. ‘. implementing ‘precollege science education projects and their specific

--flrf“*”"'ﬂa Administration; *Projects; Social Sciences; Social .
R Studies : | S .
IDENTIFIERS MACOS; Man A Course of Study; *Ndtional Science
. . Foundation ‘
o L4
" ABSTRAC? ] : ,
T In this report the Comptrpller General of the General

“ s
%)
. . .
. . . -
1Y , , o .
b L} . I <«
. - ~ N Y
.

* % materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *

' , DOCUMENT_RESUME. - , * ot w
ED 113 "281 g I , SO 008-688 -
TITLE ** administratfon of the Science Educatiofi Project "Man: J;»'s

A Course of Study" (MACOS),, National Sciefce
Foundation. Comptroller Generalis Report to the-House
s - Committee-on-Science and Technology. ,
INSTITUTION Comptroller .General of the U.S., Washington, D.C.
SPONS AGENCY Congress of the U.S., Washington, D.C. House . .
’ Committee oy Science and Technology. .

REPORT MO “MWD-76-26 : .t . .
PUB DATE 14 Oct 75 - ol
NOTE » 67p.; For a related'.document, see SO 008-687 .
. . - L J ] ,
EDRS PRICE.  MP-$0.76_HC-$3.32 Plus Postag . i
DESCRIPTORS Anthropology; Community Attitudes; *Curriculim
Development; *Curriculum Evalpation; Curriculum
- Problems; Elementary Secondary Education; Evaluation
. ) Needs; Income; Moral Issues; Nature Nurture e

. controversy; *Policy Formation;«*Progranm

Accounting Office (GA0) examines National Science Foundation (NSF)
policies, procedures, and practices for developing, evaluating, and

applications<tc "Man: A Couyrse of Study" (MACOS). The topics

investi aféd .indepth and reported on are development, evaluation; and
isrlementation of MACOS, inckuding the ohtaining of a commercial -,
publisher for MACOS and the Education Development Center's (EDC) <
administration of royalty income. A niumber of recommendations are,
madé to insure that NSP officials and recipients of its funds follow
sound business practices in administering science education projects.’
A major ‘point is that the U.S. Congress may wmish to tighten project
administrative controls by requiring NSF to Teport on income produced
from science education.projects which it authorizes its grantees and
contractors tc use. The CongrésSs could then consider such income when
reviewing NSF pppropriation requests. (Author/ND)

-
- - .
L4 L v
e’ . :

-

;*****fﬁ*}***i****{*************w****%i***i**************p************%
*. Documents acquifed by ERIC include many informal unpublished *

* to. obtain.*he best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reprbducibility are’ often encountered and this affects the quality *
# of the 'microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via’ the:ERIC Dogument Reproduction Service (EDRSj. EDRS is not *
* résponsible for the guality of the-original document. Reproductions *
»

x

’

suppliedﬂby-EQRs are the best that can be made from the origipal. ° *
oo AR oK o o o oo K R o TR R AR o o ook SR o Ko




b
{

P
AV
i

Lt A A

B
P

ot
ML PR
A A et T
EreRTI BRSE R
pi ey :

#

AT TN
N 5 e T

Y
pi2

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EDUCATION & WELFARE '
NATIONAL \NSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

Try D MENY MAYL BEEN O KEPRO
DLfED EXa TLvy a, RE'E ED ¢ ROGM
THE PERON OR ORGAN TAT ONNR LIN
ATING Y POINTSOF L F N TR OPINIONS
STATED NO NJ" NECES =R ¥ REPRE
SENTOFF (1AL NAT ONAL INST TLTE OF
EDUCAT DN POS T N DR PO Oy

2

L

s i3
e ety
A ot YR

Fare
SaB L

o

()
ER

- Na

i
X

ational Science Foundation

- raer - -

aimines National Science
‘ovalusting; ‘ind

ppryrdyagd
i

v.

il ”‘ P S T n'_.zmi o
‘ot ids: funds Tollow 5ound business
dininleyrative controle by requiring the: Fqun
detiofl 0" Rport- on; income

Esp ey AR R v et 3 sE A (e ok %
{ *. bl edicetion: ‘which:it
. ...\:; = T al b ANE AT T i NS
X, o -y :
&l )\
Ry

7
W VT N
o 115 h o -tk e v
s U w S A O

AR

o
"
#!

Py

. .o




WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

-“'
A

B-183442 . . T e

The Honorable Olin E. Teague. i @ ) “
Chairman, Committee on Science a&and ) .
Technology - : .
Aouse of Reépresentatives .-
Dear® Mr. Chairman: - : : . T, ~,
In accordance wiéi your March 13, 1975, reguest, we

have reviewed (1) thel development, evaluation, and implemen-
tation of the National Science Foundation-supported sciénce
education project #Man: A .Course of 'Study” and (2) the rela-
tionships between the Foundation and -~the project's developer
(Education- Development Center, Inc.) and publisher (Curriculum
Development Associates, Inc.). As -agreed, we obtained the
views oi the Foundation and the *two private firms on our find-
"+ ings and  their'coOmments are considered in' the report.

As a result of our findings, we are making a number of
recommendations to the Foundation's Director to improve the
general administration of precollege science education ac=
tivitijes. 1In addition, we are recommending that the Chairman,
National Endowment for the Humanities, review the Endowment's _,
~authority for a questionable grant it made to the Education De-.

velopment Center and determine if the funds should be recovered.

We believe the contents of this‘report would be of inter=.
est to committees and to other iMembérs of Congress. As. you
know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970 requires the head of a Federal agency ‘to submit a written-
statement on actions$ taken on our recommendations to the House
and Senate Committees on Government Operations not later than |
60 days after the date -of the report, and to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first
request for appropriatioﬁs made more than 60 days after the
date of' the report. We will be in touch with your office in
the near future to.arrange for distribution of the réport to-
the agencies involved and to.the four Committees to set in
motion the requirements of section 236.

%

-

Sincerely yours,

-

. " 7

_Comptrolfer General -
of the United States

: 00003

o/

b



Y

E

*
< + ke

a,

T , Contents

s -

PIGEST - . - . . . )
© CHAPTER .
\\' 1 INTRODUCTION K
2 DEVELOPMENT OF MACOS . B
Procedures for‘awarding pre-
., college science education

development projects.”
History of MACOS develooment
Peer evaluation of EDC'S pro-
posals for funds d
Conclusions .
Recommenddtions -
Agency ‘comments "8
N . .
3 EVALUATION OF MACOS ,
: Types of testing and eValuations
. of \MACOS
Signilficance of 1earn1ng gains
Comg}eteness )
* ‘Followup evaluation 4\
Protecting human subjects .
Conclusions , .
Recommendation 7
- ’ ¢ Agency comments -

4 OBTAINING A COMMERCIAL PUBLISHER FOR
MACOS -
General« process for obta1n1ng a
commercial publisher .
< Award of publlshlng contract
' Professional services contract
between EDC and CDA
Relatlonshlps between the Foundation,
EDC, and cba ° .
-Conclusions :
Recommendations .
Agency comments -
] '
5 " IMPLEMENT»TION OF MACOS : .
. Procedures for awarding pre-
- colleger implementation projects
: . Implementation funding
Acknowledgment of support

-~ ! \‘ £

boouw i




Page
CHAPTER : ’
o Conclusigns : : 41 '
. ‘ Recommendations ’ 42
Agency comments 42
: Va4
. & EDC'S ADMINISTRATION OF ROYALTY INCOME. 43 ."
Foundatlon royalty income policy 43 .
" Foundation royalties earned on EDC .
projects ¢ 44
Monitoring- the EDC royalty pool 46
) Conclusions ﬁ 48
Recommendations % 48
) . Agency comments ' Voo © 48
s Matter for consideration by the
Congress i . 48
: N ) .
7 SCOPE OF’ 'REVIEW " 50 .-
¢ s . 3 .
APPENDTX _ )
"I Relatlonshlps between the Foundatlon, EDC,
and CDA . _ 52 ’
1 . Letter dated September 15, 1975, from
the Director, Office of Planning and
) Resoyrces Management, Natlonal Science ’
. R Foundation 55
CIIT Principal National Science Foundation
3 officials responsible for administering
) act1v1t1es dlSCUSSGd in this report 98'
, ABBREVIATIONS
CDA Curriculim Development Associates, Inc.
\ . i .
" EDC Education Development Center, Inc.
GRO General Accounting Office
" MACOS "Man: A’Course of Study"
OMB Office of Management and Budget

>

© T 00008v




| » . .
) ~ o .

COMPTROLLEREGENERAL'S”REPORT ADMINESTRATION OF THE -
70 THE HOUSE COMMITTEE SCIENCE EDUCATION PRGJECT e
. ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY - "MAN: A COURSE OF STUDY" ’
' 4 (MACOS) o
\\\ ) - oNational Science Foundation:
'DIGEST *“

"Man: A Course of Study," published in 1970,

is a social studies course (generally for

grade five) developed with National Science

Foundation support totaling over $7.4 mil-

lion.’, . . : ) - : o . -

GAO's study of that project suggests that ‘ .
administration of precollege- curriculum proj-
ects could be improved to insure that sound ,

- business practices_are followed by-Foundationn — ——r——o
officials and recipients of project funds. .o

Some projects produce income, chh as. royal-
ties, which the Foundation may .authoérizé
project granteés or contractors to use, but
‘such earnings andr use are not reported to 4
the Congress. The Congress may wish the - ~* J ,
. Foundation to determine thé significance of .
such income, and require a report of re-
R ceipts and expenditures for use in consider-
’ . ing the Foundation's annual appropriation
. request. (See pp. 44 and 48.) - (
" GAO recommendationé*to strengthen management . .
of  Foundation projects include: .

s/ '
\/Itf

--Ascertaining if a competitive process is

feasible and.effective for developing edu- .

" gatidnal products. (See pp. 4 and 10.)

" ]

--Establishing procedures so that files are
documented to show (1) disposition of

project evaluators'- comments and (2) rea- X

sons for supporting or not supporting proj- .

Fa ,ect- implementation proposals. (See pp. 8, s
’ 10,39, and 42.) b

-

--Reéquiring. documentation. ‘to support reasons
given by grantees or contractors in ‘select-
ing a publisher to market education mate-

. rrialé developed with Foundation support and

e v insuring that publisher interest in mar-

keting such materials is ‘redétermiried when®

. Upon removal, the report ’ .

’ El{llc cover daje should be noted hereon. - o . MWD-76-26
. w'00006 . . R
. -, 'R - M w




conditions change that could affect

°

.publisher selec%}oh.‘ (See pp. 22 and 30.) .

--Reviewing all contracts and subcontracts
for marketing educational materials. (See
pp. 25 and. 30.) = . L - .

--Conducting a réeview of .the "Man: -A Course-

~of Study". developer's royakty -fund trang-
actions, evaluating the review results, in
consider.ing the need fdr more frequent
audits of the royalty fund, and more -

* closely examining that developer's income
reports to help monitor the royalty fund.

" .(See pp. 44, 46, and 48.)-. "+ =

The Foundation has no guidelineé for evaluat- -

I
.2 3 . D

ing tne effectiveness of educational products
it supports or formal procedures for deter-
mining. any adverse. impact on human subjects
using the materials. (See pp. 11 and’15:)

The Foundation funded an extensive evaluation
of the projéct before” commercial distriku-
tion; ‘however, evaluation .claims of signifi-
cant learning gains for children taking the
,course were .questionable because of limita-
tions in the evaluation ﬁeqigﬁ. . (See p. 11.)
GAO in another sthdy is considerding evalua-
tion of Foundation-supported education proj-
ects but in-the _interim recommends that the

3 -

Foundation's Director? . ;

--Establish procedures, for selecting peer re-
viewers of! proposals for curriculum devel-
opment to insure that views of intended
users, such as school administraters and
teachers, are obtained._  (See p. 10.)

. &

«~—-Review the -need for establishing procedures
to safeguard human subjects involved in its

- educational activities. (See p: 17.)

The Foundation'agreed with GAO's recommenda-‘*

. tions. (See pp. 10, 17, 31, 42, 48, and 55.)

A )

kN




GAO 1dent1£1ed one questionable transaction
between the Foundation and the project de~ -
veloper and another involving the. developer; Y
the publisher, and the National BEndowment :
, for the Humanities. GAO recommends’ review .
of ‘the transactions and necessary adjustments.
(See pp. 27, 31, 46, and- 48 )
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to a March 13,71975, regyest of the Chairman,
House Committee on Science .and Technology, and subsequent

:‘agieements with his office, we.'reviewed|aspects of the -

-development, evaluation, and}implehenta ion of the National
§pience Foundation-supported science cu riculum development
project "Man: ,ArCourse of Study" (MACQS\. We considered

--Foundation'"s policies and procedures\for (1) dg?elop—
ing, evaluating, and “implementing science education’

" projects at the precollege level and for (2) dis-
posing of royalty income’ from the projects. “ .

--Extent of boﬁ%etition involved in :the q§vélopment
and, maiketing of MACOS< * ‘

w

- 3. e e e e "
--propriety of a professional services agréement -

between the MACOS developer and pgblisher.

--Determination of the rate for royalty payment to the
Foundation resulting from MACOS sales and the dis-
position of MACOS royalties due the Government, and

generally examined the MACOS developer's royalty pooI

used to account -for royalties received from all
Eoundation—supported science educatich projects. A
financial audit was not .performed due to time con-
straints. .t - ' ¥
~-Foundation's polity concerning endorsing science
education mgtgria}s developed with its support.'(

--Evaluations of MACOS during agvelopment.

. [

” L}
--Foundation's policy and procedures for protecting
g humgncsubjectsﬁlnvolyed in its -science education ™
activities. ., . ) )
+

-

} ’ ~ ¥ &,
--Background.data on the- MACOS developer and publisher
ind -their relationships ta the Fouridation.

/MACOS is a(Foundétioﬁ-suppgrted;sScial studies course
(gengraliy for grade five) developed by the. Education
. ' - lvl -
&

2
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Development Centerq Inc. (EDC), l/ a nonprofltvcorporatlon
engaged- in educational research and.development lotated-in’
Massachusetts. The MACOS, materlals were publlshed "in*1970
and are being. d1ssem1nated under contract“w1th BEDC by Cur-
riculum Develooment Associatesy, Inc. (CDA), a commercial
corporation for developlng and publishing education cur-

Aculums,located in- Washlngton,-D C. - v o
_ . K T *
Sl MACOS uses Studles of selected animal groups and the -

- Nétsilik Eskimos--a simple human society--to explore* the
roots of,human social- behav1or. According t9 EDC, MACOS
emphaslzes the bloloorcal cont1nu1ty from animals to hamans’
and the dlstlnctlveness and diversity of the human cultural
heriitage. Course‘materlals include films, .filmstrios, - .

- slides, records, booklets, charnts, games, and d1splays. ®
CDA estimated that MACOS materlals were being used in about
) 14,700 schools in 47 States.

)

Science  Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861 et “),
as amended, which..authorized the Foundaticn to 1n1t1ate and
‘support (1) basic scientific research and {2) programs
~» to increase research potential through contracts or othen
R forms of ‘assistance, such as grants. : , .
The Foundation's sc1ence educatlon act1v1t1es,
administered by its science education directorate, consist
primarily of grant and fellowship programs ingended to im-
prove educatien for professlonal careers in science- and
technology-based fields, improve scientific literacy, and
- .increase. the efficiency and effectiveness of educational -
: ptocesses. Over the last 10 years (fiscal -years 1966-75),
these-act1v1t1es have received over 31 bllllon in funding.

* The Folundation identified 53. precollege-level cug-
riculum pro;ects——lncludlng MACOS~~under _the science educeﬁ
*. tion activities, for which.it provided about .$196 millioh .
¢ in funds during f1scal years 1956-75. EDC received about
.$4.8 miJlion during "fiscal years 1963- ~-70 for developing a
social studles cuzrlculum program that ‘eventually evolved
into MACOS. - VariQus grantees received over $2.3 million*
for Emplementing the materials during flscal years 1967-75
and about $326,000 for postevaluation of MACOS between
+ 1970, when it was published, and June 30, 1975. . .

