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REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

o~

i ~ Follow Through:

= |essons Learned From

lts Evaluation And Need To
I Improve Its Administration

v Office of Education

Department of Health, Education,
“and Welfare

i
3 .
3 .
This report points out that although Follow
o Through, an experimental program designed
C! to find more effective approaches to teaching
@/‘ - young Sgn  fropa-Jow-income families,
d achieved erenefs in\\outcome between '
~  Follow Thehugh and non-Follow-Through ) —
children, prgblems in’its initial design and im- T
plementatigh will limit reaching statistically 1/ .
reliableonclusions as to which approaches - .

are successful. -

The report recalls the events which led to ;

&

it'
c ' reorganization of the national evaluation of
-

Follow Through and suggests ways to prevent
similar happenings.
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R GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
" WASHINGTON. D.C. 2048

-

To the Preﬁﬁdent of the Senate and’the
. Speaker of 'the House of kepresentatives

. . In this report we assess the Follow Through program

' and its national evaluation, and suggest ways to improve its
administration. - The prog;;& is administered by the Office
of Education,

epartment of Health, Education, and Welfare. °

Because FHollow Through is the largest educational re-
&Learch ang development program ever undertaken, we have
etermine (1) the results of its efforts in iden-
] sful "approaches to teaching children from
low-T1 fafilies and (2) its accomplishments in provid-
-, ing comprehengive servicegs and in involving parents in pro-
gram activitids a . " “ . ,
We made qQur review pursuant to the Budget and Account-,
ing ‘Act, 1921 {t31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-

_,éing copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Manigement and Budget, and to the Secretary of :
Health, Educatiion, and Welfare. :
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.Comptroller General
T of the United States
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« COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S | .FOLLOW THROUGH: LESSONS LEARNED‘
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS FROM ITS EVALUATION AND NEED' TO
) . IMPROVE; ITS ADMINIS‘RATION
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A and Welfare '
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D I GE S T

Follow Through is an experimental program-
¥ designed to find more effective approaches
N to teaching young children from low-income

families.

Colleges, universities, “and private educa-
tional research organlzatlons developed
model approaches to install: in classrooms.
. The Department of Health, Education, and

) / Welfare's (HEW's) Office of Education con- oo
* / tracted for a national evaluation to assess \
' effects of‘the app{o:ches. (See pp. 1 and 4.)

GAO found problems ih the initial design and ,
rmplementatlon of Follow Through and a need
to improve .program and project adm1n1stra—

/’ tion. i’
. Accordlng y, GAQ recommends that the Secre=
/- tary of H difect the Office of Education

\\.‘\._ tO H - s L

--Insure that future experimental programs
are not designed apart from evaluation to
- ) maximize the degree to which experlmental
* ., results w111 be stat1st1ca11y reliable.
(See p. 26. )!

- =--Translate problems enceﬁntered dur1ng the
¢ * Follow Through experiment into cr1teraa

g ‘for designing and.-administering future
\; .. ;/// experiments, in ud1ng among other thlngs,
¢ -~ «Z==criteria to pgevent collecting massive .
; ) results before goals an

S are properly def1ned (See '"f\

-

5 —-Establish, to thd
e, _ formance standards
ponent and .require lo

e ‘ meeting these standards.
Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.

-“'M
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. --Develop and disseminate comprehensive
guidance to the agencies on a recordkeep-
ing system, intluding type of records
needed to, document performance and pro-
vide' feedback on program results. (See -
p. 39.) |

‘--Develop ané disseminate specific guidance . .
to ‘local educational agencies and consult- -
ants on the information that should be in-
cluded in reports to the Office of Educa-

' tion and on their format and content.
N (See p. 39.)

. . --Develop, in the early implementation stage
of future experiments, regulations and
i guidelines concerning project administra-
- {o -tion and monitoring. (See'p. 39.)

--Provide guidance to local educational -
PR ,agencies on the format of eligibility rec- ’
: ords and require them to periodically re- .
. ~ port actual enrollment data. (See p. 49.)

--Documertt reasons for exemptihg local edu-
cational agencies ‘from program eligibil-
ity requirements. (See p. 49.)

HEW ‘agreed with these recommendations. How-
. ‘ever, GAO believes the action taken by HEW
AN will not fully implement two of its recom-
" mendations. (See p. 40.)

Problems and areas needing improveﬂent in-

clude:

--Follow Through planners designed a frame-
work for large-scale experimentation and
evaluation without First defining sgpecific
goals and objectives of the experiment.
(See p. 6.) ’

. * =-BEven though initial results from the re-
vised evaluation show that the approaches
achieved some differences in outcome be- \
tween Follow Through- and non-Follow= -
Through children, ppobléms~in the experi- )
ment's initial design and implemedtation .
will limit the Office of Education's abil~ - B

_ ity to reach statistically-reliable con- - .
“clusions as to which apprdaches are suc-

cessful. (See pp. 16 and 19.)
: //// . . ST ‘-%‘ . -
,/T// e - S
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--Although the ultimate .intention is to ) )
. disseminate and encourage use of Follow’
T Through approaches that prove successful,
the Office of Education has not yet devel-
< oped appropriate plans to accompllsh this.
" .. (See pp. 22 and 24.)

. )
--Noninstructional services needed to be in-
; creased and made mére uniform. (See

pp. 27 and 33. ) ’

--The Office of Educaflon has not (1) estab-
lished performance standards for each
serv1ce component, (2) provided guidance
on the type of records needed to document
project performance, on (3) required gran-
N tees to formally evalugkﬁ their projects.
: (See pp. 31 and 33.)

-

]

--The Office of Education's monitoring re-
ports on Follow Through projects did not
specify program waaknesses with their
probable causgs and corrective-actions L te
needed. (See pp. 35 and 36.) .

-

- .o

--The Office of, Education did not have ade-
quate control over project compliance with
eligibility requirements. '(See pp. 41,
47, and 48.) P2
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CHAPTER 1 + . ¢
‘ .
. INTRODUCTION -
v Follow Through is a program for children in kindergarten ,

through the thirdrgrade desjigned primarily to build upon

, " gains made by children from low-income families previously
enrolled ip Head Start or similar preschool, programs. 1/ Fol-
low Through was authorized in 1967 under title II of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2809),
as a service program. It-uses school, community, and family
resources in meeting the educational, physical, psychological,
and social needs of children.  The program's major emphasis,
however, has been on assessing the effettiveness of dif-
ferent approaches for educating young children from low-income
families. It is the largest educational research and devel-
opment program ever undertaken, according to OE.

This report includes information on (1) the design of"
Follow Through as an experiment and OE's efforts to evaluate
the results of the program-and disseminate information on
successful Follow Through approaches, (2) project. administra-
tion, 1nclud1ng the delivery of noninstructional servides
and project compliance with funding requirements, and (3) the
ellglblllty characteristics of the children enrolled in the
nlne projécts rev1ewed

. 'PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION ' ' 1

In a June 1967 memorandum of understanding, rey sed in
May 1969, the Director, Office of Economic Opportunéty, del-
egated responsibility for administering Follow Through- to

the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). The
Secretary assigned responsibility for the program to OE,

which issued requlations on funding and developed a draft
program.manual. In March 1974 OE published proposed\regula- B
tions covering all.Follow Through operations. Final 'requla-

tions were issued on April 21, 1975, gnd became efifective

on June 5, 1975,

OE asked State educatlonal agencies and State economic
opportunlty offices to '‘nominate communities to part1c1pate
in Follow Through. OE then invited sevéral nominated com~
munities to submit pgﬁgect appilcatlons for funds and,

1/According to the Office of Education (OE), a similar pre-
school Program is one that offers the full range of com-
prehengive services that Head Start- offers; that is, in-

structlonal, medical, dental, psychological, nutritional,
. and" soc1al services. ‘ . .o

NS | ". i ’ ’ -, 9 ¢ . : /
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TR
on the basis of these applicati
primarily local educational age

° The LEAs,began their prejects i
' (either, ’kindergarten or first
each/ yéar thereaTter through th

' contributions.

4 to 25 percent of
At the time of our~51tewor
‘supplement their grants w1th a

e amotint

///
&

ég;/<gE awards 1- year grants directly to 'L Kg/;; requlgés
_ thef to supplemert the grants with local unds r noncash
The loecal, ot non-Federal,

LEAs “Were also

4 f . 4
ons, selected communities--
n

es
the " first grade £, school
rade) and added a/new grade
ird grade.

shaye ranges from
Eollow rThrough grant.
equlred to

e fundsithey

o educationally

of t

portion of

As)--to participatevé

received under the Federal pffgram of ald/
deprived children--title I of-the Elementary and Secondary 5
) Education Act of 1965, as amended 20 U/S. C. ‘'24la). The .
¢ title I contribution had to be tat/least 15 percent of the
combined Follow Through and title/I fdénds, except that
no LEA was required to contribute mofe than 10 percent
of its'total title I allocation to ?olldw Through. .

To receive Federal funds, LEAs are obllgated to meet
the requirements in the project application, including the’
grant terms and conditions; the memorandum of understanding;
and the draft program manual.’ Each LEA has a cogrdlnator
or director responsible forfAGerall project manageme7t -1

. actordance with the above.rggquirements. - Vo P
e

The following taﬁle, 6repared from OE statistics;

~ errolled fro

a/0OE/does not cSllect

summar izes Follow Tﬁrough operatlons from 1ncept1 h thrngh

4. -

non -lof-income familles.

P

nformatlon on the number of chlldren

school year 1973 /
e 1 : n/////
o e - Chlldre enrolled
L A Fedé 1 funds- from low-income
School year a?lable Projects families (note a)
;UnilliOns) ) ’ t>.’
j ‘ ’/ 7 ///. ’ . }\ A .
1967-68 $ %/75 39 2,900
’ 1968-69 1Y.25 103 15,500
1969-70 32.00 2161 ., 37,000
1970-71 /70.30 1;& " 60,200
+ 1971-72 7 6900 178 78,170 i
,,,————-~\\}972 73 63.06 173 84,000 ~
3-74 50 62 170 "« 78, 000 - y
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N, FOLLOW _DHROUGH AS A SERVICE PROGRAM

. Head Start, also*authorijzed by the Economic Opporiunlty .
is a comprehensive program that prov1des to presg :

ional, and social services. In add1tlon, each. Head
t project promotes parent and community involvement
}edts and provides staff training and development. Because
d?péit evaluations indicated that program beneflts/,/,ﬂﬂm
‘were soon ss1pated if pot reinforced in the regqular school
system, e Congress créated Follow Through to sustain and
J/ {\expand he galns of Head Sta graduates. Therefore, the

f/ 4] , ivities as Head Start.

The size of Follo Through;never reached the proportions
tended An appropriation of $120 million was requested
the 'first year Jf the program, and, OE envisioned increas-
’ lj greater amounts for later years.,' To accomplish the
- ‘ ,ﬁgtam s obj:ﬁtlve, s1gn1f1cant fundi ng was considered
. \' necessary'be se, durlng the fiscal year before creatlon of
C / Follow Throq;h“"nead Start had served/ about 215,000 chlldren
in its full-year program and 466,000 /children in its summer
program at an annual cost of about $316 million. ‘aﬂ;
S !
. The first appropriation for Follow. Th ough ﬁﬁé $15 m11+
- " lion and was to cover 2 years of operatlom. Because this, & Y
amount would serve on%y a fraction.of the feligible preschool
children, the program's emphasis .Was chanéed durlng sqhool year .
1967-68 frohgz/serV1ce prodrgmlfo an exp7kimental prggram. -
“..; N “‘

/  FOLLOW THROUGH -AS AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM P

. £ -
{;7 The purpose of Follow Through astz perxmental program,
/ referred to by OE as-"planned variatioh,” 'is 0«deve&op~ ad.....
/ . validate different approaches tq educ 1ng young children fi?h
lo -ihcome\famllles. To implement the change, OE initially
_identified 14 approaches for use by LEAs. Starting with s hool
’year 1968-69, OE required LEAs entering the program to seléct
J 1mplement 1 of the 14 approaches. LEAs that had entefed
" 2 program 1n 1967 were enc/praged but not required, téb ////
lect one of the approaches/ s f .
/ & . ~
K . During,’school year 1973 74, 22. approaches were bé1ng \
" implemented in Follow @hrough prpjects t ;oughout the Nation.
4 : They genherally conformed- to one of the following groupS'
(1) hlgh19 structured, projects emphas1zxng academlc Skills -
in readijig and arrt etic, (2) pro;ects empha izing emotlonal—
soc1a1 evelopment: and encouraglng explorat;o and d1scovery
i /59 (3) Pprojects streSs1ng cog itive thinking
ansﬁénlng quest;ons, prpbl solv1ng, and

e PR
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andg% elopment of their
—chKildren. > .

