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Annual Evaluation Report on Programs
Administered by the U.S. Office of Education

INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Section 417 of the General Education Provisions Act, as amended by P.L.
93-380 dated August 21, 1974 requires that, "...the Secretary shall transmit
to the Committee on Education and Labor of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate, an annual evalua-
tion report which evaluates the effectiveness of applicable programs in
achieving their legislated purposes...'" Within the context of the legisla-
tion, applicable programs refers to all programs for which the Commissioner
of Education has adninistrative responsibility. Section 417 further specifies
the context of the report.

The legislation did not establish a new requirement but rather revised
and evpanded a previous mandate to provide "a report evaluating the results
and effectiveness of programs and projects assisted thereunder during the
previous fisca®' vear."

This report then, is the fifth annual comprehensive evaluation report,
but the first one under the revised format. It updates the information in the
FY 1974 report by incorporating the results of 15 evaluation studies completed
during FY 1975 as well as additional information obtained from program opera-
tions and monitoring activities. It also provides more detail and specifi-
city on program goals and objectives, discusses progress towards meeting these
goals and objectives, identifies the principal studies supporting the con-

clusions about program effectiveness, and briefly describes each evaluation

contract negotiated or in process during FY 1975, all information required




by the new law.

In addition, this annual report incorporates the annual reports required
in P.L. 93-380 by:

. Section 151 - ESEA Title I

. Section 731 - Reading Improvement Prngram

. Se?tion 841(a)(7) - Bilingual Vocational Program

It should be noted that the report covers Office of Education prrgrams

as of June 30, 1975. Budgetary, legislative, program revisions and new evalua-

tion data subsequent to that date are not included.

B. Funding History of Evaluation in the Office of Education

Systematic, comprehensive evaluation of Federal education programs dates
back only to the summer of calendar year 1970. Primarily, this was due to
the lack of appropriated funds for evaluation as well as technically qualified
evaluation staff. The FY 1970 appropriation of $9.5 million was the first
significant funding made available for the evaluation of OE administered pro-
grams, and sufficient funds have been available since. The following ta:le

shows the evaluation funding for the period FY 1965-1976:

P&E Appropriation Program Fundsl/g/ Total
FY 1968 $1,250,000 $ —— $1,250,000
1969 1,250,000 -— 1,250,000
1970 3/ 9,512,000 4,155,000 13,567,000
1971 3/4/ 12,475,000 8,724,000 21,199,000
1972 4/5/ 11,225,000 3,950,000 15,175,000
1973 4/ 10,205,000 9,880,000 20,085,000
1974 4/ 5,200,000 5,268,000 10,468,000
1975 &4/ 6,858,000 11,043,000 17,901,000
1576 6,383,000 10,512,000 16,895,000




1/ Includes funds authorized from Follow Through, ESAA, Title I ESEA, PIPs,

BOGs and Career Education programs.

2/ Does not include program funds used by State and local education agencies

for evaluations under ESEA, Titles I, III, VII, and VIII.

3/ Does not include $5 million appropriated for grants to States for planning

and evaluation under ESEA Title VC.

ﬁ/ Includes support for the Educational Policy Research Centers at Stanford

Research Institute and Syracuse University Research Center. Monitorship
of the EPRC's was transferred to the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Education in FY 1974.

5/ Excludes $1 million earmarked for NIE planning.

These sums, though substantial, represent less than 3 tenths of one per-
cent of the total annual program appropriations and must cover approximately

85 legislative programs.

C. Report Content

In addition to 2u overview section, the report includes highlights of
studies completed in FY 1975, brief descriptions of studies still in process
at the end of FY 1975, examples of the uses of evaluation studies, and descrip-
tions of each of the programs administered by the Office of Education as of
June 30, 1975. Included in the description of each program is i1ts legislative
authorization, its funding history for the last ten years, its goals and ob-
Jectives, its operational characteristics, its scope, information about its
effectiveness, ongoing and planned evaluation studies, and sources of evalua-
tion data.

Since not all programs have yet been the sudbject of formal evaluations,
effectiveness information has varying degrees of "hardness" and objectivity.
The best and most objective effectiveness data result from completed tormal

evaluation studies. Where these are not available, program operating data,
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audit reports, project director evaluations and reports and similar data

are presented. The sources of these data are varied and represcont the

efforts of many units within the Office of Education as well as some or-
ganizations outside of OE. These include evaluation studies by OPBE and

various contractors, data compiled by NCES, deta from program managers, data
from HEW Audit Agency, GAO reports, data from State and local agencies, etc.

The data sources are identified. In such cases as a financial

support-type program or a newly funded program, little can be said about
effectiveness. In all cases ‘every effort has been made to be factual, objective,

and candid.

D. Overview of the Effectiveness of OE Programs

In assessing the overall effectiveness of CE administered Federal educa-
tion programs, several constraints must be considered.

The first is the limited nature of the Federal role in American education.
Both by tradition and statute, the support and conduct of education is pri-
marily a non-Federal responsibility. At the elementary and secondary levels,
the provision of educational services ig largely a State and local responsibility.

At the post-secondary level, the basic responsibilities are State, local and

private. The education system is highly decentralized and pluralistic. Further-
more, the Federal role is limited by the comparatively small percentage it

contributes to the elucation dollar. Nevertheless, the Federal role is important

in some instances such as:




nationwidc problems which transcend the responsibility and/or
capacity of State and local governments; and where failure to
address these problems leads to societal costs which outweigh

the costs of intervention.

national leadership in improving the Juality and relevance

of American education.

compensation where Federal activities have resulted in an

economic burden on States and local government.

The second factor is that most of the Federal education programs are(~
not administered directly by the Federal government. Rather, they are
administered through State, local and private agencies. Thus, results are
indirect and are dependent on the motivations, understandings and capabilities
of other organizations whose goals may not be congruent with those of the
Federal government, and whose perceptiors of success may differ.

The third factor is the piecemeal nature of educational legislation.

Over the vears, educational legislation has been enacted and programs created
in response to a variety of interests and needs as perce'ved by the Congress
and various administrations. The result ‘< approximately 85 education pro-
grams or legislative titles which cannot be easily categorized and

which are difficult to fit into a rational structure. Nevertheless, in
previous reports, we have attempted to group programs intc three

general categories:
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. Programs to equalize education opportunity for groups and individvaic

who are at a disadvantage educationglly by reason of socio-erunewmic,

social, cultural, geographic or physical and mental handicepping

conditions.

. Programs to improve the quality and relevance of American education

primarily through research development, experimentation, demonstration,

dissemination, evaluation and training activities. -

. Programs to provide limited goneral support to selected education

functiona and activitins.

In assessing how well the objectives in these three categories are

being achieved through the variety of programs devoted to them, in brief, it
has been conrluded that:

. Although the largest Federal thrust over the last ten years has been
the attempt to redress various inequalities in educational )o¥tunity,
none of the programs individually or all of the programs collectively
can be considered an unqualified success. Slow but substantial pro-
gress is being made, however, and more and more "success" stories about
Individual programs and projects are being documented. See the program

description on ESEA Title I for example.

. The research, development, demonstration, dissemination, evaluation
and training activities are also making slow but substantial progress.
Although most of the Federal education R&D effort is the responsibility
of the National Institute of Education (NIE), some of the demonstration,
training and dissemination activities directly related to Office of

Education programs still resides with OE. The establisament of a Joint

12




Dissemination Review Panel which screens proposed dissemination of
exemplary, innovative or model projects provides quality control for
such efforts. The insistence on objective evidence of success,
coupled with systematic search for exempl:~y and innovative projects
is beginning to increase the quantity and upgrade the quaiity of these

waterials. ESEA, Title III projects provide = good example.

. The provision of selected general support has continued t; help both
elementary and secoandary as well as post-secondary schools in such
areas as impact aid. vocational and adulc education, library activities,
aid to land grant colleges and liwited equipment and constructioa pro-

grams.

E. Evaluation of Elementary and Secondarv Education Programs

lost Elementary and Secondary Education programs can be grouped into three
catcgories: programs for educationally disadvantaged children, programs for

improving educational practices, and programs for desegregating school systems.

(1) Evaluation of Programs for Eduv~ationally Disadvantaged Children

Addressing the special peeds and problems of educationally disadvantaged
children has been acknowledged as a Federal responsibility since the landmark
legislation of 1965, and a number of major Federal programs have the dis-
advantaged target group as their main concern. The principal program at the
elementary and secondary level is Title I of the Elementary ard Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), a large service program intended to address the locally
determined needs of the target population. Another program, Title VII of ESEA,
is much more limited in scope, aimed as it is at the special education require-

emnt s of persons of limited English-speaking ability. Recent amerviments to

13




Tit’e VII (P.L. 93-380) provide a four-fold rationale for the portion of the
law alministerc sy the Office of Education: as a service program, as a
demonstration program, as a training program for educators, and as financial
support for the development of bilingual/bicultural materials. A third pro-
gram, the Follow Through program is an experimental program not intended to
serve large numbers of children but rather to provide a means for studying
alternative approaches to the education of disadvantaged children. The Coummon
aspect of these three programs is that they are focused on helping children
cvercome factors such as poor economic circumstance acd language barriers
which work against e¢ial educational opportunity. Other related programs in-
clude the Emergency School Aid Act and the Right-to-Read Program, which in
part zddress the same concerns.

There seews little doubt that the most universal concern about the educa-
tion of disadvantaged children, shared by cducators and lay public alike, is
rhat poor children, minority-group children and children of limited English
speaking ability do not acquire the basic skills in language sarts and mathe-
matics as well as the general popitlation. This educational disadvantage
naturally spreads to other aspects of school performance as the children face
the mastery ot more complex subjects, and later the life-coping skills needed
by adults.

Before proceeding to results from Federal education programs, it should
be noted that the past year has seen renewed concern that children from the

general population are also performing at unacceptably low levels and in some

cases getting worse. Scores on college entrance examination tests (SAT and ACT)
continued their yearly decline, and new reports from the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) indicated declines in student's writing skills

(except for 9-year olds) and knowledge of science.

14
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A tirst time report on consumer math skills shows unexpectedly low performance
in that area. The results of two studies of functional literacy (NAEP and

the University of Texas) indicated unacceptable levels of illiteracy for an
advanced nation. A somewhat positive note from the NAEP report, however, is
that the functional reading skills of 17 year olds, while low, were better

in 1974 than in 1971. Morever, it was the children of parents with little

or no high school education who showed the greatest improvement. Finally, an
Office of Education sponsored study which drew upon standardized reading test
results over the past 50 years indicated that students of today ocut-perform
their counterparts of 20 years ago or earlier. The analysis revealed a trend
of gradual improvement in reading skills from 1925 to 1965 but then a leveling

off or possibly a slight decline in the past ten Yyears.

The foregoing findings and others help to put in perspective the resvits
from evaluations of Federal proyrams for the disadvantaged children. The
overall picture for the general population i. sne of declining test scores for
about the last 10 years and for grades five and above. The declines have been
more pronounced at the highes grades and in recent years. Although the
evidence on test scores in the early drades is less comprehensive, there are
indications that there has not been a similar decline at the primary level.

Title I presently serves nearly 6 milli~a children at a cost of $1.9
billion dollars per year. It is by far the largest single program focused
on the needs of disadvantaged children. It is broad with respect to the kinds
of activities which can be supported, and resource allocation decisions are
largely left to local discretion subject to state approval.

There is nevertheless considerable concentration on instructional services

and especially on reading in the elementary schools. Recent studies indicate
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that participants in Title I reading projects are achieving at an overall

rate equal to or greater than the national average while they are in the pro-

jects. This result, while quite positive, does require some further explanation.

The strongest data come from a national study of compensatory reading in grades
2, 4, and 6 but there is also other corroborating data (see Title I section

of this report). The national study showed that, in terms of reading test

scores, the gap between students participating in compensatory reading pro-
jects and their more advantagzd peers narrowed between fall pre-test and
spring post-test. The gap narrowed in the sense that the number of correct
answ2*; by disadvantaged students was closer to the number correct by ad-
vantaged students in the spring than in the fall.

The study also shows, however, that the typizal student who received
compensatory assistance was at the 16th, l4th and 19th percentiles nationally
for grades 2, 4, and 6 respectively. These results suggest that despite some
overall gains from compensatory reading projects during the school year, the

target group children are still far helow cverage all through elementary

school.

The picture then is one in which Title I projects, when addressed to
reading problems, gensrally seem to be effective during a given school year
but in which the target population, for a variety of reasons, remains severely
disadvantaged in terms of reading skills. What might seem to be a paradox has
several possible explanations including student losses of skills during the
summer and students leaving or being dropped from projects after one year of
participation. Policy guidance must await results from on-going evaluations
designed to identify the factors which continue to deny minority-group and

poor children fully equal educational opportunity.

16
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In a different way, the results from the experimental Follow Through
Program are no less perplexing. The purpose of Follow Through is to seek
out, in a mecre deliberate and systematic way than Title I, particular educa-
tional approaches which are effective with poor children. A major national
evaluation plus supplementary, smaller-scale evaluations are addressed to
this purpose. At this time, approximately one year away from a report of
the final results, the findings are not clear-cut. Twenty different educa-
tional approaches are being triad out in grades K-3, and while it is very
likely that certain approaches will show better overall results than others,
it appears that no approach is so powerful than it can effectively deal with
a variety of subject matter, school settings, and types of children. This
may simply be another verification of the assertion that there are no panaceas

in education.

Lest the foregoing results lead incorrectly to the conclusion that the
answer is instruction tailored to the needs of individual students, some
additional results should be cited. First, an OE sponsored longitudinal
study (cited in the Title I section) found that, in the early grades, students
in highly individualized programs performed less well in reading skills than
did similar students in more traditional programs. (In later grades, however,
neither approach had an advantage).

Preliminary results from the Follow Through experiment may also be
indicative. Most of the Follow Through models stress individualization although
they differ in many other respects. Results to date show that individualization
certainly does not insure positive results and, in fact, the Follow Through

mndel which is least individualized appears to be the most effective.
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These results and others (e.g. recent conclusions about the
curriculum called individually Prescribed Instruction in Mathematics)
should not pe used as a blanket condemnation of individualization but
rather as a caution not to assume that greater achievement is necessarily

associated with greater individualization.

Children who enter school with limited English-speaking proficiency
face particular problems which Title VII of ESEA was intended to address.
(Such children also participate in Title I and Follow Through.) The
program is intended not only to have a direct impact upon such children
but also to help remove some of the current obstaclss to bilingual/bicultural
education such as shortages of properly qualified teachers and acceptable
instructional materials. An evaluation of the piogram completed in 1973
led to some of the Title VII changes in the Education Amendments of 1974
but did not assess program impact directly upon children. An on-going
evaluation will do so. A study completed in 1975 identified four
exemplary bilingual education projects and they are now being packaged
as a means to encourage widespread replication (see subsequent section on
programs aimed at improving educational practices.) Another study completed
in 1975 focused on the needs of language minorities other than Spanish.
Although the vast majority of children of limited English speaking ability
are Spanish dominant, Title VII has projects for 43 other language groups.
The study suggests several legislative and administrative changes which

may be necessary to insure that the needs of all language groups are

satisfied.




In summary, it appears that Federal programs for the education of dis-
advantaged children are beginning to have a measurable impact. However, it
is also true that the.problems of improving the education of such children
have been more resistant to solution than was imagined when the programs

began in the 1960's and that much work remains to be done.
(2) Evaluation of Programs Aimed at Improving Educational Practices

Several Federal education programs attempt, in one degree or another,
to improve educational practices. Some recent OE studies shed considerable
light on the process whereby schools change and how the Federal government
can facilitate process.

Preliminary results from an on-going study of Federal change agent
programs indicate that some of the conventional wisdom about how school
districts behave when trying to solve problems is unfounded. For ex.mple,
there frequently is not a broad search for alternative solutions which have
been tried in other school districts, and in particular, there is usually
not a strong reliance on objé?tive evidence about the effectiveness of a

given solution. Rather, a much more subjective process is usually in opera-

tion. Aside from explaining why improvements in educational practices are

very gradual, this finding must rczrtainly be considered in designing and
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administering Federal change agent programs. While it may be possible that,
over time, school districts can be persuaded ¢> adopt more rational decision-
making processes, Federal efforts must meanwhi): recognize the existing
situation and work within its limitations. The foregoirng results and many
others are discussed in detail in a major interim report on Federal change
agent programs (see subsequent ESEA Title III section of this report).

Some preliminary results are also available from a new program specifically
designed to package and disseminate exemplary educational practices. Six
operating compensatory education projects, well-tried and carefully evaluated,
were packaged by OE in how-to-do-it form. Seventeen school distcicts across
the country have used the packages to install and operate the projects in
their own schools and OE is now evaluating the results of their efforts. One
clear finding at this time is that the packages can be used by schools to

faithfully replicate exemplary projects with a minimal amount of outside

technical assistance. Although staff at replicating sites did express a desire for
personal contact or communication with other project users for reassurance. The
packages were well received and by mid-year the schools regarded the projects

as their own, an important finding because the change agent study cited earlier
found that school districts are frequently skeptical of projects originating
outside their boundaries. The impact of the replicated projects on the
achievement levels of participating children willi be reported next year. If
packaging is successful, it promises to be a low-cost means of accelerating the

spread of effective compensatory education as well as other educational practices.

(3) Evaluation of Programs for Desegregating School Systems

The Office of Education has no direct involvement in causing school

syctems to desegregate, but once they begin taking such steps two programs

of aid are available. The older and mongtarily smaller program is Title IV

20
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of the Civil Rights Act; it is intended to pProvide training and technical
assistance related to problems incident to school desegregation.

An evaluation study of Title IV, being conducted under contract to
the Office of Education by the Rand Corporation, is nearing completion. ‘The
evaluation ~xamines the four types of Title IV aid: General Assistance
Centers, State Education Agency desegregation units, Training Institutes, and
direct-funded Local Education Agencies. The evaluation describes these al-
ternative systems for delivery of school desegregation services and examines
the unique conditions for successful operation of each type.

The second program addressing the needs of desegregating school districts
is the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) and it is focused more directly on
the needs of children than Title IV. The purpose of the program is to en-
courage the elimination, reduction or prevention of minority group isolatiom,
to meet the needs incident to the elimination of segregation and discrimination,
and to help overcome the educational disadvantage of minority group isolation
in elementary and secondary schools. Two sub-programs, Basic Grants and Pilot
Programs, account for 79% of ESAA funds and are the subject of an on-going,
three-vear evaluation. School districts operating Pilot projects are required
to use the funds to improve basic skills, and many Basic projects have com~
ponents with the same objective.

Preliminary T7AA Year I findings indicate that the grant award process
effectively targeted funds to educationally needy school districts; school
districts targeted ESAA funds to needy schools; schools, in turn, focused
their ESAA funds on basic skill programs directly related to student needs;
and finally, at least at the elementary level, the intensity of basic skill

services received by students was directly related to the severity of their

needs.
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Interim impact evaluation results were based upon a comparison of

achievement test results in ESAA funded schools and similar, non-ESAA funded
schools. Although there were no overall differences, both kinds of schools
showed achievement gains above those expected for children cf similar economic
and ethnic group membership. Analysis also indicated that there were few
differences in total school unding or program characteristics between ESAA
and non-ESAA scliools within the same schcol district. This suggests that the ESAA-
type services were provided in unfunded schools with local or State funds.
While the observed achievement gains cannot be directly attributed to ESAA

at this time, the evaluation does provide evidence, similar to that for

Title I cited earlier, that basic: skill programs directly related to student
needs are working.

Another interim finding is that the reduction of minority group isolation,
an objective of the Basic Grants program, was small. Only 20X of the districts
in the evaluation sample achieved any significant reduction during the first
year of the program. This is probably due to the fact that very few of the
grantees were newly desegregating school districts. Most had completed their

major desegregation moves prior to receiving an ESAA award.

\
F. Evaluation of Education Programs for the Handicapped

The several programs authorized under the Education of
the Handicapped Act have had one or more of three basic purposes: (a) provision
of direct services, (b) development and demonstration of new tec nologies,
teaching methods, and materials, and (c) development of Special Education
manpower. In each of the programs, the role of the Federal government has
been a stimulative one, whereby "seed" money is provided to States and other

grantees, in order to stimulate increases in both the quantity and quality of

services provided to handicapped children. The strategy for evaluating pro-

grams for the handicapped has been designed to determine if the programs have
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accomplished their specific purposes and, more generally, have had the desired
stimulative effect. Accordingly, evaluation studies have been of two kinds:

(a) those designed to obtain objective data on the impact and

effectiveness of specific programs, particularly those which represented

a major Federal investment of funds;

(b) those designed to provide policy-relevant, planning information

to enable the Federal government to target its resources n-ie

effectively.

Studies of the first type have, in general, demonstrated that these
programs have accomplished their specific purposes. However, attempts to
demonstrate that those programs that have been studied (State Grants,

Manpower Development) have the desired stimulative effect have been inconclusive.
Efforts to isoiate the stimulative effect and to demonstrate a causal
relationship attributable to Federal programs have been complicated by forces
outside the span of control of Federal prcgram managers. Examples of these
forces range from increasingly effective lobbying efforts by parent and
professional groups with special interests in education of the handicapped

to court cases which have demonstrated that handicapped children have not

had equal access to educational opportunity. Because of these events,
resources for the handicapped have increased and there has been a corresponding
gradual increase in the number of handicapped children receiving services.

As noted above, the degree to which Federal programs have contributed to this
increase has not been determined. Furthermore, it appearz that further
attempts to demonstrate this effect may be fruitless because recent legislation
has resulted in a significant redefinition of the Federal role in education of
the handicapped.

The just-enact>d Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975,

P.L. 94-142 amends FHA, Part B in the following ways:

23
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(a) It explicitly states that Federal policy is to assure access to
free, appropriate, public education for all handicapped children by

the States;

(b) It specifies that the most severely handicapped and the unserved

shall be served first;

(c) It indicates that they are to be served in the least rastrictive

environment consistent with their needs and abilities;

(¢) 1t specifies that each child shall have the benefit of annual,

individualized evaluation and prescription.

This redefinition of the Federal role has a number of implicatioms for
future evaluation studies of handicapped programs which, due to the recency
of the Act, are not yet clearly developed. However, in general, the following
represents future evaluation considerations:

1) The emphasis on equal access in the 1975 Act requires that the

primary index of impact be the progress made by States in providing

educational services to all handicapped children; in the past,

the main index of impact has been changes in educational achievement:

2) Studies of handicapped programs, other than Part B, should have, as
a primary focus, the objective of determining to what degree each pro-

gram contributes to the newly-defined Federal role. That is, the new

Part B program has objectives of truly major scope; in order to meet
objectives, most other Federal education programs for the handicapped

will have to be measured in terms of the degree to which each contributes

to the accomplishment of Part B objectives;

24
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3) The new program places a heavy responsibility on Stote Education
Agencies (SEA's), Intermediate Education Units (IEU's), and Local
Education Agencies (LEA's), for coordinating resources and service
delivery systems. The evaluation strategy will have to include assess-
nent of the efforts of these agencies to accomplish the legislative

objectives;

4) The activities which Federal program managers will control are pri-
marily those of (a) insuring that the States comply with the require-
ments of the legislation, and (b) providing technical assistance to

the various agencies, especially SEA's, which have the primary responsi-
bility for delivery of services. As part of the Commissioner's re-
sponsibility to assess and assure the effectiveness of the implementaticn
of the Act, the compliance and technical assistance activities of Federal

managers will be a major focus of evaluation studies;

5) A new dimension will be added to the evaluation strategy in that
Federal evaluators also need to provide technical assistance to the
States so tha% the States can evaluate their own efforts and those of

the IEU's and LEA's; and

6) Finally, studies of the effectiveness of State and local fiscal de-
cision-making will assume a greater prominence in the evaluation
strategy. That .s, the States which are most successful in achieving
the legisla.ive objectives will be those which allocate State resources

and coordinate and influence the allocation of local resources to achieve

maximum coverage of children.
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G. Evaluation of Programs for Career, Occupationsl and Adult Education

The common purpose in all of these programs is tu enable individuals
served by them to 3elect and be prepared for an appropriate occupation and
to be gainfully employed. At present, the emphasis in Career Education
is an orientation to a broad range of appropriate occupations and initiatiom
of the indivdual selection process. Vocational Education on the other hand
concentrates on specific knowledge and training needed for selected occupa-
tions. Adult Education concentrates primarily on those who are prevented
fror obtaining the benefits of successful employment at higher skill levels
because they lack the basic language and computational skills necessary and/
or a high-school diploma.

Programs in this category are of two bawic types: (1) State-aninistered
Federal programs, i.e., thoze in whicih Federal " :4s are allocated to States
on a formuia (nondiscretionary) basis with the States making *-- decisions
on how these funds are to be used, and (2) the Commissioner's discretlonary
programs in which allocations of funds are wade through competitive awards of
grants. A number of studies reported in past Annual Reports and several
studies in process have focused on the nondiscre’ionary programs. The firs:
study of the effectiveness of a discretionary program was completed this past
year, (Vocational Education Exemplary Projects).

In general, studies of the nondiscretionary programs demonstrate these
programs to be effective when the index of affectiveness is educational
achievement. That is, most individuals who receive vocational education
services, supported by these programs, accomplish the desired educational
objectives. However, both USOE evaluation studies and a GAO study indicate
that when indices of managerial effectiveness are used, maximum impact is not

achieved by these programs because of inefficient management practices. The
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GAO study states that this deficiency exists at the Federal, State, and local
levels, and suggests that greater attention to systematic coordinated planaing
at all these levels would increase the impact of Federal funds. Almost all
USOE siudies include the same recommendation. As has been noted, however,
State and local agencies are independent entities which Federal managers can
neither control nor coordinate. Thus, recommendations for improving Federal
programs, which require State and/or local actions, are difficult if not
impossiblie to implement by Federal managers alone.

The one discretionary program studied was the Vocational Education
Exemplary Projects Program authorized by VEA, Part D. As implied in the
title, the purpose of this program is to develop and demonstrate exemplary
vocational edu -ation practices. The projects evaluated were those in the
first three-year cvcie of funiing. The basic rationale was that an evalua-
tion of the first three-year projects would lead to improved implementation
of the program during suhsequent years and would help local distrirts to re-
plicate successful activities. Since the Part D effort was closely associated
with early efforts in career education, it was also expectea that the in-
formation obtained would assist in further defining and operationalizing this
concept. The findings of this study indicated that the program had not had
the desired impact. In general, the negative findings were attributed to a
lack of clearly-defined objectives, definitions, managerial requirements, and
procedures at both the Federzl and local levels. To correct these problems,
a number of steps have been initiated by program managers. These include a
redefinition of criteria for selection of new grantees, increased monitoring

of project activities including technical assistance to improve project manage-

ment practices, and the development of evaluation methods with which project

directors (grantees) can assess their cwn activities.

S - 27 i
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H. Evaluation of Developmental] Programs

The programs grouped ur - this broad category are generally regarded
as resource development programs and programs that deal with special problems,
although these groupings are not very precise. Included sre: Teacher Training
Programs, the Right To Read Program, Library Programs, Indian Education,
Educational Television, and those listed under the Special Projects Act,
Title IV, P.L. 93-380 (Metric Education, Gifted and Talented Children,
Community Schools, Consumers' Education, Women's Equity in Education, and

Arts in Education).

Teacher Training

With the exception of Teacher Corps, most teacher training programs
have been or are being phased out because of the surplus of teachers. Teacher
corps itself is being redirected from training of new teachers to retraining.
In the area of Teacher Training, a study of graduates of the sixth cycle
of Teacher Corps has been completed. The study showed that Teacher Corps
graduates were superior to control group teachers on many of the teacher per-

formance variables desired by Teacher Corps. The Teacher Corps graduates were

most different from control group teachers in terms of (a) developing ethni-
cally relevant curricula, (b) using community resources in teaching and
initiating contact with parents, and (c) having positive attitudes about
reading development and causes of poverty in the society. These variables
reflect a special concern about low-income minority group children on the

part of Teacher Corps. However, there were no differences in such areas as

being a change agent in the school or the interaction between teacher and
pupils in the classroom, as assessed by the teacher performance measures used
in the study. Further, there were no significant differences between Teacher

Corps and control group classes on any reading measure. .'espite a greater em-

phasis on reading instruction and academic subject ratter on the part of control

28




group teachers in grades 2-3. Teacher Corps graduates, however, were able to
bring about changes in a child's self-concert that were sigrificantly greater
than changes brought about by control 3roup teachers. These changes consisted
of observed expressions of greater happiress ai< greater self-worth in the

classroom, and better scores on important subscales of the Piers-Harris self-

concept scale.

Educational Television

Because USOE has not had a clear <z2finition of the Federal role in education

television programming, a planning study was initiated. Among the more im-

portant findings was that the common USOE practice of limiting grants to three

years is counter-productive. It was found wasteful to pay the tremendous start-

»p costs of a high-quality purposive television series for = single broadcast
season, and then withdraw support to fund other projects. A fair market trial
can take four to five years. Experience at the Chiliren's Television Workshop
(CTW) indicates tha. it takes one to two years just to prepare a major pur-
posive series for national distribution, and then it takes two to three years
of promotion and remake to determine how well it can do in the marketplace,
and whether or not it can develop convincing levels of consumer demand for
continued services. A limited-channel distribution system can only accept a
limited number of series. These few should be well-funded in the first place,
and funded for a sufficient length of time to provide a fair market trial.

At present, there is no apparent policy answer to the question of continuing

support in case an experimental series succeeds.

The Right To Read Program

This has been a catalytic, demonstration program intended to stimulate a

national effort to eliminate functional illiteracy. As such, there was and
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is expectation that it would have impact beyond the level normally expected
for a program of its size. It is anticipated that this general strategy will
be continued in the future. However, the Education Amendments of 1974

(P.L. 93-380) created the Nationa} Reading Improvement Program. Though this
program, as defined in the legislation, aprears to be similar in goals and
structure to th; current Right To Read Program, there are some differences

e.g., the State Grants Program which may revise some major program thrusts.

Library Programs

Recent studies have indicated that Federal library programs have been
successful in delivering library services to special target groups and that
the Federal programs have stimulated State, local, and private support both
for public and school libraries. The studies have also indicated that the
Federal presence has been important in providing coordination and direction

to State and local efforts.

Indian Education

P.L. 93-380 enacted an expanded Indian education program. Most efforts
so far have focused on implementation including the development of regulaiions
and the establishment of a data base and information system. The program is

still too new for assessment.

Special Projects

Section 402 of P.L. 93-380 created the Special Projects Act which authorized
the Commissioner to carry out special projects through grants and contracts:
"(1) to experiment with new educational and administrative methods,

techniques, and practices;

-




25

(2) to mzet special or unique educational needs or prob-
lems; and
(3) to place special emphasis on national educational

priorities."

The following programs were included under the Act:

A.

Education for the Use of the Metric System of Measurement
A program to encourage educational agencles and institu-
tions to prepare students to use the metric system of
measurement.

Gifted and Talented Children

A program for the education of gifted and talented children
through grants to the States for such purpose.

Community Schools

A program of grants to local educational agencies to assist
them in plani. 2, establishing, expanding, and operating com-
munity education programs.

Career Education

A program to assess, and to encourage establishment and opera-

tion of, career education programs.

Consumers' Education

A program of grants and contracts designed to provide con-
sumer education to the public.

Women's Equity in Bducation

A program of grants and contracts designed to provide edu-
cational equity for women in the United States.

Arts in Education Programs

A program of grants and contracts designed to assist and
encourage the use of the arts in elementary and secondary

school programs,
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With the exception of the Career Education Program, which is discussed

above under Occupational Programs, none of these programs have been

evaluated because of their newness. However, there is a mandated study

in process on sex discrimination in education. This is being carried out

by the National Center for Educational Statistics.




I. Evaluation of Postsecondary Education Programs

In trying to assess the overall effectiveness of postsecondary programs
a somevhat different approach then that used for other OE programs is
necessary. The overriding purpose of Office of Education postsecondary
education programs is to enhance educational opportunity. The principal
Federal strategy in pursuit of these goals is to provide funds for student
assistance, both directly to students and indirectly thcough states and
institutions of postsecondary education with the assumptions that needy
students should be aided first and that students will bear some of the
responsibility of financing their education.

The principal forms of student assistance are grant programs (BEOG,
SEOG, SSIG) which provide non-returnable aid and accounted for 36.5X of
the total higher education budget of $2.5 million in FY 1975; self-help

programs (CWS, Coop Ed, GSLP, NDSL) which accounted for 52.3%; service

progrems (Talent Search, Upward Bound, Special Services to Disadvantaged
Students, Educational Opportunity Centers) aimed at recruiting, counseling,
and tutoring disadvantaged students both prior to and once they are enrolled
in postsecondary institution and made up 2:8% of the total; and finally
institutional programs, primarily the Developing Institutions program, which
makes up the remainder at 8.37%.

The following section explcres how well the stated goals ure being met

and how well these programs are working.
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The Impact of Student Assistance Programs

There are a number of approaches that can be used to view the impact
of Federal student assistance programs. The two used in this evaluation
report utilize participation or college going rates of different kinds
of students and the net price also adjusted for student characteristics.
These are discussed in some detail below.

(1) Participation Rates

At the outset of this discussion it should be made clear that while
participation rates are a readily available and commonly employed measure
of how young people are accessing, choosing among and persisting in insti-
tutions of postsecondary education, they are not measures of the distri-
butions of educational opportunity. Rather, they are measures of the
results of young people's response to whatever educational and non-~educational
opportunities in fact exist. Differences in these rates by student or family

characteristies (such as income, sex, ethnicity, or state of residence)

should not by themselves be taken as evidence of a lack of opportunity or as
evidence that student aid programs are not importantly impacting on educa-
tional opportunity.

Nonetheless, such rates do describe important features of the context
in which the student aid programs operate.

Table I attempts to show where we are in access terms using participa-

tion rates based on the National Longitudinal Survey of the High School

Class of 1972.
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The "not studying" columns in this table indicate that participa-
tion in postsecondary study activities is directly related to the level

of family income, with only 4G.0 percent of the $0-3,000 income class

engaging in such activities as compared to 76.2 percent of the $18,000~or-
more inccme class. Figure 1 graphically displays the participation rate
data of Table I for all types of institutions derived from the "not-studying"
columns and comparas these data to the mean participation rate for all

income classes. As can be seen, the relationship between income and parti-
cipation is striking.

The data in Table I end in Figure 1 also indicates that the increasing
proportions engaged in postsecondary study activities at higher income
levels is principally a function of increases in the 4-year college going
ratzs with inccme. For example, only 17.7 pezceat of the lowest income
bracket attend 4-year institutions while over 50 percent of the highest
income class falls into this category. For other postsecondary education
categories the differences by income class are not significantly marked.

Table II shows the distribution of students by income and institutional
type aad includes only those members of the high school class of 1972 who
were engaged in some form of study activity in October 1972. This table

gives a somewhat clearer picture of choice of institutional type.
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Table 11

Distribution of 1972 High School Seniors in Study
Activities in October 1973, By Level of
Family Income and Institutional Type

Voc./Tectk 2-Year 4-Year
Pamily Income Training Inst. Inst. Total
No X No 4 No 4 No X
$0-,999 10,608 24.2 11,771 26.9 21,402 48.9 43,781 100
3,000-5,999 25,234 24.6 34,332 33.5 42,847 41.8 102,413 100
6,000-7,499 24,007 23.5 33,258 32.6 44,831 43.9 102,096 100
1,500-8,999 22,569 21.4 32,192 30.6 50,525 48.0 103.286 100
9,000-~10,499 28,709 18.6 43,139 28.0 82,287 53.4 154,135 100
10,500-11,999 20,584 17.8 37,853 32.8 56,956 49.4 115,393 100
12,000-13,499 17,122 14.0 37,583 30.7 67,535 55.2 122,240 100
13,500-14,999 12,970 12,9 28,527 28.4 59,044 58.7 100,541 100
15,000-17,999 18,394 12,5 42,685 29.1 85,582 58.4 146,661 100
18,000 or more 18,138 7.0 58,970 22.7 182,901 70.3 260,009 100
Income .
Unknown 70,483 17.9 123,844 31.4 200,191 50.7 394,518 100
Total 286,773 17.2 484,154 29.1 894,102 53.7 1,665,029 100

Source: Calculated from Table 1.
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Differences are particularly striking for vocational/technical
and 4-year institutions. While about a quarter of those students from
the lowest income categories attend a vocational/technical institution, only
seven percent of the highest income bracket attend these institutions. On the
other hand, while less than half of the students from the four lowest income
brackets attend four-year institutions, over 70 percent of the students from
the highest family income groups attend these institutions. Stated differently,
the $18,000-or-more income class constitutes 15.6 percent of the population
but accounts for 20.5 percent of those members of the high school class
of 1972. The lowest two income brackets account fo. 12,5 percent of the
high school class attending vocational/technical institutions, although
they constitute only 8.8 percent of the group engaging in some form of post-
secondary study.

Other data on the high school class of 1972 indicate that once post-

secondary education is entered, retention rates do not differ significantly

by income class. For example, at the lowest income level the percentage

not engag.2 in study activities in October 1972 increased by 11.3 percentage
points in October 1973 while the corresponding percentage-point increase of
the highest income group was 10.3. Thus, the inequality of participation
that exists immediately after high school tends to persist over time but

does not appear to worsen significantly.

(2) Net Price

Another view of equality of educational opporturnity is stated in terms

of net price. Net price is defined as college cost minus the sum of family
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contribution and grant aid. Equality of access exists when students, up

to a target income level, face the same net prices for various cost

levels. Net price is equalized for all income groups up to the target
income inclusive. At the higher incomes no grants are received, but net
price falls as family contribution increases. Thus, using grants to offset
differences in family contributions, student assistance programs can
equalize resources to overcome the principal economic barrier to accessing

postsecondary education.

With higher cost schools the grant portion of tha aid package is
usually increased, but not in proportion with the increase i cost. Students
attending higher cost institutions will face higher net prices, :tut still
prices that do not vary by family income until the target income level
is surpassed. Thus, institutional choice as vell as access is equalized
when grant programs combined with the family conceibution equalize net

price.

(3) Empirical Analyses of Net Price

A second approach to viewing the impact of Federal program's equality
of access and choice is to determine if financial barriers have been
vemoved, that is, equalizing net price to students, and to what degree.
Unfortunately data to determine if differences in net price effect parti-
cipation rates are not readily available although a currently funded study
is attempting to determine how many students do not attend college because

. 1
ot price.i— Rather this analysis focuses on equalization of opportuaity

for students currently enrolled.

11 See studies sited in program description sheets for student aid programs
cited below (pp. 263-292)
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NLS data for FY 1974 in Table III show a remarkable consistency

across income classes in the actual net prices paid by full time post-
secondary students for most of the different expense levels. This is
an important finding given the availability of aid and the diversity of
distribution methods used for these programs. For example, of the Federal
student grant programs, only the Basic Grant Program distributes aid
directly to the student on the basis of need alone. Other programs such
as Supplemental Grants (SEOG) are awarded thrcugh the institution or, like
Veterans Educational Benefits, are awarded directly to the student on a
non-need basis. Further, those states which have grant programs, aad
private agencies whicn award grants, use a variety of distribution methods.
This consistency is especially apparent up to an annual family income
level of $12,000. (Most Office of Education sponsored aid is targete. on
students at this famiiy income level or be ow). Although this is somewhat
more apparent at the lover than at the higher expense levels, it is ncne-
theless true that out of 36 income/expense categories covered only three
or four appear to be significantly ditferent ‘rom the mean for the parti-
cular cost level and the less-than-$12,000 in.ome group. This can be seen
by comparing the net prices paid by students *n a particular income/expense

category (Columns 1-6) to their weighted means (Column 7).

Remembering that net price equals expenseis minus the sum of family

contributions and grant aid, the reason for the consistency of net-price
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is obvious--family contributions are directly related to family income
and grant aid is inversely related to income. These relations generally
hold for all expense levels.

