income

. areas where the incidence of handicapping conditions has been greatest.
This has permitted working directly with the people most affected.

/
Program Effectiven¢ss: :

In 1972, the Resource Management Corporation conducted a process
evaluation of 39 projects. The overall conclusion of this study is.
that the major goal of the Special Education Program — the trainieg

-
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" *with most projeets having established measutable objectives for the

N

1
,.

of ‘teachers’ to teach handicapped chiléren in regular ‘classroom settiﬂgs -
is being met .by wogt of .the projects gtudied,. Acaﬂamic and practicum .
trbining are directed to this end, emphasizing ideutification, diagnosis{
and remedigtiont for handicapped children. WNo major problem areas were
cited by participants and theze, were no frequently wentioned suggestions
for- projéct improvement, ~ Self-evaluation of projects is well underway,

L

‘evaluation, . . )
'On-gbisg and Planned Evaluétion.ﬁtudiess ’ - \\

There are no
each project is required to have
_ an internal evaluation component. : ) . o

No projected studies are currently planned for this area.
major studies underway; nevertheless,

AN LI . s T i “J
Sources of Evaluation Data° ' " : : . . -
1. Annual site visits R . e :
2. Annual review by the University of Hinnesots Leadership .
» " . Tiaining Institute .
- 3‘.\.-‘Quarterly and yearly reborta." - ' . \
4, Review of 19?1-?2 projects by the University of Minnesotar )
- Leadership Training Institute. . N
. o : .
. 5. Process Evaluation of the ?rograms of the ﬁureau of ' o
e © Edtication Personnel. Pevelopment, ‘Decenmber 1972 by K ,,#gi )
R ReBource Menagement Corporation. - .
l\\ , o . . ,‘ ~ . » ‘---.\
) - .-.“ 1‘
" . . o~ 4 '. '
: . e S h
A . 5
- . ) PR P )
i . : : ..
] . ’ * , .
y L] N - ‘ - - .
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS ON EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS *
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. Program Kame: . - . ' oo

Training of Teacher Trainers Program v

Leéislation:

Expiration Date:.,’

P.L. 90-35, Part D, Section 531

FY 1974 °

Program Purpose and Operation:

The Trainets of feacher'Trai‘
and long-LexﬂhIraining project

Y -

2

5,

Education Professions Development Act’ i\\ .
< . b .
_Funding:Hi%tory: - Year + Authorization , Aéérggriation .
. . . 1966 $102, 750, 000 ) $6§,647,000 i
. ' e 1967 .. 226,250,000 70,250,000
1968 354,750,000 75,250,000
' ) ‘ 1969 300,000, GUQ\\ 80,000,000
- . 1970 . 340,000, 000 13,280,000
\\\“ ’ 1971 340 000 000 12,200,000
) . . , + 1972 10,000 000 ,
. ) . 1973 (Total EPDA - $200 000, 000 10,000,000
. e, A Lt h not less than.'S% of Ly .
. o . C ) which 18 for Part D.) z .
; 1974 - (Total EPDA -~ $300,000,000- T

»

rs Program ~(TTT) supports combined short
for trainers of teacher trainers and

for teacher. trainets in ‘institutions of higher education?and in local
and State education agencies. The primary objectives of the program R
. are to reform teacher training, to improve thé capability of institutions
' Of higher education to train the trainers of teachers, to upgrade the
. . status of .teacher tralning in. universities, and to broaden the’ base of .
teacher training to include the 1iberal arts and the ‘schools .and their
communities. The strategies utilized by the program to achieve these’
objectives include the 1dentific£tion and involvement of the "gate-
keepers,” e.g., the graduate level.teacherg ‘of those who tfain teachers,
graduate -professors of education, and liberal arts prqfessors who |
commonly deny their teachgr traiaing role; the use of "Pederal funds to
., ' modify facuLty‘reward syﬂtems the estabiishment of parity relationships
among the "producers" and “consumers" of, teachers by shared decision~ ..°
making with the, scheols ahd communities; an emphasis on the of
schools as site and scene of most teacher training; and the iﬁ;ritftihn-
.alizstion of the reforms ‘a8 they. develap. -

+
" S TR

3

- -

. Program Scope and gffectivggess. . 5 . .~o o

1., HRe o
The program consists of 29 projects involving direcily or indirectly .
some 15,000 persons. Represeptation includes schovol administrators,
faculty and students in institutions of higher education, experienced

" dnd fnexperienced veachers, personnel from Stste snd local education
lgencies

olTn rovied oy ENG - '
“r * - "
. - H 3 ‘

[:R\f: Paraprofessionsis and members ‘of the community also partiqipsted

248 © . . = e
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in TTT activities. While the program has done much toward bringing-a
number of groups together to enhance the re-training of college teachers,
many involved with the projects continue tv see the lack of commuﬁication
between groups as the major problem facing the program. In prder, to
focus more effectively on this problem, and to strengthen the multiplier
effect sought by the program, two related groups have been formed.-' One,
the TIT oral history project, has staff directly responaible for the
compilation of oral histories of projects at fifteen of the twentywnine®
projects. The other effort, called Projectf Open, wds begun by Ehe‘six
cluster centers to further develop TIT strategles ajmed at intez*insti-
tutional change at the national level. 1’

- -

LY

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

L

«During FY '74 correlation of collected data and further research into

.Evaluation-Research Center, University of Virginia, December 1973.

"

other program documentatdon will be conducted By the Evaluation Research
Center, University of Virginia; a fipal report in seven volumes will be
completed and made available for Btudy, as well as a popularized version
in shorter form for more genera} consumption.

»

Source: . Lo .

»

,

-

Traiper of Teacher Trainers, Final Evaluation Report, Volume 1, Sumﬁhry

3

or
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EQUCATION PROGRAMS

'

Program Name:
* . . . ¥

Pupll Personnel Services Program

Legislation: - ' Expiration Date:
P.L. 90-35, 1967, Part D, Section 531 OFY- 1975
Education Professions Development Act ' *
Funding History: Year Authorizarion - Aégropriation

' 1970 $90,000, 000 . $3,859,000

(A1l of Part D) )
o Ly 90,000,000 °© . 4,586,000
. Coo (A1l of Part D)
1872 90,000, 000 3,722,000

1973 (Total EPDA - $200,000,000 1,281,498
not less than 5% of which
v . is for Part D.)
= "~ . 1974 (Total EPDA - $300,000,000) terminated
A ST . ; ' o .

Pgogram Purease and Operatiens: . '

T . b *
* ' »

The goal of the program is to Amprove the quality of education for low-
achieving students from families of low-income by providing entry and
practicing pupil personnel service workers with 1nterdiaciplinary
training coupled with practicum experience. o L

The specific objebtives.are: ’

L
3

1." To improve qualffications of trainers and superviaors " e
of pupil personyﬁl Bpecialists‘ *

2. To develop alternative manpower developmenﬁ models;

3. To recruit.anJ'train minority group membera as pupil
_ personnel apecialiats° .and .

4, To bring about organizational change in both the B
training institutions and in schools where pupil’
personnel gpecialists function.”

r

V&

. ":\

Ny
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Projects include training in the following fields: g

"* 1. Guidance services, inclpding.CQpnseiing}
2. Payéhplogical servicesy including school psychology,
psychlatric, and other mental health services;
» -
* 3. Social services, includfhg school social Work, ..
. attendance work, ‘and visiting teacher services; and

4, Héalth services, including the teacher (or schooll
nurse, physician, and dental hygienist.

Projects may be short (usuﬁlly no less than 6 weeks total) or long (as
much as two summers and the intervening academic year). Although summer
training projects-are usually full time, any project may call for either
full- or part-time participation or a combination of these,

"Program Scope and Effectiveness:

¢ L r
In FY 73 grants were made to 8 institutions of .higher education to pro-
vide training for trainers of pupil persomnel workers as well as

prospective and experienced pupil personnel specilalists at the pre-school |
and elementary levels. A total of 1000 such personnel participated in
these programs. . : - .

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

No projected impact studies are curfently planned for this area. _
Information is being gathered by historian-observers on each center/
satellite project’s material and inter-institutional relationships and‘
the specific instances of change due to this program. Data from this
effort should be available in FY 1974.

Sources of Evaluation Data: . )

1, Aﬁnuél program operations data.

2. Process Evaluation of the Programs of the Bureau of . -
‘ ) Educational Personnel Development, December 1, 1972
2 s+ by Resource Management Corporation. . Y.
’ e w
’ L]
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORTS ON EDUCATIONAL EﬁOGEAMS

i . L

Program Name: ‘ I
Urban/Ruzal School Development Program
- Legislation: - Expiration Date:
' P.L. 90-35, 1967 Part D, Section 531 . "FY 1976
Education Professions Development Act -
. : Y . (Obligated)
Funding History: Year : Authorization Aggrogriation._
‘ 1971 $ 90,000,000 $10,527,000
P » (All of Part D) ‘
e, . 1972 20, 000, 000 11,989,000
_ (A1l of Part D) T
g . - 1973 (Total EPDA*~ $200,000,000 10, 297,640
* ~ not less than 3% of .
* which is:for Part D)
R | 1974+ (Total EPDA - $300,000,000)11,529,000

L3

Program Purpose and Operatione: E , . A

Il

The Urban/Rural School Development Program is deeigned to bring about .
entiched learning opportunities for students in schools serving a higﬁ
concentration of low-income families. - Its basic purpose is to produce
-- .(over the [ife of a five-year project) — accelerated classroom '
academic achievement, improved affective development, and increased .
range of opportunities for students. Through @ strategy of clode school-
community collaboration, the program concentrates on the following
intermediate objectivea‘ N
. ' Vo
1. To make training for educational personnel mores
responsive to the needs of ‘the school, its
.- ‘ staff, its puplil population, and the community
- hy means of concentrating training and program
development resourdes in a single school of in
& limited number of related achools; -

2. To develop improved decision~making capabilitiee
in school and community personnél;
3. To develop within the school and community a . .
. continuous procéss for.identifyfng critical neqde
and assembling ideas, resourcea, and atrategiee
to meet those needs; and : '
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4, To effect a process through which the individual soE001

. and its community accepte responsibility for its decision,
and 18 accountable for its action regarding the utilization.
of resources, formulation of strategies and development
of a program to improve pupil performance.

Logal education agencies are the usual grantees.

Educational personnel normaliy employed in participating echools
(teachers, paraprofessionals, counselors, principals, atc. ) receive
training, and implement curricular and organizational reforms.

Program Scope and Effectiveness: ‘ .

There are 41 current projects including about 6,500 gchool staff and.
community members. Funds appropriated in fiscal year 1972, and expended
during academic yeaf 1972=73 provided for extensive developmental
assistance tpo each of these 41 sites for the difficult .and sensitive
process of establishing ‘vigble echool-community councils and initiating
local needs assessment activities, . -

- Expgnditurg of fiscal year 1973 funde vary according to the atage of

development of the various models. All school~community conncils are in
operation and plans are developed for more intensive training for staff
and council members during the coming year. Process evaluation and on
site developmental assistance will be intensifled to aid management and
staff members as they move into more fully developed comprehensive sgtaff
development systems. Academic year 1973-74 will be the second operational
year in a projected five-year operational program of support to the 41
sites.

. On-going and Planned Evaluation Studies?

4ll projects are currently engaged in evaluation activity and by ) "
June 1974 it is anticipated that a reliable impact evaluation of the
program’s effect upon children's leawg and behavior will be availsble.

sources of Evaluation Data: -~ ‘\\\\\ S o
- ' . ; \‘\- -
+¥ 1. Annual program operations data.
! * - - . ‘\
2.’ National and Régional Conferences. : .

’ ~

3. Reports (:bm LTI Regional Coordinators.

4 Program officer site visits. . e

+ .
5. Process Evaluation of the Programs &f the Bureau
of Educatiohal Personnel Development, December 1,
1972 by the Reaource Management Corporation.

‘ . 253 .. : ;
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AMYTAL FJ;;ﬁATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Program Rame:
Teacher Training in Developing Institutions Program
Legislation: Lo . Expiration Daté;
P.L. 90-35, 1967, Part D, Secéion $31 !
Education Professions Development Act )
Funding History: Year Authorization &pprgprié;ion
1970 $ 90,000,000 ~$ 9,4@6,000 ~ 3.0 EPDA t

. (A1l of Part D)

1971 90,000, 000 . 4*ir’"”";f’#’#?#_
) (A1l of Part D) 4,900,000 - 49 EPDA "4

o . 1972 90,000,000 '
’ ’ - (All of Part D) 4,900,000 -~ 4,9 EPDA

1973 _3.0'HEA IIT 3.3 ESA 1.7

aent

- 1974 Decision pending

Program Purpose: . 3

The' broad purpose of the Teacher Training in DEV&lQping Institutions
(TTDI) Program are. -

(1) improve the professional competence of participants in
- language arts; reading, mathematics consumer economics,
~ . and Afro-American studies;
(2) prepare the participants to work more effectively in : ‘
. newly desegregating school settings. . ¢
(3) enhance proéressively the teacher training capacity of
. the grantee institutigns in the subject area of the <
project; and . .

(4i' provide advanced specialty and pre-doctoral training for
;~ . educational personnel who have been or may be displaced
®.  or adversely affected by “the school desegregation process. .




. 250

Frozram Scope:

Indications are That although the Teacher Training in Developing iInsti-
tutions program (TTDI) is being phased opt as an EPDA account, there is

" a possibility that some prograns will be re-funded. The Bureau of Higher

Education will make the determination around March 3} — April 1, 1974.

During the 1972-73 period 35 institutes were held during the summer, 1971,
which enrolled 1,250 participants or a mean of 37 per institute. . There
were 24 percent males and 76 pefcent females and 73 pércent Blacks and
27‘percent Whites. Among the participants, 58 percent taught in
elementary school, 34 percent in secondary school, and 8 percent in
pre~kindergarten, collegs, or adult teaching. The participants taught

a total of 79,358 pupils. The summer institute staff was 244 or 7.3 b
per institution, the majority (75 percent) of whom were professionels.“
Racially, the staff included 37 percent Blacks and 43 percent Whites
with men and women equally .represented. Seventy-thrae percent, of the
staff members held ‘professional rank and 53.7 percent held the doctoral
degree. Approximately 71.2 perceny of the staff had experience teaching

in the public schools, while 95 6 percenf had prior experience in higher
education.

