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NATIONAL APVISD‘R? COUNCIL ON THE EDUCATION
OF DISADVANTAGED CHLDREN
425 Thirteenth Street, N.W,, Suite 1012
Washington, D.C. 20004
(202) 332-4945

January 23, 1976

- Deaxr Sirs:

1 am pleased to submit to you a special interim report
of the National Advisory Council on the Education of
Disadvantaged Children.

The Council is reporting on the evaluations launched in
1975, by both the DHEW Office of Education and the
National Institute of Education. Both evaluations will
examine the operation and effectiveness of programs which
Local Educational Agemcies (LEAs) carry out under Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Title
providing for compensatory education assistance.

We sincerely hope that our views and recommendations will
prove beneficial.

Respectfully submitted,

/

Owen F. Peaglex
Chairman

The Preaident
The White House

Honorahle Nelson Rockefeller
President of the Senate

IHnngraBle Carl Albert

Speaker of the House of Representatives
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FOREWORD

In 1973-74, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(E.S.E.A.) undervent broad, detailed review by Congress. The
result was Public Law 93-380, the Educational Amendments of
1974, enacted August 21, 1974.

Certaln sectdons of PL 93-380 mandated that the National
Institute of Education perform a major study of the operation
and administration of Title I, E.S.E.A. compensatory education
programs.

Section 321 of that Act also stipulated that the National
Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children
(NACEDC) "shall advise the Institute with respect to the
design and executdon of such study."

The Office of Education also recedived 4 charge in this
field. Section 417A of the E.5.E.A. Amendments of 1974 called
upon the Commissioner of Education to present to Congress not
. later than November 1 of each year comprehensive evaluations
“and surveys relagfive to the Act. Sectdon 151 of the Amendments
also commissgioned the Office of Educatdion to undertake a broad Title
evaluation. The Commissioner of Education, it was stated,
"shall provide for independent evaluations which describe and
measure the impact of programs and projects under this Title,"-
Title I.

This too became a subject within the advisory scope of the
NACEDC not only because of the Council's broad enabling mandate
but also because of the two studies' coincidental timing and
common subject: a major Title I, E.S.E.A. evaluation,




INTRODUCTION

The report which follows presents a review and critique of
the process, steps and arrangements involved in the now on-going
major evaluations of compensatory education by two agencies linked
to the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the National
Insticute of Education and the Office of Education.

this is a case study of the birth, growth and problems in
design of a major Federal evaluation. :

, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act is a decade o0ld.
Congress, in 1974, mandated a major evaluation of its Title I,
by NIE, while adding language and emphasis to the on-going evalu-
ation responsibilities of OF (see Appendix, herein).

The Legislative and Executive branches both face the difficult
task of fine-tuning the administration of not just cme but hundreds
of social programs epacted within the past decade. This fine~tuning
requires the strongest body of evidence and insight, making possible
basic alterations and, when indicated, termination of progranms.
Evaluation as a process is growing in importance as more and more
attention in domestic programming. focuses upon assessing and
improving results, especially cost-effectiveness.

The Council's report outlines weaknesses in the wvay these
legislative and executive responsibilities now are being carried
out with respect to one program's evaluation, but with implications
"writ large' for the legislative and executive process as a whole.
The lessons to be learned, we suggest, include these:

o, That the Congressional practice of enacting much major
legislation late in a fiscal year does special damage
to research projects whose design and contracting then
must be telescoped, A better effort must be made to
accord research 4 realistic time frame, Coe e

o That Congress and the Administration need to provide

improved oversight disciplining and-coordinating--- «= - o e

separate agencies’ tendencies to embark upon connect ed
research without coordinating arrangements.

That the practice of éssuming that varied agencies con-
cerned with a given problem naturally will coordinate

[w]
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carries too far a naive faith in good administration, The
Executlve must examire the probleém of coordination with more

realism and comwmitment. Its coordination is now too often
"after the fact", ritualized and wesk.

o Most dmportant of all, in the design of evaluations, there must
be & perception of the relationship of programs to problems
that goes beyond mere measuremgnt, of a program while in progress.
What lasting impact does it have? What is its relative value?

Thus, the.issues are far broader that merely the obvious possibilities
of overlapping objectives and of administrative shortcomings; the issues
involved als¢ include Congressional expectations (and timetables), inter=
agency coordination, the role of Acvisﬁry‘cnmmissicns and Councils.

The analysis which follows documents the need for modifications in
the two programs of study ( one by OE, the other by NIE) now underway
examining the effectiveness of Title I, E.5.E.A.

The major points are:

©  That between 0E and NIE there be a comron definition and gtan-
dard of effegctiveness of compensatory education programe, taking
into consideration all the varizbles in a echool district.

0 That between OF and NIE there be a common understanding regarding
what the local education agencies (LEAs) should be expected to
do and aceomplish with their resources. For example, 1f reading
and math have appropriate high priority in basic education,
supported by state and local funds, then what is the rdle Qf
compemsatory eduweation ?

o« That the OF study design in particular be revamped to provide for
assessment over a sufficiently Zong interval - geveral years
longer than now plarned - to really test gffwagy,' lagting im-
pact and effectiveness - assessing student performance some
pertod after their Title I program exposure. Lasting impact 18
the best measure of value. e

T e That Zowmgitudinal studies should, n fact, be rggul@ pfa:::t:zf:g '
in Title I and not a rare event. In fact, the technique is so
valuable that it should be employed by states and at least the
larger school dpstrzgts albeit with smaller samples and Llower
costs.

o That both study designs, but especially the NIE design, must more
actively erplove alternatives instead of focusing (as they do now)

-2 =




largely upon the refinement of present arrangements centered
around the school. What non-school processes would produce a
better educational dividend for $300/student ?

A word about the Council's position. The studies involved now have
begun -- that is, contracts have been let; and actual work under contract
has started. Yet the Council has serlous concerns regarding the design of
the present evaluations. The NACEDC recommends that many of the questions
raised should be taken into account by those directing and wanaging these
studies as well as by higher officials who approved their activation and form.
For money is too precious and time always too short to permit these deficiencies
from happening or continuing.

9



PART 1

THE STURIES' BACKGROUND, DEVELOPMENT, INITIATION

Briefly tracing the anatomy of these studies helps provide pers-
pective and also helps illuminate some of the problems involved in
Title I,E.S.E.A, ewaluations' design and implementation.