While net prices tend to be equalized, given equal expenses, for students
from families in the less-thau-$12,000 income group, there are still sub-
stantial differences between the lower.(1ess-than—$12,000) and higher
($12,000-or-greater) income groups. These differences can be easily
observed by comparing the net prices in Column 7 with those in Column 12.
As can be seen, the differences are substantial at the higher expense
levels. The decline in net price that occurs within the $12,000~or-greater
income level (averaging 22 percent) and between the less~than-$12,000 and
the $12,000-or~greater income level (averaging 41 percent) is principally
a result of the fact that the rise in family contribution with income is

not offset by a corresponding rise in grant aid at the lower income levels.

Thus, in spite of the fact that substantial differences persist
between net prices at higher and lower family income levels and among
higher and lower cost institutions, it is nonetheless apparent from these
data that grant aid programs available in FY 1574 lLiave been reasonably
successful in equalizing net price &o students currently enrolled regard-

less of income up to the income level of $12,000 in schools of eimilar costs.

It should again be pointed out that these data are for young people
who actually chose to enter postsecondary education. Therefore, we cannot
say with any degree of certainty that the net prices faced by all potential
postsecondar’ education entrants were as close to being equalized as these

data suggest.,
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The data in Table III on the consistency of net price across income
categories alsc suggest that factors other than financial comstraints con-
tribute to differences in postsecondary participation rates among income
classes. Thus, given the aid programs available in FY 1975 to most lower
income students, it seems clear that the problem of accessing postsecondary
education may not be purely financial, and in fact an argument can be made
that non-financial barriers may be more important. What the problem is

(if, indeed, there is a problem) is a matter of debate.

The Impact of Special Programs for Disadvantaged Student

While student grant aid and self-help programs can be judged in terms
of their impact on equalizing financial barriers to obtaining an education
at schools of varying cost and students of varyiug incomes, other Federal
programs are aimed at removing barriers to access and persistence of a non-
financial nature. The target groups for these programs are disadve.caged
young people with academic promise who demonstrate low motivation and
aspiration for their ability levels. The programs attempt to identify these
young people and provide them with financial aid information, counselling,
and tutorial assistance, to encourage them to enter and persist in post-
secondary education. Present programs focus on students both at the pre-
cllege and college levels, Current funding levels allow for serving

5% to 10% of the potential clients. LE

1z

See Program Description Sheet for detailed discussion »f the Upward
Bound, Talent Search, Special Services, and Education Opportunity
Center Programs
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At the college level, analysis of data from a recent study on high
school completion and postsecondary education entry for the Upward Bound
participants and a similar, but non-participating, comparison group of
students reveals the feollowing outcomes:

(1) There was no significant difference in high school completion
for the two groups, with both having about a 70 percent pro-
bability of high school graduation;

(2) There were large positive differences in favor of Upward
Bound (UB) in entry to postsecondary education, with about 71
percent of the UB high school graduates in 1974 enrolling in
postsecondary education versus about 47 percent of the compari-~
son group.

(3) The probability of both high scg;ol completion and postsecondary
entry shows sharp differences between the UB and comparison
groups, and among the UB students depending upon length of time
in Upward Bound. Although the comparison groups of students
showed a 32 percent probability of high school completion and
postsecondary entry, UB participants who entered UB in grade
10 (or earlier), grade 11, and grade 12 showed probabilities of
high school completion and postsecondary entry of 60 percent,

53 percent, and 47 percent respectively.

An assessment of the performance and retencion of these two groups

of students in postsecondary education is planned to begin late in FY 1976.
At the postsecondary level the empirical findings of the study of

the Special Services Programs show neither a positive nor a megative impact

on disadvantaged students. The most reliable pre-college predictor of
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academic performance. No evidence was found that participation in support

later academic success has traditionally been previous

services systematically improves performance or satisfaction with college
over that which may be expected from past performance. The regressions of
college grades on high school grades suggests that there is no evidence
that the institution in general or any support services available are
providing disadvantaged students with experiences that'would help them
raise their prior levels of performance. Further study in this area is

also planned.

The Impact of Institutional Assistsnce Programs

Student aid programs operate almost wholly on the demand gide. That

is, they provide funds to students and thus effectively reduce the students'
net price, which over all increases the demand for education. Other pro-
grams (specifically Title III -- The Developing Institutions Program)
operate more directly on the supply side of the market for educational
gservices. Funds are awarded to ins itutions which in turn effectively
reduces the net cost of institution. The institutional aid involved in
these programs is designed to affect both short term and long term viability
of these institutions. These programs impact on student access, choice, and

persistence indirectly--that is, not by moving along or shifting the demand

relationships, but helping to ensure a supply of places at a reasonable

price to students who would not attend a postsecondary institution or per-
sist to graduation if these institutions did not exist. The effectiveness
of these programs are perhaps best judged in terms of their impact on the

participation and retention rates of the students attending these institu-

tions compared with like students in comparable institutions. However, data

-
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of this type by institution is not available at this time. A study is
in progress which, hopefully, will summarize participation and retention
rates using data currently available by institution in addition to
identifying factors contributing to the effectiveness of the Title III

program in terms of institutional development.

Summary

Evaluation efforts to date have yielded the following results: 1)
Participation rate measures indicate highly differing rates of enrollment in
postsecondary education along a family income dimension, but once a student
has entered retention rates do not vary significantly by family income.
2) When net prices are used to measure educational opportunity, remarkably
little difference by income class is discovered within institutional cost
categories. 3) The most important impact of Special Service programs
focused on disadvantaged students is on postsecondary education entry
rates of those who have participated as comparel to those with similar

characteristics who have not participated in those programs. 4) Data

with which to evaluate institutional aid programs is not yet available.
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J. Uses of Evaluatien Studies

As indicated, over the last several years a sizeable number
of evaluation studies have been initiated and the results are now
beginning to become available. Although many gaps in knowledge
about program effectiveness still remain to be filled, on-going
and planned studies are helping close these gaps in a significant
way. More importantly, however, the study results are beginning
to influence legislative, budget and program management decisions.
Following are some examples of the use of these studies:

1. Several recently completed studies 1/ indicate that

compensatory education is beginning to have a positive

impact on disadvantaged children in that there is fairly

widespread evidence of improvements in basic skills which

can be attributed to programs like ESEA Title I and ESAA.

Though the educational problems of disadvantaged children are

far from solved, the new evidence does constitute a pronounced

shift in the outlook. As such, the results are being used in
support of budgets for compensatory education programs. They
also provide « basis for continued emphasis on classroom
activities directly aimed at improviug basic skills in reading
and mathematics.

2. A study by RMC Research Corporation has demonstrated the

feasibility of setting forth models for States and local school

1/ The Educational Testing Service study of Compensatory Reading
Programs, the Systems Development Corporation evaluation of the
ESAA Program and the RMC Corporation analysis and synthesis of
recent State Title I reports.
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districts to use in evaluating ESEA Title I. Ia accordance with
new requirements in the Education Amendments of 1974, the results
from the application of these evaluatinn models can be aggregated
and compared across States. As a consequence of the successful
development of the models, OE will be able to proceed with

other requirements of the law to train States in the use of the
models and to provide technical assistance in their implementationm.
3. A study of the bilingual program found that two major problem
areas in bilingual education are a severe shortage of trained
teachers and a perceived lack at the project level of adequate
bilingual curricular materials. These findings have had a major
impact on the "capacity building" strategy in the Federal bilingual
program through increased emphasis on staff development and training
and on development of curricular materials. The proposed budgets
in bilingual education reflect this thrust in the

ailocations for these two categories of activities.

A second, recently completed, study to identify exemplary
bilinguai education projects found four such projects for which
there was good evidence of positive impact on children. Information
about these four projects is being disseminated by the Federal ESEA
Title VII office as a means to upgrade program effectiveness and
detailed how-to-do-it Project Information Packages are being developed
for each project. The packages will be made available to school
districts which want to start bilingual projects or to modity
existing projects. The provision of such "models" of bilingual

education is directly responsive to new requirements in the

Education Amendments of 1974.
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4. A Study of the Title I Migrant Education Program emphasized
problems in the currvent fund-allocation formula and procedure,
providing impetus to the conversion to data in the Migrant Student‘
Record Transfer System as the basis for full allocat ‘on. That
conversion, authorized by P.L. 93-380, has recently been

approved by OE.

5. The Project Information Packages ("PIP") study was th& basis
for a new experimental program approved by the Congress beginning
in Fiscal Year 1975. The "Packaging" Program, will continue the
cycle of identifying effective projects in compensatory

education, "packaging" these projects as guidance for replication
by schooi personnel elsewhere, and field-testing the packages for
improvements prior to dissemination. The package appears to be an
effective, low-cost way of introducing improvements in compensatory
education.

6. An interim report from a major study of Federal programs
supporting educational change identified a number of fectors
contributing to the successful implementation of educational
innovations. The results of the study are being used in various
OE efforts such as the on-going program to disseminate Project
Information Packages and the development of strategies for
disseminating successful Follow Through models. The results of
the study have also been instrumental in NIE's planning for
dissemination of research findings.

7. The findings of an evaluation of the Community-Based Right-
to-Read Program conducted by Pacific Training and Technical

Assistance Corporation, Berkeley, California made significant
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contributions to the guidelines for the establishment of reading
academies for adult illiterates. Legislative provision for such
academies is found in Section 723, Title VII, P.L. 93-380.
Following are some of the findings which are reflected in the
guidelines:
a) Adult illiterates need intensive and consistent instruction
over time on a one-to-one basis rather than by means of
group instruction. !
b) Adult illiterate reading programs must provide supportive
services to facilitate consistent attendance at scheduled
reading sessions. Such supportive service are transportation,
child care, and referral to welfare agencies for financial
aid and health care.
¢) Mechanisms must provide for obtaining greater male partici-
pation in the program. Males were definitely under repre-
sented in the evaluated projects. It was found that
participating males improve their reading performance as
much as did female participants.
8. A study of the ESEA Title I allocation formula forced considera-
tion of the hard trade-offs involved in changing the formula or
leaving it alone. Many alternative computations were provided
Congressional Committees in their considerations of P.L. 93-380 and
the study did have an influence on the final legislation.
9. Studies of the Cost of College. In 1971 and again in 1973
when all indications suggested that colleges and universities
were near financial disaster, the Cost of College studies

identified the components of increasing costs as equally divided
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between inflation and lower productivity on the part of the faculty.
Since faculty costs account for over half the cost of education,
& substantial part of the incraase in the cost of education could
have been better controlled. The studies influenced the
Departmental position to allocate available resources primarily
to finance students instead of institutioms.

In 1975 for the third time in the past five years the
finances of 50 selected four-year colleges were reviewed in detail.
Where the first study suggested that the state of college finances
was generally healthy, the last investigation suggests a number of
colleges may be on the verge of financial distress. These findings
have been used extensively as documentation in the consideration of
a policy for institutional aid.
10. A Study of Special Services for Disadvantaged Students.
As a result of the study USOE program staff has revised program
regulations to strengthen the evaluation component for individual
projects. Further, suggestions for improved program operating
procedures have also been included in the program guidelines.
Finally,findings were utilized extensively by the USOE Task Force
on Programs for Disadvantaged Students in Higher Education in
development of their report to the Commisgioner.
11. Development of a Model to Study Alternative Student Aid
Programs. This study and other work by small subcontractors
contributed to the development of an Enrollment/Student Aid Model

which was used by the Administration and Congress to project costs

of the Basic Grant Program during the hearings for the Higher
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Ecucation Amendment of 1972, and for subsequent budget submissions
and planning activities.
12. An Interest Subsidy and Default Projection Model. This
Study was composed of two parts, a historical analysis of program
operations and development of the projection model. Impact of the
study to date includes:
a) Identification of the magnitude of the default pro-
blems and consequent changes in program operations, management,
and staffing.
b) Use of the subject model for interest subsidy and
default projections by budget officers and for anaiysis
purposes.
¢) Identification of the characteristics of the default
experience by institutions, lenders, and borrowers and
pinpointing of problem areas. Appropriate operational
and legislative changes were included subsequently in

proposed regulations for limitation, suspension and

13. A Study of the Developing Institutions Program. From this
study and a series of smaller related efforts, the concept of the
Advanced Institutional Development Program was advanced. Study
results were also used as the program moved toward implementation.
The clements of a planning and management
system were defined along with the methodology for selecting

termination of lenders in GSLP.
institutions for the advanced program. |
|
|
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14. Evaluations of Performance Contracting and the Use of Incen-
tives in Elementary Education. These studies had generally negative
findings (with a few exceptions) in the sense of demonstrating educa-
tionally insignificant gains in student achisvement resulting €rom
these approaches. The findings were widely publicized and served to
dampen a growing but unwarranted enthusiasm in the educatfonal
community for these approaches. It is likely that without these
studies many school systems would have initiated performance

contracting and/or incentive projects.

15. Analysis of Relatiomships Between Achievement Gains and
“e1 "upil Expenditures. This study failed to find evidence
for the fairly wide-held notion that a "critical mass" ($300
per pupil) of compensatory education funds is necessary for
significant education achievement gains among disadvantaged

students. The study quieted the prcmotion of the criticai

mass position.

16. A Study of Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility.

Study findings have been made available to the Federal Trade
Commission and zeveral Congressional Committees. This has aided

in understanding the process establishing institutionai eligibility
for Federal programs and the limitations of using that process.

New FTC regulatioms relating to proprietary institutions were
developed in part with the use of findings from this s.udy. New
legislation has been developed on the basis of the findings regarding

the eligibility of institutions for all student aid programs.
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As a side uote, proposed legislation to perform a similar study

was apparently withdrawn in light of the depth of findings in this
study. The study director has also provided testimony for at

least three Congressional committees.

17.. Analysis of Student Loan Special Rate Allowances and Servicing
Costs. The study resulted in suggestions for legislative changes
in the program operations, especially with regard to the special
rate allowance. Study recommendations have been included in

proposed legislation.

18. The Federal Role in Funding Children's Television Programuing.
Using some of the study's findings and recommendations as a partial
inpv+, OE program managers have propcsed a new funding methodology

vhich attempts to clarify USOE's strategy.

The study has evoked wide interest in the field. The National
Association of Educational Broadcasters (NAEB), have awa.¢2d this
first major policy study of this area, the 1975 NAEB Book Award

and have arranged for commercial publication of the report.

The report has been the subject of specific sessions at several
professional conventions, and was reviewed and discussed by its

author and USOE at corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB)

education meetings.
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19. Evaluation of the Exemplary Vocational Education Projects
Program, Part D, VEA. In response to a letter from Congress con-
cerning the impact of this evaluation on the Exemplary Vocational
Edugation Projects Program, OE identified seven major areas in

the FY 1976 Proposed Rules designed to correct "criticisms" in

the report. The study found that there were management problems
at both the Federal and the local levels which account for a lack
of impact in most of the projects. Since the Program had been in
operation only three years when the evaluation was done, the
immediate response through specific changes in operating procedures
reflects fairly rapid utilization of evaluation results.

20. Functional Guide to Evaluating Career Education. As a result
of some early findings in the Exemplary Projects evaluation, work
was initiated on a handbook to help practitioners evaluate these
and other projects associated with career education. All Project
Directors received copies of the first draft of the handbook. Of

the 20 reports of third-party evaluations available in September 1975,

all showed clear evidence of efforts to use the handbook. This
draft guide was also distributed to Directors of all 80 Career
Education demonstrations initiated ir June 1975 by the Office

of Career Education. Copies of the final version of the handbook
or guide will also be distributed to all FY 76 grantees of the
Office of Career Education. In additfon, the National Institute of
Education is utilizing information on instrumentation which was

gathered during the development of the Guicde.

57




21, Research and Evaluation on Adult Education. This project
attempts tc look at the total scope of adults' educational needs

and to identify policy alternatives for OE. For example, some

data analyses raise questions about whether OE should continue

to focus solely on adults having less than a high school education

or whether new legislation should be proposed to permit OE to

respond to the increasing need for a functional type of education --
e.g. to improve "parenting," to help consumers, or to raise the level
of citizen participation. Information gathered through this project

is also being utilized in the current effort to plan the role of the

recently-authorized Clearinghouse in Adult Education.




K.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF STUDIES COMPLETED IN ¥Y 75
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Elementary and Secondary Education Programs

1. Performance Contracting As a Strateay in Education.

A study of performance contracting education was conducted during schcol
year 1970-71 by the RAND Corporation under contract to DHEW. A small
follow-up study in school year 1971-72 was conducted by the same contractor
at the five principal sites of the earlier effort. One finding of the
studies was that performance contracting was not 1ikely to result in
substantially increased achievement gains for disadvantaged children

during a school year. Another finding, however, was that performance
contracts had been an effective technique of research and development

and an effective change agent in instructional methodology and materials.

This study, performed in 1974-75 by Educational Testing Service under
Contract to DHEW, is based on information gathered from ten site visits
(five sites which had previously had performance contracts in operation

and five sites with State-supported performance contracts in Michigan and
California); interviews with State education agency personnel in three
States and representatives of three private firms; documents furnished

by districts and State education agencies; and responses to a questionnaire
sent to a1l districts which ¢ had a performance contract.

It was found that achievement gains in the California and Michigan sites
have been respectable and fairly consistent though not dramatically great,
but the data do not permit confident statements to be made about conditions
that enhance the effectiveness of contracts in increasing gains. Data on
attitudes give some reason for thinking that student feelings about the
subject matter covered by the performance contract had become more favorable

and that --- parhaps for that reason --- teachers ed the contracted
programs. /’//hnd/%fk

to trigger a general process of change in the district as a whole. Further-
more, 1t is not clear that such changes were caused by performance
contracting alone.

The conclusions and recommendations from the study are:

1. It would be neither desirable nor possible to revive

|
Important changes took place in contracting schools, but this did not seem 1
performance contracting on a large scale. |

2. A school district which wishes to do so should be
allowed to engage in a performance contract. Such a
district should: a) provide ample time for preparation;
b) consider contracting with a group of local teachers,
with incentive payments made to the schools where they
work; c) plan the contract period for more than one year;
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d) keep the contract as simple as possible;
e) consider alternative ways of achieving its goals

3. School districts should be encouraged to utilize
instructional programs and services of private firms
and other extenal organizations through the medium of
fixed-fee contracts,

4. Schools and teachers should nave available to them
funds for experimentation and innovation, and discretionary
funds for meeting immediate needs.

5. Districts should initiate formal programs of accountability.

6. Experimentatioﬁ'should ta stimulated in the use of tangible
rewards to students for their learning achievements.

7. Further experimentation with performance contracting should
be in the framework of careful design that permits comparison
between performance contracting and its functional alternatives.

2. Planning Study for DeveloEmgnt of Project Information Packages

or ective Approaches In Compensatory Education
This study was completed on October 31, 1974. The major product was
a Project Information Package (PIP) for each of six effective approaches
in compensatory education identified by the contractor for the study
(RMC Research Corporation). Eight sets of the six packages were
delivered directly to OE or to school districts across the country
which are participating in the field test of the PIP's. In addition

to the six different PIP's, major products of the study included the
following reports:

a. A Procedural Guide for Validating Achievement Gains in Educational

Projects

b. Design Considerations for Packaging Effective Approaches in
Compensatory tducation

c. Selecting Exemplary Compensatory Education Projects for Dissemination
via ProJect Information Packages

d. The Develosment of Project Information Packages for Effective
Approaches in Compensatory ucation

In addition, a guidebook for local project directors and evaluators on

the selection, design and pitfalls of project evaluations was proposed.

Produced by RMC with the title Measuring Achievement Gains in Educational
pub

Projects, the guidebook has since been [1shed by the Government
rinting Office for broad distribution under the title A Practical Guide

to Measuring Project Impact on Student Achievement. Distribution of the
guidebook has also been made through the coor nation networks of ESEA

Title I and Follow-Through, and will be made through ESEA Title VII.
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3. Further Analyeis of ESAP II Data

This exploratory analyeis sought to clarify some selected issues
regarding high school students raised by the evaluation report of
the second year of the Emergency School Assistance Program. The
original evaluation suggested that the explanation for improved
achievement of high school black males due to ESAP may have been
:aused not so much by specific ESAP funded activities but by

an improved climate for black students which ESAP helped to create.
It was suggested that black males may have perceived these changes
which in turn led to a gain in their academic achievement. The
new analysis does not support this explanation. While providing
no conclusive alternative explanation, the new analysis suggests
that positive effects of ES/P on white males may have more
indirectly had a positive effect on black males. Black males were
virtually identical in racial attitudes and other non-cognitive
outcomes in ESAP and control schools. White males, however, had
somewhat more positive racial attitudes and reported somewhat more
interracial contact in ESAP schools than in control schools. The
original analysis also found that in substantially white schools
(over 40 percent white), those schools with more favorable white

student racial attitudes had higher black achievement (sexes
combined).

The further analysis confirmed the original results on the effectiveness
of in-service teacher training programs emphasizing race relations

and intergroup relations programs for students. Both programs were
associated with more positive white student responses on a variety of
race-related outcome measures. The new analyses examined these effects
by sex and found them true for both white males and females. Intergroup
relations programs for students also had positive effects for black
females. Regarding teachers,the new analysis suggests that in-service
teacher training programs emphasizing race relations (but not in-service

teacher training programs with other emphases) had positive effects on
teachers ag wel:,

1
|
;
1
1
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Studies Completed in FY '75
Post Secondary EBducation

Cost of College: 1974

This study, a follow-up of an earlier study on the "financial crisis",
found that the financial conditions among the fifty randomly selected
institutions have deteriorated since 1968. Private and sectarian
institutions were both found to face increasing shortages of income
and greater dependence upon tuition and fees as a source of revenue.
Public colleges,while facing similar changes, had not displayed such
pronounced shifts. Despite deteriorating conditions, all schools

had been able to make appropriate adjustments, although there was
real concern for the future.

A Study of the Distribution of Aid

The purpose of this study was to review the distribution of Federal
students aid funds by institution. This study examined the distribution
of funds under the campus-based student aid programs (National Direct
Student Loans, College Work Study, and Supplementary Educational
Opportunity Grants) and under the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant
srogram. The study found that two-year college received less than a
proportionate share of funds under campus-based programs, principally
due to admninistrative understaffing and a lack of matching funds in
these schonls.

Cooperative Education Planning Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which the
purported goals of Cooperative Education were achieved and the extent
to which they conflicted with other goals. The contractor also
sought to identify evaluative indicators of program success. Eight
diverse schools were included in the study group for this study.
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Findings indicated that there is currently no single or consistent
philosophy or objective embodied in Coopertative !ducation--boy?nd

the general thrust of meshing classroom learning and work experience
at the postsecondary education level. However, individual programs had
other purposes or goals. In all cases, successful programs were those
which were able to balance the goals and priorities of the three
components; students, institutions, and employers. As a result of the
multiplicity of purposes, the contractor felt that no set of specific
criteria could be used to evaluate programs. A program's success is
more a function of (1) the consistency of policies and procedures with
stated goals and (2) the extent to which its stauted goals are included
in the operating plan.

4. National Planning Model

All work contracted for under this phase has been completed; however,

the model has limited utility value in policy matters, i.e., estimating

the impact of alternative student aid programs on student attendance and
institutional resource needs, because of data deficiencies. The model,
however, has& been adopted with somec revision, by four states, including
Maryland. Preliminary results to date are positive although implementation
is incomplete. Future federal activities await the results of the two major
studies on student aid and developing institutions, both of which are
expected to provide much of the data necessary to propel the model.

5. Ssurvey of Lenders in GSLp

This study was designed to obtain

a broad set of perceptions about Program operations and needs.
Principal findings confirmed the belief that most lenders require a
customer account relationship as a condition for making the loan;

that lenders perceive that their profit on these loans ig inadequate
and that the primary reason for this is the excessive paperwork and
red tape; that attempting to locate borrowers is both costly and often
unsuccessful; and, that timely and accurate student status reports
are an important key to good lcan administration.
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A Study of the Talert Search Program

The purpose of this study was to develop a set of project
profiles including the characteristics of the program and
its clientele. The findings revealed that the legislation
does no*t provide specific, measurable program objectives,
and management has suffered as a result, with respect to
clients served, 807% were deemed members of the target
population on the basis of low-income or related criteria,
but only one-third of the clients had been assessed by the
"exceptional potential" requirement. No college enrollment/
client ratio was available. In 1973, of the clients reported
as having been enrolled in postsecondary education, about
three-quarters could be verified as having actually entered
postsecondary education. About three-quarters of these were
still enrolled in the spring of 1974.

Finally, there was no "typical" Talent Search project, since
more differences than similarities were observed for the 96
projects in the study. Program needs were greatest in the

area of increased staff and better salaries to reduce turn-
over. There was also a need for better academic counseling and
improved matching of individuals to educational programs.




60

STUDIES COMPLETED IN FY 75
OCCUPATIONAL, HANDICAPPED AND DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAMS

1. Tests of Functional Adult Literacy: An Evaluation of Currently Available
Instruments

The purpose-of this study was to identify and evaluate tests of adult
functional literacy. The reviews and evaluations of the tests collected
indicate that adult literacy testing is still a developing field marked
by a broad variety in the quality of available instruments. Despite

the recent emphasis on reducing adult literacy in the United States,
very few instruments have been developed and tested for use with adults.

Much recent work in test development has concentrated on identifying
important functional skills and constructing instruments to measure
these skills. Further test development using the criteria suggested in
this study can help make these tests highly appropriate for use with
adult students. While much has been done, test users and developers
must continue to combine their competence and efforts to produce
instruments responsible to the testing needs of adults.

Approximately 150 tests used in measuring adult reading ability were
identified. Most were designed for elementary and secondary school
students; less than 30 of the tests collected had been designed
specifically for use with adults.

2. Longitudinal Impact Study of the Sixth Cycle Teacher Corps' Program:
An Analysis of Elementary School Teacher Training Projects

The purpose of this study of the graduates of Sixth Cycle Teacher Corps

was to assess the effectiveness of the Teacher Corp program. The first

year of the study was devoted to a study of how Teacher Corps intern

background characteristics and Teacher Corps training program characteris-

tics related to the teaching performance of interns at the end of their

two years of training. The second year of the study was a follow-up

study of Sixth Cycle graduates who taught pupils in grades 2-6 across the

country. These graduates were compared with other young teachers who

taught the same type of pupil in the same school district, on the basis

of teacher performance and teacher effectiveness measures.
|
|
|
|
|
1

The study showed that Teacher Torps graduates were superior to control
group teachers on many of the teacher performance variables desired by
Teacher Corps. The Teacher Corps graduates were most different from
control group teachers in terms of (a) developing ethnically relevant
curricula, (b) using community resources in teaching and initdating
contact with parents, and (c) having positive attitudes about reading
development and causes of poverty in the society. These variables reflect

a special concern about low-income minority group children on the part
vf Teacher Corps.
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There wes no difference, hcwever, between the two groups of teachers in
terms of their perception of the importance of bringing about educational
change iu the schools. In addition, there were no differences in their
practical attempts to bring about this change. There were also no
differences between Teacher Corps graduates and controls in any teacher
performance variable based on classroom observation of the teacher. More
specifically, Teacher Corps graduates and controls did not differ in terms
of the observed affective tone in the classroom, teacher ¢uestioning,
structuring or response strategies, or the degree of attention given pupil
behavioral problems in the classroom. Thus, clear and consistent differemces
between Teacher Corps graduates and controls in such areas as the introduc-
tion of culturally relevant materials or the use of comunity resources

did not generalize to such areas as being a change agent in the school or
the interaction between teacher and pupils in the classroom, as assessed

by the teacher performance measures used in the study.

Teacher effectiveness was sssessed in terms of pupil growth in reading,
selfconcept, school attendance, and selected &lsssroom interaction
variables. There ware no significant differences between Teacher Corps

and control group classes on any reading measure, despite a greater emphasis
on reading instruction and academic subject matter on the part of control
group teachers in grades 2-3.

Teacher Corps graduates, how::ver, were able to bring about changes in a
child's self-concpet that we'e significantly greater than changes brought
about by control group teacnecrs. These changes consisted of observed
expressions of greater happilnevs and greater self-worth in the classroom,

and better scores on important sub-scales of the Piers-Harris self-conasept
scale.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Re-Evaluation of the National Longitudinal Study of the High
School Class of 1972 - Base Year

The purpose of this study was to establish a base line for data

in order to subsequently examine the educational and occupational
outcomes of vocational students since leaving high school The
National Longitudinal study consisted of a representative sample
of 21,600 seniors in 1,200 randomly selected public and non-public
schools within the 50 States and the District of Columbia. Major
findngs include: half of the White students were enrolled in
academic curricula, which compares to a quarter of the Black
students, 44 percent of the Black students were enrolled in the
General curricula which compares to 29 percent of all White students.
Academic students as a group scored higher on the six tests
(vocabulary, picture-number, reading, letter groups, mathematics,
and mosaic comparison) administered to the student sample. The
median class standing for Vocational/Technical students was about
6% higher than that of the General students. The socioeconomic
status of these students was examined from a variety of viewpoints,
with highly consistent results. The SES level of Academic
students was appreciably higher than that of General students who
had, in turn, a slightly higher SES level than that of
Vocational/Technical students. Blacks were found to have markedly
lower SES than Whites. The Aspirations, ambitions, and plans

of males and females in different curriculum subgroups (academic,
General, vocational) conform to expected response patterns
commensurate with their educational and social background.

Effectiveness Evaluation Data for Major City Secondary Education,
Project Metro

The principal purpose of this study was to help assess the
effectiveness of vocational education by determining if vocational
education students had an advantage in obtaining employment
following graduation than non-vocational high school graduates.

The study consisted of a follow-up survey of 35,000 vocational and
55,000 Academic and General students from all secondary schools in
22 Project Metro cities, including 12 of the original 13 cities for
which the class of 1968 graduates were surveyed. Major findings
include:

1. Choice of vocational course - 22 percent of the graduates
reported that they did not get vocational the ccurse of their
preferred first choice;

2. Prefaration feor employment in field - Of thosc vocational
graduates employed ir th:ir field for which trained, a resounding
95 percent reported that their occupational training had heen
excellent or good preparation for uicirc present employment;

3. Present location of vocational graduates - 88 percent of all
vocational graduates still reside in the same city in which they
attended high school. Of those employed full-time, about 95
percent are still in the same city;
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4. Pmployment of vocational graduates out of the field for which
trained - Of the 55 percent that were employed out of their field
for which trained, about 85 percent were employed in unskilled or
semi-skilled jobs that could have been held without the benefit of
vocational educagion; and

5. Statug after high school for academic and general graduates

14.3 percent were employed full-time (9.5 percent of academic and

35.0 percent of the generals) and about 17.9 percent were emploved
part-time with 9.8 percent unemployed and loovking for work. Those
unemployed and looking constitute about 23.4 percent of those
available for work. Full-time college was the next step for 70.1
percent of the graduates and 3.1 percent entered some school full~-time.
Overall 78.4 percent of the graduates went on to some kind of post-
secondary education.

. Evaluation of Vocational Exemplary Projects: Part D, Vocational Education

Act, Amendments of 1968. The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate

the effectiveness of the Federallv-funded, first-round projects to determine
the extent to which student outcom.s attributable to project activities con-
formed to the legislative intent for Part D funds. Visits were made to 50
projects funded in 1971 and 1972 for three-year periods and also to the cor~
responding State Departments of Education to collect information on State-
funded projects. Questionnaires and tests were admintstered to both partici-
pating and control students at four grade levels at each site. )

Generally, neither the Federally-funded activities ror their expected student
cutcomes occurred at the level desired. Among the findings are the following:
(1) Exemplary Programs require considerable start-up activity and time which
mu3t be planned for and budgeted, (2) Field trips and vieits from persons dis~
cussing different careers need to be integrated into a more comprehensive ef-
fort in order to impact on students, (3) In the first round of projects the
primary focus was on elementary and secondary famiiiarization and orientation
rather than on work experience and akill trainiuy at the secondary levels,

(4) Placement activities consisted primarily of referral services with little
or no follow-up and & lack of racord keeping, (5) Students would like more
;,uidancs and counseling at the high scho:l level, (6) Budget and expenditure
records were usually based on "line-iter’' rather than programmatic activity
categories, thus making for difficulty in identifying costs of any given activ-
ity, and in many cases the funds budgeted were cot entirely spent during the
life of the project.

Contractor: Development Asscciates, Inc., Washingtom, D.C.
Expected Completion Date: September, 1975

o
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6. The Federal Role in Children's Television Programming

The purpose of this stuly was to evaluate the effectiveness and accomplish-
mentssof the Federal support of thre Children's Television Program, and to
identify possible future program alternatives. Data used in the report
wvere gathered from axisting sourcee in the general literature and from
USOE file materials. The study team also conducted over ninety interviews
in six different locations. Programs selected for in depth examination
were: Big Blue Marble, Garrascolendas, Inside/Out, Sesame Street, The
Electric Company, Villa Alegre, and Zoom.

Highlights of the findingc of the study are:

. The risks of failure of purposive children's television
programming are high; the expense of commercially-competitive
programming are high; and yet the potential pay-off of success-
ful purposive programming is also high.

« The options and probabilities for maintaining successful
Children TV series without Federal support is unpromising.

+ In USOE policy, there is no apparent answer to the question
of what should follow in case an experimental series succeeds.

+ Direct Federal involvement in commercial television is both
highly attractive and potentially highly controversial, and
should be explored with great caution. All things considered,
the most receptive and realistic medium for national distribution
of Federally-supported purposive programming for children
continues to be the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS).
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L. STUDIES IN PROCESS AT END OF FY 75
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Studies in Process at End of FY '75 (exclusive of continuations)

Elementary and Secondary Education Programs
State ESEA I Reports: Review and Analysis of Past Reports
and DeveTopment of Model System and Format.

One objective of the project is to analyze the State Title I
evaluation reports for Fiscal Years 1971-1974. The analysis

will be directed at (a) evidence of effectiveness of Title I
programs and projects in terms of student achievement, (b)
evidence of successful approaches to compensatory education

which are worthy of broad dissemination and replication, (c)
evidence of relationships between achievement 3ains and project
expenditures, (d) trends in content and format of State reporting,
as guidance 1n developing a standard procedure and format for State
evaluations reporting, and (e) evidence of trends in State-wide
testing programs which would feed into the feasibility study of

a natfonal program-evaluation design. Further objectives of this
study are:

a) to develop ore or more State reporting procedures and a standard
State reporting format which will help ensure a consistent flow of
valid, reliable data for evaluation and planning purposes,

b) to provide rew information from a multi-State base on the {ssue
of relationships between compensatory-education expenditures and
achievement gains, and on the 1ssue of "critical mass" 1in
expenditures, and

c) to assess and report on the feasibility of designing a national
program evaluation based on current or planned State testing programs.

Contractor: RMC Research Corporation
Expected completion date: January 1977
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Further Documentation of State Title I Reporting Models

This 1s a follow-on to the previous study to comply with that

portion of the Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) which directed

the Commissioner to: (1) develop and publish standards for evaluating
project effectiveness; (2) develop evaluation models which include

uniform procedures and criteria to be utilized by LEA's and SEA's with

the proviso that such models will specify techniques and methodology for
producing data which are comparable on a statewide and nationwide basis;

and; (3? provide technical assistance to SEA's and LEA's in the applica-
tion of such models and procedures. In response to the above requirements
the State evaluation and reporting models developed in conjunction with
another study (see State ESEA Title I Reports; Review and Analysis of

Past Reports and Development of Model System and Format) will be reviewed

in detail by all States and a sample of their LEA's in order to ascertain:
(1) the extent to which they would need technical assistance in implementing
the evaluation models, procedures and practices; (2) what the nature of this
technical assistance might be (e.g. on site assistance versus workshops and
short courses in the application of current or emerging evaluation pr nciples
and practices, etc); (3) the different ways in which these needs might be
met; and (4) the costs involved in providing for these needs.

Contractor: RMC Research Corporation
Expected completion date: January 1977

Evaluation of the ESEA Title III, Diffustion-Adéptien Strategy.

Relatively 1ittle is knowaconcerning effective strategies that promote the
diffusion, implementation and adoption of exemplary education projects.
Recognizing the need to make exemplary programs more accessible to

educators, the Division of Supplementary Centers and Services is {mplementing
and supporting a two year diffusion-adoption strategy. ESEA, Title III
Section 306 funds will be used to support the diffusion and installation

of exemplary programs approved for dissemination by OE's Dissemination

Review Panel.

The purpose of this study of the diffusion-adoption strategy 1s to
coliect and analyze information concerning the operations of the

Developer Demonstrator and Statewide Facilitator Projects in identifying
project activities that have been effective in promoting program
disseminatior, installation and adoption. Results of the study will serve
to advance the state-of-the-art with regard to our knowledge of effective
dissemination and implementation strategies for education programs, and
significantly contribute to OE's ongoing effort to develop effective
strategies for disseminating and promoting the installation of effective
education approaches developed through OE-supported programs.

Cortractor: Stanford Research Institute
Expected completion date: November 1976
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Evaluation of Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Beginning in FY 73, Title IV projects began operating under substantially
revised program regulations. These new regulations reflect the new role
of Title IV as a complement to the Emergency School Aid Act in providing
technical assistance to desegregating LEAs not provided under ESAA.
Duriug the history of Title IV from its inception in 1964, to the present,
some successful Title IV projects have been reported by various sources.
However, in general, the program has been repeatedly criticized on the
basis of weak administration by the Office of Education, confusion over
permissable activities, guidelines, and policies and charges of

improper use of Title IV funds. In lieu of a formal, systematic
evaluation of Title IV by the Office of Education, these critical reports
have provided the major source of information on the program.

As Title IV now has been operating under new and strengthened requlations,
the purpose of this study is to supply new information on the program.
This task requires a description of the projects funded under Title IV,
the types of activities and services provided by these projects, an
estimate of the utility of these services by the population receiving

the services, and an assessment of the effectiveness of the revised

Title IV program regulations and guidelines.

Contractor: Rand Corporation
Expected completion date: November 1975

Cooperative Longitudinal Study of Demonstration Education Programs

The purpose of this study is to determine the effects of large scale,
intensive innovative efforts on the achievement and motivational levels
of the same students over a three year period. Most programs were
initially supported by Title III ESEA and involve some 21,000 students
in 15 schools districts.

Contractor: American Institutes for Kkesearch
Expected corgletion date: June 1976

Field Test of Project Information Packages

Relatively few successful approaches in compensatory education have been
identified and fewer yet have been successfully replicated at other sites.
This effort examines the process by which successful education projects
are replicated via a packaged model and will determine the viability of
replicating exemplary projects in other school districts through the use
of a Project Information Package. (PIP - a complete how-to-do-it kit of
institutions and suggested materials).

The six Project Information Packages (PIP's) are currently undergoing

a two-year field test at 17 school districts and 53 schools across the
country. The objectives of the field test are to determine the accept-
ability of the PIP's to users, the accuracy and adequacy of the infor-
mation in the PIP's, and the impact of the PIF projects on participating
children. Revisions of the six PIP's are already underway, based on
information from evaluating the first year of the field test.

Contractor: Stanford Research Institute
Expected completion date: November 1976
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A Study of Change-Agent Programs

Education Change Agent Programs are sponsored by the Federal Government

to introduce or spread innovative practices at the local school district
level (i.e. Right to Read, Titles III and VII of ESEA Vocational

Education Act Part D). These Change Agent Programs normally offer
temporary Federal funding. If an innovation is successful it is assumed
that the district will continue and disseminate part or all of the project
using other funding sources. This study is designed to determine what
characterictics of the programs themselves, the innovations they support,
or the districts that adopt them lead to successful implementation

and continuation.

Contractor: Rand Corporation
Expected completion date: October 1976

Large Scale Evaluation of Compensatory Reading and Reading-
Related Efforts in the Elementary Grades.