The approaches were devgloped primarily by colleges, uni-
versities, and private educAtional research organizations.
Thése institutions, referréd to as sponsors, contracted-with
OE and LEAs to provide cyfriculum materials, teacher. training,
and other assistance neefled to install the .approaches in the
classrooms. OE provides basic sponsor support through grants.
In June 1968, it contyacted with a firm /3/assess”the‘effects

of the approaches at“various locationsk

.

parents to imprdgg/the educatio

./ L
rvices were gilmlnqted
d ffom service”to experimental. -
xperimental -program in a service

None of the noninstructional

. when the program's emphasis chan
Thus, Follow. Through became an
setting. : y

PHASEOUT OF FOLLOW THROU

A

Until the spring of 1972, OE's plan was to widely dissemin~-
ate informatiom about-successful Follow Through approaches. —
_.One important long-range objective under. consideration was to -
incorporate the Follow Through cbncept and, design into the.
operation -of programs under title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. ' ’ :

. ay 1972, however, OE changed tﬁeseiplang'and de- -
cidéd to phase out the program.” To accomplish this, OE
~ ~had planned to drop one’ grade ‘each Yyear, starting with

kindergarten at the beginning of school year 1974-75 and
ending with the third grade upon the completion of school
year 1976-77. However, the ‘appropriation for fiscal year (S
1975 indluded funds for a kindergarten class to start .
* during’ school year -1974-75 and, accprding to OE, the Congress
also plans to appropriate an amou “for.fiscal year 1976
that will include fundg for a kindergarten class for .schodl
.year 1975-76. Therefore, the phaseout strategy for the pro-
\gram has -not yet been ‘resolved. _ \

SCOPE OF REVIEW G o
\ ° ' "\»

ur review was made at OE'headquarters in Washington,
D.C.,iand at nine selected project sites, one each in Alabama,

Arkandas|, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Montana,
Texas, and Utah. We reviewed, the legislative history of '
Follow Through, OE policies and procedures, project appli-
cations, land other related documents. We also reviewed the .
initial jresults of a national evaluation Qf Follow Through and
. interviéwed. Federal, State, and local bfficjals responsible
for administering and operating Follow' Thropgh. In addition,
we observed classro¢m activities and interviewed selected
teachers fnd parents of Follow Through enrol\lees.

!

-
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Our review at .the project sites covered school years

-1970-71 and 1971-72. Projects reviewed included: (1) p@oj-’

ects with at least 2 years™of operating experience’ and.

{2) projects representing a.variety of model dpproaches.

We also comsidered a project's size and whether it was urban
or rural. We believe that the problems noted are shared’ by
many projects. Our findings. and” conclusions should not,
however, be. interpreted as necessarily being “typical of all
Follew Through™ projects.

-

*
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CHAPTER 2 ' . <

+FOLLOW THROUGH: AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM , i

Pollow Through represents a unlque attempt to bettér
the lives of children from low-income families through
imaginative, instructional approaches and. a comprehensiv
program of' health and social services.and parent activities.
Yool year 1973- -74 represents the program's seventh complete
ear of operatidén and the sixth year of a national evaluation
f the program. Although the evaluation was substantially
revised duri the fourth year of the ‘experiméent, problems
in both initial design and 1mplementatlon of the experiment
will, in the final analysis, limit OE's ability to reach
statistically reliable conclusions as to which sponsor  ap-
"proaches are succesSsful for teaching young disadvantaged
children. These problems, which we believe cannot practi-
cably be overcome, include

--lack of random assignment of LaAs:to sponsors and

--lack~of comparable control groups.- 5
O
These problems, plus the OE contractor's reservatlons .
. concerning design and measurement problems, raise Questions :
about the experiment's dependability to judge the model ap-
proaches. However, OE can capitalize on. this experlence
as lessons learned for future experlments. . )
Nevertheless, initial results from the revised evalua-
tion show that, on the basis of eight criterion measures,-
sponsors “have achieved some differences in outcome between
Follow Through and non-Follow-Through children. After com-
pletion of the evaluation, OE wants to disseminate and en-
courage the use of approaches found to be successful. Bow-
ever, OE has not yet developed plans to accomplish this. - - __

LESSONS-LEARNED FROM‘FOLLOW THROUGH . N
buring its early years the national evaluation of Follow,

Through was strongly criticized by parties both in and out-

side the Pederal Government because it lacked a well-defined

plan. This criticism resulted in a substantial reorganiza-

‘tion of the evaluation during school yéar 1971-72. Although

a new evaluation strategy with specified objectives emerged =

from the reorganization, its overall effectiveness will be

limited because of problems in both the initial design and

implementation of the experiment.

»
vt
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Follow Through was, however, a unique experiment
ngvolving the evaluation of a three-way partnership among

the school, the ‘sponsor, and the home. Because OE lacked ex-
perience in organizing such a program, it may not have rec-
ognized the consequences of early decisions affecting the

. program's désign and implementatién. The purpese of this

section, therefore, is to recall the events of the national
evatuation 'which led to its réorganization and to suggest
ways to prevent similar happenings.

History and development of
the nptional evaluation

J 3 “ ‘a

In the summer of 1968 OE awarded a $900,000 contract
to Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California, to
make a national evaluation of Follow Through. " According to .
the contract, the Institute's main tasks were to describe
the various model approaches, collect data, and shape and
define an evaluation strategy. The primary purpose for the
evaluation, as stated in the Institute's proposal, was to
provide guidance on program development.

~ The Institute's proposal for the second evaluation year
(sqﬁoo yvear 1969-70) was approved.on June 25,-1969, for
about™$2,150,000 and was basically an extension of thé first ’
proposal in that it called for additional data collection

" and further development of the evaluation plan. This pro-

posal, prepared before the data collected in school year - ‘e
1968-69 had been fully analyzed, identified to some extent

the emerging evaluation strategy. This, Institute's plan was

to measure changes in pupil growth and achievement and pargent
attitudes at successive times, using various tests and oth®r

:in.evaluation instruments, and to compare these results with

.those obtained on'a comparable group of non-Follow-Through

children. . y
The majgrity of the funds was devoted to ddta‘collecting
and processing fot the large numbér of project locations OE
wanted included in the evaluation. During the 1969-70 school
yéar, the Institute reported on the analysis of .the data it
had collected at 53 projects in school year 1968-69 on about
8,100 children tested in the fall and spr.ing I the analysis
‘report, dated December 1969, no findings were rovided for
individual sponsors. Due to the developmentallnature of the
models’ at the time‘of data collection and to late administra- .
tion of the pretegt/fo decided to focusyattent¥on om later
entering classesof children, called cohoxts, the first being
the group that eritered Follow. Through. in the
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. In May 1970 OE convened a panel of experts to review
the contract for the national evaluation. The panel rec-
ommended that policy questions and program objectives be

- identified as clearly as possible. According to the panel:

"The major concern of this reviewing 'team' .

* * * Jjes in the design of the project in terms
i~ of its actually evaluating Follow Through Projects.

- While the potential of most information collected o
for this purpose (evaluation) was explained, there .
seems to be an absence of a definite detailed plan .o,
designed to serve the major objective of evaluation.
Inj fact, there seems to be some hesitancy to
evBluate-~in either a comparative sense--that is to .
compare project against project or to evaluate
against spec1f1c goals. .
~

. OE approved the Inst1tute s proposal for the third

year of the evaluation on June 29, 1970, rajsing the total

cost of the evaluation to about $7 million. According to i ‘

. this proposal, the Institute’ s main task was to develop in-

formatlon useful in judglng the extent to which projects

were producing change in the students and communities. To

accomplish this task, the Institute’ planned to test, Quring &
. . + the fall and spr.ing of school year 1970-71, about 61,400
) children at 107 projects representing 21 sponsors. The In-
stitute's proposal stated that comparisons among model ap- °
proaches must be made, but not until each approach had been
operatlng at least 2 years in the manner the sponsor intended.

./ Durlng school year’ 1970- 71 OE recognized the need for
greater spec1f1c1ty in the evaluatlon. As part of a previous
separate review of OE's admlnlstratxon of study and

itute's performance under the contract. An ‘OE o%fficial and
consultant performed the work, -and OE wrote us on Novem-
ber 4, 1970, that: , .

PR in the absence of’ any detailed statement of
work * * * it will be- impossible to determine whether
.- the contractOr is actually doing the job which he

. is~supposed to do. .Apparently several milllons of .

\ . _ -

-
»

l/The results of th1s review are contained in our report to
‘the Congress entitled \"Need for Improving the Administra-
tion of’ Study\%pd Evaluatlon ‘Contracts, B-16403l(1),
'August 16 197 T -

.
-
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that had cognizance over the project were changed.

Institute continue “to analyze and report on class;oom observ-

A

dollars of effort has been contracted for without
h a specdification of the tasks and products of that

effort.” .

* /

on June 25, 1971, the Institute submitted its proposal
for school year 1971-72. On June 29 OE approved the proposal;}
with 'the provision that the Instituteé later submit detailed
plans for the work to be performed during the school year.
The Institute submitted the plans in September, but, follow-
ing a review by a panel of experts, OE requested that the
plans be revised. The Institute submitted the revised plans
in November but OE also rejected these. ”

According to the Institute, its problem in developing
detailed plans acceptable to OE occurred because the groups
within HEW which had responsibility for or direct interest '
in this evaluation contract were refor:iulating the program ’
and transmitting these chahges to the Ins-itute. This
situation was further complicated by OE personnel and
organization ‘changes. The Institute said that during’

June 1971. the _Follow Through Direcfor left the Government
and a new director was named. Also, in July the. progect
officer for the Follow Through evaluation and the OE office

In December OE decided to reorganize the evaluation.

In a, December 10, 1971, memorandum to OE's Office for Program

Plannlng ang Evaluatlon, the OE official in charge of the
evaluation said:

"While the respons1b111ty for design was shated w1th
SRI [the Institute] in the past, criticisms about the
overall conceptualization from the GAO and othier
sources made it clear that this 'joint venture' mode
was not ‘a workable arrangement. Therefore, this
respons1b111ty has now been assumed by USOE. An in-
tensive study of. the overall des1gn of Follow Through
is now be1ng 1n1t1ated by USOE."

The memorandum also sala\that the Institute's latest proposals
and other evidence indicated that the contractor had limited
ability to analyze and report’ data.

To 5hange the evaluation, OE, assisted by a consulting
group, assumed full responsibility for specifying the ex-
perimental design, tests, and the projects where testlng
would be done. In addition, OE selected &nother contrdctor
to analyze the student achievement, teacher, and parent data
being collected and processed by the Institute, but had the

ation data.

.
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The evaluation strategy that emerged from these changes
retained the Follow Through and non-FPollow-Through comparison
concept. 1In addition, rules were estabished governing the
selection of projects where testing was to be done and which

children would be tested. Projects were selected to maximize‘

sponsor comparisons. -

A
L3

According ‘to. the request for proposals that OE sent out
to prospective bidders fotr the analysis, the néw evaluation
was to seek answers to questions such ass -

--How does Follow Through compare to the schooling
disadvantaged children typically receive?

. --What ares/the benefits of the‘nddel approaches?
--Are the effects of the approaches cons1stent?
--Have tht approaches been implemented properly?

--Does Follow Through have more impact on children'. |
who had preschool experience than on children ’
’ lacking this experience? K

--Do the effects on the children multiply with each
- passing year?

--Are the effects of Follow Through.and of individual
approaches constant regardless of the child's
characteristics, such as ethnic origin, séx, and
age? . -

o \ © . . ﬁ\

Thus the evaluation began to address specific evalua-

tion issues. The cumulative effect of not having specific
objectives and goals is difficult to .assess in.terms of-

(1) the costs incurred during the first.3-1/2 yeard of
evaludtion for testing and other;activities which %ill only
be marginally useful and (2) the ‘extent to which the above
qguestions can be answered with confidence.

Initial definition and scope of nggram RN

3 -

According to program documentation, the Follow Through
experiment was oOriginally designed to provide information
for use ‘when the program was expanded from experimental to
service or operational proportions. However, the specific
information that OE wanted was not specified to the con-
tractor until the national evaluation was reorganized
beginning in the late fall of 1971.




Initially, the sponso
developed as|indicated i
data analysis$ which st

approaches also were not iul}y
OE's request for proposa]_stj forg .
ed that: i 1

"* * * no one [sponsor] was fully prepared to movg///L/
into the¢ primary grades with a completely de-~

veloped, radically different program. However, . %///

number approaches seemed to be sufficiently N
well developed and to have enough institutional .
support that includind them in Follow Through i

was justified." - ) .. } /

tives exp11c1t and to devise evaluation plans for ose ob-
jectives not covered in the fdational evaluation. <OE followed
up on this request with a wemorandum to the ?B9ﬁ§ors in Novem-
ber 1972. ’ t ‘

Although the evaluation objectivesegpé/;oals were not
precise, Follow Through planners design a framework for
large-scale experimentation and evaluation. Prom mid-
December 1967 to June 1968, OE identified and selected

14 sponsors and 64 additional projects to participate in
Follow Through and awarded a contract for e tens1ve/éata—-———7
collection. At the start of the second r of Follow-
Through, which was also the first year of the experiment,
there were 103 projects and 14 sponsors serving approxlmately
15,500 low-income chlldren in 2 grades,

OE held to develop plans and procedures 2 national evalua-
tlon, OE envisioned Follow Through q/d its evaluation as hav-
ing two stages--a formative stage in“which to develop the ~ .
model approaches and a summative stage in which to aqsess
and compare their effects. Some participants at the meetlng
suggested that o;ects s8till in the formative stage be ‘
excLuﬁéd from t national evalumation, a strategy not closely
ollowed in the e%aluatlon that evolved. Although OE and U
the Institute avoided making sponsor comparisons and the )
Institute collected formative information on the projectg!'
progress in implementing the model approaches, much summative
data on pupil achievement was also collected which, as
previously discussed, will not be used for evaluation pur- -
poses or will be only marginally useful.