Compensatory education became a major plece of social legislation
in 1965. In subsequent years, funding slowly expanded. S0, too, did
concern over effectiveness. In 1972, Congress responded to Administration
suggestions for reform, and adopted the strategy of focusing available
resources in thoge primary schools with substantial proportions of dig-
advantaged childrem. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare
suggested that a §300/pupil target sum was a level of funding which
the then-existing, snd admittedly inconclusive research suggeated as
the "critical mass" of aild for compensatory education at which there
was significant impact...the size, scope and quality to make a differ-
ence. Beyond this general funding level, it was suggested that any
marginal benefit from added money per pupil was not cost—effective,
Of the total resources available, now approximating $1.9 hillion per
year, over half 1s spent in emphasis upon the school years kinder~
garten through third grade. Almost all the resources are applied
kindergarten through eighth grade.

Program Assumptiong

One cannot avaluate a program independent of that program's con-
text: the problem addressed, the assumptions made, and so forth. When
a program 1s designed, the Executive, Congress and others involved make
asgunptions determining the basic form in which the program will be
implemented, assumptions shaping how the funding will be determined and
disbursed.

What are the baslc assumptions behind compensatory education,

T principally Title LT While & full answer would require extensive sum~
. marization of legislative hilstory and classroom practice over this
decade, certain major assumptions are obvious, we believe, from the

 form in which implementation has taken place: R
N 1. That the alower rate of .learning on the part of children,
when manifeat, represents disadvantage on their psrﬁ!'
-2, Ihaﬁ«the'scﬁh@la”in which thece are a preponderance of young
people performing below norms have not tried all they can.

10




3. That the slower rate of learning on the part of educationally
disadvantaged children represents a condition that school systems
‘with focused, financial assistance could substantially overcone,

4., That a preponderant proportion of disadvantaged youngsters live in
areas with lower financilal resources. Disparities of both hone
and school have been iInterlocking. (The disparities are not all
negative. In many ways disadvantaged children grow up learning
special skills - e.g., survival skills - upon which schools need
to capitalize.)

5. That the schools as a delivery system represent an appropriate and
effective place in which to overcome the weak learning rate that
tends to be common among the disadvantaged. TR

6. That the regular curriculum and school budget could mot®adequately
provide for this .problem in schopl areas where disadantage was
prevalent, That a major solution to these special needs required
speclal, concentrated, compensatory educational approaches backed
by special federal funding but largely designed by educators at the
local level,

7. That special federal funding would spur the development of mew and
innovative techniques to accomplish what conventional education had
failed to accomplish. That local schools knew their youngsters'. - =
problems and needs best, and with extra money could institute
advances to help them learn better,

8, That increased educational attainment would lead to dincreased em-
ployability and productive citizenship.

S0 came Title I, E.S5.E.A., a decade ago.

It was one of the major products of the 1960's, that era of social ferment
and wide~ranging initiative seeking remedies to the discontent and gaps between
have's and have-not's in our society. From the Voting Rights Act to Head

—=-~§tary; the era sought to strengthen the performance of existing institutions, —~
to bring the poor into the political process, and to remedy the causes of
discontent including little dividend from conventional K-12 education,
handicapping the disadvantaged in employment and socio-economic status.

Many of the social programs enacted in the 1960's mainly were ''envelopes"
for a federal investment in a problem ...3, [n many respects this applies
to Title I. Second, and with speclal relevan-e to Title 1, even educators
themgelves always have lacked precise means for predicting what learning

-5 =
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dividend, if any, should flow from a given level of fimancial commitmernt .
And probably for good reason: for to effect sguch predictability would re-
quire a centralization, standardization and even reglmnentation of education
out of keeping and out of place in the American character and scene.

Evaluation is not ¢ way out of the endiess vartety in effectivencss that
local leadership produces, because that endless variety Ze essential in ouw
System. In fact, differences in background and development wdercut any
assumption that educational attainment ean cenparably be asgessed,

This makes national assessment of the operation of a Program such as
compensatory education very difficult and, more important, frought with
the danger of producing findings homogendized dnto a nisleading national
set of statistics... averages and norms bearing little relevance to each
particular case. The measurements applied have widely varying relevance
notwithstanding the sincere efforts by program administrators to develop
objective appralsal instruments ("eculture-free tests", etc.).

We have similar reservations about the efficacy of evaluations of
the administration of programs, the special emphasis of the NLE progran
of studies. Every evaluation of compensatory eddcation to date has indi-
cated that there have been insignificant or only slightly signdificant

Bains. There also has been difficulty in conparative measurement beyond

the local level.

The compensatory education Title of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act in fact assumes this, by its basic feature of making available
federal funds to local programs meeting certain guidelines criteria, but
essentially local and therefore tending to always be unique dn design and
character.

What this suggests is that longitudinal studies assessing progran
efficacy ( studies in which the educational level of a youngster according
to some grade level criterion determined by the LEA is compared against
the level of that same youngster last year ox the year before) do make
sense. Studies trying to discern best practdices ( by comparing progress
across systems and betveen groups) are likely to be far less meaningtful,

~me—=And--yet, programs-such-as-Title [ canmot be Presumed tor vork merely T T

because their aims are desirable and we would Like them to work. The . :
entire public process should have an interest in making only the commnitpents
in this broad field proven to produce lasting benefits, not temporarily
"hypoed" change or a mere demomstration of societal comcern. The problem :
of effectivel helping the disadvantaged to succeed is too vitally impor tant.

Within the limitations these thoughts suggest, there is erough evidence
in existing research that educational funding level hus little to do with v
achievement, -to warrant thorough-going testing of basic program assumptions -

12
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belind Title' I, E.S.E.A. Educat donal atgaipmment ds ¢ functjon of - ..

soclo-econonic Factors Ln which the school s part of a far Jarger - _

‘tomplex se.l of Hnf duences in the background and emvirorment of )

young peop le.  Sctholars in the f deld also reninmd ws of the yamnge

of 1ndiwidval differemces involved, L1 any school there tends to

‘bea yide ramyge of ability and lewrning, 4 point avguimg for processes
as individval as possible. ) ’

(Learly, this is a field in whdch there are ser ious liyditations
“tothe app Jicatdon of social stiences' carrent confi derice that

. lt can quantify meaningEully the neasutes of the effectiveness of
.8 process which, when on¢ analjzes At, one finds heavily dependent

;. _upon paxmy. persoral , individual varigbles, the most basic of which
ovire thils case is the individual teacher .