This study deals with the effects of compensatory reading programs

on student reading skill acquisition for a nationally representative
sample of elementary schools. One aspect of the study attempted to
give a brief historical overview, from extant data, of the growth in
reading skills of students over the past half century. The
conclusions of this effort were that students of today are more able
in their reading skills, than were their counterparts of 20 years

ago or earlier and that there was a gradual improvement in reading
skills over the forty year period prior to 1965. During the past
decade this trend has ceased and a very slight decline may even

have set in. A second aspect of this study showed that there were
substantial differences among the 710 schools studied in the ways

they approach compensatory reading and that it is possible to categorize
the various approaches in meaningful ways. The third aspect of the
study deals with the effects of programs in 260 of these schools on
their participants, using pre and post measures of reading skill, and
the relative costs of these efforts. Although only preliminary results
are available on this latter phase a number of unusually effective
programs have been identified. However, they do not typify any single
approach and the nature of their effect is usually more pronounced at
the lower or at the higher grade levels rather than being consistently
effeetive at all of the grade levels studied. Costs do not appear

to be different from many other approaches to reading; however,

corroboration of this point must await the rcsults of the complete data
analysis.

Identification of Exemplary Desegregated Schools and Evaluation

Determinants of Success. The purpose of this study is to identaify

school programs, policies, and -ractices that contribute most to achieving
and maintaining exemplary cesegregated schools. One of the major final
products will be a handbook describing such effective prcjrams, policies
and practices in non-technical language (although it will be based upon
technical analysis plus site visits to schools) for use bv principals,
superintendents, and other cducational policy makers.

Contractor: Educational Testing Service
Expected completion date: Fall 1975
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Study of State Programs in Bilingual Education

Public Law 93~380 (the Education Amendments of 1974), requires

that the Commissioner of Education, in consultation with the
National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education, report to the
Congress .and to the President, not later than November 1, 1975,

and November 1, 1977"... on the condition of bilingual education

in the Nation and the administration and operation of this Title
and other programs for persons of limited English-speaking ability."

The general objective of this study is to provide information
analyses and recommendations pertinent to bilingual-education
activities at the State level, for the Commissioner's second report
to the Congress and to the President. One perspective is State
programs and activities in bilingual education based on the State's
own appropriations and/or legislation. Another perspective is the
State's activity in coordinating the various Fedérally funded
programs in bilingual education with its own programs. A separate
component of the study focuses on 50 local districts identified by
their State agencies as having projects of particular significance
in addressing a number of issues that emerged from the Educ.ation
Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) or from the accompanying Committee
Reports.

The specific objectives of the study of State programs may be
summarized as follows: (1) to describe and analyze program
characteristics, including such components as authorizing
legislation, program goals, mandated approaches, and requirements
for participation; (2) to describe and analyze program status and
accomplishments; (3) to describe and analyze the State's role in
coordination of, and technical assistance t¢, those programs;

(4) to determine participation of eligible children in nonprofit,
nonpublic schools; (5) to assess the impact of Federal policy in
bilingual education on projects for language minorities in the
Cormonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands; (6) to
present a critical assessment of the current status and future
prospects of State-initiated activities in bilingual education;
and (7) to prepare 20 case studies based on the 50 visits to local
districts,

Contxractor: Development Associates, Incorporated
Expected completion date: October 1976
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11. Evaluation of the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Program

This major evaluation has three component studies: an Impact study
directed at Spanish-bilingual projects in their fourth or fifth year

of program funding; an Exploratory study directed at identifying
issues and problem areas for projects in Native American, Pacific and
Asian, and other European languages; and an Exemplary study directed

at identifying projects with convincing evidence of succese in meeting
the objectives of the Title VII program. The Exploratory and Exemplary
studies _were completed in the fall of 1975 and their final reports and
executive summaries are now available.

The Impact study has the following objectives: (1) assessing the

effects that bilingual education has had on the school performance
(cognitive and affective) of both Spanish-language dominant and
English-language dominant children enrolled in a nationally representative
sample of bilingual projects; (2) describing and identifying important
characteristics of various instructional approaches (including student,
staff, and contextual chsracteristics); (3) assessing the effects of
these instructional treatments and characteristics on student outcomes;
(&) determining the cost and effectiveness of these various instructional
treatments; (5) assessing to whatever extent possible, whether school
performance (cognitive and affective) is affected by the socio-economic
and ethnic composition of the classroom.

Contractor: American Institutes for Research
Expected completion date: November 1976 (November 1977, if the study
becomes longitudinal)




12. Follow Through Evaluation

The Follow Through Program was initiated in 1967 and is now administered

under the Community Services Act with the purpose of developing and testing
several approaches to teaching poor children in grades K through 3. The
evaluation component is longitudinal and was designed to test the effectiveness
of the most frequently replicated approaches installed in local school districts
Data have been collected from each entering class of comparison children
beginning in school year 1968-69 with continuing testing of these children
through third grade. The testing program was completed in school year

1974-75. Data were also collected from a sample of parents and teachers

at each entry and exit year for children in the sample.

A report of findings has been prepared at the conclusion of each testing
period. A final report covering the period 1968-1975 is in progress which
will address the major hypothesis examined in the study and will provide
comprehensive discussions of the effectiveness of each approach. A re-
source study now underway will agument the effectiveness data Together
these data will serve as input to planning activities for the program, or
for future dissemination strategies.

Contractors: Abt Associates, Inc. (Data analysis)
RMC Corporation (Cost study)

Expected Completion dates: December, 1976
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Studies in Process at End of FY 1975 (exclusive of continuation)
Postsecondary Education

1.

3.

Data Base Analysis of HEA Title III

The purpose of this study is to determine the extent of change in the
characteristics of institutions both program participants and comparable
institutions over the period FY 1968 through FY 1973. Comparative
analyses of changes in characteristics will be made among sets of
institutions in order to assess the impact of Title III assistance

on participating institutions. Efforts will also be made to

determine the extent to which changes in characteristics appear

to be the effects of student aid, as opposed to institutional
assistance.

Contractor: Harvard University

Expected Completed Date: June 30, 197¢

Cooperative Education——A National Assessment

The purpose of this study, mandated by Congress, is to evaluate
the effectiveness of Cooperative Education at the postsecondary
level. The first. of four tasks will focus upon a cost benefit
analysis for the three components (students, institutions, and
employers) of Cooperative Education. A second task will evaluate
the effectiveness of federal funding to date, while che third
task will assess the national potential for Conperative Education.
The last task will assess the potential role of Cooperative
Education as it relates to career education.

Contractor: Applied Management Sciences

Expected Completion Date: December 31, 1976

A Study for Federal Eligibility and Consumer Protection Strategies

The purpose of this study is to develop a set of reporting instruments for
assessing and monitoring private and public postsecondary institutional
activities in the 1ight of the . S. Office of Education's Accredi-~

tation and Institutional Eligibility Staff's mandates. Moreover,

it will provide infeimation for the student consumer to help in his/

her selection of an inetitution which will best suit his/her educa-

tional objectives. Additionaiiy, the quantitative and qualitative
criteria developed from the study will be useful to the needs of

agencies involved in tho regulatory process of institutional eligi-
bility, and student consumer practices.

Contractor: American Institutes for Research

Expected Completion Date: October 31, 1976
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Analysis of GSLP Data Base

Nine separate but related analytical projects are focussing upon
further examtnation of borrowing end default by minorities, and the
identification and profiling of the characteristics of high-default
rate institutions. These analyses will further extend our ability
to draw inferences from the large GSLP data base with respect to
utilization of the program and certain patterns of abuae by both
individual borrowers and lending institutions. Included in these
new data base analysea will be all loan disbursements and claims
between June 30, 1973 (chronological 1imit of prior data base) and
December 31, 1974.

Contractor® Systems Group, Inc.

Expected completion date: June 30, 1976

Design of GSLP Data Base

The current Loan Estimation Model uses for projection purposes

a large, randomly selected sample of one million borrowers and
70,000 defaulters. Such large samples randomize both errors

and missing data categories and are, therefore, representative

of the entire universe of borrowers and defaulters. However,

such large samples are costly to run and must be utilized for
inquiry into even simple relationships among data. Design of a
new data base specifically for research purposes and utilization
of keyboard consoles will result in a greatly accelerated query-
response capability,

Contractor: Opinicn Research Corp.

Expected Completion Date: October 30, 1975
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STUDIES IN PROCESS AT END OF FY '75 (EXCLUSIVE OF
CONTINUATIONS) OCCUPATIONAL, HANCICAPPED AND DEVFLOPMENTAL PROGRAMS

1. Assessment of Bilingual Vocational Training

P.L. 93-380 requires the Commissioner of Education and Secretary

of Labor to report annually to the President and Congress on the
status of bilingual vocational training. The purpose of this study
1s to collect information about the status of bilingual vocational
training in all 50 States. The study includes a second phase to
provide a small design study to determine the impact of such programs
and to test the feasibility of measuring such outcomes.

Contractor: Kirschner Associates; Albuquerque, New Mexico

2. Asuessmeg;ﬂp{ryocational Training Programs for Disadvantaged Students

The purpose of this study 1s to provide information about how States

set priorities and allocate funds for money for vocational services

and programs for disadvantaged students. In S0 LEAs, the study will

identify and analyze the various policies, or strategies within the

community setting, sucn as coordination of resources for the disadvan-

taged and special legislation, which directly or indirectly impact on

the quality and effectiveness of vocational training programs for the

disadvantaged students in terms of quality of training opportunities,

instruction, service available, job placement, etc. The study will

also identify and assess the designes of vocational programs serving

disadvantaged students at the school or project level and services

present in comparison with other vocational education programs which

appear to serve similar students but which do not receive Part B

setaside money. Existing constraints in carrying out the various

educational programs for the disadvantaged students will be analyzed.

The study will also identify the extent to which work experience

components are present in programs for these populations, the quality J

of work stations, and the necessary conditions under which expansion ‘

of work experience programs is possible.
|
l
|
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Contractor: Olympus Research Corporation; San Francisco, Cslifornia
Expected Completion Date: October, 1976
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Assessment of School Supervized Work Edacation Programs

76

The purpose of this study is to provide a follow-up of a original
study sample to determine what happens to cooperative education and
vork study students, whether they get training-related jobs, whcther
participating in work education programs increases their earning
power or enhuncés their career progression to & significant degree
beyond the¢ experience of students who did not participate in these
programs. A sample of 30 secondary and post-secondary cooperative
education programs in urban settings will document tha growth,
training opportunities, strategies, and significant chiracteristics
of these programe. Findings will be related to those of the first
phse study.

Contractor: Olympus Research Corporation; San Prsncisco, California
Expected Completion Date: December, 1975

As Assessment of the State Agency Component of The Right to Read Program

The objective of this study is to assess the extent to which 31 partici-
pating States have implemented the OE-Right To Read State program strategy
Specifically, the study is designed to assess the status of program
development and define the outcomes as of the date of data gathering.
Specific attention will be given to the following primary program thrusts,
viz., (1) training of local education agency Right To Read directors;

(2) providing technical assistance to LEA reading programs; (3) develop
model reading program demonstrations; and (4) dissemination of information
on best practices to LEAs.

Contractor: Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring, Maryland.
Expected Completion Date: June 30, 1976

A Comparative Analysis of Pustsecondary Occupational and Educational
Oytcomes for the High School Senior Class of 1972

This study iz designed to examine the educational and occupstionsl outcomes
of vocational studsants since leaving high school. The main objective of
the study is to explain the underlying processes by which high school
students select their educational and occupational goals. Of central
importance are the reasons - student enters vocational education, his
financial aspirations, and otier socio-economic and psychological factors.
The study will provide a better understanding of the development of |
vocational students as they pass through the American educational system, |
and of the complexity of factors associated with individuel educational }

and career outcomes. This analysis of student information, their educa-
tional experiences, and their subsequent outcomes (successes or failures)
should aid decision makers in altering the educational sys.em to meet the
diverse needs of its students.

Contractor: Education Testing Service
Expected Completion Date: June, 19756
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6. An Assessment of the Center Programs Supported Under the Education of
the Handicapped Act

The purpose of this study is to assess the impact of the 13 Regional
Resource Centers and the Coordinating office in terms of the degree

to which they are able to develop interstate capacity for diagnostic

and prescriptive services for handicapped individuals (lcarners). The
provision for these programs is derived from Part C, Sec. 621 of P.L.
93-380. Impact will be measured in terms of: 1) the developmental
stage of state master plans an’ programs, 2) changes in the kind and
amount of direct services rendered and the manner in which this activity
occurs, and 3) the development of a network for coordinating and
disseminating center activities.

Contractor: Abt Associates, Cambridge, Massachusetts
Expected Completion Date: Qctodber 1976.

/. Development of a System to’ éport State and Local Uses of Federal
Education Funds

Section 512 (P.L. 93-380) has mandated the data collection and analysis
annually of each State's allocation and expenditures of its program
funds, to include as a minimum for each intrastate project, dollars for
that project, purposes served, and beneficiaries. There are currently
some 26 programs of Federal assistance which together constitute the
Federal funded State-administered edueation programs. Their aggregate
sum is approximately half of all OE funds. Systemr development has begun
and will include system test and implementation. For only the first
year's report, due October 15, 1975, an ad hoc tollection effort will te
canducted.

Contractor: Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc., Washingion, D.C.
Expected Completion Date: July, 177

&. Adult Education: Research and Evaluatinon

Originally, the purpose of this project was to assess the demand and
supply in adult education as well as the special projects program which
has now been shifted from the Federal to the State level. Therefore,

the project 1s currently focusing on broader aspects of the need for

adult education and the response to that need throughout the United States
Special consideration is being given to the many adult education activitie:
of the various Federal agencies and a careful consideration of alternative
Federal roles in this area.

Contractor: Kirschner Associates, Inc., Washiag:.on, D.C.
Expected Cor_ letion Date: November, 1975
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Survey and Assessment of Career Education in the Public Schools

This survey, which was mandated by Public Law 93-380 is being déne

in cooperation with the National Advisory Council on Career Education.
The purpose is o assess the status of career education in the United
States. It will gather data from a stratified sample of school districts,
will gather information on activities in institutions preparing educa-
tional personnel, and will consider a variety of other into..~tion about
curricula and materials in preparing a comprehensive report for the
Congress which will include the Council's recommendations.

Contractor: American Institutes for Research; Palo Alto, California
Expected Completion Date: March, 1976
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A. ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
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Elementary and Secondary Education Programs

1.
2

&

I N WV,

10.
11.

12.

Education of Disadvantaged Children

Program for Migratory Children of Migratory
Agricultural Workers and Migratory
Fishermen

Title I Program for Institutionalized Neglected or
Delinquent Children

Supplementary Educational Centers and Services:
Guidance, Counseling, and Testing

Strengthening State and Local Education Agencies

Bilingual Education

Follow Through

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas:
Maintenance and Operation

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas:
Construction

Emergency School Aid Act (Desegregation
Assistance)

Training and Advisory Services, Title IV,
Civil Rights Act

Packaging and Field Testing
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Program Name:
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Education of Disadvantaged Children

Legislaticn

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended

Expiration Date:

Parts A, B and C June 30, 1978

Funding History Year Authorization Appropriation
1966 $ 1,192,981,206 § 959,000,000
1967 1,430,763,947 1,053,410,000
1968 1,902,136,223 1,191,000,000
1969 2,184,436,274 1,123,127,000
1970 2,523,172,905 1,339,050,900
1971 3,457,407,924 1,500,000,000
1972 4,138,377,672 1,597,500,000
1973 4,927,272,941 1,810,000,000
1974 4,182,509,627 1,719,500,000
1975 6,313,857,213 1,876,000,000
1976 4,371,762,818 1,900,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

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

In recognition of the specific educational needs

of children of low-incume families and the impact
that concentrations of low-incame families have

on the ability of local education agencies to
support adequate educational programs, the Congress
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United
States to provide financial assistance (as set forth
in this part) to local educational agencies serving
areas with concentrations of children fram low-incame
families to expand and improve their educaticnal
programs by various means (including preschool
prograrys) which contribute particularly to meeting
the special educational needs of educationally
deprivad children.

* The total authoriration and appropriation levels are reflected in these
colums (not just those for Parts A, B and C). In the subsequent

Migrant and N or I sections only their respective totals are reported.
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In discussions associated with the preparation of the Education
Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) the Report ot the House Committee
on Education and Labor stated 'that local educational agencies should
give priority attention in operating Title I programs to the basic
cognitive skills in reading and mathematics and to related support
activities to eliminate physical, emotional or social problems that
impede the ability to acquire such skills".*

Program Operations

Administrative responsibilities for Title I are shared by the
U.S. Camissioner of Education, State equcation agencies (SEA's)
and local education agencies (LEA's). USOE: (1) determires the
entitlemerts of counties and of State agencies; (2) ratably
reduces LEA authorizations on the basis of Congressional
appropriations; (3) distributes available funds to SEA's; (4)
develops and disseminates regulativns, guidelines and other
materials related to administration of Title I; (5) provides
monitoring and technical assistance to SEA's (6) campiles fiscal,
statistical, and evaluation data; (7) evaluates the results and
effectiveness of the program; and, (8) receives assurances from
SEA's that programs will be administered in accordance with the
law and the regulations.

Participating SEA's must assure USOE that they will administer the
program in their States and submit evaluation and fiscal reports

as provided in the law and regulations. Administrative functions

of SEA's include: (1) approval or disapproval of proposed LEA projects;
(2) suballocation of county aggregate grants to eligible LEA's; (3)
provision of technical assistance to LEA's (4) naintenance of fiscal
records, and (5) preparation of fiscal and evaluation reports for
USCE.

In developing, proposing, implementing, and evaluating local
projects, LEA's are required to identify areas impacted with high
concentrations of children from low-incame families, assess the
special needs of children in those areas, and design projects that

*See pp. 20-?1 of House Report No. 93-805. Both House and Senate
discussions: (see Senate Report No. 93-763, pp. 30-31) recognized
that such an assertion was not intended to preerpt the prerogatives
of local authorities to give priority to other areas if such emphases
were required to better meet the needs of disadvantaged children.
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match available resources to identified needs. In addition to these
activities, LEA's must kesp adequate fiscal records and provide SEA's
with annual fiscal and evaluation reports.

Title I enabling legislation and USCE regulations instituted one

of the largest Federal-State-local education partnerships in the
history of United States education. The legislation authorizes
Federal financing of thousands of separate, autonomous, local programs
operated and administered by local school boards and approved by the
State. USOE's primary role is to administer the program without
exercising direction, supervision or control over the curriculum,
program of instruction, administration or personnel of any educa-
tional institution, school, or school system. The intent of the
law is to let local educational agencies--the agencies that are most
acutely aware of the unique needs of local educationally deprived
children--design and implement projects that will match available
resources to local needs.

USCE's stragegy for administration a.d operation of Title I at the
State level has been to monitor those activities and provide techni-
cal assistance to the States as required. Similarly, monitoring

and technical assistance activities are the responsibility of SEA's
and are meant to insure LEA campliance with the letter and intent

of Title I regulations. USOE's monitoring and technical assistance
activities are a major component of the effort to improve ESEA Title I
program operations at the State and local levels.

Improvement of local project impact on participating students is
the goal of two additional strategies, hamely, SEA project
development/evaluation technical assistance, and USCE identifica-
tion, validation, packaging and replication of local projects
that have demonstrated their effectiveness for children. SEA's
are granted up to one percent of the total State Title I alloca-
tion or $150,000, whichever is greater, to monitor and provide
technical assistance to LEA's.

Program Scope

For the 1971-1972 school year the Consolidated Program Infcrmation
Report (CPIR) indicated that 5,946,930 children enrolled in public
and private schools* part.1c1pated in Title I programs operated

* This includes schools in districts which have a
total enrollment of more than 300 students.
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by local agencies. This represents approximately 12 percent* of all
students enrclled in elementary and secondary education in the U.S. (both
public and private and roughly ane-fourth of the school-age children residing
in schcol districts that have at least one Title I eligible school.

Ninety-five percent of the above Title I participants were public
school students. The remainder (some 5 percent) were non-public
school students who were participating in public school operated
Title I programs. These latter students also represent approximately
5 percent of all non-public school students enrolled in elementary
and secondary education. The public school enrollees participating in
Title I represent 12 percent of the total public school enrollment.

Although Title I funds reach only 12 percent of the studentsin the U.S.
they involve a much greater proportion of schools and school

districts. Of same 89,372 elementary and secondary public schools

in the U.S., Title I funds are received by about 52 cent of them.
Similarly, of roughly 18,142** such non-public schools, same 33 percent
have one or more students participating in Title I supported programs.
About 60 percent of all public school districts in the U.S. receive
Title I funds.

More recent eviderce fram State reports indicates that the number of
children being served has declined (FY 75 Budget Justifications; Garel,

et al., 1975). This decline represents same admixture of the following
trends: improved accuracy in who is counted; a tendency to count only
children receiving instructional services; a tendency to provide a fixed
level of services to childrer who are being served and since costs are
ircreasing the mumber of childrer served has shown a correspording decrease.

The CPIR also indicated that same 211,711 school and state institu-
ticnal personnel received training supported by Title I funds
(exclusive of those supported by migrant funds). It is not surprising
that 59 percent were teachers and another 28 percent were aides
(trained at a cost of $119 and $97 per recipient, respectively).
Eighty-two percent of the teachers received their training during

the regular school year. More than half of the teachers (58 percent)
received training for four days or less at a cost of $46/teacher.
Another 17 percent received one to four weeks of training at a cost
of $146/teacher. Summer training sessions were more expensive overall
($170/teacher) as well as when campared with sessions of the same
corresponding length offered during the regular school year.

* This represents a slight underestimate since the base uses 1970
Census data and that enrollments for the 1971-72 school year had
declined slightly.

** Thege figures are for the 1970-71 school year.
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Samewhat different results were obtained for aides. Some 47 percent
received training of four days or less at a cost of $28/aide. Another

21 percent received from one to four weeks training at a cost of $84/aide.
Seventy-six percent of aides were trained during the regular school

year. For those aides trained during the summer the cost was $57/
recipient with only sessions of four days or less being more expen-

sive than their regular school year counterpart ($46 for summer

versus $28 for regular school per recipient).

A total of 68,158 parents of children participating in Title I
activities were involved in school district level advisory cammittees.

A comparable figure for school level advisory cammittees is 87,600 parents.

However, the greatest level of involvement is at the Title I project
level with 446,835 parents of participating children being involved
in project related activites*.

Durirg th past decade 19 States initiated their own sompensatory
education programs. Fourteen are currently in operation; four

more have programs which will go into effect by 1976 (State Campensatory
Education Programs, 1975).

* These data are also abtained fram the CPIR for the 1971-72
school year. Since a parent can be involved at more than
cne level, these figures are not mutually exclusive.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress

There are two main reasons why the debate about the achievement benefits
of students who participate in basic skills projects funded by Title I
appears to be diminishing. First, the incidence of successful projects
is increasing to a point where their effect is begimnning to a in
the aggregate. Forpg)mple, evidence from Statle)egnd national level
Title I evaluations indicates that project participancs achieve at a
rate that is equal to or greater than the national average while they
are in the project. Second, a better understanding is deveioping of
the general issues involved in evaluation and means are being devised
to institute improved evaluation practices. These conclusicns are
expanded upon and qualified in the following paragraphs.

Two recent studies indicated that Title I allocation procedures
provided additional funds to school districts with the greatest
financial need (Berke and Kirst, 1972; Jomns, et al., 1971). The
latter of these two studies i~dicated that in the sample of districts
studied, those with greatest financial need also had the grvatest
educational need, as evidenced by their pupil achievement test per-
formance.

A study of the use of different data sources for the

purposes of allocating funds from the county level to school districts
within it has shown that: (1) the AFDC count favored the urban areas
whereas the use of incan. or test performance data favored the small
cities and suburbs; (2) whether an income or an AFDC measure was used
appeared to be more critical in affecting the allocations than was the
currency of the income data used; and, (3) the currency of incame problem
could be solved by using State incame data in the 30 States where such
data is available (Thamas ang Kutner, 1975)*.

Though local Title I projects may encampass a wide variety of objec-
tives, infommation fram the CPIR indicates that 62 percent of

Title I funds were spent for direct educative services (namely,

language arts, culture, social sciences, vocational skills and attitudes).
Slightly more than half of these latter funds were used to support
programs aimed specifically at improving the reading skills of the
participants (National Center for Educational Statistics Bulletin

No. 19, July 1z, 1974). Given this programmatic emphasis, it seems

fair to regard improvement in reading skills as one of the primary

* In response to P.L. 93-380, the NIE is conducting a study of the
effects of using different poverty definitions and test scores
on the Title I funds allocation process (NIE, Interim Report No. 1,
August, 1975).
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indicators of program eifectiveness, especially in the elementary grades.
Indeed, most of the evaluative evidence in the individual State and local
evaluation reports is compriscd of reading test scores (Wargo, et al., 1972;
Planar, 1973; Gamel, et al., 1975)*,

There are two main sources of information on the effectiveness of reading
projects: (1) national studies sponsored by USOE; and, (2) State and local
evaluation reports.** For the first category, the results of three studies
are just now becoming available and some discussicns will be devoted to them.
For the latter category, recent results of a study concerning what can be
learned from recent State and local reports and how they might be improved
will be discussed.

. Evidence of Effectiveness from National Studies

The first study dealt with the effects of compansatory reading programs on
student reading skili acquisition for a nationally representative sample of
elementary schools. One aspect of the study attempted to give a brief
historical overview, from extant data, of the growth in reading skills of
students over the past half century. The conclusions of this effort were
that students of today are more able in their skills, as judged by their
performance on standardized reading tests than werc their counterparts of
20 years ago or earlier and that there was a gradual improvement in reading
skills over the forty year period prior to 1965 (Farr, et al., 1974). During
the past decade this trend has ceased and a very slight decline may have
set in.+ Possible explanations for this decline were not given. However,
the cumulative effects of television and a relaxation of the degree of
structure of the curriculum through open classrooms, individualized lesson
plans and projects, etc. should be considered.

Partial support for this conjecture comes from a recently completed study

that showed that this decline (relative to national norms) was also present

in the upper elementary grades in a sample of schools selected on the basis

of their intensive emphasis on innovation and individualization. (Note: These
were not compensatory programs.) While these schools varied with respect to
the level of innovation present in them, there was no consistent relationship
between emphasis on innovation and achievement ir the upper elementary grades.
This same study did observe positive gains in reading achievement (relative to
national norms) in the early grades. However, relative to this sample of
schools, students enrolled in prcerans with a more moderate emphasis on inno-
vation and individualization showed the greatest improvement in reading skills
(Chalupsky, et al., 1976). Theselong-range trends pertain to the entire
population of students -- not just to those who are educationally disadvantaged.
They are countered by more recent results from the Nationzi Assessment of
Educationzl Progress. These results indicated that 17 year olds

* Sect:ion 142 (a) 3 of P.L. 89-10 requires the States to include information
or attainment in their annual reports.

** The review will not discuss other Title T studies cu~rently being conducted
in response tc P.L. 93-380 (they ave .lst:d in Appendix A. However, as such
results become available they will b: discussed in future reports (there are
at least five Federal government units currently engaged in Title I effective-
ness studies).

t+ For corroboration of a comparable trend in Fngland see Start (1972).
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in 1974 perfarmed better on exercises pertaining to functional reading
skills than did their 1971 counterparts and that children whose parents
bad little or no high school education showed the greatest improvement
during this period (Naticnal Assessment of Educaticnal Progress,
Functional Literacy-Basic Reading Performance, 1975).

A second aspect of the campensatory reading study showed that of the 537
echools studied: (1) 90 percent had same kind of campensatory reading
instruction and 70 percent received Title I funds, (2) the daminant instruc-
tional approach was linguistic-phonetic used by: 66, 54 and 33 percent of
second, fourth and sixth grade teachers, respectively; (3) only 5 percent of
teachers did not use basal readers; (4) 20 percent of teachers had free cnwice
of instructional materials while another 25 percent had no choice at ail, however
almost all teachers supplemented with materials they devised themselves;

(5) compensatory reading instruction was most often conducted during

reqular reading instruction times--next most often before or after

school hours or during the surmer; (6) there were substantial differences
among the schools studied in the ways they approached compensatory reading
instruction and it was possible to categorize these epproaches in mean-

ingful ways (Rubin, et al, 1973).

A third, aspect of this study dealt with the effects of programs in 256 of
these schools on their participants using Fall and Spring measures of
reading skills and liking for reading activities in grades 2, 4 and 6
(there were 115 schocls with Title I funded campensatory projects, 79
with projects funded fram sources other than Title I, 27 schools with

no campensatory programs and 33 schools with innovative or unusual
projects) .

Analyses of fall test scores showed that the typical student who received
compensatory assistance in reading was at the 20th percentile for grade 2 and
at the 22nd percentile nationally for grades 4 and 6, respectively.* However,
there were some important differences in these results by grade level and by

source of funds. At the second and fourth grades the educat%onal needs of
students served, as indexed by their percentile rank, was fairly similar

regardless of funding source whereas at the sixth grade students in schools !
receiving Title I funds were at about the 20th perczntile while those in
schools not receiving Title I funds ranked at the 25th percentile: Hence, the
most needy students do receive special assistance in reading and for Title I 1
schools this is so for each of the grade levels studied.
|
1
]
1
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* In conjunction with the Emergency School Aid Act evaluation, children
in grades 3, 4 and 5 of a nationally representative sample of minority
isolated schools (50% or more non—white) performed at the 23rd, 18th and
19th percentiles, respectively, on reading achievement in the Spring
of 1973; similar results were cbtained for mathematics achievement
(Ozenne, D. G., et al., 1974).
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These percentiles do not begin to tell the whole story. It is also
instructive to examine the percentile ranks of students in such schools
who do not receive campensatory assistance in reading. For schools that
received only Title I furds for their campensatory efforts, their non-
eompensatory students ranked at thé 42nd percentile at grades 2 and 4 and
at the 47th percentile at grade 6, while such students in other schools were
consistently near or above the 50th percentile. Hence, in schools whose
canpensatory efforts are funded solely by Title I, the number of
educationally disadvantaged students is so great that many unassisted
students would qualify for services if they attended a less impacted
school (especially in the lower grades).

How then do students who receive such services benef:t fram them?
Campared to students wio attend schools that 4o not have any can-
pensatory services, campensatory assisted students acquire reading skills
and grow in their liking for reading activities at about the same rate
even though students in these fommer schouls (viz. schools without com-
pensatory services) were not educationally disadvantaged (on the fall
pre-test students in these schools ranked at or above the 41st percentile
on national noms). These assertions hold for Title I schools as well as
for schools whose campensatory efforts were not fundea by Title I. A
camparison of growth in reading skills of students who did and did not
receive campensatory assistance (naturally, only in schoois where such
assistance was offered' showed that the assisted students acquired reading
skills and a liking for reading activities at a rate equal to or greater
than their less educationally disadvantaged peers. Examination of the raw
test scores showed that the degree of disadvantagement of assisted
students (viz. distance behind their unassisted peers) tended to narrow
fran the fall pre-test to the spring post-test and moreso at the lower
than at the higher grades. Finally, a camparison of the growth in reading

skills of unassisted students in schools that do and do not offer campensatory

assistance in reading shows their rates of acquisition to be about the
same. Since on the pre-test unassisted students in solely Title I funded
schools tended to be more educaticnally disadvantaged than their
counterparts in schools, not so funded, such results suggest a side
benefit to Title I funds: the presence of a campensatory reading
program may also enhance the achievement rates of unassisited students
(pe:*aps because they are no longer held back by the slower students).

Are there any attributes then, that characterize the more successful from
the less successful projects? No single configuration of resources, their
frequency of utilization nor their cost was appreciably related to the
relative success of the different projects, Further, projects were

not uniformly swrcessful across the grade levels (viz. those that
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were successful at the lower grades were not aiso effective at the
higher yrades and vice-verse.f However, the five** unusually successful
projects that were identified did concentrate on reading utilizing an
eclectic .or adaptive approachfor overcaning student reading problems
(viz. a wide variety of techniques and materials were tried). Such
results suggest why a core of planning and management variables might
be the ones that might best typify project success.

By way of sunmary then this national level study of campensatory

reading programs has shown that the nost educationally needy studen:s

are the ones who receive compeilsatory assistance in reading ana chey
benefit from these services such that ithey acquire reading skills ard a
lixing for reading activities at a Fate equal to or greater than their more
advantaged peers. As a result they tend to catch up a little or

at least maintain their same relative position rather than as has been

the case historically, to fall further behind. However, these asser-
tions apply to students who participate in such programs during the
academic year. Apparently, such results are not cuindative across the
years for students who receive campensatory assistance in reading tend

to stay at about the same percentile on the Fall test results at grades

2, 4 and 6. Undoubtedly the summer drop off and serving the most needy
students each year (projects don't carry along their successes but rather
only those they have been umsuccessful with) affect such grade level
results. The point up the need for a follow-up of the same students

over time to see how their gains are sustained if or when they leave the
progrcm.

The aforementioned results concerning cost require qualification in

light of other information. Recent evaluation results fram the first
year of the Erergency Scheol Aid Act found "a positive relationship
betweer the level of supplemental reading program funding and student
reading and mathematics achievement" (Coulson, et al., 1975). Similarly,
an earlier study found a modest positive relationship between Title I per-
nupil expenditures and achievement gains for reading projects in California
schools that had heavy concentrations of disadvantaged children.

However, there was no evidence for the ertistence of a "critical

mass" of conpensatory experditures such that expenditures above

a certain level resulted in pronounced improvements in reading

(Tallmadge, 1973).

*  Somewhat similar results wer found in a study of Follow-Through
classrocms by Stallings (1274).

** Four of these were Titie I funded.

+ The renowned "Coleman Report" (Coleman, et al., 1966) as well as many
smaller scale studies of that same period ghowed this decline. However,
artifacts introduced Ly the use of grade level equivalent scores
tended to make this decline appear much worse than it really was.
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. Evidence of Effectiveness Fram State and Local Reports

Another form of information concerning the aggregate benefits of

Title I came fram the annual State evaluation reports. Early in

FY '73 legislative activities suggested that Title I would retain

its identity even if consolidation were to occur. Therefore, a study

was initiated to see what could be learned fram a critical examination

of the information in recent State Title I reports (FY's 71-74),

how such results might have changed when compared with earlier years

(FY's 69-70 in Wargo, et al., 1972) and, how State reporting system

might be improved.* Results from the first phase of this study, which

is concerned with the review of current and past reports, reveals that

most continue to show a number of serious shortcamings which precludes

their usefulness in making statements about the achievement benefits

of project participants at the state level. Most reports do not

contain statistically representative: data and the data which are

presented are almost always expressed in temms of grade level equivalent
- gains. The data are unrepresentative because many LEAs do not get their

reports in on time to be used in the State's report of those that do, the

data are often incamplete and nonrspresentative.t Hence, in preparing his

report the State evaluator is forced to rely only on the available data

and this is a biased subset of ali LEA projects and their participants**,

Almost all of the States report their achievement benefits in grade

equivalent gains--ametric that capitalizes on systematic biases introduced

by the practices of test manufacturers, as discussed in a subsequent section.

Despite these drawbacks same trends across this six year period could be
discerned. They were: (1) the nurbers of Title I participants showed a
progressive decrease while expenditures over time showed a corresponding
increase with the result that average Title I per-pupil expenditures
increased; (2) most participants were involved in Title I during the
regular schocl term, most were in the primary grades and most were involve
in reading or language arts programs; (3) expenditure data which were
available showed a substantial and continuing increase for instruction and a
decrease for construction and equipment; (4) there was a heavy enphasis
an direct educational services in contrast to sexvices supportive of the
instructional program with readirq and language arts

* Specific steps that are being taken to improve State and local

project evaluation practices and reports are discussed in the final
portion of this report.

ok

The direction of the bias is probably positive if one
recognizes that children present at the beginning and end

of the school year are rore likely to be more academically able
than those who leave.

t same states have used the Anchor test results to equate
achievement test scares for grades 4, 5 and 6 (1974).
However, this practice is limited and will diminish as
more manufacturers revise their tests.
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receiving highest priority; (5) needs assassment information indicated
that reading and mathematics are the nost frequently identified areas

of need and that standardized tests are used to determine student needs;
(6) for the small number of states for which impact data were found to be
valid (about 17) student participants manifested growth equivalent to or
greater than the national average however, their fall test scores at
successive grade levels showed that such gains as did occur were not
cummlative across the years,undoubtedly for same of the same reasons
cited earlier (sumer losses and serving the most needy each year)

as well as due to the States use of Grade Level Equivalent scores for
reporting gains (Gamel, et al., 1975).

In a recent search. for effective reading projects sponsored by the Right-
to-Read program (viz. the search was not limited to capensatory projects)
same 1500 candidates were identified. Of this total about 52 percent elimi-
nated themselves fram consideration (by failing to respond to the survey
questionnaire), Of the 728 remaining only 27 (or less than four percent) were
found to meet defensible standards for claims 6f effectiveness (e.g., adequate
craiterion rmeasures, statistical adequacy, experimental design, etc.).

Of thes.. 27 projects,OE's Dissemination and Review Panel (DRP) approved

12 as meeting adequate evaluation starndards (this represents a survivai

rate of less than one percent of 1500 or about 1,6 percent of the 728).

Of those that were approved the DRP eight were compensato jects

and four of these wegg fundegyby Title TJ\(Bowers, et.al., ]?75))]:?] Such
results show that the problems of adequate evaluation procedures are not
limited to a particular Federally funded program but are rather endemic

to the educational sector.

These results can be contrasted with those from a survey conducted by
the Title I program staff. In this survey each State was encouraged
to nominate two effective projects. Fifty-ane were received, screened
and reduced to 28 by the OE staff. These 28 were then site visited to
make detailed cbservations to them and to insure that they were in cam-
pliance with regulatioas. The 17 survivors fram this latter screening
stage were submitted to the DRP; 1l were apgroved for dissemination. On
the basis of these two studies (as well as the foregoing) it can be
asserted that the evaluation requirements for Title I "lead the way"
for the evaluation of State and locally funded projects. Indeed, one
might question whether effectiveness concerns would have attained any-
where near the praminence they have during the past decade were it not
for the Title I evaluation requirements.




A third, earlier search conducted by OPBE, sought to identify, validate
and package up to 8 effective approaches to camwpensatory education so
that schools in other locales could duplicate the projects by working
directly fram the package (Tallmadge, October 1974). Some 2000 projects
were considered as potential candidates for packaging. Initial

screening on three criteria reduced this number to 136. The three
criteria were that the program had to: emphasize reading or math benefits;
to be oriented toward disadvantaged children; and, be evaluatr... more than once.
Of the 136 survivors, detailed descriptive information coild be

cbtained on only 103. Fifty-four percent of these were re;ected due

to inadequate evidence of effectiveness as determined by an exceptionally
rigorous examination which included independent analyses of project raw
data and on-site visitations. Hence, six projects were selected and
their specific implementation requirements were packaged in what have
come to be called "Project Information Packages" (PIP's) (five of these
six were Title I funded). These six packages are now being field tested
to see if results in other sites can be produced which are camwparable

to those of their original site.*

When the effectiveness data for the abcve projects were being carefully
validated (Tallmadge and Horst, 1974), same heretofore unrecognized
effects of the practices of test manufacturers were revealed. Since
these effects are dramatic in nature and have profound implications

for the conduct of all evaluations they will be dealt with in same
detail here.

Many test manufacturers obtain their "nom" data (namely, data on how

a nationally representative sample of students perfomm on the test)

during the middle of the academic year, about February. For many pur-
poses including program evaluation, however, norms are desired so that
one can gauge their students' standing relative to other students at

the begimning and at the end of the school year. To fulfill this need the
manufacturers usually create "synthetic" norms by drawing a smoothed
curve through the average or median scores for consecutive grade

levels. This curve is then assumed to represent the growth throughout
the academic year for a typical or average student. However, students probably
do not grow according to this kind of a curve. They may forget a great
deal over the summer and may learn more during some periods of the year
than others. Consequently, this smoothing procedur: introduces systematic
biases which can produce same of the following results depending upon
the grade level inwvolved: (a) project students can show better than
month for month gains yet never catch up with their more advantaged

peers; (b) project students are virtually precluded from showing month

for month gains or better since the typical or average student only gains
two—~thirds of a month per month.