- / .
According to the ,minutes of a Marifﬁig§8'meeting which

OE requ1red the 64 LEAs that implemented Follow Through
projects in 1968 -and encouraged the 39 that implemented
projects in 1967 to select any 1 of the original 14 approaches.
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, Sponsors were unevenly‘d»strlbueed amohg pro;ects

As a resu
and region

‘regionally. Beglnnlng.ln 1969, OE took ste to.1mprove -

Impact of initial design
dec1s1ons on national evaluatlon

N

Because test samples used before : valdation |
reorganized were not designed to asse di ferences amgﬂg\\
ire who entered the

sponsors, interim findings on the

v

The Follow Through atlo’ 1 evaluat n involves three
entering classes of c drefi, .called cohgrts. 1In general,

the children are te ed,aé they enter school (either kinder- %
garten or first de)s at some intermediate point and when
they leave the ogr at the end of the{third grade.  The
chart below shows the progression of chi}dren involved in

the evaluatjon through the grades by coh rt and schooliyear. |

? »

;ote a) i '
- - 74-75
Cohort 1 K \\\\\ ‘ 3

School” ear (

Cohort 2 - , : . .
Cohort 3 . , .. . B
.. R . i 4 ' ) 2 ‘ "3’” - -
a/Each cohort includes two groups of chi fegréone which
entered -kindergarten and one which e Fred'the first
grade. '

Accordlng to OE, the data collected before the rev1s1on
of the evaluation des1gn (cohorXs one and two) will be used,
but because the data is not ag stable, nor as large or com-
prehensive, as the data for fohort three, xconclusions about
model. effectlveness have en delayed The program's ultimate
effectiveness will=be d épmined by the degree to which it
has fostered-the devel pmént of successful sponsor approaches

Va"“%“%-\
R L4 -

for teachiﬁ§ yOUng dis
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»;: According to an OE off1c1a1, it takes about I- l/2 years o
~ toj analyze and report the qesults ©of_the Follow Through

.. evpluation data. An assessment of program effects should,
~_therefore, be available for each cohort either after 4-1/2
’ or{ 5-1/2 years, depending an when the children entered
™ Pollow Through; that is, a§ kindergarten or first grade.

Data on the children aho entered Follow Through in the
fall of®1969 (cohotrt one)ﬁhas been completely -analyZed.

// According to OE, sponsor omparlsons have been made, even
- ) théugheii?many cases therd; were too few sponsors with com-
e

pafabl rojects where sdﬁf1c1ent testing had been done’
to permit adequate compazﬁsons. ; P
g e

o Data on the ch1ldren,who entered the program in the
fall of 1970 (cohort twoy has not beer analyzed, but OE _
* plans to use it to compate the effectlveness of various”
‘ sponsor approaches at the end of ‘the third grade. AeCording
-- ) to.OE's September 1974 request for proposals to analyze.

/ ’

selective Follow Through._data collected through, the spring
of 1974, data on both the children who entered the program
in 1969 and those who entered in 1970 (cohorts one and two)
is considered developmental and doe§ hot represent a strong
analytic data set because of limited testing at intermediate
points. ‘

decided~to rely most heavily .on cohort thiree; at, is, the
entered Pollow Through in the £ of 1971.
Because the da collected on the children entering in 1971
is {more reliable t that collected in 1969 and 1970, it
is to be usdd to answer mest of the evaluation issues under .\
-study. _OE hopes that, thee§EEECts\ggserved from the earlier o
test samples will prov1de some indil atign of the consistency )
= -. of sponsor effects. . , j\\\ﬁ .

" For judging model effectiveness, OE‘has,{;%gLefore,
1

children W

. Our’ ana{y81s, however, as shown in the following table,
1nd1cates .thdt OE's ability to determine the extent that
cohort one results confirm thase from cohort three will be
limited. Based on the 10 sponsors included in the first

- evaluation report on cohort three and their projects” that
are scheduled for exit level testing at thesfpd of the . ..
third grade, cohort continuity is as follows o . .
y - . , ,z‘ , ' o




Number of projects across cohorts

Cohorts

, 1 1 5 % 1

t 2 had 3 « -
, 3 3 4 3

- 4 2 3 2

P 5 3 6 3

N 6 1 3 1
T L i

9 1 3 1

10 A 3 1

Total 13 33% o0 13

Cohorts Cohorts {.
one two one; two,
and and and three

Sponsor three three (note a)

A

a/The projects included in thls column were also included
in the count for the other two columns on cohort continuity.

With regard to cohorts one and two results confirming
those from cohort three, nine sponsors have more than tweo
"projects._in cohorts two and three, but, in cohorts one and i
three, only two have more than two projects. Also for the <
‘three cohorts involved in the evaluation, only two sponsors -
have more than two projects with which to determine the con-
sistency. of sponsor effects across all three evaluatioh
_cohorts. The remaining projects scheduled ‘for exit level
‘testing in cohort one (five) and cohortstwo (nlne) may still
be useful, according to OE, to provide some indication of the
consistency of speonsor eﬁfects. At the completion of the
evaluation, however, OE's ability to determine the extent
that cohort one results confirm those from cohort three will
still be limited,.as will its ability to determine the ex-
tent that the evaiﬁatlon results repeat themselves across
the three cohorts.

In summary, cohort one data combined with the data T

collected on the children who entered Follow Through in
school year 1968-69 will make a considerable amount of -
evaluation data only marglnally useful because it was col-- '
. lected before spec1£1c evaluation objectives were specified.

. The former Follow Through Director “said in an article on -
the accompllshments and lessons learned from Follow Through
that, during future experiments, program impact data should
* not be collected until the program's projects are solidly
established.




/ 'v
Further, as dlscussed later in this report, there are -
also des1gn and measurement problems connected with the -
exper iment which ‘affect the reliability of the Follow
~Through results, including those for the children who
‘entered in the fall of 1971 (cohort three).
OE also plans to assess sponsor consistency across
cohorts in another way. It will look at the degree to
which a sponsor achieves the same patterns of effects over
cohorts. For example, a model may have different effects
on children who have had preschool and those who have not,
or in large urban areas as opposed to rural areas. If such
patterns occur, they will be verified ‘om more than one
cohort to determine if they are true patterns. Tf such true
patterns are identified, this could be another way of assess-
ing sponsor cons1stency. However, the valldlty of this
‘ apprgach remains to be seen.

a8

B

o As of July 1974 the contracted cost of the national

. evaluation was about $23.1 million. This amount represents
the cost of the contracts with the Stanford Research In-
stitute, the consulting firm assisting OE, and the contractor
per forming the data analysis. However, the total Federal
cost of evaluation is even greater because (1) LEAs have been
paying with grant funds the salaries of assistant testers and
test ajides since .the spring of 1970, (2) OE has ‘made grants
to sponsors to make separate evaluations of their models to
supplement the national evaluation results, and (3) OE has
awarded numerous smaller research and evaluatjon contracts
for various purposes. .
Impact of change from service ﬁ/ o
to experilmental program -

I3

, Another lesson:from Follow Through involves the rela-
/// tionship between Follow Through as a service and as an ex-

, perlmental program. The former Follow Through Director said
in his article that, because this relationship was nevetr fully
established, progress in the experiment was' impeded. Also,

a Follow Through rev;ew panel reported in March 1973 that:
vk % * by congress1onal authorization Follow
Through is a‘community action and-social service
program, while by executive direction it is a
planned variation experiment. This ambiguity
er the. purpose of follow Through has continued
. to exist in many people s minds, both in and outside
" a _the government, since its earliest beginnings and
o is a key reason why many of the evaluation issues
) have never been resolved successfully.

R L L T T S, ' . s -
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The,ﬂ" rmer Dlrector s statement and the views of the panel
1mpl that experimental programs should beé clearly author-
_1zed4as such before they are undertaken. a' ' .

i y

EXPﬁ%IMENTAL PROGRAM RESULTS ’ / !

. Td determlne the results of the Follow Through experi-

,, We reviewed the two available Follow Through evalua-
'studies which include information oneduational [gains
as/measured by achjevement tests. According to the OE of-
figial in charge of the experiment, those two studies plus
one in draft form and three based on classroom observations ~
are the most 1mportant studies on the experlment.

o The OE off1c1al said that the first two classroom

- . observation studies are tonsidered developmental, but the
;f third one reports some significant findings regarding class-
room instructional practices. The results, which are based

9,4(
. Hon systematic observations of the Follow Through classrqpms
{. . in action, indicate that highly controlled classroom environ&
5%[ ments contribute to higher scores in math and reading and
‘7= that flexible classroom environments contribute to desired
; child behavior such as 1ndependence, tower absence rates,
i and higher scores on a test of nonverbal reasonlng.
This section addresses the two studies b sed 9n ieve=-
ment tests because such tests serve as the primaty easur {ng
device in Follow Through and most federally fun@éd experi=- .
mental education programs. The focus is on the more recent
study because it deals with cohort three--the best one for '
~determining model effectlveness. ‘

[

-

The 1n1t1ai results on cohort 3 covered 10 sponsor s
., and were reported on March 1, 1974. 'These results represent
the first from the revised evaluation strategy and reflect
the first year progress of klndergarten children whq éntere
Follow Through .in the fall of 197 -OE, .in a June 1974
symmary of that report} concluded that there is reliable /.
" eyidence that systemat{ic differences’'among the 10 spon
approaches have been acirdeved. OE concluded also th most ,
f the sponsors are showing evidence of developing fhe' ,/?/
hlldren s motivation and that.six are haV1ng soffie effect
pon the children s sense of personal respon
ased its conclusions solely on educationa
differences between Follow "Through and
students on eight criterion measures.,
measures tested academlc skills an
attribﬂtes. .

y significant’
~Follow~Through -
Four of the eight . "
our tested nonacademic




Our, conclusions on the March 1974 report differ from

because, before applying the OE educational signifi-

ce test, we first determined whether\&'difference between

e gains of Follow Through and non-Follow-Through children

as statistically significant. A-test for statistical sig- /

nificance is essential to provide cqnfidence that the differ-~
€S derived are not due to chance .and that/the results ca

_be gengralized to a larger population of intereést (e.g.\ ,
children from low-income families previously enrolled in \
Head Start or similar preschool programs). OE officials
spi@/ hey did not report on tests of significance in thg

Jpne 1974 summary because the assumptions required for this

tesSy to be val'id were not met; that is, the LEAs in Follow

Through weré¢ neither rardomly selected from fhe population

o ifgzgggt nor wer€ they randomly assign7d,to a sponsor

appro o : ’ . ~

. 4 9 ¢ W
, ) ~—

Sponsor effects wefe feasured in standard deviations;
that is, a statisti measurement which measures the varia-
tion of individual “values from an average value. OE con-

. [sidered a difference €qual to or greater thqn/0{§5 standard
Jdeviation units of the item being measured as educationally

) ' significant and, therefore, a positive ef ect for Follow,
X Through. The OE summary of the March 1974 results and our
analysis of those results are shown in-the table on page 18.

Both analyses show the results thi/l sponsors. achieved in

4 categorie€s: (1) academic achievément, (2) achievement -~
. motivation, (3).personal responsibility, and (4) attendance.

! ’ When a statistical significance test is applied before '

determining educational significance, the extent of system-
. atic difference among sponsors is not 'mearly as great. For
R two\gipegories--personal responsibility and attendance--,
the most pervasive result-is that there is no significant
difference in the outcome of Follow Through and non-Follow-
Through children. .

Because projects, classrooms, teachers, and children

were selected judgmentally, the March 1974 evaluation re-

sults analyzed by us do not have the statistical reliability .

that is desired for generalizing from the results of an ex-

periment such as Follow Through. Nevertheless, our analysis .
_dges show that relying on educational significance algne -

could lead to generalizations that overstate the positive.

effects of Follow Through. OE officials told us that they

are working with the data analysis contractor to develop

methods of analyzing the data 'so that generalizations will

be possible. - -

.
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Number of sponsors

analysis , GAO analysis Criterion measures used
........ — -

o e ---Academic achievement--4 measures: : Q

3, FT better than NFT on all 4 tests
- FT better than NFT on 3 tests .
1~ FT better than NFT on 2 tests o
2 ‘ N FT better than NFT on 1 test U
1, . FT better than NFT on 1 test and
NFT better. than FT on 1 'test
1 NFT better than FT on 1 test |
1 NFT better than FT on 2 tests
1 NFT better than FT on 3 test
et No difference between FT and 'NFT ,
10 ‘ '
’ Achievement motivation: .
8 FT better than NFT
1 —NFT better}than FT ’
1 No difference between FT and NFT "
~ M _/-/ ’ ! *
L : Sense of personal responsibility--
, ) ) 2 measures: ' .
1 . - FT better tnan NFT on both tests
5 1 _ .FT better than NFT on 1 test
2 - o NFT better than ¥T on 1 test
2 -8 _ No difference between FT and NFT .
10 . e (O : L .
Lo Attendaqce' . ’ B
3 -, 1 FT better than NFT -
g il No diffexence between FT and "NFT .
i : .
l-o- ) -1-2 . T IA:‘

FT: , Follow Throu%
NFT:. Non-Folloy- tough. ' .

