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Grecier Use Of Exemplary Education . -
Programs Could Improve Education . -
For Disadvantaged Children S |
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Although low-ashieving students in mariy ofy )

_the Nation’s federally funded compgpsatory . r, . .
* elementary and secondary education projects . . . ‘

have improved their performance, Jlarge per- . . /

centages of students in some_proLects continue .

to fall further behind‘their peers. . : ' ” : . .

"
%

The Natlonal Diffusion Network is the pri- ( . ‘ )
mary system the Department of Education " ) ’ . .

s in meeting the congressional mandate-to . Ly S

isseminate information about successful edu- SO
catloc practices in State and local education ‘ )
agencies to improve the quality and effective- . . T .
‘pess of- Federal programs. Although some )
school. districts have adopted the Network’s
exemplary projects, ‘the number of adoptions ) : g
is too small to greatly affect the overall qual- : US DEPKRTMENT OF EDUCATION ‘
ity 'of the Nation’s compensatory education ’ ) " NATIONAU INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION -
projects. A greater effort should be made to EDYPATONAL HESUURTES INFORMATION'
identify. projects needing improvement, and . 27 e e iaset
better data on the effectiveness of the Net: v . R I S
work’s exemplary projects should be made L IV S
available to school officials. ’ oy o gt o
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To the Presidént of the Senate and the . : '
Speaker of the- House of Representatives L ‘
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This report

-

~

PR

COMPTROLI:ER GENERAL.OF THE UNITED STATES i

WASHINGTON D.C. 20348 5

discisses the potentiai for improving educatfop

- for disadvantaged children through greater use of exemplary
education programs available through the Department of Edudca-
tion's National Diffusion Network. We examined the Netbork's

.. efforts tp promote the a

option of exemplary prqograms by local

8

school districts,to imprBve reading;projects conducted under
title-I of the Elementary iPd Secondary Education fct.

——

Copies of the, report are-being sent to the Director, Office
* of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of Education.
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Acting Cémﬁ!io ler General,
of the United Stat%E
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL-S . GREATER USE%;} EXEMPLARY EQUCR%&ON .
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS PROGRAMS COULD,IMRROVE EDUCATIQN

. . . e - . -

. - FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

-~

DLEGEST. |
. . n "- - * "

. * Federal programs for eleméntary*and secondary edu- ' , o
- o © cation are intended to help diqadvantaged students

' acguire basic education skills, improve their rate

of academic achievement, and ultimately help them .
) . become self-sufficient and self-s pporting. By far
§ the largest,of these programs is ¢hat authorized - |
under title I of the Elementary. and Secondary . ' ..
F Educaticn Act. Title I was envisionegd as a potean\
. tool for dealing with poverty and i:%gatte dant
: conditions, such as illiteracy, high \ropout rates,

delinquency, and crime. (see p. 1.) o ST,

-

o To improve the effdctiveness of these programs, the
— Congrkss mandated {hat the Department of Education

: * (D) ‘Aisseminate information about successful

o edudathon practices to State and local education
agencies. ! . ' : _ .

- & | '

The National Diffusion Network, establisﬁed by ED
in 1974, disseminates{information on various: "ex-
emplary" -education projects that have beendﬁound‘

N highly gﬁﬁ;ctivei The Network is ED's pri ry . ’
. mechanism for disseminating-information on exem- ..
— ~ plary title I projects and for helping local school

districts to impl ment such projects. GAO reviewed
= %, -the Network' s -performance in. helping ‘local -school
.districts to improve their title I>projects by . ‘

B adopting exemplary projects. (See pp. 2, 6, and . e
7. : ek .
- e o, T .
- . OPPORTUNITIES. FOR IMPROVING . A ' :
) " a TITLE I BY ADOPTING . , , - . —
R §§?MPLARY PROJECTS .
Al though many title I reading g}ojects are  improv-.
- . ing the academjc achievements of educationally dis- LA
‘ ~‘advantaged stydents, pome projects are not success= . o,
. ful and should be improved. GAO's analysis of stu- .
R dent progress in.about 340 schooks in 14 districts _
e, . revealed that many students continue to fall behind “w. 4
their normal Cavgrage) adchieving peers. Title I L
— . , services. are discontinued r mogt students’ while " -
they are still far: behind their peers in academic . © )]
achievement. Furthermore, many needy studentg are
- a;n o | o | S,
.o T2, iy i _ ..\ mpp-s1-65 - .
Q . D o , - *SEPTEMEER 15, 1981 S
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- 2 excluded from receiving title I servVices because °
s of the high cost of some prolects-and limitations
on qge amount of available funds. (see pp. 8,
¢, 11, and 12.) ‘

. I3

- . .

- - of thé ‘Network's exemplary title I projects: .
T indicated that many school districts.could im-

- emplary projects. Not only were the exemplary

projects reporting”greater achievements, but

! Jhey sometimes cost lges and could‘%erve more
students. (See pp. to 11.)

TER EFFORTS NEEDED TO S

- ’ . Ggga TS
B . ENCOURAGE ADOPTION OF . o .

EXEHPLARY TITLE I PRACTICES *

Some school districts have adoj ted ex .
_ gojecte for title I settings, but .the number of
options is too small to have any significant
impact on imprOVing the effectiveness of title I
. in meeting its gitionwide goals. (See p. 17. )

’ 'Evaluation criteria and State
monitoring need improvement !

-

~

: . - Title I administration has shortcdmings at the’
— « . Federal, State, and’loca levelB. . ED has not
= * ) . prescribed adeqguate criteria for State and local
title I officials to use in assessing their proj-
J ' ects,. and Federal monitoring has been weak and
has failed to emphasize project quality. Sim— .
jldrly, State education  agencies have provided K,
limiged monitoring of local project results and
: have not @nsured the adequacy of project evalua-
- SN tions and the effectivenesa of title I projects.
E - A
- ) Without adequate Federal and State emphasis on
. .project quality; relatively few local school dis-
.\ - tricts have sqpght to improve title I projects.
Local title I officials generally have not used
; .project ewaluations in project planning ‘and im-
proyement ahd, in some cases, have not developed
-, local evaluations that are su tagle ‘for -identify--
ing project weaknesses. (See pp+ 17 and 18.)

AN 'GAO's comparisons of the accomplishments: of /e
. title I projects with 'the reported capabilities .

prove-their title I.services.by adopting ex- T
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" officialls in assessing the Network™s. i ct on ® .

. not have uniform reporting requirements far its

Information is needed

on accomplishments ’ —_

of’ exemplary prqjects ) - Co.

Relatively little ‘information is available dbout .
the capabilities and accomplishments of the Net- A
work' s exemplary projects. Therefcore,.local - . ¥

' schopl district officials are not convinced that ’

, exemplary projects are better than their‘own,.and

. -few sthqol district have sought to’implement o

© ., these projects. (sSwe p. 28.)

ingreaséd'followug of project - S,
‘adoptions is nheeded

"Lig;le‘is\known about the achievements of school . />
districts which have adopted exemplary projects ' ’
because the Network has made little attempt to

~

follow up Swyproject adoptions. — :

The Network's reviseqd operating-instructions call ~ '
for monitoring and evaluating project. adoptions-and -
for providing data on project outcomes at the adop~
tion sites. The revised instructions, however, do

not specify . -~ - - ~ -

-~-the nature of monitoriﬁg and evaluation to Be- . . .
performed or . oo ~ v
. T : - 5 " . . ~,
“~the data to be collécted and reported on project .
* -‘outcomes. - (See p. 30.) Y s ‘-

. : - T .
Limited data about results alSOghampere& Ne twork -
the title I program. .Because the Netwpfk did g {
operations, it did not have réeliable information . .

on the number of exemplary project adcptions - r
that served title I projects.’ (See p. 3z.) :

' RECOMMENDATIONS . ‘ RN

» , . )

-

N "o . . -

To improve tlhe procedures” for identifwying ;nd . o
_correcting title I project weaknesses,’the — : ..
.Secretary of Education shbuld )} .. , .o
~--provide Substantially increased guidance and - -

technical assidtance to.State and local schodl ¢ - ..
officials in developing-criteria for assessing - - N .
épe éffectiveness of title } projects; a . - v

* . » -
v

——

- LY . . -
\ .
<. . s ——
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. .
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\N . 7-§xpahd ED*s monitoring efforts for assesgsing
. ) - whether State education agencies'are (1) mketing
. /- tHeir responsibilities to evaluate the effective- |
,ness of local title-'I projects and .{2) helping
‘ local school districts to improve their title I .
e projects; Cow -

I © » . -

3

[ --direct Staté\edycation agencies®to (1) asasess .
: S the validity ©f procedures local school dis-
. N tricts usé to evaluate their title I projects,
. ‘ (2) prescribe ¢orrective measures where pro-
- ¢éﬁures are inadequate,~4nd (3) help focal
o school-officials use evaluations for detecting
and cé?técting project weaknesses; ‘and ‘

1 -

 ~=advise State education agencies to encourage

-

-t in imprgving title I projects.
. ' .- To gqonvince potential adopters of the merits of
.  exXemplary projeects, the Secretary should direct
) th¢ Network to provide complete, currerit informa=
'~ .," tiod about the capabilitiés and acecamplishments
. of the Network's exemplary prepjects, including
. (1) their impact on schelastic achievement, stu-~
- . dént behavior, and sustained growth, (2) their
*s . cost effectiveness, and (3) the results of past
.adoptions by other schools. - * . )
-\ . ~ ’ .
“ To provide more accurate data on the voluge of
" title I adoptions and ensure that adoptions
ake successful, the Secretary should make sure
_that the Network's,plans to require followup on
project adoptions are adequate to (1) provide
accurate data on-the number of adoptions and the
schools affected, (2) determine whether the
projects have been installed correctly and are
. functioning properly, and (3) provide for addi-
. " tional impleémentation assistance where needed.
(See pp. 36 3nd 37.) . , . ’

» .
%

o
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AGENCY COMMENTS

+ In a draft of this report, GAO proposed that ED
»' prescyibe specific criteria for State and ‘local
, officials to use in assessing thesgéféctiveness
of title T projects. In its response to the .

draft (see app. III), ED disagreed with GAO's .
' proposal.  ED believes that its October’'12, 1979,

title I evaluation regylations, which provide

.
s

Lxl

local school offjcials to use Network assistance o

o
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) - e o‘ ) ) . ‘. . . . ' .
‘-models and techn1ca1 standards for evaluat;ng <7
title I progects, are adequate criteria on , .
a .. ) evaluatlon. . & - ' . . = .
. « 4 ot
. GAO be11eves that ED's obligation in fulfllllng its

requirements does not end w1th the publication of
evaluation models and technical standarlls. ED, should °
place increased emphasis onr providing technlca; as-
By . - . ‘sistance at the State and local levels in developing
) ¢riteria for assessing the effectiveness of title.I
- . f~pr03ects. This would be cénsistent with ED's long-
standing pollcy of‘gbnlnterVentlon in the program-
‘matic decisionmaking process at the State\and 1oca1
N . levels. ’ . .

¥ . -—

;‘{ Accerding to ED, implementation of thé title I
T evaluation systdm will permit local school dis- .
4ricts.to assess their title I achlevement gains
: on the.same metric or scale and therefore permit -
. _ .  States to review results across school districts. '
ED‘éa;d thatj national aggregatlon will enable State
s and local education agencieg to view the levels of
’ their gains in light of the ranges of galns re-
ported natiomally. Additidnally, ED should. use the
national, regional, State, and district level infor- '
. . mation that it collects to provide increased guid- * y
ance to'State and local officials concerning cri-
, teria for assesBing the effectiveness of tltle I

~ »

progects- GAO has revised its recommendation 'ac- S
- cordingly. ED agreed with the thrust of-GAO's
other recommendations. ED's comments are dlscussed
ongpages 37 through 42. : A ,
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= ' '. . R . . 2 3‘ ..

Ta improve ithe quality' and effectiveness of Federal programs
. to assist educationally disadvantaged children, 'the Congress man-
datéd that the Department of Education*(ED) identify successful
education programs ~and disseminate information about them to
_ States and local school systems. To meet this_mandaﬁe, ED ~useés .
the National Diffusion Network as its principal system to dissemi- .
., nate informition about exemplary educatioh projects and to help
N *

s -

,) '~ schodls implement such projects. | ¢ l ‘ , _
-y .  Recognition of the national need to assure tha€ educationally
disadvantaged children are provided suitable educational ®pportuni-
tied has spawned a number of Federal programs to assist educati@p-
in elementary and_secondary schools. Federal programs for elemen-
tary and sécondary educétign‘generally intended to help the
disadvantaged to develop their dbasic sk?!?s, improve their rates
of academic achievement, anrd help them become self-sufficient and
self-gupporting. s . Ty, .
~.. o . . -l (.-\
.The largest Federal program for &lementary. and“®econdary
education comes under title I of the Elemedtary and -Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) (20 U.S.C. 24la). The Congress,
. recognizing the link between.,inadequate educational opportunities
and poverty, authorized, tlle title I 'program tb assist educationally
-~ ¥disadvantagkq childrén. Title I was envisioned as a potent tool

.- _for déaling with poverty and its attendant conditigms, such as .
_ ( illiteracy, high dropout rates, delindquency, unemployment, and ) .
/ crime. - ' R . , e
e i ’

\¢ . ' Under. title T, funds are provided to States and Jocal s¢hool
districts to help them provide compensatory education programs for
- " educationally disadvantaged youths. Thgse programs focus, on de-
veloping basic skills in reading, language ‘arts, and mathematics:
Since the program's inception’in 1965,. funding has totaled about
630 billion, For fiscal year*198l about $3.7 billion has been’
rovided for the program, which is ‘expected to reach about 14,000
of the Nation's apprqfimately 16,000 school’ districts. -
» oo ' ' . :
- In its desire to improve the quality of the Federal education
, programs, the Congress recognIzeg the need fer dissemination of *. e
\'( effective educational .practices. Congressional mandates to’dis-
\ - seminate informatign to improve education programs now appear in
\ various laws. Title I of ESEA mandates that ED (1) degglop Rroce-
. . dures for identifying successful educational- projects ahd practices
\ and,(2) disseminate” information on sudbsprojects and practices to L
\4 _States and locadl school districts.

oy N . . . . .
- . ¥
.- . . s
‘ . L %
. - .
s
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.ED DISSEMINATION-ACTIVITIES * :

‘dissemination mechanismg--is responsible for sehinatlng in- R
formatlon on a wide-rangé of education prejects”in such diverse —_—
areas*as tulingual and immigrant education, career and vocational

~ educatiop, early childhood education, environmental education, ‘

The National Diffusion Network-—the largg st of ED's i" v

- ~+
spec1a1 education for ‘the handicappéd, arts and communication e

skili¥s, mathematics, readlng, and 1anguage drts. The Network is
also ED' §'pr1mary means’ for disseminating information ©n eXetiplary

“ title I projects and practlces. } . %ﬂ

’

. Slﬂbe its 1nceptrbn 1n{1974\ the Network funding has totaled .

out $59 million. As shown in the graph on the following page, ]

unding has been somewhat exratic, averaging about $7.4 million —_—
per year but ranging from ‘zero in 1976 to $11.5 million in 1979. '
Of the Network funds, ED officials report ‘that about $1.25 to *~ , ~

v "$1.75.million per year is directed to titlexI dissemination ac- ’ "!'
tivities. By comparison, the annual title I budget now exceeds -
$3'billion.,

-
.

m

«

E-4 @

. Before fiscal year 1976, the Network was funded under
B ' title III, section 306, of ESEA, as amended.: This legislation
R eXpired at the end of fiscal year 1975, and the Network was not
~n . fiunded in fiscal year 1976. 1In figcal year 1977, the Network was -
_A? ‘funded under section 422a of the ®&neral Education Provisions Act. .
Beginning with ‘fiscal year 1980, authority for Network funding was .
contalned in sections 303~and 376 of ESEA. e . . .