* For more details on the nature of the field test see the

eraluation projects described under the Packaging and Field Testing
rogram,
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In addition, same test publishers

break the nine month academic year up into three equal segments with all
of the growth occuring between segments. For exanple, starting with
Septenber 1st as the beginning of the school year, three months of
growth would occur between November 30th and December 1st and another
three rmonths of growth would occur between February 28 and March lst.

As a result of these kinds of synthetic normms, a program that adwinisters
its pre-test late in the Fall and then post-tests early in the Spring
will show more month per month growth than a program that tests early

in the Fall and late in the Spring, even though the latter program
might be considerably more effective than the former. Finally, the use
of grade equivalent scores, rather than standard scores or percentiles,
was shown to systematically distort the amount of growth even when real
norms were available for the time period under consideraticn. As a
result projects can be judged effective and werthy of dissemination
when they aren't and project participants can be judged as catching up
with their more privileged counterparts when they aren't. Or alterna-
tively, on occasion effective projects can be rejected as being ineffec-
tive. The antidote to all this is to use only those tests which have
real norms appropriate for the time interval under study

andto base the evaluati.' cn standard

scores and express the results in percentile ranks.* These results
have profound implications for the upgrading of State and local

Title I evaluation practices discussed in subsequent paragraphs.

. Sumary of Program Effectiveness

At the individual project level then, same highly successful efferts can
be isolated. Usually, howewer, evaluation evidence is not adequate to
permit judaments about a project's effect either because of inappropriate
evaluation procedures or because of flaws

introduced by the current practicesof test manufacturers. The aggre-
gation of such evidence cammot, in turn, support inferences concerning
the benefits that accrue to the aggregate of participants. However

other sources of evidence lead one to the belief that progress is

being made in the benefits that students derive from their campensatory
assistance. The basic reason for this belief is that the evidence is

now mixed whereas in prior times the only evidence available indicated
that disadvantaged students had not improved or fell further behind.**
For example, results from the Nationai Mssessment of Educaticnal
Progress (National Assessment Newsletter, 1972) indicated that econamically

* For example, participating students moved from the 12th percentile
on the pre-test to the 33rd percentile on the post-test.

#* Results from the Fducational Opportunities Survey of 1966, better known
as "The Coleman Report”, were a major factor in developing the expecta-
tion that disadvantaged students would fall increasingly further behind
their more advantaged peers throughout their years of schooling (Coleman,
et. al., 1966). It should be noted that the data for this study were
cbtained at about the same time that Title I was initiated ard as such
it forms one base-line for Title I in the achievement area.
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disadvantaged children, as indexed by their parent's educational levels,
race and geographic locale of residence, contimued to fall substantially
below the national medians on reading skills. However, more recent
evidence from National Assessment concerned with growth in functional
reading skills, shows that the most disadvantaged students experienced the
greatest growth over a three-year period, as discussed earlier (Naticnal
Assessment of Educational Progress, Functional Literacy-Basic Reading
Performance,, 1975). Similarly, because of the varied and often-times
invalid results of local project evaluations and th2ir States's aggregation
thereof, it was difficult to judge what was being accamplished. However,
an exhaustive study of those reports and of the practices that lay behind
them showed that a few states had partially valid results and for

them achievement benefits of the student ticipants could

be di.cerned (Gamel, et al., 1975). Finally, the results of a national
evaluation of compensatory reading programs, which did not have any of the
shortoamings of State and local Title I evaluation reports, also showed
that disadvantaged students were not falling further behind their more
advantaged peers while they were in the program.

. Evidence on the Effectiveness of Individualized Instruction

In section 131 of P.L. 93-380 Congress encouraged 'where feasible, the
development for each educationally deprived child participating in a pro-
gram under this title of an individualized written educational plan
(maintained and periodically evaluated), agreed upon jointly by the local
educational agency, a parent or guardian of the child, and when appro-
priate, the child". Although not designed for these specific purposes*
recent results of a study of 2 select sample of highly innovative programs,
which also represented a varicty of different approaches to individualized
instruction, have shown that .n the early grades students benefitted

" most from a more moderatc emphasis on individualization (in terms of
their performance on standardized measures of reading and mathematics).
In later grades (5 through 8), however, there was no consistent or
notable relationship between program emphasis on individualization and
achievement in reading and mathematics (Chalupsky, et al., 1976). It
should be noted that these approaches were not intended solely for dis-
advantaged students even though they were represented in the study.
Further, none of the programs hal the explicit degree of parental
review and approval recommended by Congress.

* One aspect of the NIE study of campensato i i
: : ; _ _ ry education is concerned
with an investigation designed especially to cover all aspects of

this Congressional proposal (NIE, Interim Report No. 1 August 1875).




. New Title I Evaluation Requirements

In the Educational Amendments of 1974 Congress recognized the need

to upgrade State and local Title I evaluation practices and reports.

In Section 151 of P.L. 93-380 they gave the Commissioner specific directiveg'
and funds to accamplish such objectives.* Summarized succinctly these
directives are to:

1. Conduct independent evalustions describing and measuring
Title I program and project irpact.

2. Develop and publish standards for program/project evalu-
ation models for SEA/LFA use which include uniform criteria-
and procedures which yield comparablie data on a statewide and
natiorwide basis.

3. Provide, where appropriate, for joint Federal/State
sponsored evaluations.

4. Provide technical assistance to SEA's to enable them to
assist LEA's in implementing the evaluation models.

5. Develop a system for the gathering and dissemination of
information about effective projects and practices, and
evaluation results to SEA's, LEA's, the education profession
and the general public.

These directives have given added impetus to efforts already underway to
develop evaluation rmodels focusing or basic skills (these are an out rowth
of a study of how to upgrade the annual State Title I evaluation

reports as discussed earlier). It has also led to new efforts to develop
other, non-instructional evaluation models. Since the latter models have
yet to be developed the remainder of the discussion will focus oa the naturv
of the basic skill evaluation models, how they might be implamented
naticnally and what their technical ussistance requirenents miant

entail.

There are currently three types of basic skille evaluation models w.fzh
can be used with either standardized or objectives-referanced (savet. 2s
called criterion-referenced) achievement tests. If used properlv they
enable aggregation across different kinds of tests and across different
types of models both within and among LEA's and SEA's** The models

* See Appendix C for OPBE's report to Congress of January 31, 1975
on the plans for the implementation of this legislation.

** Consider for example three LEA's where each one uses a different
test and each uses different numbers and types of models (an LEA
can use more than one type of model). Such results can be aggregated
across LEA's.
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differ in the way they arrive at an expectation as to how well
students would have achieved in the absence of their Title I
instructional assistance. The most desirable model from the
standpoint of rigor is also the most difficult one to produce in
practice. It is called the control group model and entails the
random assignment of students who are eligible to receive

assistance to one of two groups. One group receives the special
assistance while the other receives whatever services the school
system would normally provide in che absence of Title I funds.

The performance of the non-Title I group then allows one to

gauge the extent to which the Title I assisted students benefitted
from their services. The other two models attempt to find

comparison groups by less rigorous but more practical means. The
next most rigorous model is called the regression model. It requires
that all students be administered a pre-test* and a post-test and
that the most needy students, as indicated by their pre-test
performance, be given special Title I assistance. The model then
uses the growth of the less needy. unassisted students to estimate
how the most needy students would have grown in the absence of Title I.
Such an estimate can then be compared with the amount of growth
actually experienced by Title I assisted students. One serious
practical problem with this model is that it requires pre-testing

of all students 1n a given grade in order to find the most needy~--an
often times expensive requirement. The final model and the one

most likely to be used in practice is called the "norm-referenced"
model. In this model the performance of students from the national norms
group** is used to indicate how students would have fared in the
absence of Title I assistance. This estimate can then be compared
v'*h how much growth Title I assisted students actually experienced.
Thi~ is likely to be the most widely used model because mildly incorrect
variations of it are currently widely in use (Gamel, et.al., 1975 and
Tallmadge, et.al., in process).

* Actually, teacher judgments can be used in lieu of or in addition to
test scores.

*% A national sample from which variations in age/grade level appropriate
performance are determined by test publishers.
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Given the prophecy that the "norm-referenced" model will be widely used

in the future only more correctly so, it is desirable to reflect on

what corrections to current practices must be made and what the

long-term results from such practices might be. First, tests must be
administered at points in time that correspond to when the test was

normed. The use of test publisher's interpolated norms to cbtain an
estimate of growth for time periods not covered by the test nomms (e.g.
using Fall norms for successive grade levels to interpolate what

Fall to Spring growth would be) require a number of assumptions which
introduce systematic errors into the results. These errvir's can in turn lead
one to reject effective projects and accept ineffective ones (see our
earlier discussion). Second, project results must be reported in a

metric that is both meaningful to the layman and less misleading

than is the current use of Grade Level Equivalent scores (GLE's). The
latter can make the performance of disadvantaged students appear pro-
gressively worse throughout the years of schooling and lead to erroneous
judgments concerning project and program impact because of inaccurate assump-

tions about average student growth. In addition, GLE's mislead the
layman by implying that z1ll students can be at or above grade level
when in reality a GLE is an average below which, by definition,

half the students rust fall. Third, test publishers need to be
encouraged to provide test results better suited to the evaluation
of project and program impact. Three examples of such a need are
especially pertinent., Empirical norms are needed for both Fall

and Spring so that local evaluators can assess progress at time
points more closely aligned with project duration. Tests are currently
developed and normed to be appropriate for the average student in a
given grade level. Since students who need compensatory assistance
are well below average there are very few items appropriate for their
level of de~elopment. Usually, a lowecr grade level version of the
test is used to better assess their pre—- and post test standing
(called "off-level" testing). However, "off-level" noxms are seldam
available and their relationship with grade level appropriate forms
and norms are seldom well articulated. Tests publishers need to
provide such data and could do so rather readily. Finally, project
success is currently gauged by comparing results for the average or
typical student in a project with national nomms for individual
students. Since student perfommance is more variable than project
performance the use of individual student nomms can result in extremely
stringent standards.* This need could be easily met by the provision
of project (or classroam) norms. -

* An alternative approach would cagpare each individual Tit:.Le I
students scores with national noms to see how much they improved
and then aggregate these improverents,
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Since the "norm-referenced" model is now and in a more correct

form will likely continue to be the most widely used model (the

current technical assistance survey in the List of Projects shows

this to be so,Tallmadge, et.al., in progress)it may be desirable to focus
on same possible long~term effects of its vse. There can be no doubt that
if the "nomm-referenced" model is used properly it will yield better
information about local project performance than is currently available.
Further, to the extent that its procadures are followed in a

uniform manner by the local projects within a State, their results

can be aggregated to the State level. Similarly, to the extent

that this is true of all (or almost all) States, their results

could be aggregated to provide a national picture. Giwa this highly
desirable state of affairs profound problems would stiil exist with
such results. Because of the widespread nature of Title I and its
focus on the most educationally disadvantaged (its serves roughly
one-sixth to ane-fourth of all students who are below average grade level
perfommance) , Title I students will of necessity be well represented in
any large scale test standardization. When nomms are then used to
evaluaté Title I projects the projects will have to show more progress
than they have in the past in order to be judged successful

because their past performance is represented in the norms.

(This is one reason why national studies that can focus on

specially selected and/or created groups are needed to help

illuminate program impact.). Further, one of the goals of test
standardization is to eliminate test items that almost all

students get correct. To the extent that Title I is successful

in inmproving the performance of educaticnally disadvantaged

students on items they usually do poorly on, such items will be
eliminated and replaced by more difficult cnes with the result that
disadvantaged students might not show any relative improvement over
subsequent test restandardizations. (One of the great virtues of
Naticnal Assessement is that it allows absolute camparisons across
subsequent time periods). However, if such a desirable state of
affairs should eventuate solutions for these othe. problems might

also be forthcaming.

Each of the States and three of their selected LEA's are currently being
visited to assess problems associated with implementation of the models
and a reporting system based on their results.** Regulations reciiring
their use will be prepared during the Fall of 1976. During this same
period workshops on the models will be held for SEA's,centers will

be established to provide technical assistanc: to SEA's and their LEA's

* An alternative approach would campare each individual Title I
students scores with national norms to see how much they inproved
and then aggregate these improvements.

** See the list of Ongoing and Planned projects.
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in implementing the models, and a number of technical assistance monographs,
forming part of a series, will became available. (The first such mono-
graph is listed in the List of References; Horst, Tallmadge and Wood,

1975).
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Ongoing (0) and Planned (P) Projects

1. Further Documentation of Title I Evaluation Reporting Models
and Their Technical Assistance Requirements (G)

The purpcse of this study is to build upon the results from a recently
canpleted study of State Title I evaluation reports by having each SEA
ard a sample of their LEA's indicate the prablems they would encounter
in implementing the model or models developed in this study, and the
technical assistance they would require to camrycut such implementation.

2. ?‘_nglementatim of Title I Evaluation Models IncludingL Provisions
or Assistance (P

This represents a collection of activities aimed at the implementation
of the Title I evaluation models. They include the preparation of
regulations, conduct of workshops for SEA's and LEA's in the
application of the models, development c¢f training manuals, establish-
ment of techniczl assistance centers and provisions for technical
assistance materials.

3. A large Scale Evaluation of Compensatory Reading and Reading
Related Efforts in the Elementary Grades (0)

This study, which dealt with the effects of regular and campensatory
reading programs cn students .n selected grade levels over a single
academic year, is coming to a clcse this year. It has yielded a
wealth of descriptive information on the nature and conduct or regular
and campensatory reading programs and has isolated a nuwber of
effective approaches and practices. These results were discussed
earlier. They pointed up the need for a s-udy of the sustained
effects of different progran strat:qies on the same students over

a nuwber of years. The following dtvdy is internded to fulfull this
need.,

4. A Study of the Sustaining Effects of Campensatory Ecucation on
Basic Skills (0)

The major purpose of this project is to isolate those sequences of
educational experiences which are most effec tive in both reducing
educational disadvantagement in the basic cognitive skill areas

and in sustaining such a reduction over a period cf years. To obtain
such information a five-year study time period is required.

5. Development of Evaluation and Reporting Models for Non-Instructicnal
Camponents of Title I Projects (P)

The major purpose of this study is to examine the nature of non~
instructional activities supported under Title I (e.g., guidance and
counseling, career education, nutrition, health, etc.) in a number
of different settings in order to develop models (evaluation practices
and procedures) that will enable statements to be made about what
these activities accomplish. 1
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Title I ESEA Program for Migratory Childrer of Migratory Agricultural
Korkers and Migratory Fishermen.

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of
1965, as amended

June 30, 1978

Funding History Year Authorization Appropriation*
1967 $40,394,401 $9,737,847
1968 41,692,425 41,692,425
1969 45,556,074 45,556,074
1970 51,014,319 51,014,319
1971 57,608,680 57,608,680
1972 64,822,926 64,822,926
1973 72,772,187 72,772,187
1974 78,331,437 78,331,437
1975 91,953,160 91,953,160
1976 97,090,478 97,090,478

Program Goals and Objectives

Title I of P.L. 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
authorized a national education program for disadvantaged children. Section
101 of that law, as amended through the 94th Congress, 1st session, states
in part:

...the Congress hereby declares it tc be the policy of the United
States to provide financial assistance (as set forth in this part)
to leccal educational agencies serving areas with concentrations

of children from low-income families to expand and improve their
educational programs by various means (including preschool programs)
which contribute particularly to meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children.

* In 1967 State agency programs were not fully funded under the Title I
enabling legislation therefore the appropriation was less than the
authorization. In succeeding years, State agency programs were fully
funded. Consequently, funds were appropriated to fund the full authorization.
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In November, 1966, Titie I of ESEA was amended by P.L. 89-750 to incorporate
special provisions for migratory children of migratory agricultural workers.
Section 103 of that law authorized "payments to State educational agencies
for assistance in educating migratory children of migratory agricultural
workers." The new program provided for grants to State education:1 agencies
(SEA's) or combinations of such agencies to establish or improve, either
directly or through local educational agencies (LEA's), programs and projects
designed to meet the special educational needs of migratory children of
migratory agricultural workers. P.L. 89-750 also provided that grant monies
were to be used for interstate coordination of migrant education programs
and projects, including the transmittal of pertinent information from child-
ren's schools records; and for coordination with programs administered under
Title I11-B of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1967 ?Spec1a1 Programs to
Combat Poverty in Rural Areasg. Section 101 of Public Law 93-380 (the
Education Amendments nf 1974) further amended Title I to include migratory
children of migratoryfishermenin addition to migratory children of

migratory agricultural workers.

In discussions associated with the preparation of the Edu.ationai Amendments
of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) Congress emphasized "that local educational agencies
should give priority attention in operating Title I programs to the basic
cognitive skills reading and mathematics and to related support activities
to eliminate phv- .1, emotional or social problems that impede the ability
to acyuire suct ils."*

Proposed regul 1ons (Federal Register Volume 40; No. 131; P. 28622) for the
migrant program emphasize the same point with the inclusion of the following
criteria for the approval of State applications (section 116d.39(b)):
Services to be provided show reasonab.e promise o7 meeting the special
educaticnal needs of migratory children ... particularly with respect to
improvements in the educational performance of children in the basic skills
of reading, oral and written communication and mathematics. In addition,
section 116d.38(a) of the proposed regulations state: Health, welfare

and other supporting services may be provided, but only to the extent
necessary to enable eligible school age and preschool children to participate
effectively in instructional services that are designed to bring about an
improvement of educational performance.

* See pp. 20-21 of House Report No. 93-805). Both House and Senate discussions
(see Senate Report No. 93-763, pp. 30-31) recognized that such an assertion
was not intended to preempt the prerogatives of local authorities to give
priority to other areas (e.g., teacher training) if such emphases were
required to better meet the needs of disadvantaged children.
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In May, 1971 the State Migrant Coordinators adopted eleven national goals
formulated by the Committea for National Evaluation of Migrant Education
Programs. Although these goals do rot constitute a clear-cut, easily
implemented 1ist of objectives toward which migrant programs can be
directed, they do provide some indication of the types of instructional
and supportive services which migrant programs are expected to provide,
and may serve as a basis for a more measurable set of objectives in the
future.

Instructional Services

1. Provide the opportunity for each migrant child to improve com-
munications skills necessary for varying situations.

2. Provide the migrant child with preschool and kindergarten exper-
jences geared to his psychological and physiological development
that will prepare him to function successfully.

3. Provide specially designed programs in the academic disciplines
(Language ts, Math, Social Studies, and other academic endeavors)
that will increase the migrant child's capabilities to function at
a level concomitant with his potential.

4. Provide specially designed activities which will increase the
migrant child's social growth, positive self-concept, and group
interaction skills.

5. Provide programs that will improve the academic skill, prevocational
orientation, and vocational skill training for older migrant child-
ren.

6. Implement programs, ut’1izing every available Federal, State, and
local resource thiuugh coordinated funding, in order to improve
mutual understanding and appreciation of cultural differences
among children.

Supportive Services

7. Develop in each program a component of intrastate and interstate
communications for exchange of student records, methods, concepts,
and materials to assure that sequence and continuity will be an
inherent part of the migrant child's total educational program.

8. Develop communications involving the school, the community and
its agencies, and the target group to insure coordination of
all available resources for the benefit of migrant children.

9. Provide for the migrant child's physical and mental well being

by including dental, medical, nutritional, and psychological
services.
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10. Provide a program of home-school coordination whic'y establishes
relationships between the project staff and the clientele served
in order to improve the effectiveness of migrant programs and
the process of parental reinforcement of student effort.

11. Increase staff-self-awareness of their personal biases and
possible prejudices, and upgrade their skills for teaching
migrant children by conducting inservice and preservice work-
shops.

Section 116d.31 of the proposed regulations also notes the special educa-
tional needs of migratory children which result from conditions produced
by the children's current or former migrant status, such as disruption of
educational continuity and cultural, linguistic, or occupational isolation.

An implicit goal of the migrant education program is to identify and recruit
eligible migrant students in order that they may benefit from "regular"

and supplementary educational and supportive services. In the case of
migrant students, recruitment requires 'special efforts. Migratory workers
and their children have lona been ignored by the rest of society, and
attitudes precluding their participation in the educational process must

be overcome.

Program Operations

The Title I program for migratory children is a State-administered program
which may involve financial assistance to local educational agencies as sub-
grantees. Administrative responsibilities are shared by the U.S. Commissioner
of Education, State educational agencies (SEAs), and local educational
agencies and other public and non-profit private organizations which operate
migrant projects. Funding of local Title I migrant projects is administered
by USOE through State educational agencies (SEAs). The formula for computing
the maximum grant a State may receive is based on the number of full-time
(that is, formerly migrant students) or full-time equivalent (that is,
currently migrant students), school-aged (5-17 years), migrant children
residing in the State. Unfortunately, the true number of migrant children
is not known. Previous to FY 1975, estimates for each State were obtained
by multiplying the number of migratory workers residing in the State
(information provided by the employment offices of the U.S. Employment
Service) by seventy-five (75) percent. Section 101 of P.L. 93-380 {the
Education Amendments of 1974} provides that the number of migrant children
will henceforth be estimated from "statistics made available by the migrant
student record transfer system or such other system as (the Commissioner)
may determine most accurately and fully reflects the actual number of
migrant students." Beginning in FY 1975 State allo:ations were based on
information contained in the MSRTS.
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Proposals to operate a migrant project are submitted to SEAs by local educa-
tional agencies (LEAs) which serve migrant students, and by other public

and nonprofit private organizations providing they do not operate private
schools (note ihat proposals are submitted on a voluntary basis). Section
116d.6 of the proposed regulations provides that proposals shall describe
the objectives to be achieved by the operating agency for each grade level,
the total estimated number of children to be served by the agency by grade
level, the services to be provided to achieve the stated objectives, the
types and number of staff to be employed, and an approoriate budget.

The SEA is directly responsible for the administration and operation of the
State's Title I migrant program. The SEA approves or disapproves project
proposals, and is responsible for the design and preparation of State
evaluation reports. Annually, each SEA also submits a comprehensive plan
and cost estimate for its statewide program to the Office of Fducation for
approval. Section 116d.31 of the proposed regulations provides that this
plan is to contain information on the number and location of migrant
students within the State, their special educational needs including
educational performance and cultural and linguistic background, program
objectives, services to be provided to meet those objectives, evaluation
procedures for determining program effectiveness, locally-funded facilities
and services to which migratory children will have access, and the types

of information which the SEA will pass on to other SEA's to insure continuity
of services. In addition, each State application form is to contain an
appropriate budget. Section 116d.30 of the proposed regulations further
provides that the Commissioner shall approve a State application only if

it demonstrates that payments will be used for projects designed to meet
the special educational needs of migratory children including provision

for the continuity of educational and supportive services, and full utiliza-
tion of the migrant student record transfer system.

If the State's application is approved, it is awarded a grant, entirely
separate from its regular Title I allocation, to finance the migrant
program. SEAs are required to submit to the Commissioner of Education
individual project summaries indicating in sufficient detail the manner
and extent to which State objectives and priorities are being met.

The statute also includes special arrangements whereby the Commissioner
may conduct migrant programs. If the Commissioner determines a State is
unable or unwilling to conduct education programs for migratory children
or that it would result in more efficient and economic administration or,
that it would add substantially to the welfare or educational attainment
of such children, he may make special arrangements with other public or
nonprofit private agencies in one or more States and, may use all o part
of the grants available for any such State.

In order to implement a migrant project, operating agencies must identify

and recruit migrant children in their respective attendance areas. Eligible
children are currently categorized into three groups as defined below:
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Interstate - A child who has moved with a parent or guardian within
the past year across State boundaries in order trat a parent,
guardian, or member of his immediate family might secure temporary
or seasonal employment in agriculuture or in related food processing
activities. The parent or guardian and child are expected to con-
tinue in the migrant stream.

Intrastate - A child who has moved with a parent or guardian within

the past year across school district boundaries within a State in
order that a parent, guardian, or member of his immediate family
might secure temporary or seasonal employment in agriculture or
in related food processing activities. The parent or guardian
and child are expected to continue in the migrant stream.

Settled Qut - A child of a family who once followed a migrant

stream but who decided not to follow the crops but to "settle

out" in a given community. The eligibility of chfldren in this
category to participate in projects funded under Public Law 89-
750 continues, with written consent of the parents, for a period
of five (5) years after the parents have settled out.

16d.2 of the proposed new regulations make two changes in the

above definition. It provides for two categories of migrant children as
defined below, and it further refines the meaning of movement across school

district
in those
boundary.

1.

boundaries by including movement across a school attendance area
cases where the school district boundary coincides with a State

Currently migrant child - A child who has moved with a parent

or guardian within the past twelve months across a school district
boundary or boundaries in order that a parent, guardian or member
of his immediate family might secure temporary or seasonal employ-
ment in an agricultural or fishing activity. In those cases where
the school district boundary coincides with a State boundary,
"currently migratory child" means a child who has moved with a
parent or guardia: within the past twelve months across a school
attendance area bounudry or boundaries within the school district
boundary in order thai a parent, guardian or member of his immediate
family might secure temporary or seasonal employment in an agri-
cultural or fishing activity.

Formerly migrant child - A child who, with the concurrence of his
parents, is deemed to be a migratory child on the basis that he
has been a currently migratory child but has ceased to be a cur-
rently migratory child within the last five years and currently
resides in an area served by an agency carrying out a migrant
program or project.
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It 1s the intent of the Title I migrant program to serve those children

with the greatest need. Section 122 of the Education Amendments of 1974
(p.L. 93-380) provides that currently migrant children should be given
priority in the design and operation of migrant projects. Section 116d.35
of the proposed regulations thus provides that formerly migratory children
may participate in projects which include currently migratory children av
may p-rticipate in projects developed solely for formerly migratory children
provicec that their participation will not prevent the participation of
currentl mi. *atory children nor dilute the effectiveness of programs for
such cnildrer. In addition, the statute includes provision for the preschool
education needs of migratory children as long as such nrograms do not detract
from the operation of projects for currently migrant children.

Another important component of the national program is the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System (MSRTS). This computerized data system receives,
stores, and transmits educational and health information on children
participating in Title I migrant projects in each of the 48 continental
states. Schools are responsible for submitting health-related, and educa-
tional experience and status information, about the migrant children they
serve to the local terminal operator in order to maintain the accuracy,
completeness, and currency of information in the student record transfer
system. When children move to rew locations, this information can be
retrieved by their new teachers, and by school health officials. To meet
the need for continuity of educational services, State Migrant Coordinators
are in the process of developing lists of criterion-referenced reading

and math skills, these will be added to the MSRTS files sc that as students
move from one school to another their record will indicate which reading
and math skills they have mastered. In this way, teachers will be able

to continue the efforts of their predecessors anu plan an appropriate
educational program for each child.

The Migrant Student Record Transfer System has also been used to meet the
needs of secondary school students who are often unab’e to graduate from
high school because their mobility prevents them from meeting minimum
attendance reauirements necessary to receive high school course credit.

The Washington State Migrant Education Program in cooperation with the Texas
Migrant Education Program developed a program known as the Washington-Texas
Secondary Credit Exchange Project, a combination of nicht school and
coordination with the student's home base schools to insure proper crediting
of course work. Results of a pilot project indicated that 176 program
participants accrued 386 course credits which were then tr-asferred via

the MSPTS, to their home base districts.

In addition to the above, during the past year 23 States participated in a
East Coast Interstate workshop to develop interstate plans for the various
migrant education program components: preschool, occupational training,
bilingual, mathematics, language arts, health, parental involvement,
enrichment activities, and supportive services. Each program component
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was structured on a performance objectives basis. The key issue was to
provide educational continuity for participating migrant children through
the inclusion of these components in all their State migrant program
applications.

Program Scope

The Migrant Education Program is an important and growing program within
Title I. It seeks to improve educational opportunities for a target
population facing problems which are probably more severe than for any
other group. Not only are migrant students typically educationally and
economically disadvantaged in comparison to the rest of American society,
but, in addition, migrant students by definition miss the systematically-
sEQ#Snced and sustained educational programs available to most non-migrant
children.

The following 1ist indicates the number of full-time equivalent students
who have participated in the migrant program since 1973:

Year Full-time Equivalent Students
1973 162,682
1974 162,682
1975 212,473
1976 207,474

For the 1971-72 school year (including the summar of 1972), the Consolidated
Program Information Report (CPIR) indicated that 232,000 children participated
in regular school term and summer migrant projects. More than half of the
participants were located in California, Florida and Texas. The CPIR also
indicated that of $48.9 million of ESEA Title I migrant funds expended

during this time period, 33% was devoted to English, language arts, and
reading; 25% to other direct educational services; 174 to pupil services;

and 25% to other expenditures.

More recent figures obtained from the Migrant Student Record Transfer System
indicate that in FY 1975, 392,700 students in 8,000 school disiricts were
served in the migrant program. Of these, 280,000 were in reguiar school
term projects, and 112,700 were in summer school projects. Approximately
108,985 students were formerly migrant. A total of 10,961 migrant projects
were in operation during FY 1975, of which 9,528 were conducted during the
regular school term. Forty-eight states plus Puerto Rico initiated State
migrant programs during FY 1975,
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Program Effectiveness and Progress

The growth of the mijrant program from 121 projects in 1967 serving approxi-
mately 43,000 students to 10,961 projects in 1975 serving approximately
400,000 students indicates that the target population is being identified
and served. More efforts in this direction are nevertheless required.

The effects of educational and supportive services provided under the migrant
program on participating students are more difficult to document. Part of
the problem is that evaluation models and standard reporting formats for
State reports have not yet been developed thereby making it virtually
impossible to draw conclusions about the imnact of the program at the
national or even the State level.

A GAO report (Sept. 16, 1975) on the evaluation of the Migrant Record Trans-
fer System concluded that the data in the MSRTS was superior to Department
of Labor data for estimating migrant program allocations. However, GAO was
not able to attest to tha accuracy of the System, an issue which will be
addressed in the current Office of Education evaluation described below.

A large-scale descriptive study of the migrant program has been completed
by the Orfice of Education and a more formal evaluation is in progress.

A brief description of the former, and the intent of the latter, are
discussed below.

Section 507 of the Education Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) directed

the Commissioner of Education to conduct a study of the operation of ESEA
Title 1 as it affects the education of migrant children. To meet the
Congressional mandate, site visits were conducted at 162 project schools

in 72 school districts in ten States (California, Texas, Florida, Colorado,
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio and Washington) which
received more than 70 percent of the migrant program funds in 1972; 131
principals, 301 teachers, 150 teacher aides, 87 members of advisory com-
mittees, 395 parents and 435 students were interviewed. In addition, ten
noteworthy migrant education projects were identified and visited during
the summer of 1973 for case study purposes. Analysis of the data indicated
that migrant students and their parents reflect the values of the larger
society in that they are supportive of the goals of the educational system,
and parents share their children's aspirations for employment outside of
the migrant stream in white collar and blue collar positions. Unfortunately,
the mobility patterns of migrant students make the task of providing them
an effective educationai program extremely difficult. Study findings
indicated that migrant students tend to fall behind their non-migrant peers
in grade level and in level of academic achievement in the earliest years of
school and, thereafter, are never able to catch up. They are also less
1ikely to enter or complete a secondary school program. Whereas the non-
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migrant child has a 95 percent chance of entering the ninth grade and an
80 percent chance of entering the 12th grade, the migrant child has only
a 40 percent and an 11 percent chance of entering the ninth and 12th
grades, respectively.

The data from the evaluation study seemed to indicate the need for the
identification and/or desigr. of effective elementary and secondary programs
which meet the specific needs of the migrant child. A combination of
economic support, effective remedial work and a clear sequence of activities
leading toward specific instructional and career goals, especially for the
child at the secondary level, is essential. For the younger migrant child,
enrichment experiences at the preschool level and an emphasis on basic
skills in the early elementary grades is needed if the achievement cycle
of retarded educational growth and high drop-out rates is to-be broken.
Greater emphasis is also needed in the development and dissemination of
effective programs which result in the acquisition of basis skills and
reduce the isolation of the migrant child from his non-migrant peers.

Case study descriptions of ten noteworthy migrant education projects
indicate that they employ a number of educational techniques and administra-
tive practices which deserve further consideration. Site visitors observed
that most of the projects were characterized by the strong central leader-
ship of the project directors and the personal dedication of the staff.

The use of token economies to augment student incentives for learning,

a specially constructed bilingual curriculum, mobile units cesigned to
develop entry level occupational skills, and a series of transportable

tapes and lesson plans to provide continuity of educational experiences

are just a few examples of the noteworthy aspects of the projects described.

The provision of educational services to migrants also depends upon the
implementation of effective recruitment programs and greater interstate
and intrastate coordination. The Migrant Student Pecord Transfer System
(MSRTS) has great potential as a storage and retrieval system for informa-
tion or migrant children. It is likely that in the future teachers will

te more systematic in their enrollment of students into the MSRTS, since
it will be the basis for funding, but unless a periodic audit is conducted,
student records are not 1ikely to meet the criteria of accuracy and com-
pleteness for their utilization as guides in the design and implementation
of educational programs. .

Ongoing and Planned Projects

The current Office of Education study of the migrant program is designed

to meet a number of objectives. In the area of program services, it will
provide up-dated information on the nature of the educational and supportive
services provided to migrant students in contrast to those provided to non-
migrant students. In the area of program impact and effectiveness, a
large-scale testing effort will provide information on the basic skill
attainment of migrant students participating in migrant programs including
the identification of exemplary practices and exemplary project character-
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istics which foster academic achievement. To meet the requirements of
section 151 of P.L. 93-380, an evaluation handbook, including evaluation
models and reporting format designed for use by local, state, and federal
evaluators, will be developed. In addition, since the data in the Migrant
Student Reudrd Transfer System is currentiy being usad to determine the
State-by-State allocation of migrant funds, a validation of that data will
be conducted to insure its accuracy and completeness for funding purposerc.
Results of this evaluation will be reported in future annual evaluation
reports as they become available.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Consolidated Program Information Report, The Migrant Program, National
Center tor Education Statistics, 79-309F.

Education Briefing Paper, Title I Migrant Education Frogram, U. S. Office
of Education, May, 1975.

Exotech Systems, Inc. Evaluation of the Impact of ESEA Title I Programs
for Migrant Children of Migrant Agricultural Workers. Volume I-V.
Falls Church, Virginia, January, 1974.

Federal Register, July 8, 1975, Yoluse . No. 131, p. 28622-28628.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name: Title I Program for Institutionalized Neglected or Delinquent

Children
Legislation: Expiration Date
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education June, 1978

Act of 1965, as amended

Funding History:

Year Authorization Appropriation
1967 $9,383,830 $2,262,153
1968 10,282,175 10,282,175
1269 13,946,100 13,946,100
1970 15,962,850 16,056,487
1971 18,194,106 18,194,106
1972 20,212,666 20,212,666
1973* 27,545,379 27,545,379
1974 25,448,869 25,448,869
1975 26,820,749 26,820C,749
1976 27,459,444 27,459,444

* Beginning in 1973, unlike the previous years, there were funds authorized and
appropriated to serve children in adult correctional instituticas. About $6.8
million of the $7.3 million overall increase between 1972 and 1973 is attribut-
able to the addition of that population.
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Program Goals and Objectives

As part of ESEA, Title I > program for institutionalized neglected or
delinquent children responds to the larger program's goals as stated in
P.L. 89-10; that is, to
"improve educational programs by various means (including
preschool programs) which contribute particularly to
meeting the special educational needs of educationally
deprived children."” (Section 101 of P.L. 89-10)
The amendments in P.L. 89-750 passed on November 3, 1966, which added
institutionalized neglected or delinquent youth (as w21l as children of
migratory agricultural workers and Indian children in B.I.A. schools) to
those eligible under P.L. 89-10, stated goals for these subprograms. With
respect to the neglected or delinquent children, the law._states that the

funds must be used

"only for programs and projects (including the acquisition
of equipment and where necessary the construction of school

facilities) which are designed to meet the special educational

needs of such children.” (Section 123 (c) of P.L. 89-10 as

amended, underlining added)

More specific objectives have been stated by USOE as follows: "Special
educational assistance to help meet the most crucial needs of institutionalized
children should be direct-ed toward their rehabilitation and development into
self-respecting, law-abiding, useful citizens.” (HEW guide for planning
projects for children in institutions for neglected or delinquent children,

February, 1967.)
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Since then, more specific objectives have been formulated, such as that
stated in the FY 1977 Budget Justification: "funds are concentrated on re-
medial education and individualized instruction since these children are
generally two-to-four years behi: 1 their peers in educational achievement"

(page 67).

Prograr Operations

The Title I program for childrs. in institutions for neglected or delinquent
youth or in adult corrections facilities is administered by USOE, state

education agencies, the state agency responsible for educating children in

of October 22, 1975 as follows:

(1) "An institution for neglected children means a public or private
non-profit residential facility (other than a foster home) which
is operated primarily for the care of, for at least 30 days,
children who have been committed to the institution, or
voluntarily placed in the institution, and for whom the in-
stitution has assumed or been granted custodial responsibility
pursuant to applicable State law, because of the abandonment by,
neglect by, or death of, parents or pevsons acting in the place
of parents."

(2) "An institution for delinquent chi.dren means a public or private
non-profit residential facility osperated primarily for the care of
children who have been adjudicated to be delinquent and for whom

the average length of stay is at least 30 days."

institutions, and institutional or local education personnel. Such institutions

whose children are eligible to receive services are defined in the proposed rules
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(3) "Adult correctional institution means a residential institution in

which persons above and below the age of 21 are confined as a re-
sult of having been adjudicated to be delinquent or having been

convicted of a criminal offense."” (Federal Register, October 22, 1975)

A Title I grant is made to the agency (state or local) responsible for -educating
the children residing in such institutions.

Hence, some institutionalized N/D children receive Title I services through the

LEA within whose geographic boundaries their institutions are located. 1In this
case--that of approximately 69,000 N/D children attending local schools-~~the LEA's
grant is based on its concentration of children from low income families plus the
number of N/D children (aged 5-17) residing in institutions or foster homes in the
area (as determined by January caseload figures); expenditure of the grant funds
should be commensurate with those two proportions (HEW guide for planning projects
in institutions for N/D children).

Similarly, a state agency may be responsible for the education of children in in-
stitutions it operates or supports. It then, becomes the Title I grantee. Its
grant is based on the average daily attendance of children receiving free public
education in the institutions administered by that agency. The size of the grant
is stipulated in section 123(b) of the legislation to be that average daily atten-
dance figure multiplied by 40% of the state's average per pupil expenditure (or to
be no less than 80% of the U.S. average per pupil expenditure and no more than 120%
of the U.S. average).* (Further, Section 125 of the same legislation states that
1» State agency shall receive less than 100% of what it received the previous year-
a hold harmless.) In order to receive such grants, the local education agency**

must (1) identify

* Except for Puerto Rico whose grant does rnot have the 80% U.S. average expenditure
floor.
** ——_or state agency responsible for providing free public education to children in
the state institutions for neglected or delinquent youth. (Section 403(6) (B) of
P.L. 81-874 established the inclusion cf state agencies responsible for educating
the institutionalized children under the term "LEA" for purposes of Title I. Hence,

descriptions of duties and requirements of LEA's, with respect to Title I projects,
QO  apply also to those state agencies.) '
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the institutions whose children will be served, the number of such children,
and the age span of those children; (2) state the function of each such in-
stitution, the nature of its regular educational program, and the average length
of stay of the children; (3) describe the results of a nee s assessment of the
children and a priority ranking of those needs; (4) state the objectives of the
proposed program, the performance criteria, and the evaluation instruments and
techniques to be used; (5) describe the services to be provided to meet those
needs, the number of children to be served, their age and grade, and the in-
service training to be offered to staff; (6) state a budget for the proposed
project; (7) describe any construction activities to be undertaken with the
Title I funds and the use intended for such structures; and (8) list equipment

to be purchased with the Title I funds.
f

The state education agency aprroves those project applications from LEA's or

other state age .‘es which show evidence (1) that a needs assessment has been
made; (2) that the services are intended to meet the special educational needs
of children being served; (3) that the proposed project is of sufficient size,
scope, and quality to give substintial promise of meeting those needs; and (4)

that the services to be providel are not available from funds other than Title I.