The wide d#vexsity- ~ in fact, polardeation — of views about how
to improve the effect veness of elucacdon of disadvantaged children
- certalnly makes it clear that there canbe no eisy genetallzationg or
concusions. ., o clear quantificatdon of data that supporty any
partfcular approuch comclusively, The poor flww of inlormgciomn
. in the elueatiorul system ( up and down ) further underuimes the
. value of a resezrch pxoduct .

e Raquifg@gn,tg of E,f;ﬁag:trifvggvajfufatiq::

» To evaluite meins to test effectiwveness and effdci encey, The
requirements of cffective evaliatiom thut are policy level rpther than
.wexely per formance lewel ire : :

.

l. The evalation must test the pxogram's basic assumptions. _

-~ No evaluation of a policy level ordex can be Judged gffective,
nEess constructed around a test of the assupptdons pehind the
interventions ¢ dav mandates, It is the task of evaluation
to test sssumptions about what works and why . It should help -
ldentdfy correct ussumptions. So, evaliatlomdesign must produce
an organized anadysds to produce the data froh which can be™
extrapolated quantitative and gualitative insights, yalfdating,
re€utdng, or modEfyding the ojeritive set of asgump tipms bae-
hired Jaw and practice,

2. Ivaluation must proceed From clear definit iora of the problem
addressed and the program interverxtion made, Definiy-on is vital,.:
laccking dt, ome cannot be ceTtain that what is being measured is,
in fact, the response to the origing® orob lem. [t night merely. -
be the program raticonale which, like a protective cogt, keeps many
programs "warm' even after well-distancdng otiginal purposes. =




All are important.

These are the préblems of approach we believe must be taken into acacunt _f

or pfavide *’Elevam; feedback iﬂ terms of Ct:bngresvioﬁal inter;t,
”Qr represent significant insights.

Everyone who is key must want the evaluation and work at_making
it wark whether Congressional Committee(g), OMB, DE/HEW or NIE-

and local leval edu;atimn administrators.

Regrettably,‘;héra can be no vbjective, meaningful evaluation
of education cost effectivemness, because there is no accurately
testable correlation between expenditures to produce the inter-

vention and program implemenzatinn ( clear, visible evidence of
something like $300 in value showing up — value of services, that
is), program outcome or performance and finally, program impact.

.in any professiomal, objective evaluation of Title I compensatory

education. The Council maintains-that in any prQEEEEinnal evaluation
Qf El SlEisAi - T A
© The evaluation must bring precision to the correlation

o]

- To provide the most valid test of operative assumptions,

between expendifures, implementation, outcome and impact
which in well—administered programs should be on-going;

The best measurement of effectiveness is longitudinal -
that is, over a long enough term to reflect adeqrately
whether . $he benefit and galn last ;

the evaluation must openly exploxe and welgh alternatives.
(For in the search for the best "fruit'", it is not enough
to merely compare apples).

- The Advisory Council's Concerns Regarding the OE/NIE Studies

' In December, 1974, NIE publishgdniié Research Plan for Compensatory
i Education; by Maxch,1975, RFPs were being issued in a series now (as of

f; -December, 1975) nearly complete. The OE timetable was comparable.

On Januafy 31, 1975 the Council reported to Congress and the

Ixecutive the various questions and reservations it had about the way
»}‘Aiu which the OE/NIE programs of study were taking shape.

14
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All have significance in this present context.




In the fall of 1974, the National Advisory Council observed that
OE and VIE were making ready research plans, that coordination was weak, -
and that tlie Council itself had been informed but was not being closely
“consulted, The agencles seemed to: assume that thedr studies were so
different in design that the value in inter-agency consultation was small. :

The Council took the initiative to ask for close consultation.
Hovever, for many months the arrangements proved weak, usually consisting -
primaxily of the agency advising the Council when it was about to take "
a couxse of action the agency had already decided upon.,

At the same time the Council found in FICE and other bodies
improved means of coordination and dmpact for its views:

© The.Council's concern about coordination has resulted in the
formation of an appropriate FICE working group; as one indica-
tion of progress in cooperation, this working group now has
agreed to a sharing of instruments before going to forms-—
clearance stage, facilitating cooperation. '

o There are now monthly meetings between 0E and NIE staffs in-




PART 11

CDHMENTS ‘REGARDING THE HIE
"RESEARCH PLAN : COMPENSATORY EDUCATION STUDY"
AND THE RFPs WHICH FLOWED FROM IT .

» Totally apart from qugstigﬁs of design, the mechaniecs of handling

7« the imitiation of wide-ranging major research within a very limited
. time Frame clearlg created pfoblems for the agencies involved, especially
. NI1E.. For the NIE approach heavily depgnéed upon gaining school district
FRT cacperatign, a difficult matter. A typilecal school disiriet is csked to
‘T;-:aapsﬁﬂtg ‘in gome 50 suﬁveys aﬁi studies aﬁnually by DEEW‘aZaﬂé

:?‘;D;s;rict-SEIEctiaﬁ'

T

i3

A woxd is in otvder about the way “in wﬁigh NIE developed its selection T

!'}af districts to be involved in' two of the major studies of its reseaxrch
-ﬂpfﬂgram, far both processes appear weak.

For one major phase of its study, the demonstration ?rajerts, NIE
"~ sought nominations through the state Departments of Education ~- ano-
. extended: process which meant that the feedback formalizing a district's
agreement to cooperate and participate may have taken lomger than the
“time available. ‘The willingness and ability to nominate, within a state,
depéﬂded ‘upon internal pnlitics as well as ability to act in time. Houston
gnt inta the study Eecauge a Houston school official heard about it

Wutlng meetiﬂgs in Washingtan and. guccassfully asked her state to préé
‘cess the nomination., New York, Chicago and Los Angeles also wanted to
pa:ti;ipate, aﬂzording Eﬂ NZE but thei: states did not naminate them.'

2y Tﬂﬁﬂl naminazians were fat helaw expecnaticn. Out of 50 states
Ehat could have nominated two LEAs, only 27 districts were nominated,
fram ‘whiéh NIE then selegted.lé proposals as the "best written"; ‘The"
©result ,- ve suspect, is that the districts in this phase of the study
L were not as representative as they should have been.

Another major phase of the study is District Survay I, a large survey
.~ 'of ‘practices in compensatory. education in 105 districts. This too has prob- -
“. lLems of representativeness. 7To draw this sample, NIE first divided the
:}naﬁian 8 16,000 school d;stricﬁs in thirds by size. The 5.333 larger !
4districts vere then assumed to be laxge, thé next third medium,. and so fafth




NIE :hen proceeded to draw equal samples from each nf these chlrds, to
:amprlse the flnal 105,

Because it has not been provided with the necessary information,

| (NIE 1s keeping confidential the 1ist of the 105 distrdcts involved

in the interest of helping assure’ their cooperation), the Council does
not know the degree to which the NIE-selected sample of districts is
effectively representative. Nonetheless, merely on the basis of NIE's

. sampling method, we have a serious question. There is a major question:,

as to’'the kind of representativeness that would have been best. NIE

f points out that its sampling technique sought to produce a sample :épresen=f:

tative of the nation's approximately 16,000 school districts; im this
approach, the districts in the largest third by studenc sis% wauld
cﬂmpfise a third of the sample.