L2 “K" ¢ . . . ) A
Some Lnterlm results on earller cohorts of the experlment
were reported in February 1973 and cover. 9 of the 10 sponsors
analyzed in the March 1974 report. Those results generally
.. 4d#d not show the degreé of sponsor diversity indicated in
the March 1974 report. Although\some small degree ‘of diversity
was apparent, none of the sponsors had the widesSpread succéss
3 or failure shown in the March report. Moreover, three sponsors -.
that showed strong gains or’ losses in the March: 1974 report
showed completely oppos1te results in the earliér one. Con-'
sequently, it is d1ff1CUlt to'state that sponsor trends have ‘,

. been establlshed. a A ‘J PRI
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' l and 2 and

ﬂfc¥1ldren after they graduate from Follow Through.

Because oenly 1nter1m results are available for cohorts
ecause those for cohort 3 represent achievement
at the end of}only 1 year of participation,sit is too early
to draw firm conclusions about thed stab111ty of the results -
of the 10 spongor -approaches analyzed Some sponsors may
not be able to maintain the gains shown to date, whereas
others may not produce gains until the later years of the
exper iment. PFurther, any significant effeets from the
pproaches may not be immediately apparent but rather may
occur in ‘the first, second, or th1rd grades or even later.

OE has no formal plans to evaluate the progress of.
In

rch 1973 a Pollow Through review panel recommended such
an evaluation, but a decision to follow up on Follow Through
children has not been made. OE is, however, considering the
feasibility of testing former Follow Through and non-Follow-
Through children enterlng the fourth grade in school year
1975-76. .

Reliability of ‘experimental results

~ . P - *

Even though OE reorganized the .avaluation design for
Follow Through during the fourth year of the riment; :
problems in both the initXal design and 1mplei'.§atlon of
the experiment’ limit attempts for overall conclusions that

~are statistically reliable for evaluatlng alternative ap-
“proaches to early childhood education. These probkems include .

. . ) )
‘~-no random assignment of LEAs to sponsors and .
4 ’

--differences in initial achievement levels and socio-
economic characteristics between the eXperimental
+ and control ,groups, X
2 .

In %ddition, the’ data .analysis contractor listed in the
March 1974 report seyeral reservations concerning des1gn and
measurement problems which also affect the reliability of
results. Two such reservations were (1) methpdological
limitations stemmlng from the, lack of available ‘knowledge
in mgdern education research to measure all the gllow Through
variables and® (2) inability to identify the "best” sponsor&gy
to qualitative differences in materials and procedures use
and in .functions and skills emphasized. The reservations ,
combined with the p{oblems, which we believe cannot practi-
cably be overcome, raise gquestions about the dependablllty of
the evaluatlon to Judge the approaches.

S X . ’ -
,
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o Because LEAs were not randomly assigfied to an approach
and because most were not restricted in their choices of a0
approaches, thé children in PFollow Threugh and their com- .

parison counterparts are not representdtive of any definable. '

larger populations and the overall distribution of projects

among sponsors is irregular. The significapce’of this is

that generalizations cannot be made beyond the’ character-

., istics of the groups of children, parents, teachers, or
institutiens analyzed. According to the data analysis con-

‘tractor, ethnicity, integration, city size, and geographical"
region are all associated with student effects in some way -
or other, but none are uniformly distributed among sponsors.

Also, because LEAs were, for the most, part, permitted to
select sponsors, the contractor, could not estimate whether,
the outcome of one sponsor's program would be similar to
another. sponsor's or whether other projects would respond
similarly to a particular sponsor. 3 '

»

Al

Another result of ‘most LEAs not b ing restricted in . Lo
their choice of approachés is that some\sponsors were '
associated with only a few projects. The evaluation design
for cohort three-~the one OE plans”to rely-most heavily on :
to determine model effectiveness--requires that a sponsor be T
working with at least .five projects where adequate testing
had been done to be compared with other sponsSors.

Only 7 of ‘the 22 sponsors met'that réquirement,s In
addition, the March 1974 repert includes three others, two
with tbree- projects’and a third one with fbur projects,

According to the OE official in charg * of the evaluation,

five projects are needed per spbnsor-zprprovideaé confidence

level which insures that Follow Through effects are attribut-’

able to sponsor intervéntion rather than other factors which

. tan affect educational achievement. - . s

Differences.in initial achievement levels and socio- -
economit characteristics also affect the reliability of the -
evaluation results. Because. Follow Through and non-Follow-’
Phrough children were not randomly selected for participa-

. .tian, in the-experiment, the experimental and control groups
were pot-~comparable in terms of initial achiévement and .
Socioeconomic characteristics, In an effort to adjust for

the initial differences, the data analysis Contractor used

a statistical technique known as the analysis of- covariance.
However, the contragtor reported that the Follow Thtough, .
data failed to®meet®some requirements believed necessary | -
for this technique ‘to be an effective adjustment device.

. -‘., .. . .
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" - ° | Purther, no krown statistical "technique can fully
compensgfe for initial differences on such items as pretest -
scores and .socioeconomic:characteristics. Accordingly, as
OE .states in its June 1974 summary, "* * *the basis for -
determining the effects of variou€=Follow Through models is
not perfect.” Our review of "the March 1974 report indicated
that, fo;'at least four spomnsors, the adjustments -were
rather extensive. Included among the four is the only sponsor
that produced significant differences on all four academic

R measures and the only two sponsors that produced any academic

: results significantly below their nan<Follow-Through counter-

parts. o . ~ .

)
s tAccordipg to OE, while it is proper té observe that the
lack of rapdom, assignment of .treatments and the lack, in’
~ _several cases, of. comparable control groups will make it
{ . aifficult to draw conclusions apout the effects of-Follow

- Through approaches, .such conditions typify social program . ¢ °
o evaluations and educational evaluations in particular. We .o
: .recognize that these prdblens afe not peculiar to the ~ ° .

Follow Throdgh program, but believe that when the decision = ™.~

. was made to conduct’ the program as an~experiment,-§reater -
‘.. _.--. care could have .been’ exercised to minimize the effects of
¥, 7 { not following the'ideil exper imental procedures. ‘ : W
o ~. ' Because there is no known method as yet to fully com- -
L e " pensate for initial differences between experimental and

control groups and because many previous educational -experi-

ments have tended to indicate relatively small gains, the . -
. . more-the ideal procedures can be implemented, the less
- susceptible final results will be to serious m}smatches in

. the two groups.

L | - -

Combined with the shortcomings in, the experiment's
design: and implemeptation, the lack of complete Jata in the
data codllection process also affects the.represen Eiveness o
of the evaluation results: .Our review.of. the contractor's
data in the March 1974 repgrt plus saurce documents desgérib~

, ;+ing the national evaluation indicated that, f r the 10 ap-
- :. proaches covered in the March report, only 48 of the 93 proj-
' 'ects thatmake up those approaclies were included.: The -,
projects not included were, for the most part, those that,
lacked sufficient\bqgiéine data, Thus, it is guestionable

‘ , whether the profjects ported on are repregentativé overall
. " of &t Pproaches. . . e N A J

- For the 10 spongors,. th data’anélyaiQ'contraEtér
, ., indicated further limitations in that*the results :analyzed
* 7+ were for those children for whom data on all the important .

14 = e r—————— e *




measures could be obtained. For'example, of the 6,000 Folldw
Through children tested for cohort 3 in ., the spring of 1972,
2 000 were not reported on in the March 1974 report. About
40 percent of the 2,000 .children not reported on were lost
" to the pregram through attrltxon.

"OE estimates that about 50 percent of the kindergarten
children” for.cohort three will be lost thrdugh agtrjtion
by the end o rade three. The conseguence p ition
on the Follow Thrbugh experiment is that the .remaining
" . children may noét representative of all of :the effects of
. the program. a result, there is no assurance that a S .
.representativey number of students has been included in the
‘ analysis. R ) -

bl

o

PROGRAM REPLICATION | .

During hearings on OE's fiscal year 1974 appropriation,
OE officials told the Congress about the planned termination
of Pollow Through and about’ their ultimate intention to dis--, .
.seminate successful Follow Through models to LEAs throughout’
the Nation, if the final results of the national evaluation
warranted dissemination. Because OE still plans such dis--
.sem;natron and has developed tentative success criteria to
judge the models, this section will address the need to de-
velop advance plans to accompllsh thls. ’

2

v -

J' . The 1mplementatlon.process is 1mportant_becguse it. .
must provide reasonable assurance that the results achieyed
by the experiment will be réplicated (repeated) in the new
gommunltles.’ Thus, the process OE selects should be tested
before it is used for widespread dlssem;nation of Ballow
*Through models,' ‘ . .

4
”

~

OF has not yet developed approprlate plans for repli-
catlng Eo&low Phrough approaches.: During the fall of 1971 -
_OE* had started a long- range plan to expand the number of ’

Follow Through projects in each State but terminated it.

-~ dbout 6 months later. As of April 1974, OB's Office of
Planning, Budgeting, and,ﬁvaluatlon was 1m§lementing a new
concept known as "Project Infarmation Packages” for replicat-
ing successful compensatory .education projects, but OE of-
ficials cannot agree on whether Follow Thrbugh models should
be’ replicated under - this concept. .

Ll
L]

-

"Long>range plan,

.7
- 4 ’

) OE's goal for -this plan had been to .develop within each
. . * State over a S5~-year period the capability to bring Follow
Through to as many cblldren from low-ancome families ‘as

- . . v
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-
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possible. Besides anticipated increases in the Follow .
Through appropriations for the additional projects, title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and State
and local funds were to be used.

OE planned to select ex1st1ng exemplary projects and
turn them into resource centers for new project staffs to
contact or visit for information. In addition, OE planned
to retain the sponsors to work with and help the new proj-

' ects 1mplement successful, approaches.,

In short, the long- range plan wduld have 1nvolved (la
'd gradual phase in of the Follow Through experiment, (2) %n
increase in the number of communities working with Follow,
Through models, (3) the conversion of Follow Through from*
a research and development to a predominantly service-

»oriented program, and (49 the merger of the Follow Through
concept into the operation of the title I"program. Greater
support for Follow Through from title I was planned because,
according to OE, "components of a typical Follow Through

. are [the] same as an effective t1tle I progect.

In October 1972 an OE off1c1al told the Follow Through
- program J6ffice that its 5-year replication program had been
replaced by a new incentive grant program being developed
for title I. Later, OE,announced its plans~to terminate
Follow Through. Aan'OE plannlng official teld us that the .
decisions, to replace the long range plan had been made in
the sprlng of 1972 and had been based on a planning philoso-
phy that research and development programs, such as Follow
Through, should not have service objectives. He said that
Follow Through models should not be replicated until all
the results are in and they have proven successful. Accord-
ing to the official, the incentive grant program was envi-
sioned primarily as a program for replicating successful .
reading qnd mathematics projects but the Offite oF Managment _
and Budget did not approve it.

7

" Project information packages . . S

‘The project information package concept involves col-
. léecting and assembllng information needed to install an
" . ‘educational approach in the classroom. A package will con-

. tain descriptive literature, schedules, budgets, 'procedyral
guides, filmstrips and audiocassettes, self- 1nstructlonal
training programs for teachers, lists.of teaching aids and '
equipment, and other materials needed to install and admin-

. . ister an approach. OE hopes that the packages will be
\ ' “‘sufficiently self-explanatory to enable school administrators

1
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<5 install an approach and achiave successful results
withoat much assistance from the.sponsor.

7

. To determine .whether the concept will work, OE has
1dentified six sSuccessful compensatory education approaches
,(ndone of yhich were Follow Through) and collected the
necessary nformation to package them. Each packaged approach
is now being field tested at several LEAs.

According to officials in OE's Office of Planning,
dudgeting, and Evaluation, Follow Through approaches are
candidates for replication under the packaging concept.
However , because the’ packaging concept does not necessarily
crovide for the input of the sponsor at the replication site,
the Follow Through Director believes that Follow Through ap-
proaches cannot be successfully 1mp1emented under .this con-
cept.. She favors a pfogram more like. that prOV1ded ‘for
under the long-range plan. However, she said that OE has
not yet developed appropriate plans for repl'catlng Follow
Through approaches.

In planning for repllcatlon, OE should cer,' among
other things, the necessary cést. According to~d 1973 cost
,study done under contract for OE, the average Pederal per
pupil cost of Follow Through in school year 1971-72 was
$747. This cost is in addition to the LEAs' normal per
,Pupil expenditure. The 4l projects studied were believed
to be representative of the 173 in operation dﬁ?lng school
year 1971-72. The $747, in addition to PFolYow Through
funds, includes title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act and other Federal funds, such as model cities
and manpower training., - - S

Dur ing OE s fiscal year 1974 approprlatlon hedrings,
OE officials-teld the Congress that in school year 1972-73
Follow Through's average per pupil cost had dropped to
$617 and tnat its.goal was to lower the cost to $600. 1In e
‘comparison, the title I program, 51m11ar in services to
Follow Through, cost only about $220 per pupil for school
Jear 1971-72, the most recent for which OE statistics were
avallable.