Program Scope

The Title I program in institutions for neglected or delinquent children continues

to serve children from more institutions commensurate with its growth in funding.
(See earlier figures.) 1In 1969, 46,000 children in 251 state institutions re~-
ceived services under Title I. The program's scope grew to children in 287
state institutions in 1971, and the estimates for the current 197%5-76 school
year suggest that as many as 50,000 youngsters in 575 institutions will be

served.
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Similarly, the scope of the program in local schools has grown from 67,000
children in 1969 to 69,000 estimated fo: 1975-76. (Provision of Title I services
to children attending local schools is supported under the Part A Basic LEA grant
portion of the appropriations and is usually about one-fifth as large as that

appropriated to serve children in che state institutions.)

Program Effectiveness and Progress

The addition of this program to Title I in 1966 represented the first federal effort
to improve the educational experiences of children in institutions for the neglected
or delinquent. Just as the objectives for the program have evolved since that time
from a desire to "rehabilitate the children into self-respecting citizens" to a
more specific goal of remediating their special educational handicaps, so, too,

have the services changed. Althouyn there .s currently no information available at
the federal level on the program's overall success at meeting its objectives,* re-
view of several state annual evaluations suggests that the achievement of some

children is increasing at a rate faster than before they entered the institution.

Hence, several questions, in addition to the overall naticnal impact of the program,
remain unanswered. Although project and state evalnation reports suggest that the
children do learn at faster rates, the educators question how long benefits from the
Title I services are retained. What happens to the children when they leave the
program? Are they enrolled in other compensatory projects in their new surroundings?
A current GAO study is attempting to provide this information through follow-up in-
terviews with children and institution personnel. Results will be available by

Spring, 1976.

* A national evaluation is scheduled to begin January, 1976. Organized in two
phases, it will provide a comprehensive description of the Title I program in
State institutions for neglected or delinquent children and an analysis of the
impact of those services upon participating children.
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USOE also needs more information about the nature of regular institutional
educational programs, so that they know how Title I projects can best
supplement the regular programs. Site visits to 100 state institutions,
as well as interviews with a variety of state agency personnel, in the
first phase of a new national evaluation should provide information

addressing this area.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

A national evaluation is planned for early 1976 to provide information

not available at the State level. It has three major emphases: (1) the
operations of the program nationwide such as OE-SEA-SAA-institution
communication, institutional decisions about children to be served, measures
used to diagnose problems and services provided to resolve them, etc.,

(2) the ictual outcomes of services provided to the children, and (3) the
development of models for State evaluation. The first area of emphasis

will be covered in Phase I of the study, involving visits to 195 state
institutions, their administrative agency, and the state education agency.
Case reports will be written on each, and exemplary components of the Title I
program will be described. Such information will be available by

Decenber 1976. The second and third areas of emphasis, that of the impact
of the Title I services and model development, will be covered in Phase II
of the project, scheduled to run from January 1977 to August of 1978. This
phase will involve measuring the cognitive growth of the children at three

points during the year, as well as their effective development.

Sources of Information

Federal Register, October 22, 1975, pages 49349 - 51.

HEW Guide to Planning Projects, 1970.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Supplementary Educational Centers and Services; Guidance, Counseling
legislation: Expiration Date:

Title III of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965,

|
:
i
|
and Testing
|
|

June 30, 1976

as amended

| Funding History: Year Authorization* Appropriation

|
1966 $10¢,000,000 $ 75,000,000
1967 180,250,000 135,000,000
1968 515,000,000 187,876,000
1969 527,875,000 164,876,000
1970 566,500,000 116,393,000
1971 566,500,000 143,393,000
1972 592,250,000 146,393,000
1973 623,150,000 146,293,000
1974 623,150,000 146,393,000
1975 623,150,000 120,000,000
1976 350,000,000%+* 63,781,500%**

Program Goals and Objectives:

Title III provides funds to support local educational projects designed
to: (1) stimulate and assist in the provision of vitally needed educa-
tional services not available in sufficient quantity or quality; (2)
develop exemplary educational programs to serve as models for regular
school programs; and (3) assist the States in establishing and maintaining
programs of guidance, counseling, and testing. For purposes of Title III
an innovative project is defined as one which offers a new approach to the
geographical area and is designed to demonstrate a solution to a specific
need, and an exemplary project is one which has proven to be successful,
worthy of replication and one that can serve as a model for other systems.

*An amount of 3 percent of funds appropriated is authorized for allot-
ment to outlying areas, to schools operated by the Bureau of Tndian
Affairs and to overseas dependent schools operated by the Department
of Defense.

**ESEA, Title III is consolidated under Title IV Part C by P.L. 93-380.
Under P.L. 93-380, no funds are authorized for ESEA III in any year
in which funds are provided for by Title IV, Part C.

#**Under P.L. 93-380, in the first year in which appropriation are made
to Title IV, Part C, 50 percent of the funds so appropriated are
available to the States to carry out programs pursuant to the titles
included in the consolidation.
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Since FY 1971 85 percent of the Title III funds have been directly con-
trolled by the States. The only restrictions on the use of the State
administered funds are: (1) 15 percent rmst be used for projects for the
handicapped, and (2) experditures for guidance, counszling, and testing
purposes must be equal to at least 50 percent of the amounc expended by
each State from funds appropriated for FY 1970 for Title V-A of the
National Defense Education Act.

The remaining 15 percent of Title III funds are administered by the
Comissioner of Education, under Section 306, to support the development
by local school districts in each State of solutions to problems critical
to all or sewveral of the States.

In FY 1974 the Comissioner determmined, with advice from State and local
school personnel and representatives of national Title III organizations,
that a major thrust of Title III section 306 would be to foster the dissemi-
nation and implementation of exemplary projects. Although Title III's
Identification, Validation and Dissemination Strategy under the state nlan
partion would be continued, it handled intrastate dissemination only.
Accordingly, to assure that successful programs developed with OE support in
one location would be adopted and implemented in school districts with similar
needs across the nation, a nuber of grants under section 306 were awarded to
fund (1) the establishment of a national diffusion adoption network, and (2)
the implementation of exemplary projects in a number of new sites through

the use of packaged projects called Project Information Packages or through
other means.

Through the "Identification, Validation, Dissemination" strategy (IVD)

states use three criteria -- effectiveness, exportability and cost effective-
ness -~-- to determine the success of Title III projects. Projects are
validatedi through an on-site visit by three or more out-of-state trained
validators who . validate the evidence presented by the local schoo?
district. Projects meecing these criteria then become part of a pool of
exemplarv ,rojects for dissemination to other school districts within

the respective State.

The Diffusion Adoption Network was intended to disseminate and pranocte the
implementation of exemplary programs nation-wide. The Network was estab-
lished through the award of grants to 33 project developer sites called

Developer/Demonstrators (DD's) and to 54 State Facilitators (SF's) located
in 30 states.

Develcper/Demonstrators represent local school district sites where
exemplary projects were developed and are currently operating. DD's respon-
sibilities as participants in the Network include: (1) preparing and
disseminating information about their project, (2) providing training

and technical assistance to adopting districts, and (3) providing cbserva-
tion opportunities for potential adopter sites. State Facilitators, also
.ocal school districts, are responsible for: (1) working closely with
State Departments of Education and Developer/Demonstrators to match the
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needs of school d'stricts in their respective states with DD projects, (2)
providing information about DD prcjects to interested school districts, and
(3) helpingtodefrayoostsoftrairﬁngorintroducingﬂxenewwogramin
the adoption site.

Related to the exenplary project dissemination and implementation thrust
in FY 1974 was the support of the field test of six Project Information
Packages (PIPs) in 17 school districts throughout the country. Each
Project Informetion Package was designed to provide all of the informa-
tion a school district would need to implement and operate an exemplary
education project. The PIP effort was designed to investigate whether
through carefully packaging and describing the key features and project
implementation processes of successful projects (in campensatory
education), the PIP could serve as the primary transmitter of each suc-
cessful project, with a minimm of involvement by the staff at the
developer site.

Another significant thrust in FY 1974 was in the area of child abuse and
neglect. Here, three model training programs were designed to prepare
teachers to identify children who are victims of child abuse and neglect,
to make proper referral of these children to other i viduals or agencies
for help and to work more effectively with such children in their classrooms
avd with the children's parents.

In FY 1975 the Comissioner decided to continue to foster the dissemination
and implementation of exemplary projects through the same activities as
indicated above for FY 1974. In addition to continuing the exemplary project
dissemination and implementation thrust, the Comissioner announced two

new major priority areas for the discretionary portion (Section 366) of
ESEA, Title III in FY 1975. The first, designated the Early Childhood
Outreach Program, was to be implemented by awarding a number of grants to
local school districts to enable the schools to assume a new role in assist-
ing parents and parenting persons, such as day care center and nursery
school workers, babysitters, and other persons having direct contact with
young children to respand more effectively to their needs. The second

new priority in FY 1975 was to support projects to train local school
administrators in the application of performance-based management techniques
to assure optimal use of limited resources to meet the most critical
education needs in their schools.

Program Operations:

The state plan portion of Title III, 85% of the funds, are administered
directly by the states in the form of grants to local school districts.
Under this State Plan portion of Title III, states qualify for funding
by submitting an annual State Plan to the U.S. Comissioner of Educaticn
for approval, following the requirements set forth in the program regula-
tions. These regulations require that state plans shall: (1) identify




127

critical educational needs, (2) develop evaluation strategies, (3) provide
for the dissemination of information about projects determined to be

innovative, exemplary, and of high quality and (4) review and fund projects
based on the state's assessed educational needs. Following approval of the
State Plans, funds are then allocated on the basis of a population formula.

Under the federal discretionary portion of Title III fifteen percent of each
state's Title III allotment is awarded, through a national campetitive process,
directly to local school districts from the Federal office. Of each such
State allotment, fifteen percent is designated by law far the support of
demonstration projects addressing improved approaches to the education of
handicapped children.

Program _Scope:

In the State Plan portion (85%) of Title III, over 1,600 demonstration
projects that involved 7.0 million students were funded in FY 1973. Informa-
tion concerning the number of projects and students involved for FY 1974

and FY 1975 is not available at this time.

In the federal discretionary portion (15%) of Title III, the emphasis in
FY 1974 was placed on the dissemination and adoption of successful educa-
tional projects. Of the 238 grants awarded in FY 1974, about 167 wers
awarded for this purpose; 36 were for the inproved eiucation of handicapped
children; three were for training teachers to deal more effectively with
victims of child abuse; and 32 were continuations of various types of
projects funded the year before. In FY 1975, 140 grants were awarded to
disseminate and pramote the adoption and implementation of proven educa-
tional practices. Forty-one early childhood outreach projects were funded;
39 for programs for the handicapped, 25 in the area of performance-based
management, five to improve mathematics achievement of disadvantaged
children, three in the area of child abuse, and seven in other areas.

Whereas the primary target population of Section 306 grants has traditionally
been elementary and secondary school age children, funding strategies in

FY 1974 and 1975 3w a sialt to teachers, administrators, and parents as

the primary target in many grant categories. In FY 1974, about 76 percent
of the persms directly served by the diffusion grants were teachers and 24
percent administrators and camunity people. The target population of the
early childhood outreach projects is parents of preschool children; of
performance-based management training, local school administratars; and

of child abuse projects, classroom teachers.

Of the 17 grants to school districts for the purpose of implementing a

successful project via z rir, approximately 53 schools and 3,500 students
were the beneficiaries. 1

L e e
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Program Effectiveress and Progress:

The discretionazy and State Plan portions of Title III fund diverse
types of projects with a variety of goals. It is therefore not possible

nor desirable to assess overall program effectiveness in terms of impact on a

few student outcames. Although the usual image of Title III is that of
a demonstration program, the legislation has fram the beginning included
language which calls for the provision of services. The importance of
the service aspects of the program increased when the merger of Title
IIT with NDE\ V-A in 1970 permanently set aside a portion of the funds
for the maintenance of programs in guidance, counseling and testing.
Notwithstanding the legitimacy of local projects providing services,
most parties concerned with the national dbjectives of the law (i.e.
the Congress, OE, the National Advisory Council on Supplementary Plans
and Services) have stressed those aspects of the programs which foster
the demonstration and spreading of good, innovative practices in
education.

In the earlier years of Title III the President's .ational Advisory
Council expressed some concern that the program was @ mphasizing services
rather than innovation, (Annual Report, 1969) . However ir. later reviews
(Annual Report, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974) the Advisory Council found the
record nore encouraging on the basis of selected projects and in 1974
reported that "as the portion of ESEA providing local school districts
with the seed money they need to find innovative answers to educational
problems, Title III has proved its worth.”

Aspects of the continuation question have been explored in early years by
Hearn (1969), Polemeni (1969) and later by Brightman (1971). Brightman
found that 76 percent of the projects funded for three years between 1968
and 1971 were continued at least in part after federal funding was with-
drawn. The continuation question is currently being investigated further
by the RAND corporation, under contract to the U.S. Office of Education,
as part of a study currently in progress entitled Federal Programs Sup-
porting Educational Change. The results of this investigation should shed
further light on the continuation issue.

vhether or not Title III projects have served as models which other schools
or districts have adopted fully or in part has been a difficult question
for researchers to answer because project pecple oftentimes do not know
whether or not interested parties have in fact been able to replicate
their Title III projects. Brightman (1971) found that when school super-
intendents were asked if their projects 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 projects had been adopted in part by
the other school districts, 45.4% answered "YES", 13.3% answered "NO",
vhile a surprising 41.0% were uncertain. These figures represent cuper-
intendents' opinions, which are probably based in most cases on an
expression of intent fram other districts. No attenpt was made in this
study to verify that projects had, in fact, been adopted elsewhere in
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full or in part. Further examination of this issue is included in the
study of Federal Program Supporting Educational Change (in progress).
Preliminary findings fram this study indicate that for projects funded
between 1970-73 and 1971-1974 there has been very little activity by the
projects or the States to disseminate the projects within or outside the
school district which developed the project. Althcugh the National
Advisary Council, in its latest report (1974), noted that much progress
has been made in the identification and validation of Title III projects,*
it recamended that rore attention needed to be paid to disseminating
infomation on Title III projects that work.

In keeping with this recamendation, the National Diffusion Network was
established to enable successful educational projects to be spread to
other school districts across the nation. In adiition, grants were
awarded to 17 school districts for the implementatiun of one or more
exenplary campensatory education project(s) through the use of a Projert
Information Package (PIP).

Important steps in the diffusion-adoption process employed by the Network
include creating awareness in new school settings of the successful projects,
arousing interest in specific projects, and securing cammitment to adopt or
adapt an appropriate project that meets local needs. Participating in
training to implement a project is the first activity in which a new school
site is inwolved after it cammits itself to adopting a project. During the
first year of the Network's operation approximately 12,500 individuals
(including teachers, adninistrators, and cammunity members) fram 1,400 local
public and private educational agencies received training at an average cost
of $575 per person. The national scope of this delivery system is reflected
by the fact that Developer or Facilitator projects were operational in 40
States,

An evaluation of the Network's operations and effectiveness as a delivery
systen for varied types of projects and the extent to which it contributes
to the adoption and implementation of projects in full or in part elsewhere
is currently in progress. The study which began in July 1975 is being con-
ducted by Stanford Research Institute under contract to USQE. Effectiveness
data pertaining to the Network is consecuently not available at this time.

* Title III's IVD strategy has resulted in 271 validated projects: 107 in

FY 1973, 84 in FY 1974 and 80 in FY 1975. Seventy-three of these validated
projects have further becn submitted to and approved by the Office of Education
and NIE's Joint Dissemination Review Panel for national dissemination.
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The other major activity funded with Title III FY 74 and FY 75 dis-
cretionary money was the implementation of PIP projects in 17 school
districts throughout the country. Preliminary evidence to date fram

a USCE sponsored study examining PIP project implementation indicates
that after five months time all projects installed via a Project
Information Package, with one exception, were well irplemented and
received by the project schools. (For more information about this effort
see the evaluation report for che Packaging and Field Testing Program .
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Addendum: Federal Programs Supporting Chang-

ESEA Title IIT is but ane of several Federal programs aimed at
pramoting educational change in schools by paying for the costs

of immovative projects for a trial period. Title III expires June
30, 1976 but its successor, ESEA Title IV Part C, and other change
agent programs will continue. In addition, a new Federal program,
the Special Projects Act, began in FY 76. An on—-going evaluation
being conducted by the RAND Corporation is locking at four charge
agent programs: Title III, Right-to-Read, Vocational Education,
Part D and ESEA Title VII, Bilingual Education. The purpose of the
study is, in brief, to identify the nature, permanence and extent

of dissemination of innovations that are associated with the foregoing
programs and with various federal, state and local practices. School
district projects stidied include ones with foci of reading, career
education, bilingual education, classroam organization (e.g. open
classroams) , and staff develcpment (e.., training teachers to use
behavior modification techniques). Some of the key preliminary
results are summarized below.

The most striking and far-reaching conclusion from the RAND study to
date is that school districtsundertaking change in conjunction with ¢ e
of the federal programs, frequently do not follow what have been
assuved to be the logical steps of identifying & local need or
problem, searching for alternative solutions, inplementing a well-
defined innovation, assessing the results and using them to make

a judgnent about permanent incorporation of the innovation into the
schools sytem. The fact that deviations from these steps were
frequently cbserved may imply that same fundamentally different
approaches to bringing about changes in schools will be needed.

During the initiation stage, innovative projects seem to be of two
types: opportunistic (designed primarily to take advantage of the
availability of external funding with relatively little LEA commitment
to project goals) or prablem-solving (when the project is seen as
helping meet local needs). It is gererally true that the innovations
associated with ogportunistic prejeccs do not become incorporated into
school systems while the problem-sol ring anes do. The difficulty facing
the Federal govermment or other funk.ng agencies is how to distinguish
the two types prior to grant award.

A secard noteworthy finding is that even in cases where the LEA follows

the problem-solving approaches, it does not ordinarily make a broad search
for alternatives. Apparently local administrators are skeptical about
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and prefer to use information or treatments already known to

local district perse nel. Information about practices elsewhere
seldan goes beyond the level of simple awareness. Even when an
innovation is basically new to a district, there is apreference

for doing further developmental work (eg. local production of
instructional materials) and adgpting the innovation to what are
seen as peculiar local conditions. The fact that LEAs do not at
present make broad searches for alternatives must certainly impede
the spread of worthy imovations. Advocates of large-scale dis-
semination activities will have to address this limitation as well as
the perceived and perhaps real need to make major local adaptations
of innovations.

Successful project implementation was characterized by mutual adapta-
tion in which the innovation was modified to suit local conditions and
the formal and informal organizational relationshipes among staff and
among teachers and students were also altered. Unsuccessful implementa-
tions took several fomms: in some cases, the whole project broke dawn
early with no implementation at all; in other cases, the implementation
was only pro fomma or such that the innovation was coopted by the local
participants and traditional practices were continued but mislabled

as irnovation.

The RAND study examined the factors which are condicive to successful
implementation andwhile the results are too numerous to discuss in this
short summary it may be noted that Federal policies had little effect,
oane way or the other, on project implementation. That is, while the
Federal change agent policy clearly stimulated the initiation of
innovative projects, Federal policies had little effect upon

upon the quality or seriousness of the implementation efforts. This
result is probably to be expected given the fairly minimal involvement of
the Federal personnel in local projects.

132
the reported "success" of educational methods in other districts

Decisions to continue an innovative project or incorporate same or all
features of the innovation into the mainstreams of district practice

were based upon how LEA officials perceived the project--whether it

was (1) "successful", (2) affordable, (3) important to the district's
priorities, and (4) politically acceptable. In the case of opportunistic
projects, the answers to the first three points were usually negative, while
in the case of problem-solving projects the answer to all four were often
positive. It is important to note that the superintendent's perception

of project "success" seemed to reflect attitudes formed during initia-

tion of the project rather than after evaluation, which was seldam
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considered seriously. This is consistent with the finding that the
initial adoption of an innovation usually results from a subjective
process rather than the consideration of evidence of success generated
from tryouts of the innovation in other settings.

Even when districts do not continue projects, the innovation might be
continued at the classroom level, especially when the innovation replaced
existing practice rather than being a supplemental activity. Thus,
incorporation into the mainstream was more likely when projects had the
following characteristics: an emphasis on training rather than on the
introduction of new technology, training focused on practical class-
roan issues-rather than on theoretical concepts, and local develop-

ment of materials rather than reliance on outside consultants.

The dissemination of successful ideas and activities is usually seen as an
impartant role for change agent programs. The RAND study results are only
preliminary in this area but indications are that few districts engage

in inter-district dissemination. This, of course, may be the natural
corollary of the finding that LEAs seldam look outside their own districts
for information and guidance. A surprising finding, however, is how little
intra-district diffusion of change agent project strategies and materials
there was.




results were presented in a report in the spring of 1975. The purpose of
the second phase of the study (in progress) is to determine the extent to
whi:h 11t1es IIT and VII projects are continued after federal funding has
expired.

2. Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information Packages

134
Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:
1. Federai Programs Supporting Educational Change

The purpose of the first phase of this study is to examine four

federally funded programs (Title III and the other demonstration programs)
designed to introduce and spread innovative practices in the schools and
identify what tends to promote various kinds of changes in schools and what
doesn't. To answer this question the study examined school characteristics,
project characteristics, project implementation strategies and federal
program management. This phase of the study has been completed and the

The purpose of this two year study is to evaluate the process by which
packaged educational projects are implemented in order to determine the
viability of disseminating exemplary projects for implementation v, school
districts via an exportable package. The first year of the evaluation has
been compieted. It focused on the instaliation and operation of the packaged
educational approaches. The focus for the second year of the study (in
process) is to determine the impact of the projects on student achievement
and to explore the school districts intentions for continuing the projects
after federal funding is withdrawn. Results are presented in the first
year report which is expected in the winter of 1976 while the final report
of the field test evaluation is expected in the winter of 1977.

3. Evaluation of the National Diffusion-Adoption Network

of the various participant groups in the Network (i.e., Developers,
Facilitators, State Education Agencies and school districts) and examine
the following aspects of the Network operations:

the adoption process--how adoptions occur and what time, effort,
and cost factors are associated with successful adoptions.

the mediating process--what tactics and strategies are used by
developers and facilitators to diffuse the DRP--approved programs
and how these differ in effectiveness.

|
|
|
|
|
|
The purpose of this study (in progress) is to examine the operations 1
|
;
|
1
context and receptivity--what factors tend to predispose a Local |
Education Agency to interact with others in the Network and to {
adopt one of the available programs. %
program features--what types of programs lend themselves to dif- j
fusion through the Network and to successful adoption by interested
Local Education Agencies.
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On the basis of information relevant to each of these major aspects of
Network operations, the Network's impacts on Local Education Agencies
and State Education Agencies will be examined in order to assess its
overall effectiveness in stimulating the sharing of successful programs.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Annual State Reports, ESEA Title III.

Berman, P., and M. W. McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Educational
Change, Volume II: The Finds In Review: The Rand Corporation, Santa
Monica, California, 1975.

Berman, P. and E. W. Pauly, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change,
Volume II: Factors Affecting Change Agent Projects: The Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California, 19/5.

Consolidated Program Information Reports (Office of Education reporting
form for program data). (Study under auspices of NCES)

Greenwood, P. W., D. Man, and M. W. McLaughlin, Federal Programs... Volume III
The Process of Change: ...1975.

Hearn, Normea. Innovative Educational Programs: A Study of the Influence
of Selected Variabies Upon thelr Continuation Following the Termination
of lhree Year Iitle .

rants.

National Diffusion/Adoption Network: A First Year Formative Look: Magi
Educational Services, Port Chester, New York, October 19/5.

Norman, Douglas and Balyeat, Ralph. "Whither ESEA III?" Phi Delta Kappan,
November, 1973.

President's National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers and Services,
PACE: Transition of a Concept, First Annual Report. 1969.

The Rocky Road Called Innovation. Second

Annual Report, 19/C.
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President's National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers and Services.
Educational Reform Through Innovation, Third Annual Report, 1971.

Time for a Progress Report, Fourth Annual Report,

1972.

Annual Report, ESEA Title III, Fifth Annual Report,
1973.

Sharing Educational Success, Sixth Annual Report,
1977.

Innovation in Education, bimonthly reports.

Polemeni, Anthony J. A Study of Title III Projects, Elementary and Secondar
Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 83-531 {89-10]), After the Approved Funding Periods.
RpriT, 1969.

Stearns, M.S., Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information Packages:
Volume I Viability of Packaging: Stanford Researcﬁ Institute, MenTo ParE.
alifornia, 1975.
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Program Name:

- Strengthening State and Local Education Agencies

Legislation: Expiration Date:

ESEA Title V, amended June 30, 1978

Section 104 of P.L. 93-380

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation
1966 25,000,000 17,000,000
1967 30,000,000 22,000,000
1968 65,000,000 29,750,000
1969 80,000,000 29,750,000
1970 90,000,000 29,750,000
1971 110,000,000 29,750,000
1972 140,000,000 33,000,000
1973 150,000,000 53,000,000
1974 150,000,000 39,425,000
1975 150,000,000 39,425,000
1976 * 19,712,500

Program Goals and Objectives

The purpose of ESEA Title V is to provide assistance for strengthening
the leadership resources of State and local educational agencies and
their capabilities in comprehensive planning and evaluation. Three
grant programs are authorized:

1. Part A, authorizes the Commissioner to make grants to stimulate
and assist States in strengthening the leadership resources of
their education agencies and to assist these agencies in estab-
1ishing and improving programs to identify and meet their
educational needs. The statute provides an illustrative list
of kinds of activities that can be supported. This list includes
planning and evaluation, consultztive services and technical
assistance to LEAs, research and demonstration, dissemination,
education data systems and inservice training, among other kinds
of activities. Thus, the legislative purpose is broadly defined,
with determination of specific objectives left tc the States.

o funds authorized:; consolidated b¥_ Title IV, P.L. 93-380, into Educational
Innovation and Support Grants. In FY 1976 fifty percent of funds will be

administered in categorical programs and the remainder will be distributed to
States to be used under Title IV within the purposes of ESEA Title III, V, and
Section 807 and 808 at their discretion, with a maximum of 15 percent or the
amount received in FY 1973 that can be used by the States for Title V purposes.
In FY 1977 all of the funds will be distributed as Innovation and Support
grants, #iii. a maximum of 15 percent or the FY 1973 amount available for

Title V purposes.
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2. Part B authorizes grants, beginning in FY 1970, to local educa-
tion agencies to assist in strengthening their leadership resources
and in establishing and improving programs to identify and meet
the educational needs of their districts.

3. Part C authorizes grants, beginning in FY 1971, to State and local
education agencies to assist them in improving their planning and
evaluation capabilities toward the end of promoting progress in
achievement of opportunities for high-quality educaticn for all
segments of the populetion.

Program Operations

Ninety-five percent of the Title V, Part A, appropriation is available to
State educational agencies as basic formula grants.* Of this amount, one percent
is set aside for distribution to the outlying areas on the basis of need

as determined by the Commissioner of Education. The remainder is distributed
to the States, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico by a formula

which divides 40 percent of the amount equally and 60 percent on the basis

of the number of public school pupils in each State. The grants are made

to each SEA on the basis of project applications. OE approval of these

State Applications is required, following a determination that they con-

form to the purposes of Title V. The remaining five percent of the
appropriation is reserved for special project grants (competitive) to State
education agencies to enable groups of these agencies to develop their
leadership capabilities through experimental projects and to solve high
priority problems common to all or several of the States.

The States have continued their activities to improve their leadership
resources and services to local education agencies and, through investiga-
tions of alternatives to their organizational and governance structures,
have implemented changes in these structures and in operating procedures.

Part B has never been funded. Since Part B purposes are included in the
Title IV consolidation provisions, they can be funded in the future at the
discretion of the States.

Planning and evaluation activities authorized in Part C were initially

funded under authority of Section 411, General Education Provisions Act,

with flat grants to each State Education agency to assist in developing

and strengthening their planning and evaluation capabilities. Beginning in

FY 1973, this activity was funded under authority of Title V, Part C, extend-

ing eligibility for grants to local education agencies. After a one |
percent set-aside for outlying areas, available funds are distributed

by a formula which divides 40 percent of the amount equally to each State
and 60 percent on the basis of total population of the State. . Grants are
made to State and local education agencies on the basis of applications.
Local applications must be submitted through the State education agency
for review and recommendations. Federal funds may not exceed 75 percent
of the cost of activities covered in an application. Applications must

¥ Beginning in FY 1970. Prior to 1970, eighty-five percent of the appropria-
tion was distributed to the States as basic formula grants.
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include a statement of educational needs of the State or local area tu be
served and describe the program for meeting those needs.

The strategy of the states has shifted from earlier emphasis on development
of planning and evaluation units in the State Education Agencies to the
development of planning and evaluation capabilities at the local level.

Program Scope

The education agencies of the states and outlying areas have used their
formula grant funds under Part A to strengthen their services to local
education agencies, such as identification and dissemination of success-
ful practices, pianning and installing up-to-date curricula in the schools,
and improving plauning and evaluation strategies and administration.
Three-fourths of the grant funds were used for salaries to provide man-
power for State agency operations with major emphasis on (1§ development
and extension of comprehensive planning and evaluation at both State and
local levels; (2} establishment and extension of regional centers to pro-
vide local educational agencies with & greater variety of instructional
equipment, materials, and services and with technical assistance for the
improvement of management; and (3) introduction of new areas of leadership
and service, such as state-wide labor negotiations, schecol finance planning,
and development of curriculums in new areas.

The five percent set-aside from Part A funds for special projects funded

28 projects in FY 1975, including 16 conditionally approved for two years

to effect an orderly transition to the partial implementation of consolida-
tion as provided in Title IV, Part C of ESEA. Eight regional 1interstate
projects were continued, implementing programs dealing with regional problems,
such as staff development programs for State agency staffs in the New England
states, development of community leadership and services in the Rocky Mountain
states, and the development of procedures and materials for use of LEAs in
training staff for education evaluation. Projects were continued to support
the Seminar for Chief State School Officers and training for new members of
State Boards of Education.

Part C funds were used to continue activities to strengthen planning

and evajuation capabilities, with particular attention to development

of such capabilities at the local level. Special efforts were directed
toward development of coordinated State and local planning and evaluation
systems. Thirty-six states supported training programs for planning and
evaluation staff and ten states supported development of planning and evalua-
tion models at the local level. Sixteen metropolitan local education
agencies participated directly in programs establishing planning and
evaluation units which coordinated their efforts with the State agencies.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

The Title V objective to strengthen State Departments of Education poses
problems in terms of measuring effectiveness of the program. The legisla-
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lation suggests, but does not mandate, ways in which the States might use the
funds to strengthen thefr education agencies.

One study evaluated the program in terms of its impact on basic institutional
change in the SEAs (Murphy, 1973). In-depth case studies in three states,

and a less intensive review of developments in six others, formed the basis

for the study. This study found significant variations in the impact of

Title V on strengthening SEAs from State to State, but the program helped

f111 gaps in services and management and enabled states to give more attention
to some kinds of activities than they could have on their own. Expansion

took place largely in traditional areas rather than in developing new roles

and activities. The author concluded that this finding was more 1ikely

due to the way complex organizations behave than to any particular administrative
shortcomings at the Federal or State levels. While this study makes a contri-
bution to the theory of the institutional change process in bureaucracies,

the small number of State agencies studied and the primary focus upon "institu-
tional reform" does somewhat 1imit conclusions which can be drawn from the
study.

A study published by the Office of Education in 1973, State Departments
of Education and Federal Programs, reviewed changes in State Departments

of Education in recent years and, while finding wide variations in the
quantity and auality of leadership services, reported emerging trends

toward long-range planning, needs assessment, and establishment of priorities;
improved coordination with related agencies at Federal, State, and local
levels and with outside groups; development of new approaches to research

and development; improved evaluation capabilities; and more emphasis

on providing leadership and technical assistance to local education agencies.
The study also reported significant change in the kinds and numbers of
personnel in the State agencies.

Source of Evaluation Data:

1. Murphy, Jerome T. Grease the Squeaky Wheel: A Report on the Implemen-
tation of Title V of the Elemen%ar and Secondar Eaucat1on Act of 1965,
Grants to Strengthen State Department of Education. Center for Educational

Policy Research, Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1973.

2. Advisory Council on State Departments of Education. Annual Reports,
1966-1970.

3. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education
State Departments of Education and Federal Programs, 1972.

4, . State Departments of Education, State Boards of
Egggat1on. and Chief State school Officers, Publication No. (OE) 73-07400,

5. Annual State Reports, ESEA V.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Bilingual Education

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Bilingual Education Act September 30, 1978

Title VII, ESEA

Funding History: Year Authorization: Appropriation:
FY 68 $ 15,000,000 0
FY 69 30,000,000 7,500,000
FY 70 40,000,000 21,250,000
FY 1 80,000,000 25,000,000
FY 72 100,000,000 35,000,000
FY 73 135,000,000 45,000,000 %/
FY 74 135,000,000 %/ 58,350,000 l/
FY 75 135,000,000 2/ 85,000,000 1/
FY 76 140,000,000 2/ 97,770,000 4/

Program Goals and Objectives:

The Bilingual Education Program, as legislated in Public Law 90-247 of
January 2, 1968, was a discretionary grant program whose primary purpuse

was to provide financial assistance to local educational agencies to develop
and carry out "new and imaginative elementary and secondary school programs"
designed to meet the special educational needs of children of 1imited English-
speaking ability who came from low income families.

Other authorized activity included research projects, the development and
dissemination of special instructional materials, the acquisition of necessary
teaching materials and the provision of pre-service training for funded class-
room projects.

Public Law 93-380 of August 21, 1974, in its extensive revision of Bilingual
Education Act (Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act)

1/ Of this amount $9,8/0,000 was released and made available for obligation
FY 74.

2/ Plus sums authorized for the provisions of Section 721(b)(3) of P.L. 93-380.

1/ Amount shown is after congressionally authorized reductions.

4/ Includes funds earmarked by the Congress to carry out the provisions of
Part J of the Vocational Education Act. An amount of $2,800,000 was
appropriated for tkis purpose each year.
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expanded the program's purpose and scope, and the definition of those children
who are expected to benefit from the program. The new law declares it to be
the policy of the United States, in order to establish equal educational
opportunity for all children, to encourage the establishment and operation of
bilingual educational programs at the preschool, elementary, and secondary
levels to meet the educational needs of children of limited English-speaking
ability, and to demonstrate effective ways of providing instruction for

those children designed to enable them, while using their native language,

to achieve competence in the English language.

Program objectives sppear to be three-fold in P.L. 93-380. 1) The legis-
lation presents a policy of encouraging the establishment and operation of
programs using bilingual education practices, techniques and methods. To
that end, financial assistance will be provided to enable local educational
agencies "to develop and carry out such programs in elementary and secondary
schools, including activities at the preschool level, which are designed

to meet the education needs of such children; and to demonstrate effec-

tive ways of providing for children of limited English-speaking ability
instruction designed to enable them, while using their native language, to
achieve competence in the English language." 2) The legislation obliges the
Commissioner of Education to "...establish, publish, and distribute, with re-
spect to programs of bilingual education, suggested models with respect to
pupil-teacher ratios, teacher qualifications, and other factors affecting he
quality of instruction offered in such programs." 3) Part A of the legislation
focuses in part on training programs for perszonnel who sre preparing to par-
ticipate or are already participating in bilingual education programs. This
training component is in addition to the "auxiliary and supplementary"
training activities which must be part of each bilingual-education program
funded by Title VII.

The thrust of the legislation is reinforced by the Interim Rules and Regula-
tions (Fiscal Year 1975) for the Title VII Program, as published in the
Federal Register on March 12 and June 24, 1975. Section 123.12 ("Authorized
Activities") refers to "Planning for...the development of bilingual educa-
tion programs...designed to meet the special educational needs of children of
limited English-speaking ability in schools having a high conccriration of
such children frow low income families...including research projects, pilot
projects, resource centers, materials development centers, and dissemination/
assegssment centers designed to test the effectiveness of plans so developed
and to develop and disseminate special instructional materials (including tests)
for use in bilingual education programs.'" The Regulations later refer in
detail to "high quality programs for training bilingual education personnel"
and to several categories of training grants and fellowships for this purpose.
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The legislative emphasis and .he new Rules and Regulations reflect in part
the experience of the program's operation since 1969 and the resuits of
formal evaluations conducted at the national level by OFE and at the local
Tevel by the Title VII projects. Those findings have consistently pointed
to two areas where there are critical shortages of the resources needed to
implement effective programs. One shortage pertains to adequately trained
teachers for bilingual education; the other perceived shortage refers to
appropriate curricular materials for those programs. The Department's
response has been defined as the "capacity-building" strategy, which is
directed at using significant amounts of Title VII program resources (1)

to encourage the training of teachers for bilingual education projects and
of training the teachers of those teachers, and (2) to promote the materials-
development, assessment and dissemination aspects of the nationa®l program.
Implementation of the capacity-building strategy through Fiscal Year 1975
grants is further detailed in the Program Scope section below, but it 1is
worth noting at this point that 37 grants for teacher-training projects

were made in Fiscal Year 1975 to institutions of higher education, to a
consortium thereof, or to a local school board. Furthermore, 19 yrants

to centers under the capacity-building strategy were made in Fiscal Year
1975, 1ncluding awards for Resource Centers, Materials-Development Centers,
Assessment Centers and Dissemination Centers. Although this effort must
also be viewed in relatifon to increased funding levels for the Title VII
program, it represents a far greater effort than in years past, in terms

of the number and dollar amounts of grants, to address the urgent operational
needs of bilingual educatfon projects through the national bilingual program.

Program Operations

The Title VII program operates on the basis of the Bilingual Education Act
under Public Law 93-380 (Education Amendments of 1974), and of Rules arnd
Regulations which are published in The Federal Register. The Rules and
Regulations provide detail on program purpose and procedures, describe
categories of activities for which grants are to be made during that fiscal
year, and present the criteria and related point totals tc be used 1in
Judging proposals for grants. Grants may be made at any time during the
fiscal year after publication of the Rules and Regulations, but are usually
made near the end of the fiscal year. The program is forward-funded, which
means that funds appropriated and obligated in a given fiscal year may be
used by grant recipients during the school year immediately following.

The Lau vs. Nichols decisfion has given 1icreasea visibility to, and public

awareness of, bilingual education, thus increasing the program staff's 1
activities in providing information on recommended practices. Increased 1
|
|

State involvement in bilingual evaluation has had a similar effect in terms
of requests for information and other technical assistance.
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The Commiss?auner is authorized to make payments to the Secretary of the
Interior for bilingual education projects to serve children on reservations,
which have elementary and secondary schools for Indian children operated or
funded by the Department of the Interior.

Part A of Public Law 93-380 authorizes grants for (1) establishment opera-
tion and improvement of bilingual education programs; (2) auxiliary and
supplementary community and educational activities, including adult-education
and preschool programs; (3) training programs for personnel preparing to
participate in, or already participating in, bilingual education programs,
and auxiliary and supplementary training programs which must be included in
each bilingual education program for personnel preparing to participate in,
or already participating in, bilingual education programs; and (4) planning,
technical assistance, and "other steps" towards development of such programs.

Grants under Part A may be made to local educational agencies or to institu-
tions of higher education. Until Fiscal Year 1976, institutions of higher
education had to apply for grants jointly with one or more local education
agencies, but this is no longer true for grants for training activities.