During the academic year, there were 38 institutes enrolling 1,269
participants or.a méan of 33 percent imstitution. The Bex, ethnic
distribution, and educational level of the academic year participants
were comparable to the summer institute group. The academic year
enrollees taught a total of 76,780._pupils, the majority .of whom were
enrolled in junior and senior high schools. The project staffs were
comparable to the summer staffs during this period, but generally
were part-time with the institute during the academic year component.

Program Effectiveness:

[

An evaluation carried out,by the Human Affairs Research Center locked
at 38 TIDI ptojects during 1971-72. An overall assessment and a detailed
analysis of all projects were undertsken through site visits and observa—

Ltions along with participant, .questionnaire data.

~

Employing a get of systematic criteria 16 percent of the projects were
judged significantly effeetive, 42 percent were judged very effective,
42 percent were judged effective!

A total of 580 of the 123d*summer participants responded to the question-
naire represépting & 46 percent return. The vast majority of these
imprdoved skills in the preparation of teaching materials, improved ability
to communicate with persons of racial groups other than their own and
improved ability to develop and implement effective teaching strategies.

The‘main thrugy of the' Teacher Training in Developing Institutes pro-
gram 18 to strengthep developing institutions, predominantly Black; in

' 253 . g
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surh a way as to enable them to more effectively deliver quality teacher
training programs as well as to implement strategles for educational
. reform. ’

In FY 72, the Resource Hanagement Corporation conducted a process
'evaluatfon of 38 projects in the programs. The findings reveal that °

the participants are satisfied with the TIDI program. Eighty-six percent

of the participants in the 39 projects studied indicated that the project
was meeting thélr expectations and there was no discernible trend concern—
ing ‘the weakest or poorest project feature. This satisfaction may be”
short-lived, however, since only 30 percent of the projects have a

“staff member responsible for providing placement assistance to participants.

Lo

’Ongping_aﬁd Planned Evaluation Studies: -

No projected studies are currently planned for this area. There are no
major studies underway. . o7

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Annual ﬁrogram‘dperations data

2. An evaluation of the 1971-72 Teacher Training in --
Developing Institutions Program. The Human Affairs )
Reaeaych Center, Ngw York. - -
3. ngee/é’Evaluatioﬁ'oi the Programs of the Bureau of
»~Fducational Personnel Development, December 1, 1972
T by Resource Hanagement Corporatdion.




ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT QN EDUCATION PROGRAMS

. . . ] R ,
Program Name: - ) . M .
~ * - _:; . : L F3

Vocational Education Perasonnel Development Program ) oY

* . L] L 1

Legislation: P ) " i . *Expiration Date:
. ’ ‘ N .
P.L. 90-35, 1967, Education Professiona . FY 19?5 -
Development Act, Part F, Sec. 352 & 553 o . Tane .
Amended 12/68 : . .
Funding Hiatory: Year' Authorization : Appropriation :
1970 $35,000,000 (Part F)$ 5,698, 000 Tl
1971 Y ~40,000,000 =~ " 6,900,000 '
1972 . &S,OO0,000 6,900,000
1973 © 50,000,000 (Eat.- »800,000
- 1974 50,000,000 Apt.) 11,268,000‘{
Program Purpose And_gperatign. T P -’ : : 0 . ,;

The goal of the Vocational fducation Personnel. Program ia to provide State .
and locgk career educatien leaders with the capability for developing & .
systefis appraach tF profésaional personqel development which is reaponasive

§ local needa and whith'will effect improved preparatien of education

at institutions of higher edulation. The enabling objectives

are 1) to initiat cooperative arrangementa  between State and 1oeal educa-

tion to ensure th adequats preparation and developing of proﬁes&ional
‘personnel for car¢er and vocational educatfon; 2) to improvegthe quality

and effectiveness,of the ihetruction and pduinistration of ex g cdreer
and vocational Prpgrams; and 3) to continue support for the reviaion ‘and C .

- tefinement of th Statea. ayatems for profeasional peraonnel development p
in career and vodational education. - -

The Vocational Educatfon ‘State Syatems Program provides opportunitiea for * -
' State boarda for 'vocational education and institutiona of higher education *
to train anll rettali experfenced vocational education perﬁonnel and other
personnel in ordpr to strengthen vocational education programs and the
adminlatration achoola offering these programs. This ia accomplished

through granta that are awarded to States according ‘to the degree to which . *°
they have develgped a statewlde plan for professional peraonnel development
in vocatfonal education. .. . e

The Vocational fducation Leadership Deve].opment ,Program, _which_érants aWarda
to inatitutionaof higher education for the development of new %nd innovative

. programs at the leaderahip level, haa been the second component,of the Vo=’
cational Personpel Development Program. The doctoral component of ,this pro-
gram with 216 participanta’waa phased out in FY 1973. 1In additionp 256
participanta bepefitted from a oné-year 1eadership«program' Y :

5, - . ' .

in addition, thle purpose of thia program under Part D of the Educetion
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. ,f, assistance to State education agenciee *local education agencies and

' 1nst1tution3 of higher. education’ to orient. or reorient ronvocational
personnel to include.carger development aspects in all of their instruc-—
tional programs. The’ targeb Population “of beth Part F and Part D includes
‘career development aspects In all of their instfustional programs. The,
target- population of both Fart F and.Part D 1nc]udes all levels of educa~-

Tk tional personnel 1ncluding para-professiona1s

oo - .. i v .

., Prhgram-Scope and Effectiveness: ; T -

+ . . ) ¥

., . 1r Eifty=four States’ including Puerto Rico, Samoa and the
N . Trust, territories have now designed and lmplemented & plan

'”. for the development of vocational education personnel,
r .l . 2. ‘Each‘State agency has established.at tne State-level-a

. . ' specific uhit with responsibility for determiring

R ’ " professional personnel needs on:a Statewide basis; for

I.r* _those meeds; and foi monitoring and maintaining a

" planning, coordinating; and. funding programs %o ‘meet

‘continuous assessment and evaluation of the State system

. +fot Vbcational education personnel development.

}. Approilmately 200 training programs involving partieipants
- . from all service areas have been supported with a resulting

. ‘ , , reduction of fragmentation in the fleld and a more compre-

“* . .  hensive,approach to teacher education and local program

e T . operation. .

- 1

\\\\\; 0 L4, AL least 48 S:atee and “six territories are. now making

special efforts to bring State and local education ggencies
and institutions ¢f higher education together for a; more
coord{nated and concerted effort in developing and e&panding
) vocational education to, mleet the needs of each State.

o ° ’ - oo .
5.. Ihefg have been approxihately 40 projects conducted for in-

' . service training in management by objectives for all of their
, ’SLate etaff plue 'some local administrative personnel.

]
L]

. 6. a;pproximately 25 Statee are re=evaluating their certification

. ’ - .quirements for votational education personnel apnd are

** beginndng to relate them to competency-baspd criteria.

ol 7. Special projects in approximately 12 States have traine&
. educational personneI for implementing the career education
congept at the local level .o

d. . . n .
. '_ 8. Eighteep univereitiée recelved assistance in implementing '
L comprehensive leadership’ development.programs at the doctoral
level to* Supply h}gh«level leadership perdonnel for career
*and vocational education. , ‘There were 216 Federally supported,

e [l . . I
: " e . * + f
. : *
- - e
- . . . ; v

y : - 238 o
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* and 48 State supported participants enrolled in docto 1l

b

»programs of ‘these univeraitiea.

Federal funding level for

T prc?ram was 1.9 millfon.

~¢-7ea

Cormencing in September 1973,
lezdershilp development prograzs vere initfated in

9.

W% fngtitutions. There were 286 participents enrolled at a
5unding level.of 53.0 million.'

+

Activixiea aupported th}ough the States during FY 71 and the

approximate percentages of total funding for each category
' include: (1) in-service programs for increasing the competen-
" cles to teéachers, adminiatratora, and support personnel (45%);
training in-aervice teachers to.work with disadvantaged and
. handicapped. youth (Z1%); ‘exchange of education-industrial
personnel (92), developing teachers for career education (6%);
.. . and’ recruitment and tIaining of teachers from other fields i
# v for vocational educatioq (19%). - o‘ oot
Approximately 15 States supported projects rélative to the
. " development of counseling and guidance personnel with
occupational awareness and knowledge of the utllization
of occupational information for placement. '

- . ..
-

Emphasis was placed on the development% implementation, and improvement of
comprehensive, statewide systems for vocational education with expansion .
to include career education. Special ‘efforts were made to upgrade - e
vocational education personﬂhl,training in institutions of higher education.
Under Section 553 of the Education Professions Development™act AEPDA) ,

State systems received grants of a minimum of $34,000, with larger States

receiving G enaurétely high
as reflected in their appro

amounts proportionate to their unmet needs
State plan for Vocational Education. These

“directed to support a major focus in improving
projected vocational educational programs.

The present, program is continued with an emphasis
: .The prpgram stresses increasing léadership
lgcal educatiun agenciea, State departments of educatio

ment for all educational levels. At present there are, ,eighteen
Ttutions cSntifining their graduate level program being supported by
ederal funds and g number of leaderahip peraonnel being supported with
State fgnds. - . ;- o

- [

going and Plannea Evaluation Studiea. C f © .

ER) . 1Y .
§ Ly . .

:i ieio State Upiver%fty is currently developing an evaluation ayatem for

cational education leadership and development activities.for all State

* programs. It is aiticipated that the system will be flexible enough to A
-'adapt the evaluatidn needs of each State, -After cojfpletion of this 270

developmental effort it is anticipdted that training of State leaderahip P
will Ee conducted in the intereata of implementing the model. B

. A . .
v .. v, ! . N,

S s L T
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*

.. Aancal program operatlons data.

¢." Frocess Evaluation of the Programs of the Bureau-of

,Educational Personnel Development, December 1972 by
Resource Management Corporation,

3. An Evaluation System for Vocational Education Leader-

ship and Professional Development Activities Ohio
State University.

7260
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< .. . ANNUAL Evawm:mn REPORT ON o A
. o S ". EDUCATION PROGRAMS . . .  © A
* i ‘ :t. - ~ . '.‘. -
* L] —- l.
" Progr an’Name: ) . _
e \,ﬁ m " ’ - .- —— - . - - '
_Library Ser‘vices o . S .
- . » ‘ L]
. Legisletion: R ) * o Exgitation Date' .
Libtrary Services and Construction Act., . -FY 1976 . .o
v . Title I, as amended by P.L. 91-600 (and . ..
nE‘re IV-A“and IV- B to 1972) e tE CoL
+ . " ’h*\q_\g A | ) ._ . ’ W= . T
FUNDING HISTORY ¥EAR © - AUSHORIZATION - . ~ APPROBRIATION - .
Beginning in 1972, 1965, $ 25,000,000- _ $ 25,000,000
State Institution- 1966. . . 25,000,000 25,000,000._ .
alized Services - 1967 . '35, 000,000 . . -35,000,000 "
{Title IV-A) and , - - 1968. ‘- —as,ono 000 35,006,000 *
. - Services to the. -, 1969 S.. - 55,000,000 2 ‘3‘5 000,000 ,
.- . Physically Hand- .. . 1970 - .. ' 65,000, 000 j -T2, ?50 000
y capped (Title IV-BR) . - 1971 ' | 75,000, 900 35,000,000 : >
s ‘e Were ‘combined under 1 ’ .11 00 -
N ) ‘comb . 1972 2,000,000 . . 46,0003000
S 275 PR S 1973 117,000, 000, . 262,000,000 A/
- '. ‘ 1974 ' 123,.‘300,000 - .~ " 44,155,000 -3
o« (01d Title 1V-A) ° T I . -
T - . - 1967 Y 5,080;000 .~ 350,000 ¢
LT 1968 = .. 7 sobfooq . -, 2,120,008
\’ - . - .o g L2 }969 ‘ .. JAi] \000 000 . - ,-094 000
S T . Coo1970., 1z.§oo,doos . .'2, 094,000
e L S EYAR 15,000,000 S 2,094,060,
o - . ' 1972 . .- " See above L See ,above
K U (01d Title IV-BY - I . O “
"‘ L ‘ . . <3, t1967 .. ' 3,000,000 oo, \" . 25,0,Q00
o “ L . 1968 - - 4,000, 000 .o 1,320 060
. el o 1969, ) "* " 5,000, 000 - R 13334,000 ..
: o _ . % 1970 . 6,000,000 R - 1,334,800
. . - . . 1971 - ' ?,000,0#10. / . 1,334,000
. a © 1972 " Seg above' ., + .« See above
- - . . . . ' . . ‘ g \ ‘.“ . -
SRR Prggram Purpose and Operstion: o e \. .
) . . v oo ' S b N
Tﬁis prognam provi.des supnort to States ghrough basic and matthing ormula )
. * .grants to assist them,in providing library services to ‘areas without Buch )
) services or, areag with -inadequate serviges; .to assisf. in 1mprov;ng quslity .
¢ of fnformat{on sérvices including skrvices to specialized g‘r.oups *such- as . -
';:. [ . - .l.l | ’ e o' b : ' ~- - ' - L I \h '
s Y
. . "1/ $32,000,000 of “the 4?9?3 appropriatfon was impounded and .npt released 'tmtiL
_ .+ FY-1974, Prpgram data for ﬁ‘_‘@“n in this népor.t reflect t‘r're FY 19?3 _
QT expeﬁditure of $30 000" 000.:. ) L ) PR

- o L] "
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.Ef' level).' _'.-:-- t - ol ' , . \
\‘ o % ] .‘ o L] v N LI g '."‘ L
. T T P L R . . . o
. - . Y ." e Y % weor . e L, ’ - -
Program Scobe: ., T T .. - PO T NP =TT e
. - - e S T/ < BN
Genéral data Tor this program aré as fhllows' -\ . , * Egtimated.

‘ 2. Disadvqntaged peréons with®actegs. to LSCA seruices * ' .
. I ' o« . c(in thousands) ™ 23 500 ~
i M A T - - oy P - - . ‘4. P
LT3 Number of State 1n8t1tutionalized px?aqgs sgrved .. L .
" by_LSCA T N T . 732};"?00 -
' ' ] g - - - x.\. - ‘-‘ ' ’ )

i’ the disadvantaged, the physically handicapped,' nd those in State public

- ' ™ \\ " ’ > . . )
..25§ ' . - l . -

institutiens; to strengtheh public library administration at the State’ .
level; to strengthen metropolitan public libraries which serve as natipnal ,
‘0T regional resource centers; and to plan programs and projects to extend

and 1mprove servicé ’ . .