CONCLUJSIONS

School year 1973-74 represents Follow Through's seventh..
7ear of existence and its sixth year of experimentation with
approaches to educating disadvaantaged chlldren in. the early
jrades of school. Thiough June 1974 an timated $300 mil«
lion. had neen mads a1=1lab1° for the or, and acyording =

4
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~ential effects among the approaches. It is too early, how-

.goals. After development, the program can be expanded to

to OE about 71,000 children‘had completed it. Problems,
however, in both the initial design and implementation of
the exper iment will limit OE's .ability to reach- statistically
reliable overall conclusions on the success or lack of '
success of the approaches for teaching young disadvantaged
children. '

\ ; . L0 R

The problems cannot practicably be overcome, and, when
combined with the OE contractor's reservations about design
and measurement problems, raise guestions about the experi-
ment's dependability to judge the appproaches. "~ Incomplete
data in the data collection process also limits the
representativeness of the evaluation results. The problem
of data reliability could have been minimized if OE had,
when Follow Through's emphasis changed from service to
experimental, developed detailed specifications for the
evaluation.

.On the basis of 10 sponsor approaches, initial g 6%ts
from the revised evaluation indicate that there are fer-

ever, to draw conclusions about their relative merits. Be-
cause the evaluation data collected during the first 3 years
of the experiment is of guestionable usefulness for judging
model effectiveness, OE has to rely most heavily on data
from the last group of children participating. In addition,
OE will have only limited opportunities to determine the
extent that the evaluation resultsg repeat themselves across
cértain cohorts. ~ : .

The questionable benefit of the Follow Through experi-
ment affects OE's plans to disseminate information on
successful approaches. Because limitations in the data
affect OE's ability to draw reliable conclusions about the
success of the approaches, such limitations also affect
OE's plans for replicating approaches.

In the future, gxpériments generally should be deéigned
on a small scale and have a limited number of projects to ’
define implementation procedures and program objectives and

more projects, if necessary, to assess its effects.  -Further,
any evaluation done during development should be on a smakll
scale, as an aid to developing the program'rath£} than as-
sessing its effects, as happened in FqQllow Through. In
future l@rge-scale experiments, the framework for "the ex- °
periment should be designed at the same,_time- the evaluation-
objectives are established so that one witl not limit the

effectiveness of the other, as happened in 'Follow Throdgh.

.

1
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OE should use the Follow Through exXperi ent as a case
study to p;an and carry.out future experi@gﬁtal programs.

' . S
RECOMMENDATIONS TO .THE ’ / ~-

SECRETARY OF HEW : /y//, o f/\//

We recommend that the Secretary direct OE to:

--Develop 4{gg}er safeguards to insure that future
" ‘experimental programs are not designed apart from -
. evaluation to maximize the degree to which experi- ~
. mental results will be statistically reliable.

--Translate .the problems encountered during the
Follow Through experiment into criteria for design-
ing and administering future experiments, including,
among other-things, criteria to prevent collecting )
massive data on program results before program goals
and objectives are properly defined. -

AGENCY COMMENTS i ‘ : ,

, HEW commented on matters discussed in
a July 28, 1975, letter. ‘(See app. I. concurred with
our recommendations and said it wills€ry to insure that
legislation and.regulations for futute experimental pro-
grams are consonant with strong evaluation designs by
requiring random assignment of pProjects to LEAs, schools,
classrooms, etc., and requiring LEAs to establish' and »
maintain comparable control groups or schools. OE will
formally advise all program offices of the importance of

géking evaluation an integral part of experimental pro-
grams., . .

S report by

'HEW said the experience of Follow Through reemphasgizes
the need for planning before implementation of neéw program
designs. or major changes in basic program thrust. OE now
has a'centralized evaluation staff responsible for develop-
ing evaluation designs based upon . program objectives- so as
to prevent unnecessary-data collection., HEW -said this staff
is cognizant of the problems &ncoufftered in Follow Through, v
and vill, to the extent possible, incorporate our recom- /r’
mendations in tle overall evaluation désigns. .




CHAPTER 3

NEED “TO IMPROVE PROJECT ADMINISTRATIO

AND PROGRAM MONITORING

Follow Through offers, various noninstructional services
and activities aimed at lessening the effects of poverty and
enhancing children's chances to lead normal, productive
lives. These components consist primarily of parent. involve-

ment; community involvement; and supportive services, such as
medical and dental examinations for the children.

In general, the LEAs had provided for each required
, service and activity but needed improvement in their admin-
istration. Project achievements in thé noninstructional area
\varied from one LEA to the next and a need existed to in-
\crease the end results. In addition, LEAs/ needed to improve
Wheit recordkeeping for evaluation purposes and, in somg,inJ
stances, to comply more closely with funding requirements.
\ . . .
. Thetreasoné for these weaknesses and the uneven results
among LEAq in delivering services seemed to be that- (1) OE
had not fatnished adequate guidance to implement the non-
instructiokal components and (2) OE's monitoring of project
results had been ineffective, During our review OE improved
its monitoring system, but additional changes are still
needed. $

PROJECT. ADMINISTRATION OF SERVICE
COMPONENTS AND . M REQUIREMENTS
.NEEDED IMPROVEMENT

Y

> o

We examined the LEAs"pefformance in various areas, in-
cluding the delivery of medical, dental, nutritional guid-
- ance, and psychological services to eligible children ang’
_the delivery of social services to both eligible children.
. and their families. 1In addition, we evaluated ‘the extent
and ways in which parents and’ other individuals and agencies
from the community weré involved in project affairs, in¢lud-
ihg coordination™with log¢al Head .Stdrt projects.

"~ "although each project differed in many ways, such as -
geographical’ location and project size, all needed to im-
prove-project administration to some extent.,, Services could
have been, ifncreased, recordkeeping needed improvement to én-
hance evaluation; and. funding r%qpir%meﬁts were not always
complied with. In addition, the-LEAs varied in the level of
. services provided. Highljights from selected areas are dis-
cussed in the following Séctions. -
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Variation in and need to increase services

The draft program manual, which was in effect at the
time of our sitework, contained guidance to LEAs on the
requirements for each program component. It provided that
each project have a policy advisory committee, made.up of
- parents and other community members .who must play a sub-

- stantial role in planning and managlng project affairs..

~o “
of the nine projects, seven had a‘'policy adv1sory commlt-
tee, one had a parent board, and one had two parent boards.
The two projects with parent bodards re parent’implemented
in that the parents, through the board,~made the prodgram's
operatl;g decisiops. Most committees and boards were orga-
nized along the lines suggested in the program manual and met
regularly, usually once a month. .

To determine the extent of committee and board involve-
ment, we reviewed the minutes of their meetings; observed
meetings; and interviewed project officials, committee and ,
board‘members, and parents' of Follow Through children. 1In ‘
our op¥n1on, one committee and one board were actively in-
volved in planning and managing project operations, four had
a voice in.project decisfgnmaking but a need for greater in-

- volvement ex1sted, and three had llttle involvement 1n'project

affalrs. .

‘The active commlttee and ,board made numerous important
decisions-.and actions. FPor-example, they both established
project staff selection ¢riteria, organlzed parent actiwvi-
ties, and helped develop the project's annual budget. 1In
‘addition, thefparent board hired and dismissed ‘staff. members
and considered educational m%tters, such as a decision to
release teachers from their hormal dutles to visit parents
perlodlcally. .

Four committees " made a few such decisions but, could
have improved their performance. The major emphasis of three
of these four committees appeared to be on their n. opera-
tions, including selzitlng officers, forming subco ittees,
selecting representa es to attend conferences, and anning
social gatherings, rathe; than on program matters, such -
developing plans and criteria for obtaining parent.and
munity involvement. The effectiveness of the fourth commit-
tee was questlonable because 13 of 21" Follow Through parents
we interviewed said they were naot even aware the cdmmlttee
existed. . .

The. minutes of the three committees which'had—little‘
involvement in pro;eot affairs showed little evidence of
accqmpllshments. Project .officials and committee members

T .86
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. .volvement when we completed our sitework. = -

acknowledged the passiVe\role that theiricommittees had
played in project operations. They gave us the followihg -,
reasons fewflack of committee involvement. ’

--Lack of ingérest, eéxperience, and(éfucation of low-
income parents. . . i

--Substantial turnover of cémmittee membe¥ys and offi-
cers. At one project the parent coordfnator told. us
that the leadership ability of the cojffmittee had been
affected because of lack of continuity in committee
menbers, : . )

LA

_=-Reluctance of members to egprégs;themselves in the
presence of the project director who attended commit-
tee meetings. This occurred at:only one project.

The apparent reason for, the mg@ﬁbxs.not speaking out
was that more than one-third géqégalso praoject staff.«’
The committee president believed:'that the employer-
relationship detracted from. member objectiv- -
Scommittee was being reorganized at the
time of our \sitework. B o

+ ‘ . N / . . - . .
The projects were taking actions to increase committee 1in-

N Parent participation in the
' Follow Through classroom

The draft program manual also' provided that .parents be
used in the classroom, in the Follow Through office, or in
other capacities working.as volunteers. To assess project
performance in this ared, we examined project retords and
interviewed parents and project personnel.

The records, although not élways~complete; showed wide
variation ‘in parent participation among the projects. For
example, one project which served 256 families recorded in'
school year 1970-71-about 14 days spent by parents in, the
classroom or on other project, activities. In-contrast, an-
other project which served about 900 families recorded about
600 days- spent by parepnfs in the classroom. Its officials
more pafents should have participated, but

id t have transportation.

< » .

said that\ some

In addition. to the first project cited above, three )
other projects appeared to have little parent involvement in
the classroom. ' . .

l
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-~0f 13 teachers interviewed at one *project, 4 said that
L parents:-were not involved in classroomnactivitiﬂé and
o 9 said that parents participated but only to a limited .
.t 5 extent. p y ~ :
A ‘ o ", . . g
~-The program coordinator at..another project shaid pri
cipals at the Follow Through schools prohibited “un
. trained persons from-working in the classroom.® This
.project's records for school year 1970-71 showed that-
only one parent worked as a classroom volunteer.

. ~ . . . ' 2

“At the remaining project,” which consisted of 15 Followf
Through classroom$, a consultant reported that the -
- teacliers at the school where 12\ of the classrooms

were located gave visitors the pression they were

not weleome. Later, the -project\distributed a ques-.
tionnair€ to parents of children Xho attended this
'scggp/; Forty percent, or 32 of the 81 parents re=-
sponding, indicated.'that they felt Winwelcome in the
I//’sdhOOI or that the school treated them as intruders. .

_~~ ' Health-care
o Each project child from a.low-incofle family is eligible
to receive a3 medical”.and déntal examination with related tests
oitce every 2 years while in Follow, Through. To measure the
extent to which this requirement was met, we selected about
1,300 children from the 9 prpjects reviewed and determined

the number eligible for éxaggnations and of those eligible,
,the number who regeived' examinations and needed.treatment.

. Health records showed that 53 percent of the approxi-
hately 880 children in our sample who were eligible for medi-
cal examinations and about 80 percent of the approximately
900 children eligible for dental examinations received them.

»Of ‘the eligible children examined, 30 percent needed medical
~ attention and 70 percent needed dental treatment. About
75 percent bf the children .so referred were treated.lﬁ

AY
» 2

t - For the following reasons, noﬁ all eligible children . .

were examined:
--Some project nurses did not.understand the program
. uidelines in that they thought that only one ;,medical
and one dental -~examination were required while a child
<~ * 'was in Follow Through. ' -

- Y. . ;::« : ) " .~ . ) “v
——-Some parents refused or delayed signing parental. per-
. . mission slips ‘which were.required before children

<~ + could-receive health services.,

. --Staff was\nog alw ys.adequatg. . ‘ ) -
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*;»  The projects which achieved the best examination results
‘were -those. that obtaihed parental permission early in the z
school year and at' one time for all health services contem-
plated. Also, as followup, ‘one- project .had established the
prpcedure of ‘showing on the individual health reéords_addif .

> . -

tjonal services’,that each child.needed to receive.- |

[ ”

PYoject records needed- improvement- -
v B2 T o

. «The draft program manual did not gpecify what records
. projects should keep to document their performance. We be-
. ‘lieve that guidance is needed because some recordkeeping
) improvgyents were needed at all of the projects reviewed. - *

Documentation supporting the ‘eligibility of the ‘children
enrolled in the program was incomplete at all but one proj-
ect. This matter, discussed separately and more fully in
chapter 4, is- introducéd here because projects needed com-
,plete eligibility Yecords to adeqguately administer the non--

e instructional services paid for with Follow Through £fund

Because only, children. from low-income families are entitYed °
to these services, records were needed tohidentiﬁy'the family.
income of each child enrolled in the program. ) .

. Most pﬁojecté also néeded to improve their recordkeeping

_ in the health area, because many- records ‘were incomplete. . o
One '‘project -had kept no health records before school year
1970-71. At another project, of 100 children we selected at
random to determine whether they had received a dental exami-
nation, 98 had incomplete or unavailable records. Atga third
project; where we also selected at random 106 childr¢n, im-
munization records were inadequate for 40. I .