A - L 4

¢

/¥ﬁ§’§;€;3;’ 's overall goal, as,prescrlbed by ED, is to im=f

prove education actices by broadcasting. information about

*, successful projects and practice eg and assisting in the widespread

implementdtion of these projects 'and practices. ED instructs ‘.

- Federal and State education program officers to be alert to & ( %?'
identify highly successful .education projects, including title I
projectg, and to encourage the project developers to seek valida-
tion by the . oint Dissemlnatlon ReV1ew Panel. / JEETE S :

. e .

ED established Ehe Jbint Dissemlnatlon Review Panel to review

Adata on educatlonal projects and assess whether-the projects had -
produced substantial e€ducational improvement and whether they

" could produc\ similar ;mprovements at other locations. Officers
of the various ED program divisions may nominate identified proj-
ects for panel review. Prcgects approved by the panel are termed
"exemplary"~—they are the: Only ones that may be endorsed and dis~ -
seminated by the Network. . ~

-
o

-

' ‘ The Network's act1v1ties to disseminate inforl%tion about
exemplary projects and to help schools implement the projects aré
carried out largely by education proyect "developer—demqpstrators
and by ﬁlsseminatiop "facilitators."- ] -

. . ~’ . h@
. - * . * ~ v ’
: B ' 2 ) S \—/) T
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Developer-denronstrators : . ‘ .

chhoa{ distrjqts thaet have exemplary projects approved by

the int Dissemination Review Panel can apply for developer-
demonstrator fundg from the Network. Qeveloper«?emonstrators are
typically education agencies that originated-the' projects and are
responsible for helping school districts implement' their’ projects.
The developer+denmonstrators are expected to provide information' "
describing their projects, develop materials needed to, implement
their projects, demonstrate their projects to interested gchopl
officials, fand ¢onduct training segsions for gchool personnel.’

i: Not all exemplary projedts are selected to become devéfgper-'
demonstrators. ' In selecting developer-demonstrators, Network
officials attempt to acquire a wide variety of projects and educa-

¥ tiopal approaches for-school systems to choose from. By fiscal

» year 1979, the Network had awarded contracts to-'2l developer- ,
_demonstrators: to market and help install eXemplary title I projects.’

State facﬁéé;dtors !

A The Network also¥contracts with organizations in specific :
geogrhphical areas throughout the Nation to facilitate the adoption
process by linking school.districts with developer-demonstrators.

. These facilitators usually are assigned to cover-:specific States .
« and are called “State facilitators." ’

»
*

. - . ‘ ™

A State, facilitator's. primary responsibility is to widely
disseminate information to loca} school systems within its State
or area. Facilitators acquaint schpols with the exemplary proj~
ects, help schools determine how the exemplary programs might
benefit the schools, and provide a link between the .developer-
demonstrators and schools that express interest in adopting
“exemplary projects. \ <

\ { . ;
Networj-k accomplishments/ N

’

t

ED's assessments- of the Naﬁ%ork have generally been favor-
‘able, based on observations such as the following: »

-

--The Network has-successfully promoted a large number of
. adoptions; ED reported 5,600 "instances of adogtion"
since the Network began in 1974. ° ‘

-~The Network provided training in exemplary project opera-
tions to about 25,000 teachers in 4,200 'schools during the
1978-79 school y:ifa : c .
- ~~The ééopted programs are highly regarded- by tﬁe'agdpting
school officialg. ) . . .
' / <> * 4 A .
’ ' ’ ’/: ) . * ‘ .ﬁ‘i
| | “ 15
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- -«The demand for. the Network's services exceeded its capacity v
‘ to prov1de them. - ) )
—-EXlStlng exemplary prog%ams can be installed .for an average

cost, of $4,000 whereas developing such a program-<tosts .

.§400,000.

S 9
These asseséments wdre centered on the Network's overall ac-- \//’
- tivities in promoting program adoptions. The assessments did not
~dist1nguish between different types. of education-prygrams,.such as
title\I progects. (" -

‘. - / e ¢ *

" ADMINISTRATION OF TITL RESPONSIBIL&TIES

b3 Y;
-7 5381des requiring‘that exemplary title I prO]eCtS be identi
fied and disseminated to States and local school districts, ESEA
requires ED to ¢ ‘

-

-«
=~ -
é . N

-~review each State s trtle I grant applications and assure T
' tﬁgt program plang are adequate and, complete, t\ -

o -—monitor each State's title I pro;ect activities . for com-
plidnce with legislative requirements, and
-fproVide standardg and models for project evaluations and
provide‘technical evaluation Jassistance;to States. ,
The Office of Dissemination and Professional Development and __,
.the Office of Compensatory Education have major roleés in carrying
out ED/s title I responsibilities. The Offtee of Dissemination and
Professiqnal Development operates the Network, which is responsible
for

Tw.

--improving the quality of education nationwide, including
title I projects:
--disseﬂg;ating information on successful title I education
practices, : - .
° ’ Lo ! L
--promoting-Widespread adoption of successful title I educa-
tion practicesL -

LA *

v

--helping schools to. rmplement exemplary education projects;

~-providing training and technical assistance to adoptféa

L _ Y 5 5 3
, ~ ~schools; ¢ e A » 5 ’ J .
. v S -
' 7—evaluating the effectiveness of rthe’'adoption process;
. 4 ¢ r's L.
. - - . z . s




sdhools; and

B .
).

§‘

f-sglecting dissemination faecilitators and devéloper-
program.

demonstvgtors to carry oit the Network's activities.

.
2

net have any formal responsibility for.co

' The Office of Compensatory Educa

ancting the title I
the overall administration of the program, which inclydes
¢

--reV1ewing State title I grant applications,
~-agsuring- that State’ title I respon31bilities are
fulfilled,

& '

by States, and

~

--reviewing and assessing title,I program data submitted
.

ot i

¥ 1
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Because of the concerns of educators and evaluators that
title I projects are not achieving intended goals and the explicit
;uccessful practices to

ects.

,intent of the Congress that ED and school officials disseminate
imprao itle I projects, our review
on the Nefwork's eff6rts to improve title I reading proj-
cward this end, w reviewed (1) the Network's, actPons ‘to
promote adoptions of exemplary,projects for title I, 7(2) the suit-
ability of data that school districts have

-
"

--identifying successful education'programs and Practices.,

to adopt better title I projects.
oriented.

,,f
for title I project improvement, and—(3) school officials' actions
loc

or assessing the need,
Our .review focused on reading
progects because most titlé I pijects are reading-language

-

9
- H
Our rgview included examinations of Legislation° Federal

v

ion is responsible for
--prOVLding guidance to State and local school officials,

--prqvxding postadoptiopn technical a881stance to adepting

Although actively promoting &he improvement of title I pro:-
ects’ through the adoption of exemplary projects, the Network does

N}

reguIations~ Network records, reports, and materials; State and
éducation programs.

education ‘agency procedures, records, and project assess-
ments; and, federally funded evaluations of title I and other

We interviewed officials ‘at

s
Institute of Education;

-

--State education agencies™n five States;

--ED's Office of Dissemination and Professional Revelopment,
its Office of Compensatory Education, and the National

-




--dissemination facilitatbrs?in five States-under contract ~
’ - with the Network; : . p .

' -/ X . . : ,
: --seven exemplary prbjécs developer-demonstrators; and ) .
", --twenty school districts that had implemented exemplary A
title, I projects. .. ) . ‘ .

I

> ™, including the above. five States, to ascertain the Network's impact
ot the distritts. These school didtricts were selected to provide
a mix of small, medium, and larde districts in'rural and-urban
. ‘locations. ' The achool-districts we visited are not ‘a . statistically
valid represertation of all school'd;striété nationwide,’ nor, “in
our opinion, was thé sample necessarily nationally representative.
_However, these districts represent‘a wide variety of sizes, types,
) .locations,  and environments. s T

. Also, we visited.47 local school di&érigts in six States,

Chapter 2 of this feport assesses the potential for improving
title I projects. Chapter 3 examines the effectiveness of mecha-
nisms to identify title I.projects needing improvement and of the
Network's activities to.promote adoptions of exemplary projects

for title I. Our conclusions'ahd recommendations and_ED's response

<

- are in chapter 4. 1 , & .
. o~ Lt - R 4 v -
| s’ - A oy A \ . S
c. < ¢ PRV . . ’ _
.,’.-:‘:qe‘ . ! g, 2 . ~ s, ’ 1
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- taged students gdin on their peers and Jthaf many students were "

B . . . ’ ©

D Ce CHAPTER 2

- - GREATER USE OF EXEMPLARY PROJECTS: / _

COULD, IMPROVE TITLE" I PROGRAMS '

¢ _- ’

Low=-achieving st;%:nts in many of the Nation's title I projects

have improved their reading dchfievement rates. Some title I proj=-
ects, however, are(nqt producing significant achievement=in reading
and need improvement. Students in these latter tifile I projects *
are continuing to fal'l fyrther behind average ach1ev1gg/§tudent&% K
Often title I services terminate before students reach suitable "
achlevement levels. , In some chses, tbe highycost of title I ‘proj-
ects contributed to khe prematiyre termlnatloi\of the serv:.ces.
Théough the Network, ED dilsseminates information ori exemplary
projects proven tapable-of producing significant educational )
achievements that are worthy of implementation in other schools
and sométimes cost less than exlstlng title I projects. OQur com-
parisons ofsexemplary projects with title I, projects in school
districte we visited indicate that substantial improvements might
be realized thr9u§hvgreater use .of exemplary projects. Implement-
ing an' exemplafy project in an adopting school district, however,
i% a compllcated progess requlring staff training and a3318tance.
' ] ’ , ) ‘
NEED TO IMPROVE EFFECT&VENESS ‘ o . o .t> © e A

OF EXISTING PROGRAMS ’ ’ : ) ‘

A}

+
'

{

Studieg of the.national lmpact of title I programs have ralsed
questions as to whether the projects have improved students'
achievement rates. A 1975 ED-funded study 1/ showed that, on the
.average, title I students tended not, to fall further behind non- ) o
title I students during the agadémic yegar; However, the study also ° .
showed that many schools failed in theij goals to help disadyar- :

corrtinuing to fall behind. ED reported-in its 1978 annualk evalua-
tion report that title I projects_have demonstrated mogest success,
but that much work remalnﬁ/ - . oa .
, P -
A 1980 study fundgd by ED 2/ compared the. readlng growth of |
title, I students with that of §1m11ar1y disadvantaged students who , "
did ngt have any compensatory reading assistance. This study con- .
cluded that ditle I students (1) in grades 1, 2, and 3 grew.at a )

faster rate than disadvantaged students not receiving compensatory

A

. - Y ’
4 .
-

1/"A Descriptive and _Analytic Study of’éémpensatory/;eadlng , -
Programs"” (Trlsmen, Waller, and Wllder), 1975. |

2/"The Sustaining Effects Study. An Interlm Reporé " M/,;arter. Fr-

October 1980. . ) BN
{ i

-y .~
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. . ) Loy .
education and (2) in grades 4, 5, and 6 grew .at the 'same rate as
the unserved disadvantaged studenis. 2

. \ 0

Usfhg a different compafison Standard).wé analyzed the réading
achievement gains of title I students- in about 340 schools involv-
ing 14 school djistricts? (See app. II for analysis methodology.) l/
Our analysis used a more stringent standard in ‘that it corfpared the
pretest to posttest‘gain of title I-studenté with"students at the
same grade level who scored at the national pretest average. We
made this comparison to ascertain whether title I projects were en-
abling the disadvantaged students to gain ‘on their normal (average)
_-achieving peers. 2/ This analysisﬁdisclosed that many. students

made significant gains while in tI¥*le I projects., For example, the
reading achievement gains of 60 percent or more of the students in
four districts consistently equaled or exceeded 1 year per year of’
instruction. However, in some other. districts significant ‘portfions
of the students continued to fall behind the regular students. In
about half of the years analyzed, 40 to 67 percent of the students .
were falling further behind their normal achievingfpeers. At the
timg their title I assistance was terminated, the students in our
gample were an azeragg of 1.5 years below de "level .
) .
!
INCREASED USE OF EXEMPLARY PROJECTS COULD R 3 £
.»IMPROVE EFFECTIVENESS OF TITLE I PROJECTS -
)\ 4 .

v

[ -t \ ' . "
To determine whether exemplary projects’ could make title 1
projects more effective, we sought to examine whether exemplary
projects proggce greater achievements than other title I proejects
and whether &dopting an exemplary project enables a title I project
to iqprove its achievement 1eve1F. ) ) . ) a

M
»
- A

1

-

— ’

_ Alfhough comparable achievement dita were not always avail-

.able for title I exemplary prejects, our amalypis of data, avail- .

able for six projects 3/ iqdicaped that exemplary projects have N
* LI - L ’

[y - . . 4 ’
* - A

71/ED eggfessed concern about our reliance on the grade equivalent

metr?@ r scale in this report. According to a reprt on- con- \
trovéisies in evaluating compensatory educattion prepared by the .
American ‘Instituté for Research for the Mational Inptitiute .of
Education, all available metrigcs or scales have weaknesses.
Howe\er, thée report notes’ that nofie of the available metrics or
scales has the same clarity and simplicity of meaning &s grade
equivalents. .Our usé of grade equivalents is furthef¥ discussed

in' appendix II. N : ® ¢ i .

i

o

2/The evaluatiol mddels developed by ED <ompare the performance, ’
' T of title I stuflents with similarly disadvantaged students that -
received no compensatory assistance. '
either developed for title I
Network for use in title I.

b
3/Al1 six exemplary projects were
* projects or recommended by the
tT e

( C :
9 . . ’




good potential for jimproving the effectiveness of tompensatory
education in public schools. One title_L.exemplary project, for
example, ’ reported that 85 percent of its sgudents gain. at a rate
of more than ]l year per year - of {nstruction.  For compatison, we
selected 22 sample groups of-title I studeqfsrin the. 14 school

, districts where we analyzed title I' achievement.. (See app. II for"
a descript;;n of the sample group séiection\pgocess ) ztudemts'in
21 of the 22 sample groups were not able to' attain *he rate of
achievement reported by the exemplary roject n anhy ofﬁthe‘years
analyzed. . _ ‘ . i

. , ] . T
None ‘of the_six exemplary projects reported average gaf; .

rates below the normal achievement rate oﬁR} year's gain per year
of instruction expected for average students. In contrast, over
half of the 22 sample -groups were below the normal achievenent
rate in at least 1 of the years analyzed and 2 groups were below
this rate in each year analyzed. One title I_exemplary project
reported that the mean gain of students served was' 1.7 years per .
year of instructi®n. This rate was not reached by 15 of the
22 sample groups in any year analyzed. No sample group averaged
this rate in edch year analyzed. e

<

Other eXemplary ‘projects also reported significant accomplish-
.ments. One project reported average gains ranging from 1.4 to
1,9 vears per year of instruction for various sample groups. _A

prioject that used student tutors to assist_title I students re-
ported gains ranging between 1.2 and 3.7 yeéars per yeat of in- -
struction for boéth the tutors and the students being tutored.,
Another exemplary project reported that it doubled the rate of
* gain of the students it served. . R B
. According to ED, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel has ©
. assessed the reported exemplary project gains and can attest-to
their validity and educdtional significance. Information accumu-
lated by one exemplary project showed that adopting districts had
also achieved success. This exemplar project, which regularly
provided followup assistance to adopting schools,- reported that
achieVement gaips of dstudents in 21 adopting school districts
ranged from 1.1 years in g€ades 2 and 3 to 8 yedrs in grades 7
and 8. ° i ] .
USING  EXEMPLARY PROJECTS® ) . ¥
COULD BE LESS COSTLY 4 ¢ ~

Many school districts have title I projects that cost more
than some relatively inexpensive exemplary projects. The hgmpen-
satory.education projects in the 14 districts where we, assegsed
achievement gains cost up to 4$778-per. pupil ,per year. The average

v .per pﬂpil cost was $450 per year, and only one district had a per
pupil cost below $300 per year. .