’ , ,
Tﬁe Fedaral share ranges from 33% to GGZ.except for the Trust territories
which fs 100% Eederally funded, and Ststes must match in proportion togy

. thelr pes capita inceme, States must maintain the same level of fiséal S
effort for handicapp d and institutionaliZzed libracy service tﬁat-exibted
prior ta thé combina ion of fhese programe under the new .amendments CFY 1971

r - : -
Lt 1 Population with access to LSCA services (1n thousands) 87,000 © .

bl 4-. - A ' . Y

Number of_handicapped perspns Peyved by LSCA

.the LSCA aétivities in 11 Stafes it found that most pro
by: lack of mahpéwer;.: lack of coordination‘hQ?ng publdie-

‘educational agenciés, need for resedrch in dete ining
proje ts? vere . reaching .their goals; lack oﬁ;nnders ding ‘on’ the’ part of .the
' public library's potential and actual senvi e8; lack,of ability of lﬁhraries

* to redct- quickly to, public ‘demadds for more rvices, and lack of suitable

. measutements “of libraqy pefﬁqsséncea. .
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‘The Pehavioral $fience Corporation study idPntified f1e13 visited, and
-+ ‘evpluated public librarv service “to disadvantaged in sclected ci&ies.
These’ projects were not limifed, however, to Titlc 1 projects. This pilot
§tudv of 15 local library projects for the urban disadvantaged, utilizing
User and non-user inferview «for evaluation srecormended that libraries
¢ find better wayvs te ,goordinate with schools when dealing with disadvantaged
* children.. The successful programs were characterized bv the inclusion of
some or all ofribe Tollowting: active participatien by the target group;
temphasis o atidio-vigual rather than print materiais; and the fact that the
e program had been viewed as a significant service bv the adults in the
‘. e, icommunity.

“ . R

. Ant, Tltles I & II i mpeting the publlc -dibrary needs of special cllentele
. ., Broups, e.g., disadv ntaged, ethnic minorities, handicapped and institution-
“ 2 alized persons was genducted by SDC. The project has survevet all State
+ Library Agencies, ail known ongoing pratjects directed toward these groups,
- and discontinued pryojects. Fifty-five representative sifes were field .
visited and l{drar}y and related agency personnel were interviewed .as well®
. as library users gnd non-users, This study provides an inventory of >

projects, a feeds/agsessment. and recommendatione for change.. Qver 160O
projects were identified and queried. It was’ found thaf’many projects
classified us digcontinued (due to the loss of LSCA funding) where opera- .°
tional, But being funded frof ‘State or local monjes. A mechodology specify-
*.ing criteria toradjudge program effectiveness was developed, and was’ tested
M- ‘~and validated yith the examined projects

1]

The report stateds ) he . L .

R :-;' "1 is Levident from the data gathered in this prO]ect that LSCA- .
<, préiects directed toward special clfenteles have been successful, o

4 tp some.extent s More projects#are suctessful than unsuccessful,,‘

and fairly signifiecant numbers of* special rlienteie sroups have
been reached. [t s also 'evident that somé projects are far from
successful. Many tiportant needs are not beink met, or are barelv
v ' being pet, even hy proﬁects judged Successfui,..

. r

r "

Tn manv States it was evident that were Federal funds not availabhle,
there would be ‘no projedts mhatsoever for specianl ¢lienteles..
Indéed, in one *State plin that_ was examined the siLatement was made 4
that, wujie there were special cIientelee in the State, 'no projects
need be directed towards--them because the State inteunded to give *
service to all of its-cfrizens on an equal basis, That naive
attitude represents--all too. frequently--the lack of, knowledge and
., concern that exists at many levels of State and local’government.
Library! services for special clienteles, are not the same as the ’//f’
traditional, rwe-await-the-knowledgeable-user, attitude provides.
Special clienteles frequently need to be edutated to, beepme userQRD///
. and perguaded that the library has something of value for them.” -
.SCA funds have befn®a critical+factor in pr01ects for speetal,
clienceles, and they have provided the bulk of uheff/ndé/%eing used -

v -
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for innovative projects; without LSCA (or.a real substitute) . ° . -
there wonld be little or no innovation-—in short, a2 rather static, .
nveﬂ3m0ribund public library_in the U.S8." ., - Lt
. ' "‘
*" A majér study of “The Public Library and Pederal Policy was performed by
SNC. This study assessed the current total national public library situation
utilizing existing data and included recommendations for further data collec-
- tion efforts in areas of current #nformation deficiencies.
The final report stated, .
- "ln this study we examined the past’ and present status of the -
public library and likely d#rections for the future. Based upon
our examination of’the public library as an information-providing
institution, and our certainty that free access, to all
information is a requirement of a democratic society ¥:
ngoessity for individual well being, we have recomqbnded ertain
courses of -actfon for the Federal govermmerit...

Ty

" Two major directions for library development have emerged from .
the cirrent study. The first is toward greater efficiency. This. . .
can be accomplished through system organization, which will allow .
centralization of certain functions, through iﬁproﬁe@ internal .- e
mariagement and organization, and through sraff training.

.
L
-

“‘;l,

The second directior is toward greater specidlization and
. differentiation of gervices among public libraries. This can
be accomplished through organization of public libraries with all .
* .other kinds’ of libraries and through.cooperation between .public
« llbraries and’ non-library agencies for the purpose of providing
special educational services. . .

’ The Federal government "has glayed a role in recent years of ’
* . helping the wpublic library»to organize into systems and to provide
' " services to segments of the population who were previously
‘ungerved. While there are indications that Federal programs
' suffered’ From insufficient coordination, insufficient evq}uation,
“ and inadequate funding, there is much evidence, to demonstrate that,
a strong impetus toward system organization’' and the provision of e
services te. Fpecial clienteles was ‘provided by Federal interyention.

- ~ 1t is our (SDC s) beligf that.oontinued Federal intervention.is
necesgary. Local communities and individual states, acting
independently, cdumot supply the coordination, direction, and
support that is required to éxploit the potential of the vublic :
library for prqviding information and_education serVices during : -

. the coming decade._ . LI )
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Ongoing and Plénned Evaluation Studies: . N

;here are no ongoing evaluatioh studies directly related to _thig ‘prograum.
o further evalﬁation\studies in this area sre planned ’

* -

’ - 4
.

Sources of Evaluatlon Da H o, .

. 1. Overview of LSCA ﬂitle I, by Systems-Development Corporation y

Published by ﬁowkar, 1968 : :

. - 1,
'

~ .
2. A Stq_g_of Publiec Librady Service to the Disadvantaged in Selected
Cities, by Claire Lipsman and contracted to Behaviors Science
Corporation, 1970, ’

3, Study of Exemplarv-xhblic Library Rea&ing and Reading Related
‘Programs for Childrén, Youth and Adults, by Bars.‘ Beitzel &
Aspoc. Tmet, 1972, \ : St

L3
%

4, EValuation of LSCA Sérvices to Ypecial Target Croups, bv Svstem
Dévelopment Corporation, July 1973,

5. The\?ublic Library an& Federal Policy by System Development
CTrporation,“Final Report, april 1973, . '

f. Basic Issues ‘in the Governiental Financing of Public Librarv Servieeq,
Government Studies and Systems, May 1973,

‘ .
A Y

7. Uarious Library Demonstration Projgots.-—These ptujects are designed
to survey and analyze the public library and informatjon sgrwices to’
the American ,Indian, thg aging, and the information ne
rural and urban poor., :




262 -

—

Program Name:<

Public Library Construction . L

Legiglat®on: . ‘ . ‘ _Q . . ,.-"ﬁ’;cgiration Date:
N Library Services and Construction Act, ~ FY 1976 °
+ Title 1I, as amended by p.L. 91-600 ;
Funding HistorY¥: Year . Authorization . —fﬁggz;pflation
. 1965 $ 30,000,000 $ 30,000,000 *
1966 36,000, 000 30, 000,000 )
1967 40,000,000 40, 000, 000
- i . 1968 "50,000,000 * 21.185,000 -
- — . 1969 - 60,000,000 9,185,000 o
T ©L 1970 70, 000, 000 7,807,250 -
- . “ 1971 80,000, 000 #,092,500. ’
.- . 1972 80,000,000 .. 9,500,000
. 1973 . 84,000,000 ) 15,000, 000
. 1974 88,000,000 J -0-1/ -

Program Purpose and Operation: , ) ‘ v

‘' This program provides funds to States on & matching basis to support the
construction of public libraries. Punds may be used for the construction
,Of new buildings, for additions to existing buflding and for renovation
or alteration of existing buildings or for the acquiwgition of an eﬁisq;ng
facility to be used for ‘public library purposes. Grants are made to '
States on a formula basis. The Federal share ranges from 33% to 66X,
except for the Trust Territory which is 100% Federsally funded and States

« must match in proportion to thqir per capita iﬁcome.’

Prograq Scope. and Effectiveness. . ‘ ¥ ! :

.
b

From the program's inception in 1965 through 1973, 1,876 projects .totaling
$160, 000,000 have been supported adding more than 20.7 million square feet
of flopr space. otate and local agencies will have contributed approxi-
mately $395,000,000 in support of these projects. About 1.2 million
square feet of new or renovated public library floor space was added in
1973 with the $2,585,539 carryover money from FY 1972.

o, *

-

- / - - N
“~n~h“"lf $15 mitlion will be available as a carryoVer from FY 1973 impounded
— funds, T
Lo
F)
T e e ¢
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Prqgram Effec;iﬁe;;;;? :

\ A rece 1y completed study "Evaluation of LSCA Services to Special

<
e

e

Td;get Groups ‘/in a‘section entitled "Factors Associated With Program

;//SUCCESS’ identified facilitieg as one of several important factors for
pr

ogralm guccess. Thg report e;ates.

“The sectbnd important facto: in project success seepns to be '
appropriate facilitig . It pseemed that projects that might
otherwise have made a significant impact did not do so, in some
cases, because the project tacked separate facilities that
could be identified as project facilities by the 'target group.
Lack of identifiable project’facilities is not always bad,
since some successful projects wert found using branch library

~ =, facilitles. However, the existihg branches in these cases

almost always had Both a flexible interior and a flexible
director, and project activities that were apparent to the

_-," target groups, even though carried out within the normal

facilities. Even if project facilities are sopetimes. located
in what seem to be makeshift and upsuitable quarters, the fact
that they are separate ard identifiable makes for success in
‘spite.of their temporary, crowded, or otherwise negatjve aspects.
In general, then, the tdrget groups must he able to “identify™
the project facilities in some way.
This would indicate that_ the additional library space has met a critical
eeed . ] 'Y

Ongoing and Planned:—

There are no ongoing or planned evaluation studies directly related to
this »rerrvam. . .
;]

Sources of Evaluation Data: . ’ ,
1. Evaluation of Library Services and Construction Act
Services to Specialized Target Groups, by System
Development Corporation, July 1973. .

2. Program Operational Data,
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Program PurPose and Opggation°

bw

k

-

i .

Profram Name: . “ _ ' R
Interlibrary'Coop;rative éepyices . )
~ . o
' : : /
-Lepdslation: - Expiration Date:
Library Services and Construction . FY 1976
Act, Title III, as amended by
P.L. 91-600, .
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORTZATION APPROPRIATION
1967 $5,000,000° . 375,000 -,
1968 7, 500,000 2,375,000
- 1969 . 10,000,000 . 2,281,000
1970 12, 500,000 2,281,000
1971 15,000,000 . 2,281,000
e 1972 15,000,000 2,634, 500 7
1973 15,000,000 7, 500, 000./ :
1974 ' 16,500,000 . 2,594,000 '

L

This program provides funds through formula grants to $tates to establish and

maintain local, regional; State or ineerstate cooperative networks, of libraries.
for the coordination of informational serVices of school, public, academic, and
speclal libraries and information centers, permitting the user of any .one type
of library to draw on all libraries and information centers. Wo State matching
is required.

-
Eany

Program Scope and Effectiveness:’

In 1973, ai.estimatgu 120 cooperative profects were supported, the same mumber
as in FY 1972. Nearly 9000 libraries were ianIved in these proiects. Partici-
pation by all'classes of libraries in telecommunications or information processing
systems has increased. Also, regional pianning within States as well as multi-
statehplanning for coordination .of Ilbrary.serV1ces ig 1ncreasing. .

H
il

'1]'$1 770,000 of the 1973 aupropgiation was. 1mpounded and not released Uﬂtil
FY 19?4 Program data for FY 1973 in this Teport reflects the FY 1973-
expenditure of $2,730,000,
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6ngoing and ﬁlanned Evgluation Studieg: - .r

Ho evaluatign's'tudies are yot undemay':j_n this area.

L]
3 L

“

Source of‘Eva%uatiOn Data:

Prdﬁram Operationél Data
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. ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION -PROGRAMS PR
. Name : , K » T .
. emic Library Resources’, o D v .
Blation: ’ ’ ‘ ’ ) ’ ' ' N i m/ ’
o Higher Educatiop Act of 1965,"Title IT-A oaes, L
‘. + " ] L, ] . .- - . . . y * ¥ yo
. " Flinding History? °  Year *.*  Authorization - Co
; L | 1966 © 3 50,000,000 " " § 40,000,000, .
: . 1967° .. | 50,000,00 255000+ 000
. N : 1968 50,000,000 05000
.. , . 1969 25,000, 000 25,000,000
. .. .« 19707 (75,000,000 .+ 79,816,000 "
T 1971 ' .- 90,000, 000 9,900,000,
. , 1 V. f- 1972. : e ? 10 944 9000 ",
1973 o . "12,466,000 A
. 1974 S 9_ 975,000 - -’
) v e i . ‘.