- - v
A

’ s -

l/Formerlg\EdUCat;onal Services Incorporated.

-
-

. v"%j-‘»"':‘?}ii : ‘06016 ' -

*

The "development of MACOS was. supported under the Natlonal

€ . -
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. The science education directorate, headed by the
Assistarnt Director for Science Education, consists of the
following ‘units- - - . .oe " 1
. ) \ S
..« 1. -Office of Experimental Projegts and Programs-—-
' cdhoerned with discover ing new methods. for im- 1
proving science education-and ‘the testing-and -’ |
» v evaluation of  the methods:and with developing
and administeriﬁ@vhighly exper imental aqtigiﬁieéz
v . - - . 5
. 3. Division 6f Pre-College Education in Science-- i .
responsible for develcping-and.-implementing, means | >
. - *to improve S&ciemce tinstruction for kindergartén
X through the 12th grade, ralising the .Nation's . . ]
‘ science literacy level, and improving the in- - .-
-structional process.’ . e -
3. Division of Higher Education--generally. the same ‘
: as precollege division except that it .i's,con- .
cerned with post-secondary academic levels and
continuing ‘education programs for career i
scientists and engineers. =~ - ’ ’ . i
The“MAeoswprojeci is Ydministereddpy- the precollege
division, which contains a materials-and instruction ‘ -
development sectior, and an instructional improvement im--
plementdtion section. Within each section program managers
are responsible for administering project grants and con-
tracts. . Wwe primarily reviewed the policies, procedures, s ‘
dnd practices at the precollege level for supporting the 1
development, ‘evaluatign, and ‘implementation of science
education projects and the application of these policies, ]
procedures, and practices to MACOS. . ' ~, .
' i .
~ L

.
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o/ . EHAPTER 2 . - ..

- DEVELOPMENT OF MACOS

}
|
. * -
l ’ —~ ! - . a .
Foundation officials identify broad educdtionsl needs
L. and express these needs to the education and scientific com~
.o munities through program announcements. 1In response to .
these announcéments, unsolicited proposals for projects
to meet these. needs are submitted to the ‘Foundation. The ~ .~
preposals for product development are received throughout
the year and generally do not compete with other proposals.

L]

e

_ __ Product development proposals are usually sent out-
side the' Foundation to peer reviewers, who are requested

*  to review them and comment on their merits. For theé-MACOS
program, however, Foundation officials could not furnish -.

* ©  us wit! documentatlon showing the disposition of many o{ . | .~
the peer reviewers' comments. _ Al'so, most peer reviewers '
were affiliated with colleges and wuniversities and few
(3 out of 35) were potedtial users of the materials, such as
elementary school administrators and teachers. .
PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING PRECOLLEGE -

SCIENCE EDUCATIQE,DEVELaPHENT PRﬁJECTS'
- L - .

. No formal ptocedures éxist for assessing educational
needs. Instead, Foundation officials identify broad needs
through informal means, such as conferences, Aivisory Com=

_—mittee 1/ meetings, ideas from experts in the £ield, and in-
ternal expertise; through proposals received; and through .
a variety. of projects focused on problem and needs assess-
ment. The-broad needs are subsequently expressed to the
education.and .scientific communities by a number of mech-
anisms,-including professional journal articles, books,
and project reports or by special announcements and pro-

- o gram announcements by the Foundation. .
b . The.program announcements for the deveprment of
y aducational materials are circulated to individuals that

1/The Advisory Committee for Science Education is to pro-
. vide advice and recommendations concerning education -

. *  _activities to the Director of the Foundation, through
the-Assistant Director for Science Education. The Com-
mittee consists of from 9 to 12 members, who are appointed
by the Director - for l-year terms and are normally not-
reappointed for more than 3 consecutive terms.




* ‘request -them .each year- According to a Fcundation offi-
_ cial, this is  dorie to keep the number of proposals. re- .
. -. rceived to manageaple éropo;tioné;v-Approximately’Z,OOO
- program announcements for the development of educational
_materials are distributed yearly. ‘"However, other Founda-
_tion publications that describe the science education .
activities and reference the-documents that interested ‘
. Qersons,mq? request are much mére widely d;stributed.

3

- The announcements are included in the Foundation's
guide for ‘preparing proposals and opetating projects for
P materials and ins,trugt;-ion development. The announcement -,

+ guide defines the eligible agademic. grade levels, organi- .
. . zations, andfgtgigs for. which the .Foundation will accept
. f‘propo§als.-/dﬁéé"factdgs‘han remained basically un- ~, .

_change, over ~the .years.” - - ‘\' '

~

Z ” \ . . ; * v . o
b .+ Iﬂ_the materials and instruction development guide -
»* for fiscal year 1975 proposals, (1) .projécts werg ‘to
cover grades(kindengaften‘through 12, (2) the eligible
organizations generally included colleges and universitirs
~ on behalf of their staff membders and nonprofit organiza-
- tions, such as profggsional,'scientific, and educational
associations or societies; research institutes and lab=
_ oratorjies; and education consortia, and (3) the eligible
. fields included matfematical, physical, biological, med-
. ical,. engineering, nd social sciences ana‘EheJﬁistory
. _ghd'philosoghy of science. ‘ .

-

-
-

IR The- announcemegnt guide also_outlines the broad cate-
. gories’the qundation will consider supporting in award-
*ing projecfé.*,These categories have changed as educational
. neeGS'havq.ghanged.' Some categories included in the fiseal L
v year: 1975guide were: ‘a Y » -,

% * -
, -

—-Commft&ee ahdﬂFonferenée\studies designed to ”
identify problems in a given field and, to form-
ulate guidelines for the evolution of modern in-

»

4 . Btructional programs. a
: Y e
oot
—-Prqject?*tOcdevelop models of outside-the-
classrgom instruction. : ’ . .

"‘~-Projects to develop modes Of instruction

, . r&alistically approaching the needs of non-

v .t academically-oriented students. * v ¢:3 vo
, < [ N v - .
--projects to develop model courses oI cogrée
- . seguences using many types of learning and : .

teaching aids. (
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‘ Foundation, for-'developing éducational materials are gen-

as being potentially supportable, it is usually suoject

. &
- i3
»

The Foundation recogrized that these were not the only ac-
tivities worthy of support, but merely examples of broad _ i, '«
categories of activities 'for which support was appro- :
priate. Also' notéd in the. fiscal year 1975 guide were

‘broad areas, such as developing materials relating sci- R
ence and technology to environmental and societal prob-

lems, to which-the Foundation would give high-prioriky ...
consideration. |, : ' . .

2.

The precollege materials ,and instruction development
guide is a public indication of the Foundation's areas
of interest, but the Foundatioh does not consider it a o
solicitation., As a result, pfoposdls received by the v e

erally unsolicited, There is no deadline for the peceipt A
of ‘these proposals, which are received throughout the
year and generally do not coOmpete with other proposals. ..
According to. a Foundatidn official, the Science education
directorate accepts unsoligited proposals because it prez
'feqs to identify, broad needs and rely on scientific .and
educational experts to propose $pecific ways of meeting © - .
those needs. This also, allows proposers mdre freedom .
to develop their own ideas. * o .- —

When a preliminary proposal for developing educational
materials is received, the Foundation determines whether
the proposal is Botehtially supportable. This initial de-
termination is generally made by the Foundation's, program
“managers. If the proposal lacks- some pasic required °‘in-
formation (such as budget data and objectives), it is re- " -
turned to the proposer for completion; "if it does not ’
meet all the basic requirements (such gs’eligible,prganié
zations and-fields), the proposer is discouraged from "
submitting a formal proposal. . e .

Once the proposal is determined by the Foundation “

_to a mail review in whiéh' outside peer. reviewers are
request®d to examine it and comment on its merits. .
The Foundation usually also sends the reviewefs a let- .
ter noting the factors to be considered in reviewing
the proposals. Such factors include scientific merit,
the feasibility and eﬁfectivgneSS»of the proposed pro-
.@edures, competency of the investigators, ceasonableness
of the budget, potential for community impact, and com-
mitment of non-Foundatidn Sources as sSgons3Ors. " The .out—
side peer reviewers are primarily scientists and educa-

~ tors.competent in the fields-involved in the proposals.

. Upon receiving the reviewers' comment%b the Founda-

tion's program staff assesses them and theif impact on
o

s 00014 .

.
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a‘pfbp05él and may negotiate both substantive and gi—>

- nancial aspects of the proposal ﬁ@th the préposer. Gen- )

S

4

" Assistant Director for Bcien

erally, a summary of pertinent rg&iewens"comments is pro=-
wided -to the proposex for his consideration. When the . N
proposer . and Foundation staffarehqﬁfagreement, a. recommen-
dation for support is prepared. The Foundation makes' the

final decision as ‘to-:whether a propé§al’Wil}abe ﬁQndgd.

" -proposals that-the Foundation's program staff -have -
determined will not be .supported may bel withdrawn by the
proposer. The Foundation provides the opportunity to >
withdraw based mainly on.the proposers’ assumption- that .
a denial could be detrimental to them i submitting, fu-
‘ture proposals. Denied proposals are signed off at the , .

- division level after being  revieweéd and- assessed by the =7

- program man gers”ad§\5ection3heda of the. precollege -

>

materials”andhinsﬁidction,deVelopment section. . ,
Approvéls of support,require the signature of the.
ce Education after the pro-
ggam managers, :the section head, and-the division director’
have reviewed and.commented on the, propesals. Awards
‘involving expenditures ‘of at 1eqs;.$5oo,oooiin a single- s
year or -af least $2,000,000 in total must also be ap- S
proved by thé National Science Board. Projects are

generally funded annually, and_;ehewa}é requesting -ad- .
ditional 'support are also uspaliy_subjecg to peer re-

view. *Le ‘ ‘ -

*

-~ . p" [

HISTORY OF MACOS,DEVELOBMENT =~ . . = = -

-

- i < . i "f R . . -
.~ Dburing 196369, the Foundation awarded EDC three grants. - .
for the>deveélspmént -of -a Social Studies Cufriculum Program.
Two of ‘the grants, totaling about.$195,000, were for
producing'a.seriés'of.anthropologiqgl.filmé. . The third
grant, ‘which was amended 14 times and ‘totaled $4.6 million,
included working® further on the "films and developing cur- -

- riculum matér;aléﬂfbr elementary and high school segments- . °

*of theugrogram.c‘MACOS evélved from the program's elementary
Qsegmﬁnt-_- . . Lt ber S 0T ‘ . _

* ., * [

RO ’ - < -
) . +The Socigd Studies -Curriculum Program was conceived
_at ay1962 conference sponsqred. by EDC, the American -Coyh-

.bcfl'of'hearnédcsbciefies, and the Ford and Sloan Fdunda-

tioﬁs"&~§onference participants noted that much material
taught)in social studies agd?the‘humanifies'wgs‘primarily
history, and!tgey explo¥ed possibilities_for a. substantial
currifulum revigicn in these areas. The” program was intended-—
to produce an iytegrated'curriculum in social $tqdies“énd
the humanitie$ fd grades,kindergarted,thtough;lz.’ N !

. N S

B Y ) 4

.« R

> * ’

" . v




‘> Under‘the three Foundation grants awarded in 1963,

e EDC, was. to produce. a series of anthropological films that
A were to form a central part of six social studies units for
grades one to six. In 1965, EDC received additional fund-
ing for deve‘oplng currlculun units for other educatlonal

{ levels. e .

<

.

By the beglnnlng of 1966, the elementary segment
~ evolved into MACOS. A junior high Ssegment, not funded -
_by the Foundation, was .,to cover Greek and, Roman ClJlllza~v S
tion and to contrast 18th-19th ¢entury England and~Amer-
* ica. The work at the senior high level was eventually
limited to developlng a 10th grade course on the impact
Tt of techhology and science in 19th century England. The
.- Foundation discontinued sSupport for that course in 1968
_becauyse the developer had trouble“developing the:project
' materials. . . .
3 . ' e - . @
‘ ° PEER,EVALUATION OF EDC'S ..' .,
" PROPDSALS FOR “EUNDS -

)

- . " {In May 1963, EDC subm1tted to the Foundation a pfo-
posa) that’consolidated four earlier proposals seeking , )
support of film making for its elementary school social _ J/M
science .program. Foundatlon°off101alsvobta1ned peer re-

y, View comments on the earlier film proposals but not on .

* the consol;dated propasal, because most 6f the infor- .
mation iricluded in the latter proposal had also been * A ‘
presented in the earlier ones. EDC submitted five -
more proposals to the Foundatlon as amendments td the - -

- consolidated proposal; peer review comments were not . . .

obta1ned on two‘of them. . One authorlzed ‘EDC to make
course materials, available to schools; in this instance.

. ™ Foundation off1g\\ls believed a peer review was unneces- . .

sary. The other>involved teacher tra1n1ng and evaluation;
Foundation offlclaLs could ‘not explain -why peer rev1ew .

comments were th obta1ned 1n thlS instance.

.
AX)

According’ to a Foundatlon OfflClal, the Fohndatlon -
. , considers all reviewer comments: and communlcates them to .
>~ the grantee either-in a written summary or by telephone.
- Concernlng EDC's project, most reviewers recommended -
. project approval- severdl construdtive criticisms con- .
* cerned course content and,the evaluation ‘plan. For ex- ' .
¢ ample, three reviewers, commented as follows. . .

- 1. "The Eskimo film is also excellent, but the a L
", problems of using the Eskifo way of life in
. N * grammer, school has not beep faced. If a unit
.+ ¢ actually iddicated how Bskimos lived including
S " . promiscuity and cannibalism, no school board

> « g
. » B} N

Q . . “

-

, B e wire8 .
. .(,'j ?gfni 00016 _ -

15




: ® . .
>
. e

in the country- would allow the material to be
presented.” ST :

-~

2. "I am less impressed with Ehelexpected ‘outcomes
.. of such.new curricula, What impact will these
courses have on 5th and 10th grades other than
the imparting of information on baboons’; Eski-
mos, and Darwin? How will students be differ- .
ent and better for having been exposed to this
material?” - ) .o .
—— 3, "Phe rationale of the evaluation, program * * ¥

does not satisfy, especially because it "does

not specify evaluation in the only tegms that .

make educational sense--in comparison to some-

_thing." ¥ 4 . ,

Foundation records did not indicate, and -the program Ve
manager did not know, what disposition was made of these and

“ other comments.

s P )
. «
- v

* Mix of peer reviewers N : S

%

+

¢

In. total, 35 peer reviewers were selécted by the Founda-
tionn to comment on the proposals which evolved into the MACOS
project. Most of the reviewers, who 'were from the disciplines
of anthropology,, education; sociology, social psycheology, and
economics, were affiliated with col%eges and umiveisities.
Of the 35, 3 were from potential user groups, such as State
EQQQQEignﬂégsﬂgi§54andﬂgigmentanypand”seCOndanywéchgo&s&_~* e

>

CONCLUSIONS- ., , , . :

Kl

The Foundation generally receives unsolicited proposals
for developing educational matetidls that do not compete
with other proposals. As much competition as practicable
should be obtained to promote efficient and economical.pro-
curement. The Foundation should review the science educa-
tion needs to identify specific areas that lend themselves ~
to ,competitive procedurés, such as formal reguests for pro-
posals. ’ * .

_ The Found;éign's program manager for MACOS advised us .

that all peer review comments were considered; thus, we

cannot say that the projéct would have been any diffe-ent N
had 'the comments been formally considered. However’, be

cause peer 'évaluation is .an important part of the, Founda-
tion"s grant evaluation procedure, we believe that the |
extent of consideration and ultimate disposition of the

peer comments ‘should be documented. The Foundatioh, in - L

PO
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RECOMMENDATIONS. .