The Council advised NIE that far preferable would be sgmplimg repre= o

)-SEﬁtatlvé not of districts per se, but af student population and program

cost. The very large districts do in fact have a proportion of the
total Title I students that is far beyond their -numbers as distrltt%,

“aud they have special administrative problems with their Title 1

programs also.

The point is not minor. NIE deemed that a district was laxge if
it had over 18,000 students, as it turned out; the Council deems a
large district to be more on the order of 100,000 students.

NIE Research Qbjectives

NIE's .Research Plan: -Compensatory.-FEducation Study (p.2) describes
the abgectives gf the research in language which in;Ludes

This study s proper concern is with the adequacy of educatiomal
programs provided to students. It will examine programs and
leok for identifiable factors in funding, organization and
instructional methods that explain success.

While we will deal later Eith the wsy NIE has assembled cooperating
districts , it is worth noting here thet identifying and explainimg o
success ( requiring focus on programs known as successful) probably
would have led to an entirely different approach from that which NIE did ...
in fact follow in asking state Departments of Education for nominations,
Tor in the practice followed, cooperation tended to be the dominmant key,

not lenowr: success.

g e

The NIE Plan warns of difficuleies facing thils research which-are
inherent in the educational fdield:
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o Lack of uniform standards beéssessment* there are so many
variables that no effort at uniformity could be fair.

o Shortcomings of existing data; what data does exist on
e educational progress is sketchy and unreliable, there is no
uniform testing, and NIE will not provide it. NIE warns of
the difficulties facing their sEatitgtily required research.

The NIE Plan recognizes that there is a great degree of local
autonony in development of the Title I E.S.E.A. program, Therefore NIE
considers it inmportant to examine, in a range of districts, what
goals each local district has set for the Title I program ( e.g.,
special emphasis on bi-lingual instructiom in some areas), what
velationship there is between these stated objectives and program
approaches, techniques and implementation, and what procedures the
school system employs to evaluate Title I success itself.

NIE's Analysis of Individualized Instruction

In NIE's study design, District Survey II will "study the ef-
fectivemess of individualized instruction in _the teaching of
reading and math."

Gongrass nbviausly is quite favorably impressed by the results and .
potential tesu;;sliﬂ individualized written plans as the .cornerstone
of individzalized ..instruction.” In the 1974 education amendments to the
E.$.E.A., in fact, section 141 of the lawv was amended to provide that
"It is the intent ol the Congress to encourage, where feasible, the o
"develnpmant for each Edueatisnally depriwad child. ..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 apprgpriace, the child."

. We cémmend NIE for the extensive way im which it-has been alert
to this special Congressional interest and has mgppad studiés to
examine this apprﬂach.

Individualized instruction obviously is not "ome to ome," Rather,
says NIE, the key charaﬁtarlstiﬁ of indiwidually tailored instructien
is "student progress and remedial instruction which is tased on student
performance on the progress tests and allows students to proceed ag their

own rates." Strmndardized instruction has a class speed which represents

"4 uworm ( with the brighter youngsters either given special assignments
or becoming bored, and with the lagging youngsters getting only the
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attentign tha teacher can spare), The individualized instruction of
interest to HIE is to compare each student's skills: (usually in
reading and math) not-against a class norm, but against a "standard
instrument" which identifies deviations in learning rates, calling’
for individual learning plans vhich are then carried out to the
ability of the teacher in that same class group.

NIE's contractor under this award will examine:
Instructional techniques

How compensatory education activities are coordinated with
regular dinstruction (such coordination being assumed desirable).

Is it separate and "remedial™ 7 Or is compensatory education more
subliminal and systam wide ?

What system (Jf any) of stated performance objectives ﬁaas the
district employ ?Z

The goals dnclude determining the aspects of individualization that
aré most crucial, assessing methpds for involving parents, detetmiming
conditions for sgﬁcassful 1mplemgﬁtatian

The contractor also is advised that NIE is not interested in the
"unusual” classxoom with pioneering work in it that too often depends
upon - the unusual teachers. (ALthaugh another section of the study, that
which seeks inmnovative practices and programs, certainly will depend quite
heavily upon Eiﬂiing the unusual :Lassrgam with pioneering vork).

Examlnatlgn of éllncazlcn af Funds

Research on Allocation of Funds, the second major category of
‘research,-seeks to "d%ﬁéfminé the results of pagsible changes in federal
regulations governing local school. districts" management and deliveiy of
campensatﬂry education Servizes under Title I."

Nchlthsganding the research objective of testing both :anentratlnn S
and diffusion of available funding as deviations from present
regulation—~set practices, it is interesting to note that all 16
districts selected for this experiment—-phase, NIE reports, have stated
in their proposals that, if accepted and given freedom to deviate
from normal HEW rules, they would disperse the funds far more
(that is use the funds in a thinned out way to provide services
to far more of the total number of disadvantager students in the
district).

- 17 -
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' This is a result vwhose meaning NIE should probe amd not
merely accept, Does it mean that the districts’ uniformly
- belleve that the way to improve program effectiveness s
*thruugh less expenditure per target pupil, spreading the
program impact over more pupils? Or on the other hand, does
it reflect local political and D?Eratiénal pressureas to try to
- help as many youngsters as possible?. = Or neither, .or both?
- Unifarm as it is, the district response pattern certainly holds
some significance, ‘even as that pattern tends to vitiate the
original intent that the" demcmstrstians test ' both r:.nm:eﬁtr:atiun
. and diffusian Qf fuﬂds frem the present normal pattern. '

Also, while !:he wnfk—statemeut doss not spér.;lfically call
for it, we belleve it important for effective cost—analysis that
~-~the study coordinator in each school be asked to. ddentify all’
the major Title I, E:S:E.A. dollars which prnpaftionately end
‘up allocable and attributable to given compensatory prograns,
~difficult as this will he becanse of ¢ nﬁ:mingling.

T

Other Costs of Note

In additien, NIE has granted another series of awards for
supportive studles. Four aswards are for studies of "Alternmative
;. . Designs to Gur:enﬁ Fractice in Compensatory Educatian," a most
= . 'desirable step. Others commission studies of Progran goals,
o uperating daaraetsristics and Etl'lEi‘ m-ﬂtters. .

, We urge that in eve::y study there be émthasis' upon identifying
keys -to ‘success. What works? Why? ' Amother: that there mot be
_examination of the school and af school programs in isolatiom, .

. but-inclusion of the comunity’s educational impact and value.. =~ -

. For if socio-ecomomic factors mow are a. drag upon 13&211125, ghould

‘they not be a focus of research attention as much as 1s the classrnﬂm? L

Sole Source

All of the main aw azds for reseaxch under this broad prﬁgrm
- were by competitive bid, E:irf;epi: one. .