}"\I




. less costly.

. dents receive tmtle I serv1ces.
" that most of the, Natlon 8

. elementary, level is almost’ nonexistent.

. Y -
-

"In contrast, the siz exemplary’ p:ogects mentioned above were
much lessg expensive. The most expensive exemplary progect cost
$§281 per pupil per year, and the avera cost of the six projects
was $180 per pupil, less than half average cosf of the projects
irt the 14 school districts. Thus, these exemplary projects were
not only more effective in raising student achievement, but also
Increased use of such projects might enable school
districts to serve more students over longer peridds. g

Accarding to ED officials, millions, of children eligible for
title I services are not being served because of limitations in
pxogram funding. Addltfbnallz, "each year,title I services to a
million or more children are terminated prematurely (i.e., before .
the studefits reach normal achievement levels for their agk and
grade level). However, ED has not assessed. the potential for ad-
dressing this problem through developnient and replication of exem-

lary projects that cost less than existing title I pro;ects. ED
ficials pdinted out that project costs gan vary widely because
of teacher salary differentials and other factors, such as the
degree of, rellance on low—cost tutoring approaches to compensatorx
educatlon. ¥
v ™ ‘ .
Eligible children not served =

: PR
According to ED officials, precise information ig not avail- .o
able on -the number of ‘lowsachieving students eligible for title I
services but not receiving™tpem. ED officials ‘esti however,
that only about'half of «vwe\Nation's low~achievin 1ble stu-
A 1978-study £ 1/ reported
éw-achiev;pg elementa students do rot
receive mpensatory education from title I or anwp other spurce.
OtHer studies.have reported‘ that compensatory educ flon beyond the

A

6’ ' '
Only ohegsf the five State education agenc1es we vi31te5‘had s

any information on the number of eligible students not served by > ¢

title I projects:.’ This State reported that about 219,000, or-*

65 percent, of thegState's ellglble students were not recelving © e |

title I services. . . .

. . i

- : )

(=]

/

Services terminated'ﬁrematurely
¢

24

&

~ = Title I services are discontinued fdr many students while .
they are still far below thbir peers xnkpcademlc achievement.

.

"levek not having title I seryices or are replaced by needier "

students. N .

- i

This generally occurs when tze\etudents are advanced to a grade

< v
- : >

A . , vy
t

l/"Students Econom;c and Educational Status,and Selectlon ‘for -,
Compensatory Education,"” V. Breglio, et al., 1978. . ’

22,
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2
ED officials testlfled’l/ that many eligible studénts are
excluded from title I proje¢ ts because. sufficient funds are not )
available. Accordlng to EL, most titT¥= 1 services are at the
elementary 1eve1>\and a hidh percentage of title+I funds are
~ used for the first three grades. ED-officials estimate, that an ‘

additional one-third ' to one-half of the.elementary stugents need
compensatory,6 services and’that the need at the secondary level is

far greater A g . . \;

s

~

Educatdxs we talke& to in the five States we visited ex-
pressed concern that tHe need for compensatory education was not
being met beyond the early grades. The Congress,” concerned about
the high rate of illitéyacy, stipulated 2/ thét school districts’
should congider extending title I services in inktermediate and - .
secondary levels, to sustain the gains of earliex serviceg: Recog-

. - nizing the nged for compensatory programs at the secondary level,
ED has begun to pub11c1ze exemplary programs approprlate for
secondary schoo}s. ,
The results of ¢ur analysis.of student achlevemezt gains
suggest that concérn over the progress pbf low-=achiev 5 students

+ denied compensatory assistance may be 11 founded. Nearly .
r - 11,000 students in our sample droups hadh their compensatory :
assistance terminated or substantially 1nterrupted (by 1 school
year or more) during e perlod analyzed., Whén the assistance
was terminated, the Sfudents'.rate of Achievement gain declined
by. an average of 0.6 years -per year of tnstruction, While re-
ceiving compensatory assistance, most®’4f these students were
gaining on their normal achieving classmates. _However, when the .
assistance was terminated, the average rate of "gain dropped well
. below the normal rate. This pattern of pronounced decline in

rate of achievement occurred in 11wof the 14 school districts

analyzed. . i

- . Id

. This decline in average achieVement'gain rate was confirmed-
bx a corresponding drop in the number and percentage of students
gaining at or above the normal rate of 1l 'year per year of instruc-
tion. As shown in.the following graph, the percentage of stu~
dents ga1n1ng at or above the normal rate for average students
while recelvlng compensatory reading assistance declined from
77 'to 41 pergent when assistance was termlnated.

- o . Yo

’

_1/Hear1ngs befpre a subcomM;ttee pf the House Committee on
« Appropriations, March 15, 1978, P 86. -

2/Senate Report No. 95 856, May 15, 1978 -Education Amendments
. Gf 1978,,
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gimila}ly, the percentage of students répidly falliny behind ~#

their peers (those gaining at half ‘the normal rate or less) in-
creased from. 14 'to 38 percent when assistance was terminated.

-r
This increase is shown in the followihg graph. . .
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. cOmpensétor& reading students in the 14 districts We anél}zed

were still far behind ‘their normal achieving classmates when their

compengatory -asgistance ended
_ttiese students was 1.5 years
assistance ended.

-

below grade level when their title I
This deficit ranged from 0.5 to.2

Q

grade levé;_}n 753 districts analyzed. .
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In one large school district, title I’ assistance was resumed
for 1,195 students after they had been out of the program for at
least 1 school year.

niflcanéa

~

Their rates of achievement gain dropped sig-
y when the title I assistance was initially terminated,
and very! ‘few were aBle to gain at the normal rate or better while
out of the program. However, when tltle I assistance was ‘resumed,
the achievement rates of many of these students increased signifi-
cantly. §Jshown in the folIOW1ng graph, the percentage of stu-
dents keea}

cent whiley

ng up with or gaining on their peers jumped from 6 per-

out of the program to 78 percent when assisgtance resumed.
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Terminating title I.services before ﬁhe’stud%%té’?%%atn accept-
able achievement levels appears to conflict with the title I goal
of assisting educationally deprived studentsgin acquiring the dasic
skills needed to become self-sufficient in a competitive society. *
W Services for most title I students are discontinued in the elemen-
. tary grades, whereas most dropouts occur between grades 9 and 12.
. The/ Department of Health, Education, and Welfare reported in 1977
ithat ggtionwide about one in four students fail to graduate from
L igh school. _Dropout rates for large city schools may be‘higher.
One large city reported that nearly half of its students drop out.
In our opinion, the premature termination of compensatory education’
services, increases the chances that underachieving students will
fall further behind their peers and eventual¥y drop out of school.
. 1f this occurs, title I is unlikely to achieve its gdals of assist-
e .ing the disadvantaged to become self-sufficient and of reducing
~illiteracy and poverty. | ] .
. S 4 .
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CHAPTER 3 ’
@ -. - ¢ . * * ©
LACK OF EFFECTIVE TITLE ‘I EVALUATIONS

'

AND LIMITED EXEMPLARY PROJECT DATA .

-’ HINDER'ADOPTION OF gggﬁpRK°PR0JEcms'

Although many title. I projects need improvement, relatively’
few schools have adopted exemplary projects. Only about 60 (3 per-
‘cent) of the 1,958 school districts in four of the five States we
visited had adopted an exemplary project for..use-in their title I
projects by tke start of the 1978-79 schodl-year. (The Network fa- .
cilitator for ome-SLt said that adequate data on project adop-

tions were not available.) Onrly 1 of the 47 local school districts ‘
we visited had.adopted any af. jhe Network's title I exemplary
proje¢ts. Most adoptions of exemplary projects are for use in a
single school, thereby further limiting any impact the Network
could have on title I projects. : . '

-

»

1ocal school officials were generally not receptive to adopt~
ing the Network's exemplary projects, in part because inadequate
evaluatiohs had allowed the officijals to’ remain satisfied with
their title I projegts and because they were not convinced that
the exemplary projécts were better than their projects. The
reluctance of school officials to adopt exemplary projects has/

been perpetuated by (1) the failure of Federal, State, and local. Lt
agencies to make effective evaluations and (2) .the lack'of in-= ~ -~
formation about the exemplary projects, which school officials .
consider important to convince them of the projegts' merits. .

Ef fective evaluations and more comprehensive information about .
exemplary project costs and achievements would help local title I
officials to more adequately consider exemplary projects gs an
alternative. | e . . Lt

[
T

rd

However, regarding ‘evaluations:

--EP has not given States adeqﬁate'criteria for aasessiné
title I project quality. ) ‘ S

—-States have not effectively assessed the quality of, title I
projects, and ED has no{ adequately monitoryed the States'
activities in this area:. T ’ . .

-

. fALocal’E?%luationg,ofAt@tle I‘projecfs havé beer deficient.

Also, the Network's lack of exemplary project data concerning
student achievement, project costs, impact on student behavior, -

and adoption results has.contributed to local- schodl ‘officials’
lack of confidence in the projects.. . T
R . - o
. ) z !/l ’
rs O 17 2 . 7 .




IACK OF ADEQUATE CRITERIA FOR
EVALUATING PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS . .
, - - -
Title I requires that 16¢ school districts evaluate the
effectiveness of their title I ojects. Sections 183(b) and (4)
of title I require ED to (1)  develop and publish standards for
evaluating project effectiveness and (2) provide models for
—~  evaluating title I projectd to be used by State education agen=
cies. The models are to includg uniform procedures and criteria
for local and State education agencies ﬁo uge in evaluating
title I projects. Although this requirement has been in effect
since 1974, as of September.1980, ED had not provided adequate
qriteria for evaluating project effectiveness. .

School districts are required by title I.legislation.to use
the results of evaluations in plannimg for and improving their -
title I projects. Without more specific criteria to assess projéct
effectiveness, local and State education officials lack a valugble
tool for determining whether their title I projects need improye-
ment. One State official said that, without such specific criteria,
local officials lack a standard to use in measuring their projects'-
effectiveness., This official believed that local school officials
would seek better projects (including exemplary ‘projects) if their
existing projects did not meet a specified standard. *

In lieu of more specific criteria for assessing the effecive-
ness of title I projects, ED has issued general instructions €hat
' require local school districts in making evaluations to

——uge épﬁréériat? and accurate tests, . .
--use appropriate and accurate analysis.prbcédureb,

—include a repreéentative’sample of the students served, and

--provide valid measures of titlq I student performance com-
pared to estimates of what theqperformance might have been :
‘had title I services not been provided. '
~v .Also, pursuant to requirements’ of title I legislation, ED has
o rescribed uniform evaluation models for school districts to use
) )n assessing their,pr:ojeetsh ~

-

Although the above instructions and models provide guidance
. for evaluation procedures, or inputs, they do not provide ade-
quate criteria for' determining what levels of performance are
" satisfactory. ] - .

;" ED's evaluation models provide comparisons between the actual
gains of title I students and estimates of the gains that ‘the
students would have realized without title I assistance. Under

o . 18 29 ) )
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this ‘system, positivé scores (gains above zero) indicate that the,
title I students, performed above what .they would have without com-
pensatory assistance. Negative scores indicate that the students’

. performance was beldw what they would have realized without such

assistance. -ED guidelines, however, do not specify what levels .
of positive gain might @e considered appropriate, or what levels
might indicate project 1mp;ov§ﬂ§nt8\ugre needed. ‘ o

ED officials told us that the specification of critéria to_ -
separate satisfactory from unsatisfactory projects is technically
.unsound_and educatiorially indefensible.‘ ED officials believe a
reduirement that performance standards be met often results in dis-
tortions and dishonesty in evaluations and fosters an unnecessary,
counterproductive adversarial atmosphere between agencies.

»

-

\

A

ED NEEDS TO IMPROVE MONITORING /’ﬂ\'\:“ﬁ
OF STATE TITLE I ACTIVITIES =~

‘ ED is responsible for assuripng that State education agencies
are fneeting their responsibilitiés under the title I program.
Statle agencies have primary responsibility for monitoring awK{
fluating local title Itpﬁéjectst_ As part of this responsibility '
they are to encourage' gchools with deficient title I projects to
adopt promising educational programs. However, neither ED nor
States have met their responsibilities. f®nsequently, they, are !
not always aware of projects that need improvement and,ethefefor '
are not able to encourage adoptiohs of exemplary projects or to -~
provide otRer guidance for improving title I projéf}s.

ED. monitoring of State title I. . ) - 0
monitori?g ig limited .
’ \ .y . 3 .

Although ED is respongible for determining whether States are
meeting their title I responsibilities, it does not direct its ac-
tivities toward assuring that States foster effective title I
projects. ED is \required-by title I legislation to:

R
- © s
‘a

B} ! ] ,
--Assgess whqther State applications meet the requirements of
title I law whether the requirements will be carried

Out. / * A

~

kY
’

——Submit/énforcement reports to the Congress disclosing the
(1) tent te-which $tate proceduresg satisfy the title I
regdirements, (2) manner in which ED's monitoring reports
wefe considered in @pproving State applications; (3) f£ind-

¥ngs of ED's onsite monitoring visits, and (4) actions taken

//to cprrect{problg@s identified during the vigits. ,

f%ﬁ's administration of title I has not been effective ifh get-
ting States to meet program develgpment responsibilities. Histori-
cally, ED's title } monitoring had focused on whether the funds

-
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A . .
were used properly, not on whether they were used effectively.
Consequently, most of the weaknesses cited by ED in its reviews
of State title I activities have pertained to violations of the
teclinical provisions of the law and not to program effectiveness.

v _ ED officials told us that their title I monitoring emphasized
compliance with appropriate procedureg and not achievement or ' .
guality. Our review of 14 ED monitoring reports for the five’States

, we visited disclosed that virtually all .the problems identified by

+ ED monitoring dealt with compliance viQlations. Ndne of the 14
monitoring reports we reviewed contained exceptions relating to
project accomplishment or disclosed whether project achievement -
levels 'were adequate. States also directed their monitoring ef-
forts toward compliance elements. . s

*

-

. In the past, insufficient staff levels may have'hamﬁered ED's
ability to adequately monitor title I projectg. “In its 1978 Annual
Report, the National Advisory Council on_the Education of Dis-
.advantaged Children stated that ED's title I monitoring had been
substantially reduced. The National Institute of Education's Com- ,
pensatory Education Study 1/ also expressed concefn over ED's -
ability to adequately monitor State title I activitieg. The In-

 stitute reported'that ED's monitoring and enforcement had declined

-significantly and that States were not effectively supervised.