. arg-dwarded to eligible institutions of highetr education' (1) Basic . :
gfants of up to $5,000, provided that the applicant expends #t least the

. 9ame amount from institutibnal funds.for library Tesourcesy (2) SuppIemen-
'| tal grants of up to $20 per student, provided-that the applicant.meéts the -
" eligibility terms for a Basic grant} and (3) §pecial Purpose grants, un~'

- restricted as to the amount requested but which must be matched with $1 .
] of instigutional funds for library resoutces ‘for every $3 of Federal ..
. funds requested. For both the Badic angd 'Special Purpose grant categories,_
' - - applicants must meet maintenance-of-effort reqiirements im two areas —-.

total library purposes and libratry reaources -- aBs follows. in the_Fiscal o

Yedr of applicat;on, the applicant must expend, or plan to expend,/an _'/.‘
T ount equal to*or in excess of the average of the two fiscal yeérs ’
prbeding the year of application for total library purposes‘-in the: o °
T Fiscal Year ot application, the applicant must expend, ot plan to expend,
qqh”*:::::-h-‘Tﬂﬂnnrpq o or in excess of the average of -the tyd fiscal years

preceding the year ofapplication for library resourcegf. Under certain
circumstances, a waiver mafﬂﬁE“graateduﬁggm maintenafice-of=-effort

requirements. In the case of Special Purpose grants, the matching
ghare must be in addition to thé base two~year average for library
resources: institutional expenditures, ' .

"

+

Progiam Scope and Ef fectiveness:
) .. PR
In Fiscal Year 1973, the Education Amendments of 1972 man ted & Bdbic
u! grants be given first priority for consideration. Addit onall other

F .




A uitoxt provided by ERic

1

library agencies-aré now eli/j

.

4 ’ *

" provided that they- primarily serve the academic community on a formal,

* tpoperative basis,

As a vesult, 2051 such awards were made totalling

$10,1 million and averaging almost $5,000 per award,

1he remaining .

le for Basie and Special Purpose grants,

-

funds were awarded to 6fF lnatitutions and consortia for Special Purpose
Cranty tntalling ajmosty %5 4 mittion, 1n both grant areas, funds were
ut iM1zed 'to satisfy cr;;lcnl ueedq in special curricu]um areas and in
providing additional resourges to disadvantaged sendents and to the
,preparation of studentq to becter serve the Yisadvantaged.,’

4 -

going_and Planned Fvalua;ion Studies:

-this program

’

-

e g -
. ﬂt, I ?the are’jirgggéing ot planned evaluation studles ‘directly related to -

~~.Program Operational Data

'ERIC

Sources” of Evaludtion Data: ,
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i 1

™ .
# “ T

Career Training - Libraries

ST

/,/’ Legislation:

xpiration Date: .

I

FY 1975 g

[ N '

Higher Education Act of 1965, -
Title 1I-B b

o

—

Pl *

“— FUNDING HISTORY !

' . APPROPRIATION

$1,000,000
3, 750,000
8,250,000
8,250,000
6,833,000

~YEAR

. .1966
. L 1967
. 1968 /

. . * 1969

: : 1970/

. ' 1971

1972
1973
1974

,000,000
38,000,000
.15,000,000

3,900,000 -
1,939,000

" 3,558,000 -
2,850,000

// 18’890’000.

] - - . Lt
.Program Purpose and Operat
oy 4 ‘ N Ll
- "This program provides grAnts to institutions of higher education to support -
training and retraining’ Qflibrarians and information scientistsy including
paraprofessionals, fof service in all types of libraries and informatiou -
centers. Professional training is accomplished through short and long-term
institutes, traipgeships, and pre- and post-baccalaureate fellowships.

The Education”Amendments of 1972, effective with Fiscal Year 73 program-
operations; required that at least 50% of all program fuqdé be used.to '
support fellowships and traingeships. Also, other library agencies and
associations are now’eligible to submit proposals for consideration.

In addition, the amendments now ¥equire a statutory distribution of funds
between the college library resources and the library démonstration and )
training programs. Of the amount appropriated for demonstration and training
under Title 11-B, 66-2/3 percent must be used for library training.

. " L]

. 4
.Program Scobe! .

Y ’

Between 1966 and 1970, the program awarded 2,700 fellowships and traineeshins,

* Combined authorization with Library Research and Demonstration until FY 1972.

Sc ' 273
pd
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- * & .
and provided'institute training funds for 11,070 participants. In 1971,
the program was redirected to provide more responsive library $ervices to
disadvantaged and minority groups by retraining librarians and training
members of minority and disadvantaged groups so that they might enter into \
the library profession as professionials and/or paraprofessionals. The '
primary focus of this'redirection was to achieve change in the system for 4
preparation and utilization of library manpower to be more responsive to the A
informational needs of the disadvantaged.

Of special note have been several institutes which either recruited Native
Americans into the profession or retrained existing library personnel in
more effective service to the Rative American. These institutes, operating
in the Southwest, will strengthen and support educational and informational
services to a disadvantaged populace. Also of note’has been the minority
recruitment efforts throughout the Natiof which have brought a higher
percentage of Blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricams, Qriental Americans 'and Native
Americins into the mainstream of the profession.

. . . ,

- . 7

Prbgram Effectivenggs. ot : . T )

' Two formal gvaluation studies of this program have been made. °§he first

in FY:1969 by the Bureau of Social Science was restricted to the fellowship ¢
program. It found at that time that all 3 types, of graduate support {the
masters, post masters -and Ph.D. programs) were accoﬁp}ishing their intended
goals; however, the study indicatdd that themaster's program was mdst ~
effective out of the three studied for bringing in:new personnel ‘to library
areas outside af the academic’ library field. The second study was performed
. by Rutgers University and examined the institute program. Interviews wdlle
conducted with institdte dirédetqrs, Regional Progpram Officers, and the staff
from the libfary bureau. It was.fqund that the area of greatest institute
impact 1s in the area of school -medfa personnel (a specialist who integyates
print and non-print resoidrces with the formal learning experienCe)

™ ] e
.f]"- - ) . ‘ .¢'

_going__amdr Planned Evaluatig.n Studig

- *
. [ U

. There are no evaluation studie.s planned for this a¥eain the near future

.3

v
*

R

a -
Sources of Kvaluation .Data: b

Qverview of the Library Belllowshin,rroéram; by the Bureau of Social Science
RBsearch, Inc. of Washington, D.C. 1979 - o -

. Data Qollecéiﬂh'hnd Description of'HEh Title 1I-B Institutes, by Rutgers

1972 ”

. "~

-'/,
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ONZ )
i EDUCAT ION "PROGRAMS . _
Program Name: " -
v Librai?“ﬂegg:strations
. ‘ e \‘ ¢ . _ ;
Legislati®n; v Expiration Date: .
"__ . - \ » . . -
AV Higher Education Act of 1965 JFY 1975
S Title I-B * ) d . ..
. a
FUNDING, HISTORY . YEAR s  AUTHORIZATION * - APPROPRIATION
F) B . . LY _ " ~ o ' .
. . 1967 T (See 1ibrary $3,500,000 )
. . N - 1968- training 3,500,000 - g
1969 authorization) 2,000,000
", 1970 : ‘ 2,100,000 ..
. i L * 2,171,000
- . 19 e 2,000,000 - - .
S .. 1973 . 11;785,000 - -
, 1974 et 1,4257000 .
.Program Purpose_and Operation: s

.In FY 1973 2& projects kere funded rebresenting both cotitinuations and ney

" Three goals (not mutually gquusive) that principaily characterize the

This program provides fﬁn&s through grants and contracts to improve libraries
ind information science by demonstration and dissemination. The igpetus .
provided by the redirection of 1971 continues to focus ,support on improving
services. to the d advantaggd This program now fuods projects cdnducting .
field demonsn;at ns of new delivery.systems that would facilitate accegs to
and sustain the knowledge and 1nformational needs of critically depri\ed

pergbns. - . T R
* ‘ - - 9 -
* L] LT . f R . -
Prog ram SCOpe and Effectiveness. . A Lo

i " . v . °

starts.- A representation of the wide diversity of -the type of projects funded
their purpose, and- their intenﬂed audiences is described below. |, ) ..

démongtration pctivities sponsored undet HEA, II-B are: adaption of traditional
study, in all ite applications to mman® car ér development, through library

$ervices;, the creation of technical support

or gystems; and the ‘design of,

L

O ]

. Twelve metropolitan Iibraries serve as experimental sited spa/

testing dglivery systems compatible #ith critfcal ﬁeeds.

. " . /’
Von—traditional sutd} is tepresented through a grant to the College Entrance
Examination Board througﬂ their Office of Library and IndependeAt Studies.
furnigh, dn

I 27.) B .-
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i Sources of Evaluatipn Studieé’ :- Loee me ;." ‘:{*’ L
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information and data base to Support models qhich,will be compatible fpr
adaptioq by larger libraries gpnerally. T -

The following are examples of specific operatins demonstrations in deﬁeloping
concepts useful tq library parficipation' I) the triangle preject in

North Carolina, composed .of a gmall State Univef;at?, a Technigal Institutd:
gnd a three county regional public libraries which cooperate on a recruitment

' ahd "support grog:am ’of Adult Basic Education; 2) fhe Vérmout Co¢munitx College
. {actually a

tate netwonk)' has in their project férmed with six public .
libfhires a consortium baged. upon components. of ¢ommunity education. It will
serve -as the community coIlege library cehteg providing materials to, students
in the*adult bagic education curriculim, and to townspeople.__

o i ) oo

The, 6Eslgn of a new delivery system is supported through the fbilowihg ' ;i-

1) the Washington State Library is making an inquity into the feaaibility of

. 8 state-wide system £or ‘the delivery® of‘books by mail 2) in Atlanta the .
'Cooperative College Library Center (as ‘a. satellite q£ the Ohio College Library

Center) now s replicﬁtdng the Ohio model whose objective is, to decrease

the tost of libnaty materiars and of techpicpl yrncessing. ; . SRR

.‘\-

In Fiacal Year 1973, .2 major Share qffprogram fund95 frent into ﬁhtwogking.'

One’ .example is the completely urben cperatiohal ¢oq§ortiym (Clesﬁlané Atlanta,
Queena “Houston, Debrbit) suﬁbdrting informatﬁon demgnst:atiqna. '

ols'

. Information neéds of the kmerfben Indian Communitg are Being met experi@éhtaily )

in an Indian consoritum operating at Stamding Rock (Sipu:) Rough_ Pock (Navajo)
and Akwasesne (Huron). Appalachian people.in 5, States are participéiing in
the expérimental design of a network qyatem for rurdi isaldtes. Borh the

demonstration activities and training activities are coordinaned g;ograms unaar
HEA, Title II-B, ] n" . S

(.' * . ) -
. ]

oo ..- P -’.'ﬁ;."' v ) '

-

ggoing and Planned Evaluation Studies\ ::'h : - .L“' e :x'

[

_ There are no ongoing or piauned evaluation studfés dixect{y talnte% to-this

program, . . ‘. - T ,“‘ LM ,,_,} - ;3 .
. L] ' '-.-" ‘Q.“"'v‘ . L] _‘_\' A" ) .-" -.Ir .“ -

.t :___. et " -ﬁ' N
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. .. P . hD - .
" Program Name: . ’ o SN ’
. . ~ . - . R . .

School Library. Regovrces - ' ° . . ' h

N . "'_-.“- @ " - 1 o . - 'l . - “".
-Légis'latioh ' . .. * . " . [Expiration Date:

) i - - TN

‘Jitle II of the Elementary ‘and . ¢ June 1973 (pros:nm operated , e~
- Secondary Education Act,as N . - In FY 1974 under’ automatic

" .and teachers in public and private elementary and secondary schools..

_ aeqondary achodls for 1n;tfhctiona1 naterfals to be used in instruction, |

. N . N S TN
i amn S N T
' . + v

amended (P.L. 83-10, P.L. '89-750, ° - " extensfon aythopized by |

P.L.;90-347, P.L. 91-230 -P.L. 92- .Y PLI~90-287) )
318). - . . . - . _ DI .
) . " . ’ . \\ . vt /ﬁ-
ggnding Hiatogx : Year ' Authorization gggggggggglgg
- e » N
‘-.: R .. -1966 . .-§ 100,000,000™. $ 100,000,000 .
T e ., 1967 07 . 125,000,000 102,000,000
St - - -1968" 150,000,000 . 99,234,000
Ut T, 1969, . 162,500,000" . . so 000, 000
.t 1970 4 200,000, , 000 . 42, 500, 000
et et 197 200, ooo 000 "~ - 8¢, 000, 000
AU 1972 . 210,000,000 ©-. °$0,000,000
. o) L 1973 0 - 2zo,ooo,ooo o 101,000,000 -
‘ : 1974 ' \- 90,250,000
‘Program Purpose and Operation: . : .

. -, - e

The purpose of BSEA Titig 11 19 to.provide achool library resourcel, i .
extbooks, and other instiuctional materials for the ‘use of childret# .,
Approved plans are in effect for 0 States, the District of Columbis,
five outiying areas, and the Bureai af JIndian Affatrs., Planl'include
‘aasurance of: administration of the progranm unde? relative need. and
selectlon ¢riteria; equitable’ tteatnent of the priva;e qector. and \
hmintenance of effort. *Plang tematn in effact frod year to year but 4
are amended to reflect material changes in program. During FY 1973

amendmeirits were ;aviéq&: and appfoved in accordance with a section, of o
the Education Amendmepta, of 1972 that requited that in adninistering .
Title 1I, eqyal. corisideration be given to the needs.of lelementary and

oxientation, and‘ﬁuidance and coun;elins‘in occupatforial educhtion.

The Title I1I program densista of two couponentl -~ agquisition of .
materials and administratfon. The acquisition proéram 1ncfudhl the
purchase, lease-purchase, ar straight léteé of inetrictional matérials
and the necesaary costs of ordering, processing, cataloging -nteriall .
and delivery of them fo'the initial place at which they are made
available for use.” Adminigtration includes those executfve, supervipory,
and management regponsibilities veated in State education agancies naces-
sary to carry out State plans. Pive percent of ‘the smount paid to the
State, or $50,000, whichever is greater, is ava&llble for aﬂniniltr:tion
of the State pian. "

. N £ o
- . i
. v + L i - . - " »
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Program‘Scope:

Inf

. Bgpartments of education used ea
eports-and from other publicati

hhgffluative Déta*%ellqying)

F—ege-- -

t

ghildren have benefitted. Title
afd to private school children.