One of I:l:e contracts HIE Jssued dn this work-program was
on a sole source basis to the Lawyers Committee foxr Chvil
‘Rights Under Law. This organization pﬁiudiﬁaliy engages in
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: ;litigatiﬂﬂ against various agencies such as state educatiom
depafﬁmenﬂs and school districts. Their contract is for

research into EEEEE*bYﬂStEEE legal standards in the adminisﬂrsti@n
af cnmpen%atary education.

Dne must question this arrangement. ]
‘inhlblted an advocacy gtnup. .One also must questinn the basic
_ conflict in the contracter's action ac;epting suzh an ayard,
o with its stipulations against use. of the research fiﬂdlngs in
'~actians against units”of . government when guch 1Egal action is~ theaWb
Cnmmlttaa s frequent practice. i -

‘ Gértainly the agency?s justification for making this award
' sole-source, uncompetitively, should be public. The Council has
- been provided with a copy; the Council remains concerned about

the propriety.

Summary Observatioms

Our main conclusions about NIE's procedures in initiating
these studies are:

o Ihat'the quality of the study program has been reduced
as the result of the short time frame available to
engender school distriet responses and cooperation
that need to be representative,

o . That with the ﬂem@nsﬁraticns there should have heen
.a more deliberate effort to select districts in a manner
producing representativeness, rather than relying upon
-Ealf*SE;EétiQﬂ.DI state selection with consequent bias.

0 That all majcr CEﬂtraEEs ghould hava been Eampetltively
. ayarded, on elements of a matter as emctinnally charged.
and camplex as compensatory education’'s evaluation.

These shortcomings certainly are not all attributahle to NIE;
Congress, after all, was a major factor in the tight timetable and
extensive evaluszién scope, Nevertheless, the Prgblemg point to
the need- f6r improved research management across the board, from
the legislative to the actilon stages.

- 15 -
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) ) Dne must keep in mind a _healthy sképtlclsm -as to whether- the ”jf
aﬂswer lies in programs at all ‘ E

When Ehé District I survey instruments take final furm,
ve urge NIE to make certain that those instruments cover
what have been suggested elsewhere as factors in the delivery
of improved dearning rates among the disadvantaged:

class size (smaller the better)

school size (small also 'is better)

teacher experience :

teacher ability and pféparatlﬂﬂ

family/ne1ghbarhﬂnd cultural varidbles

year 'round influence

EDﬂtlﬂUlty Year to year thrauuh schcal

citizens' involvement and respan51b111ty
‘(How the educational system involves parants, and
hov the parents perceive themselves as having role
and responsibility)

What about selecting schools in differing types of neighborhoods
so as to allov and control for the mon—school .environments?

To the extent that NIE and OE studies do not define and
exanine true alternatives it becomes very important for the

literature search to discover as much in the way of imaginative
experimentation as can be found and described.

~ Othex Comments

The background literature and analysis seem to pass over
certain other major issues: :

1. How to assess supplantation, if any. (Queried about

this, NIE said that this only could be discerned through audit
~ arrangements, but if so why not seek that audit with 3-4

cooperating districts to test. whether this appears to be a
problem worthy of more attention later?) The Council recommends
that the mew Title I regulations must define supplantation
clearly. DHEW issued these regulationsg in draft form, for
comment, March 11, 1975. It is highly regrettable that DHEW
still has not finalized these important guidelines.

2. What can be done to compare progress by siudents
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- given é@mpgnsat@ry ééhsatlan and groups of similar backgrounds
n@t given such special aid? Thig is iPitléﬂZ to the underlying
assumptions of Title I. :

. s TthE shauld be a clear direction to the :antractars
'iétamlnlng Title 1 preograms (especially under Survey I) to
develap ‘data comparing the level of education, experience

‘and skill of .teachers wcrkiﬂg with disadvantaged children

e .children of more-affluent backgrounds in the same systéms,
Mi'frequgncy of - substitutes, and other such data to assess. what’
the school system "normally" makes available per disadvantaged
youngster vs. other children.

“4. Is the compensatory education special aid being unﬂdﬁne
and negated by other act1v1tias and practices within the
schaal system? . | oo <.

5. HDW can there be aggresive exploration nf nansschaal
alternatlves?

6. The study must also require attention to the issue
of scale -~ and by this we do not mean the size of the classroom.
To what degree have schools at the. elementary level become larger
and better or worse? Is there a correlation between institutional
scale and quality in compensatory education? 1Is there a correlation
between scale and pyramided overhead?

7. In fact what does the nampensatcry education dollar
buy in various systems?

8. The Hawthorme effect: it is disturbing’ that the evaluatign
~approach starts from a zero data base and will rely upon a future
two year study .of select districts. starting data collection ’
after the districts have learned that they are select., What
‘allowances and corrective can :here be for this?

9. Congress' expectation iS the the NIE study results be
available to guide consideration of new legislation as of
September, 1977, may, although necessary, be too optimistic.

Beyond these issues of projeat administration there lies

a larger question. The larger significance of evaluation lies
in assessing tha eEflcacy of doing anything at all. In this light,
ve believe that study of "lLie effectiveness of compensatory education

.
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4g~tar iz more: valuable as 4 measure nf program ef-

 “ficacyE;han tie statutatily required NIE studies of program

-administration and of the factors behind apparent variance . in
school distriﬂt suacess with compensatory education. ‘And this’
léngéf term assessment of éfficagy is the task of -the second major
'EvalUdtiQﬂ pregram, ’that of the Office of Education (GE)




PART III

THE _OFFICE OF EDUCATION
RESEARCH PLAN FOR LONGLTUDINAL STUDY

5
*

- The Office of Education also 1is embarking upon an ambitious
. research agenda and plan, to examine the effectiveness of com-
- pensatory education longitudinally: over years. OE's contractor
will "'track"” the educational progress of a large number of disad-
. vantaged young pecple over five years, with a sixth year a pasgi*
blllty :

Wh;le scope of the original study design now is being halwed,
as the result of Congressional concern for its cost, our analysis
is based upon the original plan since as of this date the design
“of "the reduced study has not been finally determined, OF advises,
let alone communicated to us.