Part A thus authorizes grants for training to institutfons of higher educa-
tion (including junior colleges and community colleges), to local educational
agencies, and to State educagiona1 agencies. Part A also provided further
detail on mandated and authorized training activities for current or prospec-
tive teachers of bilingual education or for the persons who will themselves
teach and counsel such perscns.
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Program Scope

The Fiscal Year 1975 appropriation for ESEA, Title VII was $85,000,000. In
addition to support for regular Title VII program operations, this amount
included $730,000 transferred to the National Center for Educational Statis-
tics to initiate a national needs assessment, and $100,000 for the operation
of the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education. )

Since this program is forward funded, FY 1975 funds primarily support activi-
ties occurring during scnool year 1975-76. 5/

From the amount available, $52,836,176 was obligated for 319 grants to LEA's
for the operation of classraom demonstration projects at the elementary and
secondary school levels. Of these grants, 68 were new and 251 had funding
under this title in the previous year. It should be noted here that the

FY 1975 Interim Regulations introduced a new concept in the administration

of demonstration qrants, the "project-period." Under this concept, award
recipients are assured of continued funding depending upor the availability
cf funds for a given number of years--i.e., the project period. During
success-.¢ 2ars of the project period, recipients will not have to compete
for fun s 2 ainst new applicants, although continued funding will depend upon
satisfactory performance during the preceding year. It is understood that at
the end of the project period, a grant recipient will have achieved the stated
purpcses of its application. The project period for grant recipients in FY
197% rarged from one to five years.

The 319 classroom projects funded have enrolled an estimated 162,124 children.
There are 44 languages served in these demcnstrations, including 10 Indo
European, 17 Asian and Pacific, and 17 Native American languages.

In this fiscal year, demonstration recipients were also eligible for two
categories of training funds: dinservice training of personnel participating
in the demonstrations, and preservice training (traineeships). 6/

An amount of $5,245,416 was awarded to the demonstration grant recipients

for inservice training benefiting nearly 14,000 teachers, aides, and adminis-
trators. In addition. $6,546,000 was awarded for traineeships. The LEA's,
in turn, awarded grants averaging $2,000 to 3,273 to recipients whom they
selected.

5/ The FY 1974 supplemental appropriation of $8,000,000 for ESEA, Title VIi
was not obligated until FY 1975. Because awards were for activities occurring
in school year 1974-75, the impact of this supplemental is not included in
the discussion above, which deals with school year 1975-75.
6/ After FY 1975, 1t is anticipated that LEA's will no longer recei - 3rants
from which they would award traineeships. These grants will go instead
to institutions of higher education conducting suitable programs of study,
and they will award the traineeships to qualified applicants.
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For all teacher-training activities, $22,141,999 was obligated including those
amounts cited above for inservice training and traineeships. In addition,

65 awards were made to institutions of higher education for training-related
purposes. Thirty institutions received grants totaling $3,000,000 for the award
of fellowships to graduate students preparing to train bilingual-education
teachers. A total of 474 students received fellowships of $6,000 each.
Another $3,790,000 was obligated to 35 institutions of higher learning for
program development. Finally, within the training total, $3,560,583 was
obligated for training resource centers. Seven centers received grants
averaging $508,655, and will train at least 6,000 bilingual education class-
room personnel.

The total amount obligated for training and the range of training activities

supported 4in FY 1975 under this title represent a significant depariure from

previous years when relatively small amounts were obligated anc then only

for inservice training associated with demonstrations. For example, in

FY 1974, about 10% of the available funds were obligated for training com-

pared to 26% in FY 1975. This difference results in part irom the Lau decision

and the Department's capacity-building policy for bilingual education.

Furthermore, P.L. 93-380 requires substantial funding for training under

ESEA. Title VII, 7/ and also expands the range of authorized training activ-
ties.

Finally, the FY 1975 appropriation supported 9 Materials Development Centers

and 3 Dissemination/Assessment Centers. These centers are meant to help meet the
need for instructional materials that have been developed and carefully

evaluated in terms of quality and of appropriateness for the language and

ethnic groups served by the Title VII program. Both of these needs have

been identified through evaluation studies described below and have been
recognized in the legislative mancate of P.L. 93-380, in budget requests

for Title VII and in the recent appropriations measures passed by the Congress.
These 12 centers received a total of $6,270,102 in FY 1975 funds.

The Education Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380) inclusdcc a provision for
bilingual vocational training in the addition of a new Part J to the Vocational
Education Act. No funds were requested in FY 1975 fer this activity, but the
appropriation for ESEA, Title VII included $2,8(3,0"J for Part J. From this
availability, $2,797,997 was obligated to support 2% grants serving 6 language
groups. Grants included model building, curriculum development, and the train-
ing of geriatric aides, secretaries, dental assistants, and mental-health
technologists.

7/ Section 702{a)(3)(A) requires that an amount of $16,000,000 shall be
reserved for training from sume appropriated up to $70,000,000; in addi-
tion, from sums appropriated in excess of $76,000,000, 33 1/3 per centum
shall be reserved for such activities.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress

The objectives which have been established for the Title VII program in the
legislation, in regulations, create the framework for evaluation of program
effectiveness. It is thus appropriate to evaluate the program in terms of
the development and dissemination of models of effective bilingual-education
practice, in terms of che training of personnel and development of high-
quality curricular materials for bilingual-education projects, and in terms
of the program's impact on participating children.

Since July 1974, OE has been conducting a major evaluation of the Title VII
program. Contracted to the American Institutes for Research (AIR) of Palo
Alto, California, the evaluation consists of three distinct studies:

(1) an "Impact" study to be completed ir the fall of 1976, directed at Spanish
language bilingual projects in their fourth or fifth year of Title VII

support during the 1975-76 school year, and which is meant to assess the over-
all impact of the program on participating children and to report on the
differing effects on children of the various instructional approaches at

those projects; (2) an "Exploratory" study completed in September 1975,
directed at the bilingual projects in Native American, Pacific and Asian, and
Indo-European languages other than Spanish, which was meant ‘0 describe the
policy issues and operational problems faced by a small sample ¢f such projects,
with recommendations for program policy; and (3) an "Exemplary" study com-
pleted in September 1975, directed at identifying effective bil:ngual projects
in the Title VII program or in other OE-supported programs which could sexve
as models of effective bilingual-education prectice.
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Effectiveness as a Demonst “:%icn and "Capacity-Building" Program

In order to conduct its sea.~« for effective bilingual projects that

could serve as models to project planners and managers elsewhere, the
Office of Education had first to develop criteria for the Exemplary study
in accordance with the objectives of the Title VII program and the criteria
of the Office of Education's Dissemination Review Panel. Minimal project
characteristics required for consideration included instruction in English-
language skills for children limited in those skills, instruction in the
customs and cultural history of the child's home culture, and instruction
in the child's home language to the extent necessary to allow him to pro-
gress effectively through school. Futhermore, project participants had

to show statistically and educationally significant gains in English-
language skills, as well as in subjects taught in the home language. The
project had to have clearly definable and describable instructional manage-
ment components. Finally, start-up and continuation costs had to be within
reasonable limits.

In June 1975, the Dissemination Review Panel approved four projects
previously identified by AIR through the "Exemplary"” study as approp-
riate for national dissemination. The four projects are as follows:

1. Bilingual Education Program
Alice Independent School District
Alice, Texas

Spanish--In 1973-74, the project served 528
cEi13ren in grades K-4 in four schools.

2. Aprendemos en Dos Idiomas
Title VII Bilingual Project
Corpus Christi Independent School District
Corpus Christi, Texas

Spanish--In 1973-74, the project served 519
cEilaren in grades K-3 in three schools.

3. Bilingual Education Program
Houston Independent School District
Houston, Texas

Spanish--In 1973-74, the project served 1,550
cEiiaren in grades K-12 in 8 elementary schools,
one junior high, and one high school. (Validaton
of the program was for grades K-4 only.)

4. St. John Valley Bilingual Education Program
Maine School Administrative District #33
Madawaska, Maine
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French--In 1973-74, the project served 768 children
in grades K-4 among the three school districts that
cooperate in the project.

Detailed descriptions of the four projects are being distributed through

the Title VII Resource centers in order to provide educators with a model

and with ideas for implementing similar practices in bilingual education.

The project descriptions, which include information on the context in

which the projects developed and have operated, and the educational needs

of the district's children which the projects have helped to meet, will

be a source of ideas for project planners, teachers, administrators,

school boards and PTA's. Finally, they are the starting point for the
development of Project Information Packages (PIPs) for each of the four
projects, in order to provide educators with complete information and
guidance towards rapid development of nearly identical projects in school
districts elsewhere. The PIPs are produced as part of OE's "Packaging

and Dissemination” Program, which operates under the authority of the Special
Projects Act in Title IV of Public Law 93-380 (Education Amendments of 1974).

The Exploratory study of Title VII projects involving Native American,
Indo-European, Asian and Pacific language groups (American Institutes for
Research, Incorporated, 1975) involved site visits to a total of 10 projects
distributed among those language groups. A1l 10 projects had reviewed at
least some materials produced by other bilingual projects, and most projects
indicated some benefit to them from materials produced elsewhere. The
benefits noted included ideas for developing their own materials, basic
materials that could be modified for use in their own projects, or
supplementary materials that could be used in the classroom.

The Exploratery study found, however, that the "special projects” funded
under Title VII through Fiscal Year 1974 with a "capacity-building" mission
to develop curricular materials or to assess and disseminate them, ana to
provide technical services to school projects, had not generally played an
important role in materials development or acquisition at the sites that
were visited. Project staff reported that the unique dialects or other
linguistic variations, cultural considerations, and curriculum needs of
their sites required that materials development be an individual project
effort. This attitude towards curriculum development seemed to be shared
among most Native American, Asian and Pacific, and Indo-European language
groups, judging at jeast from the study's small sample. Because of the
acute lack of instructional materials appropriate to the local language
and cultural, project staffs spend large amounts of time developing
materials--a task for which few have adequate training.

Similar figdings came from a current studv of Federally funded ''Change-agent"
programs, impiemented under contract to the RAND Corporation of Santa
Monica, California.

There is an obvious contradiction between the expressed need for assistance
in materials development and the inter-project and within-district sharing
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of materials and techniques found by the Exploratory and Change-Agent
studies, on the one hand, and the attitude that most of the effort in
curriculum and materials must be done locally to ensure appropriate
content, on the other hand. Reconciliation seems to 1ie in the fact that
the sharing of materials produced by other projects appears to have,

as its prime benefit, the spreading of new ideas, concepts and techniques
rather than the specific materials themselves. The implication of this
finding for the newly funded (Fiscal Year 1975) materials-development,
resource, assessment and dissemination centers for these language groups
is that, because of variations in languages and dialects, there should be
at least for languages other than Spanish, greater emphasis on the exchange
of ideas and techniques in materials development rather than on specific
materials which have been developed. This involves concepts of curriculum
content, procedures to use in materials development, resources available
to materials developers, and (possibly) training specific to materials
development. Under this approach, the dissemination centers would periodically
provide projects in languages other than Spanish with information about
new materials, new techniques, and new resources which have been developed
by other projects or have been made commercially available. In addition,
center staffs would help to train project staff in materials development,
and could provide technical assistance in such areas as editing, printing,
design, and graphic reproduction.

With regard to staffing problems in bilingual education projects, the
Exploratory and Change-agent studies confirmed the lack of appropriate
teaching skills in the early phases of project development. Although
all projects of the Exploratory Study felt that it would be helpful for
bilingual teachers to be certified, most projects nnted that certified
teachers were not prepared for bilimgual education at most institutions
of higher learning, and have to be trained specificially for it after
the bilingual project has hired them. Futhermore, State mandates for
bilingual education, which often lead to short-term projects with the
"transitional" model of instruction, were seen as possibly having a
negative effect on bilingual projects funded under Title VII. Com-
petition for qualified staff could lead to "pirating" of the Federally-
funded program in order to satisfy the staffing needs of the State-
mandated program. The rapid expansion in the number of bilingual
education projects under Title VII and other programs points up the
urgent need for an expanding supply of adequately trained staff.
Indeed, the plea for expanded training programs for persons interested
in working in bilingual education was a common response of persons inter-
viewed in the fieid.

In general, it appears that Title VII has had some success as a demon-
stration and capacity-building program to the extent that interest has
been generated, some instructional materials and techniques have been
shared, some personnel have been trained and qualified for projects,
models are being replicated on an informal basis, and preparations are
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well underway for the formal, total replication of models (PIPs) based on
projects known to be effective in meeting children's educational needs.
The new capacity-building emphasis in program policy and grants offer
considerable promise of increasing the supply of trained personnel and

of increasing the amount and availability of instructional materials

and curricular programs.

In addition, by its very presence, the Title VII program has provided
visibility to the educational problems of a particular group of

children who previously had been virtually ignored. Since Fiscal Year
1969, the first year that bilingual projects were funded with Title VII
monies, a growing interest in bilingual/bicultural education has developed.
Because of heightened awareness of and interest in bilingual/bicultural
education, the special needs of children whose dominant language is not
English are increasingly being addressed by new legislation, programs,
and support. For example, at least 22 States have passed legislation
permitting or supporting bilingual/bicultural education, are considering
such legislation, or are funding programs without legislation. It is
impossible to know to what extent the Federal program is directly respon-
sible for these changes in the educational system, but Title VII may well
be a prominent factor.

<4

While being evaluated as a demonstration and capacity-bu:lding progrem,

Title VII must also be evaluated on its effectiveness in producing
positive changes in children in the cognitive, affective and behavioral
areas. At the moment, pending the results of OE's Impact Study of Spanish
bilingual projects which are due in December 1976, the only current source
of data concerning the program's impact on children continues to he the
annual individual project evaluation reports. The limitations in the

data or methodologies prevent those reports from being used to draw con-
clusions about overall program effectiveness.

A "process" evaluation of the Title VII program implemented under contract

to Development Associates, Inc., of Washington, D.C. in 1973, for Spanish-
speaking children in the elementary grades. While it did not collect
outcome data on children, the evaluation did provide some useful impressions
of effectiveness. This evaluation found that the Title VII program did
appear to have produced enthusiasm and commitment among personnel involved
and to have fostered institutional change in recognition of the needs of
non-English-speaking children. Most administrators feit that their districts
would continue to support bilingual/bicultural education, at least partially,
even after Federal funding had ended.

Other findings of the Exploratory Study are summarized below, with the
reconmendations of the Contractor:
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Differing Approaches to Bilingual Education

Because children's learning needs require differing instructional approaches,
some projects have developed a "transitional" approach in which children
move as rapidly as possible from working in their home language to working
in English, while other projects have felt compelled to work initially to-
wards maintenance of the home language and their children's skills in it.

A case in point for the latter approach would be the several Native American
language groups whose educational practice has involved learning an oral
tradition, developed over centuries, which is passed on to children in daily
unstructured learning situations that involve various members of the tribe
or village at different times. This procedure contrasts with the tradition
of formal education in the United States which uses English as a medium

of instruction, spoken and written, in a classroom situation that has

the teacher as a model and facilitator of learning. In an effort to make
thr two educational traditions work together for the benefit of their
ch.1dren, a number of Native American communities have given priority

in their bilingual projects to the development of writing systems for

their lanquages. They believe that what children have learned through

oral traditions before coming to school will thus be reinforced and continued
at the school. They also intend that new concepts and ideas can thus

be presented to the child without his first having to learn a new language.
Because of this situation, the report recommends changes in the legislation
to permit alternative approaches to meeting the Title VII program's basic
goals.

Mixed Needs of Children

Some schools have mixtures of various racial and language groups. The
report recommends changes in legislation so that children in bilingual-
bicultural projects at a school may be grouped as recessary for those
projects without violating the intent of civil rights laws.

Involvement of Non-Project Staff

The study also found that bilirgual projects are often not well integrated
into the district's educational system. Teachers who are not part of the
project may not feel either involved in or committed to it. Recommendations
for improvement include greater emphasis on communication with the district's
staff about the purposes, plan, and status of the Title VII project; in-
creased participation of non-project personnel in planning and instruction
(possibility through team teaching); and anticipation of such problems as
displacement of non-project personnel or lesser inconveniences to them.

Project Funding

Projects often find it difficult to plan the next year's activities and

to retain qualified staff because funding has been typically for one year
only and notification of funding may come after the end of the school year.
The report recommends that OE consider increasing the period of funding and
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make every effort to notify districts about finding decisions before the
close of school. Evaluation would be used in the early project years as a
basis for improvement in management and instructional procedures, but would
emphasize measurement of gains in appropriate achievement and attitude areas
once project management and instructional procedures had been set.

The demonstration objective of the Title VII program results in a limited
period of project funding and, consequently, of services to children.

School districts often find that they do not have the funds to continue
projects as a service activity with funding of their own. The report recom-
mends that national program staff assist projacts in searching for other
sources of funds, and that appropriate changes be made in the legislation in
order to provide supplemental funding in communities such as reservations
which do not have a tax base.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

Evaluation of the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education Program

The section above on Program Effectiveness and Progress has already refer-
red to the ongoing Impact Study of Spanish-language ingual projects

in their fourth or fifth year of Title VII support during the 1975-76
school year. That study compteted a planning phase during the 1974-75
school year and entered the field-data-collection phase during the 1975-76
school year. The Final Report for the Impact study is due at OE on November
30, 1976. It is planned to make the study longitudinal for the 1976-77
school year.

The Study of Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change

The section on Program Effectiveness and Progress also referred to the
ongoing "Change agent™ study, which incTudes the Title VII program as an
area of interest. This evaluation was designed in 1973 as a several-year
study of Federally-funded programs which are intended to introduce and
spread innovative practices in public schools. Further sites visits to
bilingual education projects are taking place during the 1975-76 school
year and the final report will be available in the winter of 1977.

A Study of State Programs in Bilingual Education

In 1975, in further response to the reporting requirements of Public
Law 93-380 regarding the condition of bilingual education in the Nation,
OPBE designed a study of State programs in bilingual education for which
there is a legislative mandate or State funding, or other commitment of
State resources, or some combination of these. This study is being
implemented under contract to Development Associates, Incorporated of
Washington, D.C. One perspective of the study is the effect on State
activities of the Federal bilingual education programs operating within
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that State. Those programs include not only Section 708 (c) of the

Emergency School Aid Act, Section 306 (a)(11) of the Adult Education

Act, and Section 6 (b)(4) of the Library Services and Construction Act, 8/

but also ESEA Titles I, III and IV (Indian Education Act). The final report is
due at OE in the late fall of 1976.

g/ These three programs are listed in Section 742 of P.L. 93-380 as the
other programs for persons of limited English-speaking ability" which
are to be Included in the Commissioner‘s Report. Activities under
Section 122 (a)(4)(c) and Part J of the Vocational Fducation Act of
1963, also listed in this section, will be reported in the study 1isted
below.

An Assessment of Bilingual Vocational Training

In accordance with the reporting requirements of Public Law 93-380's

Part J (Section 192), OFE in the spring of 1975 designed an explOratory
study on the status of bilingual vocational training in all 50 States.

The study is being implemented under contract to Kirschner Associates,
Incorporated of Albuquerque, New Mexico. A report on the study objectives
s scheduled for completion by the spring of 1976. A feasibility and

design study for further research should be completed by the summer of 1976.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Development Associates, Incorporated, A Process Evaluation
of the Bilingual Education Program, Title VII, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, Washington, D.C., December 1973

2. MAmerican Institutes for Research, Incorporated, Study of
Bilingual-Bicultural Projects Involving Native American,
Indo-European, Asfan and Pacific Language Groups, Palo
Alto, California, September 1975

3. American Institutes for Research, Incorporated, The Identification
and Description of Exemplary Bilingual Education Programs, Palo
Alto, California, August 1975

4. The Rand Corporation, Federal Programs Supporting Educational
Change, Volume III: The Process of Change, Appendix C.
Innovations in Bilingual Education, Santa Monica, California,
April 1975
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Follow Through

Legislation: Expiration Date:
Community Service Act September 30, 1977
of 1974 (P.L. 93-644)
Funding History Jear Authorization 1/ Appropriation

1968 $15,000,000

1969 32,000,000

1970 70,300,000

1971 $70,000, 000 69,000,000

1972 70,000,000 63,060,000

1973 70,000,000 57,7C0,000

1974 70,000,000 53,000,000

1975 69,000,000 55,500,000

1976 60,000,000 59,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

The authorizing legislation for the Follow Through program provides "financial
assistance to appropriate agencies, organizations, and educational institutions
in order that they may conduct Follow Through programs which will serve pri-
marily children from low income families who were previously enrolled in Head-
start and are currently enrolled in kindergarten and primary grades." Further,
the legislation provides that projects must provide comprehensive services which,

in the judgement of the Secretary, will aid the continued development of the children.

Follow Through is defined in 1its regulations as "an experimental community services
program desigred to assist, in a research setting, the overall development of
children enrolled in kindergarten through third grade from low-income families,

and to amplify the educational gains made by such children in Headstart and other
similar quality preschooL orngrams by (a) implementing ianovative educational
approaches, (b) providing comprehensive services and special activities in the
areas of physical and mental health, social services, nutrition, and such other
areas which supplewent basic services already available within the school system,
(c) conducting the program in a context of effective community service and parental

involvement, and (d) providiag documentation on those models which are found to be
effective."

The experimental feature of the program 1s the implementation of a variety of
educational approaches in school settings with greater than average amounts of
supplementary services and a high degree of parental involvement. The

factor which varies in controlled ways and is thus subject to evaluation is the
kind of educational approach. As an experimental program, the focus of evaluation
is upon the relative effectiveness of the alternative educational models in
contrast to a service program where the overall impact of the program is a major
concern. In a experimental program it should not be surprisirg to find that a

1/ an authorization level was not specified prior to FY 71
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number, perhaps many, of the educational approaches being tested are not suc-
cessful. Whatever the specific results, the overall goal is to add to our
knowledge about what works and what doesn't work for children from low-income
families.

The nverall development of children and especially their educational gains are
clearly the focus of the Follow Through Program. Consequently the objectives
of the various educational approaches, being tested include the improvement of
achievement in the basic skills, self-esteem, motivation to learnm, general
problem-solving ability, etc.

Program Operations:

Twenty different educational models have been developed and are being tested in
school districts across the country. Each model is designed and monitored by a
sponsoring group such as a university or an educational research laboratery, by
means of a grant, and is implemented locally by means of a grant to local
education agencies.

In addition to the evaluation emphasis of the Follow Through program, the scope

of the program includes supplementary training for para-professionals and grants

to states to provide technical assistance to local school districts receiving
Follow Through grants. Under the supplementary training component some partici-
pating adults have earned high school equivalency diplomas and even college degrees.
In several instances parents have earned teaching certificates and are now class-
room teachers. The monitoring of these activites is carried out by a USOE Follow
Through staff supplemented by consultants in the fields of educational research,
educational administration, curriculum development, and evaluation.

Program Scope:

The U.S. Office of Education funds 165 local projects which were originally nomi-
nated by the State Education Agencies and the State Economic Opportunity Office

in accordance with USOE and OEO criteria. The last new projects were initiated in
school year 1972-73, In FY 75, Follow Through involved approximately 76,000
children in grades kindergurten through third.

> be eligible for Follow Through services, children must be from low-income
families. The model development and implementation is provided through 20
sponsor grants, and cost $6,893,059 during school year 1975-76. LEA support
costs were $43,208,201 in SY 1975-76.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

The ultimate effectiveness of Follow Through will be determined by the degree
to which it has fostered development of successful approaches to early child-
hood education of disadvantaged children. While it is too early to draw final
conclusions, the evaluation evidence does suggest that some models are more
effective than others. The magnitude of the effects, their stability over time
and their consistency urnder different conditions are still being studied.

The nationai evaluation is designed primarily to identify which approaches are
successful in producing educationally significant gains in areas such as
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cognitive achievement, motivation to achieve, self-esteem and locus-of-control
(1.e., feelings of competence about one's ability to influence important events

ir oned 1ife). The national avaluation is longitudinal and involives three entering
classes, called cohorts of children, participating in 10 of the models operating
in the program. In general, children are tested as they enter school (either
kindergarten or first grade), at intermediate points, and as they leave the pro-
gram at the end of third grade. The following chart shows the progression of
children involved in the evaluation through the grades by cohort &nd by school
year.

School Year

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Cohort K 1 2 3
1 1 2 3

Cohort K 1 2 3
2 1 2 3

Cohort K 1 2 3
3 1 2 3

It 18 difficult to summarize the. results of the Follow Through evaluation for a
variety of reasons. First, the various educational models must be looked at
separately, of course, because tie purpose of the experiment is to identify
effective approaches. Second, it s important to know model effects on a number
of Jifferent measures of cognitive achievement and attitudes. Third, the results
should be looked at grade by grude as well as at the end of the Follow Through
experience. Fourth, to fully comprehend the effects ¢f the models it is necessary
to use several different methods of data analysis. Fifth, the results vary to
some extent across cohorts. Sixth, the results are not uniform acroes all sites
implementing a given model. This last problem is especially noteworthy because
it may mean that certain models can only work in certain settings (e.g., a model
may be effective for urban blacks but not with children from rural areas.) The
site-to-3ite variation may also mean that some models are intrinsically more
difficult to implement than others and that a few sites with voor results are
simply instances of bad implementations.

Some preliminary Follow Through results are presented in the table below. It
should be noted that these results are restricted to twc measureg, reading and
mathematics achievement, to two cohorts and to one method of data analysis.
The table shows effects of Follow Through models on reading and mathematics
when Follow Through schools are compared to other similar schools matched on
pre-test scores, ethnicity, and family income. The results are for Cohort II
at the end of third grade and Cohort III at the end of second grade. As a
general rule, somewhat greater importance should be attached to Cohort III
results than to Cohort II.
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FOLLOW THROUGH RESULTS*
COHORT II end of 3rd grade
COHORT III end of 2nd grade

Number of Sites with:
Total Significant Positive Effects| No Effects Significant Neg. Effects
Model Sites Reading Math Reading Math} Readin~ Math

A 7 1 1 1 1 5 5
6 2 2 2 T2 2 2
B 4 0 1 0 0 4 3
1 1 2 4 3 1
C 6 1 2 2 0 3 4
4 1 0 2 3 1 1
D 5 4 4 1 1 0 0
4 4 3 0 1 0 0
E 6 1 2 0 0 5 4
6 1 4 5 2 0 0
F 2 0 0 0 0 2 2
6 1 1 4 4 1 1
G 4 1 3 2 0 1 1
5 3 3 0 1 2 1
H 2 0 0 0 0 2 2
4 0 1 1 3 3 0

1 NOT INCYJDED IN COHORT II
3 0 1 2 1 1 1
J 3 1 1 0 0 2 2
2 2 2 0 0 0 0
Total 39 9 14 6 2 24 23
46 15 18 18 21 13 7

*For each model, the first row of numbers is Cohort II and the second row is Cohort III.
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Some of the highlights of the table are summarized below:

- Model D, which is similar to traditional classrooms but with very intensive
werk on basic skills, shows generally superior results in readinrg and
mathematics in both cohorts.

- Model E, which emphasizes behavior modification in addition to being highly
structured in teaching methods, 1s showing superior recults in mathematics
at the end of the second grade of Cohort III. However, reading results
in Cohort III and Cohort II results in general are either neutral or negative.

- Model G, which stresses the role of parents in the home, showed mixed
results. Although a majority of the sites are positive, the negative sites
cannot be ignored. The effectiveness of this model may be especially
dependent upon the setting.

- Model J, a bilingual model which stresses language skills, produced
superior results in Cohort III but inconsistent results in Cohort II.
Delays in full implementatior of the model may account for the poorer
showing in the earlier Cohor:.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

The Stanford Rmsearch Institute (data collection) and Abt Associates, Inc. (data
analysis) are the primary contractors performing the evaluation of the Foilow
Through Program. The analysis effort ‘s continuing with emphasis on the third
grade of Cohort III from data collected in the spring of 1975. USOE will
synthesize the findings from sponsor and LEA evaluation reports with those data
collected by Abt Associates.

A contract was let to the RMC Research Corporation to conduct a cost study of
Follow Through projects. This study is expected to provide information on the
resources used in Follow Through and comparison sites that could be used in
aecisions on future replication of projects.

USOE is conducting a survey of supplementary services provided LEA's. This
survey should provide informatlon on the needs of Follow Through children and
how thote needs are being met.

~

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Education as Experimentation: A Planned Variation Model Vols. IA, IB, (First
Year Effects) Abt Associates, Inc., March 1974

Education as Experimentation: A Planned Variation Model Vols. IIA, IIB,
(Iwo Year Effects), Abt Associates, Inc., May 1975

Education as Experimentation: A Planned Variation Model, Draft in Progress,
Abt Associates, Inc., final due February 1976
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas (SAFA) - Maintenance and

Operations

Legislation:

P.L. 81-874, as amended

Expiration Date:

June 30, 1978*

by P. L. 93-380

Funding History: Year Autherization Appropriation
1965 $359,450,000 $332,000,000
1966 388,000,000 388,000,000
1967 433,400,000 416,200,000
1968 461,500,000 416,200,000
1969 560,950,000 505,900,000
1970 §50,594,000 505,400,000
1971 935,295,000 536,068,000
1972 1,024,000,000 592,580,000
1973 1,025,000,000 645,495,000
1974 989,391,000 574,416,000
1975 1,053,100,000%* 636,016,000
1976 1,007,372,000%* 660,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives

P. L. 81-874 provides assistance to local school districts for current operat-
ing costs of educating children in areas where enrollments are affected by
Federal activities. The purpose cf the legislation is to minimize the fiscal
inequities caused by both the presence of tax-exempt Federal lands and the
burden of providing public school education to children who reside on Federal
property or whose paren. is employed on Federal property or is a member of

one of the uniformed services. The law also provides for the full cost of

* Provisions pertaining to "A" category pupils and children attending schools
on Federal installations are permanent.

** Doas not include disaster provisions or estimates for hold harmless pro-
visions.
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educating children residing on Federal property when ro State or local
education agency is able, because of State law or for other reasons, to
provide suitable free public education. Assistance is also provided for
schools in major disaster areas. Indian lands and low-rent housing are
included in eligible Federal property under this law.

P.L. 874 is the closest approximation to general aic from t' > Federal

Government available to eligible school districts. SAFA fui..s become part

of the general operating accounts of LEAs.1/ Section 5(d)(3), which provides

for a waiver to the prohibition against State consideration of P.L. 874

payments when determining the eligibility and amount to be paid under

a State aid program, if the State has a program designed to equalize expenditures
among its school districts, was to become effective in FY 1975, Final
regulations to fully implement this provision were still under development

at the end of the year.

Program Operations

Payments are made directly to local education agencies (or to Federal agencies

where they are operating schools) and are based on expenditures from local
sources per pupil for children who reside on Federal property and/or reside

with a parent employed on Federal property, or who had a parent on active

duty in the uniformed services. Applications are submitted to the Commissioner
through the State Education Agency, which certifies that information in

the local applications is accurate insofar as records in State offices

are concerned.

Entitlements are computed and payments made under rrovisions of the law

as follows (1) under Section 2 school districts are reimbursed for removal
of property from local tax rolls by Federal acquisition, and payments are
based on local tax rates for operating expenses applied to the estimated
assessed valuation of the Federal property (2) Section 3(a) entitlements
are based on the number of children of parents who live and work on Federal
property are based on local contribution rates (LCR), which approximate the
current expenditures per pupil from local revenue sources in generally
comparable school districts in the same State as the applicant district;
this LCR, however, if less than the greater of one-half the State average
per pupil expenditure or one-half the national average per pupil expenditure,
will be raised to the higher figure. Payments are made for 3(a) pupils

at 100 percent of the LCR when they constitute 25 percent or more of

the average daily attendance (ADA) in a district and at 90 percent when
they constitute a less than 25 percent of the ADA. Section 3(b)
entitlements, for children of parents who either work on or reside on

1/ P.L. 93-380 incorporated two exceptions, effective in FY 1976, for

1) handicapped children of military person- s for which must
Pe usgd for special programs to meet the . se children, and
2) children from public housing, funds #r - be used for ESEA

Title I-type programs.
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Federal property, are computed on the basis of 50 percent of the LCR and
payments are rade at a maximum of 70 percent of this entitlement. (3)
Payments under other sections are determined on the basis of need for
financial assistance resulting from Federal activity and are made at
levels to provide school services in eligible districts that are com-
parable to those of similar districts in the State. Such payments

allow increased rates of payment when 50 percent or more of school child-
ren in a district reside on Federal property or when districts are
adversely affected by decreases in enrollment or substantive increases

in attendance due to Federal activities. Payments are also made for full
costs of educating children to other Federal agencies maintaining schools
where free public schools are not available, and assistance may be pro-
vided to a district located in a major disaster area.

A school district received on the average $635 for each child in attendance
whose parents worked and resided on Federal property and about $263 for
each child whose parents worked on or resided on Federal property. Federal
payments represented about two percent of the total operating costs of
eligible districts.

Program Scope

In 1975 there were 4,301 awards made on the basis of 1.9 million school
children counted for aid gurposes, including payments to other Federal
agencies maintaining schools for 42,000 pupiis. Since the funds are
available for the general operating accounts of school districts, some

or all of the 23.4 million children enrolled in SAFA-aided school districts
could conceivably tenefit from the aid provided by the program. Funds

were provided for major disaster assistance in FY 1975 in the amount of
$3.8 million.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

The inequities in the impact aid program itself have limited its effective-
ness in accomplishing the purpose of minimizing inequities caused by Federal
activities. This has been amply documented in an extensive study conducted
in 1969 by the Battelle Memorial Institute under the direction of the U.S.
Office of Education. Many of the conditions they described are still in
effect, but some important changes under the new provisiens of P.L. 93-380
are noted below. The study found that impact aid payments result in unjusti-
fied payments to many school districts and over-compensates them for the

real or presumed burden of Federal activity. The major sources of these
impact aid "windfails" are:

1. Payments that far exceed the cost to the local government of
educating Federal pupils.
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2. Payments to wealthy school districts which could finance better-
than-average school costs without SAFA aid.

3. Payments to districts where the economic activity occurring on
non-taxable Federal lands (e.g., a leased 0il well or an aircreft
company on Federal property) generates enough local taxes to
support increased school costs.

4. Payments to school districts which are compensated twice for the
same government impact under different Federal legislation. For
example, some districts benefit from shared revenues, such as timber
and Taylor grazing revenues from public lands and are entitled to
impact aid under P.L. 81-874. Because impact aid is based upon
the student population rather than property characteristics, the
gwo payments frequently overlap to the benefit of the school

istrict.

5. Higher per pupil payments to rich districts than to poor ones
resulting from the inclusion of local expenditure in calculating
the aid formula.

6. Children are counted who would be attending school in a district
even if the Federal government had never come into the area. As
an example, Battelle cites the case of farmers who take employment
at an airbase and still maintain their farm residences in neighbor-
ing school districts. Their children may then qualify for SAFA aid.

7. Payments that often do not reflect the economic stimulus that the
Federal government may cause in a community.

In a few instances, due to lack of funds, school districts are underpaid
under the present law. For example, in one school district, government-
owned house trailers were parked on private property near an airbase. In
this instance, neither the airbase nor the trailers were subject to taxation
and the school district was only able to impose property taxes on the
relatively poor 1and on which the trailers were parked. In determining

its entitlement, the schocl district was paid on the basis of B pupils
because their residence was on private taxable property.

As a result of these observations, Battelle proposed specific changes in
the existing law:

1. Absorption - Paying only for those students in a school district
that exceed the Federal impact on all districts. This average
impact for Federal activity was estimated at 3% of all students
for the country as a whole.
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2. Change in entitlement - Changing the entitlement rate for B pupils
from the current level of 50% of the A students, i.e., those whose
parents 1ive and work on Federal propertv, to 40% of the A students.

* The rationale offered for this change is that school districts are
presumed only to lose an estimated 40% of property tax revenues
normally paid by business, which, for the parents of B students,
is the untaxable Federal property where they work.

3. Richness cutoffs - Reducing or eliminating districts that have
an average tax base that is 25% above State average per pupil
tax base. The present law has no such cut-off.

Battelle also suggested that the local tax effort be taken into accout
in devising any formula changes; that Federal in-l1ieu-of-tax payments,
shared revenues and other special payments be deducted from impact aid
payments; and that the capital cost program (P.L. 815) be merged with

the operating cost program (P.L. 874).

P.L. 93-380 made substantial changes in the program, largely effective in

FY 1976. While these changes did not incorporate the speci.ic recommenda-
tions of the Battelle study, some of them are-consistent with the spirit

and intent of these recommendations. For example, the existing "B" category
pupils (reside on Federal property or reside on privately owned property
with a parent employed on Federal property or in the uniformed services)
were put into four groups for determining entitlement: 1) parent in the
uniformed services--entitlement remains at 50 percent of the LCR 2) parent
is a‘civilian employed on Federal property located outside the county of

the LEA--entitlement will be 40 percent of the LCR 4) parent employved
outside the State of residence--no entitlement. Another provision to make
the program more equitable will allow States with equalization programs

to consider SAFA funds to some extent in their State aid programs, offsetting
windfall payments some districts might receive.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Battelle Memorial Institute, School Assistance in Federally Affected
Areas: A Study of Public iaws 81-874 and 81-315, published by Committee
on Education and Labor, H.R., 91st Congress, 2nd Session, GPO, 1970.

2. Adninistration of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815. Annual Report of
the Commissioner of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, GPO, 1973.
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ANNUAL EVAl UATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas (SAFA): Construction

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P. L. 81-815, as amended

by P. L. 93-380 June 30, 1978*

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation
1966 $50,078,000 $50,078,000
1967 58,000,000 52,937,000
1968 80,620,000 22,937,000
1969 79,162,000 14,745,000
1970 80,407,000 15,181,000
197 83,000,000 15,000,000
1972 91,250,000 20,040,000
1973 72,000,000 15,910,000
1974 72,000,000 19,000,000
1975 72,060,000 20,000,000**
1976 70,000,000 20,000,000**

Program Goals and Objectives

P.L. 81-815 is designed to provide local education agencies with financial
aid for school construction under specified conditions: for construction
of urgently needed minimum school facilities in school districts which
have had substantial increases in school membership as a result of new or
increased Federal activities (Section 5); where provision of the non-
Federal share of construction imposes a financial hardship (section 8);
and for the construction of temporary school facilities where a Federal
impact is expectd#d to be temporary (Section 9). The law also allcws the
Commissioner to make arrangements for providing minimum school facilities
for Federally-connected children if no tax revenues of the State or its
political subdivisions may be spent for their educatiocn or if the Commissioner
finds that no local education agency is able to provide a suitable free
public education (Section 10). Assistance is authorized for construction

* provisions pertaining to section 5(a)(1) pupils and sections 10 and 14
are permanent.
**Exclusive of major disaster assistance.

171




166

of minimum school facilities in local education agencies serving children
residing on Indian Tands by Sections 14(a) and 14%b), and Section 14(c)
authorizes assistance to financially distressed local education agencies
which have substantial Federal lands and substantial numbers of unhoused
pupils. Emergency aid is available to LEAs for the reconstruction of
school facilities destroyed or seriously damaged in school districts
located in declared major disaster areas (Section 16).

Since FY 1967 appropriations for P.L. 81-815 have been substantially below
the amounts required for funding of all qualified applicants under the law.
The basic law requires that disaster assistance under Section 16 be funded
from available funds (these payments are then covered by supplemental
appropriation requests) and that Sections 9 (temporary Federal impact),

10 (school construction on Federal property), and 14(a) and (b) (children
residing on Indian lands) will receive priority over other provisions. The
law requires that eligible applications be ranked within each section on
the basis of relative urgency of need and that available funds be assigned
on this basis. The ranking by relative urgency of need is based on the
percentage of federally connected children in a school district and the
percentage of "unhoused" pupils in the district. "Unhoused" pupils are
those in membership in the schools of a district over and above normal
capacity of available and usable minimum school facilities.