" AGENCY COMMENTS

thaining peer evaluation of proposed educational materials,
should especially obtain the views of the intended users in
the educgtionalucommunity. ‘ . ’.

< . -

o

We recommend that the Directotr of the Foundation:

~-Experiment with using competitive devices, such as
formal reguests for proposals, to ascertain. if a
competitive :process is feasible’ and effective for
developing edqcationai products. R

~-Establish procedures to insure that the evaluation

N and disposition of peer review comments are documented

in the project files. '

~
¥

. =~Establish procedures f;r selecting peer reviewers to
insure that the views of intended usérs, such as
gchool administrators and’ teachers, are obtained:

o

By letter daﬁéd September 15, 1975, the,Foundaiiqﬁ
agreed ' with our recommendations and stated :that actions needed
to. implement them are being taken. (See app. 1I.) s . s

2
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ﬁ- " CHAPTER 3 =~ = :
. o EVALUATION OF MACOS . .
: — — f )

77 Evaluation is the—princ¢ipal-way the Foundation, the
project group, and the educator can determine whether the
completed pro;ect has 'successfully achieved its objective--
improving. science education. The Foundation has no formal
guidelines spec1fy1ng the types of testing and evaluations
to pe performed on educational materials developed with its

. support. . , . . .
- - <. O \

' »

P O - EDC comprehensively evaluated MACOS. Based upon_its’
“tests, EDC claimed that students: partlcloatlng in ffﬁ'evalua-
tion program achieved 51gn1f1cant learnlng galns. -However,
the significance of pre-‘to post-test galnsvattrlbutable to
MACOS was questionable because of lrmltatlons .in EDC's evalua-

'tlon design.. Furthermore, a xedUCtion in the sample that
could have greatly affected test outcomes was not adeduately*®
explained in EDC's evaluation report. w. °

A v *
The Foundatiqn has adopted the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare's polity for protecting the rights and
‘welfare of human subjects involved in its supported activi-

‘ties, but it does not apply the pollcy to its educational
act1v1t1es. ‘

TYPES OF TESTING; AND EVALUATIONS OF MACOS ’

"

[n

During the 1n1t1al phases of MACOS develoomenw« EDC pro-,
poSed and conducted: evaluations. Using field test results,
these evaluations were primarily designed to prov1de a basis

.-, for revising course.materials. 1In school year 1965-66, EDC

* 'recorded student and EDC observer reactions to course materials
rn local classrooms in which MACOS was taught by EDCsteachers.

“in‘ the follow1ng school year, 20 teachers not® associated w1th

oroject development used MACOS in their classrooms, and the’

m@}erlals and sequence of presentation were. evaluated and )
about 50 students were interviewed to determine thelr reactions
to the course. 'Based upon these studies, the course materials ’
were modified. . T P )

Further extensive testing of MACOS for revision purposes
was conducted during 1967-693. The evaluation consisted of
interviews with studernts and teachers, observation of class-
room. activities, ob]ectlve check lists of classroom environ-
ments, and objective tests of content and concept learnipg.
Objective data was statlstlcally analyzed and, subjective

data clinically analyzed. Over 3 000 students from 162 urban
€
4
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and suburban classrooms’l/ across the country were included
-.in gheaevaluationT"Prev'@nd post-tests containing multiple
choice and Qpen~eqdéd ftems on information,’ concepts, and )
attitudes were -administereds 1In.l9 cliassrooms, 137 students
.and their teachers were selected for interviews to detetrmine
their reactions to the course. ' i B . .

-

I ) .

H

3 In addition, EDC staff made 109 observatiens in 29 class-

‘rooms_to~see the course in action and to evaluate teaching.
styles. Teachers evaluated the course through ‘questionnaires;

70 were returned. In 14 classrooms from 5 school systems, .

. 350 -non-MACOS students and 4 of their teacher’s were observed

. . and interviewéd; however, this was done only for 1968-69 and
was not .used .to support the learning gain cldims. demonstrated -
by pre-test, post-test results. . <. . .

~
- .

-

L
-

SIGNIFICANCE OF LEARNING GAINS - o |

]

<

. MACOS has two major sections, ‘Man*and Other Animals and -
. the Netsilik unit. EDC claiméd that, based on its studies of’
-..__ .participating students, children taking both sections of ‘the
~cduise made ‘significant learning gains. _According to a
project evaluator, the same students.dere involved in the .
pre- and post-testing (using the same test) for the curriculum
: - evaluations. In this connection, among EDC's major findings
[ on Man and Other-Animals were that (1) learning gains were
X not associated with the students' intelligence or previous
knowledge in the area”and (2)-those students with pdor |
. sacademic background,. found so often in the ihner city, gained
T in learning and mastery over ‘the ideas and concepts as much
| as those whose beginning positions - were much stronger: These ‘
x claims were reiterated by CDA, the publisher for MACOS, in - - - _
| . its brochure advertising the course. Concerning the
% Netsilik unit, EDC qualified its claim for students with .

poor academic background, concluding.that test gains were \
greatest for those students of highest'intelligence quotient.
and least for those of lowest. . - . < . )

Evaluation experts state that, when a one-group, pre-
test, post-test design. is used, resulting changes cannot be
adscribed to the program being evaluated. Thus, attributing
» significant gains.to the project curriculum is questionable’

becduse the maturing of the student, differences among o
teathers, and the "testing" effect (that is, students taking
. a test, for -4 second time usually do better than those taking

it for ‘the first time) may have contributed to the gains. ‘ :

.~ N - * %

[

1/Iricluded 14 school systems in 1967-68 and 6 in 1968-69. L

. C T 00020 ‘ S
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In aéknowlgdging such factors, project evaluators admittg!i“
tpat they .had not determined the impact of such effects on
their evaluation. . o ‘ . . ;

C Furthérmore, a test standard--that is, an expected level
st of achievement--had not beén established before the field
) tests. Without such a standard, measuring ‘the relative im-
. portance of sparticipants' gains is difficult. As one alter-
native, a comparison with other students or classes using
other social studies curriculums (and related standardized
tests which were available) could have partially measured
“+  the significance of gains. .
Project evaluators .stated that, despite %pcﬁ factors as
the absence of a control: sample, in their judgment statisti-
’ cally significant learning gains were related to the MACOS
program. However, because of, the lack of evaluation data,
' tested learning gains realized by. the participating students
" .capnot be shown to-be the result of the MACOS program. We
believe the statistical significance of the learning gains
was obvious. For example, our analysis showed that (because
of the high numbe:s of* students tested), for a statistically
.significant learning gain to have occurred, students would
have had to increase their pre-test scores only by less.
than. one more duestion answered correctly (0.57) on the
postr-test, or from 34.4 correct answers (see the following
table) to about 35. This stréngthens our belief. that a
pne-establishéd test standard or objective was needed to
measure the relative importance of thé results of the MACOS

L]

testing. .

EDC, after testing thé Man and Other Animals unit,
stated that students with poog academic backgrounds,
found so often in the inner city, gained ag much learning
and mastery ovet the ideas and concepts as those whose
beginning positions w~ere much stronger. dowever, EDC did
. ~not demonstrate that inner city students gained as much
. -as students from.other systems. Our analysis of available
‘EDC summary cata. showed that, while inner city students did
gain,  their gains were lTess than the gains of suburban ang
" other. urpban students. This andlysis is presented in the
‘following’ table. - ' <
. ~

Al .
" ~ - @
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A ..
_ ._' 2 Results (meén) - .
.. - ; : . Pre-test Post-test -¢-
Type of Number Oof Number correct .correct
school students., of items answers answers' Gain®
Inner city 439 65 31,1 39.8 &* 8.7 .
Suburban and . ‘ ‘ ) )
¢ other urban - 1,207 55 , 35.7 ¢ 46,1 10.4
Total e+ 1,646 65 .. 34.4 - 44.4  10.0 -
P e R -] 2 - * >’ ) o~ . .
COMPLETENESS -« - -~ - - - « o=

In yék'evaluation report, EDC claimed that, for test

year 1967-68, 2,182 students participated inthe field test

of both sections o0f the: MACOS materials. However, results
were reported for only 1,646 students for the Man and Other
Animals. segmentg and 782 students for the Netsilik unit. Among
reasons cited by project evaluators for the differences in
numbers was the Fact that participating students weré” unable
to complete both sections of the course in-one school year. ‘
W#e believe that this fact, and the other reasons for &he
_differences, should have beén adequately reported (through

the evaluation report) to educator’s considering purchasing

the product. The importance of such data was shown by EDC's
statément that its materials could nét succéed without the -
Netsilik segment .and that téachers should make sure that the
segment received its full share of time during the school year.

FOLLOWUP EVALUATION !

. In.l1970, the Foundation awarded tne Washington School
of Psychiatry $14,000 to undertake a feasibility study to
identify evaluation appnroaches for MACOS. Antioch College
was awarded .$49,409 in fiscal year 1972 fand 3$262,600 in
fiscal year 1974 to make a comparative followup evaluation*
of MACOS resulting from the feasibility study.. The evalua-
tion will include ‘2 standardized social studies test; a

_pre- and post-test, to be given to pboth MACOS and non-HMACOS
students, that will include some MACOS and non-3AQOS speci-
fics; dnd classroom observations with followup interviews.
The evaluation--scheduled for completion in January 1977,

*approximately 6 years aftsr #ACOS pudlication--is in-"\
tended to provide answers to the .following guestions: '’

--What do students who take iACOS learn?
--@nat do they'retaih?’

--Is what-MACO% students learn different from what '

3

non-rACOS students learn? ) .

-
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PROTECTING HUMAN SUBJECTS ) ~ ' N

% ..

R In December 1971, the Department of Héalth, Educatfon,_ =
and ‘Welfare issued "The Institutidhal Guide to DHEW Policy
on Protection of Human Subjects" to safequard the rights
and welfare of human subjects involved in activites supported < B
by its grants or contracts. Persons who may ‘need protecting
inckud@d<§atieqts, donors of organs, and students in"éduca- -
tional training supported by the Department. The injuries
.to bé\pgotected against were broadly defined ‘Y3 physical,
psychological,, sociological, and others. The institution
requesting Depar tment support’ was expected to apply the
policy to protect human subjects involved in the planned
activity. According to a Department official, the policy
was -issued under the general authority of the Public Health
Service Act and was not a statutory requirement. ’
. . - / : & P} * = .
MACOS was published before. the Fogﬁaatiqn voluntarily
adopted the Department's, policy in October 1973. Oofficials . , ,
of the Foundation's precollege educational directorate * '
and Office of General Counsel indicated that. they were uncertain
about. the policy's intended application to. the Foundation's 3
science education activities.' The Foundation's Deputy General
Counsel subséquéently reviewed the Foundation's statement
on human subjects as published in its grants administration
manual and -determined that it was not intended to be applied .
to its educational activities. Her interpretation follows:
s

-

"paragraph 272 of the NSF [National Science Founda-

tion] Grant Administration Manual (NSF 73-26, Oct.

1973 states that the safequarding of ‘the rights o .
and welfare of human subjects involved in-activities >
supported by NSF grants is the responsibility. of the
grantee institution. The paragraph goes on to state -
in effect that pending publication of NSF guidelines,
grantees are expected to follow the DHEW [Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare] pollicies on the
protection of human subjects, i.e. the regulations ‘'
published by DHEW .in May 1974. Paragraph 272 is so
worded, however, as not to actually require NSF
grantees to follow the DHEW.publicatIons but rather

to only suggest that they consider doing ' so."

x kx % % *
” “wx % % Furthermore, a close reading of the May
1974 final DHEW regulations on human subjects in
- ‘genegag;ana the proposed November 1973 DHEW regu-
“lations specifically covering children. indicate
quite clearly that the intent of the regulati&q;
. S <« ‘
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is to cover med1cal, behavioral and s1m1lar types
of laboratory research (examples given din- the. .
guldellnes include drug research and research on
diseases pecullar to"children). Consequently,
grants such as ‘these made by the NSF Education.
‘Directorate for the development of 1nstruct1onal
“materials were not intended to be covered by
Paragraph 272 of NSF Grant Administration Manual,
and grantées under ‘such * * * grants are not ox-
pected*to follow the DHEW regulations?™ .

_ The Foundat1on gu1del1nes as proposed in paragraph 272 of
its grant~adm1n1strat1on manual were 'not issued. Also, para-
~graph. 272 refers grantees-to the Department s December 1971
policy for gu1dance in applying the policy and not the De-
partment's May 1974 requlations as cited by the Foundat1on s
-Deputy General Counsel. .
. The Department's policy became a regulation (45 C.F.R. 46)

in. May 1974. The regulations were issued under 5 U.S.C. 301,
which provides general authority to. the head of an executive
department to issue regulations for governing his department,
and .were ‘applicable to all Department grants and contracts

: support1ng research, development, and related activities in
which human. subjects were involved, except those awarded by
its Office of Education and National Institute of Education
unless spec1£1cally adopted by them. ..The regulations were
not adopted by these constituent ageﬁc1es' however, their
officials advised us that a policy for protecting human o
qubjects had been and was being appl1ed to their educational
activities. We d1d not make further inquiries at these

» agencies to determ1ne the rextent of use of the policy or, 1ts
effect1veness in protect1ng ‘human subjects. .

b

CONCLUSIONS ~

‘.

' EDC conducted a comprehensive evaluation o6f MACOS.
‘However, the significance of pre- to post-test gains attri-
butable to MACOS was questionable because of limitations. in
EDC's evaluat1on design. Furthermore, EDC's reporting of
"test results was incomplete because it did not adequately
report factors which could have significantly affected
evaluation outcomes.

<

€ R

. EDC's evaluat1ons d1d not compare ach1evement of MACOS
and non-MACQS students;. however, planned evaluations will
prov1de suich data. Tn1s data would be useful to educat1onal




- RECOMMENDATION

users in selecting educafional products and would perhaps .
have 'greater impact if available when the product is ori- T
ginally marketed. - )
The Department's réegulations for protecting human sub-
jects are applicable only to its activities--adyption Dby -
other- Government entities is voluntary. The Department's
educational units--the Office of Education and the National
‘Institute of Education--are exempt from ‘the _regulations but
apply a policy for protecting human subjects to their ed-
ucational activities. Although the Foundation has adopted
the Department's policy, it does not apply the policy to its
-educational actiyities and has no formal procedures for
safeguarding humgﬁ subjects involved in those activities.

Y

-

We negoﬁmend that 'the Director of'the‘Foundation review
thie need. for establishing procedtites to safeguard human sub-
jects involved if the Foundation's educational activities. )

I8

We are considering the effectiveness of education preduct
evaluations in a separaté review of nine other -Foundation-
sponsored science education projects. That review will provide

a more appropriate basis for any suggestions for-improving
the Foundation's ‘educational product gvaluationu *

€
© ' . *

AGENCY COMMENTS @ . LT e

Thé Foundation agreed with ‘our recommendation and said -
it would review the need for procedures to protect human
subjects under its educational programs. The Foundation’
commented that its nonapplication of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare's policy £0x. protecting human subjects

. -to.Foundation educational activities was in accord with De-
. partment thinking. The Foundation commented, however, that

there are instances where the Office of Education and the
National Institute of Education apply the policy (not the
regulations) to.their educational “a¢tivities but not usually
to their -curriculum development grants. ;
4

. As previously stated, we- did not determine the egtéﬂt T
that the Office of Education and National Institute of Ed- -
ucation were using the policy fbdr protectirg human subjectsy
however, their officials advised us that they consider the
protection of human.subjects in reviewing all grants and

contracts for educational activities.

-
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. . N . .

The Foundation stated it was withholding, comment. on

the effectiveness of educational evaluation because we are *
consideting evaluation of Foundation-supported edgcati@na&»\\s
materials "ifA another study. The Foundation-offgféd the ..
following brief comments on our review of the MACOS evalu-
ation, which it haQ\préviously.discusSed informally w%th R

us.