ED officials gaid that, after,issuance of the Council and
Institute reports, ED increased its title I monitoring staff froﬁgs\

© 18 to 37 persons. They said that ED intends to put more emphasis
on monitoring title I project achievement. )

State assessmerfts of project - Lo
effectiveness are not adequate - . ‘

States are required by law to assess local title I préjects
to .assure that (1) project quality is acceptable, (27) local evalua= -
: tions are properly conducted, and (3) program deficiencies are cor-
yrected. State title I asgessmehts, however, generally do_not focus
on-project guality and are not adequate. to detect title I projects
= needing improvement. . .
. : . g, )
State education agencies have primary' responsibility for moni-
toring -local title I projects. In enacting title I, the Congress
considered States' monitoring essential to determining the quality
of title I services at the'local level. States' responsibilities,
asiset forth in titles I, and V of ESEA, are to ; ,
- “g - L

e 2 - r

’

= -

. l/?Co;b?nsatory Education Study: Administration of Compensatory
. " Educatioms" National Institute of Education, 1977.
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--monitor the effectiveness of title I projects,

—determine whethery local titlefI p?ojects are of sufficient
quality, ’ : -

.

--determine whether local school districts are adequate;>\(;‘
evaluating the effectiveness of their title I projects,
- ) . B - N .
) --evaluate the effecﬁivenéss of title I prpjects in improv-
ing the educational .attainment of educationally disadvan-
taged children, ‘ ) .

‘-magsure that deficiencies- and norcompliant practices @etqﬁﬁgdA
- through monitoring ang'evaluation are corrected, and : i
J ' »
--digmemingte and encourage adoption of promising educational
_/ practices.; , i
State. agenty monitoring activitiqg,'however, generally focus
bn gchool districts' “complgance" with title I requirements dealing
with' such matters as allpcating funds and selecting children to be
served. Little State mgnitoring is directed toward program develop-
ment or improvement.

&

-

A 1977 stidy of title I a'dministration 1/ funded by the De-
bartment of Health, E@ucation, ahd Welfare reported.that, although
States-are responsible for helping local school districts to im-
prove program operations, ny Stafes had not assumed their program
develog?ent responsibility.” The study stated that: T

- ~
-

--State monitoring'of program quality wa7 guperficial and’
historically incomplete. »

- L4
[}

» --States did not have adequate systems for title,I,pfaiect‘
: development. = . , ~ -

~-States- did not hold schéol districts accountable for their
. title I programs and were noix doing an aZequate job of get-
-ting, school districts to implement effec ive'title I
serf&ces. :

--State title I evaluation policy was restricted to ensuring:
that local test data had been submitted. *
' . & .
« --States did not question the uses local schopl districts
R JL + were making of their evaluations and made little effort
.to help scheols link project eValuations to.pproject. design.
! . . ) - . A H ‘

f i
: : f
1/"mgStudy of thbfggginistration of the Elementary and Secondaty
Education Act, Title I, in Eight States," 1977.. L
3 (3 .
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. _--States. had not informed school districts that evaluations
’ rare important to project design. ] . )
f ]
. --States implied that they did noé:httach much ifmportance-to
<. program improvement when they failed to examine how evalua- -
tions.are used to plan for title I activities. L *
State monitoring in all five State education agencies we
visited@ fogused on compliance elements, not project effecﬁivenezé\
Title I offigialg at one State ‘agency told us ‘tha%t more extensive
monitoring was needed to enable the State to identify project weak-
negses and encourage schools to adopt.exemplary projects.’ These N
officials-sald their State lacked title I project evaluation data .
.because it had a small monitoring staff. _Only one-fourth of a .
fulrftime’equivalent-étaff person was budgeted “for project monitor- -
ing and evaluation. ‘( . 2

LS
-

The $ftle I ¢oordinator in another State said that it is not
s the State monitors' function to recommend program changes when
weaknesses are observed. The State's.function,!according to this
official, is to monitor for conpliance with the title I regula-
tions, not to recommend changes or encourage schools to adopt = ¢
exemplary projects. - , = ’ -
1 /

¢ Public Law 95-561, enacted November 1, 1978, clarified-the '
Y role of States in title I program management. In developing
Atitle I legislation, the Congress inten8ed that States consider
local project evaluations before approving local applications for
title I funds. States were expected-to disapprove applications -
for projects that had not 7@ised levels of student achievement.
/

‘1“

Local title I officials tend to be reluctant to implement .
changes to their projects: Stimulus from Jtate education offi-
cials might Pe necessary o alert schqol officials to project
inadequacies and-to motivate project improvements. Stages that
lack suitable assessménts of project guality are not able 4o pro-

" vide such stimulus and are not meeting thé intent of title I leg-
. islation. - ' P Ce

.
X

A )

LOCAL PROJECT EVALUATIONS ARE DEFICIENT . < "
: ¢

~ Local school:districts are reqséxed ‘to evaluate the effgc—

tiveness of their title I’projects and to report the evaluation

results to Statg'education‘agencigg. Specifically, title I leg- -

islation requires that local school districts:

2

;-;('v‘ !

' . ==Adopt effé;ﬁive procedures for evaluating their title I

. projects.
x" - = ¥
‘JJF—Use objective meashreé3of educational achievement. .
. T8 —~
e b  f N oot
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--Use the results of the school districts' evafuations in
planning for and puproving title I project actiyities.
Local school district evaluations varied censiderably in na-
ture and quality. Generally, however, these evaluations included
various forms of tests to measure student 4chievement levels. The.
loc&l evd]luations were usually based on standardized norm- .
. réferenced tests. In the past, these tests were designed to meas-¢
re the achievement lgvel of students in relation to the level
attained by a nationally representative student sample, The norm
scores were basedon the results of fests given by thé‘t&Bxmaker '
. to samples of students intended to be representative of the group
for whom the tests were designed. As indicated on page 18, ED's.
- — new evaluatign models provide for comparisons between the stu-’
dents' achievement and estimates of what the students would have
achieved without title I assistances -

»

Sc¢hoo
tify needed program iﬁ% vements and were often based on method-
ologies tHat produce -i ccurite results. School officials’
limited adoption of th Network' s exemplary projects may have
stemmed in part frop gdeficiencies in local school district, evalua-

 tions of title I activities. Supérficial or deficient project
. _ evaluations ‘may- fail to disclose serious prqject shortcomings.
__ " Unaware of these shortcomings,{local officials may see no reason
-——to adopt the Network's -exe plary ‘projects. Despite the lack of
specific criteria for measuring success,®implementing ED's .evalua-
tion models could improve the quality of,local evaluation models.

/ . 7

-

-

.district eg;&uati6h97—hewever7 are seldom used to iden-

Local evaluations nof used . o - Yt

for ' project improvement o ' y .
- - N

~JIn designing title I legislation, the Congress intended that
local evaluations would enable school districts to identify weak-
nessed in tHeir title I projects-and would serve as a tool for
project revisjon and ‘improvement. Local title I officials, how-
ever, tend to resist change to their projects even though some
project evaluations showed (1) many of the students were continu-
ing tosfall b&hind, (2) many needy students were totally excluded
from the projects, ‘and (3) many students were dropped from the
projects 'before reaching the .level of acﬁi?vement of their peers.
.. Officialg in 41 of the 47 districts we visited were not interested
in adopting new title I projects. Most were satigsfied with their
existing projects and therefore not willing to consider replacing
them. * .

-
H

Studies funded by the Department of Health, Education, and
"Welfare have reported that school districts made little use of
title I evaluations for pragect improvement. Instead, local
evalggﬁiohs were used primarily to meet title I reporting

- =
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-
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~

) \
requirenents.r The 1977 study of ‘the administration of title I 1/
concluded tﬁat local school districts —

-~lacked.sy§tematic processes for effectiiely developing
title I prdjects, ,

-=-gave little attention to project planning aspects of
their evaluations, and . S

]

~-prepared evaluatiods primarily to meet repprting require-

j ments. )

v Another study _/ dealing with the uses of local title I evalua-
tions reportedfthat, rather than critically assessing’ their projects,
sghool officials tended to seek evidence supporting their posijtive
feelings ang to ignore ev1dence to the contrary. - .

Inapproprt”te methodology reduces : ‘
the validity of local evalugtions . * - .

Deficiencies in local assessments. of project effectiveness

"have been compounded by the low dquality of title I evaluations.

We previously discussed this problem, along with the attitude af

. local officials that title I evaluatioA's’are not useful for assess-

ing prqoject effectivehess, in a September 1977 report. 3f In that
report, we pointed out that over half of the State title I offi-

. cials we surveyed believed that local title I evaluations were

less ,than adequate in terms of credibjlity of findings/, presen-
tation of required management information, and qualification and |<
quantlficatﬂﬁn of measurement data. Also, our-report said that
studies by other organlzations had shown that:

-

--EvalMation designs were not. adequate to produce reliable
data on measurable achievemept gains, _ .

l ’

--School officials lackéd incentives to collect or report
program output data. . o

L]

»

f ~-Sehool personnel did not show much ability or interest in

using evaluations to formulate-title I policy or practice.
. M ' ¢ . ’ )

- -

1/1bid, page 27. ° .

2/"Local Usef' of Title I EvaLuat;Lons, " SRI Interrfational, 1978.

-

3/"Problem§_and Needed Improvements in Evaluating Offioe of Educa~
tion Programs” (HRD—76-165, Sept. 8, 1977).
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Problems were also noted in the way "local school districts
conduéted their«project evaluations during our review at 14 school
districts. These problems seriously afféct the reliability and
usability of the evaluations to determine whether and how projects
nes@ to be improved. Some of these problems are the (1) failure

-to‘control sample groups in evaluating prqject achievement, (2)
usé of improper methods to compute student achievement, (3) use

of inappropriate tests,, (4) failure to measure sustained gain and

total program effect, &nd (5) failure to cons}dervproﬁect ef- .-

ficiency and cost effectiveness. \‘

' L 3 , R " :

‘Samplejggoups not controlled P 1 -

Khievement in title I projects is generally measured by pre-
* testing students near the start of a school year and posttésting
them near the ‘end. The difference in average achievement level .
between the students Pretested and those posttested is considered
the average gain for theg subject and.grade level being evaluated.
For suchH a measurement tjo be meaningful, the sample groups tested
., must be carefully contrgplled to assure that the evaluations measure
' the intended chéfacter'stics accurately. . <
However,';ome schpol districts did ngot control their test .
groups to assure that students tested actually received title I
assistance in the subjects-being evaluated. As a result, some

A .

evaluations measured the gains of students who were not receiving
title ‘I assistance.fof the subject evaluated. Many such gtudents
. were scoring.well, abovesthe national average.on the tests, thereby
possibly biasing the eval tion results. Where this occuyrs, the
evaluations do not provide accurate information on the achievement

gain of students actually served and, therefore, are not useful”in

( Fetermining whether improvements: eeded . jr
. - T - s .

A related problem was'the ffilure to assure that the same stu )
dents were pretested and posttested. Obviously,(testing one student -~
at the beginning of the year and another at the end will not yield
information on the gain of either studert. However, it was not
updsual for as many:as 40 percent of the students to be either pre-

ested but not posttested, or vice versa. Some school districts
do not consider differences in the makeup of students between pre-
test and Posttest groups. Such differences in the test groups.re-=
sulted in title I project achievement .gains being substantially *
o¥erstated or understated. ED officials said that guidelines for
project evaluation now specify that pretesting and posttesting
must be gompared on. an individual student basis and that, if in-
structiogs are followed ‘correctly, pretest and posttest groups.

should be the same. ] o .

¥
. . H
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Improper methods' used to
cdmpute student achievement . .
. e

~

T Some school- systems 'procedures'for computing student achieve-
mept produced distorted measurements. In seve al school districts,
for- example, title I evaluators were using mefhods to compile aver-
age grade level ,equivalent scoxes that distort cqmputations of

achievement levels. \ . ~

In another district st of the second grade gtudents were '
not pretested, and gain was measured as if the students had started
from a,pretest score of .zero. This practice improperly inflated
test results because gains achieved over a. 2-year periad were re-

ported as a l-year gain. ) ) i

Inappropriate tests used - . . .
- 'ty ‘ —~ ~
Some schools' inappropriate use of achievement tests prodnced -
mlsleading or useleWws- results. In some ‘cases, for example, the —_—
posttests antl pretests measured different skills. Some schoolg
used tests that were not approprlate for the achievement levels of

the students tested.\ -

Some schools frequently changed the brand or type of “test used
to measure student achlevement. At times, the change was made
within a single evalpation period. Frequent‘changes in types of -
tests make it difficult to compare and .evaluate the test results.

¥

L.

One dlstrlct had developed 1ts ownh tests to measure skills i
taught in the classroom. 'The title I evaluation syst%m allows for ’ BN
the use ¢f locally developed tests where the gain on the local test f“ ’

.is translated into a national metric or scale, However, if the ’

‘galn on the local test is inaccurate, tranglations to a national

Tetric or _scale will not correct the problem. Analysis of achieve-

ment tests by testing consultants showed that most locally devel-

oped tests were of poor quality. Locally developed tests arg not
thoroughly tested, as are most of the standardized achievement Lt
tests mone, commonly used for program evaluation. : S

AN 2 +

Sustalnedggaln and total ' '
program effect not measured
Although most students are dropped from title I in the early

grades and before they have reached the verage achievement level .,

of their classmates, few school districts’ have attempted to follow

the students' progress to see whether their title I experience has

any sustaining effect. School officials tend to view and manage

their title I programs as annual efforts, rather than as a serfies

of integrated units de31gned for cumulative impact on the students )
'X academic succéss. None of the districts fﬁ our review had analyzed .

the cumulatlve effect of consecutLVe years of title I assistance
3 .

iy
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on the rate of studént achievement gain. Similarly, the district
had not attempted. to follow students after they Were released fro
- title I to see whether\gge projects had any lasting effect on stu
dent achievement, dropout rates, attitudes toward school, or othe
factors. - ' ) ’ P
'.

< " some impetus has been given to the measurement of sustained
gain by the Education Amendments of 1978, ESEA title I noy re-
quires lotal project evaluations to include measurements of
achievement over atyleast a l2-month period at least once ﬂuring
@ach 3-year period.” 8chool districts are required to use /this
information by considering the inclusion of project compopents
designed to sustain student achievement beyond the school year in
which the projects are conducted. . ’

¢

*

- Program efficiency and cost -
effectiveness not considered S

' Only one school district we visited had attempte to analyze
the cost effectiveness of the various title I projecgs offered in
its schools. Education officials testified that fyrding limita--
tions have caused school districts to exclude ma eligible stu-
_ dents or terminate their title I services. Measures of cost’ .

effectiveness. could help school officials determine whether their
projects are efficient in comparison with other schools- and dis-
tricts or with exemplary projects. K .

"

. . N (2
Adgency actions to improve evaluations

/° ED has focused substantial effort on improving title I
- evaluationg.. In compliance with a requirement ,originally added
' to ESEA in 1974, section 151 of Public Law 93-380, ED developed
- evaluation models.and standards for use by State and locakl educa-
tional agenciesy | On Octob 12, 1979, final regulations were pub-
AN _ lighed specifying models fo evaluating the effectiveness of title I
projects providing instructional services in reading, language arts,
or mathematics. D's three evaluation models were developed to
provide reliabi:’ggba on program accomplishments. The models were

also designed ; ermit the aggregation and comparison of project
results, even though the school Qistrictsﬂuée'different kinds of .
tests. ® ) T~ ’

- N 3

In 1976, :10 regional Technical Assistance Centers were estab-
lished under contract to ED to provide' evaluation technical assist~-
. - ance vhen requested by States and their local school distrigts.
Centers were established to assist States and, at the iscre-~
-tibn of the States, local districts in implementing the title I
Evaluation and Reporting System and in dealing with other title I
matters. The Centers' function is to improve,” through training+. |
. and consultation, State and local. capability for performing title I

evaluation. Technical assistance focuses attention on the evaiuaj e

. tion models and|reporting fomms included in the title I ej;iuation

LY
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. system., Training gonsists primarily of evaluation workshops ,
* requested by the States, intermediate service units, .or school
districts.  Consultation is provided to facilitate the actual

'unplementatlon of one-dr more of the title I evaluation system
components in site specific situations. The Centers algo provide
assistance in da¥ utilization and qual;ty control, suqh as adher-

ence to testing dates, accuracy in completlng forms, score conver- .

sions, data analysls, and data aggregation.