Program Operations

A11 grants are made to qualified school districts on the basis of applica-
tions. The amount of payment to an LEA varies from 95 percent of actual
per pupil costs for construction required due to increases in the number
of children residing on Federal property to 50 percent for increases in
the -number of children residing with a parent employed on Federal property
or on active duty in the uniformed services, to 45 percent for increases
resulting from Federal activities carried on either dirvectly or through

a contractor. Grants are further limited to actual cost of providing
minimum school facilities for children who would otherwise be without

such facilities. Full costs of construction are authorized for temporary
facilities required as a result of Federal activities and for facilities
for children residing on Federal property which local education agencies
are unable to provide. For children residing on Indian lands, grants

are based on needs of the school district for providing minimum school
facilities.

In recent years appropriation language has directed available funds toward

the most urgent needs for school facilities. In FY 1975, for example,

funds were directed toward high priority projects under Section 5 (grants

to heavily impacted local school districts) and to facilities for children
residing on Indian lands (Section 14). After funding emergency repairs to
Federal installations constructed under Section 10 in the amount of $1 million,
remaining funds were directed to Section 5 and Section 14(a) and (b) projects,
with $9 million reserved for Section 5 and $10 million for Section 14. In
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addition $3.1 million was provided for major disaster areas under provisions
of Section 16.

Program Scope

Since 1951 P.L. 815 has provided $1.5 billion for school construction to
house more than 2 million pupils. Funding history for the past 10 years
is as follows:

Section and ] Amount of funds Number of  Pupils
Fiscal Year  Number of Projects funds reserved classrooms Housed

Section\s, 8, 9

1966 156 $31,005,126 1,630 47,405
1967 105 20,693,676 1,100 33,355
1968 36 10,647,381 903 27,208
1969 123 69,803,905 2,416 98,390
1970 69 1,004,911 7,801 241,770
197 3 568,915 277 6,335
1972 - - 116 3,480
1973 9 9,355,242 193 5,145
1974 23 17,319,924 223 6,223
1975 3 7,404,240 94 2,768
Section 14

1966 16 6,691,301 87 2,600
1967 2 1,782,159 16 435
1968 2 1,085,998 20 690
1969 1 2,071,858 20 505
1970 - 2,603,869 - -
1971 4 4,346,095 30 597
1972 1 2,448,601 5 164
1973 1 930,000 10 120
1974 8 9,639,583 135 2,981
1975 0 8,073,672* - -

Section 10

1966 28 10,364,287 191 5,486
1967 8 7,386,834 100 2,440
1968 13 1,749,902 38 813
1969 20 14,469,886 137 3,704
1970 1 1,166,197 37 " 746
197N 14 12,651,927 55 4,152

* FY 75 funds available were used to cover costs of 5 ongoing projects.
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Section and Number of Projects Amount of Funds  Number of Pupils
Fiscal Year on Funds reserved funds reserved classrooms Housed

1972 9 $10,151,252 99 2,390
1973 1 18,000 - -
1974 6 505,690 3 70
1975 - 811,291** - -

In addition, more than $31 million has been obligated to reconstruct school
facilities destroyed or seriously damaged by a major disaster since such
assistance was first authorized in FY 1966.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

A backlog of eligible applications has accumulated since 1967, when
appropriations were no longer adequate to fully fund all of vhew. At the
close of FY 1975, this backlog was estimated at $300 million, as follows:

Section 5 $151.6 million
Section 9 1.0
Section 10 97.3

Section 14 50.1
“$300.0 million

In recent years available funds have been directed toward high priority
needs of Section 5 and Section 14 (a) and (b), with some funding for
emergency repair of Federal installations constructed under Section 10.

A study of current construction needs under Section 10 is now in progress.
Some of the entitlements making up this backlog may not represent current
needs, which must be demonstrated before actual funding can occur, and some
present low priority applications with relatively small numbers of unhoused
pupils. However, the backlog of eligible applications is growing, with
estimated entitlements for the current year at the $70 million level.

An evaluation of P.L. 81-815 was contained in a study by the Battelle
Memorial Institute. The study concluded that with its system of projec
by project approval the administration of P.L. 815 is unnecessarily com-
plicated. Furthermore, "because capital projects are easily deferrable
in the Federal budget, P.L. 815 provides for uncertain levels of support
based upon a priority system that tends to penalize a district that pro-
ceeds on its own to provide classrcoms for federally connected students.”
The Battelle Study recommended that the capital cost program (P.L. 818)
applicable to the usual situations be merged with the operating cost
program (P.L. 874) in order to simplify its administration.

** Section 10 funds were used only for emergency repairs to existing
facilities.
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Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Battelle Memorial Institute, School Assistance in Federally
Affected Areas: A Study of Public Laws B81-874 and 81-815,
published by the Committee on Education and Labor, H.R. Jlst
Congress, 2nd Session, GPO, 1970.

2. Administration of Public Laws 81-874 and 81-815. Annual Report

of the Commissioner of Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, 1975 (in process).
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

PROGRAM NAME:

Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)

Legislation: Expiration Date:
Title VII of the Education Amendments June 30, 1976

of 1972 (PL 92-318) as amended by Title VI,
Part D of the Education Amendments of 1974
(PL 93-380)

Funding History

Fiscal Year Authorization(’;) Appropriation ($)
1973 1,000,000,000 228,€00,000
1974 Total of 234,000,000
1975 1,000,000,000 215,000,000
1976 From FY 74-761: 215,000,000

Program Goals & Objectives

In June of 1972 the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) was enacted into law to
provide local educational agencies with financial assistance -- (1) to meet

the special needs incident to the elimination of minority ¢roup segregation

and discrimination among students and faculty in elementary and secondary
schools; (2) to encourage the voluntary elimination, redaction or prevention

of minority group isclation in elementary and secondary schools with substantial
proportions of minority group students; and (3) to aid school children in over-
coming the educational disadvantages of minority group isolation. 1In addition
to these general objectives, each of the Act's authorized subprograms has
specific objectives consistent with the Act's overall goals.

ESAA originally author.zed eight subprograms, three of which were State apportion-
ment programs (Basic Grants, Pilot Grants, and Nonprofit Organization Grants) and
the remaining five (Bilingual Education, Education Television, Metropolitan Area,
Special Projects, and Evaluation) were discretionary grant programs. The Metro-
politan Area Projects subprogram and its 3-4% reservation from the annual appropria-
tion were eliminated frem the program by Section 642 of P.L. 93-380 in August, 1974.
Since that amendment and pursuant to statute and regulation, 87% of the annual
appropriation is reserved for the state apportioned programs -- Basic Grants 64%,
Pilot Programs 15% and Nonprofit Organization grants 8%. The remainder of the
annual ESAA appropriation is reserved as follows for the discretionary programs:
Bilingual Education, not less than 4%; Education Television Project, 3-4%;

Special Projects, 5%; and, Evaluation awards, up to 1l%.

1. Original authorization was for 1 billion dollars for FY 73 and a similar amount
for FY 74. PL 93-380 changed the authorization such that the second billion
dollars is authorized for the entire period from FY 73 through FY 76.
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The objectives of the five discretionary programs can be summarized as follows.

The Bilingual Education program provides funds to local education agencies for
bilingual programs designed to equalize the educational opportunity of minority
group children from environments where the dominant language is other than English.
Education Television contracts and grants are awarded to public or private non-
profit agoncies, institutions or orgyanizations for the development and airing

of integrated children's television programs of cognitive and affective educational
value. Prior to elimination of the set-aside for Metropolitan Area Projects in
August of 1974 (FI. 93-380), such grants and contracts were awarded to local
education agencies %o establish and maintain an integrated school consisting of

a substantial proportion of educationally advantaged children mixed with at least
508 of the proportion of minority group children in all schools within their
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. Special Project jrants and contracts are
made to or with, State and local educational agencies, and other public agencies
and organizations for purposes of conducting special programs and projects which
are consistent with the purposes of the Act. The final discretionary program,
Evaluation, authorizes grants to and contracts with, State educational agencies,
institutions of higher education, and private organizations for purposes of
evaluating programs authorized by the Act.

As with the discretionary programs, the three State-apportioned programs (Basic,
Pilot, and Nonprofit Organizations), have unique sets of objectives. Basic Grants
are awarded to eligible school districts to reduce minority group isu’ation, to
meet the special needs incident to the elimination of segregation and discrimina-
tion, and to assist elementary and secondary school children in overcoming the
educational disadvantages associated with minority group isolation. Basic Grants
may be awarded to any LEA which (a) is implementing a desegregation plan or has
adopted and will implement such a plan if assistance is made available; or (b)

has a plan to enroll non-resident childzan in its schools to reduce minority

group isolation; or, (c¢) to districts without desegregation plans but with minority
group student enrollment exceeding 50 percent if they establish or maintain at
least one integregated school. Nonprofit Organization grants and contracts provide
funds to public or private nonprofit agencies, institutions, or organizations to
carry out programs designed to support local education agency development or
implementation of a plan, program, or activity for the reduction or elimination

of minority group isolation.

Pilot PFroject grants are awarded to local education agencies for unusually promising
projects designed to overcome the adverse effects of minority group isolation by
improving the academic achievement of children in minority isolated schools. To

be eligible for a Pilot Grant an LEA must be implementing a desegregation plan or

a plan to reduce minority group isolation which would make it eligible for a Basic
Grant. In addition, at least 15,000 minority group stundents must be enrolled in

the schools of the LEA or minority students must constitute more than 50 percent

of the total LEA enrollment.

177




172

Program Operations

Sums annually appropriated pursuant to the Act for Basic, Pilot, and Nenprofit
Organization Grant categories are apportioned to States on the basis of the
ratio of their number of minority group school-aged children to the number of
such children in all States. Local school districts and non-profit organiza-
tions compete for the funds apportioned to their respective States.

In applying for Basic and/or Pilot grants, local school districts must demonstrate
that they have needs related to the Act's objectives and that they have designed
a program based upon the Act's twelve authorized activites that shows promise in
achieving one or more of the Act's objectives. Nonprofit organizations must
demcnstrate in their applications that they have designed programs which will
effectively suppoert local school districts' efforts to develop or implcment a
desegragation plan.

Applicaticns for two of the discretionary grant programs -- Educational
Television, Special Projects -- are made directly to the Office of Education

in Wasiington; the Evaluation Program operates with contracts under government
requlations; and, Bilingual Education and all other ESAA program applications
are submitted to HEW Regional Offices. Each of the programs has its own unique
set of funding criteria and award procedures which are specified by the Act and
ESAA regulations.

Program Scope

While the Act as arended in 1974 (PL 93-380) authorizes an appropriation of one
billion dollars for FY 73 and a similar amount for the period ending Jure 30, 1976,
actual appropriations have amounted to $228 million, $224 million, $215 million
and $215 million for fiscal years 1973, 74, 75 and 76 respectively. Since funds
are annually appropriated for obligation and expenditure during the fiscal year
succeeding the year of appropriation, the major thrust of the Act began during
school year 1973-74 and it is expected to continue through the 1976-77 school year.

Annual obligations and number of awards by subprogram and fiscal year are summarized
below:

ESAA Obligations ($ 1,000) and Number of Awards by Fiscal Year (FY)

FY 73 FY 74 FY 75
Program Oblig. Awd. Oblig. Awd. Oblig. Awd.
Basic 117,675 445 155,845 570 135,386* 379
Pilot 21,960 95 27,116 141 33,948 164
Nonprofit 29,081 241 19,746 238 18,103 205
Metro 5,448 14 ~0- -0- -0~ -0=-
Bilingual 8,888 39 9,958 47 9,052 24
ETV 11,366 5 6,890 8 7,794* 3
Special Projects 6,834 56 11,795 77 8,459 36
Evaluation 2,286 2 2,489 2 2,257 2
Total 203,538 897 233,839 1,083 214,999 828

*Includes funds transfered from Special Projects discretionary account.
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As indicated by the above, total obligations and numver of awards increased from
FY 73 to FY 74 then decreased in FY 75. Ccncomitant with the decrease in obliga-
tion and awards in FY 75 was a 17% increase in the size of the average award with
a range of change across subprograms of -9.3% from Evaluation to +54% for Special
Projects. The two largest subprograms, Basic Grants and Pilot, had a +38.9% and

+7.6% increases in their average grant size respectivelv.

The resource allocation process for the FY 75 appropriation is summarized in more
detail below:

FY 75 ESAA KLSOURCE ALLOCATION

Program Applicants Awards Oblig. Avg. Award % of $ Requested # of States

Basic 677 379 135,386,285 357,220 47.9% 47
Pilot 214 164 33,948,000 207,000 48.5% 32
Nonprofit 400 205 18,103,000 88,307 27.5% 44
Biling:ral 92 34 9,052,000 266,235 23.2% 20
ETV 33 8 7,793,999 974,250 16.4% 7
Spec. Prog. 60 36 8,459,712 234,992 33.5% 26*
Evaluation NA 2 2,257,000 1,128,500 NA NA
Total 1,476 828 214,999,996 259,662 40% NA

* TIncludes five jurisdictions other than States

Although most ESAA FY 75 applicants were eligible for awards, the above table
indicates that only 56.1% could be funded out of the FY 75 appropriation which
covered 40% of the dollars requested by applicants. Also apparent from the table
is the fact that the State-apportioned subprogram (Basic, Pilot and Nonprofit)
awards were distributed over more States than were the discretionary subprogram
awards as would be expected by the State-apportionment formula and the nature of
those subprograms.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

National evaluation of the ESAA program began early in 1%73, prior tc full scale
local implementation of ESAA. Evaluation activities have focused on the two largest
subprograms -- the Basic and Pilot Programs. During FY 76 evaluations of the Non-
profit and ETV programs will be designed and evaluation contracts wil® be awarded.
The remainder of this discussion will focus on the preliminary results of the Basic
and Pilot program evaluations.

The national evaluation of the Basic Grants and Pilot programs was designed to
determine the cumulative impact of those programs over a period of three school

/ years in terms of the Act's objectives -- reduction in minority group isolation,
elimination of segregation and discrimination, and improvement of student basic
skills. The evaluation began collecting data during school year 1973-74 -- the
first year that the program was implemented at the local level -- and will comp.ete
data collectior -luring the 1975-76 school year.
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Data on achiever nt, school climate and discrimination, and reduction in minority
grcup isolation, are collected annually in a nationally representative sample of
approximately 75 Basic and 42 Pilot elementary schools and 54 Basic secondary
schools in 85 ESAA-funded school districts. Within each school in the evaluation,
samples of approximately 60 students in each of grades 3, 4, and 5 or 10, 11, and
12 were randomly selected across sections within grade to participate in the
evaluation. Students are followed longitudinally through those grade bands, with
grade 5 and 12 students leaving the sample each year. In any one year there are
approximately 27,000 students, 4,000 teachers, 172 principals, and 8% '~cal ESAA
coordinators, district business managers, and superintendents in the evalwl-tion
sample.

The Basic and Pilot program evaluation design anticipated the fact that the first
year of implementation of any national educational program is always a formative

one, requiring adaptation of schools, school staffs, and students to new projects.
Consequently, the results reported here, which focus on year-one of the Basic and
Pilot programs, should be considered a progress report on that process of implementa-
tion and adaptation rather than a definitive report on the success of the Act in
achieving its objectives. Later ESAA evaluation results should provide the measure
for assessing the Act's effectiveness.

An initial finding of the evaluation relates to student needs prior to program
implementation. On the basis of school staff opinion and achievement test results,
it can be concluded that prior to ESAA program implementation students in minority
isolated schools and minority students in desegregated schools were severely
educationally disadvantaged. For example, achievement data collect-d at the be-
ginring of the first year of ESAA implementation indicate that students in minority
isolated schools (Pilot eligible) were achieving at approximately the 19th percentile
in reading and the 15th percentile in math. That is, 81% and 85% of the students

in our nation's schools were achieving at higher levels in reading and mathematics
respectively. In desegregated schools (Basic eligible) student achievement was
slightly higher with reading scores at about the 30th percentile and math scores

at approximately the 23rd percentile. However, when achievement scores for minority
and non-minority students were analyzed separately, data indicate that prior to ESAA
program implementation minority students in desegregated schools were just as
academically needy as their peers in minority isolated schools whereas non-minority
students in desegregated schools were achieviag at approximately the 50th percentile.

A second evaluation finding of interest relates tc the effectiveness of the ESAA
resource allocation process in terms of its focus on student educational needs.
Evaluation results indicate that the grant award process effectively tergeted funds
to educationally needy school districts; school districts targeted ESAA funds to
needy schools; schools, in turn, focused their ESaA funds on baric skill programs
directly related to student needs; and finally at least at the elementary level,
the intensity of basic skill services received by students was directly related to
the severity of their needc.

One of the major objectives of the Basic Grants program is to encourage the reduction
of minority group 1solation. Evaluation results indicate that, overall, there was

a small reduction in minority group isolation in ESAA school districts during the
first year of the program. 20% of the districts in the evaluation sample
achieved any significant redvction in minority group isolation.

180




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

p—

175

Apparently, this finding results from the fact that very few of the districts
that applied for ESAA Basic Grant funds during the first year were newly de-
segrating districts. Most districts in the evaluation sample had desegregated
from two to ten years prior to receipt of an ESAA award.

Analysis of the desegregation plans of the Basic Grants districts in the evalua-
tion sample ind.cated that busing and redrawing of district boundaries were the
most frequently used elements of their plans. Busing was more likely to be a
major element of a district's desegregation plan if it had a small total enrcll-
ment or a low percentage of minority students. In school districts that used

bus transportation for desegregation purposes, a larger percentage of minority

than non-minority students were so transported. Finally, there was some indication
of a positive relationship between the use of bus transportation for desegregation

purpc s;es and better racial balance.

A second objective of ESAA common to both the Basic and Pilot programs is to aid
school children in overcoming the educational disadvantages associated with minority
group isolation. Comparison of student math and reading achievement scores pricr

to program implementation to similar scores obtained approximately five and one-

half months later suggests that there were positive achievement gains during that
period in ESAA funded Basic and Pilot districts. In general, student achievement
gains in ESAA districts approached or exceeded gairs that would be expected of average
children in average schools. Math gains were somewvhir greater than reading gains,

and Basic district gains slightly exceeded those of Pilot districts.

An indepth analysis of ESAA school district achievement gains through comparison of
matched pairs of schools within each district, one of which was EShA funded and

the other not ESAA funded, indicated that achievement gains were similar regardless
of the presence of ESAA funds. Further analysis indicated that there were few
significant differences in total school funding or program characte._istics between
ESAA funded and non-funded schools within ESAA districts. Apparently, non-ESAA
funded schools within ESAA districts used other sources of funding to nullify ex-
pected total funding differences between ESAA funded and non-fuaded schools and those
non-ESAA funds were used to provide students with ESAA type services.

In summary, although schools in ESAA funded districts demonstrated achievement gains
far above expectation, those gains cannot he directly attributed to ESAA since ESAA
funded and non-ESAA funded schools in those districts had similar total funding
levels, program components and achievement gains. One possibility currently baing
investigated is that when ESAA funds are targeted on a few schools within a district

the district is motivated to f£ing other sources of funds to provide ESAA type ]
activities to students in their remaining needy schools.

The third obiective of the Basic Grarts program is to reduce segregation and dis-
crimination among students and faculty in ~lementary and secondary schools. The

first year of the evaluation did not provide any data relating to the achievement
of that objective. Year two and three of evaluation will focus more directly on

such reductions.

In addition to the above findings, the first-year-results also suggest that re-
laticnships among student, staff, and program characteristics and student outcomes 1
differ somewhat tor minoritv-isolated as compared to desegregated schools.
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In minority-isolated schools, preliminary findings indicate that there is a
positive relationship between the level of supplemental reading program funding
and student reading and mathematics achievement. Similarly, lower pupil/teacher
ratios seem to be p051t1ve1y related to student mathematics achievement in minority-
isolated schools. For reasons that are not clear, no such relatlonshlps were
found in desegregated schools. Nevertheless, in deSegregated schools, positive
desegregation-related policies, attitudes, and activities of district and school
staff appear related to positive student expectations, student liking for school,
and student reading and mathematics achievement. Also in desegregated schools,
at least at the secondary level, the results suggest a positive relationship
between reading achievement and the amount of time spent in reading instruction.

In summary, preliminary evaluation results suggest that during the first year of
local program implementation, both the Basic and Pilot grants programs were
effective in targs*iug funds and services at educationally needy school districts,
schools, and students. Further, there is some indication that the resource alloca-
tion process has begun to have positive impact on the academic achievement of
students in ESAA-funded school districts. Although those findings are encouraging,
it should be noted that as initially proposed by the Administration and later
enacted by Congress, tne primary purpose of ESAA was to provide short term, emergency
financial assistance to local school districts in the process of desegregating.
Evaluation data and program-operational experience clearly indicate that the program
has encouraged little new desegregation and in only a very limited number of in-
stances have ESAA funds been used to meet emergency needs associated with new or
increased reductions in minority group isolation. This apparent failure to achieve
the Act's primary objective is probably due to the State apportionment formula
associated with the Basic and Pilot programs which requires funding school districts
within each state that meet eligibility criteria regardless of the emergency nature
of their need.

The Office of Educatior is currentlv analyzing various means to capitalize on the
apparent progress of ESAA in meeting educational needs and at the time is exploring
wzys to redirect the program back to its original primary goal -- the reduction of
minority group isolation. It is expected that the Administration will shortly
propose a legislative remedy for the situatioa.

Primary Sources cf ESAA Evaluation Data

(1) Coulson, J. E. and others. The first year of Emergency School Aid Act ESAA
Implementation: Preliminary Analysis. System Development Corporation,
September 15, 1975.

(2) Ozenne, D. G., and cthers. Achievement Test Restandardization: “mergency
School Aid Act Nationsl Evaluation, System Development Cocporation,
November, 1974.

Ongoing Evaluation Studies

(1) Evaluation of the Emergency Schocl Aid Act Basic Grant fregram, under
contract with System Development Corporation.

(2) A Longitudinal Evaluaticn of the Emergency School Aid Act Pilot Prcjram,
under contract with System Development Corporation.
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(3) study of the Identification of Exemplary Desegregated Schools and Evalua-

tion of the Determinants of Success, under contract with Educational Testing
Service.‘

Studies of the Emergency School Assistance (ESAP) Program

(1) Crain and others. Southern Schools: An Evaluation of the Emergency School
Assistance Program and of School Desegregation. 2 volumes, Chicago:
National Opinion Research Center, 1973.

(2) Acland, H. Secondary Analysis of the Emergency School Assistance Program,
The Rand Corporation, 1975.

(3) seefeldt, ESAP Community Group: An Evaluation, Washington, D.C.: Kirschner
Associates, Inc., November 1972.

(4) Evaluation of the Emergency School Assistance Program, Bethesda, Maryland:
Resource ManagemeNt Corporation, 1971.

(5) Need to Improve Policies and Procedures for Approving Grants under the
Emergency School Assistance Program, Washington, D.C.: General Accounting
Office, 1971.

(6) Weaknesses in School Districts' Implementation of the Emergency School
Assistance Program, Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Office, 1971.

(7) The Emergency School Assistance Program: An Evaluation, prepared by
Washington Research Project and five other civil rights organizations, 1970.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Training and Advisory Services (Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IV)

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Title IV of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (P.L. 88-352), as amended

by the Education Amendments of 1972, indefinite

P.L. 92-318

Funding History: Year Authorization Appropriation
1965 indefinite $6,000,000
1966 6,275,000
1967 6,535,000
1968 8,500,000
1969 9,250,000
1970 17,000,000
197 16,000,000
1972 14,600,000
1973 21,700,000
1974 21,700,000
1975 26,700,000
1976 26,700,000

Program Goals and Objectives

Title IV is designed to provide training and technical assist.nce
related to problems incident to school desegregation. Desegregati-n is
defined to include race, colo~, religion, sex, and national origin.
Technical assistance is authorized "in the preparation, adoption, and
implementation of plans for the desegregation of public schools."”
Technical assistance includes, among other activities, making information
available regarding "effective methods of coping with special educational
problems occasioned by desegregation." The law also provides for training
of s:hool personnel "in dealing with problems incident to desegregation.”
A11 of the above quotes are from the legislation.

A major goxl of Titie IV in Fiscal Year 1975 was to achieve and
implement a final agreement or a strategy to expand assistance under
Title IV to include: (1) problems such as highlighted in the Lau v.
Nichols decision, and (2) problems incident to sex discrimination.

In Lau, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that affirmative steps must

be taken by school districts where non-English speaking students, as
a result of language deficiencies, do not effectively participate in the
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educational process. Title IV was expanded by Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-318) to include sex desegregation. The
final regulations implementing Title IX were issued during Fiscal Year
1975 after an extended period of comment and controversy.

A second goal of Title IV was to target awards within the guidance
provided by the regulations to the different categories of Title IV
awards. Support far all authorized school desegregation problems (except
Lau-related problems) is provided under four categories of Title IV
awards: General Assistance Centers (GACs), State Fducation Agencies
(SEAs), Training Institutes, and direct grants to local education
agencies (LEAs). In addition, there are three specialized types of
awards: (1) specialized Training Institutes for sex desegregation
(in addition to the assistance under the four above categories),

(2) specialized General Assistance Centers for Lau-related problems,
and (3) separate awards to State Education Agencies for Lau-related
problems.

Further details and the success in achieving these goals is dis-
cussed in the Program Scope section below.

Program Cperation

The General Assistance Centers (GACs) and State Education Agencies
(SEAs) provide training and technical assistance through a variety of
authorized activities to districts within their service areas. For
SEAs, each State is its own service area and GACs vary with from one
to several States constituting a service area. There are 27 GAC service
areas covering the entire country. Training Institutes are smailer in
that they tead to offer more specialized training services to a few
school districts. Direct grants to local education agencies (LEAs)
are also made which are 1imited to hiring an advisory specialist and
sometimes provide training within the LEA receiving the award. The
regulations specify that at least 10 institutes will be funded each
year which have the primary focus of training with regard to desegrega-
tion on the basis of sex. Lau-related GACs and SEAs may offer the
same activities as the other GACs and SEAs plus specific training and
curriculum development activities related to situations involving
non-English dominant minority group students.

Proposals (also called applications) are sent to the Office of Education
Regional Offices where 2ach is reviewed by Office of Education staff and
by panels which assign each application a total numerical score (con-
sisting of points for specific criteria that are added to produce a
total scoreg. The Regional Office transmits the ratings with their
recomendations to the Office of Education in Washington where the
1ists of applicants and ratings from all regions are combined and ranked
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in numerical order. The procedures specified are for awards to be made
from the highest scores on until funds are exhausted within each category
(except for overlapping proposals such as two competing applications for
GACs to serve the same areag. Lau-related applications are made directly
to and reviewed in the Office of Education in Washington.

Program Scope

A major goal of Title IV in Fiscal Year 1975 has been stated--to
achieve and implement a final agreement on a strategy to expand
assistance under Title IV to include Lau and sex discrimination. The
following table, which presents data on Fiscal Year 1975 Title IV awards,
allows some conclusions to be drawn about the program goals.

DATA ON TITLE IV AWARDS MADE IN FISCAL YEAR 1975

Amount Average

c Total Total ( Awarded ) ( Award )

ategory Applications Awards thousands thousands
GAC-Race and Sex 38 26 $10,423 $401
SEA-Race and Sex 44 44 5,507 125
LEAs-Race and Sex 109 a7 2,163 46
Training Institutes

Race &¢nd Sex 93 17 %,514 148

Sex desegregation 17 1N 092 99
SUBTOTAL 2T, 700
GAC-Egg_ 22 9 3,750 417
SEA-Lau 18 13 1,250 96
TOTAL KA N 187 $26,700

The Supplemental Appropriation of $5 million for Lau-related assistance
was fully obligated as shown in the difference in Column 3 between the
SUBTOTAL and the TOTAL. The Lau GAC awards were made through competitive
proposals received for nine service areas. The nine awards were made out
of a total of 22 applications (as shown in first two columns of the table).
The competition was concentrated in three service areas where three or four
proposals were received. Of the other service areas, five received two
proposals and one received only one proposal. The program office seems to
have fully met its responsibilities because a Request for Proposals (RFP)
was formally advertised, giving any organization the opportunity to submit
a proposal.
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Race and Sex GAC proposals were also awarded by competitive RFPs.
There were 26 awards out of 38 applications.

Competit.on was greatest for grants to LEAs and Race and Sex Train-
ing Institutes. In these cases, proposals not funded generally represent
districts not served by direct funded LEA grants or Training Institutes.
Data on needs for aid in these districts are not currently available and
aid is available from other categories of Title IV aid and under the
Emergency School Aid Act.

SEA awards are not competitive within States because they are made
on a sole source basis. However, funds awarded to SEAs are obviously
not available to other categories of Title IV aid. A1l 44 SEA Race and
Sex desegregation proposals were funded.

Sex discriminaiion, as indicated earlier, is included with race
desegregation irn the four categories of the table labeled "Race and
Sex" plus *he specialized sex desegregation Training Institutes. There
is no reliable information available at this time regarding the amount
of funds spent on activities related to sex desegregation. Proposals
received extra points in the rating system if they included both race
and sex desegregation activities, but the actual targeting in terms of
the amount of services offered in each area is not known. It is known,
2owever, that 11 Training Institutes specializing in sex desegregation were
unded.

The last column shows that the average Title IV award was for approxi-
mately $160,000, with the average ranging from $46,000 for General LEA
grants to $417,000 for Lau GACs. A great deal of this variation is due to
the amount of services and geographic area covered. Race and Sex LEA grants
are restricted by law to an advisory specialist and training activities for
a single school district. Lau GACs authorize a larger number of activities
and either cover a large geographic area or one with high concentrations of
Lau-related districts.

An area of interest is the targeting of Lau-related funds in areas of
greatest need. Candidate districts (i.e., those potentially out of compliance
with the decision) were identified by the Office of Civil Rights in the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Districts were identified
based on available data of the distribution of language minority groups using
different definitions. The results showed, not surprisingly, large concentra-
tions of districts in the Southwest (Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado)
and especially California. Some--but certainly not all--larger cities in
other parts of the country were among those identified, but 78 percent of
the candidate Lau districts were in these five States. If these data are
recsonzble criteria, the program was not too effective in targeting the Lau
SEA awards. The States with the largest number of candidate Lau districts
(California with 153 and Texas with 69) each received $250,000 awards, but
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New York State with only one candidate Lau district received $200,000 and
I114nois with only two received $100,000. Admittedly, districts served
include New York City and Chicago, but several large cities were included in
the California and Texas Lau lists as well. Two States (Rhode Island and lowa)
with no candidate Lau districts received small awards. Of the 13 States
receiving awards, the median number of candidate Lau districts was only 4
districts. Five States whose Lau GAC applications were not funded all had
small numbers of candidate Lau districts.

Data from Lau GACs were available but not yet fully analyzed. It
appears that Lau GAC funds were considerably better targeted than Lau
SEA funds.

In summary, the Fiscal Year 1975 goal of developing Lau Title IV
assistance was implemented, but there is evidence of targeting problems
with the Lau SEA awards. Title IV assistance for sex discrimination was
instituted in combination with race desegregation awards plus specialized
sex desegregation institutes. There is no reliable information currently
available on the operations of these prnjects.

Another goal in Fiscal Year 1975 was to target the various categories
of Title IV awards within the guidance provided by the regulations (which
allews the Commissioner discretion). The following shows the regulation target
and the actual distribution of Title IV funds for Race and Sex Desegregation:

target actual*
GAC 50 48.0
SEA 25 25.4
LEA 10 10.0
Training Institut 15 -~ 16.0
100 100.0

The regulations also established the goal that three-quarters of the Lau

funds would be awarded to Lau GACs and one-quarter to Lau SEAs. These
targets were met exactly.* -

Program Effectiveness and Progress

Evaluation reports on Title IV are now largely outdated. A nearly completed
study cited in the next section examines the operations of Title IV after
fairly extensive changes were made in the program.

*These percentages are not shown in the Program Scope secticn but may be
calculated from column 3.
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Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies

An evaluation of the Titie IV program is in the final revision stages
and will be released in the summer, 1976. The evaluation, conducted under
contract to the Office of Education by the Rand Corporation, examines the
operations of Title IV assistance for race desegregation.

A follow-up study is also being conducted by Rand to examine the impact
orn the Title IV program of combining race and sex desegregation services.
Recall that (with the exception of the specialized sex desegregation Training
Institutes and the specialized Lau-related assistance) most Title IV projects
are now responsible for providing both race and sex desegregation assistance.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

1. Stephen Crocker, et. al., Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: A
Review of Program Operations, Santa Monica, California: The Rand Corpora-
tion, 1976.

2. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Title IV anq School Desegregation:
A Study of a Neglected Federal Program, Washington, D. C.: U. S.
Government Printing Office, 1973.

3. Race Relations Information Center, Title IV qf the 1964 Civil Rights
Act: A Program in Sear.h of a Policy, Nashville, Tenn., 1970.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Program Name:
Packaging and Field Testing

Legislation: Expiration Date:

Cooperative Research Act June 30, 1976*

(P.L. 531 as amended) ’

Special Projects Act (P. 93-380 effective FY 76)

Funding History: Year Authorization** Appropriation
1975 $ 127,284,000 $ 1,400,000 ***
1976 * 1,400, 000%

Program (ioals and 0Objectives

Under Section 2 of the Cooperative Research Act the Commissioner is
authorized to make grants and contracts to organizations for the dissemi-

nation of information, for surveyss;—~for exemplary educational projects
and for studies related to OE management.

As authorized under the Cooperatite Research Act, the purpose of this
program is to di<seminate information about exemplary educational
approaches and products in a wav that would accelerate the replication
of these svccessful approaches and projects by school districts through-
out the country. The educational projects disseminated by this program
have been developed and demonstrated in State and discretionary grant
programs supported by the Office of Education.

Through making these exemplary projects available to school districts

in a form that facilitates their implementation by local school staff

it is hoped that children will be helpned to increase their achievement

in the basic skill areas of reading and mathematics., Implementation of
several specific activities should lead to the accomplishment of the
program's purpose: (1) the systematic identification of effective education

* The cooperative Research Act was ceplaced by the provisions of the
Special Projects Act, July 1, 1975. The packaging and field testing
program therefore, is under the authority of the Special Projects Act
for FY 1976, 1t does not have a separate authorization.

* This indluces funds for Program Administration, Planning and Evaluation
Data Systems lmprovement and General Program Dissemination as well as
Packaging and Field Testing.

#*%% Figures do not include approximately $3.5 million of ESEA, Title III
Section 306 funds for implementation of the projects via the packages.
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projects whose development has been supported by the Office of
Education; (2) systematic analysis and packaging of the management,
resources and instructional camponents essential to the success of
those projects; (3) the field test of the use of the packaged rodel
in implementing the project in several school sites; (4) a final
revision of the packages based on an evaluation of the implementation
effort at these school sites; and (5) the dissemination of the ,evisec

packages for purposes of widesprzad implementation of the effective
packa¢ed projects.

Program Operations:

The major activities involved in this program are specified in the

section above. Each activity involves several steps. The first activity--
identification of effective education projects has been underway in OE

for several years. For the first set of Project Information Packages
developed, previous studies conducted by OF supplied a pool of candidate
projects. Criteria were then established in order to select compensatory
education projects for packaying and to validate their effectiveness.

The criteria were defined as: (1) effectiveness in improving student
achievement; (2) reasonable start-up and maintenance costs; (3) avail-
ability for and feasibility of packaging; and (4) evidence of replicability.
Projects meeting these criteria and selected for packaging were also
required to have approval for dissemination from the NIE/OE gniri Dis-
semination Review Panel (JDRP). Projects identified as exemplary by
current OE studies and projects submitted to the JDRP for approval con-
tinue to provide a pool of candidate projects for future packaging.

The second activity--analysis and packaging of the management, resources,
and instructional camponents essential to the success of projects--begins
with an analysis of the validated projects at the school site operating
the project. Through dbserving projects and interviewing participants,
camponents and resources essential to their success with children are
defined. The activity continues with the packaging of those components in
-the form of guides for the implementation of the validated prcject in
other districts. The Proj.ct Information Package subsequently developed
for each validated project includes a detailed description of the resource
requirements for planning, school organization, physical facilities,
staffing requiremen's, teacher training, instructional material and method-
ologies, budgets, information feedback, parent participation, comunica-
tion, schedules and milestones, project management, moritoring and evalua-
~uan.
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The third activity is to field test each package

at several school sites. The field test is important in
detemmining the ease with which a project can be implemented else-
where using the informatiocn provided in the package. The field
test examines the effectiveness of the package itself in terms of
accuracy in identifying essential camponents, quality of packaging,
acceptability and ease of use Lo teachers, administrators, children
and parents, and finally overall impact of the package in helping
children increase their achievenent.

The fourth activity - revision of each package based on the Iield test
data--takes account of problems users have found while implementing the
project via the information in the package. Given successful implementa-
tion of a project in the field test revisions made in the packaged
model on the basis of user feedback should further facilitate its imple-
mentation in new school sites.

The final step is to disseminate the revised packages for implementation
in school districts throughout the country. To accamplish this task,
materials were developed to enable school district officials to learn
about the projects that have been packaged for implementation and to
decide if such a project might help meet local educational needs.
Currzntly, these raterials are being distributed to school districts
likely to be interested in one of these exemplary projects by ESEA,
Title I Coordinators in each State Education Agency and by State
Facilitators participating in the ESEA Title IIT funded National
Diffusicn Network (see the Title III section in this report for more
information on the “"Network".)

Program Scope

The effort was initiated in with funds authorized

under the General Education Provisions Act, Section 411 and under

Title III, Section 306 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Six effective campensatory education projects were identified and packaged
in FY 1974 and ESFA Title III Section 306 grants were awarded in FY 75

to 17 school districts for the purpose of inplementing one or more

of the successful projects. Of the 17 Title III grants to school districts
for the purpose of implementing the packaged projects, approximately

53 schools and 3,500 students were involved.
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The projects were implemented in school year 1974-75 and

a contract was awarded for the conduct of a field test evaluation

to assess the process by which the districts implemented the projects
via a Project Information Package (PIP). At the end of FY 1975, Title
III grants were again awarded to the school districts participating in
this effort for continuation of the projects during the 1975-76 school
M.

With FY 1975 funds, under the Cooperative Research Act, the field test
evaluation was continued in order to focus on assessing student achieve-
ment gains, a contract was awarded for the packaging of up to twelve more
effective projects, a contract was awarded for the revision of the initial
set of 6 PIPs, and these revised PIPs are being disseminated for imple-
mentation in the school year 1976-77, as described in the previous section.

Program Effectiveness and Progress

set of six effective projects were identified,
packaged and field tested in 19 sites; the packaged projects were re-
vised on the basis of the field test results to further facilitate their
implementation in new sites; materials informing scho0l districts of
their availability are being disseninated; a new effort to identify and
package a second set of 12 successful projects has been initiated; and
a study to examine the process by which the six revised PIPs are dis-
seminated and implemented is being planned. The steps involved in
accamplishing each of these tasks are described in more detail below.

Criteria were established for selecting successful projects—with emphasis

aon effectiveness, replicability, availability and cost--and six successful
reading and math campensatory education projects were identified, analyzed

and physically packaged. Five of these were originally developed with ESEA
Title I funds and one was developed with Titla III funding. All six projects are
recognized as exemplary by the OE/NiE Joint Dissemination Review Panel and were
described in the Project Information Packages in such a way as to provide

the information a school district would require to implement the

projects with a minimal amount of teachnical assistance. Accordingly,

included in each PIP are Project Director materials describing staff require~
ments, facilities needed, teacher training, schedule of activities, budgets,
and procedures for abtaining the support of school staff and canmmmity.
Materials tor project teachers and other staff describing roles and responsi-
bilities, the instruction approach, curriculum materials, the selection of
students and other details about the projects are also included.