“Instruments and Approach
_ As originally contemplated, the longitudinal approach would
start with the development of a sample comprised of some 5,000 dis-
advantaged young people now enrolled in early primary gfades The
eontractor then would follow the progress of these individuals,
developing a comprehensive data base about their  educational ex-

posure and success,

7777 The sample will not be limited to students receiving special
A compensatory education that is federally financed. In fact, the
L number of individuals in the sample will be of sufficient magﬂi‘

’ tude to permit the cross-comparisons NIE will not be able to pro-
duce, among and between those in varying basic situations vis a vis
compensatory education: -

Students whose aducatlan has been financed thraugh
Title 1 funds only;

: Students whose cast-of-education involves not only

L Title T but state and local funds as well, altogether;
Students who, although disadvantaged, are in schools
and programs that only involve state and local funding;

Students receiving no formal gémpenéatgiy’prggramg
= 19 -
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;;:'“,izﬁl © It is helpful to summarize the maln tasks of the OE stuﬂye 7'?1

l. From a natiomal sample of 5,000 schools, get 400 to agree
to participate, Load this sanmple nf schools with an extra pro-
portion of inner-city schools to compensate for the Fact that, his-
torically, these schools will be low in theix respouse to a request
that they participate.

2. Develop a battery of data collection instruments on matters -
including: student background,student conditidn and health, student:
attendance and program participation. Modify existing or new in-
‘struments to free them of biases as much as possible. ’

3. Fileld-test procedures in some 20 schools,

4. Train local coordinators, including training them dn
test administration and survey management . -

5. Make cost effectiveness studies of vardious approaches.

6. Make a participation substudy.

7. Identify program successes and Fadilures.

8. Develop detailed specifications of study issues, DeveLop
detailed data collection and management plan-

9. Monitor and manage the on-going activities.

'10. Prepare reports and other study prodicts .

The Council's Reactions to the OE Research PLan

» Our comments regstd ng this study plan are limited by two
- factors. The study's fimal form and duration are uncertain, e
. And we have not yat received for review a copy of the contract
involved, which presumably will be different and moxe cleta_iletj
than the Request for Proposal (RTE’)

»Wi!:ih these caveats, our review has fourd the OF approach
essentially sound. "'uaﬂawewe: ve do have several reservations whi::h
even at this date involve polints of approach and of mét:h::dﬂLngy’
which can be improved:

- - 20 =
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1. The home survey is all-important and must be given
special attention by the contractor. The home survey, in
fact, should reveal far more about readiness to learn and ability
to learn, than will be derived from observing and assessing the
individual students in the school.

As now articulated, the home survey appears to ask the
contractor to emphasize assessing economic status of the family.
This is far too narrow an aperture through which toe see and
assess factors relevant to learning. The OE Work Statement does
recognize the socio-cultural factors; what we ask isthat there
be emphasis upon analyzing them. There is some correlation be-
tween poverty and a poverty of educational interest, but by no
means a direct and dependable one.

2. By now, government should be well-tuned to the impor-
tance of drawing survey instruments broadly assessing the socio-
cultural enviromment and context, in evaluations. assessing the
impact and efficacy of institutional intervention. As one ex-
ample, we point to the on-going longitudinal study OEO started
5-6 years ago, ''tracking' the status of some 5,000 poor and near-
poor families (a study continuing under DHEW auspices). One
criticism of this study's design has been its underanalysis of the
socio-cultural factors in economic success and fa’lure.

We urge strong focus, in this new OE study of 5,000 dis-
advantaged youngsters, upon development of comprehensive infor-
mation about the socio-cultural background of the 5,000 families
from which these 5,000 young people come. For if the study does

not "eontrol" for the non-school environment, there is no way the

study can-assess school program ¢ffectivencss (a point with equal
application to the VWIE research plan reviewad carlier).

3. We believe that the OE work statement tends to under-
recognize the problems that arise due to the frequency with which
family moves uproot families from neighborhood and school. The
annual rate of moving in our society averages one family in seven.
Cumulatively, this then is a major problem in any 5-6 year

longevity study.

It is one thing to maintain sample size by substituting
other young people for those who move (which OF asks its contractor

‘to-do); it is something else to maintain sample representative-

ness. After all, it is logical t.» project that over 5-6 years
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a large proportion of the original sample will have moved. Be-

~~sides, is the sample really representative if the contractor
always is removing from it the students who move, whose ex-
perience of educational discontinuity is an important part of
the real world (and probably an important factor in lagging
learning rates)?

4. The é@ﬂﬁra;tor ig asked to keep a log of each student's relevant
educational experience and participation. Fine. This Log should
encompass all school activities, however, not merely the student's
exposure to compensatory appfﬂaehgg and systems. For of what
value is it to record and analyze the effect of a "supplement”
without recording and anaZyzzng as well the student's basic
educational "diet" to which it is a supplement? Of particu-
lar. zmpaptaﬁee we suggest, would be a base-mapping of the
student's linkages and peer group. To what extent can such net-
.works be mapped as a step toward ussessing whether the school
peocess is in fact reaching and turriﬂgsan the youngster by
reaching the value base on which hig premises for action (e.g.,

hzg interest in education) rest?

‘g We also believe that the OF study must be of a duration longer
than the 5-6 years now envisioned.” Our reasons are significant
gnough to be set forth under separate heading, dealing with the
tssue of Effi
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PART 1V

GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING EFFICACY

Any major evaluation of a public program and policy must ad-
dress issues at two levels:

Questions of technique, and
Questions of efficacy.
Both the NIE and the OE evaluations seek to uassess effective-
ness. Neither study will do this. Both focus upon performance

under present conditions only. Effectiveness has yet to be well
defined.

No norm or standard is provided; in fact, a major objective
in both research programs is examining present performance under
present conditions =- with NIE focusing upon institutional per-
formance and with OE focusing upon achievement gain by the indi-
vidual.

When effectiveness is measured, as well as the standard by
which it is measured, constitutes a critical issue. It is our
opinion that a major difficulty if not weakness in these NIE and
OE efforts to evaluate Title I, E.S.E.A,, is their expectation that
effectiveness can be measured in terms of improved rate of advance
at the time: that is, improvement in cognitive skills during

the special, augmented education Title I makes possible.

The Congressional mandate for the NIE studies specifically
asks for assessment of effectiveness. We prefer to interpret
effectiveness as carrying strong implications of a change that
endures: that is, a change for the better in the level of cognitive

_ skill, knowledge and interest which Title I students carry from

school into adult life.

The experience of the adult remedial education programs em-
bodied in such activities as those of the National Alliance of
Businessmen (NAB) provides a relevant example. When NAB started
sponsoring in-plant worker remedial education in 1968, many of

. the illiterates and near-illiterates they enrolled were people
~whose childhood educations once carried them well into high school
.and even college. In fact, the pioneering Texas program on whose
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experience much of the NAB program was based involved some 80

. workers testing at below fifth grade level. Of this group, a "
third were high school educated; five even had been to college
(but lacked degrees).