Two projects kept health information in more than one

_ place. At one of these .projects, for example, children's
‘health folders at two of the three schools were kept in the
classrooms by -the teachers instead of by the nurse. More-
over,. the folders did not show all the services provided be-
cause some data was maintained separately in the principal's
office or in the social worker's files. . :

H
!

Five projects needed-to improve their recordkeeping of
home visits. At one project, records were not current. At
.another, records of some home visits were not kept, and those
on filerdid not .ckearly show the reasons .for the visits:. An-
other project recorded each home visit in a log book. The "log

~ showed the number of home visits that had beén made overally -
but information about individual families, such as how often
were they visited; why were they visited, and what additional
visits .needed to be made, was not readily'availablé. ) ‘ .
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' In our opinion, good records are essential to evaluation -
which is essential to good managemgnt; accountability; and, .
in an‘experimental ‘program, the interpretation of results.
Without adequate records, areas warranting improvement may
not be identified and the ability to compare project results
is limited. - . - ‘ ' -

\

Administering funding requirements"

All the projects reviewed, to some extert, either did k

not meet or could not prove: that they had met program re- .
quirements pertaining to the salrce, use,: and control.of

funds. . g . L X
: T : o ' b
" None of the LEAs could prove tha they had contributed * .
“the non-Federal share. 1/ required bys/their approved project
applications. ” In school year.1970-%1 these LEAs claimed to
have made contributions totaling gbout $525,000, of which
at least $230,00Q was either inadequately documented or not.
" documented at all. About half .of the $230,000, which was"
claimed ‘as in-kind conttibutions by one LEA, was based on an -
" wovertime account which did not show specific dates, times,
duties, or signatures of persons receiving payments., In addi-
tion, some of the documented contributions were questionable.
For example, one project claimed as an in-kind contribution
$2,590, representing the value of admission to a final dress
rehearsal of a circus .that was free to anyone in the community

-
¥

who ‘wanted to attend.

. Four LEAs had not. contributed the required amount of _
title I funds to their projects in” school'’year 1970-71. For . -
example, one project's budget indicated that title I funds ; :
would be used to procure services, equipment, and materials
valued at about $90,000 for the project. Although documenta-
tion. was generakly lacking, the LEA's title I director said
about $49,000 of the planned contribution to .Follow Through
had not been made. Anothet project did not know how much of

.- theé reduired title I contributions had been made to Follow

~ Through. At our ‘request, the projéct edmputed the amount
.actually contributed and found it to be $10,880 1less than
-the amount proposed in the project application. *

" ‘ ] -

1/To supplement Federal funding, OE requifes each grantee 'to
-~ ,provide dnnually, depending on the number of grades,agrvéd,
> - I4 to 25 percent of,-the: grant award, consisting of either
cash or-in-kind cortributions which are/services, materials,.
-and property owned by. or donated or.loaned without chrarge .
- . to the project. Grantees are required to show that con-
. tributions claimed have actually been made.. .
, - 40
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. Although Pollow_Through funds for health services can | '
be. spent only for children from low-income families, at seveh
projects some chiidren, from =lowgdncome families recéived

n@hqggﬁ;erviceg at program e pense At ‘most projects this:
occurred BeGaud&*project st#ffs’ pr¥yided. hegtth serviges -
without making eligibility determinations. One projecty, f?r TR TN
example, spent' about $1,480 in school year 1970-71 for medi-. s, .-

+ _ cal and dental services for 51. 6f the project's 53 children

who were ineligible for health'.services. We brought this T
situation to the attention of the project director who took o
action to correct this practice. } h few ot

Significance of weaknesses in administration : pE
on_program effectivensgss . . i

. - . -~ \. -

In our opinion, the .variation in services and -other

needed improvements decreased program effectiveness in qgo % )
ways. ., From a service viewpoint, -some of the potential o R
helping eligible children and their ¥families overcome the °
effects of poverty was. not maximized. From an experimental
viewpoint, the Follow Through program had been. désigned to
include the services agd -activities becausé of-the belief-

‘. that they. would help a child spcceed in school. Begause the

*

£

national evaluation did not include measuring the impact of *~
the services, they should have “been .constant among projects
to the extent feasible so that differences in”educational -
.attainment could not be due in part to differences in the
level of services. * . . .
E Y o ) 0T N ¢

NEED FOR MORE PROGRAM GUIDANCE

"‘Before the final Follow Through regulations.were issued
on April 21, 1975, OE's.project guidance was contained pri-
marily in the draft program manudals - The manual set forth
the required program components, su as parent participa-’
tion, and described in general terms, sexvices, and activi-
ties desired..under’ e3gh component.- S © /’(

» .

- The'manuéf éonxained.llt;;e‘criteria,defining tﬁe'dedv

sired level of proﬁect performanece in each component. In -,
addition, the manual provided no guidance on recordkéeping to
document project performance and did not' requirg projects to

formally evaluate their.activities. The manual stated that: s

"Klthough there are no fixed requirements for local R
‘ evaluation, applicants may devise procedures. to N

study questions of particular local interest in .

their projects and to receive program feedback." - e

The final Follow‘Through regulations,-which became effec-
tive June 5, 1975, 2g§g specifically define program component
ot contain specific performance standards. °

objectives, but do

-




They do prov1de that refundlng of a project be based 1 rgely

: .~ on how wéll the LEA provaded the requlred servzces a ctivi-

.4 tles. . ) . P . -

_._x§;7/ ) Iﬁlé@;foplnlo ,&t would be d;fflcult to hold LEA floffi- 3‘
‘cials’ dcEountableT for- their* performance unless—the expent of ‘

required serv1ce§ and activities is specified. Therefore,
OE should, to the-extent’practlcable, define the perfGrmance
standards which projects must meet’ to obtain refunding. Per-,
N (fOrmance standards are needed to identify areas needing im- .
». 'provement and to establish a highér and more uniform level
< of performance throughout, the program.

‘The final regulatlonk\éilpulate that LEAs must comply.
- with all evaluation procedures which OE may establish and must
~~ participate, if requested by OE, in any periodic evaluations
of the Follow Through program. - The reguIatlons do not provide
for self-evaluablon which, 'in our opinion, is an essential
part of project management and which could help eliminate ®pro-
gram weaknesses of the tyPe noted in our review.

On January 1, 1973, HEW' s Offlce ‘of Child Development
issued performanée standards to be used in administering and
carrying oyt therHead Start program, which provides the same . ,
kinds of vices and activities as Pollow Through. In gen-
eral the performance standards, .issued as part of the ™Head
Start Policy Manual,” pertdin to the methods and processes
.used by Head Start grantees to meet the needs of children.

The standards recognize that programs and approaches should

. . and do vary from community to community. However, Head Start

- policy requires that, no matter what approach is followed in
a local program, the standards constitute the minimum reguire-
ments that must be met by the grantee as a condition of Fed- -
eral funding. On January 31, 1975, HEW gave notice in the ;ﬁ?:
Federal Register that it proposed to issue the Head Start
performance standards as regulations..  These regulations be- .
came effectiVve on July 1,-1975. ' <

.

~ On Pebruary 1, 1975, the Office of Chlld‘bevelopment also
- 1issned, as ﬁart of the "Head Start Policy Manual,. a self-
assessment/valldatlon instrument for grantee use in conduct-
ing an annual assessment of their activiti#s to insure that
the performance standards aré being met. The instrument will
also-be used by  the Office of Child Development to valldate
grantee evaluations. N

OE CHANGES AND OUR SUGGESTIONS = . .
‘FOR MORE EFFECTIVE MONITORING .-

‘An efféctive mcnltorlng system is one in which program
'actqv1t1es are systematlcally reviewed to determine whether

. R . . . 4 <
- . v a . . . I

) E A . - - * .
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they are being conducted as planned.  If deficienciés occury
the system should provide for identifying causes and recom-
mending solutions, something that, at the time of our site-
work, OE's monitoring system did- not effectively do: A need
existed to increase project performance and improve project
recordkeeping. In addition, all -projegts reviewed, to some
. extent, either.,did not meet or cou ot prove that they had
met program’ réq ireméntsvpertainifig to\thé¢ source, use, and
control of funds. o T e

- . A

Later, OE did improve its Follow Through .monitoring
system but additional improvements in the feeédback of moni-
toring information still can be made. - '

N N
T

™

OE's monitoring system
. OE's program for monitoring Follow Through projects was
not well defined. However, OE officials said nearly all moni~-
toring of noninstructional services and activities was done
by OE project officers and with the occasional assgistance of
a consulting firm contracted by OE to provide technical as-
gistance to projects. T N,
Before November 1971 OE had assigned a praoject officer
to .each project. "Each officer was Fesponsible for many proj-
ects because the number of projects exceeded the -number of
officers by more than 20 to 1. 'The project officers' duties
included approving préject applications, providing technical
assistance, monitoring projeet performance, and monitoring
the activities of program sponsors and the consulting firm~
personnel (general ¢tonsultants). Although project -officers
tried to wvisit each assigned project annually; it was not
always done. During their visits, the officers met with
project personnel. and parents to discuss project operations.

To assist its projéct officers in their mbnitoring”ef-

forts, OE assigned to each project a general consultant whose -

primary function was to visit préjects each month-to provide
technical assistance to help the project assess its strength

the OE project officer, the project's sponsor, and the local
Follow Phrough staff. Our review.of the consultants' reports,
for the projects we reviewed showed an average of 3.1 visits

to the projects .in calendar year 1971 and 4.4 visits in 1972,

L]

OE's moniioring changes

~———

~ Prom November 1971 to March 1972, OE changed its ‘moni-"’
toring system by reorganizing project officer assignments '
and by providing for a desk audit. and .a team review at the
project site. ~The project officers yere organjzed into five

43 .

and weaknesses. The results-of their visits were reported to :




area teéams, consisting of one,or two senior and junidf

' ~officers and a secretary, with a senior officer as' team
leader.- Each team was’ responsible ‘for from 29 to 43 proj-
ects, depending on the size of its geographical regiohn,

Izl

. The teams are to perforfm an annual desk audit -of each.

- . project consisting of answering questions .in a_standard re-

view form concerning the various components of the projéct's

Follow Through Program. Inforpation is to be obtained pri-

marily from the project's most recent application“for 'funds.
7 .

.. In addition, OE makes 3- to 4-day onsite teanm reviews of
projects.  The review group usu lly eonsgists of a represgnta-
:tive from:the OE area .team, a gzkgral consultant, and an HEW -
régional program specialist. 1/ he group uses a standard
review form like the desk audit review form. Information is
to be ohtained from observations of project activities, in-
terviews with Pollow Through staff and parents, and project °
reports and records. According to an OE official, between
one-third and one-half of all Folldw Through projects:- are
reviewed each yeéar. He said that in school year 1971-72, -

OE reviewed about 80 of the 178 existing projects.

We believe that these monitoring changes, especially the
use of standard review forms, should help improve project
monitoring. fThe desk .audits give OE assurance that projects -
have adequate -plans” for each component; and the onsite re-
‘'views provide feedback data.on how well the plans are working.

Ptogress and general consultant-reports . .’ g
could be made more useful - . . .

¥

OE's fonitoring system could be further strengthened.
Periodically LEAs are required to submit.reports to ‘OE on .
their progress and, as previously mentioned, the -general con-
sultants must report the results of their project .visits. We .

. examined a number of these reports submitted to OE on the
projects reviewed and roted that they were neither uniform,
nor developed with a view toward  improving program operations.

s .

~

1/A regional program specialist provides various field serv-
ices to State educational agencies and LEAs. He devotes

his time to prodrams administered under title T of the - )
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 'and to Follow Through -
and “is-available to.provide field support to them and. to ,
-he}lp OE headqdag;ers officials fulfill their management
.responsibilitipdsy " oo
e N F’,\‘ ,--* “ . . .

.
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LEA Ieports - -

The grant terms and conditions require LEAs to submit an
interim and a final progress report to OE covering th® grant
period. However, L OE.gave no written .instructions to LEAs on
the format and content for these reports until October 1973.

The progre reports we reviewed were narrative descrip-
tions supported By some statistics [of what the projects did .
during the grant \period to deliver(required services. The
reports, which variied in form and ntent, did not cover all

‘ areas of foject performance and génerally. did not identify
q{///project goals or, as an alternative, present comparative * -
statistics from the preceding year to give OE management Some
indication of the adequacy of project accomplishments. They
also contained no conclusions concerning any necessity for
program improvements or corrective action.

. On September, 19, 1973, HEW published revised regulations
on grants administration which apply to.all HEW grant pro-
grams. They require grantees to submit periodic performance
reports which will include, to the extent appropriate, a com-
parison of'actual accomplishments with goals established for
the period and, if applicable, the reasons goals were not
met. However, the regulations do not require grantees to re-
port their conclusions concerning the, necessity for ‘program
improvements or corrective action. v ‘ '

<

_ " Consultant reports

The general consultant reports, 'according to the con-
sultants' manual, are to include information on problems,
program development, areas in which consultation was and .

' should be given, and recommendations made to projects.