7 N .
- - € N

. *

The Foundation commented that it difgered with us as,’

.to the significance of formative evaluation (testing per- -
formed on educational mateérials during development. to * -
determine needed revisions) as bpposed td summdtive eval- "
uation (testing of final educational materials ‘to deter-
mine if objectives have been met).- Foundation officials
balieve the MACOS evaluaticn should not have been expected

. to account for the critical issues.we raised, suych as

']

:student maturation, because the evaluation was formative,

‘We believe tHit the question of formative vezsqs.summative

is not relevant to the issue; namely, did the MACOS ‘evalua-
tion support its claims of significant ledrning gains? Re—@*
gardless of the type of evaluation, we ‘believe claims .

shduld not be made that are not supported%by-the'evalﬁatibﬁ& )

o
EE e

_The Foundation noted that our conclusions on/the MACOS *¢

evaluation were_ reached aftef analyzing 1 of 78 findings in
EDC's évaluation report.). The majority of test results for
MACOS reported by EDC were based upon subjective testing -
(interviews with students _and teachers’,’ and ‘observations of
sclassroon activities). We recognize the importance of sub-
jective testing. as a mechanism in obtaining students' and
teachers' opinions of materials being developed. It produces
results, however, which are based on personal intcrpretations

of responsés from participants being tested.

fe
HY

egéluators presently performing the.post-evaluation of MACOS,

. - ~
_In a’'proposal submitted-to the,Foupdation by the

“the, following comments were made about the subjective test-
ing performed dgr%gg MACOS development: . ot 4
"t‘*'*'There was ﬁéhvy dependence Eadé on the .

-

comments ‘of children and teachers cbtained through
"interviews to'signal the effects of the curriculum
on.children's intellectual and psycho-social de-.
velopment. "Protocols were interpreted from the .
« frame of reference of the theories and beliefs under-
. lying the curriculum. The protocols or transcripts
provided from which interpretations were made and" -
inferences drawn; are in some instances Subject to

quite.other interpretations and inferences than o

those of * * * Jthe.evaluators]. * * *in somé

- ~

"

£.50 0 18, 00026
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.‘ - cases, at least, the significance of the utterances
 of. students is in the eye of ‘the beholder, not
‘ necessarily in the mental state or developinent of
¢ . the student. This is an inherent limitation of
non-exper imental methodology. : .

"The ways in which data are analyzed and interpreted,
in some cases, or in which the basis of their selec-
tion for analysis or presentation was made, leave
ohe unable to assess the implications of the data

.in any objectively definable sense. * * * One gets

a sense of intensive ex post facto hunting for ex-

. - amples' that ar coRsistent. with_the theoretical,

: idéological, and desigq beliefs%andshopes of the
authors. - 1 1

¢ ) .

wx * * There is an equally strong impression

that the ex pdést facto = interpretations were Co.
detived directly. fram initial theory and- con- e
ceptualizations, although it is.difficult to N
demonstrate such a connection with corfidence. -

==

- "While innumerable instances.are given by * *, %
» [the evaluators] of, failures or shortcomings of

. - the course * * *, it is difficult to discern a s
consistent scheme for deciding whether the &
course is doing better or worse. It appears €

that an answer inevitably would be '. . .it
all depends.'" . - .

Ac a result of the inherent difficulties in, trying to
interpret results from subjective testing, we analyzed the
claims made by EDC from the .objective testing. performed
which were ‘more widely distributed to the intended users .-~

. 'of MACOS through’a publishing brochure. However, we found
that, for these c¢laims, the significance of pre- to post-test
gains attributable to MACOS was questionable because of
limitations in EDC'$“evaluation "design. That is, EDC did
not account for, some factors that could .have a significant

‘effect on the test results, such as maturirng of the student,
the "testing" effect resulting From taking the same test -a
second time; and differences among teachers.

A

o

H

Although we only reviewed the claims made by EDC as a
result of the pre- and post-testing titat were widely dis-
tributed, it would appear that all claims- made by EDC as a
result of ~the pre- to post-testing are questionable because
of the testing factors EDC did not account, for. For ex-
ample, one.claim make by EDC in its -evaluation Eeport was
that on overall vocabulary competence, a 30-percent increase,

.
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| ~ from an- average 40 percent to an average 70 percent level
of knowledge, was found. _However, what percent of the
increase was attributable’ to maturing of ti > students
(suchi as from television, environment, and .  ther classes
in’school) and from taking the same test a second time
cannot be determined since EDC did not account for these
" factors. )

. F

i The Poundation commented that it and ths MACOS evaluators
do not agree with our interpretation of one objective test
claim made in the evaluation report and publisher's brochure.
The specific finding they were referring to was in relation-
ship to the EDC claim on the Man and Other Animals unit that:
"Those students with poor academic background, found
so often in the center city, gained in learning and
mastery over the ideas and concepts as much as those
whose beginning positions were much stronger "’ -

- . The MACOS evaluators, during our initial discussions
' with them, referred us to a table in EDC's evaluation report
to support this claim. Our evaluation of this claim 1is
LT presented on pages 13 and 14. However, during our rtecent
discussiéns with the MACOS evaluators and Foundation of-
ficials, they said that we oversimplified the claim by
. placing too.much emphasis on the center city (inner city)
portion of the claim. -9 o

..’ The MACOS evaluatdrs stated that, although the claim
reads "found so often in the center city," they never meant
« for the claim to be interpreted as a comparison between
center city students and students from®other school systems.
They stated that the comparison was mcani to be between
students with poor academic background$é and students whose
beginning positions were much stronger. However, regardless
of what was intended, the claim as was actually presented to
potential - users could, we believe, cause a reader to assume
o that a center city ‘comparison was madc and that those students
would gain as. much as students.whose beginning positions
. . were much stronger. : . ,

o
@.
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*  -CHAPTER 4

' ) " OBTAINING A COMMERCIAL PUBLISHER FOR MACOE\\“T:@a )

The Foundation's policy for é;stributing'eddcational
products stresses the need for com etition in publisher sélec—:
tion. In accordance with this policy, EDC initially offered
MACOS to- all interested publishers. After” some conditions
had changed that could have influenced publisher interest;
the Foundaticn did not require EDC ‘to redetermine publisherj
interest. This may have reduced the extent of competition -
in selecting a publisher. Also, EDC's reasons for selecting
CDA as the MACOS publisher. as submitted to the Foundation
for approval, :were not totally 'supported. B -

The Foundation chose- not to review an EDC-contract with
the MACOS publisher, CDA, providing services essential for
marketing MACOS; ‘thus, the Foundation lost control of .fugds
accruing under the =contract from sales of MACOS. EDC_anf{gCDA
used funds from this. contract to support another EDC project
by. obtaining matching unds from the National Endowment for
the Humanities. Thé Endowment arguably did nct have the
statutory authority to match these moneys. .

* GENERAL. PROCESS .FOR OBTAINING
. A COMMERCIAL PUBLISHER

i

rhe Foundation's February 14, 1969, document "Policies
for the Distribution of Publications and Other Materials .
Developed- Under, the Science Education Programs of the Nas
tional Science Foundation," which provides guidance for the
distribution of education materials developed with its funds,
iné¢luded the following: :

"Policy must * * * achieve maximum educational
henefits for all potential users, Educational
benefits will take precedence over all other con-
siderations, including possible generation of

« - Jincome. - N

~h

wx % * public and private interests must be safe-
~ guarded.. [An example of public interest is the
continuing availability of. the education mate- ¢
. rials.] * * * 1In the private sector, the ‘concern
. - is avoidance, insofar as practical, of interference
with normal commércial practices * * *. For in-
stance, there should be open- competition among .
* * % organizations for distributicn rights to
. project materials. Agreements with: distributors
should provide for price levels consistent with .
the existing competitive price structure. In the

21 .
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case of commercial organizations royalties add
other conditions should be adjusted to allow a =
. reasonable but not undue profit." {,/t/

* k . * M

“* * * The grantee,  as owner of the materials,

may ‘negctiate and enter into contracts with dis- ’ .

tributqrs, The steps leading to negotiation as

well as the negotiztions are mornitored by NSF “

[Nat1ona1 Science FOuﬁﬁat1on], and resu1t1ng con- _ .

tracts are subject to NSF approval. * * *!

* * x * *

"The financial 1nterest of NSF * * * ip a11 ‘mate-

.r1a15rshall be in proportion to financial support
. by NSF' of the mater1als or ‘projects * * *_ "

When the grantee and the Foundat1on agree that the edu-
cational materials developed are to be printed and published
commercially, the grantee develops a plan for obtaining a
publtsher that the Foundation must approve. The plan gen-
erally cons1sts of the drantee's hotification, usually in
trade Journals and through a maiiing list, to prospective
publishers that the materials are available for publishing.

The dgrantee then holds a conference with interested pub-
11shers and sollc1ts formal requests “to publish the materials.

The grantee is respons1b1e for evaluating the proposals
received and subm1tt1ng the selection and reasons for it to
the Foundation for a proval. The grantees are provided with

. the Foundat1oh's ddcument on the broad policies for distribut-
- ing ‘materials! However, the Foundation has no specific

written crite 1av such as defining expected publisher capa-,
bility 2nd reasonable profit, for grantees to consider in se-
lecting a publi'sher. When the Foundation's approval is ob-
tained, the grantee negot1ates a contract with the publisher
which is subject to review and. approval by the Foundat1on,
although the Foundat1on does not become a formal Jparty to

the contract. . -

54 i

AWARD OF PUBLISHINC C6NTRACT

Beginning] in 1967, EDC tried to obtain a commercial
publisher for MACOS and complied with the Foundation's re-
quirements for| selecting a publisher by advising publishers
that MACOS was ava1iab1e for publication, through such means
as aavert1sements in trade journals, and by sett1ng up a bid-
ders conference. | . .
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- During 1967, EDC contacted over 50 bﬁblisheng and met
separately with 43 that indicated some interest in MACOS;
however, no publisher was willing to market MACOS. *The
publisher ‘reactiaon to MACOS was unfavorable apparently be-
. =~ cause the | _ . . ) Coe

’ o *
. o .
. \ . ot

Y . X N - . . 4
--special concepts were unconventional,
- 5 ‘-‘f’ N . . ) . . L ~ 1
--special .trainifig was required for teachers,

v L4

. -<ptojéct materials were inpovative, 2aud ) )
ROV .

--films and other materials were costly.:

_ Because 'no cbmmgrciaﬁ publishers willing to ‘market
MACOS could be found, in’ unq;%969 the Fouhdation authorized
EDC .to commercially publish anfl distribute the materials .
in an effort'to demonstrate the commeicial feasibiiity and
'~ profitability of marketing MACOS. EDC had, sales of* abolt
."%$578,000 at cost during a l7-month period. . ‘

-

In the spring of 1969, the Foundation decided to accept
a low royalty rate to help obtain # ' commercigl publisher for
MACOS and to keep from adding further cost.’tp the expensive - ;
MACOS materials. The Foundation royalty ratgs were: (1) ’
3 percent-for "text materidls, (2) 5 percent for ,four Man and |
Othgr Animals Super® 8 filmss; and (3) 2-1/2 pesrcent for six
Netsilik Eskimo Super 8 films. 1/ Officials of the Founda-

tion “and EDC acknowledged that the Foundation's rates were
low. . . ‘ .

. Although«theklcw royalty rate was designed to gttﬁagt’
a commercial publisher and some trial sales results were
available to demonstrate a deqan¢;fcr MACOS, the Foundation
s did not require> EDC to formally advertise this change or to .
.- convene another publishers' conference. Broad dissemination
of the royalty rates and the sales results might have in-
creased, the competition for a MACOS publisher.

. Eventually five commerc¢ial publishers showed serious
- interest in publishing MACOS; however, one--Initial

Teaching Alphabet--did not submit a. proposal. The other

four submitted proposals on the follcowing datgs: ,

o~

1/In addition, the National Film Board of Canada, a joint
produGer of the Netsilik films, received a 5-percent
royalty for these films, .and five commercial film rights
holders received royalty rates ranging from nothing-to
‘ 30 percent, or an average rate of about 19 percent.

. -~ 7 . .
- . N /’\
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International Learning Corp., ,

. Fort Lauderdale, Fla. . June "25, 1969 -
o R ‘ i .
KDI Instriictional Systém, Inc.,
Columbus, Qhio-. . ¥ Hecember 1969
Westinghduée~Leafniﬁg-€6f§.,, o
New York, N.Y. ) January 30, 1970
CpA, Inc., RN . L
Wwashington, D.C. . Y. February 23, 1970.

According to the MACOS' project director, the five pub-
lishers were provided with the predetermined royalty rate,
so it was not a factor in the negotiations. T

.

o

>

1

Moritoring publisher selection ) .

°

International.learning and KDI were initially eliminated
from the competition, although EDC's records do not document
the reasons for the decisions. Also, EDC's basis for select-

. ing CDA over Westinghouse Learning in March 197¢@, as submitted
to the Foundation for approval, was not totally supported. .
EDC's four selection criteria provided the Foundation and our

evaluation thereof follow.

’

N,
\

--The first criteria was the ability to perform the
mechanics of publication. EDC advised the Foundation
that both finalists had this ability, but an EDC of-

" ficial told us that Westinghouse Learning had more TN
publishing experience. . . \
. -~ --The second criteria was,financiai\tapability. EDC . "

did not determine the financial capability of either - -

finalist before selecting CDA. )

--The other two criteria concerned dissemination plans
and teacher training. -EDC informed the Foundation
that, althHough each finalist had these capabilities,’
CDA had--(1) shown greater interest in- considering
alternative dissemination designs and (2) better
staff capability to .implement tcacher training re-
quirements. Howevei, EDC could not provide documen-
tation to support these conhclusions.

Accordihg to an EDC official, the decision to select CDA
was ultimately based on EDC's confidence in the people of
that organization. However, this was not one of the specific
criteria EDC communicated to the Foundation to justify select-
ing CDA. i
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Moreover, we were advised that a part-time EDC employee,
instrumental in developing EDC's MACOS dissemination plans,
also assisted CDA in formulating its MACOS dissemination
strategy. Further, the responsible EDC official "advised us
that this individual's favorable assessment of CDA'S capa-
bilities was one of the factors considered in selecting CDA
as publisher. Such a situation may have given CDA an ‘advan-
tage over other interested. publishers and should have been
disclosed to the Foundation. Details of this situation are.

included in appendix I. .

 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES . CONTRACT

BETWEEN EDC AND CDA ’ ) . '

In seeking a publisher, EDC gonéidered'the requiremeht

for teacher trainming in the use of the MACOS matérials as a

necessary part of any publishing agreement. Concurrent with

"the signing of the MACOS publication contract on July 20,

1970, EDC and CDA entered into a separate contract, referred
to as a professional services contract, in which they agreed
that the following services would be provided: ’

"1, During the term of CDA's license to publiish
said materials,- EDC agrees to use its best efforts
to assist CDA in its dissemination efforts includ-
ing the utilization of its staff and resources in
activities of the following type: )

) a. ,liaison with schodls and school systems, col=-

{ .lege and university pre-service training pro-

grams and with appropriate private.and govern-=
mental agencies concerned with curriculum and

siaff development .

b. identification of present or prospective users -
of the Work- and leadership "teachers trained in
summer institutes \

c. assistance in the development of€¢eacheri
training programs (both in-servi‘gjand pre-

‘ service) P V-

d. joint development of a communications and in-
formation exchange among educational institu-
tions using the Work. ) :

e. revision, modification or supplementation of

the wWork LT ’ .

£. continuing research and evaluation of the ex-
tent to which the Work is accomplishingits
objectives -

.g. these and other efforts to be undertaken shall
) be determined by EDC in consultation with®
s CDA. . ..

.

'R

. , o |
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2. It is understood and agreed that the above ¢
‘will be undertaken solely within the limit of
: funds made available by cba to EDC as herein-
after set forth."