4

mmation about Title II comes

‘ -—:1~§\\\-:) o
273 . -
-
from_the annual reports from State

ch fis¢
ong on the

-

year as the besle for program

IT ie the foremoat OE

Public School Ghildre

Year

+ Private School Children (in

A£in
oillions) Eligﬁble\Pagzltiqk\\; willione) Eligible Partici~
pating Percent ~ pﬁiing Percent
______ S - ‘-}.\ _— L
1966 - -40.3 7.4 93‘3; ' 59 5.7 - 92.2
+ 1967 42,2 39.1 93, v 5.6 5.5 © 98.0
. 1968 - 43,6 39.9 91,0 N 5.5 5.3 . 95.0
.*1969 - 43.7. *38.0 86.0° 5.4 ~ 543 .98.0
1970 43.7 © 38.0 86.0 . 5.3 5.2. 98.0
43.8 - 38.0 86.0 ﬁﬁi\ 5.0 95.0
438 42.2 96.0, ‘.S, 5.3 98.0
44,6 43,1 . 96,0 5. > 5.3 .. 98,0
44.6 43,1 96.0 5.4 o 5.3 98.0°
. - - ¥

PR 7Y

*Data after FY 1968 are bé;ed on esiimaies \
. - - i

4

[

™~
-

. " oo TN
Punde expended for materlals under Title II are shown below. The
proportion expended for audiovisual media hag rigen from 19 to 50
percent over a nine-year perlod,”indicetihg eignificant intetest and’

_ . éffort to use audiovieual media in elementary and gecondary echool teach-

ing and jearning. "All media made avgllable under the program hes

provided the increased quantitiee needed for innovative new teaching
strategies, e.g., modular and flexible echeduling,.individualizeq

‘programe, in:erdisciplinarycouttel,in&hiry learning, and simulation and

games :eaching.

S
N

v
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- ‘ =
Fiacal Trade books  Other Printed Textbooks AV Total
. Year - Media L
- Amoynt % Amount - % Amoupt % ‘ Amouht % Amount ¥ ]
(in miiljona) (in millions) (in millious) (in millions) (in millions)
1966 - $64.0 - 74.8 $2.2 - 2.6 $2.9 3.4 $16.% 19.2 $85.5
~ 1967 62.0 * 69.7 * 2.4 2.7 3.1 3.5 21.4 24.1 88.9
1968 59.1 §7.5 - 2.0 J2.3°0 2y 2.4 24,5 27.9 87.7
1969 —29.1 65.3 1.6 3.6 1.6 3.6 " 12.3 27.6 44.6
1970 22.2 65.7 1.5 b 0.2 0.6 9.9 29.3 33.8
1971 38.3 59.4 1.6~ 2.5 1.0 1.6 23.6 36.6 64.5
_19?2 41,2 55.0 2.3 .1 0.7 . 0.9 30.7 41.0 74.9
*1973 43.2 46.0 2.9 3.1 0.9 1.0 47.0 50.0 94.0.
*1974 38.7 46.0 2.5 3.0 .9 1.1 42.1 50.0 B4.2
. ~ -
Total $397.8  60.4 $19.0 2.9 §13.4 2.0 $227.9  34.6 . $658.1

'

* -

. .\
Program Effectivenes#:
Major findic:}gs on proéram impact from pgogrém Teports are: :
. - + e

. 1. The program haa aided the sducation of economically, culturally,
and otherwise diaadvantsgéd children, and to all ghildren who attend

X schools with inaufficiént quantities of instructional materials..
.2, Title 11 has b

Aiseful in strengthening educational
unity by providing media necessary-

for the intrdducti

of néw subjects to the curriculum,

e.g. enyifonmental/eecalogical studies, career

N

education, learly childhvod qducafiop, and American
studies, ' v % .

, %" Many chiidren now have the use of certain types of
© educational wedia'for the firgt time, e.g. 8mt £11lms,»
™ tape cassettea, transparenciea, art prints, and

-

i

1 ¢ ' ;

PR
rr
L4
c\q
L
-
- —

.\‘ .

paperbﬁck books, whtzh-assist tQEEEErs to adju —
N leﬁ'rqing to individual heeds. . '

e
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- v

4, The proportion of public elementary schools with media centers
- has increased significantly.

¢ 5. Tifle II not only supplemented State, local, and private
support for instrudtional materials but actually stimulated
incregsed support. The program also stimulated employment
for large numbers of professional, para-professional, and
clerical media personnel,

N - ’

\

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

Collectidn of data on expenditures and pupil participation will be con-
. tinued via the Consolidated Program Information Report (national sample%”fﬂ
. and a State Aggregated Program Data Supplement.

Sourceg_Of Evaluative Data:

1. First Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1966, ESEA Title II (OE~20198) _
2.. Second Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1967, ESEA Title II (OE-10108-67)
3. Third Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1968, ESE& Title 11 (QE-20108-68)

. 4. The Federal-State Partnership for Education, pp. 67=97 (0E-23050—79)

5. State Departments of Education and Federal Programs, PP- 98-125
. (0E-72-68)

6. Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1972 ESEA Title IT (OE 73~ 21103}

eg,Inner Cities (OE-30021)

—‘__"’—‘;bb i HQEE;;:ptive Csse Studies of Nine Elementary School Media Centers

.

Emphasis on ExcelIenee in_ School Media’ Prpgrams (03—20123)

9. How ESEA Title II Meete The Needs of Poor Children, A
. Special Report. .
¥
10. An Evaluative Survey Report ¢n ESFA Title II Fiscal Years
< 1966-68., Part I - @nalysis snd Interpretation; Part II -

_Tables. —
11. Notable Reading Projetts, 11 issues, March 19717~ Jan. - -
March, 1973. , .
'.. > sc
I‘ ' . . ' - . -
280+ - ,. ,
- + - .
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Brogram Name:

Undergraduate Instructioqal Equipment

Legislation: Expiration Date:
Higher Educagion Act of 19653, Title VI-A FY 1975
Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation .
- . 1966 $35, 000,000 $15,000, 000
1967 50,000,000 . 14,500,000
1968 60,000,000 14,500, 000
' 1969 60, 000,000 ] 14,500, 000
- i 1970 60,000,000 . . -0~
; 1971 60,000,000 7,000, 000
1972 60, 000,000 12,500, 000
1973 - 60,000,000 12,500, 000m/
1974 60, 000,000 11,875,000
Program Purpose and Qperation: . o . —_—

-

The purpose of this program is to impTove the quality of umdergraduaté-
instruction in ingtitutioms of .higher education by providing financial
asgistance on a matching bapsis for the acquiaition of instructional
eqpipmeﬁt, materials and related minor remodeling. Funds are allocated
to the States’by a formula based on higher education enrollment and per
capita income. State gommissions rank applicationa submftted by the
institutions and recommend the Pederal share which, except in hardship
cases, may not exceed 30 percent of the total project cost.

o

Fl

Program’Scope and Effectivenesa? .

Eligibility under the program now includes post-secondary'vocational
schoola and community collggea. . .

- N

Program statisticse reflect this progtam rﬂdirection. Over one.third of
. the 1107 grants awarded in 1972 were made td' auch post-aecondary insti- < ~
tutions: 222 grants totaling $1.5 millidn were made for cloaed circut
TV i{nstallations under thia program. Between §13cal year 1966 and. 1972,
about 5500 individual project grdnts were made. *

.

A ‘ 1/ No FY 1973 grants have been made. Release of impounded funds await
legal decision and adminiatrative releaae.

N &
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-

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

¢+

There are no ongoing or planned evaluation studies directly related to

this program.

Sources of Eveluation Data:

‘Program operating data
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Cdrasl title ITI-A Regulations, require the State plan to develop principles for
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Elementargaepd#Secondery'Equipment and Minor Remodeling. :

Legisfﬁtion: - . Expirgtion Date:

NDEA Title III (P} 85=864), as amended June 30, 1975

Fquiég History: Year =, Authorization Appropriation
- 1965 -  $ 100,000,000 $ 76,600,000
. s 1966~ 110,000, 000 88,200,000
7 1967 110, 000,000 88,200, 000
R ~'1968" 120,000,000 , 82,700,000'
P 1969 120,000,000 78,740,000
1970 130,500,000 37,740,000

-~ 1971 140,500,000 50,000,000 -
1972 * 140,500,000 50,000,000 :* .

1973 140,500,000 50, 000, 000
. 1974 140, 500, 000 28, 500,000

: . /
. Progrhm Purpose and Qperation' - /) ..
- .

“\fFiSQal 1973 was the 15th vear in which the prOgram funded under title
ITI-A of the Nag%gggﬁhgefense Education Act (NDEA) supponsted the improve-
ment of instructlon ough the purchase of equipment and materials and
minor remodeling and. through administrative services provided by State
departments of education. The number of eligible academic subject areas
increased from 3 to 12: the arts, civics, economics, English, gebgraphy,
history, the huimanitiea, industrial arts, mathematics, modern foreigh
lenguages, reading, and agience. .

NDEA 1s 8 matching-program. The Federal share 1s up to one-half of the
expenditures for acquisition of equipment, materials, and minor remodeling,
.and fot administiation of the State plan. Local education agenciea pay a
share of the coats of projects approved by the State depirtmenta of education
and are reimbursed for the remaining amount by Federal funda.

Section 303(&)(23 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, afd the

determining the priority of projects to be spproved.,

The principles S

should reflect
_standards, «the
named iu title
mey serve, the

of the subject
equipment, and

cohslderation of the State's

ucational goals and State

total general educational need in the academic subjects
II1-A, the special instructional needs which the program
special requirements for equipment and facilities in each
areaa and grade levels, and the cetegoriee of elligible
materials, and types of ellowable;minqr refodeling. *

. -

i
~.
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Pidgram_Scope gndthfecffveness: -

In fiscal year 1972, a majority of States formulated generdl objectives

~ which usually included strengthening instruction in the academic subjects
by assisting local education agencies £0 acquire equipment and materials,

) improving supervisory and related serviges, conducting needs assessment, :
and improving evaluation procedures.. Some States cited specific priorities
among the academic subjects, glving emphasia for example, to reading and
ecodogical problems in relatipn to sclence and social studies. Some

- stressed services.for the disadvdntaged and-handicapped, the slow learmer,
and the gifted. Many emphasized improved an@ innovative teaching strategies
and enrichmems” of qurriculums through thé use of multi-media.

. ’ /
. ’ ‘Hanagement activities unQertaken to achiEVe the objectives formulated in
each State for administrat@on of the NDEA title III-A program includé the

. cooperation of supervisord and subject area apecialists in neads' assessment,

- planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and dissémination of

«. ' projects.: A11,§taees‘pr9p§re guidelines and forms for project applications,
procedures and orfteria for weviewing and approving projects, curriculum
giides, and standards for media and equipment. The¥ also provide inservice

'~ training in the use,of equipment and materials.

The Federal allotment for administration of the NPDEA title III-A program

amounted in fiscal year 1972 to $2 million. Of this amount, $1.5 million

was expended by State departments of education for adminisﬁration and
) supervisory; and related services, with $471,330 carried over for expendi-
ture in fiscal year 1973, - Pederal’ expenditures were more than matched by
State department of education expenditures. of $2.6 million. Administrative
funds are used for such ‘items as salaries of professional and clerical
staff assigned to the program, for workshops and conferences dealing with
instruction in the academic subjects% staff travel, office equipment, and

. other equipment used for State programs of supervision in the acddemic-
subjects.

[ . -
. .

Federal State, 3nd local total expenditqpes in fiscal year 1972 under
the NDEA title LIT program for equipment, materials, and minor Temodel-
“3 used to strengthen instruction in the academic subjects amounted to
.$86.9 million. Of this amount, $85.3 milliow went for equipment and v
materialg, vith less than 2 percent used for minor remodeling, -Equipment
purchased included audiovisual equipment gich as projectors, recording
equipment, and televiaion receivers and recorders, and laboratory and
other equipment such as microsc 8, planetariums,,biological slides
and modeis, tadhistoscopes,cizd dual reading pacers, and ldboratory = -
appgratus for physical constfuction of mathematical models. Materials
purchased were such itéms as 8 and 16um films, filmstrips, tape afd .
disc recorditigs, books, maps, globes, charts, instructional pames, and
pamphlets and periodicals. ' .

.
. [
r 1 N
.

- -
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™~ The Federal allotment for equipment, materials, and minor remodeling in
) fiscal year 1972 was $47,750,000. A total of $40.9 million (85.6 percent
P of the allotment) was reported expended, with $6.8 million carrféd over
'L“’g‘ for expenditure in fiscal year 1973. State and local fumds used for the
' same purpeses to match Federal expenditures amounted to $45.5 million.

. !
Although the bulk of NDEA title /III funds has been spent for years to
purchase equipment and materials for strengthening instruction in the
natural sciences, expenditures for English and redding instruction ranked
first in fiscal year 1372, amounting to $26.4 million. Expenditures for
natural sciences and social sciences ranked second and third with
expenditures amounting to $21.4 million and $12.9 million, respectively.
Among the seven subject areas, expenditures for equipment and materials

for use in mathematics and modern foreign language instruction ranked
lowest.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

State departments of education conduct State-wide and individual project
assessments whenever these are considered appropriate. Many States

require that procedures for evaluation of projects be included in project
r  applications.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

L)
1, USOE, NDEA Title IIT, Fiscal Year 1959-67, A Management View,
May 1969.

¥

2, "Strengthening Instruction in Science, Mathematics, Foreign
Languages, and the Humanities and Arts, A chapter appearing
in the The Federal-State Partnership for Education, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, May 1970.

. J. USOE, Program Statistics compiled by the V.5. 0ffice of !
Education.

. 4. USOE, Strengthening Instruction In Academic Subjects, Title
111, Part A, National Defenge Education Act as Amended,

Annual Report, Fiscal ‘Year 1?92, V.5. Government Printing
- Office, WashingtornjN973. .
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G. Educatignal Technology Programs

1. Educational Broadcasting Facilities
2, Sesame Street and Electric Company




Program Name:

Educational Broadcaefing Facilities'

Legiglation:

Expiration Date:

-t gL

' Communciations Act of 1934, as amended FY '1975 )
Title I1I, Part IV p
Funding History: esr Authorization Appropriation
- 1965 1$32,000, 000 $13,000,000
1966 ) for S-year 8,826,000
- 1967 period 63-67 3, 304,000*
. " 1968 - 10, 500, 000 . =0= .
1969 12,500,000 - 4,000,000
. 1970 15,000,000 - 4,321,000 ° .
1971 15,000,000 ' 11,000,000
1972 15,000,000 ‘13,000,000
‘ 1973 25, 00Q; 000 13,000,000
1974 25,0g0,000 15,675,000

*remaining amount.available of $32 mil authorization.