<
w e
. -

NETWORK DATA ON EXEMPLARY T : .

PROJECTS NEED ‘1MPROVEMENT : S \ ¥

" A cee . .
Readily available 1nformatlon on Ngtwqu exemplary pro:ects o
often does not show the projects' effectivenessg based on (1) the
developers' experience or (2) the.experience of schools that havej}
.adopted the projects. The absence of conv1n€1ng data on the -merits
- of "exemplary projects has contributed to school off1c1als opposi-
I tion to adoptlng exemplary projects.

reover, the lmpact of. the Network on title. I projects may
be ovegrstated because the Network'.s accounting for the number of
/ adoptffns for title I projects includes adoptions that did nqQt take
. placé'a d adoptions for other than t1t1e I progects.‘ .

I

DatA o the merits of exemplary ,f i L

| prcjects inadequate S .
7 - .

/ ‘ A‘brlef summary description of each ‘Network pr03ect is in-

cluded in a catalpg entitled "Educational. Programs That Work:"

| The catalog, issued annually by the Network, includes the name and
telephone number of the project dLrector, who can be contacted for
further information. However; ED officials stated that~their ex~
perience,with the Network was that few decisions to adopt Network
project éere made as a result of reading printed materlals. Ac-
cording to ED,_ a study found that most decisions ‘to-adopt an exem-
Pplary project -are made.as a result of representatives from a school
district elther vis}tdgg a pro:ect to see it in operation or at-
tenalng an- awareness conference and talking with the project' s~
developer. |, | : ) . .

R ) ’ @ ¢

Most school officials we interviewed belleved that the Net- * .

work's exemplary projects were not superior 'to their school's
ti 'tle I projedts. Available Network literature about the exempla
Zro;ects frequently lacked~convincing data to establish their sup:%
ority. Without'such data it is questionable whether school offi-
,cials who were not already interested in a project would visit the
, project or attend an awareness conference concerning it. Although
, project developers provide ln/grmation demonstrating théir projects'
effectiveness to, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, that informa-

- pdon is not usually made available to pros?éctive project adopters.

- . -
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‘our review of the’éatal@gilaqé.other'Netwo¥k literature showed thg

]

¢ - '

. -=—data on sustaingd.achigvemené gain_ were available,for onl
1 of the 21 exemplary title I projects, L y

L ——1itéra£uré,for § projects was devoid of any cost- '~
- effectiveness data, and ’ - /

»

.’ -» =—information on student bghaviof'hnﬁ}attendance wag/
available for 18 of the gl.projectéuf . /////
‘Ldecal tiklevl officials_at 34 s'dhool .districts Aold us that. =~ . .
one reason they had nét adopﬁed-exemplary\ti§;e¢;>.fojectsuwgs
that .they could not evaluate whether the projedts were suitable
for their districts. Officials of 13 of the districts told us
that the literature distribupéd;2¥~thé Nétwork and the developer-
demonstrators on’exemplary projedts was not convincing, For ex-,.
ample, officials of one.distrjct said ‘they considered~adopting, an-
exemplary title I project bu¥ ‘decided ggainst it becauge the
limited information available about pxoject results was .insuffi- - >~
_ ciént to «onvinge them that the project would’be better than what™ -,
they had. .Distdict officials hoped to see a record of the exem -, .
. plary projects' effectiveness over a period 6f years. T

Ji”\

Even some of the school districts that adopted exemplary

e

projects compla}ned about the adequacy of information concerning

the projects.*—foiciaiﬁfat~sévexal_af_these_distriCté'told us that

information they desired to see on the long-term effects of the ex-
emplary projects on student_1earning°performance was not available.
One offic¢ial stated that the limited information that was available
before a project was adopted had made it difficult to convince .

school sﬁaqf and officials to ‘adopt the project.

Officéals of amother school that adopted an exemplary project
said detailed information on projects had been diffigult to obtain.
They said that the information they were able to get on project
_effect, sustained growth and attifude, attendance, and behavior’:- :
improvément was mostly unsubstantiated opition. = o ¢
o Also, some State facilitators told us that, because of the =~ -~
lack of praject:data, they were not able to respond to school ofr
ficials' questions about exemplary projects. Various Jtate fa-
cilitator official ,ngessed c;;cerns over the lack of o
—-data to determine which projécts were best suited to
particular school districts, . - o

¢

-~-data én the qqs£ of operating some projecﬁs, -

--data that would enable s chool officials to make project -
comparisons, . R A ) o :
- . * e " o * : .
c . . ’ . ' , N s é;"‘ . *f.; 5 ‘,‘1 A .t )
- F/ '. \
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--data ,on prpject 1mplementatlon requlrements that would
enable officialg” to-assess their schools abllltles to
,1mplement the pro;ects, and . =

- L

~-gurrent data op projects.

]

Régardlng the currency)of data, our review of project lltera
ture that was'dated disclosed that about one-fourth of the projects
were presenting data 4’ or more years old. In &ne case, student
aclievement data were 11 years old. ED officials told us that they-///// .

. generally did- not obtain performance data for the exemplary pr&j-
ects after the year the projects were certified by the Joint Dis-
semlﬁatton Review“Panel. Nineteen of the title I exemplary proj-
ects had béen '‘presented to the panel before 1975. Consequently,
currentqdapa had not been available to ED or potentlal adopters
to démonstrate—that the current project formats were producing the
same exemplary results.

) T

qudback on effectiveness of - \\g . ) 3
S adopted projects: not obtained . P .
. S
! The Netwqu has not routlnely obtained’ lnf?rmatﬂon,, he re-
) " sults achieved by’ the districts or schaéls that' adopted & plary
' pro;ects. In our opinion, such infd&mation uld be useful to the
; Network in promotlng adoptions qf exezpiary ojects by demonstrat-
ing that exemplary achleVements can bef replicated at adoption sites. : z"
.Y Although a ‘major purpose ‘of the Network-is to encourage im-
prgvemqg & Lhrough the adoption pf exemplary projects, virtually
the-only r* drmation t Network had on st adoptions was a list .
* of them. ¥"the time aE our fieldwork! the Network did not have

L. 2 formal_system to acquire lnformatlon on the success or fdilure
‘of title I project adoptions. ‘e

- -

9 - -
* The Network director told us that the Network's efforts fo-
cused dn gett'ing schools to. adopt exemplary projects. Fdllowup ac~
.tlvftles were not considered .a high priority, and little followup
had been done. Officials of five State facilitators and six
. developerademonstrators we interviewed indicated that they gen—'
* erally did not- follow up to see what happened after.a dlStrlCt or /A\\\

Te ~
L

school- agreed to adopt an exemplary pro;ect. |

. T Our interviews Wlth the five State fac111tators disclosed
“that ) L . . a -

s . - k)
Py

-=-none could provide lnformaélon on how adopted exemplary
* projects had affected student learning and achleV"‘ent L e
, = levels; '
N ~ R -
-—four 4id not know whether some of the reported adopt10ﬁs
had been 1mplemented, ‘ .

. y
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--three believed a bettex, followup syétem>was needed, to
evaluate the résults .of past-adgptions, but said that £%l- .
lowup efforts on-adoptions would require’ greater funding - )
for additional staff; o . -

-=oOne saié. Bat with add{t%onal funds he‘could]m&ke‘?valuégf“
.tions of project-quality, which are not now provided in the
contracts and v T o

: --one-.said that, because his office has only two professionals,

A not much followup can be provided.

Most,of'éhé seven‘devéiopér-dEmonQQrators we interviewed also |,

-cited a need;for better followup to.evaluate the effec s of adop-
tions and to assist in adoptiofis. However, only one, developer-
demonstrator had fojlowed up to obtain data on the accomplishments
of adopted projects. The Network published this information to
publicize the dmpact of the adoptions. Offigials of the other -
_five developer-demonstrators indicated a, serious lack of informa=
tion about the results of pridr adoptions. In this regard: d
. . - / . . .
—POfficialé/of four developer-demonstrators said they perfofmed
. little ofyno followup and could not tell us how many adop~
' * tions of their projects-were.,still in effect. Three of them
/ . were not sure whether gll of their claimed adoptions had
4 '~ been implemented. In”contacting 15 of the schqQl districts -
that a developer-demonstrator reported had adopted projects,
we found that 4 had never adopted the projegt and 2 had
dropped the ptoject. Officials of the deve oper-demonstrator
_were nét aware of these six cases or the reasons the propects‘
were not operational.’ - : .

!

#-An official of another developer-demonstrator told us that
. ) it asked:all school dietrictépadopting its project to progide
student achievement data for use in.evaluating the success
of adoptions. However, onl ,of over 140 adopting districts
. gsubmitted the requested data.” The official stated that the
, : developer-demonstrator depends. an the adopting schools to
\\ submit information voluntarily, since it has neither the
time nor the staff to follow up. Unlessthe adopting schools -

8 contact it, the developer-demonstrator does not know if thé
. .. project was~dropped or even adopted. . / .
w . ; V3

‘Becaugle -of the importance of fee@back data or project adop~ ..

‘* tions, me déverper—@gmohstrators said the Network should provide
greated’&mphasis and increased funding for periodie followup and.

for th *evglggg;gn'bf=adoption results. - -~ ‘- B

VR .

_— veral school district officials stated that the~Network§§;7 ‘r
lack of assistance for followup_activitieg\&as adversely affected
their a oﬁbed projects. According to thes€~officials, the ’

¢
&
’

'
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Network's training and followup efforts were inadequate when pro-
ceeding through critical sktages of the project. An official of
one school district said that, if the Netwotk wants to keep the
adopted projects from Peing diluted and keep the "momentum going,"
the personnel of school districts adopting exemplary projects
should be retraimed periodically. . Officials, of two other school
districts that had operated exemplary projects for 2 years without
any support from the deyelopeis said they*would like postadoption
assistance, including access to material, techniques, and feedback

from the developer. .
. . - ' . R : - R .. ~.
The meed for careful, thorough implementation of exemplary
projects was emphasized by a 4-year ED-funded study of Federdl pro-
grams supporking educational change., 1/ Although some successful
_ replications were observed,, the study concluded that’
: . !
--guccessful projects were not d@ssemiﬁated easily,
--replication at new sités usually fell short of perfqrmancei
‘at the .original sites, ) .
N
;::few projects were successfully implemented, -and
- fewer survived ¥n the long run.
’ 'Based on an analysis of the factors influencing the success
6f the adoption processes, the study reported
2 . . . -
--implementing strategies can make the difference between
success or failure, o«
. »
--implementing strategies can determine whether teachers -
= would assimjlate and continue using project methods or

allow them to fall into disuse, . .
—one~shot preimplementation graining\is'inéffective,‘and

-~extended training. and classroom assistance from project
staff are effective implementation strategiesz

[ 4

. ] . :
The study concluded that the inability of many &chool districts

to. implement and sustaih program change ultimately frigtrates the
- _ objectives of Fe'deral education progxams. Instead of ¢ entrating
.~ only on the initial stage offthe adoption process, the study recom-
." mended that the Federal role be expanded to subsequent adoption ,
stages in order to assure the success qpa long-term institution-’ -
alization of adopted projectss ° : )

=
/ z

. %
a ™ H
. ) i
l/ﬁFederal Programs Supgézting Educatiomal Change, Vol. VIII: )~

= Implementing and Sustaining Innovations," RAND Corporation,
1978.
v
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Better information needed to assess

" the Networg's Impact on title I - . ' 7 S

Accurate information on the number of schools adopting Network
title I- projects would provide a more reasonable basis for deter-
- mining (1) the extent to which the Network's projects are being
used and (2) the need for any adjustments to increase the Network's
potential for improving title I p;ojepts. ( .

From its inception in 1974 through the fall of 1978, the Net-
work approved and funded for dissemination 21 exemplary title I
projects. . The Network, however ,”has not determined how many, dis-
tricts apd schools have adopted the 21 projects for ti I .
projects. -The Network received reports on adoptions ©f exemplary
projects from its developer-demonstrators, but these reports did
not provide an acclurate basis for recording title I adoptions.

A . N .o ///“? ,

. . Devéloper-demonstrators@frequently reported only the number
of districts that adopted projects’ without indicating the number d
of schools adopting in each district:; therefore, the Network did
not know how.many schoolb. adopted & project in each’ reported addpt-
ing district. Accord%ng EQ@Ed, t adoptions of exemplary projects

’ e

are. -not for use .in schools througjfout the district and often are
only for use in a single schoo Reporting on a-district basis:
tends to make the Network's reported accomplishments appear more
‘extensive than actually is the case.

5 » >

Also, developep-demonstyator reports did not prouide assur-
ance that reported agdoptiqns'actually ccurred and were contifued.
Our followup on 36 agoptidhs recorded by State officials showed -
that 5 had not occurred and 4 had been discontinued. The Network -
did not adequately follow up to verify that districts and. schools
had adopte?fan&*continued to use exemplary projects as reported. -

Moreo&er, as previously stated, reported aé%ptions of title I
exemplary projects imclude adoptions for use in other than title I
. activities. Our followup of 87 adoptions that occurred in four <
" States we visited showed that at’ least 59 were not for use in’ -
title I. projects. .Whilitwe do not quéstion the desirabilitgpbf
4

. using fitle I exemplary(projects: for-other than title I projects, . __.

we believe that data oif the Network's impact improving title I .
projects should distinguish such adoptions from those that replace '
, or modify existdi; title I projects. i . -

. *
. e S - M N s
These ¥ ortgﬁg;errors resulted in the aceupulation of un-
reliable -ififormation which limited its usefulnesgs. :
» . . v v :;

-

A . - : , . . -
Network actions : e

+ To improve develdper-demonstrators' followup on project addp~ =~ )
tions, the:Network in April 1980 févised its operating regulations .
., . to specify'that graptxapplicqtiqna for developer-demonstrdtors T
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will be examined to aasessiggé extent that plans  "show promige of
'effectlve postadoption monitéring and evaluation of program-lmple-
mentatlon and resultlng benefits at the adoptlon 31tes._
The Network regulations, however, did not specify the nature’ -

f the monitoring and evaluation to be performed oy the data to be
,coflec d during the postadoption visits. Network officials also
p01ntg§?out that the curfent funding level of .each developer-
demonstrator is notf¥u§;1c1ent to support all act1v1t1es for whaph
it, codid be responsible.. . . A T NER

-~

]

~ _ The revised Network regulatlons also prOVIde that the Joint
Digssemination Review Panel's approval of examplary~pr03ects expirgs
at the end of 4 years. Pro:ects applying for the Panel's reap-
proval now must’ provide evidence that !adoptions have attained ‘the.
outcomes orlglnally stated by-the project develqper. - These requlre-

ments should hmake exemplary project data more-jcurrent and provide.

data on the results of some project adoptions.. The Network instruc-" °

tions, however,ﬂgp not specify the nature or type of data.to be .
submitteds . A\

Revised instructions for fiscal year—3981 applications for
Network developer-demonstrators specify that applicants seeklhq
rengaal of their grants must provide data on the results of their
operatlons, including . L - .
- . ﬂ “

--the number of students in direct contact .with teachers
) that received services from the" Network?developer~
demonstrators, - 0
~-=the number of schools prOV1ded services by the developer—”
demonstrators, and ® - . L

. ==—an indication as to whether the adoptions have produced
" ) " a significant impact. . )

.These data will give the Network some measures of the
developer-demonstrators' performance during the operating year..
However, the reporting format does not indicate whether the adop-
tions are for title I projects. Consequently, -the Network's o
impact on title I projects will remain unknown. .