,

To finance these services, the profe551onal serv1ces
contract provided for CDA to pay EDC half of its promotion-

: equal’ that of the normdl. commercial practlce for dissemina-

- ting multimedia educational materials. According to EDC and’
CDA off1c1als, the service re1mbursement rate was actually
established at 15 percent of gross recelpts from MACOS ma-

ter1als sales.

v

4

Before flnallzlng the, contract EDC adv1sed the Founda-,
tion of the proposed contract, the services to.be provided
therein {except for provision “g," which was added later),
and the general reimbursement prov151ons (not the 15-percent
rate). The Foundation apparently agreed in pr;nc1ple to the
.arrangement but cihiose not to forimally review the contract.

. Foundation grant admlnlstratlon requirements in effect -
«  ‘when MACOS was being developed ‘and published, and applicable
to EDC under its grant, provided that the Foundation must .
apprave any contract or subcontract, including any,amendment

thereto, before it was signed. 1In this respect, the Founda-

tion's July 1969 publication, "Grants for Education in
Science," stated:, )

" dissemination budget.. The budget amount was to at least -

"% * * guych approval will be based on a determina-
N . tion that the contract or subcohtract contains the
provisions requ1red to protect the grantee's and
the Government's interest, including the right of
audit -of expenditures and income assuciated with v
the contract, *-* *" ‘ !
Current Foundation grant administration procedures also con-
tain .these requirements. ’

. The Foundation should have reviewed and approved the
professional serwvices contract to insure adequate protection
of the Government's interest. 1In addition, (1) 'the teacher
training services to be provided were viewed by EDC as es-
sential to marketlng MACOS and (2) the coéntract was a some- .,
what innovative arrangement in whlch the Foundation had

only limited exberience.-

" Implementation of the contract

-

Dur.ing July 1970 through December 1974, CDA s cash
receipts from the sale of MACOS project films and materlals

26
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. % totaled about $2.6 million, of which about $387,000 accrued -
to EDC -under the professional services contract. As of
May 6, 1975, EDC had spent about $31%4,000, of which about
T, $119,000 was used for activities: related to the MACOS
project, .Such as: e

LY

b »

--Evaluatigg CDA's teacher education and dissemination
- program for MACOS. . ,

f

--Developing procedures and materials to be used in
MACOS teacher training workshops.

A 4 .
) --peveloping a film on thé modern Netsilik Eskimos.

. The remaining funds EDC expended--$l95,000--weré used
* for the following purposes not formally related to MACOS.

People and teéhnolégy-prgjegt

L4
Fy

In June 1970, the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties 1/-granted EDC $600,000 to develop "People and Tech-
nology," a social studies project .to produce cducational
materials for grades five through seven. At that time

the Endowment advised EDC that it would provide additional
matching funds for the project if donations 7duld‘be ob-

,tained by EDC from nongovernmental sources. ; 4

/

In this respect 20 U.5.C. 959 et seq. provides«fof the
Endowment fo accept -and match restricte gifts. However,
the Endowment's publication "Gifts and Matching Background
Information for Institutions and Organizations".,provides:_

"The Endowment will not matcﬁ a restricted gift
. _from the institution conducting the project for .
< which the gift is intended, nor from persons or -
' other institutions involved in the project;. the
Endowment will not match a restricted gift from
Federal funds nor from current or pending recip-
ients of Endowment grants." .

The Endowment's General Counsel advised us that the limita-

tion on receiving restricted gifts from the institution con-

ducting a project or others involved in the project was - :

adopted because of the -belief that such moneys would not con- '
. stitute a gift in law. .

- 1/Part of the National Foundation on the Arts and the Human-
ities, a Federal agency created to ptomote activities to
support and.disseminate knowledge in thece disciplines.

o

Al
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. purposes for -the People and Technology‘pro;ect‘

I

$175&ﬁbﬂ\:§i§h were matched by the Endowment, resulting in

In September 1972 EDC and CDA determined that EDC's
assistance in marketing MACOS was no longer needed and that
funds accrued under the professional sérvices contract could .
be used for other purposes. , They informally agreed that CDA
would pledge funds so accrued to the“Endowment for matching

. Between-October 1972 and December 1974, CDA pledged
$205,000 of the 'professional services contract funds to the
Endowment as a restricted gift for the People and Technology
project. As of June 30, 1975, ChPA had made payments of

a return>oM®350,000 to EDC, and a pledge.of $30,000 was out-
standing. TR s

* We question whether the sums remitted by CDA to the
Endowment ‘under the informal amendments 'to the professional
services contract with EDC were within the Endowment's match-~
ing- authority. CDA claims that it waived EDC's obligation
to perform under the services contract to the extent that
moneys, therefrom were. paid to the Endowment. According to

.CDA, EDC did not waive the right to receive those moneys and

CDA was always obligated to. pay them to EDC or to the Endow-
ment for the People and Téchnology project. EDC maintains
that these moneys were obligated only if both parties agreed
oh a dissemination plan each year. The contract, however,
does not..condition CDA's payment obligation upon such an.
agreement and contains an arbitration clause to-.deal with any
disputes.. . ) " .

Since the "gifts" were made by CDA discharging its ob-
ligation to EDC under the services contract and in effect the
moneys were- simply returned to the party to which they would
otherwise have been payable, no bona fide gift occurred.

These moneys were therefore arguably outside of those cate-
gories of funds permitted to be received for matching by the .
Endowment pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 9585. Rlternatively, since

EDC had the legal right to these moneys, it could be suggested
that EDC actually made the "gifts" through CDA. However, re-
stricted gifts from grantees conducting the project for which
the gift is intended cannot be accepted for matching under

the provisions of the Bndowment's\publicat;on (previously
cited on page 27). The transactioﬁ\was‘thus arguably improper
under this view as well. \\\‘ : ;

EDC maintains that the funds were\ﬁatchedwby the Endow-
ment with full knowledge of their source on the basis of an’
October 6, 1972, letter from CDA to the Endowment which of-
fered the' pledge of funds for the People and\Technology
oroject. The letter stated: )

®
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wx % * Our understanding and agreement provided .

that in addition to normal royalties on the film . -8
- and print materials * * *, we would provide EDC

for its use-an unspecified sum of money each

year for con inuing review and development of the

MAN program (particnlarly in the areas of teacher

educatior and evaluation)./* * *" - ‘
! H

* .. *- x - * ) * .
!c-',’l ‘ . ~
) "k * % we are pledging to the National Endowment
. For The Humanities a contribution in the amount
* of $100,000: for support of the 'People and Tech- »
qglogy' unit now under developnient at EDC. This
grant is inj lieu of a like amount which would be

- " made under%the previously'méntioned agreement for
EDC services in connection with the MAN program.

Ck ok kW T |

The Eridowment's General Counsel said that, in consider-
. ing CDA‘'s October 6, 1972, offer, ‘he interpreted it to mean
CDA was not obligated to pay the intended "gift" funds, to
. EDC were they not paid to the Endowment. He stated that (1)
the Endowment did not review the EDC-CDA professional serv-
ices agreement and (2) the Endowment's concern was to insure
that CDA would not receive future special consideration from
EDC when People and Technology was of fered for publication.

npiversity in the School Community"

EDC used over $20,000 of the professional services funds
to produce a film entitled "Innovations Perils" for an Office
of Education-funded project entitled "Diversity in the
.School Community." The project filmed actual sequences of
schools having trouble introducing educational change. The
films were to'be used for teacher training. "Innovations
Perils" documented a range of positions and values surround-
ing a controversy that developed when MACOS was introduced
in the Phoenix, Arizona, school system. The film is used by
the Office of Education's program; it was not formally part
of the MACOS project. : .
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
THE FOUNDATION, EDC, AND CDA

‘ We were requestéd to review the relationships between
the Foundation, EDC, and CDA. We determined the three
parties to be grantor, grantee, and commercial publisher,

respectively. In making this determination, we (1) reviewed

¢
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-on board on May 31, 1975. Wwe found no indications of so-

f
. - & - N v

4

EDC's annual reports;_mlnutek of board meetings, and
personnel files and CDA's 11§t1ngs of officers and-stock-
holders and (2) compared a llstlng of EDC and CDA officials
togghe Foundation's employment termination records dating
ba¢k. to about 1970 and its' employment records for personnel °*

called 1nterlock1ng directorates"’ betweén the Foundation,.
EDC, and CDA &r other questionable personnel relatlonshlps
except for that discussed on page 25. Details of this réview

are,included in appendix I. . )
CONCLUSIONS J d
" fThe Foundation should monitor the sélection ‘of pub- ! .

informed of vital informati such ‘as predetermined
royalty .rates, that could inffluence (1) a competitor's
decision to"submit a proposal "and (2) proposal contents.
Closer mon1tor1ng should include a detailed review of pro-
posals to insure that reasons for publisher selection are
valid and documented. . 5 . » .

¢

lishers more closely to 1ns§re that all competitors are
[4

The Foundatlon should be particularly vigilant in moni-
toring publishing arrangements where low royalty rates. and
other non—routlne\@rrangements, such as the profe551ongl_serv—
ices -contract, are permltted to insure adequate protection -
of the Government s interest. In thi’s respect, the Foupdatlon
should have reviewed the professional services contract since
it provided for teacher training services considered essential
to markétlng MACOS. Had the Fouhdation reviewed and approved
the professional services contract, it could have- provided for
the dispccitifon of the accrued income after services under the
contract were deemed no longer necessary. -

The *175 000 remitted by CDA to the Endowment under the
informal amendments to the services contract arguably was
not donated as a matter of law and does not ¢onstitute a ? y
glft. - i«

4

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that ‘the Director of the Foundation

strengthen ptodedures for selecting publishers of educa—'
tional- materlals to 1nsure that:

¥

-—Publlsher interest in markéting educational- materials
is redetermined when condltxoni which could affect that
interest change. - )

)




v :
’ . —-Documentation to support the reasons for pub
selection is required. ' ., -

.

lisher

° ’ _ —-All contracts and subcontracts for harketing educa-
tional materials are reviewed and approved. '
Wwe recommend that the Chairman, National Endowment for

‘the Humanities, review the Endowment's transactions with ~EDC
and CDA to determine (1) whether the funds given by CDA for
the People apd: Technology project represented a legal gift

within the authority of the Endowment to match 1/ qu;(Z) if

nct, whether the matching funds the Endowment gave to EDC v
should be recovered. , . .
AGENCY COMMENTS © . ’ ) ' .

. : @ - - 1 s
The Foundation agreed with our recommendations and stated

a that changes needeé to - implement them are being developed.
con "In additigh, it provided the following comments. -

. .

\ . . _ .

£ J According ‘to the Foundation, our réport‘implies\theaneed .

forlits direct involvement in the operations of its grantees

and[contractors. The Foundatjion cited as an example the *

statement in chapter 4 that it has no spec ficr criteria for
ntees. to gonsidez in  selecting a publisher. The Founda-
n recognized the need to improve administration of its
riculum development programs, but believed it should be -
imgrily involved in establishing policy to guide grantees
contractors to‘carry out programs. . K

S

We agree that providing poliéy guidance to grantees and

Tébntractors is a primary Foundation role; however, that-role
needs to be supplemented with adequate management controls = .

th insure that grantees and contractors are following sound
usiness* practigges. For example, our review -showed that the
easons .EDC gave the Foundation for selection of CDA to pub-""
,ish MACOS were not totally supported.- Further, the selection
of a publisher for a Foundation-supported curriculum is a

SR major project milestone in which both theé Foundation and the

., * :developer should consider specific needs to disseminate the e
‘ curriculum before the developer selects a publisher-and the

' Foundation approves it. .
The Foundation alsz commentedhthat‘thevquestion of
whether it 'should have reviewed and -approved the °‘professional

’
- - ’
o,
. LY ¢

T ¢ .

1/A July 14, 1975, Endowment fequest ‘for an opinion from the

- >Comptroller General under .31 U.S.C, 74 as to its authority °*

' ) to .match CDA's outstanding pledge of $30,000 for' People »’
and Technology (see page 28) is pending. :

<
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-cledrly require that the Foundation approve any contracts-

.
. .

serv1ces contract between EDC and CDA under the ‘scope -of 1ts
July 1969 publication "Grants for Education. in Science" is
a matter of 1nterpretat10n, which the Foundat1on be11eved it

'handled correctly. ‘ N

. The July 1969 pub11cat10n stated under the captlon
"Contracts and Subcontracts Under a Grant" that~
‘. *

' “If it is* necessary to enter 1nto contracts or sub-

"« - contracts, part1cu1ar1y for commercial productlon . ,

of materials, the Foundation must be apprised in
advance of the- cénslderatlons and procedures:. which

. are.planned for the selection of the contractor.

All appropriate and interested concerns should
have an ‘opportunity to -submit a prqposal and

. séléction should be based on such considerations, ®

as su1;ab111ty of contract conditions, quality,

. distribBution ,and price. The Foundatiop must ap—
prove. any contract’ or subcontract before uat is
.Signed. Such approval will be based on a deter- e,

. milnation that the contract or subcontract contalns
the provisions required to protect the grantee's L
and the. Government's interest, 1nc1ud&ng the
rlg t of audit of expenditures and income asso- ¢

ciated with thé contract. The Foundation must ‘v
also approve anv amendment to.any such contract’ ) .
or_subcontract including ‘thosesto be made after R
termination of the grant " (Underscoring added.)

i o ! -

The 1anguage of the July 1969 publication appears to

.

or, subcontracts under a grant. Nevertheless,, regardless
of interpretation,. sound ‘business pract1ce would, seemlngly

‘have dictated that the ofessional services contract---

which prov1ded sérvices considered vital by the MACOS de-

- Yelopger for successful use of MACOS--should have .been re-
_viewed and approved by’ the Foundation. Such arguments, .

however,gappear academic because the Foundation has agreed
with our recommendation that it review and approve, all con-
tracts and subcontracts for marketing edacatlonal mater1a1s.
‘The Foundatlon commented that in chapter 4 we stated
that?the low royalty rate used for MACOS pr1nte& material a
might have-improved the competition. for a publisher. The
. Fogndation, however, does not believe that the low royalty.
rate would have.influenced publ;shers that once showed 1lit-
tle 1ntereat in pub11sh1ng MACOS to Lecons1der.,
) comment on the effect of the low royalty rate in the
publisher selection process for MACOS is rather speculative,

) alepugh the twd f1na11sts for the MACOS publishing contract—-

»
v
» &

n "
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CDA .and Westinghouse Learning Corporation--advised us that -
they would have considered a higher royalty cate were it not-
predetermined. " In addition, EDC" and Foundation officials '
advised us that the Foundation decided to accept a low roy=
alty rate to help obtain a commercial publisher and to nut

add fu;ther‘cost’bo MACOS. 5 s )

4 L
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* CHAPTER 5 o - v

IMPLEMENTATION OF MACOS

The Foundation's.-precollege instructional improvement
implementation. sect1on makes awards fer’ the implementation
of major curriculum and course developments at the precollege
level to strengthen school science and mathematics programs.
However, the Foundation lacks definitive criteria concerning
how long and to 'what extent precollege curriculums will be
funded. Projects that have obtained .a commercial publisher

-are eligible to compete for and have received Foundation

implementation funding.

Proposals- requesting implementaticn funds, are subjected'

' to a competitive review process in which the Foundation is

assisted by ad noc panelists in evaluating the proposals.
Foundation off1c1als place much weight on their own profes-
sional judgment in determining which proposals- to fund.
They, ‘however, do not always document in the files their

reasons for supporting or denylng ,funding for proposals.

The Founda ion, which requ1res a statement on all pub--
lished materials !developed with Foundatlon support acknowl-
edging its support-and stating that the views in the mater1a1

_are those ‘of .the author and not necessar1ly shared hy the

Foundation, has no routine procedure to insure that such a

‘statement 1is 1n fact -included. .