Program Purpose and Operation: \

Matching funds are provided for the acquisition of transmission apparatus <
necessary for initial activetion or expansion of noncommercial broadcssting
facilities to serve educational, cultural, and informational needs in homes
and schools: Up to 75 percent matching grants are madé to eligible tax
supported institutions (such as school districts, colleges and universities);
State Educétim;ﬁl Broadcasting Agencies; nonprofit foundations, etc.,
organized primarily to operate a noncommercial broadcasting facility, and

o

municipalitii 'which own or operate a faciliﬁy used only for noncommercial
edqutional oadcaeting. No State may receive more than 8~1/2 percent of
the appropriation in any one year. < -

The major goal of this program 18 to stimuldte the development of broadcast
facilities necessary for a nation-wide system of noncommercial educational
public broadcasting stations capable technically and programmatically of
"gerving local, State, and national needs; and to make available a state-
of-tqe-art noncommercial broadcast service quable of producing quality
local) programs. '

* Program Scoge. ' v

“In Fiscal &eaf 1973, 78 noncommercial Educational.Radio (ER) and Educational.

Television (ETV) statione receive grant support under this program.
eight grants were for ETV: 8 grants for nevf

Fortv
activations and 40 grants for

.o 2381
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r

expanselon or improvement of an existing facility. The remaining 30 grants
were made to ER stations and represented 10 new starts and 20 grants for
upgrading. The total number of noncommercial television stations on the
alr or under construction increased frbm 76 in 1963 to 240 by the end of
FY 1973. During thies same period 187 of the existing noncommercial tele-
vision stations improved or expsnded theilr facilities with Federal
assistance. The number of full-service public radio stations in the
country has Increased from 40 in 1969, when Federal assistance to non-
commercilal radio stations was first made available, to 146 on-the-air or
under construction at the end -of FY 1973. Sixty-three of these radio
stations utilized Federal assistance to expand and/or improve their
facilities to become full-service community stations. Approximately 79%
of the households in .the Y.$. are within the coverage of a noncommerical
televieion signal; about 5027 are served by nqncommercial radio. However,
37 of the major metropolitan areas of the country are without full-service

public radio service. Much of the unserved population can be found in.
small rural areas. o

Program Effectiveness:

] . i

In the 10 years of Federal participation, the failure rate of stations
which have become operational with help from the Federal Government has
been zero. .No station eatablished or expanded with ERFP assistance has
ceased operation, and in virtually every year the operating budgets -~ nqt
supported by EBFP — have increased. ' ,

. Y % !
Many of the nongommercial broadcast stations are able to receive the
network program services provided by the Public Broadcasting Service .(PBS).
The 1ntetconnection of stations, 4 out of 5 of which were activated with
Federal assistance, has been highly beneficial to local stations pro-
viding thewm with quality evening programs to augment local productions

thereby lowering operating.costs. Approximately 53X of the nations

schonls receive instructional programs and 57% of elementary and secondary

students use-educational telecasts according to a recent survey.
- k4 - ]

“

Ongoing"and Planned Evaluation §§Eaigg s

\

The Progranm (EBFP) utilizes studies conducted by the National Cehter for
Educational Statistics in the continuation of systematic awarding of
Federal assiatance and in the planning and development of needed broadcast
facilities. Five kinds of basic data are -collected: (a) financial and
programming, (b) employe€, (c) station and transmission fdcilities and
broadcast data, and (e) management personnel. The Program plana improve-
ments in identifying data needs by continuing close cowmunication and

coordinstion with all organizations which carry out research in the field
of teleipmmunicdtions. ¢

- ' - "~

-
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Just finishing for the Office of Education by Battelle's Columbus
Laboratories 1s A PLANNING STUDY - THE FUTURE OF EDUCATIONAL TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS,

reports indicate that the study will conclude that public telecommunica-
tions have great potential, but to fulfill that potential there 1s a need
for re-examining goals, broadening current guidelines to take advantage

of new technology, improving distribution capabilities, and setting

minimum standards for productien faeilities. It 15 expected that the

report will recommend -- at least for EBFP -- that primary emphases be '
focused on extended and improved transmission, and the funding of

production capabilities must be carefully balanced between the need for
substantial ponls of talent and equipment and the desire for local -activity.

Sources of Evaluation Studies: - -/

N4

1} EBFP Historical Operating Data

2) Surveys of existing facilities made by the
. National Center for Educational Statistics

e

»3) Corporation for Public Broadcasting surveyg and studies

4) Rational Association for Educational Brdadcasting
" research studies. *

5) A PlanningﬁStudy ~- The Future of FEducational Telécompunications
February, 1974, Battelle's Columpiis Laboratories.

‘s
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name: ~

Sesane Street and the Electric Ccmpany
"(Children's Television Norkshop)_f

Legislation: . ) Expiration Date:
P ‘ﬂq———- IS _.'_.\‘._ = - o= —_ - =
Cooperative Research Act FY 1975
(P.L. 834531) as amended : N
Funding History: Year i Authorizationgj Apptoptiation
. ) . -
1971 Indefinite _ $2, 600,000
. 1972 * Indefnite 7,000,000
o 1973 . Indefindte 6,000,000
1974 Indefini

3,000,000

Program Purpose and Qperation:?

. The Children's Television Workshop 15 an 1ndependent Aonprofit organi-
zation. It is supported by grants and contributions from Federal and
private sources, with the  U,S, Office of Education and The Corporation
‘for Public Broadcagsting as the main Federal contfibutors. CTW created
and produced SE STREET, which is now in its €ifth vear of operationm,
+ and THE ELECTRIC COMPANY, whichyis in its third vear. "

. SESAME STREET 1s an educational television program targeted at preschool
disadvantaged children. - lts major objective is to prepare the netion's
three, four, and five year olds with an educational experience which
would prepare them for schgglrgy/Efimulsting thelr appetite for learnin
From season to season SESAME STREET has expanded itg geals to include
the child's understanding of symbolic representation, hia cognitive
processes, his reasoning and problem solving ability, and his understanding
of his world. SESAME STREET will continue to focus on the broad spectrum
of cognitive, socisl, and emotional capabilities which seem most likely
to help prepare tts viewers for school baeed on evaluative research and
audience analysis of the programs during the previous four years. The
curriculum runs five hours per week for 26 weeks and is carried on the 230
public television stations dnd on about 50 commercial television stations
in communities beyond the rsnge of public television. This network nov
reaches 85 percent of the television households In the country. '

.

THE ELECTRIC COMPANY 1s designed for children in the second, third and
fourth grades who are falling to develop the abllily to read with the
major focus on poor readers in second grsde. The series 1s designed to

- .

1/ This Program is listed in the cutrent budget as Children's Educational
Television Support and 1s not restricted to CTW,

. 2/ The Cranston Amendment does fix a celling on .the Cooperstive Resesrch
authorization; however, it sets no specifie component program limits.

290 ' /
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- appeal to a natfonwide, in-home audience as well as to students in class-
roome.  Primary emphasis has been reaching children while thev are in
scrool, where teachers cap facilftate and reinforce the objectives of the

series, employing 1t as a suprplement to thefr reading 4ne=t=uction.
Program Scope: ’

These two television series are estimated to have reaGhed approximately
14 million children last year. About 10 million viewed SESAME STREET

+at a cost of lesa tham one cent per day, and about 4 million saw THE
, ELECTRIC COMPANY at a cost comparable to SESAME STREET,

Program Effectiveness: )

An evaluation of the cognitive effects by the Educational Testing Service
af the first and of the aecond year found that the program was successful
in teaching basic facts and skills to 3, 4, and 5 year-old viewers. This.
has been borne out by studies of program impact done for CTW, most recently

the study of February 1973, by Daniel Yaﬁkelovitch which aurveyed viewing
in the inner.city.

in 1970 and the program went on the air October, 1971, According to
in-school utilization study conducted by Floryda State University,

of every three ctity schools which have TV receivers and access to’ the
series are tuned in, and the geries is being watched in 26 pergént of h

-
The initial reSearch and planning for THE ELECTRIC COMPANY vas complié;d'

L

schools in low income areas. The greatest bar to wider utilifation fs - ~
the unavailability of televiaion seta in nearly one half of.the elementary
school classrooms in the United Statea. 1In March, 2973, the Educationel’
Testing Service study of the ELECTRIC COMPANY revealed.that students

watching the program made significantly greater gains’ than non-viewing

ﬁned to teach. The
primary target audience
half of their class as .
. The program waa zlso

students inm the reading sgkills the program waa Je
program had a clear-and significant impact on 1
~-- second grade children who were in the bott
indicated by standardized reading teat scor

on all gfqups who viewed in schoo
boya, and girls. ' R

The Office of Education expects to contract tion study to
¥vigion, The .
hding for children's
ding. . This new

Tect new information.

study will recommend the level and type of Fede
educational TV, and the possible impact of thia 8
study will draw upon existing data, aa well as

231
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Sources of Eﬁaluation Dats:

-

1. The First Year of éesame Street: An Evaluation, Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, New Jersey, October, 1970,
) -,

2. The Second Year of Seshme Stfeet' Educa~ °
tional Testing Servicy, Princeton, New Jersey, October, 1971.

3. Who Watched the Electric Cowpanv, The Electric Company in School
Utilizatioh Studv: The 1971-72 School and Teacher Survey, Center

for-the Study‘of Education, Institute for.Social Education, Fldrida
State_University, 1972.

+

4, The Children's Television Workshop:' How and Why It Works, Nassau
County Board of Cooperative Educational Services, Jericho, New York, 1972.

5. A Sumtary of the Mator Findings from "Reading With Television: An
) Evaluation of‘The Electric Company”, Educational Testing Service, .
Printeton, New Jersey, March, 1973, % . )

6. The Workshop and tﬁe World: Toward An Assbsamen? of the Children's
Television Workshbp,. Rand Corporation, October; 1973.

ety
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Right-to-Read ) '

Program Name:

Legislation: Exgirdﬁion Dates .-

Cooperative Research Act (P.L. 85-531) None
as amended

Funding History: {Qedr ' Authorization - Appropriation*
~=25
FY 1971 Indefinite $ 2,000,000
. 1972 Indefinite 12,000,000 Ty
Lo 1973 Indefinite - 12,000,000 /
1974 Indefinite. 12,000,000  °

" L - '. .

+
Program Purpose and Operarion:

r

The long-range goal of the Right-to-Read Program is to increase substan-
tially functional literacy in this country. The ability to read is
essential for one to function effectively as an adult in our society,

, - ~ Yet, more than three million adults in the United States are illiterste
and approximately 18 milliop cannot read well enough to cgmplete simple
tasks required for commor living needs. Approximately 7 million public -
school children require special instruction in reading. Even after.they .
have completed high school, one~third to one-~half of the new students in
junior colleges need some ‘type of reading help. .

Through the demonstration of effective and effigient reading programs

and the provisien of technicsl assistance, the objective of Right-to=Read

*is to help all r®sding programs to become effective, regardless of the
source of funding, the level of instruction or the age of the participant.

. This program hopes to influence Pederal formula grant and discretionary
funds as well as State and local funds, and will involve experimental,
demonstration, service and support actiuities.‘ It will also be responsible .
for awarding & limited number of grants and ‘contracts.

- A

The Right-to-Read Program provided support in various ways.for State

and local participants during FY 73. By the end of the year, 174 school
and community-based projects had been funded of which 68 were community-
based and 106 were school-based. Thirty-three of the projects were
bilingusal. :

. . . 4 —

The 68 community-hased programs were directed toward the out-of-school
adolescent population, the young adult and the older adult in need of

s

Program Scope and Effectiveneas:

e ) 294 -
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reading help. ' Community-based programs were much more diverse in type
of location, population, and program intent, and could be found, for
example, Iin {risons, community colleges, the inner city, and on reserva-

tions.

’

Additional g;pport activities were funded “and undertaken during the year.
For example, eleven State education agencles were funded to collect and
disseminate information on reading programs and to conduct exemplary
reading Eipjects focussed on training and technical assistance designed

to stimu

te more effective reading programs throughout. the State.

“ In additﬁbn, funds for technical gssistance were awarded to 5 institutions

which pr

vided, through educational planners and reading consultants,

assistanfe to the projects In assessing needs, planning and implementing
the reading program as well as assisting in internal evaluation.

An evalpative study conducted by Contémporary Research Inc. of 44 of the

106 school-based sites in FY 1373 revealed that 28.of the 44 schools met. -

or exceeded the criterion of one month gain in reading achievement for
each mpnth of reading instruction.

. Seventeen of the 44 schools failed to

achieve the objective. Factors contributing to lack of achievement of
the goal were: (1) request for extension of deadline for post-testing; .
(2¥ pre and post-test data not on the same group of students; (3) different
tests used for pre and post tests; (4) scores not converted to grade
equiyalents; (5) test data not in conformance with Right~to-Read requirements;

and (6) late submission of test data.

because the sample_Gas clearly not repréEsentative and the data aggregated
werg of the "apples and oranges" variety.

proyision for determining the statistical significance of reported reading

gains.

Pl

£

In addition, the study makes no

A teanm of selected HEW personnel inon;OE) conducted g field review. The

team's findings follow:

r

. Program structure and corntrol - Right-to-Read contracts &
major portion. of its functions to external organizations,

data collection/ana.

on systematic progr

Washington staff re

the study, §1te-visiz

on pre-tests and the
hased project monito

d;
+ Technical Assistani%a

receive planning a

i

}

S
| a

. including program deyelopment, technical assistance, and
3%313. This emphasis places a premium

monitoring and quality review. During

ing S%Ftem.

}

i

235

8 to 5 grantees and discuzsions with
aled that several tasks,

accomplished - prinaipally the collection of base-line data

ad not been

design and installation of a community-

- School and communitv-based projects
.operation support from 5 technical

" The study is of questionable validity

4
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asslstance grantees located in various pé{ts of the country.
visits indicated that, with the exception of planning efforts,
technical assistance occurred on an ad hoc, as requested, basis,
Specific deficlencles werefoted 1n.the meagurement area, where
delays in funding pushed back pre-test data collectidn as wmuch
as 9 month8 and adversely effected subsequent evaluation.

o

Site-

A literature search was conducted which determined the extent and distri-
bution of the National reading problem by identifying, analyzing and
summarizing existing survey and test data, determining the frequency of
use for various instructional methods, aﬁiroaches gnd materials, and

describing thé nature, and extent of current practices in the training of
those who teach reading.

onclusion of the search was that & better definition of literacy
1s needed to Teplace the variety of definitiens now in place. The study
also recommended that further effortg be directed to the economic conse-
quences of reading, particularly in the adult population. For exampls,
much more needs to be known about the reading requirements of jobs,

especially those jobs which could be filled by the currently unemployed .
and underemployed.