The consultant reports we reviewed, like the progress
reports, varied in form and contént. Although they contained
the general information described in the copsultants' manual,
they usually did not identify specific weaknesses and probable
causes. Such information should be included in the consult-

-+ ants' reports.

. . Y . -
~ The reports did not normally indicate whether project
directors concurred in consultant recommendations, what proj-
ect staffs planned to do to implement recommendations, or .
whether consultants followed-op on recommendations cited in
earlier reports to determine whether they had been imple-
"mented. This type of infogmagépn would help insure that
" needed project improvements‘ape being made.




"' CONCLUSIONS - R C ]

The Follew Through projects reviewed generally had- ~
provided for the noninstructural'services and dctivities de-
scribed in the program guidélines, such as ordanizing activi-
ties for and employing parents) providing for policy advisory
committees, making “home. contacts, giving medigal and dental
examinations, providing free lunches to needy children, and
soliciting and using community resources, "However, adminis-

<tration of these services and activities needed’ improvement.

Oy

A need to increase services and é;é}ﬁfties and to obtain
closer complianc i pProgram requireménts was evident to
] - 2 “degree at all ‘projects. -a higher level of services among
d//igggects wag needed to maximize the potential for alleviating
‘ " the effects 'of poverty, and a more uniform level was needed
to provide greater "assurance that differences among projects
in educational attainment were not due in part to differences
in the level of services. D

Project administration needed to be improved. OE should
(1) define, to the extent practicable, the level of perform-
ance grantees should strive to achieve in each service com-
ponent, (2) provide guidance on the type of records needed to
document performance, and (3) require grantees to formally
evaluate their projects. The regulations do not contain ' per-
formance standards or, require self-evaluation. . Rather, they
increase the need for performance standards because they make
project refunding dependent on the extent to which projects
provide required services and activities.

Although OE strengthened its project monitoring during
our review, the feedback of information to OE still could be
improved. If projects and consultants were required to in-
clude in their -reports the information dis€ussed in this chap-
ter and to achieve greater uniformity in the form®'and content
of their reports, OE,could better monitor projects. Project
officers could use the additional information to furnish
technical assistance to projects. If the reports were more
uniform,; OE could periodically summarize the results to deter- -
mine weaknesses common to many projects as well as eXamples
of exemplary performance. - ’

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

k3 -~
We recommend that-the Secretary direct OE to: T

i --Establish, to the extent practicable, performance
standards for each service component and require LEAs
to evaluate their progress toward meeting these stand-

L]

ards. ‘ )

T
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: . --Develop and disseminate comprehensive guidance to

. ' LEAs on a recordkeeping system, including the type of
records needed to document performance and provide T

feedback -on program results. .

, -=Develop and disseminate specific guidance to LEAs and
consultants on the information that should be included
.in their reports to OE and on the format and content
of these reports. . ]
) :
S-Develop, in the early implementation stage of future
experiments, regulations and guidelines concerning
project administration and monitoring.
N, . . .

AGENCY. COMMENTS

HEW concurred in our recommendations and said it had .
taken or planned to take the following actions: a .

&

--OE has developed a Comprehensive Health Service Plan
survey which includes all the noninstructional Follow
Through components.” The survey is a two-part effort
in questionnaire form. Part one, which has been ap-
proved by the Office of Management and Budget, is a
NG ) planning questionnaire and will be disseminated before
- ~ the beginning of the school year. It solicits plan-
-, ning information concerning services to be provided
f to Follow Through funded children in the school year.
It can also be used by the projects for purposes of -
technical assistance by suggesting resources and ac-
tivities useful in delivering comprehensive health
services. '

. Part two, which is currently awaiting Office of Man-

agement and Budget approval, is an end-of-year report.
21l Pollow Through projects will be required to com-
plete this report which summarizes the services ac- L
tually provided to’ the children. The survey will be
a definite means of assuring self-evaluation By the

e projects in terms of the service components offered

) in the pragram. : . .

--The Comprehensive Health Services Plan survey will, -
to some extent, provide guidance to LEAs on a record-
‘keeping system. In addition, OE staff members, during
their various monitoring visits, -will provide technical
assistance to LEAs. on the types of records rieeded to
document progdram pérférmance.

4




‘ ~J
-~OE. has developed a reporting form for use by Follow
,',”A“Th10ugh~consultants.which providés for additional
information and uniformity -in the presentation .and
‘content of the report. Also, the Office of Manage-’
ment and Budget recently approved a form which Follow
Through grantees must use in indicating- performance’
prodress. The format and content of the report are
specific and shquld assist the program in obtaining
information on af\consistent basis. The form has.been
mailed to all Edljow Through grantees.
, .

-

HEW will de " in the early implementation étage

r monitoring.

We reviewed the Comprehensive Health Services Planning
Questionndire and believe it will provide OE with excellent
ning finformation concerning what services will be or have

to Foll Through children., .However, it 'does
e performance staridards, because there are no
placed onithe)grantees to provide the services
We believe hould uyse the information ob-
.tained from the questidnnairm-to establish, to the extent
practicable, performance standards which projects must meet

to obtain refuhding and which also could be used for self-
evaluation. T

'Lequikements
enumerated.

-~

N . \ 3
We also reviewed the consultant and grantee performance
reporting forms dnd believe that the consultant-report does
not fully implement our recomméndation. The report does not
soli¢it information on whether project directors concurred in
consultant recommendations, what project staffs planned to, do

up on recommendations cited in eaflier reports to determine
whether they had been implemented. We believe this type of
information .should be included. to help OE better monitor

projects. : i : )

K n
-~

©of future Aflental programs, regulationd ‘an ,
guidelines erning project administration and )

to implement recomméndations, or whether consultants followed

~




CHAPTER 4 : .

. NEED FOR BETTER ADMINISTRATION ~

-

\

OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS )
The Economic Opportunity Act, wqicgjestablishéd Follow
Through, states-that the program is to focus primarily upon . -
children previously enrolled in Head Start or a similar pro-

gram. In general, the projects reviewed served enough chil-:

dren from low-income families ,but not enough childten with -

thé required preschool experience. . Do ' ¢

Inadequate project records prevented us ‘from determin-
ing the exact enrollment characteristics of each project
reviewed. In addition, OE did not have data on the: actual
enrollment at Follow Through projects and lacked adequate con-
trol- over project compliance with.eligibility requiréments ’
because it: o . (A "
--Furnished criteria to LEAs concerning the number and
N type of children to be enrolled, which differed from ,
' the criteria in the May 1969 memorandum of undérstand-
ing between the Office of Economic Opportunity and - -
HEW. < - ) g

D

Ty

--Did not:furnish LEAs formal guidance on the type of
data to be kept to demonstrate compliance.with eligi~-
bility requirements or require LEAs- to report periodi- - ..
cally actual enrollment data. S .

--Exempted LEAs from the preschool eliéibilit& require-
ment without documenting its reasons. ‘
: .

-
-

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA DIFFERENCES

-~ N -

! The. May 1969 memorandum ef understanding requires*that;

with rare exceptions, at least:50 percent of the children ..
participating in each Eol%ow Through grade have preschool -~ = °
experience, preferahly a ull year, and come from families

whose incomes meet Head Start income eligibility criteria

at the time of enrollment in Head Start. However, OE's

draft program manual, dated February 1969, provided that,

with rare exceptions, at least pne-haIf\of the children




Ay 3 - ¢
from lg;;}ncoﬁe families 1/ in each Follow Through projedt .
“have a “dll year of Head Start or pomparable‘p:eschogl/ "
experience. According to OE officials, the projects re- "

ceived the manual criteria but not the memoranduri criteria.

.Thé”differences-betweep the two criteria are that
"> (1) the memorandum specifies a minimum percentage of chil-
dren from low—~income families -that projects must serve,
wheréas the manual contained no Specification and (2) the
memorandum provides for more children with.ppreschool expe-
rience at each project than did the manual, except when all
-the, children enrolled in a project:are from low-income fami-
lies. . . , :

Ak

] - P »

‘ To illustrate the differences, one Project we reviewed
_enrolled 3Q§ children in_schgbl(yean 1971-72. On the,basis
of thgé memorandum, at ledst 0 percent, or 153, of the 306
childken 'should have been ¥fom low—inggme'families and have
had so preschool' experience, prefera, ly a full year. on.

the basis of the. program manual criteria, the number of
children required to have had Preschool experience would be
based solely on the low-income enrollment. For example,

if 240 of the 306 children were from low-income families,
at least 50 percent, or 120, of them must have had a full
year of qualifying preschool experience. '

Because the criteria were inconsistent, we asked OE
Program officials, at the. time of our project reviews, . . )
which criteria were appropriate. - The officials said that, ,

"although they had not previously recognized the conflict

in the criteria, OE has required, except in rare instances, .
that 50 percent of a pProject's enrollment consist of chil- -
dren from low-income families who have had a full year of '
qualifying preschool experience. Théy said that OE wanted
as many children as possible from full-year Head Start

projects enrolled in Follow Through because program funding
was limited but permitted some projects to count summer

_Preschool.experiehce in meeting this requirement. > . -

The memorandum of understanaing criterion is suppor ted
in the final requlations developed for the program and

1/According to the program manual, a family was considered}‘ -

.~ low-income if, (1) it was on welfare or -(2) its income in -
relation t6 family size was below°the Office of Economic
Opportunity poverty guidelines at the time a child from the
family entered preschool] or Follow “Through., For example, in_.
December 1971-a family of four would have been considered
low-income for Follow Through if its annual .income was under
$3,800. *

-~
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) published in.-the Federal Register on April 21, 1975. - s
. ‘These regulations state that:
"At least 50 percent of the children in each o S

entering class shall be children who have pre- ‘
viously participated in a full-year Head Start
,or similar quality preschool program and who
were low-income children at the time of enroll-
ment in such preschool program; except that the
Commlssloner may reduce this percentage require-
ment in special cases where he determines that
- its enforcement would prevent the most effec- ) )
“tive use of Follow Through funds * * * "

Did project enrollments meet the criteria? , Lo

" Mo detern¥ne the ' elrgibé%?é;ycharucterLstles’of project~~ . * .
enrollees, we selected at random two groups of children at —
each pro;ect for comparison. The- f1rst group represented ~

children enrolled during school year 1970-71, and the second
group represented the 1971- -72 enrollment., We selected at
least 100 childrén for each group, but, at 2 projects we

- reviewed the entire enrollment for both school years.

For .each child sampled, we attempted to determine from
available records (1) the type and length of the child's
preschool experience, (2) annual family income and the pe-
riod during-which this income was earned, (3) family size,

. and (4) family welgﬁge status. - Our examination included
nonproject records, such as attendance rolls of local Head
Start centfers and-applications for free lunches under the
Department of Agriculture's 'National School Lunch Program.

Our sample results. from eight of the nine projects are
shown in the following three charts. The.odd-numbered sam-
ples are. for school. yea¥ 1970-71, and the even for 1971-72.
One project was not included’ because we could not reconc11e

' our statistics with those c1a1med by the project. .
- The charts show that 7 of the 8 projecéts served enOugh
children from low-income fam111es (chart 1) but that the

.preschool characteristics of their enrollments were

--bélow that intended by the memorandum of understand-
ing- as interpreted by OE in all but 1 of the 15 sam-
ples for which records were available (chart 2) and

-~below the manu l-criteria in 5 of the 15 samples for .
» which records were available (chart 3). ‘

R -« ' M
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~ Because of inadequate records, we could not determine.
the income status of about 13 percent of the children sam-

s pled and the preschool status.of about 8 percent. - -

¢ o Regarding'theilow proportion of children from low-ingcome
families who had a full year of preschool experience, OE .
program officials told us that the following factors influ-
enced the number of full-year preschool children who tould
attend Follow Through: ’

‘

1 \ L4
1. Many Head Start projects in the Sd‘th, where 10 of
our 16 samples were taken, were summer projects and
Wwere in areas not having the highest concentrations
of low-income families, whereas Follow Through- tried
to establish its projects in the most poverty-stricken ’
areas. . ‘ .

r
'

‘ 2. Bead Start consolidated projects in many parts of"the
Nation, causing a reduction in Head Start enrollments
in some Follow Through project areas. '

-3,' Many Southern school systems were implemehtiﬁg deseg-
. - . regation plans, causing.dispersion of eligible chil-
: dren. ' ) T .

¥

4. Follow Through lost some sfudents through,atﬁritfen~\<

v -

Tﬁg officiais_explained that'subpprg was not withdrawn
-~ from projects-affected by these factors' bedause such actien

-

would have-disrupted the Follow Through experiment. -

‘ » e' . v
. ADEQUACY OF PROJECT ELIGIBILITY RECORDS - [ 7

AND FEEDBACK OF ELIGIBILITY DATA TO OE

—
OE did’ not require projects to keep enrollment records
or furnigh ‘them formal guidance on recordkeeping procedures.
. OE. also did not require periodic reports of actual enrolliment-
 data. 1In addition, some children's family inhcome dtatus had
.been improperly determined. For example, the project with
.the highest incidence of impropeg determinations had classi-
fhed 153 children .in school year®1970-71 and 223 children
the following school year as coming from 1low~-income families.
From a. review of the enrollment data for all children in the
project, we detefmined, and the project director concurred,
that 37 and 70 children, respectively, had.been erroneously
classified as- from low-income families and 29 and 12 children,
just as erroneously, had been classified .as non-low-income.