»

PROCEDURES FORAAWARDING
PRECOLLEGE IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS

- An annual competitive evaluation review is conducte;\to\\\;
select proposals to receive funding for, implementation proj-

ects. Proposals submitted, whether nemlor renewals, must

_competé with other proposals submitted: that year., B +th

Foundation-supported .and non—Foundat1on-supported cuL.1culums
are eligible for 1mp1ementatlon support. The Foundation does
not ‘have .definitive criteria concerning how many ‘years and

to what extent curriculums ‘should be eligible for funding, ™
Therefore, projects could conceivably be commerc1ally mar
keted for a great number of years and still be eligible to
compete for the Foundation's 1mp1emehtat10n funding. Accord-
ing to-Foundation officials, 1mplementat10n funding "is pro-
vided for pr03ects that,  have been commerciglly marketed fdr

a number of years to prov1de for such, th1n§% as teacher turn-
over and'additional school systems adopt1ng the curriculums.

Program announcements are sent annually to the educat1on
and scientific communities convey1rg the Foundation's guide-
lines for obtaining a precollege  implementation award. The

'gu1del1nes are. distributed to all school systems with

TS - - .
. , : L)
, .




' enrollments of over 10,000, some 550 Federal coordinators-at R
colleges and universities, individuals ‘on the National Science
Teachers' Association supervisors" mailing list, directors of
current.projectg,individuals‘submitting proposals in the

- previous fiscal year, and individuals requesting the guide-~

lines. - According to Foundation officials, approximately

20,000 implémentationoannouncements were distributed in

fiscal year '1975. 1In addition, other Foundation publications
describe. the science education activities and reference the
documents that interested persons may request. "

Announcements in the Foundation's guide for ‘preparing-
proposals and operating projects for instructional improvement
implememtation describe the precollege implementation program
and invite proposals for projects to implement major curricu-
lum and course developments at the precollege level in natural -
~ap1 social sciences and mathematics. The announcement guide
also defines the .eligible institutions, which are generally

- the same as thone for the materials and instruction develop-
ment section -as stated on page 5. '

The implementation announcement guide also outlines broé@-
categories in which the Foundation will consider awarding
projects. For example, in the fiscal year 1975 precollege
instruction improvement implementation guide, some of the
broad categories included familiarization with alternative
curriculums or approaches, +raining of resource teams for .
long-term dissemination and maintenance, and installation in’

a significant segment of a. school system. Also listed in the j
fiscal year 1975 implementation announcement guide are the

target groups .which will be affected by. the implementation
activities. These groups include: ' - - v

--lLeadership -specialist projects? which are directed
* toward individuals who influence curriculum decisions,
such as principals, supervisois, college faculty, super -
intendents, and curriculum directors. ghe projects
are designed to provide information to school decision-
makers about new materials,-or to develop expertise so N

that legders can organize more massive. local implemen-
-tation efforts. . oo .

x . . ‘ . .
! --Teacher projects, which are designed to bring about
\‘ .. classroom change or improvement through effective

‘ teacher use of new instructional materials or prac- .,

tices. LA

. ——8chool system projects, which are directed at bring-
- ing about specified curriculum or course changes in
- classrooms where schoolsvand'iyhOOI systems are > .
. . \

. -

4
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w1111ng to make commitments. of funds, personnel, and
. other resources.

¥ Proposals creceived are considered unsollc1ted and are
evaluated in a competitive process for funding. A closing
’ date is established for receipt of proposals. Prdposals are
" initially grouped by the education directorate's program
objectives (such as careers in science or scientific liter-
— 1 acy). Within the program objective groupings, the proposals N
r«,are grouped by type of activity (leadership specialists,
' teacher, or -school system projects); grade levels (elementary
~and/or secondary{fFand ourrlculum, where possible, (such as
‘ MACOS). Fof example, one grouping for proposals may be -
ﬁliteracy%sbhool systems projects-elementar y-MACOS.

In rev1ew1ng the proposals, the Foundation is assj=ted
by advisory panels of scientists and ‘educators drawn fro..
;colleges, universities, school systems, professional soc1ef

ijf\\ ties, and other nonproflt organlzatlons or Federal agencies

\\concerned with science education. Foundation staff match
“panelists' qualifications to proposal content. All pro-
"posals, are read by two panels, each/consisting of three in-
dividuals. The panelists rate the proposals on the follow-

. ing seven criteria: objectives (reasonable-unreasonable),
need- (great<little), plan (suitable-unsuitable), staff
(strong-weak), commitment (adequate-inadequate), impact
‘potential (substantial-insubstantial), evaluation design
(significant-insignificant). The panelists rate each crite-
rion on a scale of 1 to 7; one is unfavorable and seven .
highly favorable. As a result, the hlghest poss1b1e score

. an implementation proposal can receive is 294 (7 criteria x 7
the highest possible rating for each criterion x 6 pane;lsts)
‘Average .panel scores range fr.om 160 to 170..

After'the panelists have studied several proposals and.
tentatively evaluated them, the panel discusses each proposal.
After the discussion, a second rating (which may or may not
‘be the same as the initidl one) is made by each panelist.

The second rating gives the panelists an opportunity to dis-
cuss the  proposals and to possibly obtain and consider in-
formatlon that they may not have 1n1t1a11y considered:

_ The recommendations of the panels dre an important
- elément in the Foundation's.determination of which propo-
sals to fund, but the final decision is made by the Foun-
dation, after reviewing the proposals and the panel ratings
and panelists' comments. The Foundation generally approves
. .grants to proposals rated highest by the panels and denies

grants to those ratedilowest. Disposition of propo"alsi




"

.given intermediate ratings will be based on not only panel
scores and comments, but also program balance with respect to

disciplines, grade levels, currigulums, institutions, and geo-
~graphic distribution.

TN Program managers' recommendations for grants and denials
are reviewed and approved or disapproved, in turn, by the sec-‘
5 tion head of ‘the precollege instructional improvement implemen-

tation section, by the Division Director for Pre~-College Educa-

tion in Science, and by the Assistant Director for Science
€ation. Denied proposals are signed off at the division

level and approvals require the signature of the Assistant

Director for Science Education. N

IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING ‘

- Our limited review of the Foundation's process for award-
ing precollege instructional improvement implementation grants
‘showed that proposals are competitively-evaluatgd~separately oy
ad hoc panels and Foundation officials. According to Founda-
~—————tion—officials;—while—the panélists“aid and are the major in- :
gredient in the evaluation process, the Foundation makes the.
final determination. We reviewed the panels' ratings of the
implementation proposals the Foundation received for fiscal
year 1975, for which recommended awards totaled about $11.8-
million. Of the 621 proposals submitted, 306 were funded and
315 were not. Of the 315 not funded, 289 were deniéd, 8 with-
drawn, 5 deterred for later action,l/ and 12 not eligible for
support.- ¢ ‘ . . T

-

. ¢ P . -
As previously noted, the “highest panel score a proposal
can receive 1s 294- and the average panél scores are reportedly
petween 160 and 170. K

In analyzing the detailed breakdown of the panels' rat-
ings, we scheduled, in intervals of "25, the panel scores for
the 621 proposals. In some cases, .for proposals receiving
panels' ratings within the same range, many were funded while
many others were not. For example, for the school system i
projects (projects compete within project categories), 37 pro-'
posals were rated by panels at between 151 and 175, yet 19 "
were funded and 18 were not. Thus, Foundation officials
place much. emphasis on their professional judgments in fi- ¢
nally deciding which proposals to fund. The overall panels'

o, ratings are presented in the following table. ’

>

'1l/We did not determine the final disposition of these propo-
‘sals and for purposes of this report considered them not
funded.
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Intervals of panels' ratings /
. 76 1 2 70 22 {
. ) ) Below to to - to to to to to to
Pro;éor categories 5 100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275 -Total
; 3 . - ‘
/ . . (Number of proposals)
Leadership specxallst .
Funded T . ) . . .
Not funded . i o 0. g—— 1 5 13 2 " .2 ‘m
Cl o : 0 1 5 7 30 20 13 5 o- 8l
Teéacher—centered: < . .
Funded 0: < 1. 2 1 8 35 43 15 3 a/198
‘ Not funded . 2 1 9 28 56 42 10 1 0 8/129
School system: : ¢
-Funded . 0 0 0 1 19 .- 45 42 18 1 126
Not funded 2 6 10 31 18 10 5 ° 2 84
Total
. Funded 0 1 2- 3 32 . 93 114 54 6 a/305
Not funded Y | -8 24 66 104 72 28 * 6 2 l/314

a/Totals do not reflect one teacher-centéred project reviewed for 2 years funding and
one not funded because it was ineligible for support Panel scorez were not rg-
ported for - -these two proposals.

o

Both Foundation-supported and non-Foundation-supported
curriculums are eligible to receive Foundation implementation
funding. For fiscal year 1975, Foundatlon-supported curriculums
received 84 percent of the total obiigations. We attempted to
compare the percentages of Foundatlon-supported and non-
Foundation-supported curriculums receiving support to the per-
centages of those groups requesting support, but accordlng to
Foundation officials, this information was not readily avail-

able.

"'MACOS implementation funding

N\

During fiscal years 1967-75, the Foundation awarded .over
$2.3 million in MACOS implementation grants to various colleges,
universities, and other nonprofit institutions, including EDC.

_ We- identified the MACOS implementation proposals the Founda-"'
tion received during fiscal year 1975 and noted that, of the 37 -
proposals received containing MACOS (either wholly or in part),
19 (or 51 percent) were funded and 18s(or 49 percent) were not.
For the 1mp1ementat10n proposals funded, the panel scores
ranged from 175 to 237, and for those not funded, the scores

ranged from 106 to 248.

£y

. We identified the fiscal year 1975 non-MACOS proposals that
were not funded but received higher panel scores than proposals
contalnlng MACOS that were funded. Forty non-MACOS proposals
were not' funded but received higher panel scores, ranging from

_‘,,.3‘8 .
00046
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3 . . ’ . '
176.to 229, than MACOS proposals that were funded. For example,
during fiscal year 1975, for the category liteéracy-elementary-
school system projects, seven non-MACOS proposals that were not
funded received higher panel ‘scores, ranging. from 185 to 2255
than a MACOS proposal that was funded and received a panel
-score of 182. According to Foundation officials, this situation
also occurs for non-MACOS curriculum proposals, since the Founda-

. tion makes the final determination as to which proposals will

be funded. . - .

4

‘- We selected three of the proposals having the greatest
variance between panel scores and the score of the MACOS-funded
proposal to obtain the Foundation's justifications for nonsup-
port: The justification$ given by the Foundation's program man-
agers for not funding the non-MACOS proposals were: ;

fﬁ ' ——The institution had submitted six propesals and four
were funded.’

- —~—The ‘number of teachers to be trained would have been tooO
great and nothing indicated that teachers wanted to use.
or schools would purchase the materials:.

' --The Foundation decided only a certain sum of money .
would be spent on implementation funds for this spe- =
cifié curriculum in the, school system project cate-
gory and the ceiling had been reached with proposals
considered to be more worthy of support.

For the last example, the Foundation had established a
funding level of between $150,000 to $200,000 for this cur- ‘
riculum 'in the school system projects category. As a result,
this proposal requesting $26,299 .to implement the curriculum
in a specific school system was not funded because other pro-
posals for this curriculum were determined by the Foundation
"to be more worthy of support, were selected for funding, and
already exceeded the funding ceiling by $15,000.

1

Foundation proposal files had documentation justifying
the reasons for the denial of one of the proposals and a
Foundation program manager gave us the reasons for the denial
of the other two. Program managers are not required to file
written justifications explaining why proposals were or were
not fuhded. In some instances program managers may prepare a
diary note for the file explaining why a proposal was not
funded. But written justifications for denials are generally
prepared only for those proposals in which the proposer re-.
guested such a justification. For these requests, the pro-
gram manageL prepares a standard form for the files noting
the reasons for denial. The requestor receives this .informa-

tion by telephone.

¢ -
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EDC_curriculums fundihéf ; , -

"EDC curriculums have been a major recipient of Foundation
1mp1ementat10ﬁ furnding over the years. For example, for fiscal
years 1974 and 1975, EDC curriculums received approximately
21 percént of the [Fodoundation's total implementation fuhds.
Bécause before fiscal yeat 1974 the Foundation did not have
data readily available for total precollege implementation

* funding (Foundation-supported and non-Foundation-supported '

., curriculums), we reviewed the implementation funding for*4he

Foundation's 53 major curriculums for which data was avail-

able. Seven of those-53 curriculums were EDC developed.

EDC curriculums have received 25, 21,.22, 19, 16, 15, and:

..22 petcent (an average of 19 percent) of the total Foundation,
implementation funding for the 53 curriculums for flscal ‘years

'f1967 -73, respectively.

AyKﬂOWLEDGMENT OF SUPPORT

%

h Since as early as 1955, the Foundation has requested an
acknowledgment of its f1nanc1a1 support to be included on all
published materials developed with its funds. Not until late
1972 or early 1973 did the Poundation also require a disclaimer
,statement. The Foundation included in its October 1473 grant
administration manual the following requirement of an acknowledg-
ment of support statement and a disclaimer statement.

-

»

[

"An acknowledgment of NSF [Nat10na1 Science Founda-
tion] support must be ‘made in connection with the
publication of any material based on, or developed
» under, a project supported. by NSF, along the. follow-
ing lines: 'This (material) was prepared with the
support of Natlonal Science Foundation Grant
No. .' Any opinionsy- f1nd1ngs, conclusions, or .
recommendations (pressed in such a publication
are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the views of NSF. Any currlcular materials

? * * * must contain a statement cldnq those lines.
* Kk %t

Accordlng to, Foundatlon officials, a disclaimer statement
was required to eliminate any 1mp110at10n that the Foundation
endorses products just because it suppor ted their preparation.
Also, the Foundation did not want to project the imadge that it
was controlling the design and development of educational

materials. »e

[if

"The MACOS materials did not include a disclaimer state-
ment because the Foundation did not formally adopt this proce-
dure until after signing the MACOS publlcatlon s contract in

July ;r/u.

EKC ) ‘ ’”:f:ii?o '
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According to Foundation officials, they do not review all
education materials developed with Foundation support before
their publication and have no routine procedure to insure that
such materialé include a Founddtion disclaimer statement. In-
stead, tﬂey rely on the grantees and contrdctors to comply
with the requirements. - .

Although Foundation officials have said that the Founda-
tion does not endorse the science education materials developed .
through its support, the Foundation's provision of implemen-
tation funds for such materials may be viewed by members of i
the educational community and others as an endorsement of the
materials. 3 : : : o, ‘

-

CONCLUSIONS : _ ° §

«

The_Foundation'does not have definitive criteria concern~ -
ing how long and to what extent precollege curriculums should be
eligible for implementation funding. Even projects. commer-— -
cially marketed for a number of years are eligible to compe te
for Foundation implementation funding. For example , MACOS
implementation grants were awarded about 5 years after the
materials had-been commercially available. Due to the in-
novative nature and expense to schools adopting some
Foundation-supported materials, the Foundation may want to
provide implementation funds after the materials are com-
mercially available. We believe, however, such a practice
does benefit the commercial publisher of the materials and
may provide an unfa%tyadvantage over publishers of competing

-;products. :

~ The Fouhdaiion receives unsolicited proposals for imple- -
menting major curriculum and course developments at the pre-
college level and subjects them to a competitive review proc-
ess. Foundation officials place considerable weight on their
professional opinions in finally determining which: proposals
to fund. The Foundation does: not always include written docu-
mentation in its files giving the reasons for the differences
between the program staffs' judgment and the panelists' rat-
ings. We pelieve such documentation should be included for .
each proposal, giving the reasons for support orf nonsupport.

.. t . N i R
The Foundation, which requires a disclaimer statement

on all published materials developed with Foundation support,
has no routine -procedure to insure ‘that such a statement is v
in fact included. The Foundation should insure that all '
Foundation-suppor ted materials include a disclaimer state~
ment, particularly because the Foundation provides implementa-
tion funds for materials. - .

* '3

al
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RECOMMENDATIONS
g We recommend that tne Director of the Eoundation: .