Lessons learned from 1973 experience suggest: (1) the need to develop
more uniform measurement of Right-to-Read objectives, (2),more systgmatic
utilization of technical assistante teams services; (3) provide more
qpecific directions to project personnel concerning the conduct of pre
and post testing and Yeporting of scores} (4) provide a tipe frame and
instructions for a Rgzht-to-Read tracking system early in a given fiscal
year; (5) shedule at least one monitoring visit to each project to .
provide technical assistance and process clarification; and (6) increase
the amount of support services in the interests of installihg effective

procedures yo maximize reporting capability to Right-to-Read -« Office
of Education.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation: ) ‘
Plapning forsa pilot evsluation of the community-based projects of the
Right-to-Re&d program is presently underway. Thé evaluation contract
was let to Pacific Training and Technical Assistamce Corporatiof in

FY 74, The pre-testing of gtudents was done in the Fall of 1973 and

the post-testing will be done in the Spring of 1974. The purpose of

the evaluation 18 to discern the reading gains of the students in the
various type projects. The results of this study will allow the program
administrators o make some judgements as to what types of projects

are more effective and efficlent in working with different kinds of
students in different settings.

296
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Source of Evaluation Data: «

‘
l. 'The Information Base for Readingt 1971. v

2, Evaluation of School-Based Right-to-Read Sites. Contemporary
Research Incorporated, Los Angeles, California. October 1973,

3. Evaluation of a Sample of Community-Baged Right~to~Read
Projects. Pacific Training and Technical Assistance
Corporation, Berkeley, Califormia, 1973.

r

4, Briefing Package for The ASE Management Conference --
October 23, 1973, v
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON _EDUCATION PROGRAMS . o
JProgram Name: .
Drug Abuse Education
Legislation: . . ' fxpiration Date:
Drug Abuse Education Act of 1%70 N ’ . 1974
Funding History: Year Authorization f Appropriation
1971 810, 000, 000 -+ % 5,610,000
e 1972 20,000,000 12,400,000
e ' 1973 28,000,000 ) 12,400,000 ,
' HH“nhx 1974 28,000,000 6,000,000
-...,\ L L

Program Purpose and Operation:

. )

The principal purpose of the Program is to lelp schools and communities

asgsess and respond to their drug problems by becoming aware of the nature

of the problem and developing strategies aimed at its causes rather than

merely its symptoms. The program Ftrongly encourages a coordinated community .
effort., -

//

. T
Grants to State Departments of Education primarily support in-sé?Gicengrain~
ing for school personngl, technical assistance, terials development, and
information dissemination. Grants to community srganizations, local school
districts and colleges and universities support a variety of demonstpation
projects directed at responding to local needs. These often include pro-
vision of direct services to youth,'education and training programs for
youths and adults and information dissemination grants to training centers
and to community teams to support training in doing abuse prevention
programming and follow up assistance. Technical assistance for programs
at each level is provided through the National Committee for Prug Education.

Program Scope and Effectiveness:

During the 1972-73 project year, there were 55 State coordination projects
which impacted on an estimated 117,000 people through direct service,
“mostly education and training, and 3.5 million people through a &ariety of
indirect services, such 4s mass media efforts and the multiplier effect
of training trainers. With FY 73 funds, QE program personnel, continued
to provide these types of services, as well as cooperating with the
designated States Agencies in the development of comprehensive State plans.
During this same period, one National and seven Regional Training Centers
handled approximately 8§00 community leadership teams of 5 to 8 members
each, who received mini grants to support training approximately 900 teams
were trainedwith FY 73 funds. Finally, 18 college-baded and 40 community-based
projects furnished education and training to approximately 22,000 youth and
adults in schools andy in the community; other direct services were provided
to over 37,000 young people via hotlines, ¢risis centers, rap centers,
counseling and ‘alternative progtams. Most of these projects are continuing
, co provide gervices with FY 73 funds.

|EKC | S 298
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: .

At the presént eimg*mshe National Drug. Education Program is implement Ing
aninformation support ¥ystem for NDFP. This system provides baseline
informatiok on objectives aﬁH“a&E}vities of local projects, identifies
discrepancies, and reports resulta changes in objectives or gctivities.
Dats is aggregated to meet the needs Of .each decision-making level,
Success 1a& measured it terms of the degreéxgo which objectives are met

over time. The system (s now operatiognal but-~continues to undergo
refinement and documentation. 5, b\\:és—“—:i

- k . . ) N
A new drug education program centering o teacher training institutions
or agencies will be initiated in April 1974, It will develop 5-8 model
programsrforwp;esernice_zeachexsi__lﬂgormaklon on the develovpment of the
program and 1ts first year's impact will beldncluded in evaluation
activities, planned“fox_June 1974 through Septerﬁ&??“j:‘}liL

——

Extension of the minigrant concept to schools, mostly eecond;;;?“aseﬂell as

r*- —commuai%iesr_uill_pxovide training for both at the sewveral drug educaxion traini
centers. NDEP plans to review the effectiveness of pragram operation and
teeﬁ'ie_their school .and community envixonments; evaluation activicies
are expecfea“toucunhgzgghgay 1974 through August 1975. :

Al

——

B — o
Sources of Evaluastion Data: T

-“"“-n__‘_‘

1. Training for 'People' Problems: An Assessmen of Federal
Program Strategies for Training Teachers to Dagl with

Drug Education; 1971. . e
s
T
.2. Drug Abuse Program Repo:t' Program Evaluation Summer
Interns; 1971. \

a
\ L]

3.+ National Study of Drug Abuse Education Programs; 1972.

4. Field Study of Drug ﬁge‘aﬁdpzhe_Youth Cuiture; 1972,

5. An Operationally- Based Information Support System for. NDEP'
in process,

6. General ReQEareh Corp., Col}ege and Communities Study; 1in
. process. v
e . —

7. General Research Corp., Minigrant Study; in process. ™ =

8. BRX/Shelley, "What Works and Why" project (Fifty Successful
Practices); in process.

3
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- EducAtion Act is intended to encourage and support the development of

- The Act provides (1) broad authority for fiexible, responsive support

" facilitate through technical assistance and grant funds (Environmantal
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Program Name P 3
Environmental Education NHR““ahﬁx
) 1
Legislation: mr . *Expiration Dater -—- -
Environmental Education Act of 1970 _ 1974

(p.L. 91-516)

Funding History: =~ Year ‘Authorization

Appropriation‘

FY 1971

$ 5,000,000 $ 2,000,000
1972 . 15,000,000 3,514, 0001/
#1973 © 25,000,000 ' 3, 180 110,
) 1974 25,000,000 ) 2,000, DUD
\ L
Program Purpose and Operations: ) \ . '
T

The purpose of environmental education 18 to help individuals perceive
envirohments 1n‘the1r.totalfties, develop an understanding of enyiron-
mental phenomena and problems, and to identify and support educational
activities which can enhance environgental quality. The Environmental

both nonformal and formal educational resources required to achieve . $

these objsctives,améhg;all age groups and sectors of the courftry. ‘\ .
L .

of environmental education development needs (rather than support of
predesignated activities),.(2) support for community group sponsored .
nonformal education projects, and (3) environmental tralning for persons

in various fields other than education, including those in bualness,

industry and govérnment' whose activitips may effect environment policies

and activities and hence quality.

LS

The overalI’;trategy of the Office of Environmental Education 1g to

Education Act and other OE program authorities) the development of
environmental education, e.g., environmental studies programa and educational
resources devoted to educating and informing our'citizena. about

" environmental quality and ecelogical balance. This strategy involves

(1) development of content and process through pilot projecta, (2) the
dissemination and transfer of effective materials and approaches through
local and national demonstration projects, and (3) through funds other

than the Environmental Education Act, support of operational prOgﬁams,

Approximately $2 million withheld to cover ?BCRdated FY '72 grants.
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Program Scope and Effectiveness: - - 4

In FY '73, grant funds amounting to about $1 million.were useh to support

“av totd) of 54 environmental education projects. These includtd resource

material development, personnel training, and community educgXion in urben,
suburban and rural areas in 33 States and sheDistrict of Coﬁﬁmbia. By
kinds of projects the breakdown is as follows: q

R
1

a. Resource Materials Development -- 18 i '

Ww=™TPeragnnel Development -- 12

*
¢, Community Education -- 7 ‘ ' -
lementary. and Sécondary Education -~ 2

Minigrant Workshgﬁs-a- 15
T
1t is/estilmated that up to 2,000 people have been provided direct train-
ing £fhrough these projects. Projects funded under the Environmental
EduCation Act during the past three years and those funded through other
OF/ programs are being reviewed for possible dissemination. In addition,
several projects focusing on specific environmental education content
areas are planned. These projects will result in basic source materials
suitable for rechnicel-assistance and general dissemination. The 0ffice
of Environmentgl Education has also developed a descriptivé listing of zall

. USOE funded edironmental educa;i@n programs throughout the country, and
“a similar listing of all programs supported by other Federal agencies. -

Technical or non-monttary assistance activities have included (1) assist— e
ing OE, regional and headquarters, program adninistrators in developing
resources and expertise, (2) establishing local and régional planning and
information networks, and (3) assistidg other Federal agencies interested

in educational programs relating to environmental quality. o

+

Ongoing and Planned Evaluations

. ‘None at this time. ’ ' Y.

Sources of Ewaluation Data:

- ERIC/USOE Project Survey Reports/Documents

-- OE funded Project Reports

3J1
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Program Name: .

Hegalth and Nutrition

&t

Legislation: N Expiration Date:
Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary 1974

Education Act of 1965, Sec;ioﬁ“ﬁﬂghg

Funding History: Authe

Year ', zation ApprOpriati&n, ¢
_ ‘ 1971 $ 10,000, 000~ $ 2,000,000 ’
o , 1972 16,000, 000 2,000, 000
\ 1973 26,000, 000 2,000, 009
1974 —- - —2,090,000

Program Purpose and Ope;ation:

The purpose of the program is to demonstrate ways through which the gap '
between needs and delivery of nutrition and health services for low~income children
can be narrowed by coordinating, focuaing, and utilizing existing health,
~ health-related and educational resources at the local level, especially

' Federallv funded programs. Federal programs involved in theae collabora-
tive activities are HEW Children and Youth Projects, HEW Comprehensive ’
Health Centers, NIMH Community Mental Health Centers, as wellr as OF0,
Model Citiee and Indian Health Service programs.

-

Program Scope and Effecqiveness: -

In FY 71, the first eight demonstration projects were funded, reaching

10,600 children in 26 schools. In FY 72, these projects were continued ]
and four new ones were added, bringing the number of children served up ¢

to more than 15,000 in-45 schools, In FY 73, all 12 projects were . oo

continued for another ‘vear.

%

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies: : o

Provisions for an individual evaluation are included in each project, and ;Q
plans are being made by the project staffs for the collection of appropriate

data. fiowever, these evaluations will not be available until the
projects are completed.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

3

b

Interim and annual progress reports are available from all twelve
projects.

’
et ik, o802
R . .
W : R A sy i 7, N *
- /. 3 ‘4 [ . [ T, €
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAM

Program Name: -g

Dropout Prevention

Legislation:

Exp;¥ation Date!
™~

Title VIII ESEA, Section 807 FY 1974
Funding_History:, Year (FY Authorization Agg;gpriation
3 1969 $30, 000, 000 $ 5,000,000
1970 30, 000, 000 5,000, 000
.19?1 30,000,000 10,000,000
#1972 31,500,000 10, 000,660 -
A 1973 33,000,000 10,000,000
1974 \\ 4,000,000 4,000,000
. . B - '
Program Purpose and flperation: ' e

-

The 1967 amendments to ESEA of 1965 established Title VIII, Section 807
to develop angedemonstrate educational practices which show promise in
reducing e number.of children who fail to complete their elementary and
secondary education, Funds are granted to local educational agencies to
carry out in schools with high dropout rates and with high percentages

of students from families with low-income, innovative demonstration
projects aimed at reducing the dropout rate. The program was Y
funded at $5 million beginning in FY 1969, at $10 million in FY 71 and
72; in FY 73 the operating level was $8.5 million. Nineteen projects

and two one-year speclal projects have been funded, of which 9 are due

to be refunded in FY 1974.

For the 1969~1971 period grants were awarded to ten school systems sub-
mitting the most imaginative proposals for reducing the number of secondary
education students leaving school befoze graduating. For FY 1972 an
additional nine grants wefe awarded. Each of the funded projects must
demonstrate ways for reducing the dropout rates in their school systems

as well as providing insights for possible replication of their proiects

in other school systems. For FY 1973 nineteen were continued at an
estimated figure of 8.5 million dollars. For FY 1974, nine remaining
projects, will be continued at an expected $4 million level.

-
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Counseling services, gtaff training and curriculum or imstructional
revision were common activities to all projects. Fifteen projects
conducted work-study or other‘vocasdonal course; four offered special
services for pregnant students; and fice placed major emphasis on
parental involvement. One project provided a “"Personal Development
Center” in an off-school facility for holding informpl sessions for
students who were unable to relate to convention instruction.

designs were required for the purpose of determining the nature o0
management and program practices of project persemnel. Auditors', interim
and final reports, evaluation reports from each project, and the hSOE
personnel participation provide the basis for gaining insights 1qto the
operation and progress of each project..