A major educational problem which schools alone probably
can do little to overcome is the effect of a life-style in which
one's work does not require extensive verbal and mathesmatical

“ skills, coupled with the electronic age in which there usually is
small reliance upon newspapers and books. In other words, what
the schools have to contend with is a life-style in which the
paraphernalia and reinforcements that maintain educational
competency through daily experience are, for many, weak or non-
existant, 7

An examination of effectiveness only can be undertaken
over a span of time, that is, longitudinally, and with well-constructed
control for all other variables, especially cultural, social
and economic. Examining shorter term manifestat‘ons of effectiveness
runs the great risk of being misled by transitory changes soon
overwhelmed by the other and more influencial factors which the
school program does not substantially impact upon, let alone
control, especially home and environment.

0f course, if such an erosion of advantage would be discovered
(and there is enough evidence of the probability in the Head
Start experience alone to justify looking into it), this would
.not imply fault in the process of education as much as the danger
in expecting education alone to overcome the negative factors and
influences schools themselves cannot control-or offset.

The implications of these comments, for both the NIE and OF
study designs, really run in two directions. We see nothing in the
NIE design which really assess efficacy in the long range manner
we believe essential. It is much more a study in the effectiveness
of process than of program effectiveness. The OE study
design will collect data for three years on a sample of youngsters
now in the first six grades (thus, for those in the sixth grade
the first year of the study, following them through the eighth).

OE suggests as. an option to be determined later, that of following
-classes through the ninth grade as well, in a fourth and fifth
year of the study. This and more should be dore.

30
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"Significance re: OE Study

We suggest that it shauld be pass;ble to exﬁend the study
frame, without added expense, by rearranging the sample.- For
axample it probably is of little value to measure the attainment
in the study's third year, of youngsters in the first grade
who will not be assessed again thereafter; why not shift this
commitment of funds into more focus upon measurement of
achievment levels at higher years (comparing Title I eligibles
who ‘have been recepients of Title I special attention and Title I
eligibles who have not)?

Even while exploring all such possibilities for lengthening
the years studied by OE, we also suggest two other steps that
“might well telescope the activity, bringing savings that
make extension possible:

1. Studying compensatory education levels every Dthéf
year, deriving the inbetween achievement level thr@ugh
extrapolation. y

2. "Mining existing records (e.g., as NIE is endeavoring
to do with the Rhode Island records that rEpanEdly shOW
achievement levels for the past ten years.

m\
i
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PART V

COORDINATTON

Question has been raised as to the overlap, if any, between
NIE and OE plans to analyze and evaluate the effectiveness of
Title I compensatory education approaches,

In this regard, both studies aim at analyzing the fundamental
purposes and effectiveness of compensatory education. approaches
and programs, and therefore they should have significant cross-
overs. Regrettably, in our judgement, they have been avoided
by the agencies.

Comments Regarding Coordination

The focus of coordination between the agency staffs
concerned for these two studies seems to be at the procedural
level, and even that must be adjudged weak. While the two
staffs make sure they literally do not get in each other's way,
coordination of a positive sort seems of a low order.

Example: For months, OE did not receive copies of the NIE RFPs-
and apparently did not feel the need to even ask for them until
a periodic review session September 4th surfaced the point.

In addition, we question the decision by the NIE-OE project
managers to deliberately avoid including any of the same cities
in their studies, in the interest of minimiaing the burden on ~
cooperating school systeme; yet in combination these two studies,
while especially inveolved, represent but a small part of the
annual burden of studies and reporting in school districts
most of which is mandated in order to receive funds. It would
seem that there should have been a deliberate effort to build
bridges and crossovers hetween the data sets these two studies

"will present,

The need for improved cocrdination actually goes all the way
back in the anatomy of thece two studies, to the fact that NIE
cand OF report to different sub-committees in the House of Representatives.

_.The Council also is concerned about another weakness in coor-
dination and contact which our study has revealed: there appears
‘to be a tendency among those commissioned to evaluate a program,
- to do-so with minimal contact with the program's administrators.
It appears that NIE has not made sufficient effort to extract in-
sights and information, if not also data, from the records and
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depth of staff insight to be found in the DHEW affice adminis-
tering Title I, E.S.E.A. That office has ten years' background
in this program. While 1ndependant evaluation has the ad‘vantages
‘of fresh insights and objectivity, it still makes sense to
glean as much as possible from the older, established center

of expertise about the Title I program.

The Council recommends that especially at this late date,
the compensatory education program administrators in DHEW be
deeply zrzvalved in advising the OF and NIE Title I evaluations.

L
Sl
1
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EVALUATION is an essential element of the effective and sus—
tained upgrading of program performance,

The practice of it, however, requires great care. As we have
tried to point out here, out of the OE and NIE efforts to mount
major evaluations of Title I, E.S.E.A. the government can learn
some valuable operational 1Essaﬁs for this and other occasions:
the need to plan well allowing ample time to carry out the plan.
well; the need to coordinate, the need to derive maximum
valua from existing sources and records, the need to insist on
representativeness, the need to structure the evaluation so that
it really measures lasting impact, the need to imaginatively con-
sider alternatives, and the need to truly welcome and invelve
public participation.

This is what good government is all about.
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APPENDIX

'PERTINENT EXCERPTS FROM P,L, 93-380

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974

STROGRAM EVALUATION

CMSke, 161, (a) The Commisgioner shall provide for indepondent
ovaluations which deseribo and measure the impact of programs and
projecta assisted under thia title. Such evaluntions may be provided by
contract or other nrrangements, and alf such evaluntions shall ho mude
by compatent and independent persons, and shall inehide, whenaver
posaible, apinions abtained from program or projecl pm n
abont the strengthe and weaknesaes of such pregrams or projecly,

W) The Commissioner shall develop and publish standnreds -for
evaluntion of proginny. or project effeeliveness in achieving the
objeetives of this fitle, , C ,

W(e) Phe Commissioner shall, where approprinte, consalt with State
agoneies ivorder (o provide Tor jointly spoasored abjective evaluntion
slaglivs of progrmms anil projects nsisted ander this title within o
Siate, ;

“8(d) The Comissioner shall provide to State edueation] ngeneies,
wnidels for evnluationg of gll prograns candnetod amler (his Us, for
their uee in enrryime ont their fnetions yder geetion 143 (n), whiel
shinl felde aoiform proeedorecnmd epiteria to he ul ul by loen)
educntional apencies, ns well 28 by the State agency in the evaluation
Efgughpragfgmg! e T ST e

“(e) The Commissioner: shall %»mvide such technical and other
nssistanco 88 may be neeessary to State educationsl agencies to enable
them to assist loen] edneational ngencies in the development and appli-

* ention of o systematic evaluation of programs in accordance with the
models developed by tha Commissioner. — - .. % -