. .
. -

A
Whether the Network's revised regulations and instructions
ung;ove developer-demonstrator followup activity and produce data
the number and.effectiveness of adoptions will depend on the
*tent to which the instructions are carried out. The Network's
instructions do_not detail how the followup ,and reporting should .
be accompllshed. Also, it is not clear how the developers are to
_.report the status of adoptiorfs implemented in prior years. .

' - H
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Althoygh many title I'projécta
achieveménts of educationally dis
ects are not succesqﬁhl,fand servi

re'iﬁproving.theiacadémic .
antaged students, some proj-
s for Mast students are ter-

. minated while' they are still far b iow the .academic achievemerit of

" their ponctitle I classmates, SO
exémplary projects for title I 'prdje
small to have much impact on the‘ef

‘school districts have adopted
ts, but the number is too
ctiveness. of title I' in meet-

ing its goals atiszidéi' i \ T
'InadeqﬁéZies n title I evaluations at the Federal, State, -
ani\}ocal/ievels are contributing causes for the relatively few
adog:igﬂ% for title I projects. ED's title I evaluation and re-
*bor%}ﬁg system provides the methodology for evaluadting the title I
projects. . However; ED has neither prescribed adequate criteria
for State and local officials to use in determining the adequacy
of their projects nor effectively monitored’ the States' title I ~

',\-'Q _
. " I '/, ; ‘
; * 3 e - ¢
e v ’ ‘ Y Rpgea ‘:'; ' ) -¥ |
s - TP . R . 3 . . . . ) . : L
1 e ’ :‘\';' ‘- b ’ .t ) CHAPT_ER,'4 : - : ; “
.~ ., .+ CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, TR
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- . - ’1 M B . L] . AND’ AGENYCY RESPbNSE e . , . . .
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administration. The'State educatjion agencies;, 4n turn, have pro- e

vided only limited monitoring of lpcal.project results. Local’
title I officials have seldom' used project evaluations as a tool
-fqr project planning and improvement. Sometimes inadequate local
evaluation methodology has limited the-‘reliabflity .and‘-usability
of evaluations for identifying project weaknesses. Unden such
circumstances, relatfvely few local:school districts have sought
to adopt exemplary title I projects. N

| ED's actions to implement thé néw evaluation models should
hélp to improve the reliability and: cofiparability of title I .
evaluations. However, project improvement depends on local school
officials' receptivity to change. Given local school distric
officialsi satisfaction with their title I projects (see p. 23)
‘and ‘their tendenc¢y to seek information that supports their posi-
tive views and ignore .information that does not, few school dis-
tricts are likely to adopt exemplary pkpjects. Consequently,
unless the States strongly emphasize using title I evaluations,for
project improvements, the Netwoegk is unlikely to have much imZ;btv
on improving titYe I projects. . S

(]

A paucity of infermation about the capabilities of exemplary
projects and the results achieved by schools adopting such proj-
ects also has led local s'chool offitials to believe these projects
are no better than their own.+ School officiils would be more
likely to adopt exemplary projects if more <comprehiensivg informa-
tion were provided about the merits of such prgjéctg and the re-
sults achieved by schools that adopt the projegts. .. &
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difficult process, e believe systematic fgllowup of adoptions
is needed to determine whether adopting school districts have
successfullg lmplemented the projects. In the past, a serious
shortcoming has been the Network's lack of a systematic followup

Bec¢ause implementing educational prac%icesis a complex,

..program to, ensure that (1) projects are p operly installed and.

operating in the manner the developer beligves is necessary for
success and (2) additional assi
areg faltering. Revised Network|instructions emphasizé the need

for monitoring and evaluation ‘af the adoptlng 81b§§ and providing

nstru ons, howewver, do not

specify the nature of the eyal athn and monitoring to be performed
, the instructions' value
rk pursues compliance..®

.

will depend on how aggressively the N

A more ¢xtensive followup prod%am at schoole.adopting Netﬁork .
projects would improve the accuracy of the data on the numbe¥ of .
adoptions. Improved data.would help .the Network assess the inter-

est in its projects and the need for improvements in its operations.

-

RECOMMENDATIONS °

* . «

To improve the procedﬁres for identifying and correcting

] :title I project weaknesses, the Secretary of Education should

~

a331$tance to State and local school officials in develo
ing criteria for asse331ng the effeqtlveness of tltle I
progects, N ‘ ,

--provide substantially increased guidance and technical -
it

- " =--expand ED's monltorlng efforts for assesszng whether
" State education agencies”are (1) meeting their regponsi-
bilities to evaluate the effectiveness &f local ‘title I
* projects and (2) helping local school d@stflcts to improve
thelr tltle I prq;ects- ) \1‘ )
--direct State education agencies to (l) agsess the validity
of procedures used by local school districts to evaluate
, their .title I projects, (2) prescribe corrective measures
where evaluation procedures are inadequate, :and (3) help
local school offjicials use evaluations for detecting and
correcting proje weaknesses; and _°*
—-adv18e.State educafion agenc1es to encourage local school -
officials fo use twork a391stqpce in improving ineffective
+ and inefficient title I pro;ects. .

ance is pro ided when the projects (

-
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--direct the Network to provide qpmplete, compé%able, and .
current informatidn about the capabilities of the Network's

‘ - - exemplary,pro;ects, ificluding (1) their’ impact on scholas-

“ tic achievemert, student behavior, and sustained growth,
"(2) their costs, and (3) the results of past adoptions by
.other schools.

To provxde more accurate data on- the volume of title I adop- )
R tions of exemplary projects and-ensure that adoptions are succesgg~- -
ful, the Secretary of Education shduld make sure that the N ork's
developer-demonstrators . . \ .

.

--provide accurate data on the number of adoptions and the

schoo:;/i;ﬁected, , . . N
. \ , .
‘/‘ --determine whether the pro;gbts have ‘been installed cor- -

. rectly and are functioning properly, and

--prov1de for additional implementation assistance where
needed. .-

& A

AGENCY RESPONSE AND OUR EVALUATION

~
. In a draft of this report, we proposed that ED prescribe
specific criteria for State and local officials to'use in assess-
ing the effectiveness of title I projects. In it# April 21,
1981, response ‘to our draft*see app. III), ED djsagreed with
our proposal. . .

4 [

l ‘r‘m

3
-

. ‘ ED said ther®.is no legal requirement to provide criteria ;
) for determining what levels of performance are "satisfactory. .
‘ Section 183(£) provxdes that, ED title I evaluation models must
Specify objective criteria for use in evaluating title I programs v
and outline techniques. for producing data which are comparable on
a statewide and nationwide basis. ED contends that, under this
provision, it-is’ required to provide criteria or standards to
help school districts choose methods by which ﬁhey can evaluate
their title I projects. ED believes that its’ October 12, 1979,
title I evaluation regulations provide models and technical gtand-
', ards for evaluating title I projects and that this satisfies ‘the
statutory requirement to provide evaluation ecriteria.

. ‘ However, we believe that ED's obligation in fulfilling its (
requirements does not end w ‘;th\fhe'publicationxofjevaluation‘
* . models and technical standards! ED should place increased em-
phasis on providing techmical assistance at the State and local
evels in developing criteria for assessing the effectiveness of
title T projects, This would be consistent with ED's lo gstand-
ing policy of nonintervention in the programmatic decisionmaking i
‘process at the State and local levels. . - o
. |

L
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".cies meet tltle I evaluatﬁon requirements as well as to

&

gains reported national
should use, the national, regional, and district level infarma-
tion that it collects to—prov1de 1ncreased guidance to State and
local officials’ concerning criteria for agsessing the effectlve‘
ness of title I projects, and we have revised our recommendation
accordlngly. y ] i . o
; c . )
‘Eneagreed with the other recommendations in this report, -
‘Its-comments are discussed below. .

Expand monitoring efforts for .o R
asgessing State evaluakions and,
asgistance to school districts : - * o

3

- . ¥ -

s

ED agreed with our recommendatlons and sa1d that it places a
high value on the State " responsibility to evaluate the effective- _
ness of local title I p -ojects and te provide assistance to local

" school dlstrlcts to 1mpfbve their tltke I projects. fﬁ*\_é\\

=
- ED p01nted out thad duglng flscal year 1980 its reviews of
State education agency tivities devoted greater attention than
1n past yeafs to title I\@valuation and that it intends to con-
“tinue this effort to ens that States &4nd local educatiﬁg agen-
rove
the quallty and yse of evaluatlons at State and local levels. ,

Acc rdlng to ED, it rev1ews annually the, States' administra-

tion ‘title I, assessing how well they are meetlng their evalua-
tion résponsibilities and recommending actlons to 1mprove their
overall admlnlstratlon of-pltle I. - , .

.Dlg_gé State educatlon agenc1es
to improve the validity of
eva/luations and assure their use
infimproving title I projects

ol ~ ’ .
According to ED, implementation of the title I evaluation ’
system will permit loca® school districts to assess their tlfle I
achievement galﬁs on the same metric or gcale and therefqre ‘permit
States to rev1ew results across school- districts. ED said that
natioral aggregaplon will enable State and local education agen-

. cies td view the 1eve1q1;f their gains in light of the ranges of

. "Additionally, we believe that ED e

&, -
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] ~ ; --;mplementati ’and use of ED's prescriped evdluation
. . ) models and st hdards;.and © - -

i ‘ s

--the evaluation services’ aveilablesto State and local edu-

cation agencigs through the regional Technical Assistance
Centers. .

. ¥
These efforts should help improve the vaiidity of local eval- .
uations and make them more usable in ideptifying and correcting
. project weaknessee. However-

.
I

-

--Rpports on ED reviews in the States we visited seldom indi-
cated that evaluation procedures had been reviewed, and
none "'of the reports we reviewed made recommendations for
correcting inadequate or imprbper evaluation procedures.

. LY --Evaluation procedures _ were technlcally unsound‘&n many dis- '
‘ tricts we visitpgd (1nc1uding dlstrlcts which had profes-

sional evaluators and had 1mplemented the required evalua-
__ tion models): | E
~-~-The Technical Agsistance Centers do not have the’ authority
or the capability to monitor and correct local evaluation
efforts. Tﬁby can advise State and local.'educdtion agencies
on;y when heélp is requested.i They. cannot conduct the evalu-
. ations, perf the analyses, or interpret the evaluation
-7 . --results for the States. The;Centers operate in a support-
. ing role, not one of supplantlng State and-district respon-
"Eibllltles for completing their annual evaluations.
v ) o«
. . -=-Technical AssistanceECenter reports suggest that the Centers
. . do not have the capacity to, provide‘h;l the assigtance rieeded
/ by the local school distriets.. For kxample, one Center re-

) ported that it had prOV1ded assistance to .less than 32 per~
cent of the districts in its area as of September 30, 1979.
Another Center reported that States should be encouraged to

-have a backup system for tr ining local school district .
officials in evaluation to supplement the Cen\er s workshops.

o

~
ST

~-State monitoring of local title I projects has been, compli-
ance orienhted “and has been ineffective in' assuring the
validity of 1o evaluations. _Thia problem was strongly
suggested.by t e widesprea use of inappropriate and faulty
- evaluation procedures in e districts we visited. .

.Accordingly, we belieﬂg,that«ED needs to strengthen- its
k _efforts to ensure that Sta éducation agen~xes are properly '
' carrying out their evaluatlon responsxbllities.; o P

*
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_Encourage the use of the
Network for title I projects

ED agreed with our recommendation and stated that exemplary
tltle I programp disseminated by the Network should be vincluded
in each State's repertoire of strateglies for 1mprov1ng teachlng
and 1earn1ng in title I schools. ED baid that chief Sgate school
officers,™ Stage title I coordinators,|and State facilitators
should encourege title T districts to)examine exemplary tle I
programs diffused by the Network for pessible solutions to their
school lmproyement problems. According to ED, this encouragement/
should give school district representatives oppartunltles to mee;/

L1

face-to-face with the developers of many exemplary programs. Th
process,’ accordlng to ED, gives district represéntatives, oppor-
tunities to examine materials and ask questions about eya tio
results, lnstallatlon costs, program philosophy, and’ t ining

requlrements. o /4 : \//7
= / /
i

—

agencies to work with local educatldn agencies to assess th e:ﬁec

tiveness of local title I programs, improve, projects ugh AR VA
the adoption of gxemplary projects, encpurage local educat on / /
agencies to critique their own. resglis, and cons;der the 'ddop ion/ '4/
of .exemplary pr jects.. o e , J7/4// ///
. ED believe! encouraging school offig¢ials who are ngt satis- /f/
. fied with their jprograms to attend awareness conferencgs will in- S .
crease the rate|of title I adoptions. ED will cont1n9 to rk /7
with State education agencies to stijulate, interest ofi the/pdart o /f'
local education agencies to analyze esults of their durrent pro /f
' ects and-to conpider adoPting exemplary projects, i appr-prla K
. Provide complete, comparable, and - j |
current lnformdtion on Network pro;ects e ‘
- ED agreed jwith our recommendation and stategd tgat, as feqg ired °
_ by Nétwork regulations, by 1984 each proje¢t t¢ retai "
exemplary status, project data must be submitted to ‘the Joint 'Dis- s, 2
... semination Review Panel documentlng that the esults -re st1 T out*
. .standing, that| there have been adoptlons of _the proje hat,] .
'~ the results achieved at thé adoptlng sites Are also ¢ sta ing. '° -

=~

/ v

local educatidn agencies will resuilt in 'anel 5ub-/ssion
uniform comparable evidence of achievemgnt impact./ ED ddded, that
the Panel has|established a format for /submissig of bokh new 2 '

ojects and those being revalidated which conyains a specific ~ | R
form@t for re ortlng data on project startup and o?e éting costs.
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~ ,in major \
, curred that every exemplary project should make information

Eui
time is o

Loves
lary project,

-+0f ranyexe

: 1i;{n‘g' 3 lavlg

at, someyevidence of sustained effects

each exemplary| project as part

*

/
project eva

- Tmofre-glab

tion results and

able/conferning project result

be impyoved|/to provide more in

! ’

Sf}e éthen followup of
exemplary project adoptions -
/; )

oigted|out that, although
aspect to be considered
She metho ologiléal problems in c nduct~
4tudinal study are considerable.

/  ED/claiméd that potential®

e arnid costly information! about progyams will regult
creases ip the number’ of adoptions. H

desgxip iong in.the "Educational

4

; . 3 ,
sustaining achievement
in’ reviewing the Ampact

However, ED pelieves
ill be available from

of its r¢submiseion to
rdise few questions abou

adopters §
whether the publication

'doubted

fd

ever, ED ¢con~-

s 4nd agreed that the one-=page .
rograms That Work" catalog can
: /

formation. . . - K,

; . _a‘f r
, f

-/
/ greater use of the develo
adoptions in each State,

ncludiqg'achiev

N

adopting ‘sites.

{ ] . s .
ED .agreed with our recommendations. ED said it

P
per-demonstrators to monitqé
to gather information on adoptions
ement results), and to maintain céntact with
ED ‘added, however, that’the current funding: level |~

lans téémake
claimed

Lt

of each developer-~demonstrator

is not sufficient to support all of“’

ints

.in all 50 States.