.

" The number of improper classifications varied among the proj-
ects from none to many. ©One project made. no attempt to clas-
sify children by family income status ‘and another did not ..
“ . "‘.classify its chiddren until the f8urth year of _the program.

.
» .
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Most of the observed.‘procedural,weaknesses were due to
"either the enrollpent or other eligibility forms not' being
completely filled out or their design not providing all 'the
information needed to determine whether a child was.from
- the target population. The'.poorly designed forms generally
lacked informatien .on length and type of preschool éxperiepce
and family welfare status. A family on welfare automatically
qualified’ for the full range of ‘Follow Through services.'

o

OE program officials told us in‘September 1973 that £hey

sensitive and generates strong concerns about invasion of pri-
vacy. They said, however, that they plan to disseminate guid-
~ance to projects on the format for recording enroliment data.

OE officials #flso said they plan to.develop a procedure
to collect actual enrollment data from the .projects. Aas of
April 1974, almost all OE's information on the number and
type of children enrolled in Follow Through wag based on

- estimates included in the projeet applications for funds.

‘ In October 1972 OE did make a one-time request of projects
for actual enrollment data. Our analysis of the information
“submitted to OE showed that 82 percent of the children en-
rolled in Follow. Through were from low-income families. OE
did not request information on how many children attended

. Zi;;qull-yc-:‘ar*preschool programs. -

In our opinion, OE's plans to prov;dé guidance to proj-
"7 7 . ects and to collect actudl enrollment data are needed to in- -

sure that ﬁhé progran's target population is served. ..

WAIVER OF PRESCHOOL REQUIREMENT

- * According to OE program officials, waivers wére made in
the form of their recommendation to.an HEW contracting officer
* ' that a project be funded. Thus, in those instances where a
waiver was granted, the program requirements were waived in
favor of the provisions in the applicatdion. OE .exempted sev~
, eral LEAs from meeting the Follow Through preschool regquire-
.- - ment but did not document the reasons. : R
,\N\Sx;\; Of the 18 approved applications we reviewed for school
" years 1970-71 and 1971-72, 5 showed that, the planned enroll-. "
- ment of' ¢hildren from low-income familieg with” any preschool
experience at all ‘was below 50 percent of the total enroll-

identified-19 projects in school year 1972-73 with proj
" .Head Start enrollments below 50 percent of the projected
totdl enrollments. R SERRIRAN A

. .
- . > - -~ . - .

cannot prescribe uniform procedures for cdllecting enrollment(Q
, data because the ‘collection of personal information is highly -

ment, as required. At our request, an. OE program official -,

Lad

~
.
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. We could not determine, whether the reasons for the
waivers of the preschool requlrement were  valid because they
"were not documented. OE program officials agreed ‘that such -
documentatlon should have been required; that in the 'early
o years Follow- Through's staff devoted its efforts to resolv- '’
- .. ing complex issues involved in startlng an innovative -pro-
) gram,’ and that recordkeeplng was not given high priority.
The officials felt that although a written record was not - . .
made, each application was reviewed in depth and waivers _ - ‘
of program requ1rements were thoroughly dlscussed in face~ -
to-face negotiations with project staff. . ’

GCONCLUSIONS . . ‘

.- .. C e - . .

OE's administration of project compllance with ellgl-‘ @

_ bility requirements could be improved to “insure.that the
intended target population is served. The actual number
of eligible chlldren in Follow. Through could not be accurately
determined because/of the poor gquality of project eligibility
records and the lack of a procedure requ1r1ng perlodlc ellgl-
bility reports from the’ prbjects. -

a

On the basrs of our. sample results and OE-data, the
projects enrolled enough children from low=income families
to meet the’ program criteria, but many fell short of the
goal of serving children from full-year Head Start projects,

* partially- because QE waived this requ1rement. OE's reasons
- may have been wvalig documentatipn was not available to Ol
”‘\showkthe alternatives, i any, to granting waivers. -~ - -~ ¢ -

LS

/ -
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SE'RETARY OF HEW : - )

Ed

- We recommend that the Secretary dlrect OE to: ' o

’

-~Provide .guidance to LEAs on ‘the format of ellglbillty
records and require ‘them to perlodlcally report actual
enrollment data,'as planned. ¢ . .

--Docnment reasons for exemptlng LEAs from program eli-
nglllty requ1rements. ; N S

s

AGENCY COMMENTS ' . ¢

.

v HEW concurred in our recommendatlons and sa1d- .
. - AR 4
. -aOE w1ll begin developlng a format whlch LEAs could *®
o use to document -the eligibility of children and w1ll -
) attempt to .obtain Office of .Management and Budget . »
: approval for .a perlodlc report .of actual enrollment. '




: —-QE wil; take steps to assure documentation inf those T
.~ _'lnstances, where, for justifiable reasons, Follow - -
" ‘Through program regulation requirements are waived. ‘
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s APPENDIX

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY !
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2020!

'JUL281975

APPENDIX I

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

irector, Manpower and
Welfare\Division

U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our comments

on your draft report to the Congress e
Lessons Learned From its Evaluation an
 Administration®. They are enclosed.

We apprecié%e~the opportunity to comme
its publication.

. ) —Sin

Jo

Enclosure

ntitled, "Follow Through:
d Opportunities to Improve its

nt on'this'araft report before

cerely yours,

istant Secretary, Comptro]lef

= :
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Comments of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare on the
gomptroller General's Report to the Congress Entitled, "Follow Through:
essons Léarned From its Evaluation and Opporturiities~to Improve its
PRdministration”
?-!

.-

GAO Recommendation

Develop greater Safequards to irsure that future experimental gfogram§
are not designed apart from evaluation to maximize the degree to
which experimental results will be statistically reliabte.

Department Comment ) B

‘We concur with the recommendation and will try to.insure that

legislation and rfegulations for future experimental programs

are consonant with strong evaluation designs by requiring . .
random assignment of projects to school districts, schoéls, .
classrooms, etc., and requiring school -districts to establish

and maintain comparable control groups or schools. The Office

of Education will formally advise all program offices of the

importance of the making evaluation an integral part of

experimémtal programs. .

_GAO Recommendation - ' ?
Translate the problems encountered during the Follow Through
experiment into criteria for designing and administering

future experiments, including, among other things, criteria

to prevent massive data collection on program results before
the program’'s goals and objectives are properly defined.

Department Comment

We -agree. The experience of Follow Through- re-emphasizes the
neéd for planning prior to impjementation of new program designs
or major change in basic program thrust. ATthough OE does not
frequently undertake experiments 1ike Follow Through, we recognize
that some of the Follow Through experience is pertinent to other
program evaluations. We now have a-centralized OE evaluation staff
responsible for developing evaluation designs based upon program
© objectives so as to prevent unnecessary data collection. This
“staff is cognizant of the problems éncountered and will to, the .
‘extent possible incorporate this recommendation in th% overall ’
- evaluation desigps. OOf .
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GAO Recommendatjon

- Establish, to the extent precticable, performance standards
for each service componedt and require LEAs to evatuate
their progress toward meeting;these standards

Department Comment T : L | .

N

. We agree with this recommendation, and to some extent, this -
recommendation has been implemented. OE has developed a handbook
entitled, "Handbook on Performance Objectives, Title I, Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965" and Follow Through is included as one
of the programs for which this handbook would be useful. Also, OF
has developed a Comprehensive Health Service Plan, survey which
includes all Follow Through components except the instructional related
component. This survey is a two part effort and is in the form of a
questionnaire. Part one, "Follow Through Comprehensive Health Services
Planning Questionnaire” has been approved by OMB and will be disseminated
prior to the beginning of the-school year. it solicits planning infor-
mation concerning services to be provided to Follow Through funded children
in the school year. In addition to summarizing plans for delivery of services
the questionnaire can be used by the projects for purposes'of technical
assistance by suggesting resources or activities which could be useful in
the delivery. of Comprehensive Health Services. Part two.of the survey is an
. end-of-year report, "FolTow Through Comprehensive Health Services End-of-Year
Report®. It is currently awaiting OMB approval, and is a means of noting
groject accomplishments for a recently comp]eted school year.. A1l Follow
hrough projects will be required to complete this report which summarizes
the actual services provided for the Follow Through children. This survey
will be a definite means of assuring self-evaluation by the projects in
terms of the service components offered in the program.

GAO Recommendation , : -

Develop and disseminate to LEAs comprehensive gquidance on a
recordkeeping system, including the type of records needed to

document performance and provide feedback on program results. oy ng ;
~ . . yl;_‘?
Department Comment - . v : ‘ P

vk
We agree with this recommendation. OE has to some extent accomplished

the implementation of this recommendation with the "Comprehensive

Health Services Planning Questionnaire", OE Form 4535, and the draft

"Foltow Through Comprehensive Services End-of-Year Report". To the

extent possible, OE Staff members during their various monitoring

visits will provide technical assistance to LEAs in the types of

records needed to document program performance.

L4

“
)
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GAO Recormendation A o —

Develop  and disseminate specific gquidance to LEAs and consultants .
- - on the information that should be <included in their reports to OF o
and on the format and content of these réports. Co L

Department Comment.

This recommendation has been implemented. OF has developed
reporting form for use by the Follow Through consultants which

, provides for additional informatfon and unifdrmity ‘in the
presentation and content of the reports as suggested by GAO..
Also OMB has recently approved a form which grantees must use in
indicating progress in performance of the Follow Through grants.

- The format and content of the report are specific and should

assist the program ip obtaining information on a consistent basis.
This form has been mailed to-a —FoHow Through-grantees.

GAQ Recommendation

Devalop, in the early .im Iementaiian stage of futbre experimenté,f
r u1atfdns and quideTines c0ncernjﬁg;project administration and
monitoring. g ..

" Department Comment

k]

We agree with the recommendation and it will be implemented in
. future experimental programs. :

'GAO_Recommendation

Provide guidance to LEAs on the format of ef{gibiIity records
and require them to,perioaica11y report actual enroliment data.

Department Comment » L .

- We agree with the recommendation. OF will begin developinga - .
;- format which local project grantees could use to document the o
" eligibility of children and will again attempt to obtain approval

» from-OMB for the report of actual enroliment periodically.

. GAO Recommendation ' ) , L R

Document reasons for exempting LEAs from program eligibility
- requirements. , i

< Department.Comment

We agree with th%s recommendation. OF will take steps to assure :
documentation in those instances where for justifiable reasons ~
Follow Through program regulations requirements are being waived,

62 °
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i GAO nogg{ The material on the remaining two pages was deleted
., " 7%} Dbecause it relates to general matters which were
considered or incorporated into the final report,
¢ ~
2




APPENDIX II ; ' ~, APPENDIX II
) .
PRINCIPAL HEW OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

TEnuré,of office

- From - To
'
SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,

AND WELFARE: }
David Mathews . Aug., 1975 Present
Caspar W. Weinberger o Feb. 1973 Aug. 1975
Frank,K C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973
Elliot L. Richardson " “June 1970 Jan. 1973

- Robert H. Finch Jan. 1969 . June .1970

 Wilbur J. Cohen \ | Mar. 1968 Jan. 1969
John W. Gardner ' Aug. 1965 .  Mar. 1968

ASSISTANT SECRETARY (EDUCATION):
. Virginia Y. Trotter . June 1974 Present
"Charles B. Saunders, Jr. (acting) Nov. 1973 June 1974
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. - - Nov. 1972 Nov. 1973
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION: ’ .
Terrel H. Bell June 1974 Present
John R. Ottipa Aug. 1973 June 1974
John R. Ottina (acting) - . Nov. 1972 Aug. 1973
Sidney 'P. Marland, Jr. i Dec. 1970 " Nov. 1972°
Terrel H. Bell (actlng) June 1970 - Dec. 1970
James E. Allen, Jr. May 1969  June 1970
Peter P. Muirhead (actlng) Jan. 1969 May 1969

Harold Howe II n Jan. 1966 Jan. 1969
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Copies of GAO reports ore ovoiloble to the generol public ot s

a cost of $1,00 o copy. There is no chorge for. reports furnished
to Members of Congress ond congressionol committee stoff
members; officiols of Federol, Stote, locof, ond foreign govemn-
ments; members of the press; college librories, foculty members,

ond students; ond non-profit orgonizotions, ) .
- " | Requesters .{;}m.d to reports without tharge should oddress 1
their requests to: . oL N
SR U.S. Generol Accounting Office ,
N + Distribution Section, Room 4522 e,
. . . 441 G Street, NW, .
. } Washington, D.C. 20548 ~ : ©
Requesters who ore required o pay for-reparts should send . -
their requests with checks or money orders to: ¢ s
’ U.S, General Accounting Office . : . y
' ) . Distribution Section - ' ’
. <. , P.0. Box 1020 - ) ) R : ’ . .
’ ’ ' ' ‘ Washington, D.C. 20013 .o P L
\

Checks or money orders should be mode poyoble to the
u.S. Gono'rol'Accounﬁng Office. Stomps or Superintendent
of Ddcuments coupons will not be occepted. Pleose do not' %

send cos ’ 7
To expedite filling your arder; use the report number in the
lower left corner of the front cover.
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