-=-Obtain the publlshlng industry's views about any impact -
: that the award determination and funding practices of
e ‘the precollegs instructional improvement implementation
program may have on the supported educational mate-
rials and their publlshers, and if necessary, experi-
- ment with program revisions to minimize any unfair
. advantage. . ~
--Require the FoundatLon program staff to document in
the files the reasons for support or-nonsupport of
implementation proposals.

. "=-Establish procedures to insure that the Foundatlon ]

! ) . acknowledgment of support and disclaimer statement is
: included on all published science educatlon materlals
which it has funded. ,

&

AGENCY COMMENT§ o . : C

The Foundation agreed with our recommendations and stated
that actions are being taken to implement them.

Qa
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CHAPTER 6-

EDC S ADMINISTRATION OF ROYALTY INCOME

Educat1onal materials developed . with Foundat1on support
may produce royalties.l/ The royalties are usually paid di-
rectly to the grantee for a disposition to be determined by v
the Foundation, because it supported development of the ma- <
terials. Royalties returned by the grantees to the Founda-
. tion. are deposited in the U.S. Treasury. The Foundation may
permit grantees to retain royalties to be used for purposes
it approves. The use of these funds by the grantee, although
approved by the Foundat1on, is not revxewed by the Congress’
through the appropr1at10n process. .

\

The Foundat1on permitted EDC to reta1n royalties from
oundation-funded projects. Our review of selected EDC roy-~
alty  fund transactiqns indicated that the Foundat1on needs :
to \more. closely monitor fund activities to insure that all
royalty income is correctly determlnea and used only for au-
thor ized purposes. - .

FOUNDATNON ROYALTY INCOME POLICY

Before October. 1964 the Foundation did notthave a formal
policy for\the disposition of royalty income derived from
-pro;ects it\ supported; however, it generally placed specific
provisions i grants instructing grantees to retain any roy-
alties for a disposition to be determined by it.t In October
1964 the Foundation adopted a formal policy requiring grant-
ees to remit rdyaltles received on Foundation-funded projects
for deposit in the U.S. Treasury. In February 1969 the Foun-
dation changed 1ts policy. to allow grantees to use royalty
income to defray grant administration costs with pruor Foun-
dation approval. Ih January 1972 the Foundation again re-
vised its pollcy, this time to allow grantees to. use royal-
ties, with prior Foundatlon approval to offset costs nor-
mally chargeable to the grant and to cover reasonable ex-

‘ penses associated with admlnrster1ng the income-producing
activity. The 1972 pollcy also provided that the Foundation
may authorize the grantee to retain grant income estimated
to be less than $10,000 to be used for science or science
education purposes.’ However, any income exceedlng $lo,000,
orr such lesser amount as may be spec1f1ed in the grant, was
to be remitted to . the Foundatlon unless approved by the

Foandation for other usés. \
’ \

N\ S
\,
\

l/A royalty is an amount usually based on a percentage of
sales paid by commercial publishers to authors as consider-
ation for the rlght to sell materials developed, by the au-
. ‘thors 9or to which the authors otherw1se ‘have rights)

f‘ ) , - \v *
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1nte est rem1tted to tne Foundation or requlred .to be re- !
por}ed on by the grantees and contractors will be in furn
reported by the Foundation to the Office of Management and -

//f#/pﬁdget (OMB) and to the Congress.

‘The - Foundatlon repor'ts. toaOMB for 1nc1u51on in the ..
President's budget the income remitted to it by grantees and
- contractors. However, the Foundation does nbt report to OMB
or the Congress the income it authorizes grantees and con-
tractors to retain, and the total amount of such income is
not readily determinabie from Foundation retords. 1In one
+  documented exampde, however, the Foundation had allowed, EDC
to use from royalties earned on Foundation-sponnrted prOJects
about $1.4 million and’ retaln about %.7 ... tor future au-
. \~ thorized disposition. - i -

v

FOUNDATION ROYALTIES ‘EARNED . -
ON_EDC_PROJECTS . . :

-

1

\ Before April 1, 1970, EDC either. rem1tted royaltles to

the Foundation or retalned them for disposition to be detér-

m1ned by the Foundation. Such general handling of royalty

income was consistent with Foundatlon practices or policies v
iw that tlme. Since April 1, 1970, the Foundation has au-
thorlzed EDC to retain lﬁ royalty income from ail -
Foundatxon -supported p Jects in aacombrned.account. Founda-

tion ,officials stated that EDC is the only grantee permitted
to\poog royalty income and that the arrangement was consid-

'ered the most practlcal one hecause of the number and magni-

tude of Foundatlon-supported\currlculum materials EDC admin-
1stered. EDC-collected royaitles, reported semiannually to
the\Foundatlon, are invested in interest-bgaring accounts,
certlflcates of deposit, and U. S. Treasury bills.

EPerlodlcally, EDC submits a request to the Foundatlhh 7
for u51ng part of the pooled royalty income with a work de- - -
. : scrlptlon and a ‘budget—estimate. The Foundation reviews ‘
3 the submission and, when it concurs, authorizes EDC to use .
’ the royalty income for grant admlnlstratlon activities andT o~

other appr?ved purposes. This practice is consistent with
current Foundation income policy. S
v, ' . g
Foundation royalty income activities at EDC from ,
July 1, 1960, through March 31, 1975, are shown below. N

- ‘ he
. ¢
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Income: f oo . . N
Royalties received . a/ $3,467,484
j \ Interest -, . 128 698 . $3,616,182.
. . - ] e ‘
Expendltures (note b): . T - 7-
Returned: to the Foundatlon . 1,892,456 ° 1.
Administrative costs 14085,527- ' ;
Other purposes : , 313,178 - 3,291,161
e L t . ’ g .
o Dué the Foundation ° : . § 325,021 -
- a/$192,102 attrlbutable»to HACOS.‘ '

<

&

. b/since royalties are held in one account ‘and expenditures are

- néﬁ related to funding source, the MAQOS royaltles used” for
ad 1n1stratron expenses Or grant\act1v1t1es or still owed
the Foundatlon are not 1dent1f1ab1e. However, before -
‘April r, 1970, when funds were reémitted:directly ‘to.the
Foupdation, $5,340 of MACOS royalties were 'emlttedr

EDC!s adm;nlstrat1ve costs 1nclude costs of those act1~
v1t1es\relaced to the.admlnlstrat1on of terminated Foundation
grants\and the operation of ‘its film llBrary and distrlbution
center . 'Film library functions include .storing and cataloglng
films and handling requests for materials. Charges to "the
dlstrlbutlon center include selecting ‘publishers, negotaatlng
contracts, and4prOV1d1ng public 1nformat1on.. L4

' The Foundatlon authorized $313,178 of royalty 1ncome “to
fund the follow1ng grant act1v1t1es.

~

: General -grant ' _ . ﬁmount of
. .atitle . purpose of funds - funds :
Physical ‘science Make tests, films’, and / $182, 783 ’
study: committee evaluations related to { )

‘ physics cogrses'developed
’ by the committee

- - [

» B . R

Science education\, Explore and develop the ;99,b00 "\
: . use of- certain science.ed- 4
- ucatlon films . L \ .
Developmental bi- Covei a cost overrun on the 27,355 \
™ ology films 7 the grant ) ) i
Fluid mechanics Publlsh a volume of: fllm - . 4,040 \ &
film program . - notes X . V-

| Total - . $$13,178 - /
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*.' _MONITORING THE EDC ROYAL"T‘Y POOL - '

S Lt . ‘
. n general, the Foundat1on s Grants =nd Contrac;saufflce,
: 1n\;oﬁrdlnatlon with other. Foundation offices, is, respons1b1e -
g “f£or (1) 1nsert1ng clauses in the grant or contract concern1ng
‘ handling <inpcome and -(2) reviewing the dgrantees' or qontractors
“ . reports.of ihcome. The Audit Office is responsible for _au-,
diting grantee income ‘earned on Founuatron supported prOJects ,
. . and for exam1n1ng and report1ng on pract1ces and procedures . ; - ..
. regarding income management ‘and use. The last Foundation -
' aud1t ‘at EDC was through the perlod ended March 1969. '

v g Our “Himited review of selected royalty fund transsc-
ticns and the. uniqueness of the royalty pool to the Founda-
. - _ tion indicate that the Foundation 'should ﬁore frequently .
) and closely review the pool We noted the, following ques= ° -
tionable transaction and expense a110c«t1on issue, ‘

Dlspos,tlon of r‘yalty 1ncome R - -’.'*"1 j ..
. In. the spr1ng of 1970, EDC made a £ilm ent1tled "Thg ,
: ,Esk1mo* Fight for Life" for CBS Telev1sxon. Inc. The £ilm. '
s was an. edited vers1on of the Netsilik Eskimo films®funded ° b,
_by\the Foundation and the National Film Board of Canada,:

F "The1r§contracts specified that either party ‘would pay the: :';
S other 10 percént of roya1t1es received from direct televi- Y
] + sion sale of films. In June 1970, CBS paid EDC .$68,104 . for. ,

ed1t1ng, titling, and other proc¢- <tion costs and $10, 090 in " -
“royalties_£6 F a.network broadcast of "Fight .gsr -Life." EDC
‘remitted a $1,000 royalty payment to the Natlo 1 Film Boatd
and credited $9,000 to the 4oundatlon royalt ' acgopnt. In May
\ 1971, JBS paid EDC’ an aadltlon al-$10,000 in yalt
~ - . another showing of ‘the film. EDC again remitted §
the National Film Board and cred1tea $9, 000 to the Founda—

tlon royalty account. . p .- .-

’ In September 1971, EDC proposed to ! purchaé% the non-
‘exclusive . r1ghts to the stock ,footage 1/ useéd- in the pro- o
gram, and in about‘Denember 1?71 or January 1972, the Foun- , -
- dation ififformally approved the purchase. 1In July 1972 EDC
sent the Foundation a check for §9,180 of corporaté funds to
; "pufchase the r1ghtsc The - Foundat1on rezurned the check for
v dep051€&to the royalty account, thus making these funds

v , n
.

o
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1/Def1qed as all of the fllm takeh on a progect that Tould
.be used £0° produce subsequent films.. N . . R

4




available to EDC for future authorized uses. In so doing,

the Foundation apparently acted contrary o 31 U.s.C. 484,
which requires that the gross amount of a 1 sums received

by U.S. officers and agents tor -Guvernmen! use be deposited
‘dn the U+S. Treasury. Since the $9,180 was in payment for

a right owned- by the Foundation and did ndt constitute:roy-
Qalty income under a grant, the Foundation lacted -impropérly ¥
4n returning the moneys. Even if the income could be con- -
sidered a royalty due the United States, it would appear

that, since such royalty would be in the hands of the agency,
it would have,to be deposited in the U.S. Treasury and could
not.be used to .augment the agency's apprqpfigtion.'- ’

- b , .
EDC believed that the purchase of the |stock \footage

gave it undisputed ownership of the royalties; in'June . .
19?2, EDC transferred $19,865, representing CBS royalty
payments of $18,000 and applicable interest, from the Foun- .
dation. royalty account to corporate funds. EDC had notified
the Foundation of ‘the royalties earned from showing ‘the film
.and EDC's removal of the- royalties from the Foundation-ac- ’
count by statements of royalty account activity submitted to
the Foundation. The Grants and Contracts Office reviewed

the income statements but apparently did not question'the
withdrawal of the royalties. BecauSe the royalty income was
earned before EDC's purchase of stock footage rights, we .
believe that the Foundaticn is entitled to the $16,000 plus
accrued intereést derived from the "Fight for Life" produc-
.tion. ° : . ‘

2

»

EDC officials. acknowledged the retroactive nature of
this transaction ang indicated that it would have been more
appropriate to purchase stock footage, rights before use. We

. were advised that, although the $19,865 was spent primarily
 to promokté the "Fight for Life" film, MACOS indirectly bene-
fited from reference to ‘the course in "Fight for Life" mar-

keting materials. . N

*

Sharing administration costs
- =

ThékFoundation and EDC share royalties from the_phyéi— 3

cal sciehce study committee project based on their percent-
ages of investment in the project (the Foundation invested
86.8 percent and.EDC invested from private sources”13.2 per-
éent). However, EDC doés not share in project administra-

tion costs.

An EDC official advised us that the determination of
the amount .of Foundatiun .and EDC investment was negotiated
- on *he basis of a complex set of facts and legal issues.
EDC claimed that 13.2 percent was the minimum to which it
was entitied. However, this settlement made no mention of
expeqses_;elaﬁing to future royadlties.
Q § . 47 /’ - -
ERIC . | | o o
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Since both the Foundation and EDC share in royalty
1ncome angebeneflt from the royalty pool expend1tures sup-
porting the project;,.we believe that EDC.should assume a
proportlonate share cf the progect's administration costs.
Such costs are not readily identifjable; however, based on

“ the 1ncome-shar1ng ratio of 86.8 to 13.2, we estimated that
EDC's share of adm1nlstrat1on césts would amount to about

$49, OOOr * . !

f
.

CONCLUSIONS . /

The Founda?1on 's current practices for dlspos1tlon of
income resulting from its /grants and contracts permit the
use of funds that are not/reported to the Congress for con-

_ sideration in -appropriating funds to the Foundation. The
51gn1f1cance of the amount of such funds has not been‘deter-
mined, but the one grantée cons1dered in our review, EDC,
has been author1zed to use substant1a1 amounts of funds. .,

i The unigueness of he royalty pool arrangement W1th EDC

E and the questlonable transact1ons 1dent1f1ed in our limited

" review of pool activities indicate that the Foundation needs
\\\\kto more closely mon1toﬁ and review royalty pool transactlons.

e e
4

RECOMMENDATIONS ' ' ‘ x i

Ve 4

We recommend that the D1rector of the Foundatlon'

- --Prov1de for a comprehens1ve review of EDC's roialty
~ fund transact1ons, including the matters identified
in th1s report, and make necessary,adjustments.

--Evaluate the results of the review and con51der the
need for more frequent aud1ts of the EDC royalt: fund.
-=-Insure éhat;EDC income reports are closely exam1ned
| L. . to help mon1tor the royalty fund.
J
| AGENCY COMMENTS'S | N
n!

ﬁ The Foundati agreed with our recommendatlons and stated
that actions are being /taken to implement them.

| MATTER FOR CONSIDE&ATLéN BY THE CONGRESS \\\\\
5 A h
The Congress aw wish to d1rect the Foundatlon s Direc-
tor tc determine t e[51gn1f1cance -of amounts of income re-
sulting from grants\and ¢contracts that the Foundation is au-
thorizing its grantees and contractors to use. If such
amounts are 51gn1f1cant, the Congress may wish to require

} 48 ' : ]
1
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the Director to’report the receipt and expenditure of roy-
. alty income retained by the granteéa and contractors. This
' information would allow the Congress to consider these funds
in determining the Foundation's annual appropriation.

\ ‘ - » » -
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= K  CHAPTER 7~

- SCOPE_OF REVIEW

.

our rev1ew was pr1mar11v directed to

--1dent1fy the Foundation's policies and procedures for .
developing, evaluating, and implementing science edu-
cation projects administered by its Division of Pre-~ °
College Education in Science;

--identi%y the Foundation s policies and procedures for
dlsp051t10n of -royalty income that may result from
1ts science education projects; and

--determine the application of those policies and pro-
cedures to the MACOS project. .

In conducting the review, we:

--Interviewed officials of the Foundation; EDC; CDA;
the National Endowment for the Humanities; and the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and
personnel who formally evaluated MACOS.

T-Ascertained the authority and functional responsibili- -
ties of the Foundation's precollege science educa-
tional division and the National Endowment for the
Humanitiés. ‘ .

RN

~-Reviewed the Foundation's project records for MACOS
and 51m11ar EDC records.

=

--Determined the extent of competltlon for developing
, and’ marketlng MACOS by rev1ew1ng the process for :
K . .awarding grants for MACGUS ‘development and the process
“for obtaining a publlsher, 1nc1ud1ng the royalty rate
LN determination. ; v
-~-Examined the MACOS professional services agreement
‘between EDC and CDA, the Foundition's role in the
agreement, and the general services provided under
the agreement.