4(f) The models develn\;ed by the Commissioner shall specify

objective eviteria which shall be utilized if the evaluation of all pro-
grams and shall outline techniques (sich as Jongitudinal studies of
ehildven involved in such programs) and mef.lmdnﬁ'xgy (such nsthe nse
of tests whieh yield ea:upnrnﬁlc results) for producing data which are
comparable on a statewids and nationwido basis. -

“(iz) The Comnissioner shall make a report to the-respective com-
mittees of the Congress having legislative jurisdiction over progruns
autherized by this title and the respective Committecs on Appms:rina ,
tions concerning his progress in em'r{m, ont this scction not later
than January'31, 1975, and thereafter he shall report to'snely commit-

* tees no later than-January 31 of ench calondar yoar the resitls of the

evaluntions of programs and projects requived wnder this seclion,
which slinll be compreliensive and detailed, s ji-to-date as poessible,
and bused to the maximnm extont. possible on objective measurements,
together with any -other related findings and -evaliations, and his
recommendations with respect -te legislation. I

“(h) Tho Commissioner shall also develop a systeni for the gatlier-
ing nnd dissomination of results of evalintions and for the identifien-
tion of exemplary programs and projects, or of particnlarly effective

_ elements of  programs and _projects, and for the dissemination of

information concerning such programs and projects or such elements -
thereof to State and F :al -edueational sgencies responsible for the
design and conduct of ‘programs and projects under this title, and
fo the edneation prrofession and the general publie. .




- HANNTAL EVALUATION REVORTS

“Sec. H7. (a) (1) Not later than November 1 of each vear. the Secre-
e = - tary shall transmir to the Committee on’ Eduention nnd Laborof te—
Houze of EEEESEﬂtntives and the Committee on Labor-and Public
Welfare of the Senate an annual evaluation report which evaluates
the etfectiveness of apg!ienb]e programs in achieving their legizlated
purposes together with recommendations reluting to such programs
for the improvement of such programs which will result in greater
etfectiveness in achieving such purposes. In the case of any evaluation
report evaluating specific programs and projects, such report shall—
“(A) set forth gfmlg and specific objectives in qualitative and
uantitative terms for all programs and projects assisted under
the applicable program concerned and relate those goals and
objectives to the pucposes of such program; = -
“(B) contain information on the progress being made during
ﬂl;z: previous fiseal year toweard the aeiievement of such goals and
objectives; v B S
J( (%) describe the cost and benefits of the applicable-program
being evaluated during the previous fiscal vear and idemigwhich
sectors of the public receive the benefits of such program and bear
the costs of such program; o . }
“(D) contain plans for implementing corrective action and
recommendations” for new or mendgdglegislatiﬂn where war-
ranted; ' ' S o : :
*({E) contain a listing identifying the principal analyses and
studies supporting the major conclusions and recommendations in
‘the report; and =~ o -
“(F) be prepared in concise summary’ form with necessary
detailed data and appendices. N A L )
 (2) In the case of programs and projects assisted under title T of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the report
under this subsection shall include a survey of how many of the chil-
dren counted under section 103(c) of such Act {iﬁiezpnte in such
programs and projects, and how many of such children do not, and
a survey of how many eduecationally i{isgdvantaged children partici-
pate in such programs and projects, and how many educationally dis-
advantaged c%ilgﬁn de not. For purposss of the fmﬂm séntence,
the term ‘educationally disadvantaged children’ refers to children who
are achisving one or more years behind the achievoment expected at
the appropriate prade level for such children. o
“(b) Each evaluation report submitted pursuant to subsection (a)
shall contain: (1) a brief description of each contract or grant for
eveluation of any program (whetﬁer or not such contract or grant was
made under section $16) any part of the. performance of which
occurred during the preceding year, (2) the name of the firm or .
, individusl who is to earry out the evaluation, and (3) the amount to be
paid under the contract or grant. o - # i

STUDY OF PURPOSFS AND EFFECTIVENESS' OF COMPENBATORY EDUCATION
’ ) | FHOGRAME - 0 -
Sec. 821 (a) In addition to the other authorities, responsibilities
and duties conferred upon the Netional Institute of Education (here-
inafter referred to ps the “Institute”) by section 405 of the General
: L : " Education Provisions Act and netwithstanding the sccond .sentence -
T o of subsection (b) (1) of such section 405, the Institute shall undertake
el s n thorough evaluation and study of compensatory education programs,
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- —__including such programs condicted by States and such programseon-._ . .
ducted under titla I of the Illementary and Secondary gducaﬁan Act
of 1965, Such study shall include—
(1)} an examinntion of the fundamental purposes of such pro-
gromng, and the effectiveness of ench programs in attaining auch
purpaoses; : i .
{2} an annlysis of means to identify accurately the children
who have the greatest need for such programs, in keeping with
the fundamental purposes thercof ; '
(3) an analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures
for meoting the cducational needs of children, including the use-
of individualized written ednentional. plana for children, and
programs for training the tenchers of children;
{4) an exploration of alternative methads, including the use
of procedures to nssess educational disnd vantage, for distributing
funds under such programs to States, to State cdueational ‘agen-
cics, and to loeal ednentionnl ngencics in an equitable and efficient. .
manner, which will nccurately reflect current conditions and insure
that such funds reach the nreas of greatest curront need and are
cifectively used for such arens; o 7
(5) not morc than 20 experimental programs, which shall be
rensonably geographically representative, to be administered by
the Institnte, in enses where the Institute determines that s'ucﬁ
cxperimental programs are necessary to earry out the purposes of
clanges (1) through (4), and the Commissioner of Education is
uuthorized, notwithstanding any provision of title T of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Eiﬁ;c&tlﬂﬂ Act of 1965, at the request of
tha Institute, to approve the use of prants which editeational agen-
cies are cligible to receive under such title 1- (in enses. where the
agency eligible for such grant agrees to such use) in order to carry
out such experimental programs; and . o
(6) findings and recommendations, including recommendations
for changes In snch title I or for new legislation, with respect to
_'the matters studied under elauses (1) thmugligﬁ). . -
(b) The National Advisory Council on the Education of Disnd-
vanteged Children shall advise the Institute with respect to the design -
and execution of such study. The Commissioner of Education shall
obtain and transmit to the Institute swch information as it shall
request with respect to programs carried on under title 1 of the Act.
(c) The Instituto shell make an interim report to the President
and to the Congress not later than December 31, 1976, and shiall ke
a final report tEgretn no later thon nine months after the date of sub- -
mission of such interim report, on the result of its study couducted
under this section. Any other provision of law, rule, or regulntion’to
the contrary notwithstanding, sucl reports shall not be submitted to

any review outside of the Institute before their transmittal to the Con-

- gress, but the President and the Commissioner of Eduention maymnke . s
to the Congress such recommendations with respect to the contents of
the reports as ench may deem nppropriate.
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