A two-year field tryout of the six PIPs in 19 project sites located

in 17 school districts was initiated .n July of 1974. The field

test involves approximately 53 schools and 3500 children at the 19
sites. Sites participating in the field test received ESEA, Title III,
Section 306 grants for the implementaticn of the projects via the
PIPs. The emphasis of the first year of this effort (School Year
1974-75) was on monitoring the installation of the process and users
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attitudes toward the PIPs and the projects. During the first ‘ryout year
the evaluation focused on answering the following questions: Can effec-
tive exemplary projects be implemented or replicateC in new sites via PIPs?
For what functions ard in what amount is technical assistance required for
project implementation? liow do the projects affect student attitudes?
What is the reaction of the school staff, parents and camunity to the
PIP projects? Is the PIP a viable approach to the dissemination and
implementation of exemplary projects? How can the PIPs be improved
to facilitate their implementation in still other sites? The focus of
the second year of the evaluation (School Year 1975-76) is to determine
whether the projects implemented via the PIPs are as effective in
improving student achievement as the projects were in the developer sites
and to examine school district intent to continue the projects during

the following year (1976-77) when they will no longer be supported by
Title III. The second year of the study is in progress at the present
time .

The results of the first year of the field test indicate that in

spite of the difficulties encountered by school persomnnel in

attempting to implement the PIP specifications for the start up

stage which began late and off schedule, the project implementation

was accarplished. In every site, whith one exception, there was

a PIP project (or projects) in operation by February of the first

year. Moreover, the instructional programs were implemented as described
in the PIPs and the projects were recognized as entities in their school
districts. Also by February the project directors and instructional staffs
had developed considerable pride in ard ownership of their projects.

They were pleased with the instructioral program and felt that improved
student attitudes toward lea:ming, anu in some case, greater academic
achievements had resulted. Nc¢ disse..t was heard from either parants of
participants or from community grerups.

Given these encouraging results several new activities were initiated.
First, the development of a secord series of up to twelve new Project
Information Packages began in July 1975. Fcur exemplary bilingual
projects approved by the JDRP were identified for packaging and an
additional 8 campensatory education projects are being identified. These
12 new projects are being packaged in accordance with the revision of the
first series of six PIPs.

Second, in July 1975 on the basis of the first year of the field test,
revisions were begun on the first series of six PIFs. In addition,
awareness materials are being prepared for use in disseminating

the revised PIPs to school districts. 7The awareness materials, the Analysis

and Selection Kit or ASK, are being prepared to aquaint decision makers at
the school district level with the six PIPs and to assist them in
determining which, if any, of che PIP projects may meet their needs and
capabilities. A set of orientation materials to aid adopting

sites in obtaining the camitment and support of school and

camunity persons for the selected PIP project, and a set of disseminators
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materinls to aid federal, state and local persons in pramoting the
adoption of the PIP projects will also be prepared.

Finally, planning for the dissemination of the revised set of 6 PIPs is
underway. The strategy for disseminating the revised P1Ps for implementa-
tion in new sites in the fall of 1976 relies on utilizing existing
delivery systems or networks to distribute the PIP awareness materials and
working directly with local education agencies who would most likely

be interested in a PIP project. Accordingly, the State Faci.:tators
participating in the National Diffusion Network (see ESEA Title III
section for more information on the "Network") and Title i State coordi-
nators will be the primary disseminators of the PIPs far fall 1976 pro-
ject implementation while the planning of a more refined dissemination
strategy is in progress. Plans are also being made to conduct an evalua-
tion of the dissemination and irplementation of the six revised PIPs.
(This study is further described in the following sectionj.




Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

1. Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information Packages

The purpose of this two year study which began in July 1974 is to
evaluate the process by which packaged educational projects are
implemented in orde~ to determine the viability of disseminating
exemplary projects Jfor inmplementation by school districts via an
exportable package. The evaluation is being conducted urder con-
tract with Stanford Research Institute. The first year of the
evaluation has been campleted. It focused on the installation and
operation of the packaged educational approaches. The focus for
the second year of the study (in process) is to detemine the
impact of the projects on student achievement and to explore the
school districts intentions for continuing the projects after
federal funding is withdrawn. Results are presented in the first
year report which is expected in the winter of 1976 while the
final report of the field test evaluation is expected in the winter
of 197%.

2. Evaluation of the Disseninatim@r_glenentation of the Revised
Project Information Packages - First Series

It is planned that this study will evaluate the dissemination and
inplementation of the six revised project information packages which

are currently being disseminated through the Title I State coordinators,
the Title III state facilitators, and through a dissemination unit
in the USCE. The study is concerned with two aspects

of the dissemination program: the effectiveness of the overall dissemina~
tion strategy and the fidelity and effectiveness of the resulting PIP
inmplementations in local comunities. Regarding the dissemination strategy,
the extent to which the various dissemination units are able to cbtain PIP
adoptions will be examined in an attempt to identify those factors that
appear to facilitate or inhibit adoptions by local commmnities. In
addition, in a sample of local cawmnities who have adopted cne of the

six projects, the study will examine the extent to which adopting LEA's
follow PIP guidelines, the types of prcblems they have in implementing
PIP projects, their satisfaction with the PIP project, and the achieve~
ment outcames of the project for participating children. The study will
result in a series of recamendations for the improvement of the
dissemination strategy, and for encouraging better implementation.

The study will begin in the spring of 1976 and continue for two years.
During the first year of data collection, on-site cbservations inter-
views will be conducted, and state personnel involved in dissemination
will be surveyed; these activities will be supplemented in the second
year by the administration of pre- post achievement tests in adopting
sites. It is anticipated that the study will be campleted in December,
1978.




Sources of Evaluation Data:

1.

3.

Horst, D. P., Piestrup, A. M., Foat, C. M. and Binkley, J. Ll
Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Information Packages:
Vol.Il - Recamendations for Revisions. Mountain View, Ca%lfornia:

RIC Research Corporation, 1976.

Piestrup, A. M., Design Considerations for Packaging Effective
Approaches in Compensatory Education. Los Altos, Califorma:
RMC Research Corporation, 1974 (Report No. UR-241).

Stearns, M. S. Evaluation of the Field Test of Project Tnfrrmation
Packages: Vol I - Viability of Packaging. Menlo Park, California:
Stanford Research Institute, 1976.

Tallmadge, G. K., The Development of Project Information Packages

for Effective Approaches in Cjt_r@gato? Education. Los Altos,
Califormia: RMC Research Corporation, 1974 (Report No. UR 254).




B. EDUCATION FOR THE HAND CAPPED PROGRAMS
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

State Grant Program

Legislation: Expiration Date:
P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part B, Se. wber 30, 1977

Assistance to States for Education
of Handicapped Children, as amended
by P.L. 93-380, Section 612, 613, 614,

and 615
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
1967 $ 51,500,000 ¢ 2.%00,000
1968 154,500,000 15,000,000
1969 167,375,000 29,250,000
1970 206,000,000 29,190,000
1971 200,000,000 34,000,000
1972 210,000,000 37,500,000
1973 220,000,000 37,500,000
1974 226,600,000 47,500,000
1975 100,000,000
1976 100,000,000 110,000,000
1977 110,000,000 110,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to Statute,the primary coal of this program is to provide full
educational opportunities to all handicapped youth. Through grants tc
States, the program serves to assist in the initiation, expansion and
improvement of programs and projects for the handicapped (ages 3 - 21 years
of age) at the preschool, elementary and secondary levels. The grants are
meant to serve as a catalyst to increase programs for handicapped children
on a camprehensive basis involving both Federal and local resources.

Program Operatinns:

In FY 75, non-matching grants were made to States and outlying areas. The
funds were allocated to the States on the basis of the number of children
in each State aged 3-21 years of age, multiplied by $8.75, ratably reduced.
The program was advance funded. Provisions were made so that no State or
outlying area received less than their FY 74 appropriation. Any State
desiring to receive a Grant must submit to the Camnissioner, through its
State educational agency, a State plan which is not a part of any other
plan. Plans must demonstrate the policies and procedures to be used to
expano and/or improve the program and pro;ects, demonstrate the manner

in which the administration of this plan is to be conducted; provide
assurance that the control and administration of funds shall be in a

public agency; and assure that every attempt will be made to identifyY and
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locate all children with handicaroiiig conditions.
Program Scope:

Acocording to program data, in the school years 1974-1975 and 1975-1376
approximately 380,000 children have participated in special education
programs as a result of this program. This number includes children
receivir.; such limited incidental services as screening, diagnosis and
prescription. Estimates are that nationally about 56 percent of school aged
handicapped children are receving special education; but in some States less
than 25 percent are receiving this help. The toctal number of awards for this
fiscal year were 57 (fifty-seven) for a total of $100 million.

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

A formal evaluation of the State-grant program indicated that the program
was not producing the intended multiplier effect. The study hypothesized
that the failure of EHA-B to produce this effect ocould be traced to the
nature of fiscal support provided by the EHA legislation. The certainty of
receiving a continuing and "non-matching” federal grant lessens the
probability that local districts will undertake such projects on their own.
Consequently, EHA has little effect on changing local priorities in the
allocation of non-federal resources.

The study did indicate, however, that EHA-B has contributed to the expansion
of State services, programs and mandates for serving handicapped children.

The most effective component 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 districts to develop innovative programs which would not
otherwise occur, the impact of that innovation was largely restricted to

the particular district whixt received the grant. There was not a significant
replication impact in other districts which did not receive EHA-B funds.

A second problem identified is that the EHA-B per capita formula does mot
take into acocount the marked differences among States and local governments
in their ability to pay for programs for handicapped children. Thus, the
formula does not correct the existing situation whereby a child's chance of
receiving appropriate services depends largely on where his family lives.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

1. Bureau of the Education of the Handicapped program information.
2. Evaluation of an Aid-to-StatesProgram ~ for Education of Handicapped
Children, by Exotech Systems, Inc.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION KEPORT ON
EDUCATICN PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Aid to States for Education of Handicapped Children in State-Operated
and State-Supported Schools

\

Legislation: ~ Expiration Date:

ESEA Title I, Section 121 (P.L. 89-313): September 30, 1978
as amended by P.L. 93-380, Section 101
(@) (2) (E)

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR PﬁﬂHDRIZATg]g}J’ APPROPRIATION
1966 $ 15,900,000
1967 15,070,000
1968 24,750{000
1969 29,700,000
1970 37,480,000
1971 46,129,000
1972 56,400,000
1973 75,962,098
1974 85,777,779
1975 87,500,000
1976 95,800,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to the legislation, this program was designed to provide Federal
assistance to State agencies which are directly responsible for providing
free public education for handicapped children. Handicapping conditiors
include mental retardation, hard of hearing, deaf, sreech impaired,
visually impaired, seriously emotionally distrubed, ._-ippled, or other
health impairments requiring special education. State agencies are
authorized to use the Federal assistance only for programs and prcjects
which are designed to meet the special educational needs of these
handicapped chi’dren. Acquisition of equipment and construction of school
facilities may be included in these projects. Assurances must be given
that each child will be provided with programs to meet his special
educational needs. The primary emphasis of this program is to fund
institutions: 1) which provide full-year residertial programs to those
children requiring this service, 2) which providd special itinerant

1/ The Authorization level under this legislation is determined by formula
and taken from the total Title I appropriation prior to any other alloca-
tion of Title I funds. See text for definition of the formula.
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services on a part-day basis for children who are enrolled in regular day
school but require special, additional, assistance, and 3) for children
confined to their homes because of the severity of their handicap.

Program Opvrations:

Federal funds under this program are determined by a formula which specifies
that, of each handicapped child in average daily attendance (ADA) in an
elementary or secondary educational program operated or supported by a State
agency, the agency receives an amount equal to half the State expenditure for
a child enrolled in its public schools, or half of the national average,
whichever is higher.

At the Federal level, organizational responsibility for this program is vested
in the U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH).
Allocations under the program, as determined by BEH, are issued to State
agencies. Applications for the project funds are then submitted by partitipa-
ting institutions to their supervising State agency. The agency reviews the
applications and forwa:ds those w. ich it approves to the State educational
agency (SEA) for final approval and the release of funds. The participating
institution 1s required to submit end-of-project reports to its State agency
to account for the expenditure of funds and to provide an evaluation of
prcject activities.

Program Socope:

In FY 1975, approximately $88 miilion were allocated to 50 States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and Guam.

The funds allocated were administered by 142 State agencies which supervised
project participation at about 3400 State schools, 96 Local Educational
Agencies and 3,000 local schools. The average daily attendance reported by
these institutions was 178,765 children for the school year 1974-75. Those
childrenbenefiting under the program are distributed across the following
hondicap categories approximately as follows: Mentally Retarded- "111,551
Deaf and Herd of Hearing-22,782, Exotionally Disturbed-. 23,222 Crippled and
Othex Heal:b Impaired- 11,751 Visually Handicapped-9,459.- The average per
pupil expenditure was 492.

dngoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

An impact evaluation of this program is currently underway in a sample of

25 States and approximately 900 institutions. The abjectives of this study
are (a) to assess the impact of the program and (b) to determine if the
impact can be increased.Actual impact on schools will be measured in Phase II
of this evaluatior.
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Source of Evaluation Data:

1. Bureau of the Education of the Handicapped programmatic information.

2, Evaluation of Education Programs in State-operated and State—supported
Schools for Handicapped Children by Exotech Systems, Inc., Gaithersburg,
Maryland. The Phase 1I activities are presently being completed py USCE,
OVBE and the estimated completion date is Spring 1976.
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Regional Resource Centers

legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part C- September 30, 1977
Centers and Services to Meet Special
Needs of te Haadicappe, Sec. 621;

FUNDING RISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
1966
1967
1968 $ 7,755,000
1969 7,750,000 $ 5,000,000
1970 10,000,000 3,000,000
1971* 3,550,000
1672* 3,550,000
1973* 7,263,000
1974* 7,243,000
1975 12,500,900 7,087,000
1976 18,000,000 10,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

As indicated in budget documents, the Regional Resource Centers Program was
established in order to encourage the developnent and application of
exemplary appraisal and educational programming for handicapped children.
The centers are given the responsibility of developing a national support.
system in order that State and local agencies may provide needed diagnostic
and prescriptive services without the assistance of the Regional Centers.

To accomplish the goals and objectives of this program, the Centers use
demonstration, dissemunation, training, financial assistance, staff expertise,
and direct services. The Centers also act as backup agents where State and
lccal agencies have inadequate or nonexistent service programs. Among major
activities of the Centers are:

1. Identification of unserved handicapped children;
2. Measurement and diagnosis of handicapped children for
the purpose of proper educational placement;

¥ Totals of $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and $66,500,000 in 1973,
were authorized for Part C, EHA, which includes early childhood projects,
regional resource centers, and deaf-blmd centers. The 1973 authorization
was extended through 1974 by virtue of the one-year extension contained in
GEPA.

‘ Aruitoxt provia c
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3. Development of educational and vocational programs for
handicapged children;

4. Provision of technical assistance to relevant personnel,
including teachers and parents, in implementing appropriate
services for the handicapped learner;

5. Periodic re-examination, re-prescription or case-tracking
to validate appropriateness of program placement for children.

Program Operations:

In order to meet the program goals and objectives, grants and contracts arve
awarded to institutions of higher education, State educational agencies, or
combinations ofsuch agencies or institutions. Within partic lar regions

of the United States, grants or contracts may be awarded to one or more local
educational agencies. Projects are approved for periods of 36 months. However,
awards are made annually, and renewed on the basis of a Center's effectiveness,
and the availability of appropriations. Initial awards are made on a
curpetitive basis. The awards are made to pay for all or part of the costs

of the establishment and operations of the Regional Centers. According to

the original work statement -3sued by the Bureau of the Education of the
Handicapped, 50% of the funds are to be used for rendering direct services

and 50% are to be used for develcping interstate capacity. The funds alloted
to irdividual Regional Resource Centers range from $294,366 to $889,650 with
the total funding for all Centers equaling $7,087,000 in FY 1975.

Program Scope:

In FY 75 there were 13 Regional Resource Centers and a Coordin-~ting Office.
The Coordinating Office provides technical assistance to the Regional Centers.
Of the 13 Centerc, 7 (seven) are multi-state amd the remaining 6 (six) are
single state. Multi-state centers serve from 4 (four) to 10 (ten) states.
Population density is the prime criterion for determining regional location.

Program Effectiveness:

The primary limitations on meeting the stated objectives of this program are:
(1) the unavailability of validated best practices of diagnostic procedures,
(2) insufficient funds available to State and local educiitional agencies to
develop and implement effective diagnostic, assessment, evaluation and re-
evaluation programs and (3) trained diagnosticians and diagnostic teams
available in sufficient numbers or with sufficient resources to fully
implement the requirements of P.I,.. 93-380.

Program infornation indicates that approximately 80,000 handicapped children
have received servicec- through this program. Of this mmber, it is estimated
that 500 children have received services directly from the Centers since no :
other providers of services fcr these children existed. Additionally, these }
|
I
|
|
1
1

Centers provided expert advice and technical assistance to State and local
officials, teachers and parents; and provided technical assistance in the
development of 30 comprehensive state plans for special education.




Approximately 100 state-level personnel received information on exemplary
case~-findin~ 1d identification systens.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluetion Studies:

An evaluation of this program is being conducted by Abt Associates of
Cambridge, Massachusetts. The Study is titled, "An Assessment of the
Centers Supported Under the Education of the Handicapped Act " The
expected completion date is October, 1976.

Source of Evaluation Data:

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped program data.
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ANNUAL EVALIF.TION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Deaf Blind Centers

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part C- September 30, 1977
Centers and Services to Meet Special
Needs of the Handicapped, Sec. 622;

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATTON
1968 $ 3,000,000
1969 3,000,000 $ 1,090,000
1970 7,000,000 2,000,000
1971* 4,500,000
1972%* 7,500,000
1973* 15,795,000
1974* 14,055,000
1975 15,000,000 12,000,000
1976 20,000,000 16,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to the statute,the purpose c/ this program is to provide, through
a limited number of model centers for ...af-blind children, a program
designed to assist these children in reaching their full potential for
cammunication, to enable such children to participate in society, and to
reach self fulfillment. This is accomplished by working with these children
as early in life as feasible, bringing to bear those specialized, intensive
professional and allied services, methods and aids that are found to be
effective for this purpose.

Program Operation:

Grants or contracts are made with public or nonprofit private agencies,
organizations, or institutions to pay for all or part of the cost of
establishing residential facilities and for the operation of centers for
deaf-blind children. The determination whether or not to make a grant or
contract for this purpose is based on the availability of existing services and

* Totals orf $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and $66,500,000 in 1973,
were authorized for Part C, EHA, which includes early childhood projects, |
regional resource centers, and deaf-blind centers. The 1973 authorization |
was extended through 1974 by virtue of the one-year extension contained in ‘
GEPA. |
!
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the assurance that a center can provide:

1. comprehensive diagnostic and evaluative services for
deaf-blind children;

2. a program for the adjustment, orientation, and education
of deaf-blind children which integrates all the professional
and allied services necessary for these children;

3. effective oconsultative services to parents, teachers,
and others who play a role in the education of these
children.

These services may e provided to deaf-blind chiddren (and where applica-
ble, to other persons) whether or not they reside in the center, may take
place at locations other than the center, and may include transportation
of children, attendant, and/or parents.

Program Scope:

It has been estimated that approximately 50% of the furding for deaf-blind
programs cane from State and local government. In FY '75 there were 10
Centers serving deaf-blind children. Of these 10 centers only one is a
Single State Center with an appropriation of $633,968. The largest
appiopriation, $1,925,000, is for the Center serving New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. The services
are rendered through the Centers and through 250 suboontractors, and
include full-time educational services, part-time counseling, inservice
training for personnel and parents, and other supportative services.

According to program data, of the estimated 5,000 to 7,000 deaf-blind
children, 5,052 have been identified. Of the identified children, 1,952
are receiving no educational services. An additional 300 deaf-blind children
now receiving part-time educational services are in need of full-time
educational programs. Average per pupil cost for full-time educational
programs is $3,759 and only 2,800 children are receiving full-time educational
programs. Part-time per pupil cost averages approximately $1,000.
|
|
|
|
|

Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Information provided by the program suggests that the major drawback in
reaching the program's goals is the acute shortage of trained teacher and
teacher-aid personnel. It is estimated that an additional 500 to 600
teachers are needed to meet the needs of the known population of deaf-blind
children, whereas current training programs are producing 40 to 50 qualified
teachers yearly. Another limiting factor is the inadequacy of facilities;
though facilities are available, many need to be modified or renocvated to
benefit these children. The program staff indicates that an -Aditional
deterrent toward program success is the lack of availability of instructional
materials and technology.
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Program monitoring information indicates that the Centers have bean
successful in terms of reaching increasing nunbers of deaf-blind children.
In FY 75 the program served 3,800 children (2,800 on a full-time basis,
300 part-time and 700 received diagnostic and evaluative services). This
is an increase over the 3,461 children served in FY '74 and represents a
rapid growth fram the 1969-1970 school year, when coordination existed
among only 6 agencies, and 100 children were served.

Despite this evidence of growth, considerable regional variation exists

in amount and quality of service provided. The Bureau is currently reviewing
the centers in preparation for establishing basic minimum standards of
service for the entire program.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A contract has been let to Abt Associates, Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts

for the purpose of assessing the resources avaialble for severely handicapped
children. The study will evaluate adequacy of services for a national sample
of 100 projects for institutions which provide services to deaf-blind,
severely mentally retarded, severely emotionally disturbed, and multiple
handicapped children and youth. The study should be completed in FY 76.

Source ¢f Evaluation Data:

Bureau cf the Education of the Handicapped Opera*ional Data

Assessent of Available Resources for Services to Severely Handicapped
Children, Abt Associates, Inc. (estimated completion date: February, 1976)
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Early Childhood Education

Legislation:

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part C-

Expiration Date:

September 30, 1977

Centers and Services to Meet Special

Needs of the Handicapped, Sec. 623

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
1969 $ 1,000,000 $ 945,000
1970 10,000,000 4,000,000
1971* 7,000,000
1972+ 7,500,000
1973* 12,000,000
1974+ 12,000,000
1975 25,500,000 14,000,000
1976 36,000,000 22,000,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to budget documents and Statute, this program was designed to build
the capacity of State and local educatioral agencies and to provide comprehen-
sive services for handicapped preschool coildren (birth throuyn 8 years of age).
The program supports demonstratdon and outreach projects in an attempt to
accomplish this purpose. The Federal strategy is to work cooperatively with
States, through public and private non-profit agencies, to demonstrate a
wide range of educational, therapeutic services, and coordinated social
services in order to help establish competent State and local programs
incorporating the best of validated early educational practices for
hardicapped youth.

The outreach projects have the objective of assisting other agencies or
programs in providing effective programming for young handicapped children.

This is accomplished by helping the agencies replicate the project model or major

components of it; providing resource assistance to programs wishing to integrate
handicapped children; and by training personnel of other agencies or programs.

* Totals of $36,500,000 in 1971, $51,500,000 in 1972, and $66,500,000 in 1973,
were authorized for Part C, EHA, which includes early childhood projects,
regional resource centers, and deaf-blind centers. The 1973 authorization
was extended through 1974 by virtue of the one-year estension contained in
GEPA.
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Program Operations:

This program authorized under Part C, Sec. €23 of the Education of the
Handicapped Act provides grants and contracts annually on the basis of
national competition; each model demonstration is approved for a three

year period, but receives second and third year funding on the basis of
successful performance and availability of funds. Projects which have
successfully completed the demonstration phase; i.e., proven their success
and secured assurance that the basic project will be continued from State,
local, private or other funds, become eligible to apply for outreach funding.
Each of the demonstration models developed under this program has the
responsibility of including the following components:

a) meeting the needs of parents and family members for
counseling and emotional support, information, opportunity
for observation, practice, home carry-over and involvement
in project planning and evaluation;

b) devloping and demonstrating procedures for assessment
of child progress and program evaluation;

C) provision of inservice training to increase volunteer,
paraprofessional and professional staff effectiveness;

d) coordination with other agencies, especially the public
school; and

e) dissemination of information to professionals and to the
general public, concerning comprehensive programming for
young children with handicaps.

Program Scope:

According to program data, approximately 1,000,000 pre-school children

(0-8 years of age) have handicapping conditions. Approximately 30%

of these children are being served in varying degrees through demonstration
and outreach projects, Head Start and day care programs, public education
day programs and through State supported activities.

In the school year 1974-1975 there existed 104 demonstration projects

and 51 outreach projects. Ajproximately 152 grants were awarded during

FY '75 excluding those for technical assistance and the 7 early childhood
projects that come under the "Severely Handicapped Projects." Since

1969, 45 States have been funded to operate model deronstration centers.
In FY 75 projects funded were: 25 first year projects with total
appropriations of 1,568.429; 72 second year projects with appropriations
of 7,034,736; 2 (two) third year projects with appropriations of 272,289;
56 outreach projects with appropriations of 4,235.277; and technical
assistance programs with appropriations of 400,000. Additionally funds
from this program were used to support seven (7) Early Childhood projecte
under "Severely =andicapped Projects." Including the funds used to support
identification of rodel projects for validation, the total obligations
equalled $13,587,257.
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Program Effectiveness and Progress:

Program information, based on FY1973 project reports indicates the following
measures of effectiveness:

657 children graduated to other programs which previously
would not accept them;

513 children were placed in special education classes;

886 children progressed sufficiently to be approved for
enrollment in regular kindergarten or day care programs;

214 projects replicated complete models of early child-
hood programs;

280 projects replicated components of model programs.

The implications of these data are that the program has been effective in
increasing services provided to young handicapped children.

s

FY '75 program data of the
direct impact through the demonstration and outreach activities are as
follows:

Children receiving services through demonstration projects 9,936
Parents served through demonstration outputs 17,907
Personnel trained through demonstration outputs 39,023
Number of children in replication projects 33,39%
Number of replication pro jects/components 899

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

A formal evaluation study began in September, 1973, and will be completed
in March , 11.976.a It will assess children's performances, project
services, an&"&gtg for a sample of third and fourth year projects.

Sources of Evaluation Data:

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped

Evaluation of the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program,
Battelle Memorial Institute. (estimated campletion date: March 1976)
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Special Education Manpower Dewelopment

Legislation: Expiration Date:

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part D-
Training Personnel for the Education
of the Handicapped, Sec. 631-2 and

September 30, 1977

Sec. 634
FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPPIATION
Jae6 $ 19,500,000 $ 19,500,000
1967 29,500,000 24,500,000
1968 34,000,000 24,500,000
1969 37,500,000 29,700,000
1970 55,000,000 35,000,000
1971* 31,300,000
1972% 33,945,000
1973* 38,960,000
1974* 39,615,000
1975 45,000,000 37,700,000
1976 52,000,000 40,375,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to budget documents the objective of this program is

to ensure an adequate supply of educatic. al personnel conpetent to deal
with the special educational problems of the handicapped. This program
provides financial assistance for the training of teachers, supervisors,
administrators, researchers, teacher educators, speech correctionists,

and other special services personnel such as specialists in physical
education and recreation, music therapy, and paraprofessionals. Not only
do the persons trained under this program provide direct services, but they
are also involved with the preparation of other educators and specialists.

* A total of $69,500,000 in 1971, $87,000,000 in 1972, and $103,500,000 ir
1973 was authorized for Parts D, EHA. The 1973 authorization was extenddd
through 1974 by virtue of the cne-year extension contained in GEPA.
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Program Operations:

In order to accamplisn the objectives of this program, the program awards
grants to institutions of higher education, State education agencies, and
other appropriate nonprofit agencies. Grantees are placed under a block
grant system. It.: biock grant system allows greater flexibility in the use
of Federal funds thax was possible under the privious system of allocating
fixed support grants tc a fixed stipend level. Thus the new system allows
for funding allocations based on various priorities of differential needs
such as: stipends, faculty salaries, or curriculum development. All awards
are made on a 12 month pasis and the program is forward funded with the
minimum award being $1,000 and the average award approximately $70,000.

Program Scope:

In fiscal year 1975 (covering academic year 1975-1976) assistance was
provided to an estimated 25,220 students in approximately 566 projects.

Of the estimated 25,220 students assisted through this program, 5,866 were
assisted in academic year training programs, 1,154 by instructional nodels,
3,000 through regular educational programs, 15,000 through continuing educa-
tional activities, and 200 through programs for paraprofessionals.

Through these 566 projects the following activities were initiated or
continued:

1) attention focused on the educational personnel needs of
severely handicapped children;

2) training of minority group specialists to serve the educa-
tional needs of minority group handicapped children;

3) early childhood training;
4) paraprofessional training;

5) training of regular classrcom teachers to meet the
needs of handicapped children in reqular classroom situations.

Program Effectiveness and Proyress:

Program staff estimates that in order for the educational system to meet
its full service need commitment of 500,000 teachers, an additional 260,000
specially trained tzachers are needed.

A fommal evaluation of the Manpower Development program was conducted
during 1971-72. The data suggested that Title VI-D support was an
important factor in attracting and/or retaining about one-third of the
studeit grantees in special education. For the remaining grantees, the
financial support tended to facilitate a commitment which had already
been made; i.e., it enabled them to receive their degrees sooner, or to

214
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obtain certification in "specialty areas'. There was no significant
difference in the retention rates of special education teachers who had
received VI-D grants as students and tnose who had received other forms

of support; i.e., other Federa', State or university grants, stipends, etc.

The data also indicated that recipients 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 disorders. Students were also unevenly
distributed with regard to race and sex: they tended to be predominantly
white (96%) and female (78%), with males clustering at the higher levels of
graduate study.

The evaluation study recommended a heavier investment in SEA programs to
retain regular classroom teachers and those special education teachers
needing certification. Strategies for improving the distribution of students
along dimensions of race, sex and specialty area were also recammended.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

An Evaluation of Federal Programs to Increase the Pool of Special Edurcation
Teachers; RMC Research Corporation (1973).

Bureau of Education for the Hanidcapped program information




Program Name:

Recruitment and Information

Legislation: Expiration Date:

]

P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part D- September 30, 1977
Training Personnel for the Education
of the Handicapped, Sec. 633

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION
1966
1967
1968 $ 1,000,000
1969 1,000,000 $ 250,000
1970 1,000,000 475,000
1971* 500,000
1972* 500,000
1973* 500,000
1974* 500,000
1975 500,000 500,000
1976 500,000 500,000

Program Goals and Objectives:

According to the statute, this program was designed to encourage people to
enter the field of special education, to disseminate information and provide
referral services for parents of handicapped children, and to assist them
in their attempts to locate appropriate diagncstic and educational programs
for their children.

Program Operation:

This program operates by providing non-matching grants or contracts to puklic
or nonprofit private agencies, organizations, or institutions with the
requirerent that such funds be used for:

1) enccouraging students and professional personnel to work
in various fields of education of handicapped children and
youth through developing and distributing imaginative
materials to assist in recruiting personnel for such careers,
and by publicizing existing forms of financial aid which

* A total of $69,500,000 in 1971, $87,000,000 in 1972, and $103,500,000 in
1973, was authorized for Part D, EHA. The 1973 authorization was extended
through 1974 by virtue of the one-year extension contained in GEPA.
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might enable students to pursue such careers, or

2) disseminating information about the programs, services,
and resources for the education of handicapped children,
or providing referral services to parents, teachers, and
other persons especially interested in the handicapped.

Program Scope and Effectiveness:

In FY 1974 funds continued 12 referral canters operating through Health and
Welfare Councils, designed to assist parents and cther persons in obtaining
the most appropriate services for handicapped children. Additionally,
regional television and radio campaigns were undertaken in concert with other
Department of Health, Education and Welfare activities concerhing the handi-
capped, in a ooncerted effort to coordinate information systems and to aid
regional and State progras in attracting the quality and quantity of teachers
required. In FY '74 referral services operated in approximately 100 cities.

In FY '75 approximately 25 referral centers exist (the main center is located
in Massachusetts) which disseminate informaticnal services throughout the
country. Activities include: 1) providing program information to approxi-
mately 50,000 new parents through Closer Look ads and mailing from the
Special Education Information Center (SEIC). This newsletter reaches about
150,000 parents on a onntinuwous basis; 2) establishment of a regional
replication in the Southwest, which included medical, mental health, social
and educational referral and information services; 3) oconducted showing on
both commercial and public stations of a TV program designed to increase public
awareness; and 4) ocontinued to target recruitment information to increase the
nunber of special and reqular educators with a particular understanding of
the needs of minority and bilingual handicapped children.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation Studies:

None

Sources of Evaluaticn Data:

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Innovation and Development
lLegislation:
P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part E-

Research in the Education of the
Handicapped, Sec. 641 & Sec. 642;

Expirction Date:

September 30, 1977

FUNDING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRIATION f
1965 2,000,000 $ 2,000,000
1966 6,000,000 6,000,000
1367 9,000,000 8,100,000
1958 12,000,000 11,100,000
1969 *.., 000,000 12,800,000
1970 18,000,000 16,000,000
1971 27,000,000 15,000,000
1972 35,500,000 15,455,000
1973* 45,000,000 2,566,000
1974* 9,916,000
1975* 15,000,000 9,341,000
1976* 20,000,000 11,000,000

Program Boais and Objectives:

According to budget documents the innovation and development activities
attempt to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the educational

system and its provisions 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 informa-
tion is placed in appropriate hands.

¥ Tn April, 1975, litigation was settled which resulted in the release of

$12,550,000 appropriated under the 1973 continuing resolution. Of these

funds $3,035,897 is being used in the Innovation and Development program

during the FY 76, increasing obligations over 1976 appropriations by that

amount. All activities with FY 72/76 monies will be of a one year nature

and will not be extended beyond FY 76. The 1973 authorization was extended

through 1974 by virtue of the one-year extension contained in the General

Educational Provisions Act.
1
1
l
I
|
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Program Operations:

This program addresses the improvement of educational opporcunities for
handicapped children through support of decision-oriented research and
related activities. Support includes grants or contracts for research.
surveys, or demonstrations, relating to education of handicapped children.
Additionally, grants are made for similar activities relating to physical
gducation or recreation for handicapped children. Activities are
integrated in a planned pattern to support teacher training and the special
service functions of the total Federal program for handicapped children.

Grants and/or contracts are made to State or local educational agencies,
institutions of higher education and other public or private educational
or vesearch agencies andorganizations. These are awarded on the basis of
a National competition. Projects are approved for periods ranging from
1 to 5 years; but awards are generally made for one year, with continued
funding based on quality performance and availability of appropriations.

Program Scope and Effectiveness:

In 1975, 98 projects were supported; of these 55 were new efforts and 43
were ocontinuations of projects begun in previous years. These projects
supported tiie following types of program activities: programs for crippled
and other health impaired children, programs for ermotionally disturbed
children, hearing impaired children, programs for the mentally retarded;
programs for speech impaired, visually impaired, and other programs
classified as non-categorical. The largest expendi.ure was allocated

to non-categorical programs. Approximately 55% of the
total funds available was used to support research activities and the
remaining 45% used to support demonstiation and development efforts.

New awards in FY 1975 were distributed as follows: $510,512 for Early
Childhood activities, $5,175,475 for Full School activities, $735,417 for
Career Education, $771,569 for Severely Handicapped programs, $1,427,141
for Personnel development, $548,751 for Child advocacy programs and
$152,871 for multiple objectives.

In the past the Innovatior and Development program has been criticized for
its lack of clearly defimed program goals and objectives, and its
selection of particular research projects for funding. However, several
changes were implemented in FY 74 in order to improve the effectiveness

of this program. Research funds not previously committed for continuation

ewards were targeted on specific projects solicited by RFP's and specific

grant announcements. Projects were selected sysiematically to
fill gaps in the knowledge base. The new targeted program reflected a
reassessrent and prioritizing of research issues based on the advice of
professionals and constituent groups obtained thruugh conferences and
panel meetings.
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Ongoing and Planned Ev: tion:

None

Source of Evaluation Data:

Bureau of the Education of the Handicapped program data
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Name:

Media Services and Captioned Films

legislation: Expiration Date:
P.L. 91-230, Title VI, Part F- Indefinite
Instructional Media for the
Handicapped, Sec. 652 and 653; as
amended by P.L. 93-380, Sec. 620
FUNLING HISTORY YEAR AUTHORIZATION APPROPRTATTON
1966 $ 2,800,000
1967 $ 3,000,000 2,800,000
1968 8,000,000 2,800,000
1969 8,000,000 4,750,000
1970 10,000,000 6,500,000
1971 12,500,000 6,000,000
1972 15,000,000 6,000,000
1973 20,000,000 13,000,000
1974 20,000,000 13,000,000
1975 18,000,000 13,250,000
197¢ 22,000,060 16,250,000

P.ogram Goals and Objectives:

As indicated in the statute and budget documents, the purpose of this
program is to help provide the handicapped learner with special educational
materials. ™is includes producing and distributing educational media for
the use of handicapped persons, their parents, their actual and potential
employers, and other persons directly involved in work for the advancement
of the handicapped; training persons in the use of educational media ior
the instruction of the handicapped, and carryina on research in the use of
educational media for the handicapped. This latter purpose is being advanced
through the operation of a National Center of Media and Materials for the
Handicapped, (NCEMMH) and a system of special centers called Area Learning
Resource Centers (ALRC's) which focus on damonstration and technical
assistance to the States to assist them in utilizing media and materials
for the handicapped. An equally in ortant aspect of the program is to
promote the general welfare of deaf persons by captioning and distributing
motion picture films and other media. The purpose of this program in

both cases is to provide maximum access to learning experiences for
handicapped children through the development and demonstration of the best
available practices, and the efficient management of materials and human
resources.
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Program Operations:

To acoomplish the MSCF projgram objectives, a loan service has been
establishzd for captioned films and educational media. The materials are made
available in the United States for nonprofit purposes to handicapped persons,
parents of handicapped persons, and other persons directly involved in
activities for the advancement of the handicapped. Activities permissible
for this purpose include: the acquisition of films and other educational
media for purchase, lease or gift; acquisition by lease or purchase equipment
necessary for the administration of the above. Grants or contracts are
provided for the captioning of films and for the distribution of films and
other educational media and equipment through State schools for the handi-
capped and other appropriate agencies which serve as local or regional

centers for such distribution. Additionally, these grants or contracts
provide for research in the use and production of educational and

training films. Provisions are made for the distribution of the macerials,
for utilizing the services and facilities of other governmental agencies

and for accepting gifts, contributions, and voluntary and uncompensated
services of individuals and organizations. Projects are approved for

periods of up to 36 months, but awards are made annually, with renewals funded
on the basis of a project's effectiveness, the replicability of it's elements,
and availability of appropriations.

Program Scope and Effectiveness:

In FY '75, the national system provided materials and techniques for educating
handicapped children through 13 Area Learning Resource Centers; six of

ich serve individual states while the remaining seven serve up to ten
states. Additionally, there are four special offices, the National Center
on Educational Media and Materials for the Handicapped (NCEMMH) , and over
300 State and local "associated centers” established with the assistance of
the national system. In addition, films distributed to schools and classes
for the deaf reached an audience of 3,000,000 people. During this fiscal
year the following types of activities were supported under this program.

1) Captioned films

2 ) Captioned TV & telecamumnications

3) Area Learning Resource Centers

4) Natioral Center on Educational Media & Materials
5) National Theatre of the Deaf

6) Recording for the blinu and print handicapped

7) Council for Exceptional Children

~ 222

e
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Program data on the impact of AIRC system indicate that several systems
functions had overlapped among the various individual centers (e.g.,
camputer retrieval of materials). Furthermore, these centers did not
always have clearly defined spheres of responsibility apart from the
Regional Resource Centers which were funded under Title VI-Part C. To
make more efficient use of the total system resources, and to centralize
the several system functions which had previously overlapped, Congress
authorized, under Sec. 653, EHA and Of established a National Center on
Educational Media and Materials for the Hancicapped.

With regard to the film distribution services, OE has cbtained limited
cost-effectiveness data. They indicate that the search for new and

more econumical measures of film delivery has lowered the cost per viewer,
and more efficient distribution methods have expeanded the average showing
per print per year. Plans are underway to supply training films and other
educational media on a no-cost basis to teachers of all handicapped
children.

Ongoing and Planned Evaluation:

An evaluation of the impact and needs existing and served by the Area
Learnirg resource Centers is planned for FY '77

Source of Evaluation Data:

Bureau of the Education of the Handicapped program data
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ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT ON
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Program Nene:
Specific Learnin