The Network is attempting to provide, this

}

support withih its funding limita

much more emphasis on the "qual
persistence-of installations t
years.,

ions, ED said it is placin§

ctivities for which a deve;oief—demonstrato; could be respon-

ityjof tpe,im@lgmentatioﬁ”and the
han' was done in the Network's early

\Also, the number of developer-demonstrators funded by the

esources available for

Network is being reduced so that the ﬁver;ge level, of funding can

be increased slightly to make

additioqaL

monitoring and followup implementation agsistance where needed. .
ED plans to require more information in the future from each -
developer-demoristrator ,concerning the status of adoptions in _,
order to stré@ngthen and maintain the linkage betw&en developer-

‘demonqgratorg‘and:schoo}gdisgricﬁs that adopt projects.

| ’ .

According- to ED, it recognﬁzes the 'value of involving the ~

dgveloper—demonstra;or ag an ac

process and followup, and the

ive participant in the adoption
developer~demonstrators currently

maintain contact with their adopting sites ‘by telephone and site '

visits. ED stated that, when’

resubmitting for Joint Dissemination

Review Panel approval before 1984, each developer-demonstrator will
hav® to include achievement data from five adopting. sites reflect-

ing the diversity' of

4 L

-

sites which have adopted the projecti -
/ -

; :
ED stated that the Neétwork collects accura¥e data on the A

nuniber of adoptioms, the number of schools, and the number of

. teachers and stuéﬁpts panticipating in the adoptions during the

[y
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xeportlng period but does not collect data oh which adoptions
'are title I projects or the.number of title I schools affected.

""ED explained that, when the present adoption reporting forms were

.cleared, preasures to reduce paperwork and, reporting irements
prevented the Network from collecting information on the nume
sources of funds, including title I Ffunds, used to install N
projects.
agement and Budget to collect information on the particular fund-
ing source used to adopt an exemplary project.

[} - -

C o

ED intends to.request clearance from the Office of Man-*
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SELECTION OF SCHOQI DISTRICTS.

L —

. FOR SITE VISITS . o

-7

.

Wé selected a judgmental sample of 47 local thool
in five States. for site visits. These districts were visitej to.
ascertain (1) whether local school districts have suj data !
for assessing the need for title I program improvemént, (2}, phat !
action districts take to adopt better title I projects, (3)“what /
impgit the Network has on improving the-districts' programs, and |
(4?%yh§t improvements district officials believe are needed in 1
disseminating information on exemplary projects. o

. - The.dizz§icts seleaeted included a wide variety, ranging- from -
very small to very large and from very rural 'to highly urbanized.
‘Care was taken to ensure that the number of school districts re-
porting agovg average distrigtwide athievement scorés approximated
e the number of districts reporting, below average scores. Because
title I was created to assist school districts affected by high
concentyrations of poverty, we did not select the more affluent
séhool districts for site visi¥s. For this determination,+ school
districts having smaller than ?ﬁer&be proportions of low-income
families for their respective States were not selected. '
* /

, . The sample of 47 school districts, which had a combined® en-
rollment of about 1,400,000 students, included .

’

--6 large urban diatricéb having e llments over 50,000,

-~

’ ~-17 medium®*sized districts ﬁavihg enrollments between
8,000 and 50,000, and . . S . . ] ya
" " ==24 small districts having enrollments between 146 and*-” ';

8,000. ) ’ ) :

. The seven deveioper—demonstratora we visited were selected in
consultation with Network officials to provide a range of experi- -
ences in terms. of- effectiveness and age of‘pgograms.

L == , . . © my . -

- s - R - -
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.. &&‘% ANALYSIS OF ,T,HE READING ACHIEVEMENT
R

- N : GAINS OF TITLE I STUDENTS - N

‘ I
r [l - ’

_ BURPOSE -OF ANALYSIS . T

- : . “_,YA&? ] -7 - -
. We analyzed tltle I”achieVement test stores-in 14 school
districts to (1) egamine gh ffectiveness of the title I projects
in meetlng the neéeds of educ&tionally disadvantaged students,
. (2) assess thé needs. for project,improvement, and (3) compare’ -
local project results with reported exémplary project results to
ascertain whether the potential”benefits of adopting exemplary
priyects would be significant. ¥ - -

SAMPLE SE@CH ON

L]

-

« , 6 ®

_ From,the 47 sch061 districts chdsen for site visits (see

app. .I), "we selected, 13 dlstrlcts for, detailed analysls of itle I
progect l/ achievement: test' results. , Tc(assure balapced r presen-
tat:.on, wg consideted school district sjze, geograph cal location,
and degree of urbanization. We also considered the availability
,and quality of chievement test data. ,To lmprove~the geographical
kbalance, ‘the sample of 13 districts was augmented by adding a dis-
trict not included in the original, 47. Our analysis of the 14 ig-
tricts included about 16 500 students rece1Ving tltLe 1 serv1ce

in ‘approximately 340 schools. - - . 5
’ Thq title I schgols: weﬁanﬁfyzed were dlspeﬂsed among the
~ . Natign's four geograghlc regions, 2/ as follows:

—7—7¥—é~*-;Nertheas%e—fsé—eqh o7 - ! teds - "

;-Soutﬁeast: 14 schools, 34§ students tested. P

he = 9

~-Central: 46 schools, 1 494 student:ﬁgpstea.

/ --Western: . 184 'schopls, 8,793 students tested.

Seven of the school districts were in large cities ha ﬁg over .
100 000 population, four were in smaller c1t§£s having betfveen
10,000 and 100,000 pulation, and three were in rural areas®
Four of tle dlstricii had earollments of over 50,000 students,
seven had enxollments. of 8,000 to 50,000 students, and three had
-enrollments of under 8 OOO_students. E1g3; distrlcts were in

*

=

T »

] mented wit tate and local: funds. - to.
3 . /

d _/In some: se%g;l distriqts,-tltle I progect funds are supple-

, 2/We -used the same reglons defined in the Natlonal Assessment ,
= .- of Educational Progress. . ) . L
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" counties having a low-income pophiaé}on‘of less than 17 percent, .

four were in counties having low-income populations betweenw ~ .

L,ls .7 and 22.3, percent, and two were in counties where more than
56 percent of the population was low income. ) ‘ .

-

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY
‘ USing existing achievement test scores for individual students,
. we tracked the progress of 22 student sample groups in reading
achievement for 3 to 4 years, depending upon the availability of
recordg in each district. All 22 student samples were selected
-Erom grades emphasized in the districts' title I programs. In'
‘some cases,.we traced the students' progress over a period of
years.into grade levels, that d%d not provide title I services.
All samples consisted of 100 percent of the students receiVing
title T reading assistance in> the grade levels selected for inisr
tial analysis. Students joining these groups in higher grades
during subsequent years of title I assistance were added to the
sample from their time of entry into the project. For example,
if the base sample consisted of all third grade title I reading
students in school year 1975-76, a fourth grade student enrolling
in title ading in school ‘year 1976~77 would be included in the
sample fr§;>$Q§/;ime of enrollment. These additions were necessary
to show project-“resylts based on all students served, rather than )
on repeat students only: .

+ 1

~

. To* determine the need<for improvement®in local title I proj-
gcts, the following gainsgyere computed for individual groups of
. 8tudents and their reegtive pro;ectsx - »

£ ,
@@ --In-program ga: achieved by studants during a“school ygér
while recéTvI title I assistance.

. ==CGontinuing in-program gains achieved by students over con- .
secutive years of titI& 1 seryice. . )

“-Sustained gain rates maintained by students after their
title ‘I assistance had Meen discontinued.

T . ~
ff’/ahe achievem gain ratéé were analyzed to determine
/ffi) whether the, studerits.were gaining or losing ground on their =,
~ normal achieVing peers in €& school year, (2) sthe cumulative
3: ffect of consecutive years of title.l_ assistance on student i
’ rateg of achievement gain, and (3) the effe of_discontinuing
title I assistan%e on student gain rates. - i
Achievement gain measurement ., . ' %E? <

" Student achievement gains were measured by subtracting the®
pretest from the posttest achievement level for the period -
-.r ~analyzed. ExPanded standard. (scale) sgcores were used._ Average

[

/ o
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gains for the projects were determ}ﬁed by aggregating and averag-

ing the scores of students’served, again using.,standard (scale)

scores. ~ Expected or normal gain was defipned as the amount of

gain that the average achieving student at the same age-and grade

level would achieve for the period of instruction. ’
- -~ : .

Where school districts used tesgts prepared by dififerent pub-
lishers within the several testing pexiods, we converted all test
scores to .expanded standard scores of the test battery used, most
frequently. This was accomplished using an- intermediat® metric or
scale, common to the test scores being converted and the selected
battery scores’: , The broadest category of readind scores (total
reading) rather than subtest scores (e.g., vocabulary and reading
comprehension) were used. . - ’ . A

3 -~

>

- .

,
= "

Limitations ‘
, - " »

to enable us to project with a high degree of confidence that the
“results typify title I projects.nationwide. However, our sample
was carefully selected te assure a broad range of school district
. #&izes and environments, an e believe the results of our analysis
should be indicative‘*of many of the Nation's school districts.
\> factors as norming periods of the tests. Because we used test
i data available in the school districts and could ggt test select-~-
’N\ing, administering, and scoring, we cannot guaranfee the total
accuracy of the data. )

2 In the districts we analyzed, we reviewed the test data,
checked score conversions, and considered the adequacy of such

The derived test results may reflect some achievement gain
inflation due ‘to gain scofe analysis and a statistical phenomenon
known as "regression toward the mean,"” wherein students scoring
well below the pretest mean tend to make artificially high gains
from pretest to posttest when the same test score is used for
student selection and pretesting.* We believe, however, that the
possible gain inflation due to this phenomenon was reasonably
limited. in our analysis becauge we followed the progress of stu-
dents (over several years and the same test score was generally
not+used for initial student selection and pretest measurement.
In addition, in our opinion, testing was usually done within a
reas bly close time to the test publigher's norming period.
¥ s . !

expressed concern about our study's reliance qh the grade
equivalent metric or scale since it may be misinterpreted and can
. distort the measurement of achievement if misused. According to

=.

4

-

H

=

”

The selected sample of 14 school districts is not large enough

T

"\
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_ a.report prepared for the National Institute of Education 1/ on
controversies in evaluating compensatory education, a basiciproblem
in Selecggng a metric or scale is "* *-* one of validity vergus

" _communicability: the more technically cerrect units are not neces-

; saqély.thpse that are easiest to lrderstand or directly relevant

.t

> ecisionmaking."” The report claims that all available metrics
—///’-\'§§ scales have wedknesses in validity, communicability, or both.

the same clarity and-simplicity of meaning as grade equivalents.
d Accordingly, we reported achiqyg?gat\sgiults in grade equivalents
but used the more technically cofrect expanded .scale score to.

measure academic achievement. ! - K

- / . -~ »
v

a

- ~

- 1/"Controversies in the Evaluatidn of Compensatbry Education, " <
) American Institutes for Research, July 1977. . y
1 4 - . i
S \ .

1

‘* .
L] . ‘g
.3 & - -~
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However, it states that ndne of the other metrics or scales has §
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION .
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY. .

v -

. “§":H . . FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION -
- ] “APR 21 181 - .
- ’ * ~ - /‘—‘a‘_-’ - “
- Mr. Gregory J. Abart . - / y \
Director, Human Resources Divigion . ’
’ United States General Accounting Office e - S

Washington, D.C. 20548
Dear Mr. Ahart: . . , |
_ ’ |

‘The Secretary.asked that I respond to your request for comments on your . J

* Draft Report entitled, “Greater Use of Exemplary Education Programa Could ]

Help Improve Education for Disadvantaged Children.”

The enclosed comments represent the tentative position of the Department and
are gubject to reevaluation when the final version of the Report is received.

. H‘hile we concur with the thrust of all ‘but one of the Report's recommendations,
we wish to reiterate our concern about the study's reliance on a grade-
equivalent metric, since it is a metric often uiginterpreted. In fact, as
gtated on page 40 of the- ‘Report, GAO is aware that. grade-equivalent scores
are not appropriate for determining average achievement levels. Therefore,
it 4s wfortunate that this metric was useds ’

We appreciate the Opporrz(mity to comment on this Dreft Report before its

publication. T
' ‘ sznoerely. - /
. ' . ¥ K,u. N /
- = . Aohn H. :.Odri , /
. . .~ Acting Assistant Secr ary :
) Enclosure ‘ @'
e GAO note. Page references in this appendlx‘\nmy not correspond tOo
TEAT ‘page numbers in ‘the-final- report. SR T e
- T Y e .
X ’ g -7 =
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/GAO Recommendation” ) ' ' o '

-,
-
*

Comménts o the'Department,of Bducation on the ‘Compttollez’;,ceneig‘(; Proposed
Draft Tt to the Congress Ertitled, "Gfeater, Use of. Exemplary Education

- R 4

- . ¢

< . P

To improve the tocedures for identif 1(3, and correcting Title I roject *—
wesknesses, rhe'fecreta_rz of Education should prescribe.specific criteria for
State and local school officials to use in assessing the effectivemess of
Title I projects, - - ’

Department Comment, % ’ .

~

We do not conckr. The report claims that the Department has failed to prgvide

Could Help Improve Education for Disadvantaged Childrén.” .

on non-intervention in the programmatic decisionmaking process at the State and

local levels. In fact, Sectioh 432 of the General Education Provisions Act

States with adequate criteria for assessing Title I project quality and effec- o
tiveness, as required by law. This position is based -upon the language in
Séctibh 151(f) of the EGucation Amendments:of 1974, ronumbered Section “183(f) . . Toe
of the Bducation-Amendments of 1978, 20 U.S.C. 2833, which reads: ’ .
e . ' @
4 “SPECIFICATION OF OBJECTIVE CRITERIA.-
* The models developed by the Commissioner .

shall gpecify objective criteria which’ .

shall Be utilized in the evaluation of ; ) v

“all programs and shall outline techniques

(such as longitudinal studies of children

.involved in such programs) and methodology

’ (such as the use of tests which yleld com- .
parable results) for producing data which .
- are comparable on a statewide and nationwide

basis.” (emphasis supplied) - . . ) .
Our position is that the above-cited provision requires the Department to
provide criteria or standards to assist the school districts in choosing methods
by vhich they can evaluate their Title I prbjects. We feel that the final :
regulations on Title I evaluation procedures, issued by the Department on
October 12, 1979, fully satisfy this statutory requirement, Those regulations -
include provisions on techmical standapds to be used by lochl educational agencies . =
(LEAs) in evaluating their Title I projec¥s, and prgvisions on the use of evaluation ' ’
nmodels. ) i o _ - - -

. - "3 . . 5
GAD, however, Téads the above-cited provision to require the Department to pro- -
vide criteria for assessing the quality and effectiveness of Title I projects. '
We have researched the legislative history of the Title I ewaluation provisions -
and found, céntrary to GAO's assertion, no indication that Congress intended the
Department to provide these kinds of criteria.’ -

The Report goes on to criticize the Department for failing to provide criteria for " .

determining what levels of performance 3re.satisfactory and what levels are in- /
==adequate, Aside from the fact that there is ‘o legal requirement for providing

thege criteria, to do so would conflict with-the Department's, longstanding policy .
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. , .
prohibits the Department from&xercising any direction or control over the
programming and administration in the State and local agencies. The Department
recognizes that different schpol districts have .different needs gnd concerns,

and therefore feels that such questions as "What is the satisfac ory level of
performance?” and "What is an ef fectide Title I program?” are besk answered by

the State educational agencies-(SEAs) and LEAs most aware of those needs and ;
concerns. . : 2

.