In each funded project independent sudita of evaluation and manag?ment

4

—r . , )

Program Scope and Effectivenessr— s

|

. o —— ]

In FY 1973 ninetéen projects were funded in the amount of $8.5 million.
The total student participants population was 69, 000.\ Data prdvided .
from the Rﬁgjects indicate that the dﬂopout rate has been reduted in tzﬂ oo
target schools. 1In the ten original target schools 3, 572 dropbuts wer

repcrted during the 1968-69 school year as compared to ;627 reported in .
the 1972-73 school vear. This indicates a 40% reduction in the number

of dropouts during the four years of operation. The nine new projects
reported 2,600 dropouts in 1970-71 as.compared to 991 drqpouts in 1972-
73, a 47% reductiof in two vears of operation. " y

Information about the Dropout Prevention Program comes from two main
sources: (1) the Consolidated Program Information Report which provides
data primarily upon expenditures and program participation and (2)
evaluation reports and individual audita on each local project. The:
evidence-from these reports indicates that the Dropout Prevention

Progran is well-focused upon its target population and that most projects
have been effective in‘reducing the dropout rate. te

304 .
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The Dropout, Frementibn Progr

reduce the” dropout Tate significantlv in schools and school s
‘which structure themgselves along an accountability model:

-
‘JIWM.«‘-4 o :

~ - .

-
. o
. .
- —
* .

hasg demonétrated that it is possible Fo
tems
-the - ‘ten,

projects originally funded in FY 1969, ‘data shows a

45,37 reduct fon

ifhnumber of dropouts during a three year period for target groups.
- These trends are continuing.  For nine additional projects funded in
FY 1971, the dropout rate went from 12.4% to 8.7% in two years. ‘Recent

evaluation reports support these results.

The Englewood, Colorado

project reports that the dropout rate prior to imstitution of the project
was 15%. During the first year of the project it.was reduced to 5Z. In
the Fall River, Massachusetts project, the rate went from 15. ZA te 10.7%
.+ in pwo years. They report also significant increases in reading achieve-
ment and self-concept, increased attendance, cooperative planning and
" decision-making on the part of students, teachers and administrators
‘and parent involvement in decision-mafing. The Dayton, Ohlo ‘rpje t
reports that during the year prior to the initial funding of $he project,
. the dropout rate was 18.1%. This year, the ‘dfopout rate E%t;t tarﬁgt
s¢hool was 7.7% but only 2.7% for the students in the dropbut ogram.\
In Seattle, the project reduced dropout rates from 16.86% :éthe first
year to 5.45% last year. Absenteeism'dopped from 62.5% t? 4. Ac .
Riverton, Wyoming, the dropout rate has gone from 9.6% to B‘q and an

4

. almpst;total absence of vandalism has been noted within the target popu-
<"lation’ <At, 0akland, California, Proieét MACK Ltarted with a dropout . -\\
rate df 12%. The most rec¢ntly reported rate was &.5%. Class- -cutting N

was reduced by half .and 'school attendance lmproved. , The Detroit project
athieved a decregse of about 46% In the dropout rate during the four
vears of its existence. Absenteelsm decreased by 6% during the past i
year and expulslons declined by 6%. In Baltimore, the average dropout /4
rate for the'kublic schools as a whole was 13,.3%. At the target area ,”
for the dropots. project, the rate wes 12.8% and for the project par%ﬁcié
pants.only 6.8%. Attendante improved and 76.1% showed improyement/ n,

most achievement areas tested. At Tuskeegee, initisl dropout T es of

more than 13% are now close'to zero because of a unique syste use of

parent-counselor aides as attendance offlcers and counselor PR :
LI} .

' 1 . g

Gains in dropout reductlon are attributed to mﬁlti-compdgzit epproaches

which include attémpts to ralse achlevement levels ip“reading and mathe-

matics, work-study programs involving private indusfry and other agencies,

staff training, improved pupil pZrsonnel services, community involvement, \

and special classes for gtudents considered t dropout prone. Annual
dropout project staff leadership conferenced have served to disseminate
successful practlces. A handbook of practices "found most useful in
‘reducing dropout has been prepared and is in publication. ’

- - . '
\ i
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

An overall program evaluation is planned prior to the termination of the
Title VIII program.

1) .
Sources of Evaluation Data: \

'L, FY 1973 reviews of the evaluation and audit reports from the
nineteen dropout prevettion program. -- OF

2., Consolidated Program Ig;3¥mation Report -~ QOE

3. Final Evaluation Report, Project Outreach, August, 1972,

Lol
-

o
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Program Hame:

. as-professional educators ---about programs deriving from Office of Education

" individuals to tske sn active role in improving educstion in their communities.
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ANNUAL EVALUATIOR REPORT OR
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

im g

L .

. Genergl Program Disseminstion: Office of Public Affairs
Legislation: . Expniration Date:
General Education Provisions ) .. None

Act, Section 412
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORI ZATION APPROPRIATION
- 1970 Indefinite $1, 600,000
1971 " 500,000
o 19725, "o 400, 000
. \ 1973 - TN 400,000
" 0 . 71974 " 0=

- e

Program Purpese and Operation:
Y.

The purpese-of Gengral Program Disseminstion is to make informstion avsilable
to the widest possible audience -- 1nclud1ng,xhe general povulation as well

supported research and practices. The funds are expended primarily through
contracts for performif public informstion functions by mesns ¢f vsrious
mass media and through dieetings, conferences, or workshops. .The purpose of
these sctivities {s to, foster swareness of OE programs and to encourage

General Program Disseminﬁafbn sctivities have been underway since FY 1970.

o

1 . 4 ¥ o
Prograr; Scope angd Effectiveness: L |

Program effectiveness can bekt be illustrated by exsmples of the type
projects funded during FY 1973, These 15F1ude sound filmstrip production . on

the Office of Education Regional Offices . far showing to the general puhlic

hy field office staff; production of a film on envirommental education;
distribution of iadio and TV spots and of films on the Right to Read and early
childhood education; and-a public 1nformation campaign to stimulate stiident
interest in seeking technical education. Available statistics Iindicate wide
public contact of some of the products coming out of projects funded in FY 1970-7
Between August 1971 and December 31, 1973, the film, "The Right to Read" had
been 'shown 55;364 times to an estimgted fotal audfence of 2,075, 369, and it

has been ,telecast 1,521 times to 43,376,100 viewers at & time value of $171,711.
Since May 1972, "The First Years Together," a film on early childhood education,
has been shown 23,739 times to an estimated audience of 804,291. Telecasts of
this film total 838, at a time value of $95,457, and an estimated viewership of™

397 | T




. $03 . . >
" 25,641,400, Five Yelevision spots on the'Right to Read were released In,
April, May, and Jund of 1973, Since that time, a total of 15,529 telecasts

fat 4 time value of 3563,N62) have been seen by an estimated audience of
4%2,3%7,000, : .

Ongeing and Planned Eval

Fvaluation is built'into each individual project as vart of the management
process. No separate formal\ evalutations have been performed or are
contempiated.

Sources of Bvaluation-Data:

\
Informal "inhouse" assessments

"

g
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"1, Revision of Impacted Areas as It Relates to
Indian Children

2, Spécial Programs-add Projacts, to Improve Educafional

3.

é
Opportunities for Indian Children
Spbcial Programs Relating to Adult Education

. for Indians
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AMNNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Profram Name}

Revision of Impacted Areas as it Relates to Indian Children
{Payments to LEA's for Indian Education) ’

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Indian Education Act of 1972,

June 30, 1975

Public Law 92-318, Part A

AUTHORIZATION

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR APPROPRIATION
FY 73 $196,177,204 . $11,500,000
FY 7% 208,000,000 25,000,000

3
Il

Program Purpose and Operatiom:

The'purpose of this program is to pf%vide financial asgistance to "local
educational agencles for elementary and secondary programs to meet the
special educational needs of Indian children. Grants are ‘made to applicant

{ local educational agencies according to the number of Indian students enrolled

and the State average per pupil expenditure. Programs funded by these grants

are intended to improve educational opportunities for Indian hildren by
providing add{tional teachers and teacher aides in the basic skill areas for
reading and mathematics, new supportive services including home liaison and
other guidances and couhseling services,; and bilingual/bicultural activities.

Program Scobe: |
. i, :
Monies appropriated under Part A of the Indian Education AO{ are used to:

1. Award grants to loeal education agencies who providq\free
education to Indian children, and

™. 2. Provide financial assistance to schools on or near reserva-

tions which are non-local educational agencies for more than
N . three years.

For “any fiscal year an amount not in excess of 5% of the amount appropriated
for Part A will be expended for non-local educational agencies. The amount
of the grant to which a local education agency is entitled is equal to the
average per pupil expenditure for such agency multiplied by the sum of the
number of Indian children served, determined by the Commissioner.

\)4 v " ) ~. Y
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, objectives specified it the law. In this regard, &n assessment of known

'h¥ None at present. ’ : .

~l
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If the sums appropriated for any fiscal year for making payments ynder
this title are not sufficient to pay in full the total amounts which all
local educational agencies are eligible to receive under this title for
that fiscal ygar, the maximum amounts which &ll such agenties are eligible
to recelve under this title for such fiscal year shall be ratably reduced.

Data from the 1973 Indian enrollment/entitlement computation indicated
that over 2,350 local educational agencies would be eligible for funding
under Part A, Title IV, P.L. 92-318., During fiscal year 1973, 579 of
thesg eligible agencies'applied for funds to plan, develop, and/or operate
programs designed to meet the special educational needs of Indian children. '
Of the applications received, 446 grants were awarded. (During fiscal

year 1973, approximately 135,197 children were enrolled in LEA's receiving
Part A grants.)

Program Effectiveness:

This-program has beer in operation only a few months and measures of -
effectiveness will not be available for some time., However, there 1is
currently in the developmental stage an Indian Education Program Monitoring
and Process Evaluation S8ystem. This system is designed to determine 1if
the major programs under the Indian Education Act are meeting the goals and

services and activities that Indians are presently receiving and projected
to receive in conjunction wWith some'broad measures of how successful the
pro 2£s are in meeting their objectives is planned.

b

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies®

Sources of Evaluation Data:
Program review materials
Program audits

Personnel interviews

rl
[+
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‘Program Scope:

&
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ANWUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Ngge:

Special Programs and Projects to Improve Educational Opportunities
for Indian Children .

3

Legislation: ' Expiration Date:
Indian Education Act of 1972 , June 30, 1975

P.L. 92-318, Part B

FUNDING HISTORY, YEAR AUTHORIZATION = .  _APPROPRIATION B
R M3 $25,000,000 $ 5,000,000 -
FY 74 35,000,000 12,000,000

Program Purpose and Operations:

The purpose of this program is to suppori planning, pilot, and deﬁaastrapion
projects to test and demonstrate the effectiveness of programs for improving .
educational opportunities for Indian children, by providing services not
otherwise available, and by assisting in the development and operation of
preservice and inservice training programs for education persomnel. Grants — |
are made, upon receipt of applications and approval by t issioner of * -
Education, to Indian tribes,.organizations, and institutions, nd local
educational agencies, and federally supported elementary and secondary scChe
for Indian children. The applicationg from Indiam organizations, tribes, and

other institutions fall into the general area of cultural .and educational
enrichment programs and’ services. i -

e |

During the fiscal year 1973, the Office of Education received 370 apblications
to support planning, pilot, and demonstration projects with 51 being selected
for funding. The projects approved dealt with developing bilingual/bicultural
programs, &evelopment of instructional materials and media centers, compensatory
education, cultural enrichment, dropout prevention, and vocational training.

Pro;::;\fifectivenessz . - ) . .

-

This program h been in operation only a few months and measunres -of
cffectiveness wi not be available for some time. However, thoras 4«
currently in the drveolopmental stage an Indian Education Progvam ”ofitoring

are’ rocess FvaluaTfon System. This system 1is designed to determine if

312 B
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the major programs under the Indian Education Act are meeting the goals
and objectives specifled in*the law. In this regard, an a ent—of

/7

known services and actlvitiles that Indlans are presently recelving and
projected to recelve in conjunction with gome broad measures of how

,successle the projects are in meeting thelr objectives is planned.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None at present

Sources of Evaluation Data:
Program review materials *
Program audits

Personnel interviews

313




Y

el

. : 309 é
BT ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
' ENUCATION PROGRAMS

v

Expiration Nates

June”30, 1975

i

v
FUNDING- HISTORY AUTHORIZATION

- APPROPRIATION
™ $5,000,000 ~

- 500,000
3,000,000 .

8,000,000 :
N - wwﬁe_ﬁw“r*_l__h‘_:L;::?-m_ﬁhﬁ
rogram PurDose and ODeration § T

. The pyrpose of this program is to improve the educattonﬂl opDortunities for
adult Indians by making grants to State ald local eduoational agencieS, and
to Indian tribes, institutions, and orgaQiZationS. Thq Pprojects should be
designed to plan for, test and demonstrate effectiveness. of programs for

prov}ding adult education for Indians.

The projects are intended to assist

in the establishment and operation of programs. which are

Ay

the provision of basic litéracy opportunities £o all Indian adults to qualify
for a high school equivalency certificate in the shortest period of time .+ .
feasible. Grants are made, upon receipt of applications_and approval ;heo

g:signed to stimulate

Commiasioner of Education.

Federally supporteqd elementary and secondary

schools are not recipients of grants for adult

%ian PLOgrams. ANV

Program Scope; !

During fiscal year 1973, the Office of Education rec ived 69 applications
to support planning, piloet, and demonstration projects with 10 being selected
for funding. .The applications from Indian organizations, tribes and other
Ainstitutions consisted of Hlanned pilot and demonstration projects designed -,

+  to jmprove the employment and educational opportunities of adult Indians. L
More specifically, the applications approved dealt with developing»projecta

v to enable Indian adults to obtain high 8chool diplomas, improve their communi-
cation skills, and participate in career development progrdh , K .
v e r
Program Effectiﬁegess:( . ’ LT .

LN

This program has been in oberation only a few monthe\and‘measures of
"‘fectiveness will not be available for some time. However, there is
[:R\!: rently in the developmental stage an Indian Education Program Honitoring-—ﬂ-

. 3.4 ' »
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r o i
and Process Evaluation System, This system is designed to determine {if
the major programs under the Indian Educaticon Act are meeting the goals ‘'
‘and objectives specified in the law. In this regard, an assessment of ..\
known services and activities that Indians are presently recelving ,and -

projected to receive in conjunction with some broad measures of how . '.,

successfg} the projects are in meeting their objectives is planned,

.‘ -

Ongoing and Plamned Evaluation Studies: ' (,”‘J
. g

‘None at present
. P L'

-+

B -

Sources of Evilyation Data:
ources_ : \““; | .
Program review materials

s r

Program audits . . '

Personnel interviews
:
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