--Reviewed the transactions under the professional
», _services agreement for matcbing funds through the
“National Endowment for the ;umanltles.




-

<

--Examined the Foundation's process for awarding
educational material implementation fupds at the
‘precollege level to ascertain if proposals for
funding were competitively evaluated.

™ --Reviewed the peer review evaluations of MACOS

N proposals and. the objective testing of MACOS

during development. o N

--Inquired into the déyglopﬁén@ gnd app;icgtibn of the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfaré's pol-

icy and regulations for protécting human subjects
. and specifically considered the adoption of the pol~

icy by the Foundation and any application .to MACOS.

o —-Identified the Foundation's methods gqg<discléiming
any -endorsement’' of science education. products it
funds. ' ' ot

--Generally inquired into EDC's practices of pooling
royalties resulting from Foundation-suppor téd
education materials and the general .disppsition of
such royalties, with emphasis on MACOS royalties.

—-Gathered background information on the corporate

- history of EDC and CDA and conducted a general in-
quiry into their relaticnships ‘to the Foundation.
(See app. I.) “

Our review was conducted at, the Foundation in Washing-
ton, D.C., and at EDC offices in Cambridge and Newton,
Massaciiusetts, and CDA's office in Washingten, D.C.

. ] .
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APPENDIX I ] ‘ APPENDIX I

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN

>

-

THE FOUNDATION, EDC, AND CDA

-

The Foundation is an independent agency of the Federal

iGovernment,established by the National Science Foundation
‘Act of 1950. The Foundation's functions include:

. --Supporting basic scientific research to strengthen
research potential and science education programs
at ‘all levels in the various scientific disciplines,
including the social sciences, by providing financial
assistance, such as grants, loans, scholarships, and
fellowships. L : .
--Suppor ting applied research at nonprofit institutions,
.and, when authorized by the President, at other organ-
izations when relevant to national problems involving
the public interest. .

\ - ——Foster.ing interchange of &cientific information among
scientists in the United States and other countries.

--Evaluating the status and needs of the various

sciences. {

{The Foundation receives appropriated funds Eo conduct
its activities. Fiscal year 1975 appropriations were about
$768.2 million. .

The Director of the Foundation is appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. The Director, in
promoting scientific research and educa.ion, is assisted by,
among others, a National Science Board, which consists of
24 members who are appointed by the President &nd confirmed

. by the Senate and who are to be eminent in the fields of

basic, medical, or social sciences; engineering; agricul-
ture; education; résearch management; or public affairs.

-

EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT CENTER, INC.

Educational Services, Incorporated, of Newton, Massachu-
setts, established in August 1958 to administer a new high
sciiool physics currizulum developed ‘by a Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology professor and his colleagues, received
Foundation financial support for the curriculum project.
Mational emphasis on improving educational techniques and
reforming curriculums led to expansion of Educational Serv-
ices' activities. It developed curriculums and trained
teachers and preceded a regional educational laboratory
system established by the Elementary and Sécondary Education

52
00060 .
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.
.

Act of 1965. The act provided for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare's Commissioner of Education to award
grants for, among other things, establishing curriculum re-
search” centers, statewide educational planning, measuring K
educational achievement, and impro¥ing teacher education. /
In August 1966, the Institute for Educational Innovaéion
".was established under the act's title IV, which called for a
national program of educational laboratories. The Office of
Education was the only sponsor of the Institute, whose oper-—
-ational intent was to address nonschool factors in education,
such as parental involvement in school activitjes at the com=
munity level. -Educational Services, on the other hand, dealt
with curriculum reform. In January 19%7, Educational Services
and the Institute merged to form Education Development Cen-

5

tet, Ing.

. EDC, organized to effect curriculum ‘reform, has essen-
tially the same charter as its predecessor organizations.
It is a nonprofit membership corporation with no stock-
issuing authority. Control of the corporation is vested in-
the board of trustees. - ' :

Support for the organization's projects comes from both
public and private Sources; however, from its inception (as
Educational Services) to September 30, 1974, 'U.S. Government
agencies had provided about $86.5 million (84 percent) of
total EDC funding of $102.7 million.® The Foundation had pro-

vided about $33.8 million (about one-third) of total EDC' .
funding. ‘ _ L .
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC. -

CDA, ‘incotporated in January 1970 to develop and dis- |
seminate curriculum programs, is an expansion of its predeces-
sor organization, Wirtz-Botel Associates. According to CDA
officials, the corporation was established partly because of “\
Wirtz-Botel Associates' dissatisfaction with the publishers
it had selected for their curriculum programs. N

" In_addition to publishing and distributing MACOS, CDA
ovublishes and disseminates a new math curriculum it developed.
A CDA-developed elementary reading program is disseminated by
another publisher under a royalty agreemenﬁ. )

EDG, (DA, AND FOUNDATION RELATIONSHIPS

The Committee. requested us to provide a history of EDC
and. CDA, inéluding the relationships between the two organi-
zations and their principal officials, and to determine the
relationships between EDC, CDA, and the Foundation.

¢
Fd
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We identified key officials at EDC and CDA (from the:
dates these organizations were -established to May 2, 1975)
and their predecessor organizations (Educatlonad Serv1ces,
the Instltute, Wirtz-Botel). We reviewed EDC's annual re-
ports for 1967-74 and its personnel files.  We rev1§wed
CDA's listings of officers (inception to May 5, l975) and
stockholders as of December 31, 1974. We also compared the :
11st1ng of key EDC and CbA off1c1als with Foundatlon\employ-

ment terminatior records dating back to about 1970 and its
’ employment records of personnel on board as of May 3% 1975.-

Oite CDA official was involved with pilot test1ng\MACOS~_
however, this involvement was as an employee of a local
school system and not as an EDC employee. . - \», )

nother part time’ CDA consultant was formerly employed

by E in various capacities for over 4 years. She was a
consultant on the social studies program from March to \June
19@5, a social studies staff member from June to July 1965 .
and September 1965 to August 1966, and the Director of %Man
and Other:Animals" from September 1966 to August 1969. @he
has been employed by CDA from July 1973 .to the present as a
part-time. consultant to work on teacher- tra1n1ng workshops

. and the MACOS revision. .

-

| A third 1nd1v1dual joined EDC in March 1969 to help

3 develop a MACOS dissemination strategy and other activities
related to preparing MACOS for commercial publication. ;
Although the individual left full-time employment at EDC °in
July 1969 to join a private foundation, he continued on a -
part-time-basis until April 1970. From November 1969 through
+April 1970, he received $250 per month for work related t0‘
MACOS dlssemlnatlon.

?

i
A CDA official told s that this same 1nd1v1dual, al-
| though never employed by (DA, did assist CDA in developing
p afi overallmd1ssem1nat1onJmodel for its programs, including i
i MACOS, during the period January through June 1970. 1In Au- :
gust 1970, CDA, in apprec1atlon of his help, issued him 250
shares of stock in the company.” He advised.us that the stock -
was promptly returned because of the potential conflict of
. interest with h1s employment at the private foundation. :

One former Educatlonq; Services official was previously
! a member of the Foundation's National Science Board, but the |
periods of employment were not concurrent. In addltlon, N
three former EDC-Educational Services officials have served
as Poundation consultants.
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NATIONAL SCIEI:ICE‘ FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

SEPT. 15, 1975

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart . o
Director, Manpower and -
Welfare Division )
U. S. General Accounting-Office
Washington, D. C, 20548
4

Dear Mr. Ahart: )

The draft GAO report on Administration of the Science Education Project,

" "Man: A Course of -Study' (MACOS) has been reviewed. In order to resolve
the problems outlined “in my letter to you of August 13y 1975, representar

_ tives of GAO and NSF staffs have been working together over the past few
weeks and have resolved, to their mutual satisfaction, most of the apparent
‘problems.

. Generally, we concur in the recommendations made in the xeport; they
parallel those made by the NSF Pre-College Science Curyiculum Review
Team either in its published report or in the administrative recommenda-
tions made separately. The policy, admindstrative, or procedural changes
needed to implement these recommendations are currently being developed
by the appropriate NSF staff.. . - ' .
There ‘are certain conclusions and suggestions contained in the body of
the report, however, that have not been completely resolved during the

* . discussione between tHe GAO and NSF staff representatives.

Statements are made in a number of places which imply the need for direct
- involvement of NSF in the operations of its grantees and contractors.

For example, in Chapter 4 it is stated that NSF has no specific written,
criteria for grantees to consider in selecting a publisher. In Chapter 5
‘4t 1is suggested that as a -minimum the Foundation should ensure all
Foundation-supported materials include a disclaimer statement. We.recog-
nize the need to-improve and tighten up the administration of Foundation °
curriculum development -programs, but believe NSF should be primarily
involved in establishing overall policy for guidance of grantees and
contractors to efégctively qp;ry out such programs.

In Chaoter -3, "Evaluation of MACOS," there arecscme aspects which I believe
require comment. The chapter ties together two unrelated subjects —— .
"gvaluation" and "Protection of Human Subjects."

The "Protection of Human Subjects" was provided for in the scope of your
review., While it is thus appropriate to the report, placing it in
juxtaposition with "Evaluation" makes it appear to be an issue related

. solely to evaluation. It is more properly -an issue for the chapter on
¢ _.development. . ’

Q , . -
. . «E 7Q .
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H N . : “
The discussion centered around the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare's guidelines on protection of human subjects. As pointed out, the
NSF has voluntarily adopted the policies of DHEW, although not in the case
C activities. This is in accord with DHEW thinking. NSF was
("appropriate DHEW officials vhat the guidelines were never meant
to curriculumodevelopment. There are instances where the policies
(as contrasted to the guidelines) are applied to educational activities
by the Office of Educatdon, and thg\National Institute of Education but not

_usually to curriculum development grants.

We will undertake to review the need for proeedu\fs to protect human subjects

" under NSF educational programs. {

3
.

The GAO report concludes that ascomprehensive evaluation of MACOS was
performed. They question the attribution of pre- to post-test gains to

question the adequacy ‘of EDC's _reporting of test results. We understand ~v
these ccenclusiond were reached’ after analysis of only one of 78 findings
in the evaluation report.

MACOS because oiﬁéimitation in EDC's evaluation design; further they -

We have had many discussions with the GAO representatives and have not
heen able to agree on‘the validity of GAO's conclusions, particufarly
since their opinion of the meaning of the specific finding is at variance
with the evaluator’s and NSF's opinion. There are also differences of
opinion ag to the significarce of a formative evaluation as opposed to a
summative evaluation. There are also some questions as to the adequacy
of reporting. ’ )

Since‘the effectiveness of educational evaluation is being considered .in
a separate GAO review, we believe it appropriate that further .comment be
withheld at fhis time. .

-~

. P )
In Chapter 4, "Obtaining a Commercial Publisher for HACOS," closer monitoring
and a comprehensive review of EDC royalties]are discussed. The report

- states that the low royalty rate (3%) used.for MACOS printed material

might have improved the competition for a MACOS publisher. We do not

believe the low royalty rate would have favorably influenced publishers

to reconsider, since their primary reasons for rejection of MACOS were

not related to royalties. No evidence has been offered which demonstrates
that the royalty rate was a significant factor during the three-year publisher
selection process for MACOS.

Also in Chapter 4 the discusseion of the professional services contract
between ‘EDC and CDA covers the use of funds for purpdses not related to

MACOS but related to the Natienal Endowment for the Humanities. Accordingly,
this item was not discussed by the GAO and NSF staffs and will not be

>
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commented-on. Concerning the question whether NSF should have reviewed
and approved the contract between CDA and EDC on the basis it was a )
subcontract coming within the scope of,the NSF publication "Grauts for
Education in Science,' we believe this is a matter of interpretation.
However, we believe NSF, in fact, handled the matter correctly. .

In Chapter 6, "Administrétion of Royalty Income,' .questions concerning two
transactions in the EDC royalty account are¢raised. These are presenﬁly

* under review by NSF staff. - ' \
. . . 3

- 3

» ¥

I am pleased to note that our previous concerns about the tone and substange

of the draft report have been largely rectified and the zreas of difference
have been reduced to the ones above. ' :

. As noted above, the GAO review has identified certain administrative areas

of the NSF Pre-College Cupriculum Program which the Foundation also >
recognizes as needing to be strengthened., Action is being taken to do
this. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report.’ e

A

Sincerely yours;

£ ; . . l Z » ' \
. . o ‘ ‘ /° ’ ° ., R \
L7 \ el A. Snow - ’
. .

Director, -Office of Planning.
' , Vr ) ~ and Resources Management °
+ -

@

¥
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PRINCIPAL NATIONAL SCIENCE FO

- -~

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

e

© L . /

DIR;&TOR° .
Hy Guyford Stever
Raymond L. Bisplinghoff
. (actlng)
R William D. McElroy
Leland J. Hawor.th
. Alan T. Waterman

‘.., DEPUTY DIRECTOR:
Richard C.” Atkinson ‘
Lowell J. Paige (acting)
. Raymond L. Bisplinghoff 1
" Vacant P
.Louis Levin (acting) (note! a)
John T\ Wilson

- ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR EDUCATION
; (note b): _° !
- Harvey A. Averch (acting) }
Lowell J. Paige '
Keith R. Kelson (acting)
Lloyd G. Humphreys

Vacant/

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR (EDUCATION)

. (note c):

Thomas D. ‘Fontaine
‘Thomas D. Fontaine (actlng)
-Henry W. Riecken

'DIVISION OF PRE- COLLEGE EDUCATION

IN .SCIENCE:

Dlrector

Walter L. Gillespie

Howard J. Hausman

‘Howard J. Hausman (acting)
Charles A. Whi’wmer

Charles A. whitmar (acting)

— Neville L. Bennington
Keith R. Kelson

" Tenure of office

o - P
S 00066

—From To
Feb. 1972 Present
y
Jan. 1972 Jan. 1972
July 1969 Jan. 1972
July 1963 June 1969
Apr. 1951 June 1963
June 1975 Present
Sept. 1974/ June 1975
Oct. 1970 Sept. 1974
June 197 ‘Oct. 1970
Aug. 1968 June 1970
July 1963 Aug. 1968
Sept. 1975 Present S
Oct. 1973 Aug. 1975 . .
‘Sept. 1971 Oct. 1973 -~
June 1970 Sepg.u197}q_' ~
Oct. 1969 * June 1970
‘13‘ . :"l '
h )"' R - .
Aug. 1966 ;. Oct.’ 1969 o
June -I966-; Aug. 1966 .-
Jan, 1965 . June 1966 °
" ) » . \
AN
Jan, 1975 Present.
Feb. 1973 Dec. 1974
July 1972 Feb. 1973
Nov. 1968 July 1972
Sept. 1968 Nov. 1968
Nov. 1966 Sept. 1968
Jan, 1965 Nov. 1966
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B DU ' : . Ten&xe of office ‘
il B Fromy To
S AN ' 2 : ‘ N
JAFDIVISION OF SCIENTIFIC PERSONNEL g
7 " AND EDUCATION (note d): N
Associate Director
Henry W. Riecken Mar. 1964, Jan. 196°
.. "Bowen C. Dees . Kug. 1963\ Mar. 964
«.Assistant Director ’ \
. Bowen C. Dees Aug. 1959 ' Aug. 1963
a/As- Executive Associate Director, Dr. Levig.performed thg .

" functions of Deputy Director. .
E/EffectiVe July 1975, t1t1e~changed‘to_Assistant Director !
~ for Science Education. - T S o L

the Office of Assistant Director

c/Effective October 1969,
for Education was created.
signed to the newly establi

In addition to the duties as-
shed position, the Assistant

Director for Education assumed the’

-functions previously

assighed to the Associate Director (Educatibn).

. d/Effective January 1965, the Division of Scientifib Person-
.~ nel and Education was abolished and replaced| by three
. divisions, one of which was the Division of Pre-Collage
* Bducation. in Science, reporting to the Associate Director

"*w. '(Education). .