—_— -
~

ED has coficentrated it‘s_! activities, on ass‘iat'in?g\ SEAs and LEAs to coh_duct valid
and ultimately usable evaluations of .Title I projects. Our strategy has been

4 evolutionary. Bearing in mind that the majority of Title I districts are quite

small and prabably do not have trained evaluators,-we have concentrated our re-
gources on fundamentals--identifying appropriate tests; administering, scoring,

and analyzing the results accurately; correctly implementing an evaluation

model; reviewing and interpretimg the results; and, finally, making judgments about
project components., After implementing the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System
(TIERS) for several ‘years, many SEAs and LEAs are begipning to monitor closely the
patterns of results.from their Title I evaluations. They are: (1) developing
monitoring-plans to review the particulari?:éﬁcgéésful 'and* unsuécessful préjects,

(2) asking questions relating to the implemeritation of projects that-are extreme, -
and (3) beginning to_identify strengths and %e#knesses of their projects. We will
provide technical assistance, as requested, t “conduct process evaluations of un-— -
usually effective or ineffective projects, apd to assist in identifying and dis-. _
seminating effective local practices and identifying and correcting program weak-
nesseg. Implementation of the TIERS will permit LEAs to assess Title I achievement
gains of each Title I school and SEAs to peview results across LEAs since the re-
porting metric will be' uniform and the results comparabie, ED's national aggregation
will enable SEAs and LEAs to view the levels of their gains in light of the ranges of.
gains reported nationally.

The strategy ED has adopted does prodyce an intetpretable measure of whether Title I
projects are effective. Interpretation of results, however, should and does differ
from site to site. The Title I evaliation models yield measures of achievement gain,
i.e., how much Title I students gaip above what would have. beett expected in the ab-
gence of Title I. A positive gain from an evatuation, shows that & project has suc-
cessfully increased the rate of growth of its participants. In theory, the larger the
gain, the better the program. A megative "gain” indicates that the Title I partici-
ts are growing at a slower rate than their non-Title I, but similarly disadvantaged,
ﬁ%. Specification of criteria to separate the satisfactory ptojects from the un-
satidfactory projects is technjcally unsound, educationally indefensible, and an
ty of the States and their local school districts.

P

intrusfon into the legal aut

e = .
To improve the procedures for identifying and correcting Title I project weak-
nesses, the Secretary of BEducation should expand ED's monitoring efforts for
assessing whether State education agencies are (1) meetin their respongibilities
to evaluate the e?fectivzness of local Title I projects, and (2) assisting local

school districts to impfove their Title I projects. -

GAO Recommendation

.50 . 6.1.. ‘

(13

b




w

_gtates reflect this increased attention. ED‘intends to continue this egfxrt to
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-

Department Comment --

» —y “
. L 4

We concur. ED places a high value on the Stagt::e'a responsibility to evaluate the
‘effectiveness of lochal Title I projects and to provide assistance to local school
districts to improve their Title-I projects.
ED teams review annually each State's administration of Title I,assessing how well -
States are meeting theit evaluation responsibilities and recommending agtions to
be taken by the SEA to improve its overall administ atjorn of Title I.

_ In preparing for their onsite monitoring visits he ED feview teams examine State

evaluation reports and a sample of local dgency reposts for compliance with
evalustion requirements and to assess program quality. ey also review Technical
Asgistance Center (TAC) reports which often suzgest evalufkion improvements to be
made by the State. These are discussed with program and eviluation spPécialists
in the SEA for the 'purpose of outlining team onsite strategi :

- While visiting State agencies, the teams review evaluation’ practices, including

technical assistance provided- afid the use made of local evaluations during the
applicatibn preparation and approval process.. At local.agencies they review

- svaluation practices and discuss the use of evaluation results as a bagis for -

progran improvements.

On October 12, 1979, the final Title I evaluation regulations were published.
ED review teams were thus able to assess State and local adherence to'the standards
and mpdels contained therein. During FY 1980 ED reviews devoted greater attenmtion
than in past years to the area. of Title I evaluation and their reports to the

ingure that SEAs and LEAs meet Title I evaluation requirements as Well to -
improve the quality and use of evaluations at State and local levels. so, for
the fifth year now, the Title I TACs are assisting SEAs and their LEAs ip im~ -
proving the quality of evaluations of Title I projects and in ‘using evaluation
results for program improvement. This ;sistance takes the form of materials
development related to needs assessmenf, student selection, testing, and

product and process evaluation.- In response to requests from SBAs and LPAs,
workshops related to test selectipn, evaluation design, needs assessment, instruc~
tional §ecisionmaking,_ignd evaluation are developed and presented.

* ”
The TAC .services are provided fgee of c}xarge/:%:ate and local education persomnel
to assist on a variety of Title valuation issties. As a result of .the TAC services
ard tHe development of the reporting: system, State and local education personnel
.aré conducting more complete ‘evaluations of their programs. ‘Thede evaluations are
of & continued higher quality because the system stresses evaluation data quality
control and the TACs provide technical assigtance to support this effort. The ’
develdpment of sustained gains evaluation at the local level is providing‘local
personnel with data about the effect of Title 1 over a longer period of time than
one year. SEAs and LEAs are devoting ingreasing attention to- the area of process
evaluation. ‘This phase of evaluation proyides contextual input into the instruc-
tional decision process. With this incredged capacity, State -and local education
personnel are able to evaluate programs mo gffectively and use these data for
program, development. -

o - 51 g2
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woA0 ﬁecmendation .

To improve the procedutes for identifying and correctid vitle I project weaknesses,
the Secretary 6f Educaéion should direct State education agencies to (1) assess the

validity of grocedures used Tocal school districts to evaluate their Title I
Tescribe corrective measures where evaluation procedures are

inadequatg, and (3) assist local school officials in the use of evaluations for
detectior and -correction of project weaknesgses.-

LY

Dejarxént Comment .

We foncur. As indicated in our response to the monitoring recémmendation, ED teams
refiev State administration of Title I, including site visits to a number of LEAs
dach year to observe local project operatio, As appropriate, recommendations are
made for SEA improvement in the area of evﬁuation. ’

In compliance with.Section 151 of Public Law 93-380, the Education Amendments of
1974, ED developed evaluation models and standards for use by SEAs and LEAs. On
October 13, 1979, final regulations were published specifying modelspfor evaluating
the effectiveness of LEA projects providing instructipnal services *reading,
language: arts, or mathematics. However, as early as 1978, although not yet federally
mandated, approximately 5,500 school districts were in the process of implementing
one of the models. The experiences of ED, the SEAs, and the LEAs in using these
models were disseminated in a pamphlet entitled, "The U.S. Office of Education Models
_ to Evaluate E.S.E.A, Title I: Experiences After Ore Year of Use.”. , -
In addition, the ten regional TACs prepare support materials to use. in conjunction
with their workshops and personal (ongite, teleplone, written) consultﬁtions.
Materials produced include .topical papers (e.g., out-of~level testing); simulation
! exercises (e.g., test selectiog; reporting forms completion); checklists for
. implerenting a patticular model; handouts (e.g., test charts); and transparencies
for use with an overhead projector. .. . - £ !
: - ' L R /
The TACs keep the States aware of the availability of technical agsistance through
Regional Coordinating Council meetings, Tsc_Q duled meetings with State contacts on
an individual or group basis, and d;lstributzon of "regional ;newsjfétefg.

-\ ;

4
] —

from fts/ TAC. Assistance

Any SEA or LEA may request services from ED or directly £
48 often provided as a follow-up to ED review team fiddings and
ED will continue to support efforts in these areas.” -

R " 4 . ==
GAO-Recommendation . T

recommendations.

~

To improve the procedures. for identifying and correcting Title I project weaknesses,
The Secretary of Education should advise State education agencies to encourage local -
achool officials to uge the assistance available through the Network for improving
ineffective and inefficient Title I projects. . R

-~
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-~ * - We cofcur. “Exemplary Title I programs disseminated by the National Diffusion .

Hetwofk_(ﬂfh) should be included in each State's repertoire of 'strategies for

{mproving teaching and learning in Title I schools. Chief.State School Officérs,

State Title I Coordinators, and State Facilitators should encourage Title I ' *
districts to examine exemplary Title I programs diffused by the NDN for possible '
solutions to their school improvement problems. Baséd upon previous studies,’

this encouragement should provide school.district representatives with opportuni-

ties to meet face-to-face with the dBvelopers of many’exediplary programs. This

process gives district repreaq?tatives oppor@unities to’ examine materials and ask -

_ questions about evaluation results; installation costs, program philosophy, and «

training requirements. ED plans to contimue its efforts to’encoyrage SEAg to work
with LEAs to assess the effectiveness of local Title I programs, to improve

local projects, as needed, throygh the adoption of exemplary projects, and to
encour#ige LEAs to critique their own results and to consider the adoption of an
exenplary project, as appropriate. Encouragement and guidance is provided to SEAs
and LEAs through ED's annual national' dissemination meetings, ED review team .
monitoring, and materials developed and distributed natianally. After examining
several alternatives, the district can choose the program that best fits its needs
and resources and ‘arrange for staff training. 0f course, not all districts will
find programs in the KDN to fit their needs and may have to turn to other sources.

]

To convince potential adopters of the merits of exemplary EzgjggggzzggefSecretagz

of Education should direct the Network to provide complete, comparable, and current ;
informatign about the capabilities of the Network's e la rojects, includin I

their 'impact on scholastic achievément, student behavior and suBtained growth,

/
f
GAO Recommendation ) - e ) j.

(2) their costs, and (3) the results of past adoptions by other schools. /
Departoment Comment ’ N . ) /
We concur. A brief summary of éiis information is included in the program

description in Educational Programs That Work, a publigcation issued annually by thex
NDH program. Also included in the publication is the name and telephone mumber of |
the project director. A telephone call or letter can be used to obtain additional |

information about a program. In additiom, all of this iaformation can be obtained e

face-to-face from the developer of an exemplary program” dufing ED or SEA-spongored
awareness conferences. The SKI International evaluation of NDN found that most
decisions to install an NDN exemplary program are made as a result 3f representa-|
tives from a school district either visiting the program to see it in operation, pr "
attending an awareness conference and talking with thes developer of the program.
We will contimue to promote national and State level awareness conferences-so thit
developers and iaterested LEA representatives can meet face-to~-face. -

. ’ .
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“ . increase the current rate of Title I adoptions. ‘ED ‘will continue to work with SEAs J
1
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As refuifled by .the NDN regulEt:ions;/by 984 for each exemp,'{lar)‘v pr'oject:'t:o retain

its ex lary status, project data puSt be submitted to tHe Joint Disseminatioén

; at-the results are still outstanding, that ‘there
have[been adoptions of the prefect, and that the results achieved at the adopting

: g~ Use of the Title 1 evaluaticfn models by all LEAs will
result in JDRP submige46ns with uniform, comparable evidﬁnce of'eachievegnent im‘gact.
The ¥ormat for-eubfiissions to the JDRP, both for new projects .and for those'being
lated, is established by the JDRP and contains a specific format for reporting
data on project start-up and operating costs. / ’

— , ;

The Title I statute (P.L.A95-561;~8ection 124(g)) requires each LEA t9 examine
"during each thrge-year period the sustained effects of Title I services. ED has
developed and the TACs are digseminating alternatives for LEAs to efiploy to meet
this requirement and to use the results for pfoject improvement. Although
systaining achievement gains over-time is one aspect of project success to be
considered in a review of the impact of an exemplary project, the methodologigal
problems.in conducting a longitudinal stidy are by no means trivial, However,
some evidence of sustained effects will be available from each exemplary project -
as part of its restligmisqion to the JDRP.. . . - . ., :

. . wd

-

©

Ouy experience with the NDN ipdicates that fey decisions to install a program were
made as a result of reading printed materials, Developer-Demonstrator project
directors report that very few questions are asked by potential 2dopters about
evaluation results obtained. We concur that every exemplary project should make® - .
this information available upon request, and we believe that the one/-pz_age descrip~ -
tions in Educational Programs That Work can be improved to provide more information. -
However, 1f school of ficials in 41 out of the %7 achool districts vigited (87%) were
satisfied with their Title I programs (page 36), we doubt -that the publication of -
more, elaborate and-costly information about programs will result in major increages
in the number of adpptions. Data on the effectiveness of the exemplary programs .
were available, but sthool officials apparently chose not to mé]'sé"z.nqpiri‘es. He do ‘,
believe that encouraging sc%ol officials in the six districts out] of' forty-seven ,

- that were pot satisfied witHitheir programs to attend awareness conferences will L

to stimulate interest on the part of LEAs to analyze results of their currpat proj- |
ectg’and to congider the merit of adopting an exemplary project, if appropriate. o

-

GAO Recommendation

To provide more accurate data on the volume of Title I adoptions of exemplary proj- .
ects and insure that adoptions of the projects are succgssful, the Sécretary of -
Education should make sure that the Network's developer-demonstrators followups of .
project adoptions are successful in | . .

- p}widing accurate data on the mmber of Title I adoptions and the -
sctgools affected, ] ’ .

- determining whether the projects have been installed correctly and'are’ . .
. functioning properly, and :

_ == providing additional implementation assistance where needed. ) ] -




-» . regubmitting for.

L4

oh -

< i ~ . . . . " . . . .
APPEN’DIX III .o "l " : L ] APPENDIX III
- : ’ N i /7 -
‘e Y
.. . s N >~
Departaent Commer® ) ' & ..

vy -

+

We concur, RDN does collect accurate data on the number of4adoptions, the number
of schools, gnd the fumber of teachers and students participating in the adoptions
during.the reporting period. -It does not collect data on which adoptions are -
Title I projects or on the number of Title I schools affecfed, When the present-
reporting forms were cleartd, pressures to reduce paperwork and reporting require-
ments prevented NDN from collecting information on the numerous gources of funds, .§
including Title I funds, used to install NDN programs. We'do intend to request
from the Office of Management and Budget clearance.to collect informstion on the
particular funding source used to adopt an exemplary project. o p

We recognize as well the value of involving the Developer-Demonstfator (DD) as an
active participant in the adoption process and follow-up. Using existing resources,
ED plans to make greater use of the DDs to monitor, claimed adoptions in each Statey

" - to gather information on adoptions (includfng achievement® results), and to maintain

contact with adopting sites over time. Presently, DDs maintain contact with their
“adopting sited by telephone and, if within the DD's State, by on-site visits. When:
*JDRP approval prior to 1984, each DD must include achievement data
"< ¥rom five adopting sites reflecting the diversity of gsites which have adopted ¢t
‘projeét ¢ ~The, cyrrent fundipng level (approximately $40,000) of each DD is not
gufficient™to support all activities in 50 States for which Developer-Demonstrators
could be. responsible, such as: . ] . . .

N
>
-

° participating in awareness conférences so ‘that potential adoPteri;

7

. . . canobtatn’ information’ directly'from the developer; * -

T
> X ®

o

" conducting training for,.pevéoxinel in districts that have made ™ *
commitments to install their program;

=
~

* ° monitoring the program after it has beén installed; and
providing follow-up te’ghnical assistanée where needed..

"NDN 1is attempting to provide these services within its funding 1initations.

; Much more emphasis 18 being placed upon the quality of implementation and the

persistence’ of ingtallations than was the case in the early years of NDN. The ° .
number of Developer-Demonstrator Projects funded by NDN 48 being redycéd so that

the average level 6f femding carf,be increased slightly to make additional resources
_.available for monitoring;and follow-up implementation assistance where needed. In
the future, ED will require more information from each DD on the status of aﬁopgionb,
Thus . the linkage betwéen DD and adopters’will be strengthened and maintained. .

s < r . » )
W LI . 2
v

7S . . . Al




